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THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1959 
Rev. o. B. La1;1grall, D.n.: pastor, St. · 

Luke's Methodist Church, . Washington, 
D.C., offered the following prayer: 

0 God, the protector ·of all who put 
their trust in Thee; without whom 'noth- ' 
ing is strong, nothing is holy : IncreaSe 
and multiply upon us Thy mercy. We 
pray Thee so to order the course of our 
lives, that while passing through ·and 
enjoying the things that are temporal, 
we lose not sight of things that are 
eternal. 

We thank Thee for calling us to our 
tasks, trusting us with responsibilities, 
and giving to us the courage and the· 
wisdom to carry on in Thy name. 

To that end, we invoke Thy blessing 
upon us during this new day, as we 
gather to transact the business incum­
bent upon us. Make us channels 
through which Thy wisdom may flow, 
touching the Hves of those entrusted 
to our care, so that they, in turn, may 
become reflectors of Thy truth. · 

This we ask in the name of Jesus 
Christ, our Lord. · Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JOHNSON. of Texas, 

and by unaninio.us consent, the rea;ding 
of the Journal of the proceedings ·of 
Wednesday, June 10, 1959, wa·s dis- · 
pensed with. . . 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT-· 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi­
dent of the United States were commu­
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on June 10, 1959, . the President 
had approved and signed the following 
acts: 

S. 758. An act for the relief of Viktors 
Neimanis; 

S. 947. An act for the relief of Lenora 
Bent; and 

s. 1217. An act to add certain public do­
main lands in Nevada to the Summit Lake 
Indian Reservation. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
has passed the bill <S. 1901) to amend 
section 101(c) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 and the act of July 28, 1945, to sta­
bilize and protect the level of support for 
tobacco, with amendments, in which it 
:r:equested the c~ncurrence of the Senate. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, under the rule, there will be the 
usual morning hour; and I ask unani­
mous consent that statements in con­
nection therewith be limited to 3 min­
utes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is· so ordered. 

THE DECREASE IN UNEMPLOYMENT 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, it is gratifying that unemployment 
has dropped. Every American will re­
joice over the fact that people who have 
been unemployed have been placed upon 
payrolls. 

This rejoicing, however, should not 
obscure the fact that there are still 
pockets of unemployment. In the Nation 
there are ·still areas where people have 
been out · of work for many months, and 
where there are no immediate prospects 
for employment. ' 

The statistics are very good. Bl.}.t 
statistics will not feed families. I believe 
we still have an obligation to do some­
thing about the spotty areas of depres­
sion which still persist. ·. . · 

Mr. President, I am informed that the· 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
now has a subcommittee which recently 
has taken action or is about to act in 
connection with a bill, introduced by the 
very able senior Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HuMPHREY] creating a Civilian 
Conservation Corps. I am hopeful that 
the full committee will give its attention 
to that measure, and will act upon it at 
an early date. 

The fact that unemployment is not a 
nationwide issue · does not relieve us of' 
our obligations to our fellow-Americans 
who are not sharing in the good times 
enjoyed by so many. 
.. Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the 

news on the front pages of tlie news­
papers certainly is encouraging and 
heartening. I am glad the majority 
leader alludes to it. There has been 
what might be called a massive upsurge 
in employment; and I think it is a great 
testimony to the wisdom and to the re- . 
straint of the President of the United 
States, who, notwithstanding the argu­
ments and contentions which were made 
some months ago, kept his feet on the 
ground and constantly reemphasized his 
c·onftdence and his belief that, through 
the forces then operating anq through' 
the suggestions made by the administra-. 
tion, we would come out of the 1958 dol- . 
drums and would meet a new high in the 
employment field. 

PETITION 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-, 

fore the Senate a resolution adopted by 
the New Jersey Region of the Zionist 
Organization of America, at Atlantic 
City, N.J., favoring the inclusion of the 
State of Israel in the program for grants­
in-aid from the United States, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

ARTHUR GODFREY URGES CANCER 
RESEARCH-RESOLUTION OF THE 
TEXAS SENATE 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, by his notable fortitude and cour­
a~e in the face of great adversity, Ar­
thur Godfrey has won the enduring ad­
miration of millions of Americans. 

This man, who has devoted his adult 
life to entertaining and helping others, 
recently underwent surgery for lung 
cancer. · 

But he has not retreated in the· face of 
this universal foe and enemy of human­
kind. Instead, Arthur Godfrey chan­
neled his talent and energy, his intellect 
and the physical force · of his being, into 
rallying further support in an expanded 
offensive against this dread disease. 

Conscious that many lives cut short 
by this terrible malady might be saved 
through intensified research, he has ad­
dressed to Congress a plea for the estab­
lishment of a crash program for cancer 
research; · 
~ His efforts constitute a contribution to 

the future of all mankind, and were so ' 
recognized in a resolution recently 
adopted by the Texas Senate. 

Mr. President, the great leader of 
health programs in this body, the senior 
Senator from: Alabama [Mr. HILL], now 
has under consideration the testimony 
of some of the most eminent experts in 
the Nation. Mrs. Mary ·Lasker, who has 
devoted a great deal of her time and her 
personal funds to attempting to alert 
and awaken Americans to the necessity 
of research against this dreaded disease,· 
has been very effective in this program. · 
The Nation can be grateful to Mrs. Las­
ker, who has carried on, in the great 
tradition of Florence Nightingale ·and 
Clara Barton. · · 
. In pumble J;ecQgnition of the faith; 

courage, determination, and devotion of 
these good people, and particularly of 
this good man, Arthur Godfrey, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in· 
the RECORD Resolution No. 70, as adopted 
on June 5, 1959, by the Senate of Texas. 

There being no objection, the resolu­
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and, under the 
rule; ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SENATE RESOLUTION 70 
Whereas Arthur Godfrey who has devoted 

his . life to entertaining and helping others, 
recently. underwent successful surgery for a 
lung cancer; and 

Whereas Arthur Godfrey has made · a plea 
to Congress to establish a crash program for . 
cancer research . . He .publicized the vital fact 
that many American lives cut short by this 
terrible disease might be saved by stepping 
up our national program of cancer research; 
and 

Whereas the cancer research program has 
received support of our Congressmen, busi­
ness leaders, doctors, scientists and Presi­
dent. It is supported by all Americans who 
have knowledge of this terrible disease; and 

Whereas any additional help that can be 
given Arthur Godfrey and other Americans to 
discover and eradicate the disease of cancer 
is a contribution to future mankind: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of Texas extend 
wishes .. for complete recovery to Arthur 
Godfrey; that he be congratulated for using 
his fame and influence in behalf of his fel­
lowmen; that copies of this resolution bear­
ing the seal of the Senate of Texas be sent to 
Arthur Godfrey; and to each Member of the 
Congress from Texas. 

BEN RAMSEY, 
P1·esident of the Senate. 
CHARLES SCHNABEL, 

Secretary of the Senate. 
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REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Joint Com­

mittee on Atomic Energy, with amendments: 
s. 2094. A bill to authorize appropriations 

for the Atomic Energy Commission in ac­
cordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Aet of 1954, as amended. and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 386). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced~ read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MOSS (by request): 
S. 2156. A bill to amend the act of Sep­

tember 2, 1958, relating to the exchange of 
lands between the United States and the 
Navajo Tribe, to clarify ..._the intent of Con­
gress with respect to certain excepted rights; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: 
S. 2157. A bill to amend section 125 of 

the Soil Bank Act which prohibits the pro­
duction of certain crops on Government­
owned lands; to the Committee on Agricul­
ture and Forestry. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
S. 2158. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to provide for the regis­
tration with certain U.S. consular offi­
cers of the birth of those persons born 
abroad who are citizens at birth. and .for· 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(See the remarks .of Mr. KEATING when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BEALL: 
S. 2159. A bill for the relief of Athanassios 

Karatzas; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ERVIN: 

S. 2160. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ki 
Hyuk Pak and is wife, Mrs. Ki Hyuk Pak; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

AMENDMENTOFIMMIGRATION AND 
NATIONALITY ACT, RELATING TO 
REGISTRATION OF CERTAIN FOR­
EIGN-BORN AMERICAN CITIZENS 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I in-

troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to provide for the registration and the 
issuance of certificates of citizenship to 
American children born outside the 
United States. 

At the present time there are over half 
a million family members of our Armed 
Forces in overseas areas. In addition, 
there are thousands of American civilian 
families in foreign countries throughout 
the world. Our Government's interna­
tional activities, the increase in frequen­
cy of overseas business operations, and 
the tremendous surge in overseas tour­
dsm, mean that we can expect more 
Americans to be born in foreign countries 
than ever before in our history. 

Our naturalization laws must be 
amended to take into account this 
changing international situation. The 
outmoded provisions of the present laws 
were forcefully brought to my attention 
by a constituent who wrote to me about 
the experience of his son. His son's two 
children were born in Germany in 1957 
and 1958, while the son, an Army officer, 
was stationed there on Army duty. Both 
the son and his wife are native-born 

Americans. Despite this, the only way 
certificates .of citizenship could be ob­
tained for their children was to wait 
until they returned to the United States. 
At that time they would have to file the 
same kind of form as is used in the case 
of persons who are aliens at birth and 
who seek naturalization by reason of the 
naturalization of their parents. More­
over, the only birth certificates that 
could be obtained for these American 
children were those issued by public offi­
cials in the locale of the birth, Frankfurt 
and Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Germany. 
The present law did not provide for any 
procedure under which birth certificates 
could be obtained for these children from 
the Department of State or any other 
agency of the U.S. Government. 

Under the terms of my bill, any child 
born outside the United States to Amer­
ican parents would be registered with an 
American consular officer in the country 
of birth. Upon such registration, the 
Secretary of State would be required 
upon application to issue a certificate of 
birth for the child. All children to whom 
such a certificate of birth had been issued 
would be furnished a certificate of citi­
zenship by the Attorney General. 

This modernization of our present 
naturalization laws is long overdue. It is 
the least we can do to protect the status 
of the children o! the thousands of Amer­
icans who find themselves in foreign 
lands in the service of their Government. 
The inconvenience to which these Amer­
ican families are now put to establish 
the birthrights of their children is in­
tolerable. I hope this bill will lead to a 
speedy improvement of the situation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2158) to amend the Immi­
gration and Nationality Act to provide 
for the registration with certain U.S. 
consular officers of the birth of those 
persons born abroad who are citizens at 
birth, and for other purposes, introduced 
by Mr. KEATING, was received, read twice 
by its title, referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
oj Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
301 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1401) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(d) Whenever any person is born outside 
the United States and its outlying posses­
sions, and under paragraph (3), (4), or (7) 
of subsection (a) such person is a citizen 
of the United States at birth, the birth of 
that person may be registered with a con­
sular officer in the country in which that 
person was born, under such regulations as 
the Secretary of State may prescribe. Upon 
application by or on behalf of any person 
whose birth is registered under this subsec­
tion, the Secretary of State shall issue a 
certificate of birth to such person. No 
charge shall be made for the first issuance 
of a certificate to any person under the pre­
ceding sentence, but the Secretary may ·pre­
scribe reasonable fees for the issuance -of 
duplicates of any such certificate." 

SEc. 2. Section 341 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1452) is 
amended by inserting " (a) " immediately 
after "SEc. 341.", and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(b) Notwithstanding any provision of 
subsection (a), the Attorney General shall 
furnish, without charge therefor, a certificate 
of citizenship to any person who is a citizen 
of the United States at birth by virtue of the 
provisions of paragraph (3), (4), or (7) of 
section 301 (a) of this title, whether or not 
such person is within the United States, if 
an application by or on behalf of such per­
son is submitted to the Attorney General in 
the form of a written statement, under oath 
or affirmation, that the person to whom such 
certificate is to be furnished is a person 
whose birth is registered with a consular 
officer in accordance with the provisions of 
section 30l(d) of this title. No additional 
proof shall be required from an applicant 
for a certificate of citizenship under this sub­
section." 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BEFORE SUB­
COMMI'ITEE ON TRADING WITH 
THE ENEMY ACT, OF COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, certain bills now pending 
before the Subcommittee on Trading 
With the Enemy Act of the Committee 
on the Judiciary were scheduled to be 
considered in hearings starting today. 
I · have talked with the members of the 
subcommittee, and it was decided to hold 
hearings 1 week hence, June 18, 1959, in 
room 6202, New Senate Office Building,. 
for the purpose of receiving t~stimony on 
the following bills, and such others as 
may have been introduced or referred to 
the subcommittee subsequent to this no­
tice: S. 105, a bill to provide scientific 
scholarships and fellowships for children 
of veterans and other individuals from 
interest resulting from the investment of 
certain funds obtained under the pro­
visions of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act. and to provide for the payment from 
such funds of certain American war 
claims against Germany and Japan; by 
Senator SMATHERS. 

S. 531, a bill to am~nd section 32(a) (2) 
(D) of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
to permit the return of property to cer­
tain individuals who have become U.S. 
citizens since the vesting of their prop­
erty by the Alien Property Custodian; 
by Senator BIBLE. 

S. 664, a bill to amend the Trading 
With the Enemy Act to permit the return 
of property to certain individuals who 
have become U.S. citizens since the 
vesting of their property by the Alien 
Property Custodian; and to amend the 
War Claims Act of 1948 to provide for 
the payment of certain American war 
damage claims; by Senator LANGER. 

S. 672, an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute to the bill S. 672 to amend 
the War Claims Act of 1948 and the 
Trading With the Enemy Act to provide 
for the payment of certain American war 
damage claims-and the return of vested 
assets for the value thereof; by Senator 
JoHNSTON of South Carolina. 

s. 744, a bill to amend the Trading 
With the Enemy Act and the War Claims 
Act of 1948 to allow. as a matter of grace, 
the return of certain vested assets, and 
to provide for the payment of certain 
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American war damage claims; by Sen­
ator YouNG. 

s. 1103, a bill to amend section 9 (a) 
of the Trading With the Enemy Act to 
permit the sale of vested property which 
is the subject of litigation; by Senator 
KEATING. 

s. 1963, a bill to authorize the Secre­
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to make grants from funds obtained 
under the Trading With the Enemy Act 
to assist the States and local communi­
ties to provide facilities for older persons 
including the parents of veterans of 
World War II and the Korean conflict; 
by Senator HENNINGS. 

S. 2205, a bill ·to amend the War 
Claims Act of 1948, as amended, to pro­
vide compensation for certain World 
War II losses; by Senator WILEY, by re­
quest. 

S. 2012, a bill to amend the Trading 
With the Enemy Act to provide for the 
divesting of certain interests in estates 
and trust, and for other purposes; Sen­
ator BusH, for himself and Senator 
SALTONSTALL. 

S. 2093, a bill to amend section 5 of 
the War Claims Act of 1948 to provide 
detention and other benefits thereunder 
to certain Guamanians killed or cap­
tured by the Japanese at Wake Island; 
by ·Senator CARROLL, for himself and 
Senator BIBLE. 

The limitations with respect to testi­
mony, contained in the notice of May 
18, 1959, will apply - to the rescheduled 
hearings. 

INCREASE IN THE INTEREST RATE 
. ON GOVERNMENT BONDS. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
wonder what adjective the Republicans 
used before they developed the popular 
term "massive." I suppose it would be 
proper to refer to what the Secretary of 
the Treasury is requesting as a mas­
sive increase in the interest rate on 
Government bonds, and also a massive 
increase in the temporary, as well as in 
the permanent, debt ceiling of the 
Nation. And I suppose that if we 
wished to use the Republican's termi~ 
nology, we could talk about his asking 
for a massive extension of the corpo­
rate profits and excise taxes, which first 
were imposed as wartime taxes. 

Mr. President, in the course of the 
past few weeks there have been very 
able discussions about the economic im­
plications of the administration's re­
quest for higher interest rates, partic­
ularly on Government bonds. Yesterday 
the Washington Post published a letter 
written by Mr: Walter C. Louchheim, 
Jr., a distinguished financier in the city 
of Washington; and I think it might be 
well for Members of the Senate to give 
some attention to his opinion. 

For example, he points out that the 
postulate upon which this request is made 
is "that raising the interest rate will 
broaden the ownership base and lengthen 
the average maturity of the Government 
debt." 

He also points out: 
This is the same . postulate upon which 

Randolph Burgess, with the support of then 
Secretary George Humphrey, in 1953 offered 
a Government bond at 3%, percent at a time 

when the interest on outstanding Treasuries 
was below 3 percent, thereby starting the 
spiral of mounting interest and increasing 
the annual cost of servicing the debt from 
$5.3 billion to the now budgeted $8.3 billion. 

But instead of widening the base and 
lengthening the maturity, the policy of in­
creasing the rate of interest on the Govern­
ment debt has had exactly the opposite effects 
so that t<?<Iay the Treasury is unable to sell 
its obligations in volume except to commer­
cial banks at short term, which is the most 
infiationary procedure for financing the Gov­
ernment. 

In the light of this record it is extremely 
doubtful that another hike in the interest 
rate alone would restore the Government 
credit to the level of the pre-Humphrey 
period, or that it would attract widespread 
participation by the public in long term bond 
offerings. 

Mr. President, this seems to be an ex­
tension into the field of finance of the 
policy which has been followed by the 
Department of Agriculture. Although, 
as we recall, when the nomination of Mr. 
Benson was before the Senate for con­
firmation, he said he did not know what 
he was going to do about the farm com­
nlOdity price-support program. Soon 
after he was established in that office he 
began talking about 80 percent of parity; 
and he said the farm problem would be 
solved if he could just get farm com­
modity price supports down to 80 percent 
of parity. 

Eventually he got to that point. As ­
he did, the farm situation became worse. 
Surplus increased. Farm income went 
down. The cost of the program in­
creased. So he said that if he could just 
get the support price down to 75 percent 
of parity, everything would be taken 
care of. So he worked it down to that 
point. Things got worse. So he asked 
for 60 percent of parity. He has got sup­
port prices down to 60 percent of parity, 
and conditions continue to get worse. 

So in the field of finance and handling 
the public debt, first the interest rates 
were increased. Things got worse. So, 
in order to solve the problem, the admin­
istration is proposing further increases 
in interest rates. 

I recall a discussion similar to this 
in the House of Representatives regard­
ing Mr. Benson, in which the distin­
guished Representative from Montana 
[Mr. ANDERSON] said the approach of 
the administration was like that of the 
old-time veterinarian who, when he was 
called in to treat a sick horse or a sick 
cow, would first recommend bleeding the 
animal. If the animal got worse, he 
advised bleeding the animal again. If 
the animal continued to get worse, he 
recommended bleeding the animal fur~ 
ther. This has certainly been the policy 
in agriculture. It seems to be the policy 
being adopted by the Treasury Depart­
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that following these remarks, the 
letter of Mr. Walter C. Louchheim be 
printed in full in the RECORD. 

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

RAISING INTEREST RATES 

The reported intention of Secretary of the 
Treasury Anderson to ask the Congress to 
raise or abolish the present legal ceiling of 
4%, percent on U.S. Government bonds seems 

to be based upon the pqstulate that raising 
the interest rate will broaden the ownership 
base and lengthen the average maturity of 
the Government debt. 

This is the same postulate upon which 
Randolph Burgess, with the support of then 
Secretary George Humphrey, in 1953 offered 
a Government bond at 3~ percent at a time 
when the interest on outstanding Treasuries 
was below 3 percent, thereby starting the spi­
ral of mounting interest and increasing the 
annual cost of servicing the debt from $5.3 
billion to the new budgeted $8.3 billion. 

But instead of widening the base and 
lengthening the maturity the policy of in­
creasing the rate of interest on the Govern­
ment debt has had exactly the opposite ef­
fects so that today the Treasury is unable to 
sell its obligations in volume except to com­
mercial banks at l?hort term, which is the 
most inflationary procedure for financing the 
Government. ' 

In the light of this record it is extremely 
doubtful that another hike in the interest 
rate alone would restore the Government 
credit to the level of the pre-Humphrey pe­
riod, or that it would attract widespread par­
ticipation by the public in long-term bond 
offerings. 

What is required in addition is a method 
of stabilizing the capital values of Govern­
ment bonds so that investors would not suf­
fer further devaluation of their assets 
through the continuous decline in market 
values caused by rising interest rates and 
the absence of support from the Federal Re-
serve System. , 

A return to the arrangement whereby the 
Fed assisted the Treasury by contributing to 
an orderly and reasonably stable Government 
bond market would seem •to be the most ·fea­
sible approach. Or there may be other meas:. 
ures more acceptable to the present fiscal 
authorities. 

In either event, it does not seem reason­
able to expect that the Congress would le­
galize higher interest rates without some · 
assurance that order and stability would be 
restored to the Government bond market. 

WALTER C. LoUCHHEIM, Jr. 
WASHINGTON. 

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS 
TO BE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I do not 
rise today to defend Admiral Strauss-! 
merely state that I shall vote to confirm 
his nomination because I believe the 
President is entitled to have the man he 
wants as his Secretary of Commerce un­
less there is evidence of disloyalty, in­
competence, or moral turpitude. While 
I have not always agreed with his views, 
I am satisfied that during his service 
with three administrations, Lewis 
Strauss has demonstrated loyalty, com­
petence, · and integrity of the highest 
order. If his attitude seems to suggest 
that he regards Senators· as something 
less than gods, I can only say that in 
the case of the junior Senator from Ver­
mont, his skepticism is justified. 

My purpose is to speak out for com­
monsense. 

The hearings before the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee stretched 
out for 16 days during March, April, and 
May. 

The printed record runs 1,128 pages, or 
roughly 597,800 words. In addition, the 
debate in the Senate has added several 
thousand more words, and the · end is 
not yet in sight. 

I am opposed at . all times to shutting 
off debate before all the facts are in, but 

I I 1 

.,, 
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I have not heard a new word · said or a 
new fact developed which is pertinent 
to the business at hand. Everything that 
can be said has been said. Members of 
the Senate now know how they will vote. 
No votes will be changed by the airing 
of more verbiage. In this instance pro­
longing the debate just prolongs the 
agony. 

I say "agony" because every statement 
going into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
pinches the taxpayer in the pocketbook 
to the tune of 5 Y4 cents a word. When 
thousands of words go into the REcoRD, 
which do not contribute to the enlighten­
ment of Senators or the advancement of 
the business at hand, the pain can be­
come excruciating. 

It would be very interesting indeed if 
a record were kept of the repetitious 
words spoken in the Strauss matter so 
that the taxpayers would know how 
much all this is costing them. 

We ought to vote now, and get on to 
consideration of major legislative prob­
lems. 

Last week in Vermont, a farmer asked 
me how long we were going to waste the 
taxpayers' money carrying on this con­
troversy. I could not give him an an­
swer. Only the Senate can do that. I 
hope my friend will g~t his answer soon. 
In Vermont we do not believe in wasting 
money or in wasting words. When we 
see conspicuous waste, especially of the 
taxpayers' money, it makes us unhappy. 
I suspect there are millions of citizens 
in every part of the country who feel the 
same way about it. 

It is only common sense to close the 
barn door when the cows are in. The 
facts are in. The record is plain for all 
to see. It makes no sense to go on ad 
nauseum in endless repetition. 

Let the Senate vote. Let it vote now. 

THE CASE FOR FAIR TRADE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 

most of the big publishers of this coun­
try seem to be opposed to fair trade. I 
am sure their opposition is sincere. But 
they are wrong. They are wrong be­
cause every editorial attack on fair trade 
I have read assumes that there is an air­
tight, prima facie case that fair trade 
will reduce competition and drive up 
consumer prices. 

Any prudent man who will dig deeply 
and objectively into the Nation's expe­
rience under fair trade and who will 
study the kind of fair trade legislation 
that is being proposed in Congress this 
year may coqte to a precisely opposite 
conclusion: That in fact fair trade may 
preserve and protect competition by 
keeping the little retailer alive in his 
unequal struggle against powerful 
chains, and in doing this provide a long 
run protection for the consumer against 
local retail monopolies. 

Mr. President, the Cincinnati En­
quirer carried a splendid editorial in 
support of fair trade recently. This edi­
torial makes the case for fair trade elo­
quently. It also proves that here is a 
paper that has gone below the glossy 
surface of economic platitudes to mine 

the realities of competitive life in 
America. Mr. President, I ask unani­
mous consent that this editorial be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol­
lowing these remarks. 

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

THE CASE FOR FAIR TRADE 

Few subjects in our modern economic life 
have been discussed as vehemently-and 
with less real comprehension of the under­
lying principle-as fair trade. 

The popular concept is that fair trade 
laws are enacted to keep people from get­
ing bargains, or to prevent healthful com­
petition, or to make the public pay more 
for manufactured good than they are worth. 

To see what fair trade really means, and 
how it operates, let's suppose you organize 
a company. You're going to m anufacture 
electric irons-good electr ic irons, the best 
that can be made. You pay for research, 
to obtain the latest feat ures in your prod­
uct. You buy expensive machinery, hire 
skilled craftsmen, organize a merchandising 
and advertising campaign to create a popu­
lar demand for your irons. 

Your electric iron is not cheap, but you 
are convinced that the public will pay a 
fair. price for a really good iron. 

First, though, you must sell -~hem to ap­
pliance dealers throughout the country­
unless you intend to operate thousands of 
retail stores yourself, which would be un­
economical if not impossible. 

The thing that the appliance dealer wants 
to know is-can he sell them, or will he get 
stuck with them? 

In your case, it being a good iron and 
properly promoted, he can be convinced 
of its salability. But he might be stuck 
with them in another way. Suppose, after 
he's purchased a good inventory and sold 
some to his best customers, a discount house 
or the like around the corner starts selling 
them at wholesale? 

His best customers will accuse the dealer 
of having gypped them. And if the retailer 
tries to meet the wholesale price, he is soon 
out of business. After all, he is renting his 
store, paying his help and keeping going 
on the usual traditional spread between 
wholesale and retail prices. 

This doesn't have to happen too often, 
or too long, before you and your good iron 
manufacturing company are caught in a 
deadly vise. Once your product has gone 
the round of the discount houses and the 
special sales, how many retailers are going 
to stock up on your iron? And when you 
lose the promotion and merchandising sup­
port of the ethical retailers, even the dis­
count houses and special sellers will lose 
interest in you. Or they'll demand special 
price concessions that would make it impos­
sible for you to continue manufacturing a 
good iron. 

Fair trade, in essence, requires all dealers 
in your product to observe the suggested 
price. It is a protection for the independent 
retailer as well as the manufacturer of trade 
name wares. 

It does not end competition. Non-fair­
traded products are subject to any price ma­
nipulation. And there always is the com­
pelling factor of rivalry between manufac­
turers in the various fields. 

What is so heinous about permitting a 
man-you, in the electric iron business-to 
suggest a retail price that will be adequate 
to keep you and your retailers in business? 

The issue is being threshed out in Con­
gress and the State legislatures. The public, 
we think, would do well to look at the broad 
principle involved. The bargains available 
when fair trade breaks down may be very 
illusory. 

COMPETITIVE BIDDING FOR 
G9VERNMENT CONTRACTS 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, nearly 3 months ago, I intro­
duced a bill, S. 1383, which I said at the 
time would, if adopted, save millions of 
dollars annually for the American tax­
payer without in any way jeopardizing 
either our national defense or any 
domestic program. 

My bill would require that in making 
its purchases either for national de­
fense or for civilian goods, the Federal 
Government should advertise for bids 
and award the contracts for the pro­
curement of all types of goods and serv­
ices on a strictly competitive basis. 
There were exceptions in the bill that 
would make allowances for the purchase 
of secret defense items or for items that 
were just new in production. The na­
tional security would be adequately 
guarded by this bill. 

At the time I introduced the bill, I 
called attention to a report that had 
been issued in January of this year by 
the Comptroller General which brought 
to light a glaring example of the waste 
of the taxpayers' money under the nego­
tiated contract system. This was just 
one example of many overpriced con­
tracts that have been called to our at­
tention in recent months by the Comp­
troller General's office. 

The report dealt with a co1;1tract that 
had been negotiated by the Navy with 
the McDonnell Aircraft Corp. of St. 
Louis. In it, the Comptroller General 
pointed out that the contractor in­
curred costs of about $6 million less 
than the amount contemplated in estab­
lishing the price, of which $2,596,900 
could have been recognized by Navy 
contracting officials by an adequate re­
view of cost data available at the time 
the price was established. 

This, then, was an excellent example 
of a flagrant potential wa.ste of the tax­
payers' money because of negotiated 
contracts. According to the Comptroller 
General, as a result of this investigation, 
the contractors offered a price reduc­
tion of $3 million. But that offer was a . 
result of the investigation, not a result 
of businesslike procurement procedures. 

Now, 5 months later, the Comptroller 
General has issued another report-simi­
lar in nature, both as to type and com­
pany involved. 

In this latest report to the Congress~ 
the Comptroller General points out the 
following, and I a.sk unanimous consent 
that the quotation be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the quota­
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Cost estimates, submitted by McDonnell 
and used in negotiating the target price for 
contract AF 33(600)-23393, contained esti­
mated subcontract costs for certain pur­
chased equipment which were higher than 
maximum prices that had been established 
by McDonnell with its subcontractors before 
the target-price negotiations. McDonnell's 
proposal was based on subcontract prices in 
effect at the time the proposal was sub­
mitted, based on purchase orders under the 
preceding contract. However, prior to t.he 
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time of the negotiations, McDo~nell had 
awarded purchase orders to its suppliers at 
lower prices for items to be used for per­
formance under contract 23393. The Air 
Force did not obtain and consider the in­
fcrmation on the lower subcontract prices 
at the time of negotiations. As a result of 
using higher estimated costs in negotiations, 
the target costs were excessive by about 
$5,193,000 and the Government will incur 
excessive costs of about $1,506,000 unless the 
contract price is adjusted. 

Mr. WILLIAMS . of Delaware. The 
Comptroller General in this instance 
calls attention to the fact that the Gov­
ernment has lost a million and a half 
dollars under a contract price which was 
negotiated rather than awarded on a 
competitive bid basis. 

This was another of the Federal Gov­
ernment's · fixed-price incentive-type 
contracts and was awarded to McDon­
nell Aircraft Corp. on March 4, 1955, for 
the production of Air Force F-101 
Voodoo fighter airplanes. · 

But for the taxpayer, the important 
part of this so-called incentive-type con­
tract is that it apparently gives the con­
tractor a very fine incentive for .submit­
ting target cost proposals that are far 
higher than costs the same contract01~ 
incurred for the same items before the 
contract was even negotiated. · 

Under such an arrangement, there 
would seem little incentive to save the 
Government money. 

This particular case bas been referred 
to the Department of Justice___:_as a re.; 
sult the Comptroller General's ·report, 
What action will be taken there I do not 
know: But it should be quite apparent 
that no action would be necessary if this 
contract had been put out on competi­
tive bids. Under the terms of S. 1383, 
that would have been the case. 
. I cannot emphasize too strongly the 
need for care in the expenditure of pub­
lic funds in these days of high defense 
costs and high budgets in general. I 
think the American people want to know 
that the Federal Government is making 
every possible effort to reduce unneces­
sary and wasteful spending-whether it 
be on the defense program or any other. 
And one way to assure· that more care 
will be exercised · in the expenditure of 
tax money is to adopt S. _1383 and re­
quire that bids of this nature be awarded 
on a competitive basis. 

I might add that, in addition to the 
increasingly obvious need for a system of 
competitive bidding on Gpvernment con­
tracts, this case points out once again 
the necessity for the inclusion in such 
contracts of a clause whereby all savings 
that accrue to a contractor as a result 
of lower subcontractor costs should re-. 
vert to the Federal Government. Such 
a provision would remove the temptation 
on the part of some contractors to sub.­
mit over-priced estimates of subcontrac­
tors' costs and then later reap a windfall 
of, in this case, 20 percent· of such ap­
parent cost savings. 

I strongly urge the procurement di­
visions of the various armed services to 
begin immediately to make such a pro­
vision in future contracts. 

I will add,- Mr. President, in connec­
tion with the extension of the Rene-

gotiation Act, which is now pending be­
fore the Senate Committee on Finance, 
that there is an amendment which deals 
with this particular subject which, in 
the minds of many of us, as included by 
the House, would further endorse or ap­
prove these incentive type contracts 
under which the Government has been 
losing millions of dollars. There will be 
a determined effort made in our commit­
tee to have this provision eliminated 
from the House proposal. 

I think the Renegotiation Act must be 
written with the idea that there will be 
adequate authority carried in the act to 
protect the American taxpayers. How­
ever, I think the need for many of the 
renegotiations would be largely elimi­
nated if the Government would exercise 
the same degree of businss prudence in 
making purchases that is exercised by 
private industry; namely, by letting con­
tracts on a competitive bid basis in every 
ca-::e possible. · 

DISTINQUISHED A WARD TO DR. 
.GEORGE BARNES GALLOWAY 

Mr. · COTTON . . Mr. President, Dr. 
George Barnes Galloway, senior special• 
ist in American Government and Public 
Administration in the Legislative Refer­
ence. Service of the Library of Congress, 
is well known and highly helpful to 
many Members of the Senate and House 
of Representative.s. 

The alumni association of his alma 
mater, Wesleyan University, at this 
year's commencement conferred upon 
him its Distinguished Alumnus Award 
in recognition of outstanding achieve­
ment and service. 

His services to · the · Congi.·ess of the 
United States, particularly with respect 
to the research that led to the Legisla­
tive . Reorganization Act of 1946, are re­
viewed in the award. 

Dr. Galloway and I were undergrad­
uates together at Wesleyan, and it is with 
pleasure and pride that I ask unanimous 
consent to have the text of this award 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the award 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: · 
DISTINGUISHED ALUMNUS ·AWARD IN RECOGNI­

TION OF 0UTS~ANDING. ACHIEVEMENT AND 
. SERVICE TO GEORGE BARNES GALLOWAY 

.. After graduation with honors in 1920, 
George Galloway obtained an M.A. from 
Washington University and a Ph. D. from 
!Brookings Institution in 1926. 

His keen · interest, broad experience and 
study of the functioning of Government 
qualify him as an expert on congressional 
organiZation and procedure. As staff direc­
tor of the Joint Committee on the Organiza:.. 
tion of · Congress, he did much of the re­
search that led to the Legislative Reorgani­
zation Act of 1946. Since then he has been 
with the Legislative Reference Service of the 
Library of Congress as senior specialist in 
American Government and Public Adminis­
tration. His vast knowledge and experience 
in legislative matters is frequently sought by 
congressional committees and by individual 
Members of Congress. He also briefs nu­
merous officials from other countries, as well 
as student and civic groups, on the work of 
Congress. 

As consultant, lecturer, and au.thor of nu­
merous books and articles, George Galloway 
has contributed significantly to improved 
understanding and more efficient function-
1ng of the legiSlative branch of our Govern­
ment. 

WESLE;Y AN UNIVERSITY ALUMNI 
ASSOCIATION. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator yield to me? 

Mr. COTTON. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. Would the Senator 

advise the Senate the class at Wesleyan 
to which he referred? 

Mr. COTTON. Dr. Galloway's class, 
or mine? 

Mr. KEATING. I understood the 
Senator and Dr. Galloway were class­
mates. 
· Mr. COTTON. Dr. Galloway's class 
was 1920, and mine was 1923. If he has 
reference to our ages, I will remind the 
tlistingUished Senator from New York to 
whom I am apdressing my remarks that 
Dr. Galloway is exactly 1 week older 
than I. 

Mr. KEATING. I remember . that. I 
wanted to say what a distinguished class 
1t must have been if both the Senator 
from New Hampshire and Dr. Galloway 
were members; but now I . will have to 
divide the distinction between the two 
classes. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator. 

NOMINATION OF HENRY FRIENDLY 
TO BE A JUDGE OF THE U .$. COUR'I' 
OF .APPEALS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish 

to address myself to an editorial pub-, 
lished Tuesday, June 9, in the Washing-. 
ton Post and Times Herald entitled "In­
excusable Delay," referring to the nomi-· 
nation of Henry J. Friendly to be a · 
judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals, Sec-· 
ond Circuit. The editor named me spe­
cifically and said: 

. Although Mr. Friendly· has the recommen­
dation of such respected judges as Learned 
Hand, as well as the endorsement of lawyer.~ 
in the New York area, he does not have th"' 
support of Senator JAcoB K. JAVITS, Repub•· 
lican, of New York, and other New York· 
Republican leaders. 

And so on. Mr. President, tpis sim-· 
ply is not the fact. I think the floor 
of the Senate is the correct place to 
say this, and in addition, I have a very 
high regard for the Washington Post 
and Times Herald, which has always 
treated me fairly. Aside from that, I 
have a high regard for the Washington· 
Post and Times Herald as a . paper. 
However, the assertion m~de .in this 
Washington Post editorial is utterly 
without foundation, and in fact, to quote 
Mr. Friendly, left him "utterly dumb­
founded." This Is the full text of the 
telegram he sen~ me Wednesday: 

Have just seen editorial concerning me in 
yesterday's Washington Post. Am utterly 
dumbfounded at this. Cannot understand 
how anyone could attribute delay to you or 
any other Republican. While I knew noth­
ing about this editorial, as I am sure you 
realize, nevertheless wish to express my deep 
regret at this wholly unfair criticism of you 
and your colleagues. 

HENRY J. FRIENDLY, 
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I would like to take this opportunity, 
Mr. President, to set the record straight 
right now so that it will be based on the 
facts and not fiction. At a press confer­
·ence last March which was held after the 
President nominated Mr. Friendly, I 
made it quite clear that although both 
New York Senators and the Republican 
State Committee had previously sup­
ported another candidate for tJ:at va­
cancy-one who had an outstandmg rec­
ord as a judge on the Federal district 
bench, I considered Mr. Friendly ~ most 
distinguished lawyer and well qualified to 
serve on the bench. During this meeting 
at which to the best of my knowledge a 
Washington Post reporter was present, I 
also said that I hoped there would be no 
unnecessary delay in acting on the Presi­
dent's nomination since the court calen­
dar in the second circuit is extremely 
congested, one of the most overcrowded 
in the country. 

In a personal conversation, a few weeks 
ago, with Senator DoDD, who is acting 
chairman of the Judiciary Subcommittee 
to which the Friendly nomination has 
been referred, I again expressed the de­
sire that action on his nomination 
would be taken as soon as possible. My 
colleague, Mr. KEATING, who is a member 
of the Judiciary Committee, stated on the 
Senate floor yesterday that he has also 
urged action be tal{en on this nomination 
and several others to the Federal bench 
in the New York area, taking the matter 
up with his committee chairman, Senator 
EASTLAND. Finally, an inquiry made by 
my office with the executive clerk of the 
Senate has revealed the following fact. 
The President so far this year has sent 
over six nominations to vacancies on the 
Federal circuit bench. One has been 
confirmed- the first nomination sent to 
the Senate. Today, the Washington Post 
reported that the Judiciary Subcommit­
tee yesterday held hearings and approved 
the second name submitted by the Presi­
dent this session. Hearings on the third 
nominee are scheduled later this month. 
Chronologically, the Friendly nomination 
was the last one made, and I share the 
serious concern of anyone following the 
current rate of progress by the Judiciary 
Committee, that it may be weeks before 
hearings are completed on remaining 
nominees and their names presented to 
the Senate. 

All of us who are aware of the situation 
should therefore continue to do every­
thing in our power to urge speedier con­
sideration by the Senate Judiciary Com­
mittee, not only in fairness to a nominee 
like Mr. Friendly who has fine qualifica­
tions, but out of concern for the citizens 
of New York, Connecticut, and Vermont 
who live within the second circuit where 
the vacancy exists. 

Whatever the situation, certainly we 
must all be charitable with the press, 
which has lots of problems of its own. 
Sometimes things like this can be mis­
understood. I wish to make it crystal 
clear that I support Mr. Friendly in his 
nomination, and I urge with every power 
I have that the nomination be promptly 
considered and be promptly confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFICER (Mr. Mc­
NAMARA in the chair). Is there further 
morning business? 

ADDRESS BY BASIL DEAN TO WEST­
ERN AIRLINES INAUGURAL BAN­
QUET 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on · 

June 2 a celebration was held in Calgary, 
Alberta on the occasion of the Western 
Airline~ inaugural of service to that city. 
Western Airlines for over a decade had 
been trying to extend its service to Cal­
gary, the hub of the oil and the cattle 
region in the Province of Alberta, and 
at long last was successful because of 
an agreement between the Governments 
of Canada and of the United States. 

At the time this service was inaugu­
rated a celebration was held in Calgary, 
attended by Terrell Drinkwater, presi­
dent of Western Airlines; as well as Mr. 
Jerry Brooder, vice president; Alex 
Warden, of Great Falls, Mont., a direc­
tor; and other officials of that company; 
as well as officials of the State of Mon­
tana, of the Government of the United 
States, of the Province of Alberta, and 
of the Dominion of Canada. 

On that occasion an address of out­
standing significance was delivered by 
Mr. Basil Dean, publisher of the Cal­
gary Herald and president of the Cal­
gary Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that introductory remarks by Mr. 
James J. Flaherty, president of the 
Great Falls Paper Co., of Great Falls, 
Mont., and the address by Mr. Basil 
Dean be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the intro­
ductory remarks and address were or­
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
INTRODUCTION OF BASIL DEAN BY JAMES J. 

FLAHERTY, PRESIDENT, GREAT FALLS PAPER 
Co., GREAT FALLS, MONT. 

Was born in England in 1915 during 
World War I. He grew up in its aftermath, 
and absorbed this knowledge. 

He was graduated from the University of 
London, receiving his diploma in journalism 
in 1936. Next, 2 years of exciting work as 
a reporter in Fleet Street. From here the 
big dailies pour out the news in thousands 
of copies--the Times, Mail, Express, Tele­
graph, and News Chronicle--rushing their 
issues to the four corners of the world. 
His thinking took on a global viewpoint. 

He listened to the debates in the House of 
Commons of the brilliant leaders of that pe­
riod, including the great Sir Winston. What 
an experience. 

He learned from the great editorial writers 
and publishers of that era to be factual and 
objective in his writings. He had great 
teachers • • • he learned well. 

In 1938, when Hitler was on the march, 
he sensed the excitement of the time. He 
won a 6-month assignment as an exchange 
reporter to Canada • • • under the sponsor­
ship of the Empire Press Union. Arriving in 
Canada, he worked on the Hamilton Ontario 
Spectator and the Edmonton Journal. His 
6-month stint turned into 19 years. He says 
he has no intention of leaving Canada, the 
country of his adoption. He is a Canadian 
by choice. 

During the 1941 blitz he was commissioned 
in the Royal Canadian Air Force • • • as a 
public relations omcer • • • was sent to the 
Air Force headquarters in London • • • 
later promoted to the Northwest Air COm­
mand at Edmonton. It was at Edmonton 
that he met and worked with thousands of 
American omcers and men of the U.S. Air 
Force. He learned to understand, like, and 
admire these able men. 

This work took him to the Great North 
country-to the gold fields of Yellowknife, 
many times over· the Alaska Highway to the 
Normal WellS oilfield in the Arctic Circle . 
that supplied crude through a pipeline to 
Alaska. He learned their problems. He 
knows and understands the north. Of the 
huge gigantic stocks of oil and gas under 
the lands of Alberta-beyond the wildest 
dreains of man-yet untouched-possibly as 
great as the Middle East pools. 

His next promotion was to the same posi­
tion in Ottawa, where he learned how the 
Canadian Government ticks. He met and 
knew the great Canadian leaders of that 
time. He received his honorable discharge 
as a squadron leader in July of 1945. 

Then came his assignment as Loudon cor­
respondent of the seven Canadian Southam 
papers; sent to their Londo~ omce; served 
there 4 years. This gave hun a postwar 
background of the problems of the Com­
monwealth. 

In 1949 he joined the Calgary Herald as 
associate editor. In 1951 he was appointed 
acting publisher. In 1955 he was appointed 
vice president and publisher of the Calgary 
Herald. 

From this background it is easy to discern 
that he is a man in the early summer of 
life, unusually well trained, capable, and 
blessed with vision, plus a wide grasp of 
world affairs, able to give Albertans a con­
tinuing great newspaper service. 

Do not be fooled by his serene exterior. 
He has a deep sense of humor; enjoys a 
good witty story and tells them well. 

In 1958 he was elected president of the 
Calgary Chamber of Commerce, the highest 
civic omce the people of Calgary can bestow. 

He is president of the Calgary Broadcast­
ing Co., Ltd. He is director of the YMCA, 
the Boy Scouts, the Canadian National In­
stitute for the Blind, the Alberta Motor As­
sociation, the Woods Christian Homes, and 
a dozen other important posts connected 
with worthy causes. The reason he is a 
leader is because he is a leader. 

He is happily married, the father of two 
Canadian sons, age 8 and 12 years. 

In Seattle 6 weeks ago, I asked him, "Basil, 
how is it you get along so well with Uncle 
Sam?" "Jim, it's easy. It is simply like 
sleeping in a tent with a friendly elephant." 

Gentlemen, Mr. Basil Dean, president of 
the Calgary Chamber of Commerce and a 
distinguished Canadian-Mr. Basil Dean. 

ADDRESS TO WESTERN AIRLINES INAUGURAL 
BANQUET, CALGARY, ALBERTA, JUNE 2, 1959, 
BY BASIL DEAN, PUBLISHER OF THE CALGARY 
HERALD, AND PRESIDENT, CALGARY CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 
I hope my fellow citizens of Calgary will 

not object if I address my remarks tonight 
principally to our very distinguished visitors 
from across the border. I would like, 1f I 
may to tell them something about the coun­
try .;.,hich is today proud to have them as its 
guests. 

Sometime yesterday afternoon, our visitors 
flew over one of the most remarkable phe­
nomena in the history of western civilization. 
I refer, of course, to the 49th parallel, the 
western boundary between Canada and the 
United States. It is remarkable because we 
pay so little attention to it. In many places, 
it would be almost impossible to find it with­
out a careful survey. At those points where 
it is marked, it is marked chiefly by the pres­
ence of those very friendly omcials perform­
ing duties on both sides of it, who, it seems 
to me, spend most of their time making sure 
that visitors feel welcome when they move 
from one side of the border to the other. 
Neither of us has found it necessary to defend 
this border for almost 150 years. In fact, 
I am told that it was necessary for the Gov­
ernments of the two countries to agree to 
waive the provisions of a treaty· wen over 100 
years old in order to permit the warships of 
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our respective nations to move up the St. 
Lawrence Seaway as part of the .opening cele­
brations this summer. These warships are, 
of course, armed, and our two ·countries 
agreed long since that we would not main­
tain armed vessels on the Great Lakes. 

But although by common consent we mini­
mize, · as · far as possible, the inconveniences 
which this boundary line might otherwise 
create, nevertheless, it is there. Wheh our 
visitors crossed it, they moved into another 
country-technically a foreign country, al­
though the words "foreign" and "alien" seem 
quite inappropriate when you are discussing 
the relationships between Canada and the 
United States. This is a different country­
different in spite of all the manifold sim­
ilarities-from the one which lies on the 
other side of the 49th parallel. We are, of 
course, very much alike. We are probably 
more alike than any other two nations on 
earth, and certainly we can boast with some 
pride that we get along better together than 
any other two national neighbors. We share 
the heritage of the English-speaking peoples. 
;M~my of the things which are done differently 
in Canada from the way they a,re done in 
Englan:d or Australia or New Zealand, can be 
traced to the influences of the North Ameri­
can environment. We have both contrived 
to become independent of the British Gov- · 
ernment, though by rather different means. 
You dispensed with them i·n 1776; we, being 
either less impatient or more slow-witted, 
waited until 1867, and even then did not go 
quite as · far. That is why the · personal 
representative of Her Majesty the Queen, in 
the person of His Honor the Lieutenant Gov­
ernor of Alberta; is sitting in an honored 
place at this gathering tonight;. a~d that is 
why he was saluted with the National An­
them when he entered this room. · You see, 
by 1867 King George ·III had long since gone 
to his reward, and by that time 1t was not 
necesary for us to take quite such drastic 
steps as you did. 

We are thus in our usual situation of be­
ing a- half -way house between·· the · United 
Kingdom and the United States. In recent 
satirical revue · ca,lled "My Fur Lady" pro­
du'ced ·by the- stud-e-nts ·of ~McGiU University 
in Montreal, one of the characters was made 
to· observe that Canadians spend half their 
time explaining to· the Americans that they 
are not British, and the other-half explain­
ing to- the British that they are not Ameri­
cans, and consequently have no time left 
to be Canadians. · 

One thing that should be said about Can­
ada is that there is a good deal of it. There 
is, in fact, -over 3,800,000 square miles of it. 
The province you are now visiting, ·Alberta, 
is in itself quite substantial. I ·hesitate to 
say this, considering .the origins of eome 
of our visitor~ but it is necessary for me to 
point out that Alberta has 366,000 · square 
miles--or almost, and I say this with trepi­
dation, almost - 100,000 square miles more 
than Texas. Later on this week, you will 
be visiting Edmonton. Down here, in what 
we in Calgary like to regard as the balmy 
south, we always _ think of Edmonton as a 
northerly city. But there is a great deal 
more of Alberta lying north of Edmonton 
thim there is lying south of it. And there 
is a very great deal of Canada, which few 
of us I am ashamed to say have ever seen, 
lying north of the Alberta boundary. ·And 
when you place alongside these enormous 
areas our relatively very small population­
only about 1'1 million-you have one of the 
clues to the national chamcter of. Canad.a. 
There are only . about four of us to every 
square miJe of territory we have. But of 
course . we aren't scattered evenly over our 
territory. Most of us live in a narrow rib­
bon running about 200 miles north of ·the 
U.S. boundary; in fact, it was once re­
marked by a cynical observer that Canada 
is a nation 3,000 miles long and two railway 
tracks wide, because naturally most of the 

established settlements- ·ue along the· routes · just over $22 billion, or near enough ·5 per­
of the two main transcontinent'al railways. : cent. You imported under. $21 billion -worth 

You have about 10 times as many ·people of goods and services, or again, roughly 5 
as we have, and your annual production is . percent. 
about 15 times as great as ours. It is only But contrast this picture with outs. Our 
natural, then, that we sometimes feel gross national product in 1958 -was $32 bil-

. dwarfed by our great, and wealthy, and thank ·. lion. Our exports of goods and services 
· Ged friendly, neighbor. 'And here is another · were · slightly under $5 billion, or about 15 
clue to ·the national character of Canada. · percent; our imports were slightly over $5 
We are the next-door neighbors not only of . billion, or again about 15 percent. In other 
the. most .powerful nation on earth, but of words, exports are three times as important 
the most powerful nation in the ,history of to us as they are to you. 
mankind. Because of our proximity, and be- To put it another way, you had to export 
cause of the wealth of social and personal only $131 worth of goods for every Amer­
and political and commercial and economic ican. We_ had to export nearly $300 worth 
contacts that we have, we think we know of goods for every Canadian; To sustain 

· a good deal about you; at least we thiLk we· ol.tr standard of living, we liad to find the 
know a good deal more about you than any- · foreign currency, most of ·it U.S. dol­
body else does. And in our hearts, we know lars, to buy $300 worth of imports for 
that the fF.ct that we are still here, still every Canadian; you found it necessary t"o 
masters of our own destiny, still politically import only $123 worth of goods for every 
independent, still a separate nation, with American. 
our own institutions, our own culture and Our trade with the United States alone 
our own society, is perhaps the most strik- works out this way: The average American 
ing single example of the sincerity <>f the bought $17 worth of Canadian goods last 
American belief in freedom and in friend- year; the -average Canadian bought $210 
ship. worth of American goods last year. 
. I would like to remind you of some observa- The most important consequence of this 

t1ons made in India a few years ago by our contrast is that while to a ·considerable de­
then Prime Minister, Mr. St. Laurent, who gree, tl).e economy of 'the United .States can 
was on a world tour. Some Indians were afford to live on the domestic market, ig­
quizz~ng hi_m about what they 'described as nciring markets in other parts of tne world, 
Amencan Imperialism. He said to them, Canada ·cannot do· any such thing without 

-quite simply, "You must remember that I running the risk of an unprecedented eco­
come from Canada. And the existence of nomic disaster; and since our price · struc­
Canada in itself is a sufficient denial that ture is very closely geared to yours, of 
the United States is imperalist in the sense · necessity, we must always face the problem 
that you are trying to make out." I believe it that while you might price yourselves out 
was generally felt in Washington that these o!many world markets with only minor eco­
observations had been of considerable as- nomic consequences, the same results im­
sistance to U.S. policy in Southeast Asia at posed on the Canadian economy would spell 
the time. for us something not far short. of ruin. 

I said a few moments earlier that one of That is the chief reason why economic poli:.. 
the clues to the Canadian national character cles pursued in Washington are invariably 
could be found in our consciousness of our viewed from this side of the border with 
proximity to such a powerful neighbor. The great apprehension. What may often seem 
effects of this proximity are exceedingly com- to the U.S. Government to be a minor 
plex; they have been the subject of much trade measure desie:ned to sustain an . 
learned study, and I do not propose to belabor America~ industry ·from temporary dis­
you with any close examination tonight. location. by surpluses in the market may 

·However, one of . the inost obv.ious of them quite often resuit in the ·severest possible 
· is -the · influence of the United States upon consequences to a similar Canadian industry · · 
the way we live. Our standards of living which has been relying for its' welfare on · · 
are for . all- practical purposes controlled by exports to the United States. This has hap­
your standards. In the first place, the state - pened in the recent past in quite a number· 
of __ the American economy has a dir~ct and .. of instances, and I, therefore, hope that· 

- immediate effect on the state of the Canadian you will ·endeavor to be as. patient with us 
·economy. In the second place, we tend to as ·you cari when we sometimes seem to you 
take· it for granted that whatever in the ·way to be ·making a lot of fuss about nothing. 
of physical, material benefits and the crea- I think, in all fairness, I should add that 
ture - comforts you enjoy, we should enjoy many of these problems would be a ·great 

. too. A worker in the Chrysler plant at deal worse were it not for the uniailing 
Windsor, On.tario, sees .no . reason why he · sympathy and ·understanding with · which 
should not enjoy precisely the same living representations from the Government of 
standards as his exact counterpart in the Canada on such matters are received b'y your 
Chrysler plant just a mile across the river in Government in Washington. Whatever hap­
Detroit. pens, we can always rest assured of one 

Now, obviously, . any standard of living is thing-that the United States is not really 
the _product of a combination of people, skills, trying to hurt us, and if we sometimes do 
and resources. We have far fewer people. get hurt, as we do, it is because that· as­
And this yearning of canadians, accentuated pect of the matter had never occurred to 
by the fact that we are exposed constantly anyone involved in making a particular 
to all the reflections of your way of life as decision. 
expressed · in television, movies, magazines, FroJ;U the beg~nnings of our history in this 
and so on, to enjoy the same · kind of ma- country, we have had to face the problems 
ter.ial comforts that you do, exerts a constant of a curious and inconvenient geography. 
pressure upon us. It always seems to me ex- Many of these problems would disappear if 
traordinary that we come as close as we do to we had· more people, but with the number. 
matching the kind of life that citizens of the of p·eop1e we have,"they continue to be severe. 
United States are able to enjoy. As you prob- From the beginnings of Canada's existence 
ably know, our living standards are second as an independent member of the Common­
only to yours in the whole world. wealth, we have had to make sacrifices in 

But th~s is not so easily achieved as it the interests of the political and economic 
might appear. We depend, far more than - coherence of our country. We have had to 
you, on trade with the rest of the world for endeavor to force our trade into east-west 
th~ living standards which we enjoy. Per- patterns within Canada, because for a va­
haps a very few figure.s will illustrate what riety of reasons, some of them involved with 
I mean. American economic policy, and others in-

Last year, the gross national product of the valved with our own ·sense of nationhood, 
United States was $437 billion. Of this, you it has not been possible for trade to .follow 
sold abroad by way of goods and services, the natural pattern of movement north to 
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south and vice versa. In this sense, it is a 
paradox that Canada exists at all, and it is 
prpbably true to say that it exists only 
because a succession of Canadian statesmen, 
from our first Prime Minister Sir John A. 
MacDonald on down, have been determi~ed 
to make it work, and have been supported 
in this resolve by the Canadian people. 

And although, as I said earlier, in many 
respects we live very much the way that 
you do, as you have seen for yourselves, 
there are some subtle differences in the way 
we go about things which are important to 
an understanding of the relationships be­
tween us. While, in a very general sense, 
your political institutions and ours develop 
from a common root, the British parliamen­
tary system, the course of history has caused 
them to develop on somewhat different lines. 
You have a written Constitution, in which 
the divisions of authority among the three 
main branches of government are very care­
fully defined, and you have a ·Supreme Court 
whose primary function is to make sure that 
the dividing lines between the three 
branches are kept clearly defined. We are 
not quite so precise in these matters. We 
have a written Constitution of a sort called 
the British North America Act. But all it 
really does is to define the areas in which 
the Federal ParliMnent may legislate on the 
ori.e hand, and the areas in which the pro­
vincial legislatures may legislate on the 
other hand. Within these areas, each legis­
lature is supreme and sovereign, and may 
enact any laws it chooses without interfer­
ence by the courts. We have nothing, so 
far, remotely resembling your Bill of Rights, 
although the present Government of Cana­
da is endeavoring tO enact something of 
the kind. We think we enjoy pretty much 
the same degree of freedom that you do, but 
the difference is that our freedoms aren't 
spelled out in statutory form as yours are. 
We enjoy them, in the main, by virtue of 
precedent and tradition going back into 
the roots of the Anglo-Saxon heritage which 
both our countries share. 

One of the aspects of this heritage which 
I am quite sure we have inherited from 
Great Britain is the talent for muddling 
through. For example, this British North 
America Act to which I have just referred, 
Wf!.S originally a statute of 'the Parliament 
in Westminster establishing the Dominion 
of Canada. Until a few years" ago, if we 
wanted to amend it, the procedure was for 
the Canadian Parliament to pass a resolu­
tion and then ask the Houses of Parliament 
in London if they would be good enough 
to make . the necessary amendments. This 
they invariably .did with a good deal of 
courtly ceremony. Ten years ago, we de­
cided that it did not befit our style and 
dignity as a sovereign nation to have to go 
to some other country to get our Consti­
tution amended, so the Canadian Parlia­
ment made a declaration that henceforth we 
intended to amend the Constitution our­
se~ves. What we had unfortunately for­
gotten was that the British North America 
Act affects both Federal and provincial 
rights, and obviously, therefore, the pro­
vincial legislatures must have something to 
say about amendments. For the last 10 
years we have never succeeded in working 
out any machinery for amending our Con­
stitution • . and what we would do ~f it be­
came essential to amend any part of it, 
nobody knows. 

Pretty much the same set of circumstances 
surrounds the question of a Canadian na­
tional flag. For some years after we became 
a sovereign Dominion we simply used the 
Union Jack, which, of course, is also the flag 
of the United Kingdom. Over the succeed­
ing decades, however, a practice grew up of 
flying the Red Ensign-that is, the red flag 
_with the Union Jack in one corner and the 

Canadian coat of arms in another corner­
as the flag of Canada. A few years ago our 
Government announced that it would be ap­
propriate to fly this as the Canadian flag 
until such time as we had designed a proper 
flag of our own. Ever since that time we 
have been arguing about what sort of flag 
we ought to have, and we haven't come any­
where near to settling the argument yet. 
However, nowadays we all fly the Red Ensign, 
at least in English-speaking Canada, and no 
great harm seems to have come of it. 

.Then, too, we have had a little trouble 
deciding upon a national anthem. What­
ever else Canadians may disagree about, they 
are all agreed on their loyalty to the Crown, 
so we sing or play "God Save the Queen" on 
all ceremonial occasions. We also have an­
other anthem, a sort of semiofficial national 
anthem, "0 Canada," which you have already 
heard sung. The one drawback to this one 
is that at the moment it has at least three 
different sets of words, and we cannot really 
agree on which set of words is the proper set. 
However, we don't feel too badly about this, 
since we understand that it took you until 
1931 to declare that "The Star-Spangled 
Banner" · was your official national anthem; 
and since you had ·presumably been thinking 
about this ever since 1776, or at least since 
1812, when Francis Scott Key wrote it, we 
feel we have plenty of time to spare, since 
we could scarcely have been expected to get 
started on the problem until 1867, and, on 
the same basis as yours, tb.is would take us 
until the year 2040 before it could be argued 
that there was any real urgency about it. 

Now, as you will have observed,· this has 
been a very disjointed and superficial study 
of just one or two aspects of the country 
you are visiting and of its relationships with 
your own country. I have not, for example, 
even touched on the large and sometimes 
difficult problem of continental defense, and 
I have not touched on it for one reason 
which seems good to me, and that is that in 
defense there is no doubt in my mind what­
ever that we stand or fall together and, in 
the light of the job which the defense forces 
of our two countries are required to do, any 
private discussions we may get into about 
the best way of doing it, or who is to be in 
charge;_ are exceedingly insignificant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the.re 
further morning business? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business, 
to act on nominations beginning with 
"New Reports." 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc­

NAMARA in the chair) laid before the Sen­
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi-

nations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT­
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Armed Services, I re­
p1rt favorably 2,702 nominations for the 
Regular Army, the Marine Corps, and 
the Navy and Naval Reserve. All of 
these names have already appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. In order to 
save the expense of printing on the -
Executive Calendar, I ask unanimous 
consent that they be ordered to lie on 
the Vice President's desk for the infor­
mation of any Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations placed on the Execu­
tive Ca~endar are as follows: 

:Walter H. Abbott, and sundry other officers, 
for appointment and promotion in the Regu­
lar Army of the United States; 

Frank J. Kobes, Jr., for appointment as 
professor of physical education, U.S. Military 
Academy; 

Donald J. Conlon, and sundry other Re· 
serve officers, for appointment in the Medical 
Corps of the Navy; 

Julian R. Abbott, and sundry other Naval 
Reserve aviators, to be lieutenants (j.g.) in 
the Navy; 

Allan S. Chrisman and Calvin B. Galloway, 
officers in the Medical Corps of the U.S. Navy, 
for permanent promotion to the grade of 
rear admiral; 

Bernard D. Garrett, U.S. Navy, for tempo­
rary promotion to the grade of lieutenant; 

Robert M. Stanford and William D. Mun­
sey, U.S. Navy, for permanent promotion to 
the grade of lieutenant (j.g.); 

Y/ayne E. Spainhour, and sundry other of­
ficers, for permanent promotion in the Navy; 
and . 

Benjamin B. Manchester III, and sundry 
other officers, for ·permanent appointment in 
the Marine Corps. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc­
NAMARA in the chair). If there be no 
further reports of committees, the clerk 
will state the nominations on the Execu.: 
tive . Calendar, beginning with "New 
Reports." 

COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in tl:ie Coast and 
Geodetic Survey. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask that the nominations in the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey be confirmed 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I ask that 
the President be immediately notified of 
all nominations confirmed this day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, I move that the Senate resume the 
consideration of legislative business. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the 

Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business. , 

THE STATE OF THE NATION'S 
ECONOMY 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, yester­
day I called the Senate's attention to the 
continued economic improvement dis­
closed by the Labor Department's latest 
report on employment and unemploy­
ment. 

This report impressively underscored 
the strength of the Nation's continuing 
economic advance. It showed that more 
Americans are now at work than in any 
May in our history. It showed that the 
number of unemployed again dropped. 
It left no doubt that our country has 
warded off any danger of an economic 
setback and is now in the full swing of 
national prosperity. 

The Federal Reserve Board recently 
rounded up a variety of evidence on the 
recovery. This summary shows how 
broad and deep the upturn really is. I 
ask unanimous consent that this release 
appear in the RECORD at. the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the release may be printed in 
the RECORD, as requested. 

<See exhibit 1.) 

THE WRONG DIAGNOSIS OF THE RECESSION 

Mr. KEATING. As we note t:Q.e 
strength of the economy now, I think we 
should recall the situation of a year ago. 
We should remember some of the grim 
forecasts made then and the panic 
policies that were called for by men who 
had little faith in the economy's basic 
strength. 

We do this not in a spirit of recrimina­
tion or of ''!-told-you-so," but rather 
so that we may learn some lessons from 
experience. 

One pessimist stated last June: 
It appears that the recession is now be­

ginning to feed upon itself. It is at this 
stage that the downturn-unless checked by 
immediate action-could sink deeper and be­
come a prolonged depression. 

Even this year, in March, one Senator 
from the other side of the aisle stated: 

The latest unemployment statistics in­
dicate that we are fast approaching last year's 
record postwar level. 

And again-
Most facts point to an even further de­

terioration. 

And still again-
It should be apparent to us now that glow­

ing predictions about recovery do not produce 
recovery. It takes a reasoned plan of attack 
on recession to overcome it. 

It is perhaps a little uncomfortable for 
some to recall the forebodings of gloom 
and doom which were spread around a 
year ago and even more recently. 

Leon H. Keyserling, former Chairman 
of President Truman's Council of Eco­
nomic Advisers, stated last year: 

The paralysis of indecision and inaction, 
in the face of the most serious economic 
d ecline in a quarter-century, has even deeper 
m eaning t han the statistics themselves. 

I repeat, I am recalling these state­
ments of a year and less ago not by way. 
of saying ·"I-told-you-so," but because 
I believe we·have some important lessons 
to learn from our experience of the past 
year. I would like to spell out some of 
these lessons. 

THE WRONG PRESCRIPTION FOR CURING THE 
RECESSION 

The only remedy for the hopeless sit­
uation of last year, according to these 
purveyors of pessimism, was to be found 
in massive Government intervention to 
shore up the weakened and demoralized 
economy. Furthermore, many seemed 
quite certain that only massive Govern­
ment action could cope with , the crisis. 

One Senator stated on the floor: 
We have ·an economy which is in a decline, 

and we have the makings, come the fall and 
winter months, of an even greater unemploy­
ment problem. 

I feel the month of June is the time to act 
in order to prevent that kind of ugly reality 
coming about in December, January, and 
February. · 

Another Senator advanced the view 
that only a major Government stimulus 
could bring about recovery. He said: 

Mr. President, in order to achieve recovery 
quickly,. we need to stimulate the economy in 
a major way. At the moment, there is noth­
ing in the picture which would stimulate the 
economy enough. 

We should therefore act, and we should 
. act through a major tax cut. 

. Some urged a major tax cut. Others 
proposed an orgy of public-works-type 
spending-community facilities, area re­
development, various housing programs 
and much else. 

Some of the all-is-lost set deplored the 
tendency to consider a major tax cut or a 
broad job works program as alternatives. 
They wanted both--despite a deficit of 
$13 billion already in the works. 

Mr. Keyserling urged a tax cut of $6 or 
$7 billion, but added that this would not 
be enough, that we would also need to 
step up spending greatly. He said: 

The immediate injection of several billion 
dollars into the consumer spending stream 
through appropriate tax reduction could per­
form at best only a small part of the task. 
Large immediate increases in Federal spend­
ing are also essential. 

Of course, the . story about what has 
happened since then is familiar to all 
of us. 

Gross output has regained all the lost 
ground and surged on to new highs. In­
comes are at record levels. Employment 
is up. Unemployment is down. Pay­
checks are higher, while prices are 
stable. 

Furthermore, virtually all the advance 
in income and output represent real and 
permanent advance in job-making pri­
vate industry. The upturn is not arti­
ficially stimulated by temporary Gov­
ernment action. The Government 
adhered to its role of stepping stone and 
not stumbling block. As a result, the 
recovery is all the more genuine and 
meaningful. 

THE GOOD NEWS IS GREETED WITH SILENCE 

But among those who advocated mas­
sive Government action, the good news 

has not been received with anything like 
the clamor which greeted the bad. The 
onset of recession was greeted with 
alarums and flourishes; the onset of re­
covery is met with silence. 

When information on the March em­
ployment pickup was released, there was 
an extraordinarily ill-timed mass-meet­
ing on unemployment going on. The 
response to the good news was grunts 
that times were still bad and we should 
all stop smiling anyway. One would 
think that the news of more jobs would 
be a cause for cheers. 

Last month, when almost everyone was 
so greatly pleased with the April employ­
ment results, one Democratic Senator 
gloomily took the floor here "to sound 
a very short note of warning"-the 
theme of which was that things were 
not really so good as they seemed. 

Mr. Roscoe Drummond had a recent 
article which made . some important 
points about the current economic out­
look. He pointed out: 

1. The fiscal policies of the administration 
are looking better than ever. 

2. The President's legislative program is 
going to fare better in Congress. 

3. The strength and resilience of the 
American economy are enhancing our posi­
tion abroad as well as giving the lie to the 
Communist fixation that capitalism just has 
to curl up and die. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to insert in the RECORD, at the con­
clusion of these remarks, the full text of 
Mr. Drummond's 'column. I also ask 
to insert a column by Mr. J. A. Living­
ston, which pointed out that recent sta­
tistics "indicate that the 1958-1959 re­
covery has assumed classical dimen­
sions." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Moss 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

<See exhibits 2 and 3.) 
THE LESSON TO BE LEARNED 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 
pqint of all this is not that the pessi­
mists are poor prophets. The art of 
business and economic forecasting-art 
not science-is very tricky. Many of 
the country's outstanding economists 
were wrong in calling the turning points 
of this last recession. 

No one is accusing the pessimists of 
being worse forecasters than the rest of 
us. 

However, there is one important lesson' 
to be learned from our experience of the 
last year or two. It is that we should 
never underestimate the internal 
strength and resilience of a free dynamic 
economy. 

The peddlers of doom last year so 
much as said plainly that recovery re­
quired Government action. Unless the 
Government intervened massively, they 
said, we could not hope for more than a 
sluggish bottoming out. 

In fact, of course, vigorous recovery 
took place primarily in the private sec­
tor, consumers, and businessmen. The 
upturn was helped by a selected list of 
strategically important but limited Gov­
ernment actions-mnch less Govern­
ment action than many spokesmen of 
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the Democratic Party said was ·a mini­
mum necessary to initiate recovery. 

The mistake is not one of failure to 
predict the future. 

The mistake is the panic-driven advo­
cacy of unwise public policies, instead of 
sober recognition that industrial recov­
ery must take place in permanent job­
making private industry. 

In attempting to appeal to popl,llar 
opinion, I am convinced that many 
political leaders too often sell the public 
short. They too often underestimate 
the wisdom and maturity of the public. 

Only recently the Democratic Advisory 
Council set up to formulate and enun­
ciate Democratic policy stated bluntly: 

The principal reason for the d isgracefully 
high amount of unemployment is the :t.ailure 
of the Republican administ ration to use the 
great power of our Government as an instru­
ment of economic growt h. 

This statement was made on April 6 of 
this year. 

Government has a role to play-no one 
is disputing that these days. But there 
is still a wide gulf between those who 
see Government as the only source of 
economic growth and those who see Gov­
ernment as a stimulator of free market 
economic activity. 

There is no question but what the lat­
ter view has been vindi-cated by develop­
ments of this last year. · 

WHAT IS NEEDED TO HELP THE UNEMPLOYED 

I think I ought to make one thing 
quite clear. Nothing in these remarks 
should be construed as a lack of concern 
for those Americans who are still out of 
work. 

No one will deny that even temporary, 
involuntary unemployment, whatever 
the cause, is a distressir_g individual and 
social problem. No one will deny that 
the Federal Government has important 
responsibilities in helping to promote 
high levels of employment and output. 

But it is another matter to use these 
obvious truths to promote public policies 
which are not likely to solve the problem, 
but are certain to create serious new 
problems and even do damage to our 
system of political and economic free­
doms. 

There are still too many people unem­
ployed. But let us recognize what the 
nature of this unemployment, for the 
most part, is. 

In most cases specific situations have 
created particular jobless problems. 
There are coal miners in towns where 
the mines have run out. There are un­
skilled manual workers in towns where 
factories have automated and white­
collar jobs are available in quantity. 
There are people who have not been able 
to adjust to economic change. There 
are many other specific jobless problems 
like these. 

The important point is that the rem­
edy for this problem must be a selective 
approach of specific measures geared to 
specific situations-not the general shot­
gun of deficit spending. 

When we have severe nationwide un­
employment all along the line, then Fed­
eral budget deficits can stimulate total 
demand and perhaps speed up recovery. 
But· that generalized appt'oach will not 
work under today's conditions. 

I think we need to give some sober 
study to finding ways and means of re­
ducing this specialized kind of jobless­
ness-enhancing the flexibility and 
speed of adjustment of the economy­
equipping people with the education and 
skills needed to eliminate joblessness at 
its source. 

But it is not my purpose at this time to 
explore that question. That is a differ­
ent matter altogether from the recession, 
which stole away leaving so many vocal 
part isans with their mouths still open 
and the policy proposals still pouring 
out. 

A CLOSE LOOK AT THE RECORD 

This is the second time in 5 years that 
the strength of the economy has con­
founded its cr itics. Let us take a close 
look at a revealing picture of what hap­
pened the last time. 

In early 1955, we were recovering from 
the 1954 recession, as we are now from 
the 1958 recession. 

During the year 1955, we attained full 
prosperity due to vigorous recovery in 
the private sector, not due to Govern­
ment action. Yet in early 1955, the men 
of little faith, obsessed with the economic 
death wish, many of them the same as 
the 1958 beat set, predicted that we 
could not recover fully without vast 
Government intervention. 
- For illustration, consider in detail the 
blueprints put together then by the Con­
ference on Economic Progress. The CEP 
is a research organization led by promi­
nent Democrats like Leon H. Keyserling, 
Thurman Arnold, and others. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
R E CORD a table showing where the econ­
omy stood at the end of 1954; the goals 
for 1955, as set by the Conference on 
Economic Progress in their program of 
massive Government intervention; and 
the levels actually reached in 1955, with­
out that program. 

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

The 1954-55 recovery 
[Billions of dollars) 

Confer-
ence on Levels 

Actual Economic actually 
levels, Progress attained , 

4th quar- prescribed 4th quar-
ter, 1954 goals, 4th tor, 1955 

quarter, 
1955 

--------1---- ----·---
Gross n at ional product_ 
Consumption expcndi-

tw·es ________ ----- -- --
P rivate investment ____ _ 
Government expendi-

tures_ -- --------------

370. 8 

243.2 
52.3 

73. 0 

390.0 

253.4 
55.7 

80. 5 

408. 9 

263. 3 
67.6 

77.1 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, from 
this table, we see now we actually did 
considerably better than the goals set up 
as targets by the CEP. Also we see that 
the increases came in private consump­
tion and private investment. Govern­
ment spending was actually less than 
what the CEP prescribed for the lower 
GNP level. 

Also we see that the 195.5 boom, like 
the present one, was achieved without re­
course · to the many, many Government 
programs which the CEP prescribed. 

Now, Mr. President, let us bring this 
story up to date. 

Last June, this same organizatien,-the 
Conference on Economic Progress, 
brought out another elaborate brace of 
char ts and blueprints. These summed 
the situation up by saying that to have 
full employment in 1959 we would need 
to reach an output level of $472.6 billion 
with an employment level of 64.9 million 
jobs. The CEP wrung its hands and 
pointed out that this meant lifting output 
by $45.5 billion over the first quarter of 
1958. This we could never manage, the 
CEP warned, unless we cut taxes by $6 
billion or $7 billion-vastly expanded the 
spending budget-federalized unemploy­
ment compensation-subsidized the 
farmers even more, and otherwise ran 
around, as they put it, "doing some­
thing." 

In point of fact, the record · shows 
that in the first quarter of 1959 alone we 
are producing at an annual rate of $467 
billion. We are already very close to 
the target level set up by CEP. There 
is no question that for the year as a 
whole we will greatly exceed that target. 

Most encouraging, the recent employ­
ment figures show that there are more 
than 66 million persons at work already. 

This means that we will better the 64.9 
million target, even if the recovery 
ground to a virtual halt for the rest of 
the year, a most unlikely prospect, as 
even the most extreme pessimists must by 
now be 1·eady to concede. 

Yet look at how little of the anti­
recession crash programs were adopted. 
We had no major tax cut; we had no vast 
increases in Federal spending; many spe­
cific recommendations were ignored-all 
of which had been labeled as absolutely 
essential to recovery. · 

THE LESSON IS STILL NOT LEARNED 

We are riding the crest of a tremendous 
recovery. Worries about the good health 
of the economy are fast becoming the ex­
clusive concern of those with a profes­
sional, political, or personal stake in 
keeping things all stirred up. 

Ever since the strength of the recovery 
has been in full view, however, there are 
those who seem not to have learned the 
obvious lesson. 

Just before the March employment 
figures were published-after 10 months 
of recovery-the Democratic Advisory 
Council issued a blast about the "critical 
and inexcusable level of unemployment." 
The blast went on to say: 

This has been tolerated all too long. With 
unemployment approaching 5 million • • • 
immediate corrective steps must be taken. 

Yet one leading Democratic spokes­
man on -economic affairs, the distin­
guished senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS], stated in a book entitled 
"Economy in the National Governm~nt," 
published in 1952, that deficit financing 
should not be used when unemployment 
is below 6 percent of the labor force­
which today would mean 4 million people 
unemployed. 

In this book, the distinguished Senator 
stated: 
_.I submit as a rough judgment that prob­

ably w:e should not run a_ governmental def­
icit unless unemployment exceeds 8 percent 
an d , indeed, possibly slightly more than that. 
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When unemployment is between 6 and 8 
percent, the governmental budget should at 
least balance and therefore be neutral in its 
effects. When unemployment is over 8 per­
cent, we should have a deficit; but when it 
is under 6 percent, there should be a surplus. 

In May unemployment was 4.9 percent 
of the labor force, or 3.4 million persons. 

Two months ago, we were asked to set 
up-orr a rush basis-a Commission on 
Unemployment Problems. This Commis­
sion was · to make a quick 60-day study 
and report back to us so we would know 
what to do about unemployment. 

The majority leader told us on April 
10: 

I am asking that this bill be brought up 
today because there is a time factor of great 
urgency. 

The Senate passed the bill that very 
day. 

I hope it will not be considered irrele­
vant or irreverent if I observe that as of 
today-Thursday, June 11, 1959-exactly 
62 days have passed since that time. 
Nothing has been heard from the House 
on the 60-day Commission. The job pic­
ture continues to improve. In fact, the 
whole matter of the Commission is 
shrouded in secrecy. 

We are very quickly getting back down 
to the "frictional" level of unemploy­
ment. I hope we shall soon have no 
excessive unemployment. 

Let us recognize and acknowledge the 
strength of the recovery. Must we have 
this preaching that doom is still at hand, 
in the face of all the evidence to the 
contrary? 

What will it take to restore confidence? 
Why are we so reluctant to accept and 

overwhelmingly endorse the good news, 
when we were so quick to point out and 
dramatize the bad? 

I am not calling anyone a poor 
prophet. The problem is the lack of 
faith in the .A,merican economy. · 

To some people, recovery without mas­
sive government a"ction seems inconceiv­
able. These people have little faith and 
less judgment. 

Our whole economic history is one of 
dynamic growth through the free 
market. 

We stand now at the threshold of a 
half-trillion -dollar economy. 

If we have the confidence in our free 
institutions which . the . record demon­
strates they deserve, we have a tremen­
dous future before us. 

We have the opportunity to bring to 
millions of American families the higher 
living standards, the greater security, the 
greater measure of huinan dignity that 
are made possible by our expanding pro­
ductive power and purchasing power. 

The times demand policies geared to 
the strength, not the weakness, of our 
economy. 

EXHIBIT 1 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE 

SYSTEM, NATIONAL SUMMARY OF BUSINESS 

CONDITIONS 

Economic activity continued to increase 
in April. Industrial production rose further 
and housing starts remained at an ex­
ceptionally high level. Gains in employ­
ment were widespread and the decrease in 
unemployment was considerably more than 
season~l. Consumer incomes and buying 
were at recor.d levels. Commercial ban~ 

loans and the seasonally adjusted money 
supply increased further. Wholesale prices 
of industrial commodities continued to ad­
vance. 

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION 

The Board's seasonally adjusted index of 
industrial production advanced two points 
in April to 149 percent of the 1947-49 aver­
age. Activity in the durable goods in­
dustries rose substantially and equaled the 
advanced level of early 1957. Output of 
nondurable manufactures also increased and 
minerals production continued to show 
little change. Utility output of electricity 
and gas increased further to 262 percent of 
the 1947-49 average. 

Gains were widespread among durable 
goods industries in April. Output of build­
ing materials was in record volume. Steel 
ingot production showed a slight, contra­
seasonal rise to a new high, and was 93 per­
cent of capacity. Expansion in business 
equipment output continued, with signifi­
cant gains in industrial machinery and 
motortrucks. Production of consumer dur­
able goods-furniture, television, and 
autos-also advanced. Schedules for May 
indicate a further rise in auto assemblies. 

Output of textile, paper, and chemical 
products continued to expand in April, but 
activity in the rubber products industry was 
curtailed by work stoppages. Production of 
crude oil and coal changed little while activ­
ity increased in other mining industries. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Private nonfarm housing starts in April 
were at a seasonally adjusted annual rate 
of nearly 1.4 million units, unchanged from 
the advanced rate ·in March. Total new 
construct ion put in place declined some­
what from the record March level, to a 
seasonally adjusted annual rate of $53.9 
billion. Commercial building activity rose 
further but public highway, private resi­
dential, and industrial construction de­
clined. 

EMPLOYMENT 

Seasonally adjusted nonfarm employment 
increased 370,000 in April and, at 51.8 million, 
was 700,000 below the prerecession high in the 
summer of 1957. While gains in durable 
goods manufacturing and construction ac­
counted for more than half the April rise, 
employment also expanded in most other 
activities. Average weekly earnings of fac­
tory workers increased again to a new high 
as both average weekly hours and hourly 
earnings continued to rise. Unemployment 
declined sharply further, to 3.6 million, and 
the seasonally adjusted rate was 5.3 percent 
of the civilian labor force compared with 5.8 
percent in March. 

DISTRmUTION 

Seasonally adjusted retail sales, which had 
increased 2 percent in March to a record 
high, changed little in April and were 9 per­
cent above a year earlier. Sales at -auto­
motive, furniture, and appliance stores rose 
further, while sales at most other groups of 
retail stores were maintained at advanced 
levels. Total retail inventories at the begin­
ning of April were unchanged ·from both a 
month and a year earlier and were somewhat 
below the high reached at the end of 1957. 

COMMODITY PRICES 

· Wholesale prices of industrial commodities 
continued to advance in April and early May. 
Rising business orders and activity were re­
flected in further increases in prices of lum­
ber, textiles, and rubber. Pric~s of primary 
metals changed little, but increases were re­
ported for some fabricated products. Average 
prices of farm products and foods continued 
relatively stable. 

BANK CREDIT AND RESERVES 

Total commercial bank credit increased 
about $2.5 billion in April. Loan growth ac­
counted for about three-fourths of .the rise. 

The seasonally adjusted money supply-de­
mand deposit and currency holdings of busi­
nesses and individuals-increased $700 mil­
lion further. 

Member bank borrowings from the Federal 
Reserve over the 4 weeks ending May 13 
averaged $700 million and excess reserves 
$465 million, both somewhat higher than in 
the previous 4 weeks. In the recent period 
reserves were absorbed mainly by gold and 
currency outflows, and were supplied prin­
cipally by Federal Reserve purchases of U.S. 
Government -securities and a reduction in 
required reserves. 

SECURITY MARKETS 

Common stock prices declined in early May 
and then advanced to new highs. Between 
mid-April and mid-May, bond yields gen­
erally rose further while the market rate on 
3-month Treasury bills declined-from 3 to 
2% percent. In early May the Treasury 
auctioned for cash $3.5 billion of December 
tax and special April bills. On May 15 it 
refunded a maturing certificate with a 1-year 
certificate to yield 4.05 percent. 

EXHIBIT 2 
[From the Washington Post, May 18, 1959] 

U.S. PROSPERITY-RF;COVERY AND POLITICS 

(By Roscoe Drummond) 
The news of the Nation's resounding re­

covery should not be limited to the :financial 
pages. It has the most far-reaching political 
importance-at home and overseas, now and 
into the elections of 1960. 

1. The :fiscal policies of the administration 
are looking better than ever. They are 
being justified by events . . There is no better 
test. The refusal of the President and Sec­
retary of the Treasury Robert Anderson to 
panic in the face of the recession and to 
attempt frantically to manipulate the econ­
·omy by lower taxes and deficit spending is 
now showing itself demonstrably sound. The 
whole country can see it. · 

2. The President's legislative program is 
going to fare better in Congress. To have 
been right on the recovery means that the 
Democratic congressional leaders will not 
:find it easy to refuse the President or over­
ride him on other matters. The principal 
need is not how to deal with the problems of 
the recession but how to deal with the prob­
lems of prosperity-and here it is easiest for 
the administration to take the initiative. 

3. Just as the recession helped to strike 
down the Republicans in the 1958 election, 
so the oncoming prosperity will greatly en­
hance Republican prospects next year in 
both the congressional and presidential cam­
paigns. The outlook is that by mid-1960 the 
economy will be producing at the rate of a 
half-trillion dollars ($500 billion) gross na­
tional product. This should enable the 
President to keep the budget in balance, 
which his critics said would be impossible, 
and should pay large political dividends· in 
1960. 
. 4. The strength and resilience of the 
American economy are enhancing our posi­
tion abroad as well as giving the lie to the 
Communist :fixation that capitalism just has 
to curl up and die. It isn't doing any such 
thing. And · both the raw-material-produc­
ing countries and the more industralized 
nations in the free world are benefiting. 

The wisdom of U.S. economic policies is 
winning new praise. One illustration is this 
remark from a recent speech by Heathcoat 
Amory, British Chancellor of the Exchequer: 

"I am glad to have this opportunity of 
paying tribute to the calm and enlightened 
U.S. policies which did so much to prevent 
the spread of serious recession throughout 
the world. U.S. production has now fully 
recovered and continues to expand beyond 
previous peaks. In Western Europe, also, 
the trend is now upward; and indeed the 
recessior:. in product ion has never amounted . 
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to more than what will appear in retrospect 
as a ripple on the trend." 

All this does not mean there will be no 
deficiencies in the economy despite the high 
levels of prosperity. There will be. We 
face the prospect of considerable unemploy­
ment-perhaps five percent--in the midst of 
the Nation's highest employment. This is, 
in part, a technological unemployment 
brought about by shifting consumer tastes 
and new automation. It is visible in Penn­
sylvania and West Virginia coal towns, in 
New England textile communities, and some 
heavy-industry cities. There is also likely 
to be displeasure among farmers who ex­
perience declining hog prices. 

Secretary of Labor James Mitchell has 
been rightly warning his own party not to 
neglect these valleys of trouble in our 
prosperity. If they are not neglected, there 
can be no doubt that the Republicans will 
go into the 1960 election with the strongest 
possible domestic argument in their political 
quiver-unprecedented national prosperity. 

ExHmiT 3 
(From the Washington Post, May 17, 1959] 

WILL BOND MARKET ABORT RECOVERY? 

(By J. A. Livingston) 
"'Then turn not pale, beloved snail, but come 

and join the dance, 
Will you, won't you, will you, won't you, will 

you join the dance? 
Will you, won't you, will you, won't you, 

won't you join the dance?" 
(Mock Turtle's song, "Alice in Won• 

derland".) 

A year ago, the proposals, panaceas, and 
pleas to President Eisenhower were loudest: 
Do something to stop the recession. Suspend 
the withholding tax. Reduce the income tax. 
Do away with the automobile excise tax. 
Spend money on public works. Do some· 
thing. 

Today, as we look back, we can say that 
the clamor was loudest when the recession 
had already ended. The latest economic re­
turns-the April statistics-indicate that the 
1958-59 recovery has assumed classical di­
mensions. President Eisenhower and his ad­
visers now look very good for resisting the 
clamor. 

First, housing improved. Then production 
and retail sales. · Personal income hardly 
dropped at all. The snail was employment. 
Unemployment stayed stubbornly high, and 
George Meany, president of the AFL-CIO, 
accused the administration of indifference. 
Only last month, spurred by Walter Reuther, 
head of the United Auto Workers, the AFL­
CIO held an unemployment rally in Wash­
ington. In that very month, the snail joined 
the advance. 

FIFTY-THREE OUT OF EVERY ONE THOUSAND 
WORKERS 

The 1.2 million March-to-April increase in 
jobholders (to a total of 65 million) makes 
Reuther's unemployment rally as anticlimac­
tic and 111 timed as the do-something de­
mands 12 months ago. More persons were 
at work last month than in any April in his· 
tory. Unemployment dropped by 735,000, 
to 3.6 million and ls now at the lowest level 
since December 1957. A year ago, 75 out of 
every thousand workers were out of jobs. 
That proportion is now down to 53 per thou· 
sand. 

The unemployment problem, though al­
leviated, isn't solved. From 1955 to 1957, 
only 43 workers out of every thousand were 
jobseekers. We have pockets of distress in 
Detroit and other auto centers, where the 
upturn in auto output has not absorbed all 
available workers; in coalmining areas, which 
suffer from a long-term decline in demand; 
in some New England textile areas, which 
have gradually lost out to the South and 
synthetics. 

This unemployment results from techno· 
logical changes and economic shifts. It 
doesn't respond readily to a classical business 
upturn. Remedies must be specific-either 
to bring industry to where unemployment is 
or to persuade the unemployed to move away 
to where jobs are. 

ANNIVERSARY COMPARISONS 

The present recovery is now a year old. 
The Federal Reserve Board's industrial pro­
duction index, the most sensitive overall in• 
dicator of business, has advanced for 12 con• 
secutive months. In April, it rose 2 points 
to an all-time high. It's 18 percent above a 
year ago. 

Yet, except for autos and housing, this re­
covery has been more sluggish than the re­
coveries of 1949-50 and 1945- 55. The fol­
lowing table measures year-later gains for 
eight important indicators: 

[In percent] . 

Indicator 1949- 1954- 1958-
501 552 593 

Production__ ___ _____________ _ 29 14 18 
Employment--- -------------- 5 5 3 
Manufacturing emp1oyment__ 15 6 5 
Unemployment______________ -47 -31 -29 
Personal income____ __________ 16 8 6 
Retail sales-------------- -- --- 10 11 9 
Housing starts____ __ __________ Nil 7 41 
Auto output____ ____ _________ _ 22 60 80 

1 October to October. 
2 August to August. 
a April to April. 
The advance in business has been duly cel­

ebrated in Wall Street. The stock market 
average has again pushed to a new all-time 
high. Yet, about as many stocks hit new 
lows as hit new highs. This is a bull market 
with reservations. 

WATCH GOVERNMENT 

The reason for the reservations is the 
droop, droop, droop in Government bond 
prices. Today, Secretary Anderson couldn't 
sell a long-term Government bond issue if 
he wanted to. Long-term Treasuries sell to 
yield more than the 4Y:z percent coupon 
Congress has authorized. 

This affects all bonds-all borrowers. The 
comptroller of New York State turned down 
bids for throughway bonds. The 4.3 percent 
interest cost was too high. Will other States 
and municipalities defer financing-and 
spending? Will a mortgage-money shortage 
hit the housing market? 

New dwelling units started during April 
were at a near record annual rate of 1,390,000. 
Such a level requires lots of mortgage money. 
Will insurance companies and savings insti­
tutions decide they can do better in bonds 
than in mortgages? 

This is still a young recovery-12 months. 
The average recovery during the last 100 
years has been 30 months. Will the present 
expansion be aborted by money market con­
ditions? The Government bond market has 
become a significant business indicator. 
Watch it. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the considera­
tion of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I sug­
gest tht absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moss 
in the chair). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PAYMENT RECEIVED BY WISCONSIN 
FARMERS 

As in legislative session, 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, a moment 

ago I was in the anteroom, where I 
talked to some of my constituents who 
are milk farmers. It is strange that un­
der Government milk-marketing orders, 
farmers living in the areas which ad­
join the city of Washington, D.C., can 
receive as much as $6 a hundred for 
the milk they produce, whereas Wis­
consin farmers who have been shipping 
milk under orders to Chicago, receive 
an average of approximately $3.40 a 
hundred. This matter requires immedi­
ate consideration by the Department; 
and I shall take steps immediately to 
see what can be done about it. 

THE UNIVERSITY AND FOREIGN RE­
LATIONS-ADDRESS BY HON. 
JOHN MOORE ALLISON, AMBAS­
SADOR TO CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
As in legislative session, 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, on 

Saturday, June 6, the University of 
Nebraska held its 88th annual com­
mencement. 

The speaker for the occasion was 
John Moore Allison, currently U.S. Am­
bassador to Czechoslovakia. 

Ambassador Allison is an alumnus of 
the University of Nebraska. Since his 
graduation there in 1927, he has been 
in the Foreign Service of the United 
States, having served in many capacities 
and in many countries all over the 
world. 

Among his many important assign­
ments were those of being Deputy to 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles 
in negotiation of the Japanese Peace 
Treaty in 1951; Assistant Secretary of 
State Far East Affairs 1952-53; Ambas­
sador ·to Japan 1955-57; Ambassador to 
Indonesia 1957; Advisor to U.S. Delega­
tion to United Nations Assembly in 
1946. 

In 1952, his alma mater honored him 
by a Distinguished Service Award. On 
the occasion of the exercises held last 
Saturday. there was conferred upon him 
an honorary degree of doctor of laws. 

The subject of Ambassador Allison's 
speech was "The University and For­
eign Relations." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that its text be printed in the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objec.tion, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 

THE UNIVERSITY AND FOREIGN RELATIONS 

(Address by John Moore Allison) 

Chancellor Hardin, members of the class of 
1959, fellow Cornhuskers, it is customary for 
speakers to express pleasure at being asked 
to address any particUlar audience and per­
haps in most cases those expressionss of 
pleasure are sincere. - As an alumnus of this 
university I do not believe it necessary for 
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me to gild the lily in this respect. It seems 
to me that any graduate of a university 
would not only be greatly pleased at being 
invited to give the commencement address 
at his old school but that he would feel 
greatly honored that the university should 
wish him to do so. I am pleased and I do 
consider it a great honor to be here today. 
As a member of the class of 1927, I welcome 
the members of the class of 1959 into the 
ranks of university graduates. I congrat­
ulate you on your achievement and I wish 
for you not only success, but, more im­
portant, satisfaction and happiness in what­
ever field your future may lie. 

I do not intend to talk to you this morn­
ing in any manner other than as a fellow 
graduate who wishes to share with you some 
of the conclusions he has reached after 32 
years in the field of foreign relations, of 
what contribution the university and you as 
university graduates can make in this area 
which has become of such vital importance 
to the future welfare of our people and the 
peoples of all the world. 

It was not always so. Prof. Robert Fer­
rell in a recent history of American diplo­
macy points out that it was not until the 
middle of the 20th century that foreign 
relations became "the central problem of the 
great Republic of the new world." But to­
day it certainly is and it casts its shadow 
on all other fields of activity which may fol­
low. What will be our situation in another 
30 years is difficult to visualize. I know 
that to you members of the class of 1959, 
30 years is a long time to look ahead, but 
when I look back at what has happened in 
the 32 years since a lenient faculty turned 
me loose on the world as a brandnew bach­
elor of arts, it is difficult to set a limit to 
what the next 30 years may see. 

When I was graduated a tall, blond young 
man named Lindbergh was still making 
preparations for a solo, nonstop flight across 
the Atlantic. Today, seven of our Nation's 
finest young men are in training for a 
journeying to outer space and with every ex­
pectation of coming back to tell us all about 
it. My coming from Prague, which I left only 
little more than a week ago, to talk to you 
today is considered commonplace. Thirty 
years ago it would have been something to 
talk about. When one of you from the class 
of 1959 comes back in 1989 to give the com­
mencement address, is it unreasonable to 
suppose he may come from the moon? 

Since 1927 we have gone through economic 
depressions and upheavals, a devastating 
World War, the advent of the atom as a 
weapon, and the beginning of its use for 
peace and the advancement of man instead 
of for his destruction. We have seen the 
establishment of the United Nations, which, 
although sometimes creakily, nevertheless 
functions and is helping in many diverse 
ways every kindred and tongue and people 
to learn to work together for good. During 
this same period our country has been 
thrust into the forefront of world affairs 
with responsibilities, obligations, and oppor­
tunities reaching into every corner of the 
earth. Today it is almost literally true that 
what you or I do in Lincoln, or North Platte, 
or Grand Island has a direct effect on what 
happens in Manila, Djakarta, or Tokyo to 
say nothing of London, Berlin, and Moscow. 
And the reverse is also true. 

When I left the university in 1927, Dr. 
Norman Hill had but recently arrived as 
the first full-time professor of international 
relations. The only Government agencies 
then normally considered as being involved 
in foreign relations were the State Depart­
ment and the Bureau of Foreign and Do­
mestic Commerce of the Department of 
Commerce. In 1949, the Hoover Commis­
sion reported that of the 59 units in the 
executive branch of the U.S. Government, 
46 were involved in foreign relations. Dur­
ing 1948, in 390 international conferences 
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only 1 official delegate out of 4 was a mem­
ber of the State Department and 27 percent 
of all representatives were not members of 
any Government agency at all. In 1947, 
some 435,000 Americans traveled abroad, ex­
clusive of Canada and Mexico; in 1957, the 
number was close to 1,500,000. When I 
joined the Foreign Service in 1930 there 'were 
less than 1,000 full-time Americans serving 
in it. Today the number is closer to 8,000. 
In addition to these, there are over 30,000 
American civilians serving abroad in other 
U.S. Government agencies. But Government 
service is not by any means the only field 
in which Americans are actiye abroad. In 
1956, there were some 28,000 in missionary 
organizations, 24,000 in business enterprises, 
10,000 students and several thousand teach­
ers, :research scholars, officials of interna­
tional organizations and philanthropic foun­
dations, making a total of over 100,000 
Americans working in foreign lands. And 
this is only heads of families. Their wives 
and children are not counted. And nothing 
has been said of the thousands of members 
of our armed services stationed all around 
the world. These 100,000 will greatly in­
crease as America becomes more and more 
conscious of its international responsibili­
ties and opportunities. And it must be the 
colleges and universities and technical 
schools which supply them. If this task is 
not recognized by the universities and full 
preparation made to meet this growing need 
our country will suffer. A White House ob­
server has been quoted as saying, "We are 
not only in the world for keeps, but much 
of the world is in our keeping." To give 
sufficient and proper training to the thou­
sands of young Americans who will be 
needed in the future in the foreign field, 
is one of the greatest challenges facing our 
universities today. 

And what sort of a world is it in which 
over 100,000 Americans and their families 
are toiling outside their own country? It is 
a tragically divided world. It is a world in 
which technological progress has so advanced 
that we can see the possibility of a tre­
mendously finer life for all and yet a world 
in which political, moral, and spiritual ad­
vances have not kept pace. It is a world in 
which all that the United States stands for 
in relation to man's purpose in life is chal­
lenged by a ruthless, materialistic system 
whose leaders are convinced that history is 
on their side and who say with Soviet Prime 
Minister Khrushchev, "We will bury you." 
"All the world will come to communism­
history does not ask whether you like it or 
not." This does not mean that he seeks to 
bury us literally-that we face in the near 
future an all-out war. I do not believe we 
do, or that the Soviet leaders want such a 
war. But they are in deadly earnest about 
making their way of life succeed and spread 
throughout the world-by peaceful means 
if at all possible, but if not, by any means 
available. 

Whether they succeed or whether we can 
prevent their success without the complete 
destruction of civilization as we know it 
depends largely on you and the young men 
and women coming from our universities over 
the next few years. It depends not only on 
how much you have learned in your various 
specialties, it depends not only on whether 
we produce more scientists and engineers 
than the Russians-although that is ex­
tremely important-it depends on how firmly 
convinced we are that our - way of life is 
right, that it offers more hope for the full de­
velopment of man than any other. It de­
pends upon how willing we are to make 
sacrifices, how firm and steadfast we can be. 
It depends upon how understanding we can 
be of peoples of different backgrounds and 
races. And, above all, it depends upon how 
patient we can be. Patience is not easy for 
Americans, but there is no quick easy road 
to success in this struggle. There are no 
easy answers, there are no readily available 

panaceas. 13ut there is a place and a crying 
need for enthusiasm in the right, for vision, 
for imagination, and for all the qualities of 
mind and spirit which should be the result 
of your university education. 

In his stimulating and sometimes contro­
versial book, "Nuclear Weapons and Foreign 
Policy," Henry Kissinger says: 

"One of the paradoxical lessons of the 
nuclear age is that at the moment when we 
have at our disposal an unparalleled degree 
of power, we are driven to realize that the 
problems of survival can be solved only in 
the minds of men." 

It is in the universities that the minds of 
men can best receive that cultivation which 
enables all of us, whatever our particular job, 
to understand each other and work together, 
to appreciate that what is different may yet 
be good, that what is new is not, of itself, 
dangerous, that what is old may have beauty 
and reason and inspiration for us-and, 
above all, that what we stand for is the dig­
nity of man everywhere, not the dignity of 
the white man, nor the yellow man, nor the 
black man, nor the dignity of the man in the 
front office, nor the man in overalls, but 
simply and sincerely the dignity of man. 

I hope that such cultivation has been your 
lot here at Nebraska University and that in 
ever-increasing degree it will be the lot of 
those who come after you. That esteemed 
Anglo-American philosopher, Alfred North 
Whitehead, once said: 

"During the school period the student has 
been mentally bending over his desk; at the 
university he should stand up and look 
around." 

For 4 years now, and for some of you even 
longer you have had the opportunity to stand 
up and look around-don't lose the habit. 

Look around you; don't just look at your 
next-door neighbors, attractive as they may 
be. Look at the Filipinos, there are some 20 
million of them; look at the Japanese, almost 
90 million of them; look at the .Indonesians, 
over 70 million; and look at all the newly in­
dependent states of Asia and Africa. We are 
naturally inclined to look mostly at Europe 
and it is important that we do so, for as Sec­
retary Herter recently reminded us, "twice in 
this century we have seen that when major 
war comes to Europe, it comes to all the 
world." But do not forget these new nations, 
some already independent, some still on the 
road. Independence and freedom is coming 
to these peoples at an increasing pace, in 
many cases before they are fully prepared for 
it. But the blame for that lies not only with 
them, we of the West must share the blame. 
However, ready or not, independence and 
self-government is coming to these nations, 
and we must learn to work with them and 
lead them to work with us in partnership, or 
we will be lost. We have much to give them 
of our wealth, our technical and administra­
tive know-how, our modern health pro­
grams, and all those things which will help 
them to build successful, modern independ­
ent states which can stand on their own feet 
and not be a satellite or a puppet of anyone, 
neither of the Russians nor of the Ameri­
cans. Even more, we need to give them sym­
pathetic understanding. We must not be 
impatient when we discover that their ways 
are not our ways, that they are suspicious of 
us and our motives, and that in some cases 
they will not or cannot at once adopt en bloc 
our systems of parliamentary democracy and 
economic private enterprise. 

And the 100,000 and more Americans who 
will be working in foreign countries over the 
coming years, among whom some of you will 
undoubtedly be included, must have not only 
the most thorough intellectual and techni­
cal training but must be psychologically 
equipped for the task.. We cannot afford to 
have any more like those pictures in "The 
Ugly American," although there never have 
been as many as our more sensational writ­
ers would have us believe. This is one of 
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the most challenging tasks-facing our uni­
versities today and facing each of you also, 
whether you go into the foreign field or stay 
at home. For the image of ~'The Ugly Amer­
ican" sometimes in the minds of people 
abroad takes the shape of Uncle Sam himself. 
He bears labels which read "Little Rock," 
"The Blackboard Jungle," "Hoffa," "McCar­
thy." These labels make it difficult, and in 
some cases impossible, for the thousands of 
good Americans who every day in tropical 
jungles or in London streets are trying to give 
a true picture of the America we know and 
love, to niake their voices heard. These la­
bels, which we know tell only a small part of 
the story, and that a distorted one, neverthe­
less make it easy for the Communist leaders 
to charge us with hypocrisy, with decadence, 
and encourage them in their belief that his­
tory is on their side. We must be sure that 
our own house is clean, that our purposes are 
pure, and that our deeds, to the greatest 
degree possible, match our words. 

As one who has spent most of his adult 
life abroad I cannot emphasize too strongly 
liow important to our task is the picture of 
America which each of you paints and which 
is the background of all we do. Sometimes 
over the past years it has seemed that our 
country had lost some of its old virtues and 
lacked impetus and ~onviction . A great 
American, Adlai Stevenson, dealt with this 
problem in a speech in Washington, D.C., 
last January which has special significance 
for us who are interested in the role of the 
university in foreign relations. He said: 

"If freedom means ease alone, if it means 
shirking the hard disciplines of learning, if 
it means evading the rigors and rewards of 
creative activity, if it means more expendi­
ture on advertising than on education, if 
it means 'bachelor cooking' and 'life ad­
justment' courses in the schools, and the 
steady cult of the trivial and the mediocre, 
if it means- worst of all-indifference or 
even contempt for all but athletic excellence, 
we may keep for a time the forms of free 
society, but its spirit will be dead." 

And Donald K. David, former dean of the 
Harvard Graduate School of Business Ad­
ministration and Chairman of the Commit­
tee for Economic Development, has said: 

"Today, our peril arises not from the power 
of the Soviet challenge but from the weak­
ness of our own response." 

And what should be the nature of our 
response? I am reminded that when our 
ancestors built up this great Middle West 
where we now live and move and h ave our 
being in luxury undreamed of by them, that 
they were confronted by a deadly enemy, the 
Indians of the plains. But did they spend 
all their time going out and shooting In­
dians? No, they had their rifles with them 
and they knew how to use them when neces­
sary, just as today we have NATO, SEATO, 
the ANZUS and Baghdad Pacts, and other 
bilateral agreements for mutual security. 
But our ancestors devoted most of their 
time and energy to building homes and 
schools, planting corn and wheat, going on 
Sunday with their families to the little log 
cabin church, and in every possible way 
Gausing the desert to bloom. Another great 
American, Vice President NIXON, in a speech 
in London last November, might well have 
been thinking of this lesson from our ances­
tors when he said of our present problems: 

"Let us speak less of the threat of com­
munism and more of the promise of free­
dom. Let us adopt as our primary objective 
not the defeat of communism but the victory 
of plenty over want, of health over disease, 
of freedom over tyranny." 

To achieve this victory of plenty over want, 
of freedom over tyranny, is the biggest task 
before us today. It will engage the best 
efforts of all of us, those who stay at home 
and those who go abroad. For many y~ars 
young men and women from the British 
Isles went in the hundreds and thous~~onds to 

~11 corners of the earth and helped to spread 
civilization as we know it. Today with our 
mutual security and economic assistance 
programs, so necessary to our own long­
term welfare and the peace of the world, I 
hope that in increasing numbers the best of 
our young people will see the challenge and 
seize the opportunity of service in the for­
eign field. And I hope that those who stay 
at home will give those who go abroad the 
support that can only come from constantly 
making a better America. Only in that way 
can we keep the peace. Not long before the 
tragic death of my good friend and respected 
former chief John Foster Dulles, he was 
quoted as saying : 

"The quest for peace can be an enthralling 
adventure. Everyone has a part to play. 
We have the opportunity to prevent · the 
suicide of humanity." 

Members of the class of 1959, I invite you 
to share in that adven t ure. 

THE BEST ADVICE I EVER HAD­
ARTICLE BY SENATOR NEUBER­
GER 
Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, the June 

1959 issue of Reader's Digest contains an 
article by one of our Members which I 
believe is worthy of the attention of all 
of us. It ~s written by the junior Sena­
tor from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER], bears 
the title "The Best Advice I Ever Had," 
and appears on pages 11 and 12 of the 
Digest. 

Because the article itself is such good 
advice, I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the body of the RECORD. It 
will make Senators pause and think. I 
am sure that I shall never forget it, not 
only because it is so characteristic of the 
junior Senator from Oregon, but also be­
cause it will always ring a bell in my 
mind when in the midst of debate on an 
issue. 

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

THE BEST ADVICE I EVER HAD 
(By RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, U.S. Senator from 

Oregon) 

I still remember my encounter with a band 
of silent and forbidding Chipewyan Indians, 
building longboats in a primitive shipyard 
along the Athabaska River. They stared at 
me hostilely until I mentioned that I was 
a friend of Inspector Denny La Nauze, a 
member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Po­
lice in these northern solitudes. With that, 
their hospitality knew no bounds. After­
ward on the trip, whether at a trapper's 
lonely bivouac or in a remote mission hos­
pital, the same magical result occurred when­
ever I mentioned my friendship with La 
Nauze. 

Later, at his home in Calgary, I asked the 
famous man hunter of the Mounted how 
he accounted for such affection, rarely given 
to a man with the stern task of upholding 
the law. La Nauze looked at me out of pale­
blue eyes that had squinted across bleak 
miles of frozen tundra. "Dick," he replied, 
"I suppose those people in the North Coun­
try still think well of me because I followed 
a rule that I would recommend in all human 
relationships. No matter how decisive things 
seemed to be on my side, I always kept in 
mind one thought: The other fellow may be 
right." 

Perhaps because of the impressive dignity 
of the man, his advice has lingered in my 
memory and guided me. It has given me 
second thoughts in situations where once I 
felt all too sure of myself. 

Not long_ after my_ last visit with. La Nauze 
I spoke to a convocation at "Oregon State Col­
lege. It was during the 1954 senatorial cam­
paign. A member of the faculty asked a 
question challenging the consistency of a 
position I had taken on inflation and taxes . 
Instead of retorting belligerently, as I was 
tempted to do, I hesitated for a moment, then 
answered, "I never thought of it that way 
before. I believe you are right. My stand 
isn't wholly consistent." 

After the election the president of the col­
lege, Dr. A. L. Strand, said, "Nothing that 
happened won you as many votes on our cam­
pus as that answer. Too many politicians are 
certain they are right on . every issue. You 
made your best impression with that .simple 
admission of human fallibility." 

This has not invariably been easy advice 
to put into practice. On one occasion I 
was debating on .the Senate floor with my 
former colleague, Arthur V. Watkins, of Utah, 
over a bill proposing a huge storage dam in 
the Dinosaur National Monument. He h ad 
used up his allotment of time; I had about 
half an hour left. When he asked if I would 
yield him a lit tle of my time, I obeyed an 
impulse to press my advantage and replied 
testily that I thought the Senator had spoken 
long enough. 

From the rustle which went through the 
Senate Chamber, I knew I had said the wrong 
thing. I also realized that Watkins might 
be right in his request. If his argument 
was so effective that I could not afford to be 
generous about granting him 10 or · 15 min­
utes more, did I deserve to triumph in the 
debate? 

I wrest led t his over in my conscience, and 
thel} admitted publicly that I had been 
wrong and arbitrary in my attitude. Not 
only did the admission m ake for me some 
personal friends out or' Senators who h ad 
merely been acquaintances before, but it won 
an invaluable ally in Arthur Watkins. ·A 
year later, when the Klamath River water­
shed in my St ate needed urgent legislation 
to protect timber and waterfowl marshes, he 
gave it strong support. 

Denny La Nauze's rule, it seems to me, can 
benefit almost anyone. How many times in 
casual conversation are we led into quarrels 
because we brist le up and stubbornly refuse 
to admit that the other fellow may have a 
case? How often a parent confuses a young­
ster by insisting that father knows best 
when a text book has just proved the old m an 
wrong. Whenever I hear some dubious claim 
arrogantly advanced, I wonder how many hu­
miliations might be avoided and friendships 
saved if we could always remember the 
mountie's simple rule. I, for one, have found 
it far easier and happier to go through life 
willing to grant that-the other fellow may 
be right. 

IT IS THE LITTLE PEOPLE WHO PAY 
THE TAXES 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in 
these days of fiscal dilemma, when the 
soak-the-rich philosophy still seems to 
be the policy of many of our free spend­
ers, it is refreshingly informative to read 
a candid analysis of the true facts of 
income taxation, as set forth in the lead 
editorial of the Saturday Evening Post 
of June 6, 1959. Mr. L. Robert Driver, 
who wrote the editorial, is a well-known 
economic analyst whose figures are un­
impeachable. He has performed a valu­
able public service in making available 
the true facts to those numerous Ameri­
cans who read the Saturday Evening 
Post. I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Driver's editorial be printed in . the body 
of the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the editorial 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

IT's THE "LITTLE PEOPLE" WHO PAY 
THE TAXES 

(By L. Robert Driver) 
It is a strange American political phe­

nomenon that, although most of the vocal 
protest against more Government spending 
and higher taxes comes from the well-to-do, 
it is actually the sttlall- and middle-income 
people who pay the taxes. This is true 
simply because there are so many more peo­
ple with low incomes. Even if we raised the 
income tax to 100 percent on all taxable 
income~>; that is, income, after exemptions 
and deductions, over $6,000 a year, the extra 
revenue would not pay the annual interest 
on the Federal debt, much less take care of 
the new demands of the spenders. 

We are now facing a Presidential budget 
for the year ending June 30, 1960, of $77 
billion and tax receipts estimated at $77,100 
million, indicating a surplus of $100 million 
provided gasoline taxes are increased and 
other tax rates remain the same. These tax 
receipts are probably overestimated, and we 
face the likelihood of another deficit. The 
deficit for the year ending June 30, 1959, is 
now estimated at $13 billion. Regardless of 
this, many M~mbers of Congress are saying 
that the proposed expenditure of $77 billiion 
is too little in view of human needs. 

The same politicians who tell us that we 
should spend more for defense-and they 
could be right--also insist on mo;re money 
for public power and handouts. Going into 
debt for national defense can be compared to 
a family's borrowing money to pay doctors' 
bills, but no prudent family would go fur­
ther into debt to build a swimming pool in 
the back yard with more medical bills to be 
expected. 

Not only does the "little fellow" pay the 
bulk of direct taxes, but as the Federal debt 
continues to mount he faces the prospect of 
paying an even crueler - tax through the 
medium of inflation. 

If we increase our expenditures, we must 
Increase our taxes. The burden will fall on 
the lower-income people--because the 
wealthy could not pay a substantial part of 
our taxes even if we took all of their income. 
About 53 percent of our Federal taxes are 
derived from the personal income tax, but 73 
percent of the revenue from the Federal in• 
come tax comes frOlll people with annual 
taxable incomes of $4,000 or less. The rev­
enue from taxable incomes in excess of $4,000 
is only 14 ·percent of the total Federal taxes 
received. 

At present, income tax rates are as high as 
91 percent. The Tax Foundation has pre­
pared a table showing that, with a maximum 
tax of 70 percent, the revenue for the year 
1955 would have been reduced by no more 
than $145 million. This is not enough to 
operate the Federal Government for one day. 
But with a 70-percent tax on the highest 
income, an investor in American industry 
would find it more worthwhile to put his 
money into progressive American industry. 
If this happened, the Treasury would soon get 
back the $145 million which it lost because 
of the lower rate. 

On the other hand, if the tax should be 
increased to 100 percent on taxable incomes 
above $26,000 it would increase the Govern­
ment's receipts by enough to pay about 1 
percent of the total Federal taxes proposed. 
Hardly enough gain to justify the liquidation 
of many of our most productive people. 

The idea of "soaking the rich" is good 
campaign material, but the figures show that 
the rich cannot help us much in paying off 
our large debt and meeting the costs of 
Government. Taxes have . to be laid where 
the income is, and that means on the mid­
dle class and the lowest-income groups as 

well as the millions of people who pay no 
personal income tax. 

Federal income taxes from corporations 
represent 28 perc.ent of th.e ~stlrnatect F1'!deral 
taxes included in· the $77,100 million for the 
next year, and excise and other Federal taxes 
19 percent. The public has been led to be­
lieve that, since these taxes are paid by cor­
porations, the rest of us need not worry about 
them. The simple fact is that these taxes 
are inevitably passed on by the corporations 
to the purchasers of their goods and services. 
A corporation which didn't include taxes in 
its cost structure would collapse. 
. It is a paradox that those who urge reduc­
tion of Government expenditures, which 
would help the tax-ridden "little fellow," are 
denounced as reactionaries, while the spend­
ers, whose policies are leading to his ruin, 
are embraced as his frieuds. 

U.S. AID TO INDONESIA 
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, a short 

time ago I demanded of the State De­
partment the reason for U.S. arms and 
aid to Indonesia, whose leader, Sukarno, 
has already written off the capitalist 
·countries of · the world, of which the 
United States is a leading exponent. It 
seems to me that time and time again 
we are short on help to our friends un­
til they have g.one down the drain, and 
then we try to make amends by extend­
ing aid to the successor regime, invaria­
·bly Communist, in the hope that there 
may be some friends in that regime who 
will bore from within. The first great 
postwar case in point was that of the 
Chinese Nationalists, whom we failed to 
supply in their hour of need. The 
latest case in point seems to be that of 
Indonesia, where we now support the 
Sukarno regime, having failed to aid the 
anti-Communist rebellion·. 

Mr. President, although my demand 
went unheeded by the State Depart­
ment, it was picked up and given wide­
spread publicity in the lead editorial of 
a recent issue of the Saturday Evening 
Post. Because of the wide circulation of 
the Post, I feel that my demand has 
served its purpose in alerting a large 
segment of the American people to the 
need for continually reviewing and ques­
tioning ce.rtain aspects of our foreign 
policy. Increasingly, our citizens must 
be prepared through thoughtful contem­
plation to offer constructive expressions 
of opinion on the many problems which 
face us. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have inserted in the body of the 
RECORD a Saturday Evening Post edi­
torial of May 2, 1959, entitled, "U.S. 
Arms for Sukarno Looks Like a Very 
Long Gamble." 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.S. ARMS FOR SUKARNO LoOKS LIKE A VERY 

LONG GAMBLE 
Eight months have passed since the State 

Department's startling announcement last 
August that our Government was about to 
send small arms, jeeps, and military trucks 
to supposedly neutralist Indonesia. As far 
as we know, the Department has made no 
definitive explanation of its reasons for giv­
ing military ,aid to a country headed by 
Achmed Sukarno, who only a few short 
mo11ths ag.o proclaimed capitalism the great 
enemy and declared that whoever resists the 

"trend of the times will be destroyed." That, 
most Americans thought, meant us. 

The State Department d id explain that the 
arms were intended to enable the Indonesian 
Government to protect its internal security 
and not to make war on its neighbors. How­
ever, if the threat to Indonesian security 
meant a threat to pro-Communist Sukarno, 
whose ideological kin are in Moscow and 
Peking, it is difficult to understand why we 
should feel obliged to come to his rescue. 
The most logical explanation is that, after 
the collapse of the rebel movement in Suma­
tra, a movement which seems to have lacked 
any semblance of popular support, the State 
Department concluded that some gesture of 
friendship toward Sukarno might serve to 
strengthen anti-Communist elements in his 
government. 

There is in Indonesia a hard core of mili­
tary officers trained in the United States, and 
they are understood to hate the Communists. 
A few of them joined the rebellion, but most 
of them are still in the Indonesian Govern­
ment's army and doubtless appreciate such 
ties with the United States as these ship­
ments of Inilitary hardware make possible. 
Furthermore, Foreign Minister Subandrio 
has a healthy suspicion of Communist aims 
for his country. General Nasution, head of 
the Indonesian Army, has used Inilitary force 
to suppress Communist uprisings in the 
country. 
· Despite these faintly hopeful factors, 
Sukarno has shown that he is in full charge 
of his government. Aiding a government 
headed by him would seem to be something 
like aiding Khrushchev on the ground that 
some of the men around him might some­
how sneak in some action favorable to us. 
It is difficult not to echo the demand, by 
Senator STYLES BRIDGES, of New Hampshire, 
·that the State Dapartment give "the reason 
for U.S. aid to a nation whose leader has 
already written off the capitalist countdes 
of the world, of which the United States is 
the leading exponent." It is easy to believe 
that the State Department is none too happy 
about the situation, but is attempting to 
counteract Soviet infiuence in that economi­
cally and politically destitute area. 

The tragedy of Indonesia, as far as the West 
is concerned, is the failure of the anti-Com­
munist rebellion. On the basis of hindsight, 
its leaders obviously erred in attempting to 
set up a separate government which in­
:fiuential anti-Communists such as Dr. Mo­
hammed Hatta refused to join. Had they 
been content to work from the inside, they 
might have managed to surround Sukarno 
with a tighter cordon of anti-Reds than the 
one the State Department appears, somewhat 
wishfully, to be counting on. 

The whole thing looks like one more of 
those hopeful efforts to wean pro-Commu­
.nists away from their favorite pap by arming 
them against anti-Communists. However, 
just as Nehru appears to be awakening be­
latedly to his danger, now that the ChineEe 
Reds are operating in Tibet, so it could be 
that an accumulation of Communist suc­
cesses in southeast Asia may eventually 
alarm the nationalistic Indonesians suffi­
ciently to persuade them to get rid of 
Sukarno and resist the Communists. 

Just the same, it might have been wiser to 
hold up arrns for Indonesia until symptoms 
of awareness of the menace of communism 
became more definite, reserving the bulk of 
our aid for leaders who have recognized com­
munism for what it is-and are fighting it. 

PROPOSAL TO ADMIT RED CHINA 
TO OLYMPIC GAMES 

Mr. BRIDGER Mr. President, the 
May 28 decision of the International 
Olympic Committee has, in my judg­
ment, created a serious doubt in the 
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minds of the American pub~ic of the ac-_ 
tivities of the Olympic Committee. It 
is unbelievable that an organization 
which allegedly is nonpolitical can d~ 
what ~ political body, the United Na-. 
tions has been unable to do. I refer to 
the ;anctioning of Red China's partici­
pation in the Olympic games. The reg­
ulations and protocol under which the 
International Olympic Committee oper­
ates is very clear in the field of political 
consideration. The regulations on this 
subject, adopted on July 12, 1956, by the 
International Olympic Committee at its 
meeting in Lausanne, Switzerland, con­
tain a specific provision that national 
Olympic committees must be "entirely 
removed from all political, religious, or 
commercial influence." 

Additionally, there has been a further 
flagrant disregard of the high ideals and 
motivation which have characterized the 
Olympic events since their inception. 
We now find that the definition of ama..; 
teur has been changed to coincide with 
the political philosophy that prevails in 
the Communist-dominated countries. 
Is there any doubt in the minds of my 
colleagues that participants from Com.:. 
munist nations are paid and trained by 
their respective governments? · It is an 
ironical and a tragic commentary on his­
tory that the records of the great James 
Thorpe have been maligned and dis­
counted because he allegedly did not 
qualify as an amateur. Yet, only a fe:w 
decades later, we see wholesale _ repre­
sentation by participants who are pro­
-fessionals beyond any degree that Jim 
Thorpe ever could have contemplated·. 
This is a sad reflection on the principles 
which have made the Olympic games the 
shining beacon of clean sportsmanship 
and moral rectitude which they pre.:. 
vlously have been. 

In connection with this subject, I re­
quest unanimous consent that a letter to 
the editor, which was published in the 
Manchester Union Leader of June 9, 
·1959, be incorporated in the body of the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

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

SHOULD WITHDRAW FROM OLYMPICS 
To the· EDITORS: The recent decision of the 

International Olympic Committee which 
withdraws recognition of the Olympic Com­
mittee on Formosa and makes it possible 
for the Government of Red China to apply 
for recognition represents a d irect violation 
of the established policies of the roc. That 
organization has now given in to political 
pressures although it is supposed to be non­
political. 

Perhaps it is more than coincidence that 
this change in policy has occurred. It is a 
known fact that the Communists are seek­
ing to control all phases of li_fe. This in­
cludes the athletic and educational as well 
as the military and political aspects. When 
Communist Governments find it possible to 
pressure the roc into changing its polic~. 
then that cominittee has become a tool 
of Communist policy. · . 

The U.S. Olympic Cominittee should re­
fuse to retain membership in the roc un­
der such conditions. This is .tantamount 
to recognition of Red China as the legit~­
m_ate represe~tative of the Chinese peop!e. 

Entirely aside· from the political' ramifica­
tions is the fact that amateur athletes do 
not exist in Communist countries as far as 

international competition is concerned. 
With this in mind, is it not a very para-:. 
doxical position in which the IOC finds 
itself? The IOC, the international author­
ity of amateur sports,.has now made it pos­
sible for one . more Communist nation to 
send .its professional athletes to compete 
with amateurs from the West. 

The only principled action the U.S. 
committee can take is to refuse to abide 
by the decision and to withdraw from the 
roc. Cultural exchange proponents will 
disagree with such actions but those who 
are familiar with Communist ideology and 
the methods used to implement that ideol­
ogy will realize that any other course of 
action would be to compromise our ideals, 
both athletic and political. 

THOMAS R. AGAN. 
LEBANON. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R: ·5915) 
making appropriations for the Depart.:. 
ment of the Interior and related agen­
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for other purposes; agreed to 
the conference asked by the· Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and . that Mr. KIRWAN, Mr. 
NORRELL, Mr. CANNON, Mr. JENSEN, and 
Mr. TABER were appointed managers on 
the pa~t of .the ~o-qse at the_ conference. 

THE POLITICS OF LIBERATIO~ AND 
THE DIPLOMACY OF . POLITICAL 
DETERRENCE 
Mr. DODD. Mi. President, we are 

participating -in the current discussions 
with the Soviets on the question of 
Berlin against a foreboding background. 
On the one hand, there is Khrushchev's 
original ultimatum. Although the 
Kremlin did abandon its May 27 dead­
line, the ultimatum per se has never 
been withdrawn. 

On the other hand, there is an un­
broken series of threats of military ac­
·tion and nuclear devastation. Whether 
or not Khrushchev decides to speak 
softly at any given moment, the nego­
tiations which are now in process and 
the summit conference, if it takes place, 
must be carried out-under the shadow 
of all he has said and dCme up to now. 

It is not my purpose in this discus­
sion to examine in detail the conduct of 
the Geneva Foreign Ministers Confer­
ence. The Kremlin has proved as 
truculent and irrational as we had an­
ticipated, and reports are generally 
agreed that no worthwhile agreement 
can result from this 5-week exercise in 
pa tience, exasperation and futility. 

t wish to speak today about a matter 
which I consider of great and enduring 
significance-the new Soviet diplomacy 
that Prime Minister Khrushchev has 
been modeling for the intimidation of 
the world. · . 

The goal of. the Communists remains 
unchanged. That goal is world Com-. 
munist domination. Their basic strate­
gy also remains unchanged. They still 
seek, by every conceivable means, to di­
vid~ the free world, to confuse it, to 

divert its attention by· feinting in many 
directions, to subvert it directly wher­
ever this is possible, to soften it up where 
immediate subversion is not possible, to 
beguile it with soft .words when this ap­
proach offers the greatest promise, to 
propose negotiations, including summit 
meetings, at which they demand every­
thing . and concede nothing, and plan to 
obtain something. 

But a new element has been added to 
Soviet diplomacy. For the first time 
since the Russian revolution, the Kremlin 
now talks in terms of ultimatums, and 
the use of hydrogen missiles. . The 
thre:;tts that_ Khrushc~ev has r.ecently 
made are, I am convinced, the forerun­
ners of many more threats and ulti­
matums that will be addressed to us over 
the coming years. It is important, there­
fore, that .we evaluate the significance of 
this new Soviet diplomacy and that we 
reexamine our own diplomacy in its 
light. Above all, we must seriously dis­
cuss whether some new element cannot 
be added to our own diplomacy that will 
further the more effective counter to the 
Kremlin's new tactics. · 

The Allied Powers have all stated for 
the record that they will not be intimi­
dated by such threats, that there will be 
no retreat at Berlin, and no appease­
ment. But one ·is compelled to consider 
whether the Soviet threats have not had 
a greater effect on Western thinking than 
the West is prepared to admit. · Spe­
-cifically, I cannot , help qu~stiorung 
whether these threats have not been 
responsible for an apparent softening of 
British policy and for the exaggerated 
nervousness Of ·a portion of the British 
press over our high a.ltitude flights to 
Berlin. 

The story was told by several corre­
spondents that in .one of his confere_nces 
with Prime Minister Macmillan, Nikita 
Khrushchev warned· the Prime Minister 
that the· Soviets intended to go through 
with their ultimatum, that any effort to 
resist ·would result in war, and that it 
would require only a dozen missiles with 
hydrogen heads to _c-ompletely desti·oy the · 
British Isles. According to these reports, 
Macmillan emerged from this · meeting 
with his face firm, but visibly impressed. 
Other accounts in the· British press 
stated that he was shaken to the bone. 

On May 9-that is, on the very eve 
of the Geneva conference-Premier 
Khrushchev warned a group of West 
German editors that the Soviet Union 
could · put West Germany out of action 
with eight hydrogen bombs, and that no 
more would be needed to do the same 
for the rest of Western Europe. Accord­
ing to the New York Times, Mr. Khru­
shchev said that, if it comes to war-here 
I quote his words directly : 

The Western Powers will be literally wiped 
off the face of the earth. And the countries 
first to suffer will be those in which t he 
Americans are setting up their rocket bases. 

I can recall no comparable preface 
by a head of state to a diplomatic con­
ference ostensibly intended to reduce 
tensions. Not even Hitler at his most 
reckless prewar moment rattled the 
saber as arrogantly as Khrtishchev now 
brandishes his hydrogen missiles. In the 
light of these remarks, it would almost 
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appear that in going to Geneva we are 
attending not a diplomatic conference, 
but a rendezvous with underworld ex-_ 
tortionists. 

Notwithstanding Mr. Khrushchev's 
bluster, it is my belief, Mr. President th~t 
in deciding on the course to pursue m 
our negotiations with the Soviets, we 
must realistically appraise our own 
strength and weaknesS-and the 
strength and weakness of the Soviet 
position. 

There is an element of the poker game 
to our competition with the Soviets .. 
Certain cards are on the table, but there 
are closed cards on each side that the 
other side is compelled to guess at. Be­
cause of our own open society and free 
press, there are more closed cards ~n 
the Soviet side than there are on ours m 
this game of international poker. We 
are therefore, constrained to indulge 
in far more guessing-while the Soviets 
are at the same time free to engage in 
poker bluff to a far greater degree than 
the West. 

Even with the most careful study, po­
litical and human behavior cannot be 
forecast with 100 percent accuracy. 
One of the first rules of statesman­
ship is that one must prepare for all 
contingencies, including the worst. 
W'hether to call the Soviet bluff or to 
meet their military challenge, we must 
be prepared for war as the alternative to 
capitulation. 

If we are to plan our strategy int3lli­
gently, however, it is important that we 
try to estimate on the basis of the known 
facts. whether the Soviets, in forcing 
the Berlin crisis, are leading from 
strength or wealmess; whether their 
martial talk and missile-rattling are 
plain bluff, whether they are something 
real and serious, or whether bluff and 
earnestness are so intermixed that the 
outcome of these threats is impossible to 
assess. 

To answer the first question, I believe 
that the Soviets may in part be em­
boldened by their missile lead, by ~heir 
overwhelming superiority in convention­
al arms and by the anticipation of West­
ern disunity. On the other hand, I feel 
that they are motivated, to a very large 
degree, by a serious weakness in their 
own position. 

The Soviet puppet regime in East Ger­
many is suffering from a chronic social 
disintegration that the Soviet special­
ists have found no means of arresting. 
Although increased production has been 
achieved in some areas, East Germany, 
compared with the prosperity and well­
being of West Germany, has since t~e 
end of the war become an economic 
wasteland. If the flight of skilled work­
ers, teachers, and professionals from 
East Germany continues at the rate of 
the past 10 years, and if the East Ger­
man population continues to decline, So­
viet Germany may within the next dec­
ade become a near-desert in the literal 
sense of the word. 

The Communist leaders have appar­
ently decided that this process of attri­
tion must be stopped. To accomplish 
this, a quadruple operation will be 
necessary. 

First, surgery must be performed on 
West Berlin to eliminate it as a show­
case of democracy in the heartland of 
Communist Germany and as the No. 1 
escape route for East German refugees. 
Berlin is in the words of Nikita Khru­
shchev, "a malignant tumor which must 
be cut out." 

Second, the satellite regime in. East 
Germany must be bolstered mter­
nationally, and domestic opposition. to 
it must be discouraged, by compellmg 
the Western Powers to grant it recogni­
tion. 

Third since the proximity of Western 
troop~~even in the absence of an active 
liberation policy-must be considered a 
potential stimulus to the liberation 
movement, Western Germany must be 
disarmed and the NATO divisions must 
be obliged to retire as far to the west as 
possible. 

Finally, to consummate the consolida­
tion of Soviet power over the satellites, 
the Kremlin proposes a European se­
curity pact under which the West would, 
in effect, guarantee the maintenance of 
Soviet control of Eastern Europe. 

This is an ambitious program-but 
Khrushchev is apparently of the opinion 
that he has everything to gain and noth­
ing to lose by demanding a summit 
conference on these issues. 

The next question we must ask our­
selves is whether Khrushchev was bluff­
ing or whether he really meant it when 
he said that once control of the Berlin 
routes is turned over to the East Ger­
man forces, any clash between them and 
NATO troops would automatically re­
sult in war. 

A fa~tor in th~ Berlin ultimatum may 
be Khrushchev's conviction that the de­
velopment of Soviet nuclear and mis­
sile power has already succeeded in can­
celing out, or will soon be able to cancel 
out, the deterrent power of American 
nuclear superiority. Indeed, he may 
have made his threats and he may be 
using the present negotiations for the 
purpose {)f testing this conviction. I 
think there may be much wisdom in the 
ob~ervations which Joseph Alsop made 
in the New York Herald Tribune of May 
13. I quote: 

What Andrei Gromyko and his vast Soviet 
delegation are here to find out, if they can, 
is whether the Western nations really are 
ready to fi_sht for Berlin. If they conclude 
the contrary, as they well may, there will be 
no end to the concessions which the Soviets 
will demand. Nothing but the clearest, most 
decisively proven Western willingness to 
fight for B:'lriin will promote th~ kind of 
compromise that would be acceptaole to the 
West. 

"Western willingness to fight," in the 
given situation, means our willingness to 
employ our nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons. 

Khrushchev may be right in reasoning 
that the responsible Western leaders will 
hesitate a long time before hurling the 
first nuclear bomb and involving the 
world in a war of mutual devastation. 
But let him not underestimate the will or 
courage of the free world if he confronts 
us with a choice between war or capitu­
lation. 

In this connection, I believe that the 
Gallup poll published last March 29 is 

most significant. The question asked 
was: 

Do you think we should keep American 
forces in Berlin-along with British and 
French forces-even at the risk of war? 

Eighty-one percent of those queried 
felt that we should remain in Berlin, 
even at the risk of war; 8 percent had no 
opinion; and only 11 percent felt that we 
should not stay in Berlin. The con­
sistency of American public opinion on 
the question of Berlin is as remarkable 
as its strength. A Gallup poll in 1948, at 
the time of the blockade, showed 80 per­
cent of the American people in favor of_ 
staying in Berlin and 11 percent opposed. 
Another Gallup poll in December 1958, 
just after Khrushchev's ultimatum, 
showed 78 percent favored remaining in 
Berlin and, again, only 11 percent op­
posed. 

The American people know that if war 
should come, it will almost certainly be 
a nuclear war. And yet, in the face of 
this, they have given an overwhelming 
mandate to the administration and to 
the Congress of the United States to pur­
sue the firm and unyielding policy to 
which they have committed themselves. 
Why do they think as they do? Mr. Gal­
lup quoted this typical comment: 

Russia wants to take over all Germany, and 
and then Europe, and then the world. 

Mr. President, I believe that the un­
derstanding and fortitude which the 
American people have always displayed 
in times of crisis, is an element of na­
tional strength which must be weighed 
heavily in any comparison of American 
and Communist power. 

In coping with Khrushchev's bluster­
ing threats we need not-indeed, we must 
not--rely only on our power of nuclear 
deterrence. 

The fact is that we have in our grasp 
a deterrent potentially even more effec­
tive than our arsenal of atom and hydro­
gen bombs. It is a deterrent of which, 
regrettably, we appear almost wholly un­
aware and which we have thus far not 
empbyed as an in:: trument o! diplom~cy, 
but it is orie of whose potential effective­
ness the men of the Kremlin have been 
made painfully aware and which will 
cause them to shrink from putting us to 
the test of military action-if the West 
remains united and firm. 

There was a time, perhaps, when the 
Soviet leaders may have imagined that, 
given an increase in their nuclear 
strength, they w9uld possess the poten­
tial to wage a war against the West. 
But the successive events in East Ger­
m3.ny, Hungary, and Foland have ser~­
ously weakened this potential-and this 
is something that is perhaps better un­
derstood in the Kremlin than it is in the 
Western capitals. The succession of up .. 
risings in the satellite area, in particular 
the Hungarian revolution, has demon­
strat~d three things: First, that the 
satellite divisions are totally unreliable; 
second, that the Red army itself is dan­
gerously unreliable; third, and most im­
portant of all, that the masses of the 
people under communism share a mortal 
hatred for the re~~me which oppresses 
them. 
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If the Soviets were to launch a gen­
eral war in Europe, the 100 divisions 
which the Red army maintains in Eu­
rope would not be supported by the 75 
satellite divisions of the Warsaw Pact. 

At best, the Red army would be able 
to enforce the neutral inactivity of the 
satellite divisions and exercise a perilous 
control over the bitterly hostile popula­
tions, some 100 million strong, of all the 
satellite countries. The strength of the 
Soviet divisions would have to be dissi­
pated in garrisoning the satellite nations, 
in guarding their routes of communica­
tion against nationalist guerrillas, and in 
policing the satellite divisions to prevent 
their- disaffection. 

At worst, the Kremlin would have to 
contend with a super-Hungary, arising 
simultaneously throughout their satellite 
empire. 

The passionate desire for liberation 
that exists in all the satellite countries 
in itself constitutes a serious deterrent 
to Soviet military aggression. Even as­
suming that the Kremlin could count on 
the loyalty of the Red army divisions, it 
would make war against the West a very 
hazardous undertaking. But the 64-
ruble question which Khrushchev must 
ask himself is: Can the Red army be 
counted on in a war against the free 
world? 

The great triumph_ of the Hungarian 
revolution is that it destroyed for all 
time the myth that Communist regimes 
can enjoy at least a measure of popular 
support. Until several months before 
the revolution, the people of Hungary, 
like the rest of the peoples in the Soviet 
empire, gave the impression of passive 
acceptance of their regime. But under­
neath this appearance of passive accept­
ance there lay a smouldering hatred. 
When the volcano of this hatre-d erupted, 
one had to look around and ask: "Where 
are the Communists?" Most significant 
of all, the younger generation, the stu­
dents and workers who had known no 
other world and who had b3en indoctri­
nated since childhood in Marxist dog­
ma-these were in the forefront of the 
:fight against the regime. 

The Hungarian revolution has demon­
strated, if this needed any further dem­
onstration, that neither one generation 
nor 3 generations nor 10 generations can 
produce a breed of men who will accept 
as natural and proper the complete 
abrogation of human freedom. There 
is, in short, no such thing as a Com­
munist generation. 

But while it is now a commonplace 
that communism is unpopular, we in 
the West still fail to comprehend either 
the degree or the universality of the 
hatred which the people who have been 
subjugated by communism feel for their 
Communist masters. It is understand­
able that we should find such compre­
hension difficult because this hatred is 
far more intense, far more explosive than 
anything we of the non-Communist 
world have ourselves experienced. 

During my participation in the Nur­
emberg war crimes trials, in the post­
war period, I learned something of the 
desperation and hatred and terror of 
the hundreds of thousands of Russian 
war prisoners and slave laborers held by 
the Nazis whom we, through incredible 

ignorance, returned against their will to 
the Soviet authorities. My soul is still 
tormented by the nightmarish accounts 
of mass suicides in which men slashed 
their wrists with tin cans and women 
jumped with their children from upper 
story windows rather than fa-ee a return 
to Soviet Russia. 

Since the end of the war, a whole 
series of events in many parts of the 
world have demonstrated that this in­
credibly intense hatred was not confined 
to one moment in history or to the spe­
cific variety of communism that existed 
in the Soviet Union under Stalin. 
. What kind of fear and what kind of 
hatred was it that induced 4 million 
North Koreans-one-third of the pre­
war population of this Communist satel­
lite-to abandon their landholdings and 
their belongings and seek refuge in South 
Korea? 

What kind of hatred was it that com­
pelled 1 million North Vietnamese to fiee 
from the so-called liberation regime of 
Ho Chi Minh-most of them· under con­
ditions of terrible danger and hardship, 
racing against the armistice deadline? 

What kind of hatred was it that in­
duced 15,000 of the 20,000 Chinese POW's 
taken in }{area to refuse to return to 
their homeland-despite the blandish­
ments of the Communist representatives, 
despite the discouraging attitude of the 
West, despite the bleak prospects of re­
settlement elsewhere, and despite the 
overwhelming importance of family and 
·homeland to Chinese generally? 

What kind of hatred and desperation 
was it that produced the East German 
and Polish uprisings and the incredible 
heroism of the Hungarian revolution, in 
which an unarmed and unorganized citi­
zenry triumphed over both the secret 
polic3 and the Red army in the first 
round of batt~e? 

And, within the past few months, what 
kind of hatred was it that let 2 million 
Tibetans, virtually without arms, and 
with no friendly armies on their fron­
tiers, to rise up against the overwhelm­
ing mig·ht of the Chinese Red army? 

In the evolution of hatred of tyranny 
there is a point where it becomes a blind 
and all-possessing passion. And no re­
gime in history has been so outstand­
ingly successful in fostering this special­
breed of hatred as has the Communist 
regime in Russia and its satellite regimes 
in other countries. 

In evaluating the present situation, I 
believe that it would be helpful to us to 
recapitulate certain established facts of 
World War II and of the Hungarian rev­
olution. 

An entire literature on the subject of 
Soviet defections in World War II has 
grown up-Boris Shub's "The Choice," 
Eugene Lyons' "Our Secret Allies," 
George Fischer's "Russians Against 
Stalin," are outstanding in this cate­
gory. But the memory of man is short, 
and many of the facts that were so 
painstakingly set forth have been for­
gotten. 

Contrary to the accounts the Soviet 
propagandists have put out, when the 
Reichswehr invaded the Soviet Union in 
June of 1941, the Red army enjoyed 
overwhelming superiority in manpower, 
in aircraft, in tanks, and in artillery. 

Within the first 8 months of the war, 
the German Army took 3,600,000 military 
prisoners and destroyed or captured im­
mense quantities of war material, includ­
ing more than 16,000 guns and over 17,-
500 tanks. These are truly colossal 
figures. By the end of the war the Sov­
iets had only succeeded in rebuilding 
their tank corps to a total of · 13,400 
tanks, while the Germans on the Eastern 
Front opposed them with no more than 
3,500. 

Wherever the German troops came, 
the civilian population greeted them as 
liberators and received them with en­
thusiasm and with garlands. Nor was it 
true that this welcome was confined to 
the Ukraine and to other areas where 
nationalist feeling ran high. In the 
streets of Moscow there was spontaneous 
singing, for the first time since the revo­
lution, when the German Army pene­
trated to the suburbs and the Govern­
ment and the NKVD fied to Kuybishev. 

The warm greeting accorded the Ger­
man Army had nothing to do with pro­
Nazism. Nor can it be equated with 
treawn, since the great mass of the 
Soviet peoples regarded themselves as 
patriots and the Bolsheviks as traitors. 

The Wehrmacht officer, Herwarth von 
Bittenfeld, now, incidentally, the Ger­
man Ambassador to London, pointed out 
that the invading Germany Army re­
ceived as friendly a reception at Smo­
lensky, Viasma, and Bryansk, in Great 
Russia, as It did elsewhere. 

With all the handicaps · created by the 
brutal, senseless Nazi racist policy-

Said Von Bittenfeld-
We raised more than 500,000 soldiers for 

our side among war prisoners and among the 
peoples of occupied territory. With an in­
telligent political policy, we could have won 
the war in the East simply because the 
Russian people themselves would have over­
thrown the regime. 

Especially in the first months of the war, 
surrenders were on a mass scale and were 
political, not military. At that time I 
would go out as a cavalry officer on a patrol 
and would come back with thousands of 
altogether voluntary prisoners. 

Supporting Von Bittenfeld's finding 
from a civilian point of view was the 
wartime opinion, recorded in the Nurem­
berg record, of Dr. Otto Braetigann, offi­
cial of the Reich Ministry of the East. 

Were the war being conducted only for 
the purpose of smashing Bolshevism, then 
it would have been decided long ago in 
our favor, for, as all experiences of this war 
have confirmed, Bolshevism is hated to the 
utmost by the Eastern people, above all by 
the great mass of the peasants. In the 
Soviet Union, we found on our arrival a 
population weary of Bolshevism, which 
waited longingly for new slogans holding 
out the promise of a better future to them. 
It was Germany's duty to find such slo­
gans, but they remained unuttered. 

The population greeted us with joy as 
liberators and placed themselves at our dis­
posal willingly and freely with body and 
life. Wherever Ukrainians, Russians, White 
Ruthenians and members of the Baltic peo­
ples enlisted in the German Wehrmacht, 
they proved themselves and fought excel­
lently without exception." 

The amazing success that General 
Vlassov had in raising his "Army of Lib­
eration" from the ranks of E 3Viet FOW's 
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and forced laborers in Germany is 
something that no amount of Soviet 
rationalization can explain. Despite the 
brutality that · the Nazis practiced on 
Soviet civilians and POW's alike, Vlas­
sov succeeded in a very short time in 
building up an army of 500,000 men who 
mistakenly believed that they could fight 
against Stalin for the liberation of their 
homeland in the ranks of the German 
Army. 

According to a letter which Eugene 
Lyons received from a Russian refugee 
in Germany, the matter of joining the 
Vlassov army was discussed in one Rus­
sian POW camp on November 19, 1944-
at a time when it was obvious to every­
one that Germany was headed toward 
disastrous defeat. Only 15 of 200 pris­
oners did not join. In addition, it is 
estimated that at the end of the war, 
Vlassov's enlistment bureau had appli­
cations from some 2¥2 million civilian 
and POW volunteers. 

True, the Red army finally did defeat 
the Nazi army because of its utterly 
overwhelmingly superiority in men and 
equipment. Toward the end of the war, 
the Russian army on key fronts out­
numbered the Germans by almost 8 to 
1 in infantry, 7 to 1 in artillery, 10 to 
1 in mortars, and 5 to 1 in tanks. But 
the Red army could not have achieved 
victory if there had not been a funda­
mental reversal of attitude on the part 
of the Russian peoples. It was not any 
increase in affection for the Bolshevik 
regime that brought about this change, 
but, very simply, the brutality of the 
Nazis. · 

It is conceivable, I agree, that the 
Khrushchev regime has succeeded in re­
ducing popular disaffection by curbing 
some of the worst terroristic practices of 
the Stalin regime and making some con­
cessions to the Soviet consumer. On the 
other hand, despite the minor attenua­
tion of terror, the Soviet Union still re­
mains a totalitarian police state. To the 
growing class of Soviet intellectuals and 
professors, in particular, the rigid state 
control of thought must be a constant 
source of outrage. For example, there 
is evidence that the overwhelming ma­
jority of the Soviet intellectuals were 
even more indignant than we in the 
West over the treatment of Boris Pas­
ternak and the suppression of "Dr. 
Zhivago'' in Russia. 

Hungary provided the most significant 
revelation. The divisions that were in­
itially stationed in Budapest had · to be 
withdrawn because in the first round of 
battle, they proved either reluctant to 
fight the Hungarian people, or else open­
ly sympathetic to them. The Hungarian 
freedom radios broadcast repeated mes­
sages from Soviet defectors, up to the 
rank of Colonel, to their comrades in the 
Red Army. Broadcasting over Radio 
GYOR on October 28, Red Army Col. 
Vladimir Novikov said: 

My unit has forcibly overpowered the at­
tacks of the security police. Now the most 
urgent problem for the Soviet Army is to 
uphold the good name of t.he Russians with 
arms and in the spirit of Russian-Hungarian 
friendship. We, the Soviet people, have 
found out by our own lives that it cannot 
go on like this any more. We see that the 
Stalinists are hated not only at home but 
everywhere. We call upon all real Russian 

patriots, for whom the honor of our nation 
is dear, to extend a brotherly hand to the 
Hungarian people and, together with them, 
to pave the road for a new and better future. 

No accurate account may ever be 
available of the scale of defections from 
the Soviet forces that were first deployed 
against the Hungarian people. But cer­
tainly it was substantial. This was 
something on which all Western ob­
servers were agreed. 

Seymour Freidin reported in the New 
York Post, November 18, 1956: "I know 
of three specific cases and obtained re­
ports of countless others where Soviet 
soldiers came over to the revolutionaries 
to capitulate with their equipment." 
Reuters carried the report that 3,000 So­
viet troops and 60 Russian tank crews 
had deserted and fought with the Hun­
garians. The Hungarian expert of the 
highly reputable London Sunday Ob­
server on December 15, 1956, estimated 
the number of Soviet deserters in Hun­
gary at 15,000. Joseph and Stewart 
Alsop on December 6, 1956, reported that 
a high percentage of the defections took 
place from the elite Soviet Second 
Guards Division-which, they pointed 
out, "is as though soldiers in the Amer­
ican Marines or the British Guards had 
gone over to the enemy." As late as 
December 22, John Maccormick reported 
in the New York Times that soldiers of 
the Soviet 83d Motorized Infantry had 
revolted when ordered to fire into a 
crowd of demonstrators at Tokaj, that 
five Russian soldiers had been shot in 
the fray, and that after the fighting, two 
entire companies had melted away to 
join the rebels. When the fighting in 
Hungary was almost over, the American 
press carried a report that a large Hun­
garian training camp has been con­
verted into a prison camp for Red Army 
defectors. According to Hungarian 
sources, this camp housed almost 10,000 
prisoners. 

Perhaps all of these estimates are 
somewhat exaggerated. But even allow­
ing for a four- or five-fold exaggeration, 
the defection of several thousand Red 
army men-defection, to a side that 
seemed foredoomed to defeat--must be 
considered symptomatic of the most 
basic and deeply rooted discontent. It 
is a matter of common knowledge that 
the Soviets found it necessary to replace 
their occupation troops with fresh troops 
ordered into Hungary from the U.S.S.R. 
and the surrounding satellites. These 
were indoctrinated to believe that they 
were about to fight the American im­
perialist invaders, either on the Elbe or 
at Suez. I think it is particularly in­
teresting, too, that for the initial assault 
on Budapest, the Kremlin saw :fit to use 
some 5,000 tanks unsupported by in­
fantry. Without infantry cover, the 
tanks were particularly vulnerable in 
street fighting and the revolutionaries 
took a heavy toll of them with grenades 
and Molotov cocktails. In using massed 
tanks without infantry protection, the 
Kremlin was violating all of the tactical 
rules. Why did it do so? One explana­
tion that has been advanced is that they 
were seeking to intimidate the people of 
Budapest, as they were able to intimidate 
the people of Berlin in 1953, by a show 
of armored strength. Another and 

more probable explanation is that they 
feared the possible effect of contact be­
tween Red army foot soldiers and the 
Hungarian people-at least until the 
back of the revolution had ·been broken. 

Even in their easy war against the 
Hungarian people, the men of the Krem­
lin were obviously tormented by the 
ghost of General Vlassov. 

What if it should come to a war with 
the West? There are certain things 
that can safely be predicated: We would 
not wage the war for purposes of im­
perialist aggrandizement. We would 
not practice the bestial master race 
policies of the Nazis. Our political tra­
ditions, our code of morality, and the 
logic of our position would lead us, on 
the very day that war broke out, to pro­
claim the restoration of freedom to the 
peoples of the satellite countries and of 
the Soviet Union as our only goal and 
to set up the first cadres of national 
liberation movements and liberation 
armies. 

I realize that it is not feasible for the 
Secretary of State or the President to say 
these things, for the simple reason that 
they must guide themselves by the eti­
quette of diplomacy. But there are cer­
tain things a Senator may properly say 
and should say that a head of state may 
not. 

I feel we should let the Soviets know 
that we are not deceived by the recent 
bluster of the Warsaw Pact powers; that 
we are aware of the existence of massive 
popular discontent in all the satellite 
countries; that we have not forgotten the 
questionable performance of the Red 
army in Finland and in Hungary, and 
in the early stages of the war against 
Hitler; that if the Red army provokes 
war, it would have to devote much of its 
strength to enforcing the obedience of 
the satellite peoples; that we are certain 
that the great majority of the Red army 
would be demoralized if ordered to wage 
war on the workers and peasants of other 
countries; that if war is forced on us, we 
would wage it from the first day as an 
all-out war of liberation for the peoples 
of the Soviet Union as well as for the 
peoples of the satellite countries. 

We should tell them bluntly that, if it 
comes to a crisis, we know that we shall 
not have to contend with a monolithic 
armed force consisting of the 100 Soviet 
divisions stationed west of Moscow and 
the 75 divisions maintained by the satel­
lite countries. The 22 divisions which 
the Red army maintains in East Ger­
many, the 7 divisions in Hungary, the 2 
divisions in Rumania, and the 2 divisions 
in Poland, would have their work cut out 
performing occupation duties. At the 
best, only a portion of them would be 
available for offensive action. And, if 
the chronic unrest in these countries 
were again to erupt, the Kremlin might 
have to augment these divsions with re­
inforcements drawn from the Red army 
in Russia. 

We can call the Soviet's bluff on the 
Warsaw Pact. Not in our lifetime will 
they be able to use against us the 300,000 
members of the Polish armed forces, the 
250,000 Rumanians, the 200,000 Czecho­
slovaks, the 160,000 Bulgarians, the 
150,000 East Germans, and the 90,000 
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Hungarians. On the contrary, there is 
-a much greater chance, if it comes to 
war, that the armies of the Warsaw Pact 
will wind up on the side of the free world. 
Certainly this would be our goal-a very 
realistic goal. _ 

We should let Khrushchev know, too, 
that we have studied and digested some 
of the lessons of the Bolshevik- revolu­
tion; that we know how effectively-and 
how fraudulently-the Bolsheviks em­
ployed the slogans of "National self -de­
termination" and "Land to the peas­
ants;" that we are convinced these slo­
gans correspond today, as they did in 
1917, to the deepest desires of the Soviet 
peoples and the Soviet peasantry; and 
that we are confident these slogans­
despite their abuse by the Bolsheviks­
would enlist the trust and support of 
the peoples of Russia if they carried the 
guarantee of the countries of the free 
West. 

In short, we should let the men of the 
Kremlin know that if they force a war 
over Berlin, it will be an all-out political 
war, with no holds barred. And we 
should perhaps inform- tbem, in some 
precise detail, of the plans that already 
exist for the creation of national libera­
tion armies and liberation movements. 
- If our diplomacy is to -be conducted 
in these terms, we must be prepared to 
place certain chips on the table. Some 
of these chips, by the nature of things, 
will be military. Quietly, and without 
ostentation or panic, but in a manner 
that spells business, we must increase 
the combat-readiness of the NATO forces 
in Europe. But more important we must 
devise a carefully thought-out policy that 
will give encouragement to the liberation 
movements in all the captive countries, 
and we must find ways of sharpening 
our idealogical impact on the enslaved 
peoples. 

Until the time of the Hungarian revo­
lution there were many who scoffed at 
all talk of liberation. Not very surpris­
ingly, those who had abandoned all hope 
were inclined to favor military disen­
gagement combined with a guarantee of 
the status quo in Europe. 

Liberation is indeed a pipedream, if 
the word is used to signify .an initiative 
from without via subversive mov.ements 
under the aegis of the Western govern­
ments. But it is not a pipe dream if 
one accepts the premise that liberation 
will have to come from within, that the 
role of the West must be limited to keep­
ing the spirit of liberation alive through 
its propaganda and supporting it 
through its diplomacy, and that it can 
only be achieved given a highly favor­
able conjuncture of circumstances. 

Such a conjuncture occurred in the 
months preceding the Hungarian revolu­
tion. The Kremlin had been wracked by 
a series of power struggles; the entire 
Communist world had been thrown into 
further disarray by Khrushchev's de­
nunciation of Stalin's crimes at the 
21st Congress of the Soviet Communist 
Party; the weakening at the center had 
resulted in a weakening of control in 
the satellites; and the growing evidences 
of discontent in each of the captive na­
tions communicated themselves like elec­
tric impulses to the other captive na-

tions. It is improbable that a similarly 
favorable conjuncture of circumstances 
will arise within the next several years. 

I know there are those who read a dif­
ferent meaning than I do into the Hun­
garian revolution, who see in it conclu­
sive proof that liberation is impossible 
and that the West has no alternative but 
to accept the status quo. To these I say 
that the Hungarian revolution was 
neither a completely foredoomed under­
taking nor a tragic defeat. 

The Hungarian revolution might have 
been successful if the United Nations 
had had the foresight and courage to dis­
patch a small group of observers the day 
after the government of Imre Nagy was 
installed. It might have been successful 
if the Western alliance had not been rent 
asunder by the Suez crisis. And, even 
without moral support from the UN and 
the West, it still might have been 
successful. 

At the time of the Hungarian revolu­
tion, Poland and East Germany stood 
on the brink; had either o.ne gone over 
the brink, the chances are that the entire 
satellite empire would have erupted in 
the flatnes of a superrevolution. With 
such a situation, the Red army would 
not have been able to cope. The Hun­
garian revolution was a completely 
spontaneous national uprising. But, 
even if it had been organized and calcu­
lated, it would have been a justifiable 
risk from a military and political stand­
point. 
· If we weigh the consequences, the 
Hungarian revolution, in defeat, ranks 
as the most significant victory for the 
forces of freedom since the end of World 
War II. 

From their own history, the Russians 
know something of the concept of vic­
tory in defeat. 

Napoleon won the Battle of Borodino. 
But General Kutuzov, as Tolstoy re­
counts in "War and Peace," insisted that 
the battle, in terms of its ultimate con­
sequences, was a decisive victory for Rus­
sia. The outcome, as every schoo!boy 
knows, was Napoleon's disastro·.1s re­
treat from Moscow. 

When Hitler invaded Yugoslavia after 
the revolution of March 27, 1941, he was 
able to smash the Yugoslav army and 
capture Belgrade in 12 days. But it was 
a victory that ultimately cost him the 
war-for the revolution of March 27 in­
validated his dispositions, disrupted his 
economic hinterland, delayed by more 
than a month his invasion of the Soviet 
Union, bogged down his armies in the 
autumn muds, and deprived him of the 
capture of Moscow. 

Khrushchev was able to crush the 
Hungarian revolution by massing his 
armored divisions against the people of 
Budapest. But the Hungarian revolu­
tion, in defeat, exposed the lie of com­
munism for all peoples to see and over­
night converted the Warsaw Pact from 
a diplomatic asset into a military and 
diplomatic question mark. 

So I come back to my basic argument. 
The most effective deterrent to Com­
munist expa~ion in Europe at this 
juncture would · be to place basic em­
phasis in all of our diplomacy on the 
ultimate freedom of the captive peoples 

of Europe. If we are not prepared to 
do so for the sake of the captive peo­
ples, then we must do so in order to save 
ourselves. 

Both political parties in the election 
of 1952 committed themselves to the 
liberation of the subjugated nations. 
But unfortunately the word was used 
more as an electioneering slogan than 
as a name for a carefully thought-out 
foreign policy that is vital to our own 
national security. Because of this, I am 
afraid, the word "liberation" is today 
somewhat compromised in the eyes of 
the captive peoples and of the millions 
of their compatriots who are now Amer­
ican citizens. 

To use the word again as a slogan, or 
simply to pay lip service to it, would be 
the height of irresponsibility. Let us 
therefore spell out what such a policy 
means in practice and, if we use the 
word again, let us do so as a serious act 
of self-dedication. 

"Liberation" does not mean that we 
confront the Soviets with an ultimatum 
and launch a war if they refuse. Nor 
does it mean that we organize subver­
sive movements and ferment revolutions 
in the captive nations. Either proposal 
would be irresponsible folly, in addition 
to running counter to our entire tradi­
tion. Liberation, as I have pointed out, 
will have to come essentially from 
within. But what we say and what we 
do can encourage or discourage the 
spirit of liberation and, in this sense, 
can exert a decisive influence. 

Iiow do we go about encouraging the 
liberalization movement? 

The first step would be to demonstrate 
the earnestness of our concern by raising 
the issue of the captive nations at every 
diplomatic conference and at every ses­
sion of the United Nations. In enslav­
ing the captive nations, the Soviets \\'ere 
guilty of violating a whole series of 
international agreements guaranteeing 
free elections. In imposing their re­
gimes and maintaining them in power,­
they have used the Red army in the 
most flagrant manner as an instrument 
of political intimidation; and when in­
timidation failed in Germany and in 
Hungary, they resorted to open military 
intervention and repression. They have 
violated the Charter of the United Na­
tions repeatedly and at almost every 
point. 

Let us spread the facts about Soviet 
imperialism upon the record at every 
available opportunity. Let us continue 
to demand that the Soviets respect their 
obligations and respect the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

To raise the issue of the liberation 
of the captive peoples in this manner 
would by itself have a great impact on 
the other side of the Iron Curtain. But 
the issue must never be permitted to 
degenerate into a simple propaganda 
device. We must, in all earnestness, 
make liberation a cardinal goal of our 
diplomacy. 

I do not underestimate the difficulty 
of persuading the Kremlin to liberate 
its satellite empire. But I can conceive 
of a situation where a combination of 
division within the Kremlin and unrest 
in the satellites and hard bargaining 
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on the part of the West, will - induce 
the Soviets, in their -own interest, to 
grant freedom to the unyielding, troubie­
some, hostile captive peoples. 

Let us say to Mr. Khrushchev: '1You 
say that you desire peace and that you 
wish to reduce tensions. No one in-the 
free world wants war, and everyone 
would be happy to see tensions reduced. 
But the tensions are the symptom and 
not the cause. You do not cure pneu­
monia, Mr. Khrushchev, by placing ice 
packs on the patient's forehead. You 
diagnose the disease and you prescribe 
a remedy in accordance with this diag­
nosis. What are the causes of the ten­
sions that exist in the world today? 
· "No one believes, not even you, that 

the world is tense because the seventeen 
NATO divisions are planning· aggression 
against the Soviet Union. There is ten­
sion, Mr. Khrushchev, because of your 
ultimatums and blustering threats, be­
cause of the massive armed aggressive 
strength which the Soviet Union and 
Communist China maintain, because of 
the subversive activities of the Commu­
nist parties in every country, because you 
have flagrantly violated so many cov­
enants that the world can no longer have 
any confidence in your pledged word. 
And there is tension because the Soviet 
Union has ruthlessly imposed its rule on 
the peoples of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
East Germany, Rumania; Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Albania. 

"Let us remember that armed force 
has been used only twice in Europe since 
the end of the war-first-by the Red army 
against the people of East Germany, and 
the second time, by the Red army 
against the people of Hungry. Here is 
the proof of the real source of tension. 

"You wish to reduce tensions? If the 
Soviet Union could have the wisdom to 
withdraw· to its prewar frontiers, ten­
sions would disappear overnight and the 
whole world would sleep better." 
. To ease the way for the Communists, 

we should make it clear in advance that, 
in exchange for liberation, we would be 
prepared to make some concessions to 
Soviet desires in other areas. If Khru­
shchev truly wants a "reduction of ten­
sions," there is no more effective measure 
he could take than to negotiate a package 
agreement with the West in which 
liberation is exchanged for such conces­
sions as a European security pact, in­
creased East-West trade, partial dis­
armament, and conceivably, even some 
long-term credits. 

Let me restate my principal argument, 
in closing. The active commitment to 
the ultimate liberation of the captive 
peoples, in addition to endowing our 
diplomacy with a power of deterrence it 
does not now possess, would strengthen 
our position politically because it is in 
harmony with the right moral principles 
on which our faith and civilization are 
based. 

· Admittedly, the Kremlin would not like 
it. But only by doing so can we effec­
tually cope with !Glrushchev's hydrogen 
missile diplomacy; only by doing so can 
we rekindle the flagging . faith of our 
scores of millions of allies behind the 
Ii:·on CUrtain; in the long run, it may not 
be too much to say; only by doing so can 

peace be preserved and freedom under 
the rule of God prevail on earth. 
· Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I sug­

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER· (Mr. 

PRoxMIRE in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REPORT ON MEETING OF THE AT­
LANTIC CONGRESS, JUNE 5 TO 10, 
LONDON, ENGLAND 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 

just returned from London where, with 
the indulgence of the Senate, I attended 
the Atlantic Congress which was held 
from June 5 to 10. There were present 
650 parliamentarians and leading civil­
ians of the NATO countries. 

Mr. President, I speak today because it 
is my conviction that powerful backing 
for the position on Berlin being taken at 
Geneva by the · leading members of the 
NATO alliance wa·s given at the Atlantic 
Congress just concluded in London. The 
resolutions passed by the five main com­
mittees of the 650 parliamentarians and 
leading civilians of these NATO coun­
tries and the decl.sions made on con­
tested questions all backed up the Geneva 
position of Secretary of State Herter and 
his colleagues. 

Mr. President, as I shall develop in this 
speech, negotiations at any price, even 
at a summit . meeeting, are not called 
for-not a~ I read the signs in London. 

The debate in London was very active, 
and the subjects discussed most impor­
tant to the free world, as well as to the 
conduct of the negotiations at Geneva. 

Full support for the main pillars of 
the Western position all emerged from 
the Congress; first, the support of NATO 
as an effective defense deterrent to Com­
munist aggression, military or economic; 
second, the need for a massive partner­
ship attack on the problem of more 
effective public and private economic aid 
and technical assistance programs for 
the less developed areas in Africa, Asia, 
and Latin America; and third, a renewed 
determination to articulate and present 
the free world's policy and position in 
the cold war. 
· There were certain straws in the wind 

in London which showed which way 
NATO sentiment is going. I should like 
to analyze them. 

First, there was the decision to retain 
the integrity of NA,TO military prepara­
tions, -and not to jeopardize them by 
assigning a new role on airborne atomic · 
weapons ·to France under present con­
ditions. 

Second, there was the decision to 
channel any new economic aid directly 
or through and with United Nations 
agencies instead of only through and 
with the United Nations agencies. 

Third, there was the decision to main­
tain the position that th,e West contin­
ues to challenge the legality of the sup-

pression of free institutions, and the 
denial of free elections in the East Euro­
pean satellites of the Soviet Union. 

I should like to analyze each of these 
points in turn. First, there was the 
decision to retain the integrity of NATO 
military preparations and not to jeopar­
dize them by assigning a new role on air­
borne atomic weapons· to France under 
present conditions. In that regard, the 
report of the military committee was 
not satisfactory to the French delega­
tion, and the French delegation, through 
General Delut, a very distinguished 
member of that delegation, moved an 
amendment in order to carry out the 
reported attitude of the French Govern­
ment regarding the organization of 
NATO and the deployment of atomic 
weapons on the continent of Europe. 

After a rather considerable debate the 
Congress, by a substantial vote, not only 
rejected that position, but also went 
further and, upon the motion of Gen. 
Fred Anderson, of the United States, 
who was a delegate, adopted the original 
report of the Military Subcommittee, as 
recommended to its main committee, 
which was more precise and vigorous in 
terms than the report adopted by the 
main committee, in terms of standing by 
the present organization of the NATO 
defense, the present assignment of nu­
clear weapons, the present way in which 
nuclear weapons are to be handled, and 
the present way in which direction for 
their use is to be given. 

The most significant part of that de­
bate, which was spirited and thorough, 
was that after the rejection of the 
amendment of the French delegation on 
European defense carrying out what was 
advertised to be the French Govern­
ment's position as we have seen it in the 
press during the past week, the French 
delegates nevertheless continued to par­
ticipate in the Congress most actively 
and effectively. 
· That ts to be juxtaposed with an ex­

perience we had at the NATO Parlia­
mentarians' Conference in November 
1958, in Paris, when the French delega­
tion walked out of the Conference after 
its position had been rejected. This time 
they did not walk out. They remained. 
They not only remained, but cooper-
ated. · 

I deeply believe that this represents a 
very interesting state of public opinion in 
:France, and is augury that the other 
NATO powers can get together with 
France on its defense responsibilities, 
perhaps through the use of the United 
States-British model for decision on the 
use of atomic weapons, which is our sit­
uation with Great Britain now, or some 
new plan as a way out of what now looks 
like a dilemma. 

My conclusion is that the problems be­
tween France and the NATO alliance do 
not at all represent a reason for sapping 
the will of our negotiators at Geneva. 
This is what I bring back from London 
and report to the Senate. I think that 
is extremely important, because it has 
been pointed out that the three things 
which could induce us to yield more than 
we should at Geneva are: .The posture of 
the Western World in view of French in­
sistence on participation in the storing of 
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atomic weapons which are now in the · 
NATO establishment; second; the prob­
lems of Adenauer and Erhard in the Ger­
man Federal Republic; and third, the 
rumor-story in the London Times to the 
effect that Selwyn Lloyd, the British 
Minister, was on his way out. 

It seems to me that these are the light­
est kind of straws. Everything I saw in 
London, in connection with the British 
delegation, the French delegation, and 
the German delegation, convinced me 
that the Western World would be untrue 
to itself if it allowed any such distrac­
·tions as I have referred to, which occur 
every day, to deter it from fulfilling its 
obligations at Geneva. 

Far more than reporting on the At­
lantic Congress, I wish to affirm, as vigor­
ously as I can, the fact that the Western 
alliance remains completely unimpaired; 
that no one will be defeated politically; 
and that nothing will happen if we de­
cide not to negotiate with the Russians 
at all, because at present negotiations 
would be fruitless. That includes a 
summit meeting. I believe it is high 
time to make that clear. Negotiations 
at any price may sometimes be taken by 
the Russians as an expression of weak­
ness. I am foJ negotiations, provided 
negotiations can be conducted with dig­
nity, not on any sellout basis, or any 
theory that we must have them for politi­
cal reasons. We do not have to have 
them unless they will be fruitful, digni­
fied, and have character in terms of secu­
rity in the Western World. I am here to 
report that there is securhy in the West- . 
ern World, and that there is support for 
its purposes. 

The first decision which was taken 
was to retain NATO military prepara-· 
tions as they are; that is, with the chan­
nelization and the organization which 
exists today. 

The second decision was to continue to 
channel any new economic aid directly or 
through and with the United Nations 
agencies, and not to confine it ·only to 
channeling through the United Nations 
agencies. This was a very important de­
cision. The request for a change origi­
nated with certain members of the Brit­
ish delegation. It was spiritedly fought 
and rejected by an overwhelming vote, 
including many votes from the British 
delegation, the. determination being that 
NATO, too, has a character and purpose 
in the world; that more money could 
be obtained in that way, through the 
NATO organization, by bilateral action 
as well as multilateral action, among 
NATO countries for economic aid and 
technical assistance than could be ob­
tained only through the United Na­
tions. It was decided that we were not 
so scared of our objectives, or what the 
world might think of them, that we would 
have to limit ourselves by saying, "We 
will do this only through the United 
Nations." 

There was testimony to the effect that 
even the noncommitted nations were not 
refusing aid because it came from coun­
tries in the NATO alliance. India is one 
of the greatest noncommitted nations­
perhaps the largest and most important 
of them. She was very glad to make a 
deal with the United States, Japan, and 

United Kingdom, West Germany, and the 
International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development in order to get help 
with her 5-year plan. She was not at all 
bashful or inhibited. 

The third point which showed the 
way the wind was blowing came in the 
decision that the West should continue 
to challenge the legality of the suppres­
sion of free institutions and the denial of 
free elections in the East European satel­
lites of the Soviet Union. That decision 
was on a motion from the floor, which 
carried by an overwhelming vote. The 
idea was to show that the West would 
not, as a price for negotiations, pander 
to the Russians and their enslavement of 
the peoples of central Europe, or selling 
out those peoples. 

That does not mean that we would 
drop arms on Czechoslovakia or Poland 
or Hungary. On the contrary, the 
Western people are not going to use 
force. However, we will not yield on a 
matter of principle .and go to a summit 
conference, which some persons believe 
might be politically useful, merely be­
cause Khrushchev wants to hold one. 
That is not intransigence. It is far from 
intransigence. It is a part of the char­
acter of the Western World and of the 
whole free world. 

So I believe that these three positions 
which were taken, not merely by the 
parliamentary representatives of the free 
governments, but also by leading citi­
zens of those countries, after full and 
free debate, are extremely significant in 
terms of the basis of the NATO alliance 
and the fact that the peoples of the free 
world have backbone, too. , 
· The attitude expressed in London 

would be perfectly understanding of the 
fact that fruitful negotiations could not 
be carried on but may have to be de­
ferred. In short, I do not believe that 
the West is in a position where it must 
undertake a summit meeting on Berlin 
and Germany for political reasons in the 
NATO alliance, but on the contrary that 
the peoples of the NATO countries un­
derstand that to undertake negotiations 
for political reasons without a climate 
of some kind of reasonableness in both 
negotiating sides is tantamount to an 
implied willingness to concede some ele­
ments of points regarding the occupa­
tion status of the presence in Berlin of 
the three Western allies, which the cause 
of the free world will just not permit of 
yJelding. I hope therefore that the 
West's negotiators at Geneva will be en­
couraged by what took place at the At­
lantic Congress to show high morale, 
both with respect to their negotiations 
and with respect to a summit conference, 
and that President Eisenhower's words 
on that score will be implemented. 
- The President, on March 25, at his 

press conference, said: 
I want to make this very clear: That this 

(desire for peace) doesn't mean that anyone 
can command anybody else to come to a 
summit meeting. And you can't bluff them 
or blackmail them or anything else. This is 
to be a meeting if there is one, of heads of 
government who are acting voluntarily and 
because of their belief in the possibilities 
with some kind of grounds for such a belief 
that real measures can be discussed profitably 
by all of us. 

On May 29, 1959, the White House 
issued a statement in which the follow­
ing appears: 

The President likewise expressed the hope 
that on their return to Geneva the foreign 
ministers would be able to achieve that 
measure of progress which would make a 
subsequent meeting of heads of government 
desirable and useful. 

This morning we are reading some 
tough words by Mr. Gromyko in Geneva. 
I also understand that Gromyko and our 
Secretary of State will have a private 
talk today. The whole purpose of my 
report to the Senate today, which I pre­
pared quickly, having just returned from 
London this morning, because I thought 
it would be most useful to make it now, 
is to make plain that there is no reason 
I could find at the Congress in London 
why Christian Herter, Couve de Mur­
ville, Selwyn Lloyd, and the representa­
tive of the German Federal Republic 
have to do anything but stand by their 
guns of decency and character. 

They are willing to negotiate any­
where, at any time, under any condi­
tions, if there is a reasonable prospect of 
accomplishing something. However, 
merely to negotiate, to wave a piece of 
paper in the air, as Chamberlain did 
after Munich, is not a part of the West­
ern World, and the Congress in London 
showed that there is no political reason 
for doing so, .so far as the .Atlantic alli­
ance is concerned. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I am glad to yield to my 
colleague. 
· Mr. KEATING. This is a very impor­

tant and encouraging report which my 
colleague has brought back from the 
Atlantic Congress in London. Follow­
ing the statement of President Eisen­
hower, which the Senator had quoted, 
he will remember there was the sugges­
tion coming from high and respected 
quarters that failure of the Geneva con­
ference might make it all the more nec­
essary to hold a summit meeting, and 
all the more desirable that such a sum­
mit conference be held. 

Such a proposal seems to me to run 
completely counter to principle. We 
cannot allow ourselves to be threatened. 
As an absolute minimum for going to 
the summit, the Soviets should remove 
their threat to act unilaterally in Berlin, 
either now or next month or next year. 
That is the minimum understanding 
upon which we should agree to go to a 
summit conference. It seems to me that 
what the distinguished Senator from 
New York has said to us should give the 
President and our negotiators very 
forceful backing, and we can only hope 
that they will continue to stand for the 
principles to which the people of this 
country are dedicated. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to my 
colleague for his statement. I should 
like to point out that, while we cannot 
set the conditions-because, after all, 
that is a function of the negotiators, par­
ticularly as to exactly what they want 
in the case of Berlin--certainly my col­
league and I, and I believe also an over­
whelming majority of the American peo­
ple, know that so long as our legal 
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status in Berlin is questioned-and that 
is what Gromyko is doing, because he 
says we do not belong there-there is 
nothing which should cause us to go to a 
summit conference. If we are there by 
Russian permission or sufferance, what 
is there to negotiate? There is nothing 
fruitful to be gained by negotiating 
something which the Russians want to 
negotiate if it means conceding a basic 
principle. That we cannot do. 

I am delighted that my colleague has 
asked me to yield on this paint. It is 
extremely important to note that the 
Atlantic conference, composed not only 
of parliamentarians, but of an over­
whelming number of leading citizens of 
the Western nations, backs us up. 

Mr. KEATING. Leading citizens also 
of our allies. 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes; that is the point 
I was making. They are leading citi­
zens of the other NATO countries. They 
were all represented, except Iceland. 
For reasons which are internal to Ice­
land and Great Britain, in connection 
with the fisheries dispute, the represent­
atives of Iceland did not attend. The 
other countries all back up this posi­
tion. I am giving proof of it in this 
speech. 

I should like to make a brief report 
on the London conference which may be 
of interest to my colleagues. As I have 
said, the dates were June 5 to June 10. 
The Atlantic Congress was opened by· 
Queen Elizabeth and Prime Minister 
Macmillan . .It was actively participated 
in by the American delegation. The 
American delegation was very privileged 
to have in it the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], who presided over one 
of the plenary sessions. He was chair­
man of one of the main committees, and 
generally had a very large part in the 
success of the conference. 

I, too, had the honor of being ap­
pointed a chairman of one of the main 
committees, as well as chairman of one 
of the subcommittees, and participated 
actively in the conference. The Sena­
tor from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] also was 
there for as long as he could remain, 
until he was called back by a situation 
which required his presence in the 
United States. 

A fine House delegation attended also, 
led by Representative WAYNE HAYS, of 
Ohio. It participated in a very distin­
guished way in the deliberations of the 
subcommittees and main committees 
and plenary sessions. 

The American civilians were outstand­
ing, particularly Eric Johnston and 
Lewis Douglas, who were the leaders of 
the American delegation. They worked 
in the highest echelons of the Congress. 
Eric Johnston, as one of two Americans, 
with Paul Van Zeland, was a member of 
a group which worked out the final 
declaration of the Congress. 

I think that in every way the high 
quality and character of the American 
delegation and its personnel in the At­
lantic Congress reflected the greatest 
credit upon the people of the United 
States and their participation in NATO 
activities. I believe so strongly on this 
score that I am inserting in the CoN­
G!l.ESSIONAL RECORD, as SOOn as the edited 

copy is available. a list of the Ameiican 
delegation to the Atlantic Congress, both 
civilian and parliamentary alike. 

M:r. Preside.nt,· the resolutiofis of the 
Atlantic Congress agree on the main 
pillars of the Western position in re­
spect of our struggle with the Commu­
nist bloc. These are the essence of the 
main resolutions which were adopted at 
the Atlantic Congress: 

First, that NATO must be kept effec­
tive and viable as a military shield and 
a deterrent against aggression. 

Second, that there is confidence in the 
atomic deterrent as now deployed. 

Third, that nuclear disarmament re­
quires appropriate guarantees of inspec­
tion and control under U.N. auspices. 

Fourth, that there is a need and duty 
of the West to help bring about an ac­
ceptable rate of economic and social de­
velopment and political self-determina­
tion of peoples of less developed and 
newly developing areas who accept in­
ternational responsibilities for human 
rights and dignities in the community of 
nations and maintain free institutions. 

Fifth, that these aims require the 
maintenance and support of collective 
and regional organizations for security 
and development and of the United Na­
tions and its agencies. 

The Atlantic Congress also favored a 
massive effort to afford an acceptable 
rate of economic development and of 
trade for the less developed areas of the 
free world through partnership action by 
the countries concerned. Specifically, 
the Congress favored an International 
:Oevelopment Association as suggested by 
Secretary of the Treasury Anderson of 
the United States, this association to 
make international loans to less devel­
oped areas by way of public investment, 
which could be repayable in local cur­
rencies. 

Mr. President, a similar proposal, one 
of the same general nature, has been 
made on the floor of the Senate by the 
junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEYJ. The theory of the pro­
posal is to have an international agency 
which would make loans, which would 
come between the kind of loans which 
a government makes, such as the United 
States makes- under its economic aid 
programs, and the kind of loans which 
are made by the World Bank. They 
would essentially be repayable in soft 
currencies. Perhaps, even, the soft cur­
rencies of one country could be used to 
make loans in other countries. This 
proposal has a tremendous potential, and 
the Atlantic Congress endorsed it very 
enthusiastically. 

Also, the Atlantic Congress favored the 
consideration of the idea of a World De­
velopment Corporation for massive pri­
vate investment by free world citizens in 
the less developed areas. The commit­
tee did not go into specifics. 

I have introduced a bill <S. 1743) which 
proposes more specifically the idea of 
a World Development Corporation, but 
the Atlantic Congress did not go into 
specifics; it said only that the idea of 
providing means for small investors is 
worth considering, and urged that it be 
considered. 

The Atlantic Congress favored con­
sideration of the idea of a World De-

velopment Corporation for massive pri­
vate investment by free world citizens 
in the less developed areas. And it fa­
vored the reorganization of the Or­
ganization for European Economic Co­
operation into an Organization for 
Atlantic Economic Cooperation to facili­
tate these efforts. 

I wish to add a word of description 
in that regard. The Organization for 
European Economic Cooperation has 
been responsible for some very fine 
achievements, especially in the economic 
phases of the Marshall plan. Subse­
quently, it has concerned itself with 
productivity and also with financing 
intra-European developments in areas 
such as southern Italy and other places 
which have difficulties economically. 

The proposal now is to use this 
agency, expand it, and include the 
United States and Canada, which are 
now present as less than full members-­
as a kind of observer-and to utilize 
this agency on a partnership basis for 
the purpose of grouping the North At­
lantic countries and enabling them to 
give economic aid and technical assist­
ance, which a good many of these coun­
tries are now a-ble to do. Germany 
is able to do it; the United Kingdom is 
able to do it to some extent. Tomor­
row it is very likely that France will be 
in a position to do so. The same is true 
of other countries in the North Atlantic 
group. This assistance would be inval­
uable to the United States in terms of 
carrying on an adequate foreign aid pro­
gram. First, it would help us with the 
obligations we are carrying; second, it 
would increase the size of the whole pro­
gram; and an increase in size is urgently 
needed by reason of the world. situation. 
I regard this as a very important rec­
ommendation. I shall detail in a few 
moments how its implementation may 
be accomplished. 

The Atlantic Congress also deter­
mined to seek to counter the dangers 
to the free world, due to the extreme 
short-term fluctuations in basic com­
modity prices, with partnership ar­
rangements to cushion the fiuctuations 
or to finance them through such media 
as the International Monetary Fund. 

Mr. President, here I am dealing with 
economics. I had the honor to be the 
head of the Economic Activities Com­
mittee, as it functioned under my chair­
manship. 

I point out that we can give a nation 
such as Brazil or Chile or Malaya or 
Ceylon, or any one of a dozen other coun- · 
tries in the world which rely essentially 
for their economy on one or two com­
modities, hundreds of millions of dollars 
worth of aid in the course of a year; but 
a drastic decline in the price of any of 
those commodities in the course of an 
afternoon could wipe out the benefit of 
all that aid. This is one of the very 
great challenges to the free world. It is 
urgently required that we take cooper­
ative means to help to deal with it. 

The Atlantic Congress recommended 
arrangements for that purpose. There 
are all kinds of arrangements which 
could be made. One which I have men­
tioned here is through the International 
Monetary Fund, which can finance coun­
tries which are subject to this kind of 
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pressure over a short period of time, so 
that they do not have to throw their com­
modities onto the market in order to eat 
until such time as the commodity market 
rights itself. 

In many other ways, international 
commodity agreements could be reached 
in order to accomplish this objective. 
The Atlantic Congress expressed its de­
sire that this be done. 

The Atlantic Congress also deter­
mined to seek the establishment of a 
NATO Economic Council within the ex­
isting NATO organization with respon­
sible representatives from each govern­
ment to counter economic warfare in aid 
and trade which may be launched 
against the free world by the Communist 
bloc, as for example, in recent dumping 
sales by the Communist bloc of alumi­
num, flax, residual fuel oil, benzine and 
other commodities; and to meet the 
Communist propaganda drive through 
some coordinated effort on the part of 
the NATO countries and the free world 
generally and to consider a new unof­
ficial organization for that purpose. 

To allow such dumping on the part 
of the Communist bloc could wreck the 
world just as effectively as armed ag­
gression. I consider this to be an ex­
tremely important recommendation, 
coming from nations grouped in the 
NATO alliance and the rest of the free 
world. The activities of the Communist 
bloc countries are far more subtle and 
very much harder to detect and very 
much harder to arm against. I think 
the Atlantic Congress has performed 
significant service in alerting us to this 
danger and in showing us how it may be 
dealt with. 

We have considered a new, unofficial 
organization, which would evangelize, so· 
to speak, and do things which govern­
mental organizations could not do. I 
see this as a tremendous opportunity 
for organizations such as the Rotary 
and Kiwanis Clubs, and also for organ­
iz~tions such as the advertising clubs 
and associations of the United States. 
They could do extremely useful work in 
this area if they set their minds, hearts, 
and resources to doing it. 

Also, there are organizations of the 
communications media which could help. 
The newspaper publishers, the magazine 
editors, the press associations-all of 
them could be enlisted in such an un­
official organization. 

So, Mr. President, I summarize as 
follows: 

I think it may fairly be said that the 
Atlantic Congress could well have 
marked a milestone in the development 
of cooperation among the NATO coun­
tries, for it emphasized the recognition 
that neither bilateral efforts to deal with 
the economic offensive in aid and trade 
of the Communist bloc nor international 
efforts were adequate, but that a partner­
ship effort among the leading industrial 
nations of the free world, most of which 
are in NATO, under a new partnership 
method, had to be marshaled in the eco­
nomic struggle which lay ahead. This 
was the most significant development of 
the Congress, in addition to its fortifying 
the determination to maintain the dig­
nity and effectiveness of the Western 

p_osition, which I urge upon our negotia­
tors at Geneva. 

Mr. President, a number of us here 
are intimately concerned with the activi­
ties of the NATO parliamentarians or­
ganization which will meet in Washing­
ton in November of this year; and many 
of us are concerned with other organiza­
tions of a cooperative character. Fur­
thermore, the governments which are 
concerned in NATO will, I am sure, pay 
very serious attention to the recom­
mendations of the Atlantic Congress. 

I, for one, will say that, as Chairman 
of the Economic Committee of the NATO 
Parliamentarians, I shall do everything 
within my power to obtain the coopera­
tion of that Committee and of the organ­
ization to implement the decisions made 
by the Atlantic Congress; and I believe 
all of us will make every effort, within 
our individual governments, to have seri­
ous attention paid to these resolutions, 
because it seems to me they have already 
performed an enormously important 
service in showing the relative unanimity 
of opinion which backs up the decisions 
made at Geneva. They show that there 
is no need to seek to negotiate with the 
Russians at any price, for political rea­
sons, so far . as they exist within the 
NATO alliance, while at the same time 
they support negotiations at any time, 
under any conditions, that have the re­
motest reasonableness attached to them. 

Finally, Mr. President, it is my hope 
that the governments concerned,- the 
NATO organization, the NATO parlia­
mentarians, and other organizations will 
now seek to implement the resolutions 
of the historic Atlantic Congress, so that 
we may utilize the tremendous forces 
which exist within the NATO powers, not 
only for military defense, which has been 
its primar.y purpose, but also to combat 
the far more insidious and far more 
dangerous economic aggression to which 
we are being made subject today by the 
Communist bloc. 

I hope very much that serious consid­
eration will be given to what I have said. 

As ·soon as the definitive resolutions 
are offered, I shall introduce them into 
the RECORD. 

I am quite confident that if our col­
league, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], were with us today, he would 
make a most effective and most impor­
tant contribution to this discussion; and 
I know that I and others will look for­
ward with great interest to his report, 
as soon as it is prepared. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

RADIOACTIVE FALLOUT FROM THE 
TEST SHOT DIABLO 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the 
problem of radioactive fallout from nu­
clear testing is, and will continue to be, 
a source of growing concern as long as 
accurate information about the intensity 
and damaging effect of this silent rain 
continues to elude us. 

An important example of how much 
we still have to learn was contained in a 
June 7 a;rticle by Edward Gamarekian, 
published in the Washington Post and 
Times Herald. This article gives some 
disturbing information about the effects 

of a few of many atomic explosions that 
have taken place at the Nevada test site. 
In tracing the path of a test shot called 
Diablo on July 15, 1957, the article points 
out that "winds carried the fission prod­
ucts in a northeasterly direction over 
parts of Utah, Idaho, Colorado, and 
North and South Dakota.- From there, 
part of it went on into Canada and part 
looped southward toward . Texas." 

A chance rainstorm brought with it a 
particularly high level of radiation to 
the small town of Belle Fourche, S. Dak. 
How many other towns have been simi­
larly afflicted by other tests we do not 
know. 

After surveying the information, the 
article ·concludes that "no one really 
knows where the hot spots are or what 
doses of fallout have been received by 
communities throughout the country." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that this article be printed in the 
RECORD following these· remarks. 

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

SERIOUS FALLOUT CASES UNCOVERED IN 

MIDDLE WEST 

(By Edward Gamarekian) 

A number of serious cases of atomic fall­
out in the Middle West have come to light 
as a jarring sequel to the congressional 
hearings on fallout early last month. 

The radioactive end-products from atomic 
weapons exploded at the Nevada test site in 
1957 were carried by high · altitude winds 
over States many hund~eds of miles away 
and then were suddenly brought down by 
local showers. In several parts of the coun­
try, unexpectedly high and · extraordinarily 
disturbing levels of external radiation and 
strontium 90 resulted. 

These events were generally unpublicized. 
In some cases, they were discovered by ac­
cident. In other instances, they were not 
known until long after the event. 

NO ACTION TAKEN BY THE COMMITTEE 

Several cases were reported to the Joint 
Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy 
prior to and during the fallout hearings 
from May 5 to 8, but there was no discus­
sion or even mention of them. The com­
mittee did not inquire during the hearings 
on what was happening in the Nation's 
hot spots despite the ominous note in re­
ports to them from scientists i:r- several 
Midwestern universities. 

The reports, together with independent 
investigation, reveal the following neglected 
segments of recent fallout history: 

The 1957 tests at the Nevada site began on 
May 28. Part of the radioactive debris from 
each shot came down close to the test area. 
Part of it went up into the atmosphere, 
however, and was carried across the coun­
try over various routes. When rainfall hap­
pened to coincide with the passage of a 
radioactive cloud over an area, it usually 
washed down a substantial amount of the 
radioactive material. 

No one appears to know exactly where the 
debris from all the tests came down to earth. 
The Atomic Energy Commission states it 
has neither the funds nor the manpower to 
do checking of that sort. 

CHANCE DISCOVERY BY PROSPECTOR 

By chance, a little was learned about one 
test shot, which caused considerable alarm. 
It was a shot called diablo (Spanish for 
devil), which was set off on July 15, 1957. 

Winds carried the fission products in a 
northeasterly direction over parts of Utah, 
Idaho, Colorado, and North and South 
Dakota. From there, part of it went on into 
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Canada- and part looped southward ' toward 
Texas. 

As far as can be determined, there was 
little fallout until the airborne · material 
reached the Dakotas on July 16 and 17. · . 

During "!(~is period, thl;)re was a light rain 
over the area. No one suspected anything 
amiss until 6:30 p.m. on May 17, ~hen ?­
uranium prospector in the little town of 
Belle Fourche, S. Dak., called the county 
health officer and reported that his geiger 
counter was clicking furiously. · 

"I never saw anything like that before," 
the prospector, E. A. Lindstad, told the Belle 
Fourche Post. 
· According to an account in that paper on 
July 18, ·Liildstad called Dr. J. ' H. Davis, the 
county health officer, who in turn got in 
touch with State· civil defense ·authorities. 
They told Dr. Davis tha,.t the fa llout would, 
be a matter of concern only if the level of 
radiation persisted for 24 hours . . 
' The news traveled through the surround­
ing area like wildfire as civil defense tech­
nicians began to make a radiation survey. 
· Newspapers in neighboring towns quoted 
officials as saying that the local fallout was 
almost negligible and there was absolutely 
no danger. 

Belle Fourche, a town of 2,500 in the north­
western part· of the_ State, was: appareritiy 
the hardest hit. There was considerable 
confusion about the actual level of radia..: 
tion, however. Levels of 20, 10, ·arid 4 milli­
roentgens per hour were measured . by ·civil 
defense officials. · One official calculated 
that 'a level of 10, considering the norm_al 
.aecay rate, would produce a total dose of 
over 3 roentgens in the course of a ievi 
weeks. . . ' - - -

(A roentgen is_ a unit of radia~ion energy. 
A m1Iliroent'ge·n, or mr, ·is a thousandth of a 
roent-gen.) . ' · 
. This amount of. radi_ation at St .. George, 
ptah, during the 1953 test' series led Qfficials 
~ ad,vise townspeople to ;remain indoors for 
several hours. This me'asure was . taken 
})rimarily, becaUSEl ~itect contact :of fallout 
particles with the skin could produce serious 
radiation l:iurris. - · - . · . · .. • 
- The people in Belle FOUl'Che, however, were 
not advised . to remain indoors ·during the 
May 1957-episode as fsr as can 'be dete'rniined~ 
_ · .A total do_se of 3 roentgens is normally 
received from background radiation ill about 
25 ye_ars. A: dose of 14 roe-ntgens from all 
sources-natural, medical and atomic.:..__is 
considered the permissible limit for tlie gen·.:. 
eral pop4lation during an indivigual~s __ entire 
reproductive .period · (the first ·20 to 40 years). 
~e aver~ge p_ers9n receiv.es about 9 roent­
gens during this period from natural and 
medical sources alone . . 

LEVELS QUESTIONED 

. The radiation levels reported at Belle 
Fourche were later questioned by State and 
U.S. Public· Health ·offici'al_s .who thought the 
levels were much too high. They stated; 
however, that they had made no direct meas­
urements themselves during the early part 
of the period -when the radiation would have 
been the greatel?t. · 

'· During the crucial period, radiation meas­
urements were · made. by' a chemistry· profes­
sor from the South Dakota School of Mines. 

When the radiation failed to diminish dl.tr­
ing the following few days, as would normally 
~appen unless the fallout was continuing, 
there began to be some concern. Radiation 
experts were· called in from other parts of 
the State. 

Capt. John M: Jackson, chief of the radio­
logical section at the Ellsworth Air - Force 
Base, informed the Belle Fourche Post that 
the radiation was persistent. 
_ "Captain Jackson repeated numerous times 
that the fallout readings in Belle Fourche are 
in no way . dangerous or hazardous," the 
Belle Fourche ·Post wrote on July 24, "but 
inasmuch as the decline or decay has not 

been normal, the civil defense is continuing 
a check in the event of accumulation." 

STREETS WASHED 

At this . ppint, the mayor of the town 
ordered the streets hosed down. There were 
no further reports. The radiation appar­
ently diminished to what was considered a 
safe level but it is not known whether this 
was due to the hosing or the normal decay 
of the fallout material. 

On July 24 and 25 there were two more 
atomic tests in Nevada, the radioactive debris 
from which passed over the Dakotas. There 
were no reports of unusual fallout. 
_. On August 7, however, a weapon named 
"Stokes" was detonated and the fission prod­
l;lCts again traveled to the northeast. This 
time, it rained at Belle Fourche as the radio­
active cloud passed overhead. Radiation lElv.:. 
els shot up again to 10 mr per hour, accord­
ing to John W. Willard, the chemistry pro­
fe~sor at the South Dakota School of Mines. 

As far as can be determined, no action was 
taken during this period to reduce -the im-
pact of the radiation. -
_ ' If the total exposure from this fallout were 
equivalent to that from the Diablo shot, the 
radiation at Belle Fourche from the two tests 
must have exceeded the permissible limit set 
J;>y the AEC for persons in the immediate vi­
~inity. of the. test ·site. This limit is 3.9 
~oentgens per year. 

' NO RECORD 

D1,uil!g th~ 19!;>7 te~t series, 15 shots pro­
duced radioactive clouds that passed over 
South.Dakota. The AEC says it has no rec..: 
ord · of any other case of heav·y fallout but 
admits it has .not been 'following the sit;ua.: 
tion closely, · AEC officials argue that it 
would take a tremendous amou'nt of m'an­
p 5wer and money: to . keep a close~ check 'on 
at omic tes.t errects _all over the country. -
, U.S. Public Health officials use the same 
argument. · · · 

State health, officials' in South Dakota and 
several other States have made similar state­
ments . . 

All this leads to the conclusion : that· no 
on~ r!'!ally .k_nows_ ~h~re _ the hot .sppts are 
or ·what doses of fallout have been received 
by -comm!lhitieS throughout . the country. 

4EC Ip.!'\-PS s~owing 'the movemen_t of the 
clouds of atomic ·debris after each test reveal 
that ' th'ese Clouds- :have traveled over' eve~y 
s .ta:te · in - the_ country. : Yet, ·relatively few 
mstances of unusual fallout · have been · re~ 
ported so far. 

The ' radimictive -debris from . the Diablo 
shot of July' l5, 1957, rained ' down not only 
at Belle Fourche, S. Dak., but also at· Farg·o; 
N. Dak., 400 miles to the northea:st. · A few 
people. fa?Iil!a·r with- thEl FargQ incident. re~ 
port that town officials considered send,ing 
out an alarm advising people. to remain in­
doors for a while and. then decided against it: 

There has never :been a~ offici~! report ·oy 
any Federal, State, or local ~gency on what 
happened at Fargo. There were no 1-iews.: 
paper .accounts as far a8 can be determined. 

BELATED DISCOVERY 

E. W. Pfeiffer, assistant professor of anato..: 
my at the University of North Dakota, dis­
covered a year biter that more strontium 90 
rained down on Fargo in 1 day during that 
period than had come down during the en­
tire year in other parts of the country where 
measurements were made. 

The revelation came as a result of some 
detective work, by the North Dakota scientist. 
Pfeiffer noticed several months after the 
Diablo shot of July 15, 1957, that the AEC 
had reported peak levels of strontium 90 in 
milk from Mandan, N. Dak., during the 
month of August 1957. The milkshed at 
Mandan was one of the four that was being 
checked each month by the Commission; 

Pfeiffer also recalled that the AEC had a 
fallout monitoring station at Fargo, N.Dak., 
about 200 miles away. He went back over 

the AEC records for that period and discov­
ered t h at on July 16, enough strontium 90 
h ad come down in the area to give the soil 
a layer of 24 millicuries per square mile. 

NEVER REPORTED 

(A ·millicurie is another unit of radiation. 
Twenty-four millicuries per square mile is 
the amount which produces 190 radiation 
producing disintegrations for every square 
foot.) , 

The amount was unbelievable. This much 
fallout had never been reported to have 
occurred in this space of time anywhere, 
either before or since. New York City w~s 
the only place in the country where careful 
measurements of strontium 90 had been 
made over a long enoug~ period of time tq 
permi_t a comparison. It took New York 
almost 2 years to accumulate this amount. 

The Fargo figure h as never. been reported 
by the AEC • . 

Pfeiffer published his findings in the au­
tumn 1958 issue of the North Dakota Quar..: 
t ;;rly. Copies were sent to several Congress­
men who passed them on to the AEC and 
the Senate-House Committee on Atomic En.:: 
~rgy. Other-copies. were se~t. directly to the 
committ~e . . A cop-y was handed personally. 
'(;o a member of the committee during th~ 
fallout -hearing last month. The committee 
has never· menpioned the mat~er publicly. . 

Representativ~s of the AEC aug the U.S. 
Public Health Service went out to North 
Dakota to look the situation over after the 
1957 Nevada tests. There were rumors that 
milk from some parts of the St~te h~d gon~ 
above th~ permissiple limit and might: have 
to be dumped. W~a:t actually happened has 
peen kept secret, but later developments !'1-nd 
published data gave credence to the rumors, 

CITIZENS -SHOCKED 

- During' the spring .of 1958, the AEC sent ~ 
~earn 6! scientist~ to No_rth Dakota to· set :uP. 
a program for checking the s--trontium 90 iii 
human bone samples; Spot checks of . the 
inilk were made i.n the five areas in the Man.: 
dan, N. Dak., milkshed. 
- on-May 13; 1958; 8' months after the tests 
in Neyada were over, the people in Nox:th 
pakota finally l_earned ' what _.had' peen: hap-; 
pening . .. A :tr9nt , page s1;ory, in. the Grand 
rorks. Heral~, headlined "High· Le'vel

1 
Fo~rfd 

m ·North :Oakota . J14ilk," · shocked the- town 
~i!h. the state]nent that there was more ra"' 
d_ioactive stroiitiuni .90 ill ' the milk at Man~ 
~an'. than anywhere else in the worl'd. At 
~he time, milK _was being checked. at 3'0 sta.: 
tions around the globe. · · 
·. A member of the AEC teani disclosed that 
'the concentrations 'exceeded 20 strontium 
units, which-was -four .tinies the world aver.: 
age, but he would not re~·eal hew high .the 
levels had actually gone. It was not -until 
Pfeiffer published ' his article a year and a 
;half -later that -the public learned that the 
strontium .90 concentrations were . almost 
double this amount at North Soo, one of 'tiie 
~reas in the Mandan mill:Cshed. · 

The May 13 statement by AEC was carried 
by newspapers throughout North Dakota and 
the surrounding States. The people in the 
region, panic stricken, swamped public 
~ealth authorities . with calls to find out 
where they could qbtain safe milk. Offi­
cials hastened to assure everyone there was 
no cause for alarm. 

STILL NOT DANGEROUS ,.l: 
The North Dakota State Health Director, 

WHlis· Van Heuvelen; told' reporters, accord­
ing to a story in the Grand Forks Herald, 
"there was no reason to shun milk since the 
concentrations of strontium 90 found by the 
AEC were not in the dangerous range." He 
indicated that radiation could not be com­
pletely avoided since there was a little radio­
activity in all foods and in drinking water 
as well. 

Pfeiffer said in a telephone. interview last 
week that the degree of variation discovered 
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from place to place in May 1958, when the 
average concentration was 19.1 units, 11hows 
that the milk in some parts of North Dakota 
could have easily exceeded the permissible 
limit the previous August, when the average 
was 33 units. 

The North Dakota scientist disclosed that 
he and some others had stopped giving 
their children milk from the local dairies 
and had switched to powdered milk from 
an area in California that has had less 
fallout. 

The Herald reported in its May 13, 1958, 
edition that a member of the AEC team­
J. Laurence Kulp, a geochemist at the La­
mont Geological Observatory-attributed. 
the high strontium levels to the Russian 
atomic tests and said they were not likely 
to have been caused by the American tests 
in Nevada. 

CONFLICT NOTED 

Kulp's statement conflicted with internal 
AEC reports issued months earlier which 
showed that the Diablo and Stokes shots 
had produced heavy fallout at Fargo and 
Belle Fourche. 

While the incidents just described were 
going on in North and South Dakota, a 
university scientist in Utah also became 
concerned about the fallout from the Ne­
vada tests. The test site was only 100 miles 
away from the southwest corner of his State. 
· Norman Bauer, a chemistry professor at 
Utah State University, estimated that some 
10,000 people in the southern part of the 
State had been subjected to an external 
dose of radiation amounting to at least 30 
times what most other persons in the 
United States have had to aboorb and said 
there was the possibility of unusually high 
strontium 90 concentrations in that group. 

In a letter published in the July 4, 1958, 
issue of the prominent weekly journal Sci­
ence, Bauer criticized the AEC for setting 
a permissible exposure level of 3.9 rems per 
year for those who lived around the test 
site when 0.5 rems per year was the per­
missible dose recommended for the general 
population by the National Committee on 
Radiation Protection. 
· "Surely a double standard should not pre­
vall unless the populations concerned are 
informed ~d are willing," he wrote. 

(A rem is a unit of radiation that is ap­
proximately equal to the roentgen.) 

Members of the national committee are 
now using 0.5 rems per year, or, more cor­
rectly, 14 rems for the first 30 years, as 
the permissible limit of radiation from 
all sources combined-medical X-rays, radio­
active sources in the environment, fallout, 
and atomic wastes. 

The co:mniittee has not officially announced 
this limit yet, although the International 
Commission with which it is aftutated did so 
recently. 

The generally accepted allocation of the 
14 rems to 4 rems from sources of radiation 
normally present in nature and 5 rems from 
medical X-rays leaves 5 rems in the SO-year 
radiation exposure budget for fallout, atomic 
wastes, and other manmade sources. 

This means that the 10,000 people in Utah 
who have received 8 to 4 rems from fallout 
have just about had their quota for the aver­
age reproductive period. 

The AEC has estimated that a SO-year dose 
of 14 rems to the entire population of the 
United States might lead to as many as 
200,000 cases of genetic damage during the 
first generation and 2 million per generation 
ultimately. 

Bauer complained not only about the ex­
ternal radiation from the fallout, but also 
about the amount of strontium 90 that has 
come down. 

He estimated that the concentration of 
this bone-seeking element in southern Utah 
soil was probably high enough to lead to 
the accumulation of the xnaximum permis.:. 
sible limit of strontium 90 in the bodies of 
those who lived on food grown in the area. 

If this happened, it might lead to a 10- to 
20-percent increase in leukemia, some scien­
tists estimate, as well as an increase in the 
number of bone tumors. 

During the fallout hearing in Washington 
last month, some figures submitted in a re­
port showed that the soil at St. George, Utah, 
contained the highest concentration of stron­
tium 90 ever reported in the world~06 
strontium units. 

(A strontium unit is measure of the stron­
tium-calcium ratio. It is this ratio, and 
not the total strontium content, which de­
termines how much strontium 90 finds its 
way into foods.) 
. There have been reports of other inci­
dents in sections of Minnesota, Missouri, 
Washington State, California, Nevada, New 
York State, and Arkansas. 

None of these cases were originally re­
ported by either the Atomic Energy Com­
mission or the U.S. Public Health Service, 
the two Federal agencies with the greatest 
knowledge of the situation. ' 

INTRODUCTION OF MODERN WEAP­
ONS INTO NATO DEFENSES-MES­
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, I am advised that the message re­
ceived from the President today, relat.:. 
ing to the introduction· of modem weap­
ons into NATO defenses, has been read 
in the House of Representatives. I ask 
unanimous consent that the message be 
referred to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy and printed in the REC• 
ORD, without reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair) laid before the 
Senate the following message from the 
President of the United States, which, 
with the accompanying papers, was re­
ferred to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In December 1957 the heads of gov­

ernment of the nations members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty · Organization 
reached agreement in principle on the 
desirability of achieving the most effec­
tive pattern of NATO military defensive 
strength, taking into account the most 
recent developments in weapons and 
techniques. In enunciating this agree­
ment in principle the heads of govern­
ment made it clear that this decision was 
the result of the fact that the Soviet 
leaders, while preventing a general dis­
armament agreement, had left no doubt 
that the most modern and destructive 
weapons of all kinds were being intro­
duced into the Soviet armed forces. The 
introduction of modern weapons into 
NATO forces should be no cause for 
concern on the part of other countries, 
since NATO is purely a defensive al­
liance. 

It is our conviction and the conviction. 
of our NATO allies that the introduction 
into NATO defenses of the most modern 
weapons available is essential in main­
taining the strength necessary to the 
alliance. Any alliance depends in the 
last analysis upon the sense of shared 
mutual interests among its members, and 
by sharing with our allies certain trahi­
ing information we are demonstrating 
concretely our sense of partnership in 
NATO's defensive planning. Failure on 
our part to contribute to the improve­
ment of the state of operational readi-

ness of the forces of other members of 
NATO will only encourage the Soviet 
Union to believe that it can eventually 
succeed in its goal of destroying NATO's 
effectiveness. 

To facilitate the necessary cooperation 
on our part legislation amending the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was enacted 
during the last session of the Congress. 
Pursuant to that legislation agreements 
for cooperation were recently concluded 
with three of our NATO partners and 
submitted to the Congress on May 26. A 
similar agreement was also recently con­
cluded with our NATO ally, the Kingdom 
of Greece. All of these agreements are 
designed to implement in important re .. 
spects the agreed NATO program. This 
agreement with the Kingdom of Greece 
will enable the United States to cooperate 
effectively in mutual' defense planning 
with Greece and in the training of Greek 
NATO forces in order that, if an attack 
on NATO should occur, under the direc­
tion of the Supreme Allied Commander 
for Europe Gr~k forces could effectively 
use nuclear weapons in their defense. 

These agreements previously sub .. 
mitted and this Greek agreement repre­
sent only a portion of the work neces­
sary for complete implementation of the 
decision · taken by the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization in ·December 1957. 
I anticipate the conclusion of similar 
agreementS for cooperation with cer­
tain other NATO nations as the alliance's 
defensive planning continues. 

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended I am submitting ·to 
each House of the Congress an authori .. 
tative copy of an agreement with the 
Kingdom of Greece. I am also trans .. 
mitting a copy of the Acting Secretary 
of State's letter accompanying author! .. 
tative copies of the signed agreement, a 
copy of a joint letter from the Secretary 
of Defense and the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission recommend­
ing my approval of this document and 
a copy of my memorandum in reply 
thereto setting forth my approvaL . 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 11, 1959. 

<Enclosures: <1 > Agreement with the 
Kinidom of Greece, <2> copy of a joint 
letter from the Secretary of Defense and 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission to the President, (3) copy 
of the President's memorandum record­
ing his approval.> 

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS 
TO BE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, on June 

9, during the debate on Admiral Strauss• 
nomination, the junior Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], criticized Ad­
miral Strauss, as Cha.irman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, for his a1 .. 
leged failure to call the Joint Commit­
tee's attention to a letter from the At .. 
torney General to the Defense Depart• 
ment as to the legality of the transfer 
to Great Britain of information pertain .. 
ing to the construction of nuclear­
powered submarines. At that time I 
asked the following question: 

Was it not the duty of the Department of 
Defense, which was vitally interested in thia 
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matter and which had received a copy of 
this letter, to make that information known 
to the Joint Co~mittee? 

Senator McGEE yielded to Senator 
ANDERSON, for a reply, and the latter 
stated: 

I think it would be proper to ·inquire what 
language in the Atomic Energy Act made 
it necessary for the Department of Defense 
to submit to the Atomic Energy Commission 
any information regarding treaties. The law 
is very plain. 

This is an example, again, of what we 
went through. The law says the Depart­
ment of Defense shall inform the Joint Com­
mittee with reference to certain things. I 
can get a copy of the actual law. It had 
nothing to do with treaties. That is why 
the Attorney General sent a copy to the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and said it should be communicated to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, because 
the Commission is the only group having 
duties in conjunction with the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy when it comes to 
treaties or matters of that nature. 

I believe that the Senate will be in­
terested in the language of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 as referred to. Sec­
tion 202 of this statute provides, in per­
tinent part, as follows: 

The Commission shall keep the Joint Com­
mittee fully and currently informed with 
respect to all of the Commission's activities. 
The Department of Defense shall keep the 
Joint Committee fully and currently in­
formed with respect to all matters within 
the Department of Defense relating to the 
development, utilization, or application of 
atomic energy. 

As Senator ANDERSON suggested, the 
duty of the Department of Defense, as 
outlined in this statute, does not spe­
cifically refer to matters pertaining to 
treaties or, for that matter, bilateral 
agreement of any kind. Howeve~. it is 
difficult to understand how the lan­
guage of the statute can be so narrowly 
construed so as to exclude any responsi­
bility on the part of the Department of 
Defense to report to the committee, 
simply because the matter involved ulti­
mately would be a matter relating to a 
treaty or bilateral agreement. The 
transfer of this information to Great 
Britain obviously related to the develop­
ment, utilization, or application of 
atomic energy, · and was of the greatest 
importance to the Department of De­
fense. To single out Admiral Strauss, as 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com­
mission, and magnify the importance of 
this letter and the responsibility he had 
to call it to the attention of the Com­
mittee, and, in the same breath, to mini­
mize the responsibility of the Depart­
ment of Defense, which under the 
statute in many ways had a comparable 
responsibility, is neither reasonable nor 
fair. 

ONE HUNDRED AND EIGHTY­
FOURTH ANNIVERSARY OF ES­
TABLISHMENT OF U.S. ARMY 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this 

Sunday, June 14, commemorates the 
184th anniversary of the establishment 
of the U.S. Army by authority of the Con­
tinental Congress. From the date of its 
establishment in 1775 through the years, 
the relationship which has existed be­
tween the legislative branch of the Gov­
ernment and the Army has been a close 

one. The action of the Continental Con­
gress in 1775 enabled the freedom-loving 
people of the Thirteen Original Colonies 
to wage war successfully for their inde­
pendence and to set an example for the 
entire world. The action of the Congress 
in strongly supporting our Army is the 
symbol o:Z its high respect for the Army 
and the fine job it has done over the 
years, and is now doing. It must be con­
soling to the citizens of the United States 
and of the free world to know that Con­
gress realizes the great importance of a 
strong Army and solidly backs it. As 
capable as our Army is today, the Con­
gress must be always on guard to see 
that it is maintained modern, efficient, 
and ready to strike rapidly in event of 
aggression. 

I would like to remind the Senato:..·s of 
the colorful program honoring Congress, 
to be held at Fort Myer, Va., at 4 o'clock 
this Sunday afternoon. There will be a 
review by the Battle Group at Fort Myer. 
More important to Members of Congress, 
the Army Band will play for the first time 
in public the "Congressional Honors 
March," written by Lt. Col. Donald T. 
Kellett, of the Army Legislative Liaison 
Office, and which is being dedicated to 
the Congress by the Hon. Wilber M. 
Brucker, the able Secretary of the Army. 
During the ceremonies, Secretary 
Brucker will make some dedicatory re­
marks. 

I hope that all Members of the Con­
gress, and as many members of theh· 
staffs as possible, will accept the Army's 
kind invitation to attend the ceremonies 
at Fort Myer. I know that I speak for 
every Member of Congress in thanking 
Secretary Brucker, Colonel Kellett, and 
the Army for this high honor and rec­
ognition they are bestowing on the Con­
gress as an institution, on the 184th 
anniversary of the beginning of a won­
derful and successful relationship. 

I would also like to ask that an inform-· 
ative article entitled "In 1775 Congress· 
'Adopted' the Army," by Maj. Frederic 
S. Otis, appearing in the June issue of 
the Army Reservist, be printed in the 
body of the RECORD. 

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

IN 1775 CONGRESS "ADOPTED" THE ARMY 

(By Maj. Frederic S. Otis, Inf.-USAR) 
Scattered up and down and across the land 

are monuments, markers, and plaques at­
testing to actions of historic significance 
that have taken place at the indicated spot. 
Many of these recall to our generation heroic 
actions of the U.S. Army. But strange as it 
may seem, no marker indicates the birth­
place of the Army. Perhaps that is because 
so ma.ny other historic actions took place 
there. The suggestion is respectfully made, 
however, that there is room at Independence 
Hall for mention of the fact that here was 
created the U.S. Army. 

June 14, 1775, is the official birthday of the 
U.S. Army. 

Independence Hall in Philadelphia is the 
birthplace. 

History reveals, however, that what Con­
gress actually did was adopt an Army that 
was already in being and actually engaged 
in fighting a. war. The Second Continental 
Congress assembled on the lOth of May 1775 
at what was then known as the State House 
in Philadelphia. George Washington was a 
Delegate from Virginia and came dressed in 
his uniform as an officer of the Virginia 

Militia. On the same day the intrepid Allen 
led his Green Mountain Boys against the 
powerful fortress Ticonderoga at the base of 
the Adirondacks and won a victory from the 
British. 

The first mention of a military force in the 
Journal of the Second Continental Congress 
appears under the date · of Thursday, May 
25. Congress resolved on that date "that 
the militia of New York be armed and trained 
and in constant readiness to act at a mo­
ment's warning, and that a number of men 
be immediately embodied and kept in that 
city and so disposed of as to give protection 
to the inhabitants * * * ." On the same day 
they also resolved "that it be further recom­
mended to the Provincial Congress aforesaid 
that the troops be enlisted to serve until the 
last day of December next unless this Con­
gress shall direct that they be sooner dis­
banded."' 

Thus the Delegates to the Continental 
Congress passed the responsibility to raise 
the troops to the New York officials but kept 
the authority to disband the troops to them­
selves. 

NO LEGAL POWER 

Actually the Second Continental Congress 
was an illegal organization, h ad no legal 
right to pass an order, and certainly no power 
to execute it. The Colonies looked to the 
delegates to produce a change in a perplex­
ing situation, so their powers may have been 
illegal but they were able to meet, to consult, 
and to agree on an action. And since a 
majority of the citizens of the Colonies were 
willing to accept their authority, the end re­
sult was the same as if their acts were based 
on established laws. 

On the 31st of May the Congress resolved 
"that the Governor of Connecticut be re­
quested immediately to send a strong rein­
forcement to the garrison of Crown Point 
and Ticonderoga." 

The following Saturday the budget prob­
lem first raised its ugly head in Army mat­
ters. On that day, June 3, Congress "upon 
motion resolved that a committee be ap­
pointed for the purpose of borrowing the sum 
of 6,000 pounds for the use of America, for 
the repayment of which with interest, the 
Congress will make full and ample provision, 
and that the said committee apply the said 
sum of money to the purchase of gunpowder 
for the use of the Continental Army." 

FffiST STEP IN ADOPTION 

This is the first mention in the Journal 
of the Continental Army. It was the tl.rst 
step in the adoption proceedings. Having 
provided their new Army with the where­
withal for gunpowder, on the following Fri­
day, June 9, the delegates "Resolved, That 
the Provincial Convention of New York be 
requested to convey as soon as possible in 
Providence in Rhode Island or any port in 
the government of Massachusetts Bay, 5,000 
barrels of flour for the use of the Continental 
Army." 

On Wednesday, June 14, 1 month and 4 
days after they first assembled, and 3 
days before the Battle of Bunker Hill, Con­
gress took the action that is omcially credited 
with being the creation of the Army. Un­
der that date the Journal reads as follows: 

"Agreeable to the standing order of the 
day, the Congress resolved itself into a Com­
mittee of the Whole, to take into considera­
tion the state of America; and after some 
time spent thereon, the President resumed 
the chair, and Mr. Ward reported that the 
Committee had come to certain resolutions, 
which he was ordered to report; but not 
having come to a conclusion, they desired 
him to move for leave to sit again. 

RAISE MORE TROOPS 

"The resolutions being read were agreed to 
as follows: 

"Resolved, That six companies of expert 
riflemen be immediately raised in Pennsyl­
vania, two tn Maryland, and two in Virginia; 
that each company consist of a captain, 
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3 lieutenants, 4 sergeants, 4 corporals, a 
drummer or trumpeter, and 68 privates. c 

"That each company as soon a.s completed, 
march and join the army near Boston, to be 
there employed as light infantry, under th~ 
command of the chief officer · in the army. · 

"That the pay of the officers and privates 
be as follows: Viz, a captain $20 a month; a. 
lieutenant $13% per month; a sergeant, $8 
per month; a. corporal, $7% per month; a 
drummer or trumpeter the same; private, 
$6% per month; to find their own arms and 
clothes. 

"That the form of the enlistment be in the 
following words: 'I------ have, this day vol­
untarily enlisted myself as a soldier, in the 
American Continental Army, for 1 year, un­
less sooner discharged. And I do bind 
myself to conform, in all instances, to such 
rules and regulations as are, or shall be es­
tablished for the government of the said 
army.' Upon motion, resolved that a com­
mittee of five be appointed to prepare rules 
and regulations for the government of the 
army. 

"The following persons were chosen to 
compose that committee: Mr. Wa~hington, 
Mr. Schuyler, Mr. Deane, Mr. Cushin g, and 
Mr. Hewes." 

SELECT WASHINGTON 

The following day George Washington was 
chosen to be commander in chief. Some 
historians credit the suggestion to John 
Adams. Others say it was a gesture by a 
committee made to obtain the cooperation 
of the southern colonies, and in view of the 
fact that Washington was the only delegate 
to the Congress who had appeared at the 
meetings in uniform, reminding them of his 
military experience. Henry William Elson, 
in his "History of the United States" de-· 
scribes the selection of Washington in these' 
words: 

"George Washington, at the suggestion of 
John Adams, was chosen to be commander 
of the army. As Adams described, in an · 
elaborate speech, the high qualifications 
necessary to the position, and reserved men­
tioning the name of his choice to the close, 
Washington sat near and watched his face 
intently, and hearing his ·own name men­
tioned, perhaps without any expectation of 
it, he quickly arose and went into an ad­
joining room." 

Having provided m anpower, gunpowder, · 
flour, and a commander· ior the army, Con­
gress waited more than a year, until July 4, 
1776, to declare their independence from 
England their Army was engaged in fighting. 
On that day the Liberty Bell rang out, giv­
ing notice of their declaration. The Phila­
delphia State House became the first Capitol 
of the Independent United Colonies, and 
from that day the birthplace of the Army· 
a..1d of the Nation was known as Independ­
ence Hall. 

ECONOMIC GROWTH 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, yes­

terday the distinguished senior Sena­
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY] 
discussed at some length the threat posed 
by the economy of the Soviet Union, and 
stressed the differences in the growth 
rates of that country and our own. 

While I think Senator HUMPHREY is to 
be commended for calling our ·attention· 
to this threat-and it is a very-real one-: 
I think the true picture is considerably. 
different from the one he painted, both· 
with respect to the Soviet economy and 
our own. And I particularly would like 
to discuss the implication that we must 
double our present economic growth rate 
in order to meet the -Russian threat. · 

In my opinion, this idea is not only er-: 
roneous, but actually dangerous. In a 
moment, I shall try to explain why. 

But, first, · in order to · understand the 
problem we face, we must understand 
what economic growth involves. Today, 
there seems to be a sharply increased 
tnt~rest in the growth of our economy;_ 
and this is encouraging. For too long, 
now, too many of us have been more in­
terested in sharing the wealth created in 
the past than in creating sound growth 
!or the future. Unfortunately, some of 
this current sudden interest in growth 
seems just a little frantic and fear-in­
spired; and this is disturbing. If our 
goal is no deeper than the temporary 
satisfaction of quick statistics to cover 
up our chagrin over the disappointments 
of our recent economic recession, or over 
the somewhat greater current progress 
of the Soviet Union, we may be led to 
accept ideas that will either create the 
illusion of growth, or force it for today 
and weaken it for the future. 

The most tempting of these ideas for 
quick growth is inflation. Nothing· 
grows faster than a child's balloon. No· 
cells in the human body multiply as fast 
as those of cancer. Those who clamor 
for a faster rate of growth-5 percent, 
1ristead of our productive and historic 
120-year average of 3.7 percent 1-are. 
often the same people who think a little 
inflation is desirable or even necessary, 
and they also seem to think that the 
Federal Government holds the keys to 
economic growth and could easily 
guarantee it, if it only would. .. 

As a first step in putting this desirable. 
goal of economic growth into perspective,· 
let us stop long enough to reorient our· 
thinking about the esse~tial elements of' 
growing. 

Obviously, to grow means to increase­
in size, in strength, in numbers, in va­
riety, in complexity-in fact, in any 
quantitative or qualitative manner. But 
~t has deeper and more significant mean-· 
ings than this. Essentially, it refers to a 
gevelopment natural to a living organ.: 
ism. Growth connotes a dynamic ex-­
pansion produced from within by in-· 
herent and internal forces-not a pas-· 
sive enlargement resulting from actions 
by an outside force, 'as in the case of the 
child's balloon. 

But is all growth ·internal? Can we­
not do something from outside? Of· 
course . we can. The verb "to grow" has 
two forms-intransitive and transitive. 
The intransitive form, which represents 
the idea of expansion from within, con­
tains the essential concept. But we also' 
use the transitive form as a synonym for 
the word "to cuitivate" or "to help to' 
grow." We can say of a. farmer, "He 
grows wheat," or of his wife, ''She grows. 
flowers." But this is o:hly possible be-· 
cause wheat and flower seeds have within· 
them the essential germ of life, with its' 
capacity to reproduce plant, flower, and· 
seed ·through a life p~ocess.. Ess·e.ntially •· 
the farmer and his wife cannot cause 
growth; they can only work to create the 
environment in which the plants' in­
herent capacity for growth will either be 
limited or allowed to ftU,lction at its best. 
These observations about growth in gen-. 
~ral are simple and obvious. But in our 

1 Actually 3.66 percent, based on 120-year 
trend. From the testimony of Raymond w.: 
Goldsmith before the Joint Economic Com­
mittee Apr. 7, 1959. 

type of society they are essential to our 
discussion of economic growth, because 
the capacity for production of" ideas, 
skills, capital; tools, products·, a;nd distri­
bution systems, which are the seeds of 
our economic growth, are vital and liv­
ing capacities of individuals, not of 
governments. 

Growth can be sound, healthy, and 
productive, or it can be unsound, in­
firm, and sterile. When we have sound 
growth, each new development is a step 
forward in a continuing process that 
promises further increase in the future. 
Healthy economic growth never destroys 
the many vital and delicate balances 
that give hopeful assurance of a fruitful 
future. These include the balance be­
tween today's consumption and tomor­
row's security, between production for 
use and production of seed capital from 
which future production can grow. 
Sound growth is never temporary or 
terminal, passive or purposeless, whimsi­
cal or· was·teful. It never sacrifices the 
future for the present. 

WHERE WE STAND 

Looking back over our history, we 
Americans can be well satisfied with 
our achievements which, in about two 
centuries, have brought ·us from a tiny: 
dependent colony to the richest Nation 
jp. history. Yet suddenly we are fearful . 
of the future. . Why:? Like_ a man who . 
drives a modern car which he does not 
understand, ha.ve we .begun to sense that. 
something might be wrong which we do· 
not quite know. how to fix? - Are the 
economic gages on. ow· economic instru­
ment panel signaling trouble? 

I think the- gage that records inflation 
has finally caught our mitional eye and 
set us -worrying. And, in· our· post-sput­
nik_ preoccupation with :Russian indus-, 
trial progress, we suddenly fear , that. 
they may be overtaking us in · the race. 
for economic world leadership. Essen­
~ially, this concern is healthy, and will' 
be of priceless value if it spurs us to­
correct those of our policies which· 
weaken or inhibit our own growth. For­
tunately, this is a field in which a vast 
body of fairly, accurate data is available.· 
· Before we try to measure where we are 
going, and how fast, let us .find out where . 
we are today. The . simple _answer is 
that we are the richest Nation on the 
earth today and in the world's history, 
though we have. never been the largest in · 
size or population. We have about 6 per­
cent of the world's population and oc- · 
cupy about the· same percentage of its 
land area. But in terms of economic 
progress and productive might, these 
small figures are replaced by giant ones. 
We. produce and consume one-third of 
the world's goods and services. One-half 
of the world •s manufactured goods comes 
from American factories. Two-thirds of 
its a~tomobiles are registered in the 
United States, one for every 2 Y:z persons, 
which is 10 times the world average and 
24 times the Russian average. We pro­
duce half the world's oil, 40 percent of 
its electricity, and have one-fourth of 
the world's railroad mileage.s 

2 Twentieth Century Fund Survey, "U.S.A. 
ln New Dimensions; Aut:Omobile Facts and 
Figures, 1958," and National Republic Or­
ganization. 
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The aggregate rear income of '177 mil­

lion Americans is approximateiy the 
same as the combined income of the 600 
million people living in Europe; includ­
ing the people in European Russia, and 
far surpasses the total income of the 
more than 1 billion inhabitants of Asia.1 

How did w~ get this far so fast? - Dur.: 
ing the past century our rate of output 
has risen so rapidly ·that the average­
American worker today produces nearly . 
8% times as much in an hour of work 
as his great-grandfather did in 1850.­
Measured in 1958 purchasing power, an 
average hour's work in 1850 -yielded 41 · 
cents worth of goods and services, while 
an average hour•s work in 1958 produced 
an estimated $3.45 in goods and servtces.~ -

And even today, American · produc-_· 
tivity, ~ meaning the average output per· 
hour of work, is continuing to increase at . 
such a pace that in another century, it 
present rates continue, we shall be able 
to produce as much in one 7-hour day 
as we now produce. in a 40-hour week.5 

We could even step up this rate if we 
wished, but significantly,'we have chosen­
to gr-ow more slowly than we niight have· 
done in order that our people might have 
more time for other and equally im-­
portant satisfactions·. While American· 
productivity has steadily gone up, work­
ing hours have steadily gone down; from 
an average -of-about 70 hours-6 per week' 
in 1850 to the40-hour week of-today. 
-. Leisure time-for recreation for-the av..: 
erage employed American has - nearly: 
doubled since 1900, and ·seems likely to: 
increase still further. Figures indicate· 
that since 1910, as our na_tional produc-: 
tivity has increased, we have tended to 
take about two-thirds of the possible· 
gain in the form of goods and &ervices,: 
and one-third in shorter working hours· 
and increased leisure. Average ··weekly­
:tJ,ours· are down 30 - p~rcent from 1909-
56.8 hours to 40 hours-. · -
· Before we_ can discuss economic growtn 

in detail, we must pause t-o set up our 
standards for measuring it. 

. . HOW D'O WE MEASURE GROWTH?. 

Though there ·ai·e many different 
means of measuring specific and limited 
areas of growth. when we refer to the 
total economic growth of the whole econ.:.. 
omy, we generally measure it in relation 
to the real gross national product, using 
figures which have - beeri adjusted . to 
eliminate the statistical influ-ence of­
price changes · due to inflation or defla­
tion. Since . population incr~ases can 
change the significance of total gross na-· 
tional· product growth, we also. look at 
gross national product on a per capita 
basis. - ' 

a Revised from earlier estimate: by Twenti~ 
eth Century Fund Survey, "U.S.A. in New 
Dimensions, 1957,, p. 4. Based on "America's 
Needs and Resources: A New Survey," Fred­
erick! Duvhurst ~nd Associates. -

4 The 1-850 figur.e is .from an earlier esti­
mate by the Twentieth Century FUnd ad .. . 
justed to 1958 prices. The 1958 estimate is 
.from the . Bureau of Labor Statistics, Divi­
sion of Productivity and Technological D~e~ 
velqpments, U.S. J:?epart~ent of, Labor,. The . 
figure represents real priyate · -conduct per 
man=holir~ It ejccl'qdes'_governm~nt. - -

5 Twentieth .Century Fund Survey., "U.S.A . . 
in New Dimensions, ' 1'957," 'p. ·2. · · 

G Ibid, p. 4. 
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' Gross -national prdduct can . be· defined· 
simply: as the dollar' value of ·an finished 
goods and services produced by a nation 
ih a year's time. Economists are careful 
to point out that this means the undupli· ­
cated output of an economy. For in­
stance, the sale of a cake by the grocery 
store to the housewife is counted as part 
of the value of gross national product, 
while the sale of the cake by the bakery 
tt> the store, the sale of flour by the mill 
t'o the bakery, the sale of wheat by the· 
f-armer to the elevator, are all excluded 
from gross national product. 

This definition considers gross nation­
al product from the output side and dis­
cusses how gross national product is gen­
erated. Looking at gross national prod­
uct from the expenditure or use side, 
the usual presentation is to group gross 
national product into four · compo-­
nents-personal consumption, ·gross pri-

vate domestic investment, Government· 
purchases of goods t..nd services, and net ­
foreign purchases. This latter compo­
nent-net foreign purchases-is the dol· · 
lar difference in our export and import 
volume. These separate components of 
gross national product do not, of course, 
always change in the same direction at 
the same time, or grow at the same rate. 
In a well ordered world at peace, ex­
penditures for national security would be 
almost nil; but in today's circumstances,­
we must keep this figure consistent with 
our defense needs. Today, and as .an av- ­
erage for the 13 postwar years, our de- . 
fense expenditures have been running 
about 10 percent of gross national prod- ­
uct. I ask unanimous consent ·to have · 
printed iri the RECORD a table showing 
these figures. · 
· There being no objection, the -table was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

TABLE I.-Purchases fm· national defense and personal consumption percentages of (/Toss· 
~ · . . national product, 1946-58 ' 

1946 1947 1948 1949 Hi 50 1952 1953 1956 
Aver-· 

1951 1954 1955 "1957 1958 ag'e, 
194Q-. 
~ --------------------------

Gross national prod-
100.0 100.'0 - u ct __ _______________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. '0 100.0 ioo.o 100.0 1oo:o 100.0 100.0 100.-o 100.0· 

Federal purchases for 
national defense ____ 8. 9 4.8 4. 5 5: 3 5.0 10. a· 13.4 13.-5 11.3 9.8 9.6 10.1 10.1 9.<f 

Personal consump-
- tion expenditu-res ___ . 69.8 '70.6' 68.7 70.2 68.5 63.8 63.3 63.7 . 65.6 64.G 64.3 . -64.6 66.t 66·.5-

All other ___ ---------- 21.3 24.6 26.8 · 24.5 26.5 25.9 . 23.3 22.8- 23.1 25.6 26.1 25.3 23.5 24. 5 

Source~ U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business •Economics. 

_Mr. BENNETT . . Mr.. President, this 
table shows that two-thirds of our gross 
national product goes for personal con­
sumption expenditures. - Altnough gross 

_ TABLE II.-Fijty years of economic growth 
in the United States-Continued 

[Constant 1957 dolla~s] 

national product is the most compre- Gross Gross 
fiensive indicator of national product, national Popula- national 

product tion . product-
the "personal expenditures'' "compone11t (billions (millioru) per capita 
of gross national product is a better re- of 1957 - . - (1957 . 
tle~tion o-f . ?ersonal· welfare. ________ ,_d_o_n_ar_s>_ ---.- , _d_o_n_~_s>_~ 

LO~G-TERM GROWTH TRENDS IN THE .1949.-••• --------- ------ - 316.4 
343.4 
370.7 
384.1 
401.5 
393.9 
425.5 
436.0 
440.3 
427.2 

149.2 
151.7 
154.4 
157.0 
159.6 
162.4 
165.3 
168. 2 
171.2 
174.0 

2,121 
2,264 
2,401 
2,446 
2, 516 
2,425 
2,574 
2,592 
2,572 
2, 455-

UNITED STATES 1950 .• ------------------

Over the past half century, our gross 1~~~==:::::::: : ::::::::: 
national product in constant dollars has 1953 __________________ __ 

increased fourfold. -over thiS same pe- · 1954------------------- ­

riod our population has. doubled. Thus ~~~~:: ::::::::::::::::: : 
each person in our growing population - 1957 ----J·-- -----------­
has twice as much in goods · and services ~~~g:::::::::::::::::::: 
as each American had 50 years ago. 

1470.0 1177.0 12, 655_ 

At this point I .ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD a table 
showing our economic growth over the 
past 50 years, 1909-59. The data in 
this table and the basis for some of the 
commenta-ry regarding it .were prepared 
at my request by the Department of 
Labor, B~eau of Labor Statistics. 

The.re being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE II.-Fijty years of economic growth 

in the United States 
[Constant 1957 dollars) 

Gross Gross 
national Popula- national 
product tion product 
(billions (millions) per capita 
of 1957 (1957 
dollars) dollars) 

--------1------------
1909_---------------~--­
] 919_ -------------------
1929.- - ----------------~ 
1939.-- ------ -- -------- -

112.2-
144. 0 
196.3 
203.7 

90.5 
104. 5. 
121.8 
131.0 

1,240 
1,378 
1, 612 
1, 555 

PERCENTAGE INCREASES, 1909-59 

Total ~crease 1009-59~- ~ .319: 0 I .96. 0 ~ - 114. 0. 
Average annual in-

crease 2_______________ 3. 0 1. 4 1. 6 

1 1959 figures estimated. 
2 Calculated from values in 1st and last year of period. 

These figures may vary some from other computations 
~sing difierent years. 

Sources: (1) Office of Business Economics and Bureau 
of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce. (2) 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President. the 
estimated gross national output of $470 
billion for 1959 in terms of 1957 prices 
compares with an aggregate of $196 bil­
lion at the end of the 1920's-the last 
prewar period of generally prosperous 
conditions-and with $112 billion in 
1909, these earlier figures also being 
stated in 1957 prices. This rise repre­
sents an average annual growth of about· 
3 percent thus far this century. The 
increase in per capita output over the 
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same period h!'ts been at the rate of 1.6 ies, looking at other time periods, have 
percent per year. placed the rate somewhat above 3 per- . 

The number of workers holding jobs cent. Seldom is the figure placed below 
has expanded by about 1¥2 percent per that. Since most calculations are made 
year over the past 50 years, but the aver- from values in the first and last year of 
age length of the workweek has declined the period chosen, as they are in table n, 
as the population has chosen to take the rates can vary considerably, depend­
some of the improvement in its living ing on the years taken. The longer the · 
standards in the form of shorter work- time period the less chance ·for devia­
ing hours. As a result, aggregate man- tions from the actual trend. 
hours worked have increased by only Mr. Raymond W. Goldsmith, in a testi-
about 1 percent per year since 1909. mony before the ·Joint Economic Com-

The average annual growth rate of 3 mittee on April7, 1959, traced our growth 
percent in total output over the past rates over a 120-year period dating back 
half century has been made pOssible by to 1839. According to his calculations, 
the 1-percent increase in aggregate the U.S. gross national product has 
hours worked, plus an average gain of grown over this period at the rate of 3.66 
about 2 percent annually in output per percent per year. On a per capita basis, 
man-hour worked. The latter is popu- the 120.:.year rate is 1.64 percent per year. 
larly known as the increase .in "produc- Mr. Goldsmith, in a lengthy qualifying 
tivity." This gain in productivity has discussion, gave reason to believe that, if 
come from technological and managerial anything, his long-term rates are low. 
progress, a high rate of capital forma:. I ask unanimous consent to have 
tion. the development of natural re- printed in the REcoRD a table from Mr. 
sources, and constant advances in the Goldsmith's testimony ·showing these 
education and skills of the working popu- long-term trends. Mr. Goldsmith also 
lation. I shall discuss these in greater divided his 120-year figures into various 
detail later. subgroups. The influence of the depres-

The 3-percent growth rate, based on sion of the 1930's can be seen in the trend 
the figure in table II, should not be taken since 1919 as well as in the 50-year fig­
as a final estimate of our long-term ures discussed earlier. 
growth trend. It is not so intended here, There being no objection, the table was 
though it is. probably the most popular ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
:figure quoted today. Oth~r expert stud- follows: 

TABLE III. - Trend of g1·oss national product -and personal consumptiort, 1839-1959-
Percent inc1·ease per year 1 

Entire 60-year subperiods 4Q..year subp~riods 
period, 

1839-1959 
1839-99 11890-1059 183!}..79 1879-1919 1919- 59 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

A. Gross national product 

1. Aggregate, current prices------ --- ---- 4. 85 4.13 5.59 4. 48 5. 69 4.40 
2. Price leveL __ ----------------------- - 1. 15 - .10 2.42 . 16 1. 91 1.40 
3. Aggregate, constant prices ___ _________ 3.66 4. 23 3.09 4. 31 3. 72 2. 97 
4. Population .. ___ ____ __ -- ----- ----- ____ 1.97 2. 50 1. 45 2. 71 1. 91 1.30 
5. Per head-; constant prices ___ __ ______ ;_ 1.-64 1. 67 1. 62 1. 55 1. 76 1.64 

B. Personal consumption 

6. Aggregate, current prices ____ ___ ~ : __ __ • . : ___ : ____ _ ------------ 5. 48 
2.18 
3.22 
]. 46 
1. 74 

5. 27 
1.53 
3. 6S 
2.01 
1. 64 

4.49 
1.28 
3. 17 
1.30 
1.85 

7. Prices _________ ___ ___ · -- -- ----- · ------ ---- -----.--- ---- - ~ - - - - __ 
8. Aggregate, constant prices ____ -- -· ____ -- --- .. --.,--- __ .. ---- - ---
9. Consumers (equivalent adult males)_ --- · •. _ ·--- - -- ---- --- .•. 

10. Per full consumer, comtant prices ____ - - - -- -·~- - -- -- - -- ------- . 
1 Calculated from values in 1st .and last year of period. 
Source: Testimony of Raymond W. Goldsmith before the Joint Economic Committee Apr. 7, 1959. 

HUMPHREY] leans heavily on articles by 
Mr. Herbert S. Levine, who until recently 
was associated with Harvard Univer­
sity's Russian Research Center. Mr. 
Levine's latest article appeared in the 
New Leader of June 1, 1959, and is the 
second of a series. The figures I shall 
use were obtained from our State De-

partment, the Office of Research and 
Analysis for the Sino-Soviet bloc. If 
there are con:fiicts in the data, it may 
be due to the different bases used. 

In some comparisons, for instance, the 
Senator· froni Minriesota used 1958 fig­
ures as the base, 'and 1958 'was a reces-
sion year for us. · 

But, irrespective of the basic data, I 
will certainly want to put a different in­
terpretation on the figures from the in­
terpretation suggested by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Although many Soviet data are unre­
liable and in need of reinterpretation by 
our own statisticians, we must recognize 
that Russia has had a more rapid rate of 
growth in recent years than we have. 
Allen W. Dulles, head of the CIA, in 
a speech on April 8, 1959, recog­
nized the Soviet Union as the second­
largest" industrial economy in the world, 
and placed its 1951-58 industrial growth, 
not gross national product, but indus­
trial growth rate at 9¥2 percent per year 
as compared with our own average in­
dustrial growth rate over the period 
1950-57 Qf 3.6 percent. 

Though industrial output :figures have 
important implications, gross national 
product figures provide a more complete 
economic comparison of the two coun­
tries. Some rough approximations of 
Soviet gross national product can be 
computed from data furnish,ed by the 
Department of State, Office of Research 
and Analysis, for the Sino-Soviet bloc. 
Based on these data, Soviet gross na­
tional product has grown at an annual 
rate of roughly 6 :Y4 percent over the 7 
years 1950-57. Per capita gross na­
tional product over the same period in 
Russia grew at an annual rate of 4¥2 
percent. 

In comparison, the U.S. gross national 
product grew at an annual-rate of 33,4 
percent over the 7 years 1950-57, and 
per capita gross national product in­
creased at an annual rate of 1% percent. 

But before we become alarmed by 
thes~ comparisons, let us take them 
apart and understand them better. 

A careful analysis of United States of 
America and Soviet gross national prod­
uct figures places the United States of 
America still ·far ahead of the U.S.S.R. 
now and for many decades to come. I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the REpoRD a table which was pre­
pared by the State Department, omce of 
Research and Analysis for the Sino-so~ 
viet bloc. The table gives a comparison 
of United States and Soviet gross na­
tional product over the period 1950-58 
with es'timates to 1970. 
· There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RE.CORD, 
as follows: · 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if we 
look at the recent postwar years, we find 
that our growth rate has ·steepened in 
the past decade. ~e- gross national 
preduct grew 3.7 percent per year over 
the decade 1948-57. The per capita rate 
was 2 percent. Though the total out­
put fell 3 percent in 1958, recent an­
nouncements indicate that the 1959 
gross national product figure will be 
nearly 10 percent above 1958, demon­
strating not only a healthy recovery 
from last year's recession, but also that 
our economy, under certain circum­
stances can produce growth rates in ex­
cess of the Russian rates. 

T A BLE IV.-Compat·ison of United States and Soviet gt·oss national product, 1950-70 

U .S. AND U .S.S.R. GROWTH RATE COMPARISONS 

In the face of these figures, the recent 
rapid rates of increase in Russian indus-· 
trial production and gross national prod­
uct ·may seem startling. For his statis.::. 
tics the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

1950 1955 1957 1958 11965 11970 

Soviet gross national product (in billion 1957 dollars) ••••••••••• 115 155 175 186 280 370 
U.S. gross national product (in billion 1957 dollars> ------- -- ---- 343 426 440 427 6U 768 
Ratio U.S.S.R.-U.S. (in percent) _---- -- ---------- -- ----------- 34 36 40 44 46 48 Soviet population (in millions) ___ __________ __ _________________ _ 182 198 204 207 233 250 
U .S. population (in millions)_ --------- ------------ ----------- - 152 165 171 174 196 214 
Soviet gross national product per capita (in 1957 dollars) ••••••• 632 783 858 899 1,202 1,~ 
U.S. gross national product per capita 2 (in 1957 dollars) ________ 2,264 2,574 2,572 2,455 3,133 8, 575 
Ratio U .S.S.R.-United States (in percent> --------- --------- --- 28 30 33 37 38 M 

1 U.S. estimates for 1965 and 1970 by National Planning Association . 
s U .S. per capita gross national product figures are from table II and may not exactly agree with what might be 

eomputed from this table, due to rounding. 

Source: Department or' State, Office of Research and Analysis for the Sino-Soviet bloc. 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL ""RECORD-- SENATE 10491 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, be-­

tween 1950 and 1957 the Soviet real gross 
national product increased by a value 
of 60 billion American dollars, in terms 
of 1957 prices. Ours increased $97 bil­
lion, two-thirds again as much as theirs. 
Looking at ratios of Russian gross 
national product to U.S. gross na­
tional product the Soviets increased their 
size relative to ours from 40 to 44 percent 
during the recession year 1958. But, 
based on anticipated growth rates over 
the next decade, Russia's gross national 
product will still likely be less than half 
of ours by 1970. The absolute gap was 
$241 billion in 1958, but it will grow to 
$395 billion in 1970. On a per capita: 
basis Russia's gross national product will 
still be 40 percent only of ours by 1970. 

If the U.S.S.R. should continue to ex­
pand by, say,· 6 percent per year and 
the United States by 4 percent, Soviet 
gross national product would catch up 
with U.S. gross national product some­
time in the next century. But such me­
chanical extrapolation into a distant 

future witli unknown technological, so­
cial, and political circumstances is mean­
ingless. 

Turning to industrial production, Mr. 
Khrushchev has boasted that Russia will 
advance to first place in the world in 
absolute volume and per capita indus­
trial production by 1970. However, this 
boast assumes that U.S. industrial pro­
duction will grow at about 2 percent a 
year, and it assumes a Russian growth of 
approximately 9 percent per year. Both 
of .these assumptions are absurd. 

A 2-percent rate of industrial output 
is well below the U.S. experience over the 
decade 1948-57 of 3.6 percent per year. 
It is expected to exceed 4 percent during 
the decade of the 1960's. On the other 
hand there is already evidence that the 
Russian growth rates are declining. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
based on official Soviet statistics be in­
serted in the REcoRD at this point. 
· There being no objection, the table 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

shifts his bases enough, he can.come up 
with percentages on any pattern he 
wishes. 

It should first be noted that Russian 
electrical output figures are -overstated -
relative to those of the United States. 
We do not include some small generators 
which are included in the Soviet data. 
But more important, the Soviet figures 
are inclusive of station consumption, 
that is, electrical energy generated and 
used in the operation of the generating 
station. Ours are not. The inclusion 
of this consumption boosts the Russian 
output figures by approximately 7 per­
cent. 

TABLE V.-U.S.S.R. economic (J1'0tvlh ra!es, achtal and planned, 1951- 65 

Keeping in mind this qualification, the 
Edison Electric Institute reported in the 
New York Times of April 6 that the 
U.S.S.R. power ministry has put Rus­
sia's 1957 generating capacity at 48 mil­
lion kilowatts with a goal of 108 million 
for 1965-a projected increase of 60 mil­
lion kilowatts. In 1957 our capacity was 
146 million, nearly half again as large 
as Russia's 1965 goal, and our estimated · 
increase by 1965 will be 104 million, lit­
tle less than twice theirs. If both coun­
tries meet their goals, the Russians will 
have raised their electricity output from 
one-third of ours to 40 percent of ours. 
But in absolute figures we will have in­
creased our lead over Russia from an ad­
vantage of 98 million kilowatts in 1957 
to a greater advantage of 142 million 
kilowatts in 1965. 

AvE>ragc 
year 

1951 -55 
(ac.tual) 

Average 
year -

1956-60 
(abandoned 

plan) 

Av<'ra~e 
1957-58 
(actm\1) 

7-year 
plan 

195!HJ5 

National income _______ --------------- --------- ---------------- - 11.3 
];j_ 2 
10.7 
10.0 

10.0 
10.5 
8.6 
7. 3 

7. 5 
10.0 
G.3 
9. 5 

7.1-7. 4 
8. fr8. 8 
G.6-7.5 
4. 9-5.5 

Gross industrial output_ ______ ------------------------------- ---
Steel output ___ ____ .. ---- ~ --------------- - - = -- - -- -- ----- - ---- --- -
R ailroad freight turno.ver --- --- ______ ------------ ---- ~---- -- -·--- _ LIVING STANDARDS 

.Source: · Official Soviet soun:es. 

Mr. BENNETT. For the benefit of 
occupants of the galleries, the Soviet 
national income has dropped from a rate 
of 11.3 p~rcent in the period 1951-55 to 
7.5 percent in 1958, and it is expected to 
go down to 7.1 during the 7-year plan. 
Other figures ha-ve dropped .at about the 
same rate. 

This table traces Russian growth 
rates as planned and achieved over the 
period 1951-58, and the new 7-year plan, 
19:;9-65. These figures show a steady 
decline in Russian growth rates over the 
recent past and anticipated future 
through 1965, it should be noted that ac­
cording to our statistical experts Soviet 
national income and industrial output's 
figures have an upward bias. In addi­
tion, Russia's national income concept 
is not comparable to ours since it in­
cludes only material production and ex­
cludes most of the services. Thus, these 
Soviet figures are higher than what our 
statisticians would accept. But even 
using this data, there is a clear down­
wal'd trend in Soviet growth rates. 

To put the Russian growth prospects 
in perspective, it should be emphasized 
that the Soviet long-term gross national 
product growth rate dating back to 1913 
is roughly 3 percent,7 about the same as 
ours. 

One ec.onomic indicator which has 
caught the public eye in United States­
Russian comparisons is electrical energy 
output. Our colleague, the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] is 
reported in the News and Observer of 

7 Department of State, Office of Research 
and Analysis for the Sino-Soviet bloc. 

Raleig·h, N.C., of February 12, 1959, to 
have said: 

The Eisenhower administration power 
policies are permitting the Soviet Union to 
move dangerously ahead of the United 
States in developing electric generating 
capacity. 

Yesterday in his statement on the 
floor our colleague from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], quoting from Mr. Levine, 
read the following: 

By 1965, the Soviet Union will be produc­
ing about 70 percent of U .S. 1957 output of 
electrical power and fuel energy. 

If we read that quickly, we get the 
impression that the Soviets are pro­
ducing at the rate of 70 percent of what 
we are producing in this country. 
Reading it -slowly, it says that by 1965 
they expect to produce 70 percent of 
w11at we produced 2 years ago. Actu- _ 
ally, in 1957 they produced 40 percent of 
what we produced. 

This, again, is based on the legerde­
main of percentages and bases. If one 

In his speech yesterday, the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY] point­
ed out that the Russians can concentrate 
on heavy industry, without having to 
wol'ry too much about consumer con­
v{mience. Thus, as he pointed out, the ­
Soviet Union has a shortage of Yo-yos 
and hula hoops. But the shortage ex­
tends also to such items as bread, but­
tel', and houses as well, and here the gap 
is closing with maddening slowness. Al­
though Mr. Khrushchev has, as Senator 
HuMPHREY noted, ordered an increase in 
consumer goods production, he has a 
long way to go before he will even be in 
the same league as Western Europe or 
the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD at this poirit a table of fig­
ures furnished me by the Division of For­
eign Conditions of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, which shows the comparative 
working times - required to buy certain 
necessities in New York and Moscow as 
of April!, 1958. 

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

TA.BLE VI.-Compamtive working time.s to buy ceTlain necessit1:es in the United Stales and 
Russia (as of Apr. 1, 1958) 

New York Moscow 

Foods: 
1 pound _potatocs. - --------------------------------- --------- --- 2 minut<'s. ---------~-------- 6 minutes. 
1 pound bread------------------------------------------------ -- G minutes.------------------ 9 minutes. 
1 pound bref __ _ -- -----------· -----------.---------------------- 22 minutes.----------------- 98 minutes. 
1 pound butte!"_-------------- ------------------- -- ------:__ ____ _ 21 minutes.----------------- 208 minutes. 
1 pound sugar_ ----------------------------------------- -- ------- 3 minutes.------------------ 70 minutes. 
1 quart milk __ ·----- - ~ ---- --- ------------ - ----------------------- 8 minutes.- ----------------- 36 minutes. 
1 dozen eggs-------- - ----- ----------- -- ----------------- -·-'----- 21 minutes. ----------------- 144 minutes. 
1 ounce tea----------------------------------------------------- 5 minutes_------------------ 46 minutes. 

Men's wear: . Suit, wooL ___________ ________________ _____ ___ __ _______________ _ 3 clays ___ ____________________ 39 workdays. 
Pair shoes, hlnck calL _____ ____________________________ __ _______ 1 day ___ ____________________ 10 workdays. 
Cotton shirt. _________________ ________________________ ___ _______ l hour. . . ---~--·· - ···--- -- ··-· 19 hours. 
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TABLE VI.-Comparative working times to buy ce1·tain necessities in the United States and 
Russia (as of Apr. 1, 1958)-Continued 

New York Moscow 
-

Women's wear: 
Pair shoes, leather .•. ------------------------------------------- 5 hours______________________ 57 hours. 
Cotton house dress.--- ----------------------------------------- 2 hours__________________ ___ _ 15 how·s. 

Other: 3~-ounce cake of soaP--------------------------------------- 3 minutes. ------------------ 20 minutes. 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Division of Foreign Conditions. 

Mr. BENNETT. I believe perhaps the 
occupants of the . galleries would be in­
terested in some of these figures. To buy 
a pound of potatoes in New York the 
typical New Yorker worked for 2 minutes. 
To buy a pound in Moscow his counter­
part worked for 6 minutes. To buy a 
dozen eggs the New York worker worked 
21 minutes; the Moscow worker ·144 min­
utes. To buy a man's suit the New York­
er worked 3 days. The worker in Moscow 
worked for 39 days. To buy a pair of 
women's leather shoes the New Yorker 
worked 5 hours. His counterpJ.rt in 
Moscow worked 57 hours. 

Let us look at this same situation from 
another angle. 

The United States spends 67 percent 
of gross national product on consump­
tion, the U.S.S.R. roughly 60 percent. 
Applied to gross national product in 1957 
of $440 billion in the United States and 
$175 billion in the U.S.S.R., and using 
population figures of 171 million-1957-
and 204 million, respectively, the United 
States-Soviet consumption ratio per 
capita is about 3 to 1 in favor of the 
Americans. Actually it is at least 4 to 1. 
Soviet agriculture and consumers' goods 
industries, as is well known, are notably 
inefficient. As a result, the U.S.S.R. 
uses up a relatively large amount of re­
sources and still produces most unsatis­
factory consumer living standards. One 
cannot compare an American shoe and a 
Russian shoe. 

An example of poor living standards is 
the housing situation in Russia. Some 
figures from official Soviet sources 8 will 
illustrate the difficulties imposed on Rus­
sian citizens by totalitarian economic de­
cisions. The Russian housing situation 
is public record by now. Said Molotov in 
a speech broadcast by Radio Moscow on 
January 19, 1957: 

We are lagging-and badly-in housebuild­
ing. We are justly reminded of this by the 
workers. 

Using official Soviet figures, it appears 
that total urban dwelling space was 180 
million square meters at the end of 1913, 
and 640 million at the end of 1955. This 
is a three and one-half fold increase, 
assuming the figures are correct. The 
well-known economist in the Soviet field, 
Naum Jasny, feels that the 1913 figure 
is understated, and thus the improve­
ment is less than stated by these figures. 
At the same time the urban population, 
in corresponding boundaries, rose from 

8 This material is based on the following 
sources: 

(a) Central Statistical Administration, 
"The National Economy of the U.S.S.R., Mos­
cow, 1956." 

(b) "The Soviet 1956 Statistical Handbook: 
A Commentary, 1957." 

24.7 million to approximately 85 million 
over the same period, also three and one­
half fold. This means that the space 
per head was as low in 1955 as in 1913 
and urban housing in Czarist Russia was 
inferior to that of other European coun­
tries, to say nothing about the United 
States. 

In absolute figures the dwelling space 
per head was 7.3 square meters in 1913 
and 7.5 in 1955. This space-dubbed 
"total living space"-includes utility 
space such as staircases, hallways, store­
rooms, kitchens, and lavatories, for joint 
use, and so forth. However, this total 
space is 160 to 170 percent of the actual 
living space proper. In other words, it 
is overstated to that extent. In 1958 the 
living space concept was suddenly, with­
out public notice, abandoned for the con­
cept "general living space'' in order to 
make housing appear larger than it 
really was, perhaps because it might have 
been embarrassing to continue to do so. 
Dwelling space proper was therefore in 
1955 at best 4% square meters. This is 
even below the individual cell space al­
lotted to the inmates of Federal prisons 
in the United States, namely, 60 square 
feet or 5.6 meters. 

More recent preliminary figures, from · 
the new Soviet census for 1959, indicate 
an even higher urban population than 
that quoted above. Thus the urban 
housing situation may be even worse 
than outlined here, but we must wait for 
more detailed figures before arriving at a 
final judgment. 

To briefly sum up my impressions of 
United States-Soviet economic com­
parisons, our growth rate, which has 
been substantially greater than Russia's 
over the long run, has reflected a healthy 
balance among the various components 
of gross national product, including re­
gard for the important "king" of our 
society-the consumer. Ours has not 
been a forced growth. It has been 
soundy based on increases in the labor 
force and a sustainable increase in pro­
ductivity, and has achieved these in­
creases despite reductions in the hours 
which our people work. 

Moreover, there is room for shifts in 
our expenditure patterns for an all-out 
defense effort if necessary. On the 
other hand, in light of recent forced 
growth rates, it is doubtful that the 
Soviet Union has many gears left to use, 
particularly if she insists on clinging to 
her recent gains at the expense of con­
sumer welfare; and if Soviet consumers 
are moved by the same basic economic 
desires that motivate ou1; citizens, as I 
think they are. 

By cutting the Soviet economic threat 
down to size, I am not closing my eyes 
to the political effects of even modest 

Soviet gains. Present indications are 
that the U.S.S.R. growth rate will exceed 
ours over the next decade. This means 
that the world at large will have at least 
an image of Soviet vitality and efficiency. 
Even if Soviet output is only half of ours 
by 1970, this ratio, coupled with the usual 
"expansion effects" of Soviet propa­
ganda, will put the Soviet Union "in the 
same league" with the United States in 
their eyes. If our information services 
are not on their toes, this could have 
serious effects on the attitudes of the 
nations of the free world, particularly 
those which are trying to follow a policy 
of neutralism. Thus, I am not lightly or 
casually dismissing Soviet economic sta­
tistics. Though we stay ahead of the 
Soviet Union in absolute terms for dec­
ades, or centuries, or even forever, as I 
sincerely believe we will, still we must 
not be lulled into a false sense of security 
founded on our present wealth and eco­
nomic advantage. We must be vigilant 
in our efforts to sustain and increase eco­
nomic growth. But as I have indicated 
earlier, this does not mean pushing the 
panic button of socialism and central 
planning. On the contrary,-it means re­
informing ourselves regarding the eco­
nomic and political foundations which 
have brought us to our commanding 
position in the world today. And it 
means reinforcing the use of these time­
tested principles. 

WHAT PRODUCES ECONOMIC GROWTH? 

Let us now turn to the question of 
what produces economic growth. 

In his speech yesterday, the Senator 
from Minnesota noted that the Soviet 
economy is an administered economy, a 
forced-draft economy, and he seemed 
to imply that because of this fact, 
growth is stimulated. He said: 

The leaders in the Kremlin have the 
power to slice the national income pie any 
way they wish, within the limits set by 
hard economic facts and the patience of 
the long-suffering Soviet people. They de­
termine how much the population will be 
permitted to consume. Then they plow 
back into the economy the unconsumed 
resources in the form of capital necessary 
to guarantee the maximum economic de­
velopment consistent with their ambitious 
national objectives. 

But growth is not quite so simple. 
Fundamentally, growth of gross national 
product may be said to depend on four 
factors, which in turn involve a number 
of other factors. Thus, we may say that 
the rate of output depends on, first, size 
of the labor force; second, the percent of 
the labor force employed; third, annual 
hours of work per employee; and fourth, 
man-hour productivity-output per em­
ployee-hour. Growth will be achieved if 
any one of these factors increases, all 
others remaining fixed or also increasing. 

Traditionally, we have experienced 
significant gains in labor force and pro­
ductivity; and hours of work have 
tended to decline as I said earlier, but 
without offsetting the increases in labor 
force and productivity. I ask unani­
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a table which summarizes these 
elements of our growth over the past -
50 years. 
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There being no objection, the table 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE VII.-Elements ot economic growth 

1909----- --- -- - - --- --- --
1919_ -- ---------- - - - - ---
1929----------- - - -------
1939-------- -- ----- - -- -­
] 949_- - --- ----- -- - - ---- -
1950_- - -- - --------- - --- -
1951_- - - -- - - ----- - ----- -
1952_ - - - ---- --- -- -- -----
1953_-- - --- - -- - -- - - -- -- -
1954_- - - --------- - - -----
1955_ - --------- -------- -
19,56_- -------- - -- ------ -
1957-- - ----------- -- - -- -
1958_- --------- ---------1959 (estimated) ______ _ _ 

Em­
ployed 
labor 
force 
(mil­

lions) 

36. 7 
42.0 
47. 6 
45.8 
58. 7 
60. 0 
61.0 
61. 3 
62. 2 
61.2 
63. 2 
65. 0 
65. 0 
64. 0 

1 65. 0 

.Average 
work­
week 

(manu­
facturing 

indus­
tries) 

(hours) 

56.8 
52.3 
44. 2 
37.7 
39. 2 
40.5 
40. 7 
40. 7 
40. 5 
39. 4 
40. 7 
40.4 
39.8 
39.2 

240. 0 

PERCENTAGE CHANGES 

Total change 1909--59---- ~ + 77. 0 I 
Averageann ual ch ange 4- { :d: ~) } 

1 April 1959. 

- 30. 0 I 
-.7 

Index of 
output 

per m an­
h our 

(1947-49= 
100) 

47.7 
53. 8 
66. 9 
81.9 

103. 1 
110. 4 
113. 2 
115. 7. 
120.4 
122.6 
128.0 
128.8 
132.3 
133. 4 

a 2. 1 

2 Average over 1st quarter 191i9. 
s Through 1958. 
4 Calculated from values in 1st and last year of period. 
6 The 1.2 percent increase is based on calculations fTom 

the t erminal years in the table. An other estimate by 
t he D epar tment of Labor puts the figure at 1.5 percent 
per year. 

Sources: (1) U.S. Depar tment of Labor, Bureau of 
IJabor Statistics. (2) Legislative R eferen ce, Library of 
Congress. (3) "Productivit y, Prices, an d Incomes," 
Joint Economic Committee print , p. 89; 1949-58 data on 
productivity from prepared testimon y of E wan Clague 
before the Joint Economic Committee, Jan. 29, 1959. 

Mr. BENNE'IT. Mr. President, look­
ing specifically at each of the factors, 
we find much to encourage us. 

Growth of the labor force depends on 
population growth, and ours is increas­
ing steadily and is expected to continue 
to do so. However, growth of the labor 
force is not an automatic source of out­
put unless that labor force i3 employed. 
During the past 12 postwar years, which 
include three recessions, our unemploy­
ment has averaged 4.46 percent of the 
labor force. This figure fits in with the 
3 to 5 percent frictional unemployment 
range cited by most economists. Most 
forecasts of growth over the next decade 
assume an average unemployment rate 
of 3 to 4 percent. 

The second factor in growth, the 
hourly workweek, has been the only de­
clining element in our growth statistics 
over the years. By choice, we have con­
sistently reduced the number of hours 
worked per week. Our citizens have 
chosen to take some of the improvement 
in living standards in the form of 
shorter working hours for more leisure 
and personal development. Our hourly 
workweek in manufacturing has de­
creased 30 percent over the past 50 years 
from 56.8 hours in 1909 to 40 hours in 
1959. Over the past century the work­
week has dropped 43 percent from the 
70-hour week of the 1850's. 

PRODUCTIVITY IS KEY TO GROWTH 

The final element of growth, man­
hour productivity, is the real key to our 
growth, past and future. This has risen 

at a rate of 2 percent per year over the 
past 50 years. From even a cursory re­
view of American economic history, it is 
obvious that a substantial rise in output 
per man-hour has been the basis for the 
remarkable growth of output per capita 
that makes the American standard of 
living so unique. 

In the eight decades since the 1870's, 
national product-in constant prices-­
has increased approximately twelvefold, 
while the population has tripled in size, 
so that product per capita quadrupled . . 
Average hours per worker have been re­
rduced, and the ratio of the labor force 
to the total population has varied only 
slightly over these 80 years. Clearly, the 
fourfold increase in output per man­
hour has been the source of the great 
increase in America's per capita output.9 

F ACTORS INCREASING PRODUCTIVI TY 

Because of the importance of this final 
growth factor, I will devote some detail 
to it. 

SKILL AND ATTITUDE OF WORKERS 

The skill and education of our workers 
must constantly improve as our produc­
tive facilities become more complex. 
This is reflected both in individual im­
provement and in redistributions of the 
labor force. While unskilled and service 
occupations will decline relatively, skilled 
and professional occupations will in­
crease. The trend toward automation 
will substitute scientists, engineers, com­
puter programers, administrators, and 
typists, and so forth, for men on the pro­
duction line, clerical workers, and com­
mon laborers. · Each new crop of workers 
must be more advanced in skills than the 
last. 

From the standpoint of the individual, 
sustainable, high rates of productivity 
can only thrive in an atmosphere of free­
dom that permits attainment of desir­
able personal satisfactions as well as 
economic rewards. 
MOBILITY AND FLEXIBILITY OF LABOR AND OTHER 

RESOURCES 

Another source of increasing produc­
tivity, only truly effective in a free econ­
omy such as ours, is the mobility and 
flexibility with which individuals can 
operate as workers, managers, and sup­
pliers of capital. 

Productivity may be increm;ed by ex­
ternal shifts of labor and other resources . 
from companies and industries with low 
output per man-hour to companies and 
industries with high output per man­
hour. This in itself will bring no im­
provement in productivity within com­
panies and industries, but it will raise 
national productivity. Or, as in the 
approach in most of our discussion, pro­
ductivity may rise because of real in­
creases in output per man-hour within 
companies and industries. 

Economic growth, like plant growth, 
is subject to variations in climate and 
environment. The economic climate 
varies from time to time and from one 

9 Leon Greenberg, Chief, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, Division of Productivity and Tech­
nological Development, in a speech before 
the third conference on manufacturing auto­
mation, Purdue University, Mar . 29, 1959. 

segment of the economy to another. It 
is thus inevitable that we should find 
first one segment and then another 
forging ahead under favorable stimuli, 
only to run into periods of diminished 
growth at other times. Slack periods in 
particular industries may signal the 
need and provide the opportunity to 
shift resources to other occupations. 
From time to time there is a general 
slackening of demand. While we all 
want to keep those slack periods to a 
minimum, we must recognize that some 
are the inevitable concomitant of 
growth and change and that they pro­
vide opportunities and incentives to 
overhaul the economic machine and im­
prove its e:fficiency. 

If growth requires change, it also fa­
cilitates change. It stimulates the 
search for new and better ways of doing 
things and makes it easier for labor and 
capital to shift from one product or oc­
cupation to another by creating new 
employment and investment opportuni­
ties. Often desirable adjustments can 
take place in a growing economy simply 
through more rapid growth in one in­
dustry than another. Thus, growth 
and change interact on each other. 

Attempts to withstand the inexorable 
pressures of progress rarely prevent the 
gradual decline of those segments which 
fail to adapt to the tide of change. 
Workers and businessmen in a par­
ticular industry frequently seem to 
think that the erection of barriers to 
change will improve or at least protect 
their relative position. This may be 
true for the moment. They will usual­
ly fare better in the long run by direct­
ing their efforts toward strengthening 
their competitive position or, failing 
this, by moving into another field. 
Otherwise, they may, for a time, de­
prive the community of the full fruits 
of increased productivity of which it is 
capable. But, ultimately, they drive 
the consumer of their goods or services 
into the arms of their more e:fficient 
competitor or even into the use of an 
alternative product or service. 
A BALANCE BETWEEN FREEDOM AND SECURITY 

To preserve this mobility requires the 
existence of an atmosphere of confidence 
which is a dynamic blending of freedom 
and security. While these two concepts 
may seem to be mutually antagonistic, 
neither can be effective in our practical 
everyday lives without the presence of 
the other. Freedom is the more vital of 
the two, because without it, all the great 
wealth of human spiritual resources is 
vitiated and men became mere economic 
cogs. And yet there must be a balancing 
security in our system which can provide 
the assurance that the risks of change 
will not be unbearable. The American 
business and industrial communities of 
capital, management, and labor are fast 
developing this balance, and must be 
constantly alert to redress it when neces­
sary. 

IMPROVED MANAGEMENT METHODS 

Management can increase productivity 
by the development of more productive 
patterns in time and motion and in the 
rate and direction of the flow of process. 
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Businessmen are constantly learning and 
relearning that speed alone is not 
enough. This can be wasteful and de­
structive. Coordinated relationships of 
time and place can be much more effec­
tive. All this is the responsibility of 
modern, effective management. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

In a free world, growth is never uni­
form in rate or in pattern. This is 
partly true because one vital element of 
growth can never be applied steadily or 
uniformly. This is the element of new 
ideas that come from inspiration and ex­
perience as well as from orderly pro­
grams of research and development. 
This, too, is a great force that reaches its 
greatest power in an atmosphere of 
freedom. 

When we look for examples of growth, 
built on new ideas, we are inclined to 
look for huge, dramatic innovations. 
Important and striking examples can 
be cited in our development to date. 
But probably more important is a con­
tinuous flow of inventions, even though 
they be minor in scope. As our economy 
grows, each new invention is relatively 
less important in the total picture any­
way, but the flow must be sustained. 

Of course, there have been great single 
new developments which have brought 
great changes in their turn-among 
these, in the past 100 y3ars, were the 
railroads, the electrical industry, and the 
automotive industry. George Terborgh, 
research director of the Machinery and 
Allied Products Institute, in his excellent 
book, "The Bogey of Economic Matu­
rity," discusses the impact of these three 
industries on capital formation. But he 
puts them in perspective by emphasizing 
the need for the continuous flow of tech­
nological development as opposed to con­
centrated innovation. He then points 
up the need for high levels of research. 
I quote from Mr. Terborgh: 

Ther·e is thus no evidence that investment 
tn major innovations as a class, including the 
young and old ones alike, has had any higher 
growth rate than investment in ·minor in­
novations as a class. There is no evidence 
that one great new industry is any more 
dynamic in its impact on capital formation 
than 10 small new industries. 

The important thing is the total flow of 
technological development, not its degree of 
concentration. Given an abundance of ris­
ing industries like aviation, mechanical re­
frigeration, air conditioning, radio, televi­
sion, rayon, plastics, quick freezing, prefab­
ricated housing, light metals, powdered 
metals, high octane gasoline, gas turbines, 
jet propulsion, spun glass, cotton pickers, 
combined harvesters, electronics--to name 
only a few at random-the total volume of 
direct and induced investment can be tre­
mendous.10 

In our judgment it is possible today to 
obtain a flow of innovation so vigorous and 
so diffused as to exceed, in its stimulus to 
capital formation, the best achievements of 
the past, regardless of the appearance of 
some great new industry comparable to 
those so nostalgically regarded by the stag­
nationists. When we recall the expenditures 
for industrial research had reached a level 
before the war 3 times 1929 and 12 times 
1920, we must acknowledge that we have a 
new and potent engine for creating invest-

10 Terborgh, George, NThe Bogey of E.co­
nomic Maturity," Machinery & Allied Prod­
ucts Institute, p. 89. 

ment opportunity on a wholesale basis, the 
possibilities of which we ha,ve just begun to 
tap. No reason appears why the rate of 
technological advance should not continue 
to accelerate.u 

In fact, this is just what has been 
happening. A look at the rate of ex­
penditures for research and development 
in the United States shows this dra­
matically. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have table VIII printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, table VIII 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE VIII.-Resea1·ch ~nd development ex­

penditures (industry, Government, univer­
sity totals) 

Billions 
(current 

Year: doll'!trs) 
Prewar, well below ___________ :_______ 1. 0 
1945 _______________________________ 1.5 
1950 _______________________________ 2. 9 

1951------------------------------- 3.4 
1952------------------------------- 3 .. 8 1953 _______________________________ 14.0 

1954------------------------------- 14.1 1955 _______________________________ 5.4 

1956------------------------------- 6.5 1957 _______________________________ 
2
8.2 

1958------------------------------- (2) 
1 The National Science Foundation esti­

mates research for fiscal year 1953-54 at $5.4 
billion. 

2 The National Science Foundation esti­
mates research for fiscal year 1957-58 at $10 
billion. 

Source: "Statistical Abstract of the United 
States, 1958," table 626, p. 500. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the 
effect of this change is demonstrated 
by the next table, which lists 16 classi­
fications of American industry and the 
percentage of their 1960 sales which will 
be represented by products that did not 
exist in their present form as recently 
as 1956. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have table IX printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, table IX was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
TABLE IX.-How much of 1960 sales will be 

in new products?-Base year 1956 
New products 1 

percent of sales 
All manufacturing____________________ 10 
Iron and steeL----------------------- 5 
Nonferrous metals-------------------- 5 
Machinery ---------------------------- 19 
Electrical machinery__________________ 18 
Autos, trucks, and parts______________ 10 
Transportation equipment (aircraft, 

ships, railroad equipment)----------- 37 
Other metalworking___________________ 14 
Chemicals ---------------------------- 16 
Paper and pulP------------------------ 9 
Rubber ------------------------------- 5 
Stone, clay, and glass----------------- 8 
Petroleum refining____________________ 2 
Food and beverages-------------------- 7 
Textiles ------------------------------ 12 Miscellaneous manufacturing__________ 6 

1 New products are defined as products "not 
produced in 1956 or products sufficiently 
changed to be reasonably considered as new 
products." 

Source: The American Economy, Pros­
pects for Growth to 1965 and 1975, McGraw­
Hill, Department o! Economics. 

11 Ibid., p. 90. 

Mr. BENNET!'. Mr. President, to 
sum up this statement of the value of 
research and development in insuring 
constantly increasing rates of produc­
tivity, let me quote from the testimony 
of Dr. Alan T. Waterman, Director of 
the National Science Foundation, given 
on February 2, 1959, to the Joint Eco­
nomic Committee: 

It is recognized that research and develop­
ment creates new products, and in turn new 
demands and new capital expenditures. In­
creased productivity is brought about by im­
proved processes, and this serves to enlarge 
per capita income and to counteract in­
flationary effects in the economy by bringing 
about a lower cost per unit of production. 

Organized labor is actively, and quite prop­
erly, concerned lest automation and the 
growth of mechanized processes result in 
widespread unemployment. We cannot say 
that such fears are groundless, but the over­
whelming evidence of history is that new 
labor-saving devices utimately create new 
industries, new investment opportunities, 
and new employment. Organized labor re­
alizes that the industry of discovery leads 
to new products, and . will, in many cases, 
open up new employment opportunities. If 
the period of transition to these new jobs is 
managed wisely, there is little reason to fear 
technological unemployment. 

Research and development has the added 
virtue of producing a leavening effect. Thus, 
the results of research in one industry may 
help to increase production not only within 
its own ranks but in other industries as 
well. A good example of this is the elec­
tronic computer. Since World War II, its 
uses have grown and multiplied until now, 
in addition to its use as a research tool it 
is als? to be found in a wide variety of 'tn­
dustnal and commercial uses. 

It is significant that industries with a 
high growth factor are in most cases the 
highest in relation to the percentage of total 
expenditures devoted to research. Althoucrh 
it is obvious that research and developme;t 
* • • bears a direct relationship to the 
growth of individual companies, explicit data 
to support this conclusion are lacking. The 
Foundation is, therefore, sponsoring a de­
tailed study of this subject, being carried on 
by the Case Institute of Technology. 

The beneficial effects of research and de­
velopment upon the economy are such that 
even the millions of dollars expended an­
nually on military research and development 
ultimately have an impact on the civilian 
economy. One may cite as the most obvious 
examples some of the fruits of World War II 
research, such as the immense electronics 
industry, the rapidly developing use of jet 
aircraft for civilian travel, and such im­
portant medical discoveries as penicillin and 
DDT. 

In another part of his testimony, Dr. 
Waterman spoke of research competition 
between Nations. His words have so 
much meaning in the context of this 
present talk that I shall quote them: 

What is true of research competition in 
business is also true of Nations. We have 
already had evidence, as well as fiat state­
ments of the fact that the Soviet Union con­
siders itself in an all-out scientific and 
technological race with the United States. 
Premier Khrushchev's remarks at the open­
ing of the Soviet Communist Party Congress 
last week, together with the proposed new 
7-year plan and other public statements. 
suggest that the Russians consider them­
selves in an economic race as well. Actually. -
economic progress is too closely tied in with 
the research and development effort to be 
considered separately. 



1959 (:QNGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE · 10495 
What they appear to overlook is that we 

are starting from two entirely different 
bases. The Soviet Union is determinedly 
striving to achieve the standards of living 
which we in the United States have been 
enjoying for years. As the New York Times 
(January 29, 1959, page 26) commented 
editorially: 

"The economic competition Premier 
Khrushchev speaks about so often is one we 
have always welcomed if what is meant is 
competition in giving people decent stand­
ards of living. On that basis it is simple 
truth to note that we still have a long lead. 
Even making the questionable assumption 
that Khrushchev's latest plans are all ful­
filled on schedule, it will be a long time be­
fore the Soviet people are as well fed, well 
clothed, and as well housed as is the aver­
age American today." 

The real point is that we are competing 
with the Soviet Union for the future. As 
I said in the beginning, the economic impli­
cations of research and development are of 
a long-range nature. What we do now in 
planning our research and development ef­
fort, in giving it adequate support, may de­
termine not only our own future but the 
future of the world as well. 
POWER AND MACHINES-KEY TO PRODUCTIVITY 

We could bring many other examples 
of the impact research and development 
has upon productivity, but we must 
move on to the last element in my list, 
and in pure economic terms, the most 
significant. I refer to the constantly 
increasing role which power and ma­
chines play in increasing productivity. 
For years we in America accepted this 
as an axiomatic and desirable achieve­
ment. But today, when we describe it 
with the current term "automation," it 
suddenly becomes a potential evil. 

Actually, an increasing and progres­
sively more e:fiective use of power and 
machines is an outgrowth of the same 
searching and adventurous spirit which 
vitalizes research and development. 
· The most energetic and skillful shoe­
maker working long hours under the 
ablest supervision, but with the hand 
tools of a century ago, could not re­
motely approach the productivity of to­
day's semiskilled operator, working with 
the aid of modern power-driven ma­
chinery. 

In 1850 approximately one-eighth of 
all our work was done by human beings 
and one-half by horses, mules, and oxen. 
Muscle power of animals and humans 
thus accounted for almost two-thirds of 
the work; and inanimate sources-steam, 
wind power, falling water, and the like­
for a little more than a third. By ·1900 
the work-animal share had dropped to 
22 percent of the total and that of human 
workers to 5 percent. Today nearly 99 
percent of the total useful work-energy 
of the country comes from machines.12 

Table X illustrates the percentage 
share of animate and inanimate sources 
of energy in total work output during the 
past hundred years, and emphasizes the 
importance of machines in our produc­
tivity advances. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have table X printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

12 20th Century Fund Survey, "U.S.A. in New 
Dimensions, 1957," p. 5. 

There being no objection, table X was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
TABLE X.-Changes in percentage share of 

work energy, 1850-1950 

1850 1900 1950 
--------1------------
Human ___ __ ________ ___ _ 
AnimaL _______________ _ 
Inanimate _____________ _ 

13.0 
52.4 
34.6 

5.3 
21.5 
73.2 

0. 9 
.6 

98.5 

Source: The 20th Century Fund, "America's Needs 
and Resow·ces: A New Survey," Frederic Dewhurst & 
Associates, New York, 1955, p. 908. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, a 
dynamic technology which improves 
productivity through better materials, 
better methods, and the increased use of 
mechanical power in place of human 
labor requires imaginative leadership 
and a willingness to experiment. Large 
expenditures for new plant and equip­
ment, automation, rising outlays for re­
search, the steady flow of new products 
and processes, and the widespread use of 
the suggestion box in our factories and 
offices all attest to the presence of these 
valuable qualities in our country. 

There are, however, particular indus· 
tries in which technological change has 
sometimes been resisted. For example, 
our railroads, fighting a competitive bat­
tle for their existence, complain that 
they are constantly pandicapped by the 
feather-bedding rules demanded by 
labor in an efiort to perpetuate jobs for 
which there is no longer any economic 
justification. We find another illustra­
tion in restrictive building regulations 
which prevent that industry from avail­
ing itself of many cost-reducing methods 
and materials that have been developed. 
Such resistance to technological advance 
within particular industries can have a 
significant bearing on our growth rates 
of the future. 

Finally, I remind Senators that while 
machines have taken over 99 percent of 
our workload compared to 35 percent a 
century ago, our employed civilian labor 
force ·has increased from 8 million to 65 
million. This should set at rest the idea 
that automation, as such, destroys jobs. 

Before we move on to discuss what 
growth we can hope for in the next dec­
ade, let us stop to summarize the keys 
of growth we have been discussing. 
They are: 

A. A growing population, with a grow· 
ing labor force, effectively and substan­
tially employed. Perhaps we should say 
"fully employed," if we accept the idea 
that from 3 percent to 5 percent un­
employment is factual, and should 
be expected. 

B. A constantly increasing rate of 
productivity per man-hour worked. 
This hope for increasing productivity 
in turn rests, like Rome, on seven hills­
seven indispensable ingredients: First 
increased skill of workers; second, ef­
fective worker attitudes based on free­
dom; third, mobility and flexibility of 
labor and enterprise; fourth, a balance 
between freedom and security; fifth, ef­
fective management of time, space, and 
process flow; sixth, new ideas, based on 
research and development; and, seventh, 

an ever-increasing availability of more 
productive power and machines. 

This, then, is the framework of our 
development to date, and the basis for 
our future growth. 

U.S. GROWTH PROSPECTS TO 1970 

Having considered the basic elements 
of growth, I should like to turn briefly 
to a consideration of U.S. growth pros­
pects over the next decade. Although 
projections of the future are hazardous 
today the majority opinion among econ­
omists is that the decade of the 1960's 
will see an increase in our growth rate, 
and that a 50 percent ' increase in na· 
tiorial output is well within our grasp. 

Although' the actual future growth 
rate is a subject of discussion and dis­
agreement among economists, I should 
like to present my own forecasts, which· 
I think answer the fear that our econ-­
omy is heading for economic stagnation. 
I think they are reasonable estimates. 

Starting with the first basic element 
in our growth-the labor force-the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Labor haS furnished fig· 
ures which indicate that our work force 
will expand to 87.1 million by 1970. De­
ducting a cautious 4 percent for fric- . 
tional unemployment over this period, 
the anticipated number of employed 
workers will be 83.6 million by 1970. I 
am assuming that the 4 percent unem­
ployment rate will hold as an average 
over the decade. It is in keeping with 
the 4.46 percent average during the 
postwar period, 1947 to 1958, which in­
cluded three recessions. I hope we have 
none of those in the 1960's. It is the 
same as the figure used in a low growth· 
estimate by the National Planning Asso­
ciation, and is more conservative than 
the association's judgment model, which 
is based on a 3¥2 percent average unem· 
ployment. 

The total employed labor force by 
1970-83.6 million-represents an aver­
age annual increase of nearly 1.8 percent 
per year. It reflects the large number of 
'.'war babies" who will enter the labor 
force during the 1960's; and represents 
one of our key advantages over the So· 
viet Union during that decade. While 
our population stepped up during the 
war years, Russia's rate of increase 
slowed down. A tight labor force is one 
factor which will slow down the Soviet 
growth rates in the near future. 

Looking at productivity, our long-term 
trend is at a rate of roughly 2 percent a 
year. It is reasonable to assume that 
this rate will be a minimum estimate 
for the next decade. 

On the other hand, Fortune magazine, 
in its March 1959 issue, predicted that 
the productivity rate during the 1960's . 
will probably equal the postwar average 
of 3 percent a year. 

Putting these two productivity esti­
mates together, and assuming that 
Americans are not likely to take more 
than an annual decrease of three-tenths 
percent in hours worked per week, which 
is the rate of decline in the work week 
over the previous decade-and the de­
cline in the work week has slowed up in 
recent decades; so this is probably a 
maximum estimate-we can expect a 
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growth in the gross national product of 
between 3.5 and 4.5 percent a year. 
Picking an average of 4 percent would 
mean a gross national product of about 
$755 billion in 1970, based on 1959 prices. 
This would average about $3,500 per 
capita. If the lower rate of 3.5 percent 
prevails, our gross national product 
would total approximately $710 billion, 
approximately $3,300 per capita in 1959 
prices. 

The Russian Communist leaders habit· 
ually think in terms of economic goals 
and 5-year plans and 7-year plans. Con­
fronted with their current high rate of 
growth, and assuming that they can 
sustain it indefinitely-which I do not 
believe-there are some economic thea· 
reticians who think we should adopt a 
specific rate of at least 5 percent a year 
and make its maintenance an official 
goal of national policy. This new ex­
pression of the planned economy school 
of liberals ignores the realities of life and 
human nature, and also sound eco-· 
nomics. We have had short periods 
when our rate of national growth ex· 
ceeded 10 percent a year. A recent ex­
ample is the period 1933 to 1937, when 
we were recovering from a recession. 
·And based on current trends, our 1959 
gross national product will be 10 percent 
higher than our 1958 gross national 
product. 

During the decade 1878 to 1887, our 
index of industrial and commercial pro­
duction doubled.13 In the eighties, steel 
production was increasing by 15 percent 
a year, and by 1900 it was still increasing 
at the very high rate of 10 percent a year. 
By 1910, it was growing at a 7 percent 
clip.u 

Some industries have had periods 
when output more than doubled in just 
a year or two. But these were temporary 
spurts within the long-term . national 
pattern--sprints in a "marathon'' race, 
which it would be unrealistic to accept as 
an expected norm; and if we use the 
same figure of speech, I think we shall 
find that in that marathon race the Rus­
sian runners will continue to slow down 
to their long-term average. 

A CONFLICT OF PHILOSOPHIES 

We must make sure that we have an 
adequate rate of long-term growth, be­
cause in this race our stake in victory 
is very high. The United States-Soviet 
competition in rate of growth is only one 
facet of the more fundamental contest 
between these two essentially opposite 
economic and political philosophies. All 
of the newly created nations and many 
of the older ones are watching to see 
which is the stronger and the more pro· 
ductive-our system of free enterprise, 
based on private capital; or the Russian 
particular brand of State socialism. In· 
deed, the current success of the Rus­
l?ians raises this basic question, even in 
our own country: Would greater Govern· 

13 Frickey, Edwin, "Production in the 
United States, 186Q-1914," Harvard University 
Press, 1947, p. 127. 

u Snyder, Carl, "Business Cycles and Busl· 
ness Measurements," the Macmillan Co., 
1927, p. 37. 

ment intervention tend to increase or 
retard our growth rate? 

Let us look at this from a specific point 
of view. 

How much long-term capital shall we 
need between now and 1970, and can 
Government intervention make it easier 
to raise it? Of course, it is difficult to 
forecast the amounts of new invested 
capital that will be needed by 1970-
probably as difficult as to predict the 
curve of the rate of growth. But we 
know approximately how much capital 
per worker is now invested in American 
industry, and that this amount per job 
has been rising slowly as we have in· 
creased the power and complexity of our 
machines. Therefore, we can make some 
projections. One estimate of future 
capital needs comes from the National 
Planning Association. It begins with the 
base year 1955, and forecasts to 1970. 

According to this estimate, our total 
stock of plant and equipment in 1955 
was about $590 billion. By 1970, it will 
have to total $935 billion-an increase 
of $345 billion in 1955 prices-in order 
to take. care of our increased labor force, 
plus an annual increment of 1% percent 
per year in capital stock per worker. 
This estimate .excludes the additional 
amount of capital facilities required for 
Government functions, since it is based 
only on the private labor force. 

Translating these figures into 1959 
costs, as based on the commercial and 
factory building index of E. H. Beck & 
Associates, the additional capital re· 
quirements total nearly $400 billion over 
the 15-year period. In terms of 1959 
costs, the plant and equipment per pri­
vate worker totaled $11,100 in 1955, and 
will rise to $14,100 in 1970, not allowing 
for price increases over the next decade. 
The private labor force, again excluding 
Government workers, was 60 million in 
1955. It is expected to rise to 76 million 
by 1970. 

Making the assumption that we have 
by this year ·met one-fourth of the to­
tal 15-year-1955-70-requirements, we 
shall need $300 billion in new capital over 
the next 11 years, in order to employ 01.1r 
anticipated new labor force and to sus· 
tain a healthy growth. This is a con· 
servative portion of the total, since 1957 
and 1958 capital expansion was at a slow 
pace, and the requirements step up as 
we approach 1970. 

If our traditional economic system is 
to continue, this capital must come from 
private savings accumulated under the 
twin incentives of the ownership of prop­
erty and the reaping of profits from that 
ownership. 

Can the Government provide capital 
without weakening the ·ability of its own 
citizens to do so? The answer of the 
record is clearly in the negative. When· 
ever Government intervenes in the eco­
nomic process, it destroys the vigor of 
free market decisions, introduces rigidi· 
ties and distortions into the market, and 
inhibits growth. Government funds 
cannot be invested in equities without 
destroying private management of the 
resources developed with those equities. 
Government ·can ·be a lender, on a short· 

term to a private borrower, but as such 
it is an undesirable creditor because its 
terms are rigidly fixed by law. 

Government is in fact a borrower, 
competing for private savings. When it 
intervenes to set interest rates, it tends 
to set them as low as possible to reduce 
its own cost, and thus weakens the pri· 
vate incentive to save and invest. When 
Government taxes business for social rea· 
sons, it tends to penalize capital accu· 
mulation. And when it sets up artificial 
price and wage controls, it destroys prof· 
its and worker incentives. All these ac. 
tivities tend to weaken both ownership 
and incentive and diminish rather than 
increase the flow of needed capital into 
the stream of growth. 

But there is one factor in our own 
growth that is more important than all 
the others and more difficult to measure. 
This is the human factor. This is the 
richest resource of all, the very heart of 
our capacity for growth. It flowers best 
in an economic . climate in which per­
sonal liberty and security are in an op­
timum balance, with liberty at its 
greatest practical maximum and· secu­
rity at its lowest safe level. In such a 
climate the individual and the Govern­
ment can be effective partners for 
growth. · 

To this partnership the individual can 
bring his capacity for imagination and 
creative effort, his ingenuity and re­
sourcefulness, and his spiritual powers 
for severe sacrifice and faith. From 
these he develops his sense of economic 
values, and, in freedom, expresses them 
in an infinite variety of products and 
services. In the process he gets the 
satisfactions that come from risks taken, 
consequences faced, and rewards earned, 
including the very tangible rewards of 
private ownership, profit, and progress. 

GOVERNMENT'S ROLE IN GROWTH 

Of course, these desirable functions of 
private decision cannot take place in a 
lawless vacuum. Most economic deci­
sions are composite and complex, and 
reflect both private and public policy. 
In such a partnership only the Govern­
ment can contribute the essential secu­
rity of peace, possession, equality before 
the law, and freedom from want and 
disaster. 

In a more direct and personal part­
nership it can help provide education to 
sharperi our mental and spiritual re­
sources. It is the most efficient institu­
tion for supplying roads and postal serv­
ice and other national needs. Through 
tax-provided capital, it can develop and 
maintain national natural resources. It 
can keep open free channels of com­
munication and travel. 

Government can play a great and in­
dispensible role in research-both in 
terms of basic scientific research, of 
which industry at its own expense can 
make practical applications to fit its 
particular needs, and in terms of basic 
economic and social statistics. The 
work of the Department of Commerce 
and the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 
the Department of Labor is invaluable. 
and should be adequately supported and 
constantly improved. There are many 
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other accepted services it can supply, 
including a sound and stable currency 
by which we transact our business and 
measure our growth. 

But when the balance shifts and the 
power of the Government rises at the 
expense of the freedom of the individual, 
private growth, healthy growth, is re­
tarded. When Government tries to 
impose an official standard of values and 
substitute planned programs for free 
markets, this tends to produce dull 
mediocrity, and tends to perpetuate un­
der- and over-production of certain 
goods and services, and rigid resistance · 
to change. And growth depends on 
change. 

· The Senator from Minnesota noted 
yesterday that the Russians have 
adopted more and more of the produc­
tion techniques of capitalism; They 
}1ave paid us-the very sincere compliment 
of imitation. and have soaked up like 
a sponge the tangible helps to growth 
which we have given them, sold to them, 
or which they have stolen from us. And 
now if there ·is any shift in their· social ­
balance, it will have to be toward more . 
individual ecbnomic freedom, thus giv­
ing them an additional vital aid to 
growth. It would be tragic if we shifted 
the other way in order to try to outdo . 
them. · · 
_ Can ·we set a cow·se for our needed 

goals of growth and hope to ·reach·thetn? · 
Can w·e keep ·our standard of living ris- · 
ing steadily so that generations of Amer­
icans will be better off than we arci'? At­
the same tune, 'cari we' grow fast enough 
to overmatch the threat of Communist 
economic competition? All the figures · 
and their applications testify that we 
aan, if we will continue to develop with 
wisdom the ·great human spiritual re- . 
sources which the Communists deny 
themselves-the inherent instincts and 
capacities of free- men to grow through 
self-development. This is a seed of 
growth for whose product Government 
can supply a healthful atmosphere, but 
for which Government has no substitute. 

If we realize this truth, and apply it, 
we cannot fail. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. · 

ORDER FOR CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR TOMORROW 

During the delivery of Mr. BENNETT'S 
remarks, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi_­
dent, will my delightful friend from 
Utah yield to me so that I may make a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that to~ 
morrow, at the conclusion of routine 
morning business, there be a call of the 
measures on the calendar to which there 
is no objection, beginning with Calendar 
No. 265. 

I have asked the attaches of the leg­
islative review committee on this side 
of the aisle to notify their counterparts 
on the minority side, and if they are all 
agreeable to this, and are ready, I should 

like to have the calendar called immedi- stamp plan, similar to the plan ln effect in 
ately after routine morning business. I the years 1939-43, which would eliminate 
think it should not take more than 15 the present complicated, cumbersome, and 
or 20 minutes. I would like to have all costly plan of distribution: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this common council urges 
Senators who have measures on the the adoption of a program which would pro-
calendar to be informed. vide for (1) the transfer of this activity 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there from the Department of Agriculture to the 
objection to the request of the Senator - Department of Health, Education, and Wei­
from Texas? The Chair hears none and fare; (2) the expansion of food distribution 
it is so ordered. ' to the needy; and (~)- the distribution of 

surplus food commodttles through the nor­
'!Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank my mal channels of business through the me-

fnend. dium of a food stamp or coupon plan; and 
Mr. BENNETT. I am very happy to further 

accommodate the majority leader. · Resolved, That copies of· this resolution be 

UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS FOOD 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, one of the 
anomalies that disturbs all of us, I am 
sure, is the existence in this country of 
hungry people and the presence of burst­
ing granaries with surplus food. 

In recent weeks a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
has been considering a number of bills 
which would in some cases S1J.pplement 
distribution of surplus footl, and in other 
cases, in addition, establish a food stamp · 
program. 
. I ask unanimous .. consent that the 

RECORD reflec-t- -a -resolution adopted by · 
the common council of the city of Detroit 
urging the adoption-which of course, 
would r-equire favorable action by the 
Committee on Agriculture and For­
estry-of a program which would be 
broad in scope. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have ­
printed in the RECORD · an · article by 
James M. Haswell, Washington corre­
spondent of the Detroit Free Press, which 
appeared in ·that newspaper on the 9th 
day of this month. 
· I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a statement by 
Daniel J. Ryan, general superintendent 
of the Department of Public Welfare, be­
fore the Subcommittee on Production, 
Marketing, and Stabilization of the Com­
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that 
favorable action by the committee will 
occur, and that the majority of Mem­
bers of this body will recognize that un­
~il we have a basic soluti0n of the press­
ing problem of food surpluses, the best 
place for much of that food is in the 
stomachs of hungry Americans. 

There being no objection, the :resolu­
tion, article, and statement were ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas the city of Detroit, since January 
1955, ha.s been engaged in distributing sur­
plus food commodities to needy citizens, in­
cluding not only families receiving public 
assistance but other needy individuals; and 

Whereas in the month of April 1959 the 
city distributed 490 tons of surplus foods to 
46,530 families, representing 164,419 per­
sons; and 

Whereas it is reported that approximately 
12 Y2 percent of the labor force of the De­
troit area is still unemployed, evidencing the 
continuing acute need among our citizens; 
and 

Whereas this common council has adopted 
resolutions urging the expansion of the dis­
tribution of foods to needy persons and 
urging the reactivation of the so-called food 

sent to members of the Agricultural Com- -
mittees of the U.S. Senate and the House of 
Representatives, and the members of the 
Michigan delegation to Congress. 

Adopted as follow~: 
Yeas: Councilmen Carey, Connor, Lincoln, 

Patrick, Rogell, Smith, VanAntwerp, Wise, 
and President Beck-nine. 

Nays: None. 
Adopted June 2, 1959. 

[From the petroit Free Press, June 9, 1959] 
DETROIT OFFERS To TEST SURPLUS FooD 

STAMPS-GROCERS . HERE BACK. PROPOSAL­
SAY IT WILL WORK BETTER THAN DEPOTS ' 

(By James M. Haswell) 
WASHINGTON.-The grocers of Detroit will . 

be glad to act as guinea pigs if Congress . 
wants to try out a plan for distributing sur­
plus food to needy pt:_rso!_ls by issuing stamps 
or coupons. Grocers would excb.ange the 
stamps for surplus' commodities. 

W. E: Fitzgerald, executive secretary of the 
Food Industry Committee of Detrbi t, told . a 
Senate subcommittee that Detroit's 3,000 
grocers will demonstrate that a stamp pl~n 
will work better than the welfare depart­
ment's present food depot program. 

Detroit welfare superintendent, Daniel J. 
Ryan, agreed with Fitzgerald. 

They told Chairman · HUBERT HUMPHREY, 
Democrat, of Minnesota, that the Agriculture 
Department's present rules force them to use· 
a clumsy and expensive system, and deprive 
at least 22,000 -Detroiters of food which city 
and State welfare authorities would like to 
see them receive. 

In April 164,000 Detroiters received surplus 
food, Ryan said. 

Ryan and Fitzgerald made their sixth ap­
pearance since 1955 before a congressional 
committee in support of a food stamp plan. 
Last year at the urging of Representative 
MARTHA W. GRIFFITHs, Democrat, of Michi­
gan, and others, the House passed such a bill. 

Senator HUMPHREY heads a subcommitt~ 
which is considering an array of bills pro­
posing greater distribution of surplus foods 
to hungry and malnourished Americans. 
Among the 30-odd sponsors of the bills are 
three Democratic presidential hopefuls­
Senators KENNEDY, SYMINGTON, and HUM­
PHREY-and GOP liberals. 

Not all the bills would use food stamps. 
Several propose to buy ·supplemental foods 
such as milk, shortening, and poultry, to 
improve the diet of persons forced to live 
largely on surplus foods. 

Many of the bills would transfer the food 
distribution job from the Agriculture to the 
Welfare Department. Most of them would 
write Federal eligibility standards. 

Detroit pioneered large scale distribution 
of surplus foods in 1955 and today 44 States 
and 4 Territories distribute them to 5.3 mil­
lion persons. Estimates are 17 million Amer­
icans need more food than they are getting. 

Senator HUMPHREY threatened Monday to 
offer a food stamp bill as an amendment to 
the foreign aid bill when it reaches the 
Senate ft.oor. "We'll call it the dome:::tic aid 
bill," he said. 
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He would prefer, however, to have the 

agriculture committee approve and report 
out the bill his subcommittee will draft. 

Emil Mazey, UAW secretary-treasurer, drew 
some sharp contrasts Monday. 

"Can there be a greater disaster than 
Americans going hungry in the midst of 
plenty?" . he asked. "Can America be the 
moral leader of free men and refuse to help 
those who suffer from not having enough to 
eat?" 

When blizzards isolate large sections of the 
Nation, the Government comes to the a.id of 
stranded cattle by parachuting food to the 
animals. Can we do less for fellow human 
beings stranded by unemployment, age, or 
physical disability, and who are thus pre­
vented from sharing In the abundance which 
is ours?" 

Congress, he said, has a duty to banish 
hunger from the Nation. Other AFL-CIO 
supporters include Joseph A. Bierne, chair­
man of the community services committee, · 
and Albert Whitehouse, director of the in­
dustrial union department. 

Spokesmen for the Agriculture Department 
and the Health, Education, and Welfare De­
partment oppose all the food bills. Assistant 
Agriculture Secretary Clarence L. Miller said 
surplus foods should be sold and not given 
away and that placing a floor under family 
food consumption levels is not a proper func­
tion for the Federal Government. Social 
Security Commissioner W. L.- Mitchell said 
money, and not food, is the proper thing to 
glve needy persons. 

STATEMENT OF DANIEL J. RYAN, GENERAL 
SUPERINTENDENT, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WELFARE, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON. 
PRODUCTION, MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION 
OF THE SENATE AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE ' 

Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I appreciate the opportunity to testify 
before your committee and to speak in behalf ­
of several bills now pending in the Senate 
of the United States. I refer to bills which · 
would provide adequate food and diet to· 
those in need. 

While the primary purpose of such pro­
posed legislation is designed to help the 
needy and undernourished, it would appear 
that there are several other purposes, among, 
which are the following: (1) To reduce the 
large inventory of food commodities in the 
farm price support program; (2) to benefit 
farmers by disposing of these surpluses and 
by increasing farm income; (3) to increase 
rural purchasing power; (4) to save tax­
payers millions of dollars now being spent for 
the storage and handling of surplus foods. 
~1 of these purposes have our complete 
support. 

During the years 1939-43, and more re­
cently since January of 1955, the city of De- · 
trait, through its department of public wel­
fare, has been engaged in the distribution of 
surplus food commodities to its needy citi­
zens. These needy include not only those 
receiving general relief, for whom the wel­
fare department is responsible, but likewise 
persons eligible for and receiving old-age 
assistance, aid to dependent children, aid to 
the blind, and aid to the disabled, who.se 
needs are administered by a State agency, the 
Wayne County Bureau of Social Aid. In ad­
dition, other needy eligible persons who are 
not receiving public assistance are certified 
by us and include those receiving unemploy­
ment compensation benefits, other forms of 
social security and retirement benefits, the 
temporarily unemployed, part-time em­
ployed, and low-income families. 

Since January 1955, we have distributed 
28,548,900 pounds, or 14,275 tons of food 
valued at $10,042,639.07. Details supporting 
these figures are contained in schedule No. 1 
attached. 

During the calendar year 1958, we dis­
tributed 12,005,812 pounds, or 6,003 tons of 
food valued at $3,361,094.07, detailed as 
follows: 

Commodity Pounds 
USDA 
market 
value 

Butter.------------------- 1, 667, 425 $1,033,803. 50 
Cheese____________________ 2, 858,43234 1, 257, 710. 30 
Dry milk_________________ 2, 281,12634 638,715.42 
Rice ___ ------------------- 1, 895, 025 208, 452. 75 
Beans_____ ________________ 488 48.80 
Corn meaL __ ------------- ~. 531,205 151,872.30 
Wllitc flour __ ------------- 604. 110 60, 411.00 
Whole wheat flour ___ -- -- - 168, 000 10,080. 00 

1-----------1----------'l'otaL ___ __ _________ 112,005,812 3, 361, 094. 07 

1 6,003 tons. 

In the month of April 1959 surplus foods 
were distributed to 46,530 families, repre­
senting 164,419 persons. 

. A summary statement of our cost for dis­
tribution of surplus food commodities during 
the calendar year 1958 is as follows: 
Annual summary of distribution costs-ac­

crual basis January 1958 through Decem­
ber 1958 

Direct labor __________________ _ 

Supplies, rental, and other ex-penses _____________________ _ 
Printing ______________________ _ 
Distributors' fees 1 ___________ _ 

Retail outlet fees 2
-------:-------

$79,886.76 

27,797.80 
2, 617.56 . 

21Q,060. 11 
63 ,'085.78 

Total ___________________ 392,448.01 

1 Rates paid: January-September: Flat rate 
of $2.25 per hundred pounds handled. Oc­
tober-December 1958: Flat rate of $1.90 per 
hundred pounds handled of all commodities 
except flour and cornmeal at $1 per hundred 
pounds. 

2 Rates paid: January-March 1958: $0.10 ' 
per case serviced per month. April-Decem­
ber 1958: $0.15 per case serviced per month. 

When we undertook the distribution of 
surplus foods in 1955, we were not at all 
satisfied with the program available to u.s. 
After 4 years' experience with the present 
plan, we are even less enthusiastic. The city 
~f Detroit entered into the program because 
of a desire to make surplus foods available to 
those in need and in the honest belief that 
one of the several so-called stamp plans then . 
under the consideration of Congress would 
be adopted. _ . 

The Common Council of the City of De­
troit, the legislative body of the city, has· 
f!.dopteii a resolution urging the Congress of 
the United States to adopt legislation to pro­
vide for ( 1) the transfer of the administra­
tion of the surplus food commodity pro-: 
gram from the Department of Agriculture. 
to the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare; (2) the expansion of food distri­
bution to the needy; and (3) the distribution 
of surplus food commodities through the 
normal channels of business through the 
medium of a food-stai:np or coupon plan. 
Copy of this resolution is attached. 
· The present distribution system available 

to us is a most complicated and cumbersome 
one. It is inefficient, ineffective, and unnec­
essarily costly. . The plan puts the Depart­
ment of Public Welfare in the food business 
and removes the activity from the normal 
channels of business. This is the direct op­
posite of what we think the case should be. 

At present the Department of Agriculture 
delivers commodities, free of cost, in car­
load lots to our distribution warehouse cen­
ter. We determine eligibility of recipients 
for these foods and take full responsibility 
for all distribution. Our responsibility in­
cludes the provision of storage space, re-

frigeration, repackaging, establishment of 
retail outlets, and delivery of commodities t6 
the same. The clerical duties involved are 
complex and totally unwarranted. In order 
to handle the number of persons involved, 
we have, through the splendid cooperation 
of the food industry of Detroit, utilized as 
many as 155 grocery stores located through­
out the city. In addition, the Department of 
Public Welfare operates a large food distribu­
tion depot. Each individual participating in 
the plan must be identified specifically with 
one of these stores at which point the com­
modities are picked up on one or two days 
each month. The depot, however, operates 
each working day. This procedure, it will be 
noted, directs persons away from their nor­
mal source of supply and to one of our choice. 
We are, for obvious reasons, opposed to a 
C<?ntinuance of th~ present arrangement. 
Our position in this matter has the strong 
support of the Food Industry Committee of · 
Detroit. This will be attested to before your 
committee by Mr. W. E. Fitzgerald, the execu­
tive secretary of the committee. 

Several years ago, in the distribution of 
surplus food commodities, the Federal Gov­
ernment engaged in a program involving the 
use of a so-called food stamp plan. Under 
this plan relief agencies, such p.s . ours, were 
permitted to distribute negothible stamps · 
to eligible individuals who, in turn, ex­
changed the stamps at any authorized retail 

. outlet of their choice. Subseq1,1ently, the 
stamps were redeemed by the Federal Gov­
ernment. In this program the relief agency 
was relieved of the needless duplication of 
e~tablished food distribution systems and the 
unnecessary costly expense involved. When 
we last used this plan, practically every re­
tail outlet in the community participated. 
Our experience with this plan was most satis­
factory. 

. Some of the programs under consideration 
today by yotir committee pro~ide all of the 
favorable elements embodied in the previous 
stamp plan, and provide for the warehous­
ing _ and distribution of foods thro.ugh the ' 
normal food.,.industry channels, where we 
believe this activity rightfully belongs. 

A substantial number of cities are not to­
day participating in the distribution of sur­
plus foods because of the problems involved 
in the present distribution plan. We are 
convinced that if the food s~amp plan is 
approved, . practically every welfare agency · 
in the Nation will take advantage of the 
additional food made available, thus eventu- : 
ally reducing to a very substantial degree 
the tremeJ?,dous stocks of food in expensive 
storage. · 

It is our considered opinion that the most 
intelligent means of distributing surplus 
food commodities is for the ·Federal Govern­
ment to reestablish a food stamp plan: and 
we urge your committee to give favorable 
consideration to such a program. 

We are particularly impressed with the 
provisions of S. 1884 which provides for the 
transfer of surplus food commodity dis­
tribution to the needy from the Department 
of Agriculture to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. This provision is 
particularly significant to us inasmuch as 
the normal channels of communication 
presently exist between the Department of 
Health, Education,' and· Welfare and the 
various welfare organizations throughout the 
country. and we se.e in this proposal other 
definite advantages. We likewise · are im­
pressed that this particular measure pro­
poses for the expansion of the distribution 
of food to needy persons. As a matter of 
fact, this proposed measure would have our 
complete approval if it were amended to 
provide for the distribution of smplus foods 
through a food stamp or coupon plap to 
which we have referred above. 
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ScHEDULE ·No. 1 

CITY OJ' DETROIT, PE~ARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFAR1!J 

Summary of USDA 8Urplus commodities distribution program 

Number of retail outlets used.·---·-·-··-------··--­
Number of cases certified. ---------··---------···---

Number of cases participating: 

1955 1956 

1,329 
249,440 

1, 476 
322,254 

1957 

1, 553 
297,805 

1958 January-
April1959 

1, 775 612 
566,476 223,343 

Un employed, -low income .•...•••••••••••••••••. -- --· -- -- -- - 15,823 
25,544 
36,942 

22,471 110,931 43,899 
Unemployment compensation_________ ________ _ 4, 926 
Social security and other retirement benefits___ 34,230 

8, 671 111,012 44, 675 

Workmen's compensation, accident and sick 
29,957 42,161 18,234 

benefits _______ - -- -- ________ __ -- - ------------- - 625 940 1, 203 2,774 984 
Servicemen's or veterans benefits._---------- -- 2, 038 5, 040 
Old-age assistance. _- - -- ------------------------ 60, 531 73, 340 

5, 688 8,680 3, 233 
57,906 61,387 21,270 
72,866 88,322 33,653 Aid to dependent children. ......... .......... . . 68, 516 84,170 

Aid to blind . . - - ----------------- --------------- 2, 441 3, 020 2,400 2,700 999 
Aid to disabled. ....................... ......... 1, 668 2, 246 
W elfare relief._ __ ___ ___ ___ ______________________ 31,012 38, 675 

1, 826 . 2,543 1,159 
37,652 76, 652 34,287 
6,877 7, 701 3,066 General assistance, nonsettle____________________ 3, 632 6, 568 

l--------l;--------l--------l-------l·-------
Total cases participating___ ___________________ 209, 619 292, 308 

870,466. 
247,607 

795,776 
514,863 

1, 895,074 
205, 462 

. 740,853 Number of persons participating__ _____ _____________ 533,891 
Commodities disbursed, pounds: 

Butter (1-pound prints)_-- - -- -- - - -------------- 775,341 1, 128, 631 109,432 1, 667,425 740,848 
Cheese (IX-, 2~-. and 5-pound loaves)__________ 588,504X 917, 201X 886, 459~ 2, 858,432~ 82,270 
Dry milk (4~-pound packages) _____ ____________ 678,910 1, 066,221 949,617 2,281, 126~ 879,624 
Dry beans (1-, 2-, and 5-pound bags) __ __________ 533,984 762,247 : 482, 974 488 ------------
Shortening (3-pound cans> --- ------------------- 457,554 498,438 84 - ----- - - - --- ···---------
Rice (1-, 2-, and 5-pound bags} ____ __ ___ .___ ______ 511,270 870,465 "795, 771J 1, 895,025 740,740 
Pork luncheon meat issued only June 1956c _____ ------------ 170, 232 ------------ - ------- ---- ----- - --- --· 
Flour (10-pound bags> - -----~------------------- ------------ ------------ ----------- - 772, 110 782,290 
Corl). meal {5-pound bags) •••••••••••••••••••••• ······:- ·---- ------------ ------------ 2,531, 205 1, 133,975 

Total pounds disbursed ••••••••• :.·------------ 3, 545, 563U 5,413, 435U 3, 224,342~ 12,005,812 4, 359,747 
Estimated value at retail.-------------------------- $1, 376,483 $2, 281J, 250 $1,211,373 $3,381,094 $1,807,437 

Gross cost of distribution: 
Direct labor- ------------------------·----····· · $35,057.77 $35, 117.40 $32,607.44 $79,886. 76 $39,548.30 

10,267.12 
65,571.32 
22,982.82 

Supplies and expenses . . ------------------ - ----- 5, 025.37 4, 734.45 3, 364. 14 30,415.36 
Wholesale distributors fees _________________ :_ ___ 104,976.58 122,466. 09 72, 643.90 219, 060.11 
Retail outlet fees._.- --------------------------- 27, 340. 35 . 43, 846. 20 37, 133. 55 63, osa. 78 

Total cost of distribution.------·------------- 172,400.07 206,164. 14 ·145, 749.03 392,448.01 138,369.56 

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS 
TO BE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
The Senate, in exec~tive session, re­

sumed the consideration of the nomina­
tion of Lewis L. Strauss to be Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Mr. ANDERSON obtained the floor. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, will the Senator from New Mexico 
yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to yield 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, we have been discussing the nomi­
nation of Mr. Strauss in the Senate, 
either in committee or on the floor, since 
March. Some Senators are inquiring of 
me about when I expect the Senate to 
vote on the nomination. That is a mat­
ter over which I do not have much con­
trol, because . I do not expect to ask the 
Senate to vote until every Member of 
the Senate has had an adequate oppor­
tunity to express himself. However, I 
·have conferred with the chairman of the 
committee and the Senator from New 
Mexico, as well as the ranking mino1~ity 
·member of the committee, the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], and the 
distinguished minority leader, and I am 
of the opinion that with the schedule of 
·speeches to be made, it is reasonable to 
assume that there is no possibility of a 
vote being had on the nomination during 
this week. Does the Senator from Tili­
nois agree? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I fully concur in that 
statement. 

·· Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I should 
like to attempt to work out some ar-

rangement, if possible, so that all Sen­
ators could prepare their speeches and 
make them, and enable the Senate to 
vote on this question at the earliest pos­
sible date. Therefore I should like to 
ask the Senator from New Mexico to give 
consideration to this thought; that per­
haps on Monday we propose a unani­
mous-consent agreement, to be effective 
after the morning hour on Tuesday and 
that we allow a reasonable number of 
hours for debate to each side. 

I should like to have the minority 
leader and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL], and the chairman of 
the committee, the Senator from Wash­
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON] to consider that 
possibility. I shall counsel with them 
again on Monday when our colleagues 
are here, and we can then make some 
reasonable attempt to work out an 
agreement. I should like to have their 
judgment and the judgment of any other 
Senators and other members of the com­
mittee as to what the Senate could 
expect. 

I would submit the request now, but 
I am informed that there are a number 
of Senators who desire to speak. The 
hour is late, and I am told_ that it would 
be impossible to obtain a unanimous­
consent agreement tomorrow. I have no 
desire to infringe upon any Senator's 
right, but I do want all Senators to be 
on notice of the possibility of arriving at 
some definite time for a vote. 

We will have several appropriation 
bills reported to the Senate next week. 
It will probably be necessary to adopt 
continuing resolutions, because we will 

not be able to get all the appropriation 
bills out of conference-we never do-by 
June 30, or at least riot all of them. Nev­
ertheless, we are anxious to get as many 
passed and into conference as possible 
before June 30. We will not be able to 
do that unless we can conclude action on 
the nomination of Mr. Strauss; unless, 
of course, we set it aside temporarily to 
take up the appropriation bills, which 
we will do if it is a matter of urgency. 

Will the Senator from New -Mexico 
give some thought to the possibility of 
entering into a unanimous-consent 
agreement, either Monday or Tuesday, 
and setting aside a reasonable number of 
hours of debate on each side, and give me 
his judgment sometime over the week­
end? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. I would say 
that I would be glad to do that. I may 
say, however, that at least two Senators 
are away from the city who have 
asked to be present when a unanimous­
consent request is proposed. The Sena­
tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE] has a 
speaking engagement in his State. He 
is one of the Senators. He is somewhat 
new to the ways of the Senate, and he 
asked me if ·it was possible for a unani­
mous-consent agreement to be proposed 
in his absence. I suggested that it was 
certain that the majority leader would 
not do that without ample notice. 

The notice which the leader has now 
given is sufficient. I think there is a pos­
sibility of discussing this matter com-
pletely on Monday. · 

Since the distinguished minority lead­
er is also present on the floor of the Sen­
ate with the majority leader, I should 
like to say that the authorization bill 
for the Atomic Energy Commission has 
been reported favorably to the Sen~te, 
and that the report was filed in tpe Sen­
ate today. The report was filed in the 
House yesterday. The House leadership, 
as I understand the situation, has given 
consent for a suspension of the rules on 
Monday to consider that proposed leg­
islation. I hope the Senate may also 
consider the possibility of doing so, be­
cause the report is unanimous. It is not 
a technical matter this time. There is 
no controversy about ihe bill, so far as I 
know. I would hope that consideration 
of the bill might be completed in a very 
few minutes. If it were . not possible to 
do so, I, of course, would consent to the 
leadership indicating that fact, and to 
have it go over until later. However, 
the able chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House, Mr. CAN­
NON, is anxious to start hearings just as 
soon as the bill is passed, and I think he 
will start hearings as soon as it passes 
the House. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, does the Senator anticipate a yea­
and-nay vote on that bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not antici­
pate it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. wo-Jld the 
Senator be willing to enter into a 
unanimous-consent agreement to take 
it up tomorrow, with the understanding 
that if a yea-and-nay vote is demanded, 
we will conclude discussion of the bill 
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tomorrow, but have the yea-and-nay vote 
go over until next week? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I might say that if 
the Senator will consult the ranking mi­
nority member of the joint committee, 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN­
LOOPER], I believe he will find that it will 
be agreeable to the Senator from Iowa. 
It is certainly agreeable to me. I say 
frankly to the majority leader that I 
would be very happy to have the bill out 
of the road. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I will give 
my friend, the minority leader, an op­
portunity to consult his colleagues. So 
far as the Senator from Texas is con­
cerned, I would be very happy to take the 
bill up tomorrow after the morning hour, 
if it will take only a brief time, and 
consider it and act on it tomorrow, pro­
vided we can act on it with a voice vote. 
If it is necessary to have a yea-and-nay 
vote, I would like to have it go over until 
Monday. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Of course the ma­
jority leader understands that I do not 
know whether any Senator will object. I 
only say that, so far as I am concerned, 
and the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PAsTORE], and the Senator from Ten­
nessee [Mr. GORE], and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JAcKsoN], and the .Sen­
ator from Georgia [Mr. ·RussELL], we at 
least are satisfied. I believe that the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] 
and his associates on the other side would 
also agree that the bill might be brought 
up and disposed of. 
- Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Was the 

bill reported unanimously? 
Mr. ANDERSON. It was reported 

unanimously. It was completely unani­
mous, not only as to the Senate Members, 
but also as to the House Members. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Is it recom­
mended by the Atomic Energy Commis­
sion? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator puts 
me in a rather difficult position. There 
are items which are not recommended by 
the Bureau of the Budget. If the minor­
ity leader would consult the Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission he would 
find that no serious objection would be 
interposed by the Atomic Energy Com­
mission. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I give notice 
that tomorrow, following the morning 
hour, if the minority leader is agreeable 
to it, and if the ranking minority mem­
ber of the committee is also agreeable, 
I will attempt to propose a unanimous 
consent agreement that the AEC author­
ization bill be taken up, and that we ex­
pect to dispose of it; however, if a yea 
and nay vote is ordered, we will carry 
the yea aud nay vote over untiL.,.next 
week. If my friend from Illinois, the 
minority leader, will pursue the possi­
bility of a unanimous consent agreement 
on the Strauss nomination, we will at­
tempt to make progress on it on our re­
turn on Monday. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like to in­
terpose to say that the printed hearings 

n the bill will not be available tomorrow. 
They will not be available until the first 
of the week. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Then, I 
withdraw my suggestion that the 

Atomic Energy authorization llill be 
taken up tomorrow. I thought the Sen­
ator from New Mexico said the report 
had been filed. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The report has 
been filed, but the printing of the hear­
ings has been delayed at the Printing 
Office. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Then, we 
will take up that bill sometime next 
week, whenever the Senator from New 
Mexico informs me that it can be con­
sidered. 

In the meantime, I ask the Senator if 
he will counsel with his colleagues and 
on Monday try to outline a schedule 
which will be satisfactory to the Senate. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I gather, then, that 
probably on Monday or Tuesday a unan­
imous consent request will be proposed, 
to see how it will fare in the Senate to 
meet a · time schedule. I appreciate the 
fact that some Senators on this side of 
the aisle are away, delivering commence­
ment addresses and taking care of other 
matters back home. I think probably 
the matter can be worked out. 

I ask the majority leader now whether 
it is his present intention to have· the 
calendar called tomorrow? I had un­
derstood that that was his intention. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. An order for 
the call of the calendar was entered 
earlier today by unanimous consent. I 
had thought that if the Atomic Energy 
authorization bill were noncontroversial 
and in accordance with the President's 
program, and if it were reported unan­
imously by the committee and hearings 
were available, it could be taken up by 
the Senate and acted upon in a short 
time, because the House Committee on 
Appropriations is waiting for its passage. 
But since the printed hearings are not 
available, we shall have to wait. 

But tomorrow there will be a call of the 
calendar, and Senators who desire to do 
so may make speeches. Then the Sen­
ate will go over until Monday. After a 
conference with as many Senators as 
possible on Monday, we shall try to de­
termine the course of action to follow. 

I thank the Senator from New Mexico 
for his indulgence. I apologize for hav­
ing interrupted him. 

I believe all Senators will now have 
a better idea of how to plan for next 
week and the next weekend. I hope 
the nomination of Mr. Strauss will be 
disposed of at the earliest possible date. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President­
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BARTLETT in the chair). The Senator 
from New Mexico. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I am happy 
to yield. 

Mr. HART. I should like to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will yield for that 
purpose, with the understanding that I 
do not thereby lose the floor. 

Mr. HART. With that understand­
ing, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, ear­
lier in the day the able Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] was about to 
make a statement on the floor, and I 
tried my best to be present and available 
when the Senator made his statement. 
I wish to say that the Senator from 
Maryland was most courteous. He 
showed me a copy of his statement be­
fore he made it, because he wanted me 
to know what he was about to say. 

Similarly, I would like to have the 
Senator from Maryland present this af­
ternoon when I make my remarks, and I 
asked the roll be called only for the pur­
pose of trying to locate the Senator, so 
that he might in turn hear what I have 
to say. 

These are difficult days ior all of us, 
and I regret that the Senator from 
Maryland . is not present. 

Earlier in the afternoon the able Sena­
tor from Maryland dealt with the sub­
ject of the responsibility of the former 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com­
mission, ·Admiral -Strauss, to bring to the 
attention of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy the conteni;s of a letter 
from the Attorney General of the United 
States relating to the legality of the 
transfer of information to Great Britain, 
and the Senator quoted from the floor 
discussion which took place a day or two 
ago, in which he asked if ·it were not the 
duty of the Department of Defense, 
which was vitally interested in the mat­
ter, to make the information available 
to the Jo.int Committee. The able Sena­
tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE] yielded 
to the junior Senator-from New Mexico, 
so that I could say it was not the re­
sponsibility of the Department . of De­
fense, but that I regarded it to be the 
responsibility solely of the Atomic En­
ergy Commission. The Senator from 
Maryland then pointed out that the 
transfer of information to Great Brit­
ain-and I now quote his words-"obvi­
ously related to the development, utili­
zation, or application of atomic energy, 
and was of the greatest importance to 
the Department of Defense. To single 
·out," says the Senator, "Admiral Strauss, 
as Chairman ·of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, and magnify the importance of 
this letter and the responsibility he had 

. to call it to the attention of the com-
mittee, and, in the same breath, to mini­
mize the responsibilities of the Depart­
ment of Defense, which under the stat­
ute in many ways had a comparable re­
sponsibility, is neither reasonable nor 
fair." 

I had been planning to comment on 
· those remarks, and I shall do so. 

I suggest to the Senator from Mary­
land that he check the law, because he 
is a very good lawyer. In the discus-

. sions in the Committee on Finance, in 
which I have participated with the Sen­
ator many times, I have found him to 
be a competent lawyer. 
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There are two questions I desire to 

ask and to have answered. 
First. Did the Atomic Energy Com­

mission, during the negotiations from 
January to June 1956, leading to the 
communication by the United States to 
the United Kingdom of nuclear sub­
marine information, comply with sec­
tion 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 which requires the AEC to keep the 
Joint Committee fully and currently in­
formed? 

Second. Did the responsibility under 
section 202 to inform the Joint Com­
mittee of negotiations during that period 
rest upon the Department of Defense 
or upon the Atomic Energy Commission? 

The salient facts may be listed some­
what as follows: 

During 1955 the executive branch con­
sidered the possibility of communicating 
to the United Kingdom restricted data 
on the design of nuclear submarines. 
It was recognized that substantial ques­
tions were presented as to the legality of 
such communication under the Atomic 
Energy Act. There were differences of 
opinion within the executive branch, and 
it was recognized that objections might 
be· raised by the Joint Committee on be­
half of the Congress. 

I digress to say that the counsel for 
the Atomic Energy Commission had been 
requested to give an opinion, and he 
gave an opinion that the transfer would 
not be legal. Not satisfied with the opin­
ion of the counsel for the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Department of Defense 
referred the matter to the Attorney Gen­
eral, and the AttorJ:!eY General stated 
that in his opinion restricted data per­
taining to nuclear submarine propulsion 
could be communicated to the United 
Kingdom under the authority of section 
1444(a) of the Atomic Energy Act. The 
Attorney General recommended however, 
as was brought out repeatedly during 
the hearings, that "the matter should 
be discussed with the Joint Committee 
before the agreements· are entered into." 

On January 27 the Attorney General's 
letter was circulated for the informa­
tion of the Commission. 

On February 2, 1956, the Attorney 
·General's opinion was discussed at a 
Commission meeting attended by the 
Chairman, Mr. Strauss. Senators will 
find in the record of hearings a letter 
dated May 11, 1959, addressed to the 
junior Senator from New Mexico by the 
present Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, Mr. McCone, published at 
page 1029 of the printed hearings with 
regard to the nomination of Mr. 
Strauss. 

By letter of February 14, 1956, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense advised the 
AEC that he believed .it was desirable 
for the Department of Defense and the 
AEC to make a joint presentation to the 
Joint Committee, but this was not done 
at that time. That comes from the tes­
timony of Mr. Strauss himself, pages 
689 and following of the record of 
hearings. · 

During February, March, April, and 
May 1956, the negotiations continued 
with the United Kingdom on this sub­
ject, but the Joint Committee was _nqt 
informed until June 8, 1956. By this 
date all the essential terms. and condi-

tions had already been decided by rep­
resentatives of the United Kingdom and 
the United States, and the agreement 
had in fact been submitted to the Pres­
ident.1 At a hearing on June 8, 1956, the 
negotiations and the terms of the pro­
posed agreement were explained to the 
Joint Committee for the first time. 
Similarly the Committee was inform~d 
of the Attorney General's letter for the 
first time, and a copy was requested. On 
June 13, 1956, the President approved 
the proposed agreement, and it was 
executed by representatives of the 
United States and the United Kingdom 
on the same day. On June 15, 1956, a 
copy was forwarded to the Joint Com­
mittee for the 30-day waiting period re­
quired by subsection 123(c) of the act.2 

LEGAL ANALYSIS 

Section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954 provides, in part, as follows: 

The Commission shall keep the joint com­
mittee fully and currently informed with 
respect to all of the Commission's activities. 
The Department of Defense shall keep the 
joint committee fully and currently in­
formed with respect . te> all matters within 
the Department of Defense relating to the 
development, utilization, or application of 
atomic energy .a 

Section 144 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954 is the applicable section author­
izing communication of restricted data 
to foreign nations under certain condi­
tions. In 1956, section 144 contained 
only two subsections (a) and (b). The 
Attorney General's opinion of January 
26, 1956, indicated that, in his opinion, 
communication of the information 
might be made under subsectiop. (a) of 
section 144. Section 144(a) commences 
as follows: 

The President may ·authorize the Com­
mission to cooperate with another nation 
and to communicate to that nation restrict- _ 
ed data on * * • 4 · · 

Subsection (b) of section 144 com­
mences as follows: 

The President may authorize the Depart­
ment of Defense, with the assistance of the 
Commission, to cooperate with another na­
tion • • • and to communicate • • • re­
stricted data • • • 5 

If the communication with the United 
Kingdom had been contemplated under 
subsection 144(b), it might have been 
argued with some merit that the De-

· 1 See Chronology, hearings, note 1, supra, 
at page 706. 

2 See Chronology, hearings, note 1, supra, 
at pages 706-707. 

· a Public Law 83-703. See Joint 'Committee 
print -"Atomic Energy Legislation Through· 
85th Congress, 2d session," at pp. 67-68. 
. 'See Joint Committee print, note 7, supra, 

at page 38. As indicated by footnote 38 on 
page 38, the word "civilian" was inserted by 
amendment in 1958 before the words "re­
actor development" in clause (2) of subsec­
tion 144(a), to prevent any further data on 
military reactors being communicated 
thenceforth under authority of subsection 
144(a). A new subsection 144(c) was added 
for this purpose, subject to the more strin­
gent requirements of new subsection 123(d) 
including possible disapproval by Congress by 
a concurrent resolution. 

5 See Joint Committee print, note 7, supra, 
at page 39. Subsection (b) was ·amended in 
1958, but the subsection as it read in · 1956 
is reprinted in footnote 39 an page 39. 

partment of Defense had primary re­
sponsibility under the agreement, and 

. thus the responsibility for keeping the 
Joint Committee informed of the nego­
tiations. However, since the agreement 
was contemplated under subsection 144 
(a), it is clear that the AEC had primary 
responsibility, and the responsibility for 
keeping the Joint Committee fully and 
currently informed. 

It might be argued that the State De­
partment had the responsibility to in­
form the Joint Committee of the nego­
tiations. However, the State Depart­
ment is required to inform the Joint 
Committee only upon request, and does 
not have the same affirmative require­
ment as the AEC does under section 202. 
Moreover, the State Department was, in 
effect, only the diplomatic agent of the 
Commission during these negotiations, 
and the actual restricted data· would 
originate from the AEC, not tl:le Depart­
ment of State. Subsection (a) provides 
that the cooperation and communica­
tion will be done by the Commission. It 
is understood that this would be carried 
out through normal diplomatic chan­
nels provided by the Department of 
State, but the Department would not be 
primarily responsible. 

It might be argued that the Commis­
sion's responsibility under subsection 
144(a) commenced only after the agree­
ment was in effect and communication 
commenced. This argument would be 
clearly fallacious, in my opinion, be­
cause the Commission was required to 
evaluate the merit and the legality of the 
cooperation at the very beginning of the 
negotiations, and it · was at this point 
that the Joint Committee should have 
been informed. 

The legislative history of section 202 
indicates clearly that Congress intended 
that the Joint Committee should receive 
full information from the Commission 
on atomic energy matters in order to be 
able to report and make recommenda­
tions to the Congress.6 Moreover, under _ 
section 202 it was intended that the 
Commission should inform the commit­
tee "while matters are pending, rather 
than after action has been taken." 1 

The obligations of the Commission un­
der section 202 become particularly im­
portant in cases where restricted data is 
involved and the Congress as a whole 
would not be informed. Moreover, under 
the 30-day waiting period of subsection 
123 <c) , Congress had entrusted special 
responsibilities to the_ Joint Committee 
in the important field of international 
agreements for cooperation, and the 
Joint Committee must be informed to 
carry out these important responsibili-
ties. · · 
· Finally, in view of the specific warning . 

in the Attorney General's letter of Janu- · 
ary 26, 1956, to consult with the com­
mittee, and the reported willingness of 
the Defense Department by letter of Feb­
ruary 16, 1956, to make a joint presenta­
tion to the Joint Committ-ee, it seems 

· • Some of the legislative history was sum­
marized by Senator ANDERSON during the 
hearings, note 1, supra, at pp. 509-510. 

1 Senate Report No. 1699, 83d Congress, 2d 
session. See hearings, note 1, supra, at 
p. 510. -
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clear that the Atomic Energy Commission hearings on his nomination, paragraphs 
failed completely during the months of 4, 6, 8, and 10: 
February, March, April, and May of 1956 Secretary STRAuss. Senator, I submit that 
to meet its obligations under section 202 this record is not an accurate record and 
of the Atomic Energy Act to inform the the members of the committee, the 15 mem­
committee of this important matter. bers of the committee, stated that it had 

Based upon a review of the facts and been molded. This [indicating]--
an analysis of the law as summarized, And I recall Secretary Strauss point-
the two questions which have been asked ing to the very paragraph-
can and should be answered, in my is not what I said. I did not ask to have 
opinion, as follows: the letter prepared. I did not know what 

First. The Atomic Energy Commission the letter contained. I did assume responsi­
did not comply with section 202 of the bility for it. 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 when it failed The CHAIRMAN. Are you saying this record 
to keep the Joint Committee informed is not correct? 
from January to June 1956, of the nego- Secretary STRAuss. I say that I did not say 
tiations to communicate to the United :'a~~!/ am here [indicating] quoted as 
Kingdom nuclear submarine informa- The CHAIRMAN. The portion I read to _you is 
tion. Because of the sensitive nature of not correct? 
the information, the substantial question Secretary STRAuss. No, I don't deny that 
as to the legality of the cooperation, the what you read is correct as printed but not 
known possible opposition of the Joint correct as attributed. 
committee, the suggestion of the At- The CHAIRMAN. In other words you say 
torney General, and the special responsi- you did not say what it says you said here? 
b ilities of the Joint Committee to the Secretary STRAuss. No, and you can bring 

down Dr. Libby and Mr. Mitchell and ask 
Congress under sections 123 (c) and 202 them whether I ordered the letter prepared. 
of the act, a situation was presented They will testify I did not, I could not have. 
where the Commission clearly was re-
quired to inform the Joint Committee by Mr. President, this is the sort of thing 
February 1, 1956, at the very latest. which, in my opinion, got the Acting Sec-

By way of contrast, the Commission is retary of Commerce into trouble with 
keeping the Joint Committee fully in- the committee. The actual fact is that 
formed of all developments in the ex- Representative CANNON made it very 
change with the United Kingdom of clear that Secretary Strauss did say what 
atomic weapons information under Pub- the record showed him to say. The Sen­
lie Law 85-479 enacted by Congress in ator from California [Mr. ENGLE] pre-
1958. sented copies of the reports and a copy 

Second. Since the negotiations from of the printed hearings, and asked about 
these things. 

January to June of 1956 were proceeding The chairman of the committee, the 
under an agreement contemplated under Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG­
subsection 144(a) of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, the responsibility for inform- NUSON] • raised the direct question 

whether Admiral Strauss had been mis­
ing the Joint Committee rested upon the quoted. The admiral said the statement 
AEC, not the Department of Defense. in the record was not a correct record. 

Mr. President, on June 9, after the 
able Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Me- Yet the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 

G EE] had discussed the nomination of BUTLER] keeps saying that Admiral 
Strauss said he made the statement 

Admiral Strauss to be Secretary of Com- which was attributed to him; that he did 
merce, the Senator from Maryland [Mr. not claim it was doctOred in any way. 
BuTLER] stated-and this appears in the But Admiral Strauss, before the com­
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on page 10282, mittee, claimed the statement was doc­
column 1: tored. What made him change his tune? 

Mr. BUTLER. I know that the Senator re- Or why is the tune changed? It is be­
members the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. cause the chairman of the House Com­
McGEE] holding the transcript in his hand mittee on Appropriations was able to 
and saying that he had the exact transcript locate the official reporter who took 
in this Chamber to prove that it had not 
been altered. If the senator will refer to down the language, and bring him to 
page 978 of the record, he will see that the Washington. He had him find his orig­
nominee himself said: inal notes and retranscribe them. Those 

"Secretary STRAuss. No; I don't deny that notes showed that Admiral Strauss said 
what you read is correct as printed but not exactly what the report quoted him as 
correct as attributed." saying. There was nothing molded in 

What the Secretary was saying in that his answer. His answer was not changed 
answer, and what he said before our in any way at any time. 
committee, was, in effect, "I made the state- The only thing which happened was 
ment that was attributed to me. I do not that when the hearing was finished, 
claim that it was doctored in any way. I 
do not claim that that statement was there was a strong report, and some 
molded in any way, but it attributed a members of the committee were of­
meaning to me that I did not intend to fended by it. 
convey." But when the printed hearing text was 

Then, to my complete satisfaction, he ex- submitted to the Atomic Energy Com-
plained what he meant. mission for correction, corrections were 

Mr. President, the fact is that the 
nominee made no such statement, and 
the Senator from Maryland did not say 
he did, except that he thought this was 
what Mr. Strauss meant to say. Mr. 
Strauss' statements are as foliows, as 
they appear on page ·973 of the pi·_inted 

made in this particular section, but.there 
was not a single correction of the words 
in question. 

I simply suggest. to Senators that if 
the reporter was able to identify the 
language of Admiral Strauss-and all of 
us have had much experience with offi­
cial reporters-and if Admin~.! Strauss 

identified it and knew he had been 
quoted incorrectly in the the hearings; 
and if the transcript was then sub­
mitted to the Atomic Energy Commis­
sion and was corrected, and if the Chair­
man himself had the opportunity to ex­
amine it, and if he was incensed over 
the whole situation, but did not change 
this original paragraph, the probabilities 
are that he said what the record said he 
said. 

Yet when he testified in the hearings, 
as shown on page 978, he said: 

This is not what I said. I did not a,sk to 
have the letter prepared. I did not know 
what the letter contained. 

He was asked by the chairman, the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU­
soN]: 

Are you saying this record is not correct? 

Secretary Strauss replied: 
I say that I did not say what I am here-

And he put his finger down on the 
paragraph which the Senator from Cali­
fornia [Mr. ENGLE] had pointed out 
originally-

! say that I did not say what I am here 
quoted as saying. 

I only suggest that that is one of the 
things which got the Secretary into a 
great deal of trouble with members of 
the committee. It would have been just 
as easy to have told the actual facts, 
and in my opinion it would have done 
considerably more good to have told 
the actual facts. But the matter rested 
otherwise. 

Mr. President, a day or two ago there 
was a broadcast by a very able and ami­
able and, I think fine commentator 
named Ned Brooks, which was made on 
the "Three-Star Extra." A number of 
persons telephoned me, and wanted to 
know whether what Mr. Brooks had said 
was correct. Frankly, at that time I was 
rather busy, and I did not hear the 
broadcast. So I asked Mr. Brooks to 
supply me with the text of the broad­
cast-which he very graciously did. 

In the course of the text-which I 
shall now quote-he referred to United 
Mine Workers President John L. Lewis 
and the Strauss nomination and said: 

We learn that Lewis decided to enter the 
fight after an unpublicized conference with 
Strauss about 10 days ago at the union's 
headquarters here in Washington . . Lewis 
came away from the conference convinced 
that Strauss' policies would be beneficial 
both to the coal industry and the union. 

Several Senators confirmed that the Mine 
Workers have become active in the Senate's 
biggest battle of the year. West Virginia 
Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH told US he has 
discussed the Strauss case with union rep­
resentatives and coal operators, who also 
favor confirmation. .. •. 

Associates of John L. Lewis explained that 
Strauss sees eye-to-eye with the union on 
two policies of vital concern to the miners. 
He has supported the move to reduce im­
ports of so-called residual oil which has be­
come a strong competitor of coal in the fuel 
markets. 

Mr. President, I hope the advocates 
of Admiral Strauss are playing both 
sides of the street, and not only one 
of them, because the fact remains that 
the ques_tion of resiqual oil was a rather 
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hot que:::tion in some of the New England 
States. 

There are those of us who are very 
anxious to help on the question of the 

. oil situation in the country; and a group 
of Senators-and a very fine group it is­
made some representations to the Presi­
dent, and addressed the following letter 
to him: 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

MARCH 5, 1959. 

MR. PRESIDENT: We, the undersigned Sena­
to~s of the New England delegation, wish to 
brmg to your attention our very serious 
concern over the proposal which has been 
made to you to restrict crude oil and residual 
fuel oil imports. 

The Northeastern United States is heavily 
dependent upon imported fuel oil and its 
availability has serious economic implica­
tions for New England. The voluntary 
quotas which have been established for 
crude oil imports have necessarily restricted 
the growth of oil-using industry in New 
England. Not only do such quotas impede 
industrial growth but they add very heavily 
to the burdens of homeowners who use fuel 
oil for heating. 

We understand that a much more drastic 
plan than the voluntary quotas now in effect 
has been presented to you; it would apply 
mandatory restrictions on the import of 
crude oil and its principal derivatives, the 
latter phrase including oil for home con­
sumption as well as residual fuel used prin­
cipally for industry, apartment heating, and 
especially the electrical industry. Such re­
strictions would adversely affect New Eng­
land's industrial growth, its competitive eco­
nomic position and the welfare of its citi­
zens. 

The cost of living is relatively high in New 
England. We concur fully in your efforts to 
stabilize the cost of living and to prevent 
further inflationary aggravations. Manda­
tory restrictions would hamper full and free 
competition in the sale and distribution of 
fuel oils in New England and thus add to 
the living costs of our citizens. 

We understand that the State Department 
is gravely concerned over the reaction such a 
step would have on our relations with Vene­
zuela and other oil producing countries. 

May. we particularly emphasize this point: 
New England is located so far from produc­
ing areas in this country that its sources of 
oil are restricted by competition to the gulf 
coast and foreign sources. This is a differ­
ent situation from the remainder of the 
country, so much of which is located equi­
distant from three or more sources. 

At minimum we urge that residual fuel 
be left out of the definition of principal 
derivatives. It is a byproduct of refining, 
used by our electrical industry. Many in­
dustries and buildings are wholly dependent 
upon it for heat, power, and some cases raw 
materials. In addition we urge that the im­
port quotas, which are to be distributed on 
the basis of refinery runs, be so allocated that 
the Northeastern part of the country is 
either granted the largest quota or exempted 
from the restriction entirely. 

Respectfully, 
STYLES BRIDGES, U.S. Senator, THEO• 

DORE FRANCIS GREEN, U.S. Senator; 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, U.S. Senator; 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, U.S. Senator; 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, U.S. Sena­
tor; JOHN 0. PASTORE, U.S. Senator; 
PRESCOTT BUSH, U.S. Senator; JOHN 
F. KENNEDY, U.S. Senator; NORRIS 
COTTON, U.S. Senator; EDMUND S. 
MusKIE, U.S. Senator; WINSTON L. 
PROUTY, U.S. Senator; THOMAS J. 
DODD, U.S. Senator. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that an article published in the 

Providence Journal of April 16 1959 
be printed at this point in, the RE~ORD. ' 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: . 
NEW ENGLAND SENATORS PRESS FIGHT ON OIL 

QUOTAS 
(By Edward J. Milne) 

WASHINGTON.-New England Senators re­
newed yesterday their assault on President 
Eisenhower's mandatory quotas on oil im­
ports. 

Senator NORRIS COTTON, Republican of New 
Hampshire, filed a bill to rescind the March 
10 order and forbid the President to issue 
future orders like it without the consent of 
Congress. 

Senators JOHN 0. PASTORE and THEODORE 
FRANCIS GREEN were among the cosponsors, 
but Senator PASTORE said frankly he had "no 
illusions that this bill will ever be enacted." 
The Senat~ Finance Committee, its likely , 
manager, Will probably bury it deep. 

Senator PASTORE said that, while presenta­
tion of the bill may emphasize objections he 
and others have raised on the Senate floor, 
his main hope still is that the President him­
self will take remedial steps by exempting 
Western Hemisphere countries from the pro­
visions of his order. 

Long before the Easter recess a chorus 
of complaint in the Senate greeted the March 
10 order. Filling his bill yesterday, Senator 
COTTON said: 

"Some of our worst fears were confirmed 
recently during the Easter recess of the Con­
gress when the specific quotas on residual 
oil imports were announced. The quota was 
set at 347,311 barrels a day for the next 3 
months. This is a cutback of more than 27 
percent when compared to average daily im­
ports of 476,000 barrels in 1957 and 1958. 

"A reduction of this magnitude will al­
most inevitably have the most serious results 
especially for New England and the east 
coast, ·which uses 50 percent of the residual 
oil consumed in the Nation." 

At the time the President announced his 
restrictions, Capt. Matthew V. Carson, ad­
ministrator of the quota program, said it 
would have very little effect on residual fuel 
oil imports, which are largely used by in­
dustry and other big consumers. He said 
imports should run about 480,000 barrels a 
day, or only 6,000 to 8,000 less than they had 
been running. 

Sen a tor CoTTON had less hope than Sena­
tor PASTORE of Presidential relief. 

"New England Senators and others have 
vainly implored the President to reconsider 
and revoke his order," he said. "The only 
means of protest now left open to us is the 
outright step of proposing that Congress 
rescind the proclamation. I believe the facts 
fully warrant the use of this remedy, the last 
at our disposal." 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD an article 
from the Washington Post. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 
AIKEN LEADS ASSAULT ON IKE'S OIL CONTROLS 

SEES INFLATION DANGER-THREE DEMOCRAT~ 
BACK SEN A TOR'S CRITICISM OF IMPORT 
QUOTAS 

(By Carroll Kilpatrick) 
An attack on President Eisenhower's or­

der imposing oil import quotas broke out 
in the Senate yesterday with Senators claim­
ing that it would lead to more inflation. 

A Republican, Senator GEORGE D. AIKEN, of 
Vermont, led the attack. He urged the 
President to "countermand the dangerous 
order • • • before irrevocable damage shall 
have been done to our economic and politi­
cal system." 

AIKEN told the Senate that you cannot 
,control inflation and promote it at the same 
time. He said further increases in fuel oil 
prices and the cost of living are bound 
to come from the President's order. 

Three Democrats-Senators WAYNE MoRSE, 
Of Oregon; SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, of Florida; 
and JoHN 0. PASTORE, Of Rhode Island­
applauded AIKEN's speech. Senate Republi­
can _Leader EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, of Illinois, 
replled that the President had not made a 
summary judgment but had gone into 
every a~pect of the matter very thoroughly 
before Issuing the order designed to reduce 
oil imports. 

BACKED BY TEXANS 
The President's order had the support of 

many independent oil producers and the po­
litical support of the powerful Texas Demo­
cratic team of· Speaker of the House SAM 
RAYBURN and Senate Majority Leader JOHN· 
soN if prices rise and the President acts as he 
suggested he might. 

HoLLAND called the order, which he said 
~ould s_eriously damage Florida industry, 

Ill considered, _ill advised, and selfish in the 
extreme." 

He complained that he had made three un­
successful attempts to see Leo A. Hoegh, Di­
rector of the Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization, before the order was issued last 
week. 

PASTORE took the floor after AIKEN con­
cluded. He said their speeches had not been 
coordinated, but he was glad to repeat much 
of what the Vermonter had Paid. 

"The order is nothing less than tragic for 
our New England area," PASTORE said. 

When DIRKSEN said that a precedent was 
set for oil quotas when lead and zinc quotas 
were imposed last year, PASTORE said "three 
sacred cows"-mineral, oil, and agricultural 
producers-benefit from current import re­
strictions. 

"Who represented the consumers of Amer­
ica when this order was drawn?" the Rhode 
Island Senator asked. 

AIKEN said the new restrictions are: 
Discriminatory to a populous region of the 

United States which has no natural fuels. 
A major contribution to inflation. 
Conducive to unemployment. 
Harmful to this country's relations with 

other oil-producing nations. 
Certain to place American industry at a 

further competitive disadvantage in the 
world markets. 

Weakening our national security because 
they will tend to exhaust the American oil 
supply at a faster rate. 

Destined to contribute to the growing 
domination of Government bureaucracy over 
industry and people. 

"You cannot stop with controls over one 
factor of our industrial and domestic econ­
omy alone," AIKEN said. "We may be headed 
straight for a system of price and wage con-
trols for everyone." · 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, ap­
parently it was all right to let those 
Senators protest and send their letter 
to the White House. But when it comes 
to making an effort to garner a few ex­
tra votes for Strauss, there is a story 
that, somehow or other, Admiral Strauss, 
in his position as Secretary of Com­
merce, will be strong enough to accom­
plish what a great many of us have 
never been able to accomplish-namely, 
to bring the oil picture into some sort 
of balance. 

I am surprised that such an effort is 
made before the vote on this important 
issue is taken; but I only say that the 
New England Senators may find them­
selves in a strange situation, as a result 
of that poll. 
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on page 678 of the nomination hear­

ings, Mr. Strauss provided a rebuttal to 
my charge that he withheld from the 
Joint Committee and his fellow com­
missioners information concerning the . 
proposed Philadelphia Electric-General 
Dynamics project. This private project 
was intended to supplant the project, 
sponsored by the Joint Committee and 
the Atomic Energy Commission, for AEC 
construction of a prototype, known as 
the Kaiser-ACF project. 

Mr. Strauss' statement is a good ex­
ample of the half-truths and misleading 
information he supplied the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, and reflects the pattern of 
his conduct with the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

At this point, I should like to insert 
a part of the colloquy, beginning on 
page 678 and ending on page 679: 

Mr. STRAuss. Yesterday there was a ques­
tion of me concerning a paragraph in Sen­
ator ANDERSON's prepared statement at the 
bottom of page 20 of that statement, in 
which he said: 

"In June of 1958, Mr. Strauss in his fare­
well appearance before the Joint Committee 
casually gave the committee its first notice 
of the proposed Philadelphia Electric-Gen­
eral Dynamics gas-cooled reactor project, 
which had been developed to supplant the 
Kaiser-ACF project authorized by the Joint 
Committee and the Congress." 

I was not very responsive to Senator 
MoNRONEY's questions because I didn't re­
member anything about this. 

At the hearing yesterday I had no recol­
lection of this meeting, but I have been able 
to obtain some facts overnight. I did at­
tend a meeting of the Joint Committee. It 
was on June 24, 1958, 6 days before the expira­
tion of my term of office, and it was my last 
meeting with the committee. I tried-it was 
an emotional occasion for me-l tried to give 
them a general accounting of my steward­
ship. During the meeting, and in the course 
of a discussion about. gas-cooled reactors, 
Congressman HoLIFIELD commented that in­
dustry had shown little interest in this type 
of reactor. The meeting was in executive 
session, and Senator ANDERSON, I would like 
to ask you-: consent as chairman of the Joint 
Committee that I may quote my response 
to Mr. HoLIFIELD. 

Senator ANDERSON. Surely; if you allow 
me to take the rest of it, you may take that 
out. 

Mr. STRAUSS. My response to Mr. HOL~­
FIELD'S inquiry as to why-as to his comment 
that industry had shown little interest in 
this type of reactor is as follows: 

"Mr. HOLIFIELD, industry has shown some 
interest. I believe the committee is aware of 
the fact that Mr. Pace's firm, General 
Dynamics, has approached one or two utility 
companies with a proposal to join with them 
in the construction of such a plant. I have 
not seen the proposals, but I know of their 
existence." 

I find no mention in the rest of the testi­
mony of Philadelphia Electric, and I am in­
formed that there was no such proposal at 
that time. Indeed, the record shows that on 
September 22, 1958, nearly 3 months after I 
left the Commission, an invitation was issued 
by the Commission for cooperative agreement 
and construction of a gas-cooled reactor. 

The Philadelphia Electric-General Dynam­
Ics proposal, however, was not submitted to 
the Commission until November 21, 1958, and 
I had ceased to be a member of the Com­
mission nearly 5 months earlier. 

I am unable .to see how the reference made 
to it on June 24, 1958, could have been other 
than casual under the circumstances of my 
response to Congressman HOLIFIELD, since 

there was no such proposal, and I do not 
even know that there had been at that time­
and I am inclined to think there had not 
been-any approach by General Dynamics to 
Philadelphia Electric. 

I sincerely hope that this will lay at rest 
at least one of the allegations which has been 
leveled against me; and as I said, Senator 
MONRONEY, I hope that you Will find that it 
answers your question of yesterday. 

The example I wish to go into is Mr. 
Strauss' statement concerning the na­
ture of the Joint Committee meeting and 
his appearance before it. He stated that 
he had obtained some facts on this meet­
ing, and continued: 

It was on June 24, 1958, 6 days before the 
expiration of my term of office, and it was 
my last meeting with the committee. I 
tried-it was an emotional occasion for me­
l tried to give them a general account of my 
stewardship. 

Mr. President, let us see what the whole 
facts concerning this June 24 meeting 
were. 

In the first place, that meeting was 
called by Chairman DURHAM to receive 
AEC comments on revisions proposed by 
the Joint Committee to the AEC author­
ization bill. Let me quote in full, Mr. 
DURHAM's opening statement: 

Chairman DuRHAM. The committee will be 
in order. 

This afternoon the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy is meeting in executive ses­
sion in order to receive testimony from the 
AEC Commissioners and staff concerning 
proposed revisions to H.R. 12459 and S. 3788, 
the AEC authorization bills for fiscal year 
1959. 

Last week the Subcommittee on Legisla­
tion met and recommended to report the 
bill to the full committee with certain addi­
tions and modifications to the bill. Mr. 
HoLIFIELD, the chairman of the subcommit­
tee, instructed the staff to meet with the 
AEC staff as soon as possible and to receive 
comments from the AEC staff concerning the 
proposed revisions to the bill. 

Accordingly, the staff had printed by the 
Government Printing Office a committee 
print which is dated June 20, 1958, and which 
incorporates the changes approved by the 
Subcommittee on Legislation. Fifteen copies 
of this committee print were forwarded to 
the Commission on Friday morning, June 20, 
as soon as they were received by the com­
mittee from the Government Printing Office. 

Accordingly, on Saturday, June 21, 1958, 
the Joint Committee staff met with AEC 
General Manager Fields and members of 
the AEC staff and discuEsed the proposed 
revisions to the bill. In accordance with the . 
instructions of Mr. HoLIFIELD, the Joint Com­
mittee staff then had reprinted the commit­
tee print, entitled "Committee Print No. 2," 
dated June 24, 1958, which reflected some of 
the recommendations made by the AEC staff 
and certain other changes as a result of the 
committee staff and members. 

This morning the full committee met and 
reported out H.R. 12457 (S. 3786), a bill to 
increase funds for project Sherwood plant 
and the particle accelerator program; but 
before proceeding further with H.R. 12459 
and the proposed revisions thereto, the com­
mittee felt it would be advisable to hear 
direct from the Commission concerning the 
proposed revisions. 

Therefore, in accordance with my instruc­
tions, Mr. Ramey, the executive director, tele­
phoned Commissioner Vance and invited him 
and the other Commissioners and appropri­
ate staff to be with us this afternoon. 

We are glad to note that Chairman Strauss 
could attend the meeting as well as Genera( 
Fields. This will undou.btedly be your last 
appearance before the committee in your 

current capacity. I should like to take this 
opportunity to repeat on behalf of the com­
mittee that we wish you the best of luck and 
good wishes in your new endeavors. 

I do not know who wil.l present the Com­
mission's comments. Since Mr. HoLIFIELD • 
here did discuss these with Commissioner 
Vance and, I believe, Commissioner Graham, 
I would like to know what points are in 
disagreement. 

So we see that the meeting was not 
scheduled for Mr. Strauss to give a gen­
eral accounting of his stewardship. As 
I recall, Mr. Strauss had had little con­
tact with the committee during June, 
and we were surprised that he came to 
that meeting. You will note, Mr. Presi­
G.ent, that Mr. DuRHAM, as a fine gentle­
man, did speak a kind word concerning 
Mr. Strauss, but it was clear that that 
was not intended to be the place for com­
mendatory speeches. 

Followin~ Mr. DuRHAM's opening re­
marks, Mr. Strauss immediately re­
sponded, and plunged into a discussion 
concerning the authorization bills, as 
follows: 

Mr. STRAuss. First, let me thank you for 
your kind expression, Mr. Chairman. I have 
enjoyed my association with you and mem-· 
bers of your committee. · 

The Commission has not had an opportu­
nity to consider these revisions as a Commis- · 
sian. You state that they have been in our 
hands since Friday, but the Commission has 
not had a meeting since that time and, as a 
matter of fact, I was away and Mr. Floberg 
was abroad and has just returned, appar­
ently, within the hour. He has been in Italy 
looking at our exhibit there. 

We can, therefore, Mr. Chairman, only 
comment on this revised bill as individuals. 
That we will be glad to do to the extent 
t!•at we can, but we cannot give you a 
considered Commission judgment at this 
meeting. 

Chairman DuRHAM commented some­
what testily in the immediately follow­
ing exchange: 

Chairman DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, of 
course you realize we have been working on 
this bill about 2 months and have put a lot 
of effort and time into it, and time is grow- . 
ing very short here. 

Mr. STRAUSS. That is true, sir. The 
changes, however, only came to the atten­
tion of most of us on yesterday morning. 
Certainly I had not seen them until yester­
day. 

So, Mr. President, you can see that, 
once more, Mr. Strauss was beginning 
to hassle with the Joint Committee. 
Chairman DURHAM and Mr. HOLIFIELD 
attempted to get the history of the Joint 
Committee's consideration of the bill and · 
its cooperation with the AEC, with which 
Mr. Strauss seemed to be unaware, in 
the following exchange: 

Representative HoLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman DURHAM. Since Mr. HOLIFIELD 

did discuss these points, I yield to him. 
Representative HoLIFIELD. As chairman of 

the subcommittee, I think maybe I owe a 
little word of explanation. 

We met last week and the subcommittee 
passed out unanimously the committee 
print under date of June 20, and I was in­
structed to bring it to the attention of the 
full committee. 

Following our previous custom, working 
together with the staff of the Commission, 
I instructed Mr. Ramey to check the bill as 
reported out by the · subcommittee with the 
Commission staff for any kind of technical 
chcnges. 
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Now several technical changes were ·sug­

gested by the staff of the Commission in 
the nature of language in different places 
which I think are good and should be ac­
cepted. 

There were some substantive changes sug­
gested, and on those substantive changes, · 
because this meeting had already been set 
for this morning and it was impossible over · 
the weekend to get the full committee to­
gether, or even a working quorum of the 
committee, I told Mr. Ramey to have printed 
a Committee Print No. 2 which I intended 
to bring before the committee this morning 
for discussion, not as reported out by the 
subcommittee but for discussion. 

In the meantime, in addition to the dis­
cussions which Mr. Ramey had with Mr. 
Fields and his staff, Mr. VAN :?:ANDT and I 
also had some discussions with Mr. Vance 
and Mr. Graham, and they brought certain 
things to our attention which they thought 
should be changed in the bill, and I also 
had those things incorporated in Committee 
Print No. 2, again for discussion only. 

I had not anticipated having the Commis­
sion before us on this, but the action taken 
by the full committee this morning brings 
the Commission before us. 

I think the way to proceed would be to 
ask the members of the Commission if they 
wish to comment upon two or three points 
which were matters of conference between 
the mutual staffs and also between Mr. VAN 
ZANDT and me and Mr. Vance and Mr. 
Graham. 

I will bring up the first item-

And so we started out talking about 
a particle accelerator proposal and Te­
search reactor proposal. Mr. Strauss 
jumped in, to point out that the AEC had 
never recommended them to the Budget 
Bw·eau, although they had been recom­
mended by the AEC Research Division: 

Mr. STRAuss. I think the record should 
show these two items were never even pro­
posed by the Commission to the Bureau of 
the Budget. In other words, these were 
screened in the course of the formal screen­
ing the Commission gives to the projects 
that come up from its division , directors. 
We have never asked for this money. 

Then we came to the JoiJ+t Committee­
AEC sponsored project for an AEC built 
gas-cooled reactor prototype, the con­
struction of which is now being started. 
It was here that Mr. Strauss let the cat 
out of the bag on the General Dynamics 
project. Many of us on the Joint Com­
mittee had wondered why Mr. Strauss 
bad permitted the AEC to go along with 
a proposed Government-built reactor. 
And now we knew, for the AEC had pro­
posed a time period to get . alternative 
proposals from private industry. Now 
we knew who had been picked to carry 
the ball to supplant the Government­
built reactor prototype. Quotations on 
this discussion are already in the hear­
ings, and I will have more to say on it at 
a later date. 

Suffice it to say that Mr. Strauss in his 
rebuttal made much of the fact that I 
called the project the Philadelphia Elec­
tric-General Dynamics project, as it is 
now known. At that time it was known 
as the General Dynamics-California Edi­
son projec_t. At page 27 of the Joint 
Committee hearing on June 24, 1958, I 
inquired as follows: 

Senator ANDERSON. Could we find out who 
the companies aTe outside of General Dy­
namics and California Edison? 

Mr. STRAUSS. I was told, Senator, and since 
I am not certain as to the name, I would · 

CV--663 

rather not introduce them into the record; Then the committee considered the 
but I do not think it is a secret. I think 1: Puerto Rico reactor and the MURA ac­
ccmld find out and supply them. celerator project. And that was all. 

Then we proceeded to other matters.) No farewell statements. No speeches. 
I ask unanimous consent that the next I repeat Mr. Strauss' statement before 

item be printed in the RECORD at this the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
point. Foreign Commerce on May 7, 1959 con-

There being no objection, the excerpt cerning our meeting on June 24, 1958: 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, It was my last meeting with the Joint 
as follows: Committee. I tried-it was an emotional 

Mr. STRAuss. You have asked for all of our 
views, Mr. HoLIFIELD. Mine would have to be 
expressed in this way, sir: that I believe 
when the budget was submitted, when our 
request for authorization was submitted to 
your committee that it was adequate, that it 
fitted not only the atomic energy program 
but took its proper place in the overall pro­
gram which the Government will have to 
finance. And for that reason my own view, 
if the Commission were meeting on this, 
would be to oppose any increase in the 
budget for any of these items and to request 
the restoration of the two items in which 
cuts were made. 

This would mean that I would also oppose 
project 59-a-5, which is item 5 on . page 2. 
That is the largest item, .the production 
reactor for special nuclear materials, of $145 
million. 

Senator ANDERSON. Which one? 
Mr. STRAuss. 59-a-5 on page 2. And my 

reason for doing so is one with which your 
committee is well familiar; namely, that we 
have no military requirement at the present 
t ime for this material, although we have, as 
y{)u know, been in constant touch with the 
Department of Defense on this subject. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That statement re­
fers to our large plutonium reactor now 
being built at Hanford on the west 
coast. Mr. Strauss had just finished . 
saying what his reason was for oppos­
ing the reactor, in these words : 

With which your committee is well fa­
miliar; namely, that we have no military re­
quirement at the present time for this ma­
terial, although we have, as you know, been 
in constant touch with the Department of 
Defense on this .subject. 

At this point my colleague the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. JACKSON] jumped 
in to inquire as to whether AEC had not 
originally requested a production reac­
tor. Several pages were covered on this 
point. Finally Senator JAcKsoN stated 
as follows: 

I am :flabbergasted by this testimony. I 
must say that most of the committee mem­
bers are. 

This, we have been told, was a lovely, 
sweet, sentimental occasion. I repeat, 
the Senator fTom Washington [Mr. 
JACKSON] said: 

I am :flabbergasted by this testimony. I 
must say that most of the committee .mem­
bers are. 

Mr. DURHAM, after analyzing our needs 
for plutonium and the situation at Han­
ford stated: 

I am not willing to let the Bureau of the 
Budget run the defense of my country, anci 
I want that on the record. 

Mr. President, it was this convertible 
plutonium reactor which the Joint Com­
mittee recommended and Congress au­
thorized over Mr. Strauss' objections. 
Chairman McCone of AEC, after some 
study, has gone ahead with the construc­
tion of this reactor. 

occasion for me--r tried to give them a gen­
eral account of my stewardship. 

Where was the ''general account of my 
stewardship" by Mr. Strauss? There 
was none. 

But in a sense it was a general com­
mentary on his stewardship in AEC. For­
he was fighting Congress and the Joint 
Committee down to the bitter end. It 
may have been an "emotional occasion" 
for Mr. Strauss, but not of the type he 
implied. 

I picked up a news column the other 
day, headed, "The Lynching of Strauss." 
It is an interesting column, describing 
how the man was to be lynched, and it 
ended ~P with this paragraph, which I 
now read: 

Perhaps Senator ANDERSON, who is Admiral 
Strauss' particular opponent, can explain the 
motivation for this charge or perhaps he can 
explain why, with so many pages of vitupera­
tive testimony, there is nothing in the record 
which really upholds this charge. 

That was the charge that Admiral 
Strauss had sometimes been a little care­
less with the truth. 

So let me take up some of them. 
The first one on this statement appears 

on page 827 of the nomination hearings, . 
by Admiral Strauss. 

I have never asked for anything on Mr.­
Inglis in my life. 

The letter from John McCone, the 
Atomic Energy Commission Chairman, 
on pages 884 and 885 of the same hear­
ings, says Strauss did ask for informa­
tion on Inglis, and did it on April 20 of 
this year. 

Admiral Strauss then said he inquired 
about Inglis-and I refer to page 84"2 of 
the same hearings-after an article by . 
Drew Pearson was published on May 5. 
But the letter from Mr. McCone says 
Strauss inquired on April 20. 

These are two pieces of evidence that 
could help the writer of that article. 

As it appears on page 44 of the nom­
ination hearings, Admiral Strauss said. 
there was "absolutely no difference" be­
tween the State Department and the 
Commerce Department on the shipment 
of 30-inch pipe to Russia. 

The New York Times article, from 
which many of us got information, and 
which appears on page 1068 of the 
bearings, and the State Department 
memorandum, which appears on page 
1074 of the hearings, state otherwise. So 
also does Mr. Strauss' letter to the Sen­
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], 
which appears on page 1073 of the record 
of hearings. By the time he wrote that 
letter, Strauss had to admit the situa­
tion was di:fferent. 

Strauss said, on page 695 of the nom­
ination hearings, that he had not seen 
the Attorney General's letter on the ex­
change of secrets with respect to the 
Nautilus. 
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I come back once more and quote from 
page 1073 of the same hearings, the letter 
of Lewis Strauss under date of May 19 
to the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON]: 

While there was a difference of opinion on 
t his issue in the Operating Committee, the 
Department of State at the policymaking 
level did not feel that the reasons for the 
difference were sufficient to appeal the ma­
jorit y views of the Operating Committee to 
the Advisory Committee on Export Policy. 

Yet we have his statement on page 44 
of the hearings that there was absolutely 
no difference between the State Depart­
ment and the Commerce Department. 

I turn now to what the Department of 
State said. This memorandum is dated 
March 3, 1959. I ask unanimous con- · 
sent that the entire item which is from 
page 1074 of the Strauss nomination · 
hearings, appear in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

MARCH 3, 1959. 
To: Chairman, Operating Committee. 
From: Department of State member. 
Subject: Proposed export of line pipe to 

U.S.S.R. 
The Department, during the Operating 

Committee discussions with respect to the 
security rating for steel line pipe, considered 
that this item should not be included in the 
group of items subject to a presumption for 
denial when intended for a Soviet bloc coun­
try. The Department's position was based 
on the absence of any international control 
over this item, a situation which would 
enable the bloc to obtain the pipe without re­
striction from free world sources outside the 
United States, and which therefore would 
render United States unilateral control inef­
fective. (It may be noted that line pipe had 
previously been available to the Soviet bloc 
from free world sources on the basis of Inter­
national List II (quantitative limitation) .. ) 

The Department, therefore, consistent with 
this position on listing, originally reserved 
its position and subsequently objected to the 
recommendation of the Chairman of the 
Operating Committee to deny an application 
to export line · pipe to the U.S .S.R. The 
grounds for the Department's objection are, 
first, that denial will not be effective in pre­
venting the Soviet Union from continuing 
its pipeline projects since the available evi­
dence indicates that other producing coun­
tries have no legal basis to embargo line pipe 
and therefore will not hesitate to supply 
Soviet import needs for this item; and sec­
ond, that in those instances in which U.S. 
unilateral controls would not be effective, it 
would be inadvisable on balance to take uni­
lateral actions more restrictive than those 
taken by other COCOM cooperating coun­
tries, either individually or multilaterally. 

In the case in question, information which 
has become available since the review of 
U.S. export controls strengthens the Depart­
ment's belief that the United States cannot 
exercise an effective unilateral control over 
this item, and that denial of export licenses 
for the pipe in question will not have a sig­
nificant adverse effect on Soviet bloc war 
potential. As the Department has pre­
viously stated to Secretary Weeks it does not 
perceive any advantage to be gained from 
maintaining under a presumption of denial 
items which cannot be effectively unilaterally 
controlled by the United States. 

While the foregoing views represent the 
Department's considered opinion, it is not 
proposed to appeal to the Advisory Commit­
tee on Export Policy the recommendation of 
the Chairman of the Operating Committee. 
This memorandum is submitted in order that 

the Department's views may be a matter of 
record with the Operating Committee. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This is the sig­
nificant paragraph: 

The Department, therefore, consistent with 
this position on listing, originally reserved 
its position and subsequently objected to the 
recommendation of the Chairman of the Op­
erating Committee to deny an application to 
export line pipe to the U.S.S.R. The grounds 
for the Department's objection are-

Then it went on with a list of the 
objections. Yet the Admiral would 
have us believe there was absolutely no 
difference between the State Depart­
ment and the Department of Commerce. 

I recommend the reading of that mat­
ter to the columnist who thought there 
was no evidence anywhere of anything 
of that kind. 

I turn now to the statement that Mr. 
Strauss had not seen the Attorney Gen­
eral's letter on the Nautilus secrets ex­
change, which appears on page 695 of 
the nomination hearings. The fact is 
that he attended on February 2, 1956, 
a meeting at which the letter was dis­
cussed, and he himself transmitted a 
copy of the letter to the Joint Commit­
tee, over his own signature, on June 29, 
1956. 

Yet he stated he had never seen it 
until 1959. But I said he sent it to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and 
signed the transmittal letter-and I ex­
hibited the letter to the members of the 
committee-with his own signature, 
which he would not have been in a posi­
tion to refute. 

Next I refer the columnist to the item 
that · Admiral Strauss stated his testi­
mony was "molded" by the House. 
Chairman CANNON refuted that. 

Mr. Strauss denied that he said the 
record was inaccurate, as appears on 
page 978 of the nomination hearings. · 
The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] challenged Strauss on that 
statement. Why did he do so? The 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU­
soN] has been a Member of Congress 
for a long time. When I first came to 
Congress in 1941, he was not a new 
Member. He has been a Member, 
steadily, ever since. He has held many 
positions of responsibility, most of them 
dealing with defense and interstate and 
foreign commerce. In all that time he 
has had opportunity after opportunity 
to examine the accuracy of the reporting 
done by the reporters who take down 
the testimony. He also knows it is cus­
tomary to circulate to those who have 
testified a copy of their testimony for 
corrections. He knew that, if inaccu­
rate, the testimony would be corrected. 
Now that the accuracy of the record had 
been brought into question, the reporter 
came down and transcribed his notes 
again, and found he had reported them 
correctly. I think that should be 
enough evidence. 

The item I next want to discuss I shall 
mention only briefly. 

In regard to the Nautilus secrets ex­
change, Admiral Strauss said on page 
688, paragraph 10 of the nomination 
hearings: 

The supposition that I have, after talking 
with the statr of the Atomic Energy Com­
mission, is that this fell between two stools. 

- I submit if a Member of Congress 
goes carefully into the matters which I 
have put into the RECORD he will find the 
responsibility under section 144(a) is 
solely the responsibility of the commis­
sion and is not the responsibility of the 
Department of Defense. It did not fall 
between two stools. 

The admiral testified before the Joint 
Committee in 1958 that the decision on 
a change in uranium policy was reached 
only 3 days before the public announc::: ­
ment. That is shown on pages 75 and 
76 of the section 202 hearings of the 
Joint Committee for February 20, 1958. 
Jesse Johnson, when called, and he was 
in charge of that matter-said the deci­
sion was reached several weeks earlier. 
Many people felt that it was, and that 
the uranium industry in the United 
States should have been told about it. 

I all). not again going to go into the 
question of the Norwegian isotopes. 
That is a long and very interesting story. 
I only suggest that when somebody 
claims the law proscribed the shipment 
of isotopes, when the Commission itself 
took the opposite view, when the attor­
ney for the Commission took the opposite 
view, and when the author of the act 
took the opposite view, it is a pretty 
serious thing to claim that the law was 
otherwise. Mr. Strauss said he had the 
advice of counsel. What counsel? It 
was not the counsel of the Atomic 
Energy Commision. It was no counsel 
we know anything about. The language 
is just tossed into the record and left 
there without any attempt whatever to 
bring in the individual who might have 
given advice on the matter. 

I say, Mr. President, these are some of 
the things which are disturbing members 
of the committee. 
· I suggest also if some of the individ­

uals who write the sort of columns which 
have been quoted, which indicate there 
is not a bit of evidence in the testimony, 
really believe that to be so, they might 
consult some of the members of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, because it strikes me as a re­
markable thing that eight members of 
the committee could come to the con­
clusion they did, since many if not all 
of them had very open minds at the 
start of the hearings. 

We heard the statement of the Sen­
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], who 
was waiting to be persuaded. These 

-hearings were what I . think persuaded 
him. Testimony after testimony was of­
fered, which he found to be such that he 
could not rely upon the. statements. 

I therefore believe, Mr. President, the 
Members of the Senate need to read the 
hearings and need to make their own 
analyses of what is in them. If they do, 
I am confident how the vote will be cast. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
As in legislative session, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its deliberations 
today, it stand in adjournment until 12 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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OPPOSITION TO THE DUMPING OF 
1 RADIOACTIVE WASTES IN THE 
· GULF OF MEXICO 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
on May 15, .1959, I made a statement on 
the floor of the Senate opposing the 
dumping of radioactive waste materials 
in the Gulf of Mexico only 150 miles oif­
shore from the Texas coast. 

A hearing was held in Houston, Tex., 
in January 1959, by a representative 
of the Atomic Energy Commission on the 
application of the Industrial Waste Dis­
posal Corp. for a license to dispose of 
radioactive waste materials in the Gulf 
of Mexico. No decision had been an­
nounced by the examiner at the time of 
my statement to the Senate on May 15. 

Following my statement, two Atomic 
Energy Commission staif members called 
at my office on May 18, 1959, and stated 
to me in substance that there was either 
no danger or little danger from the dis­
posal of a small amount of radioactive 
waste from the city of Houston. They 
promised to send to my office reports on 
the problem for my study. I told them 
I would make no additional statement on 
the subject until the reports had been 
received. They assured me no action 
would be taken by the Atomic Energy 
Commission on the Houston application 
until I had the reports on the Houston 
situation. 

Thereafter, on May 29, before any re­
ports were furnished to me, the Atomic 
Energy Commission announced a deci­
sion by its examiner ordering the grant­
ing of a license on June 20 to dump the 
radioactive wastes in the Gulf of Mexico 
150 miles from the Texas shore. 

This was in direct violation of the 
promises made to me by the representa­
tives of the Atomic Energy Commission 
to take no action on the Houston applica­
tion until I could study the reports. 
These reports were not furnished to me 
until June 4, 5 days after the issuance of 
the intermediate order. This was a 
breach· of faith, and it quite naturally 
impairs my trust and confiden.ce in the 
representatives of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Why this inordinate haste? If the 
dumping of radioactive wastes at the site 
selected was safe, why did the Commis­
sion's representatives act so duplicitous 
about it? 

After the AEC had issued its order of 
May 29, it finally forwarded to me, on 
June 4, certain materials under a cover 
letter as follows: 

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1959. 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH; During a dis­
cussion with AEC staff member on May 18, 
you requested certain reports on the subject 
of ocean disposal of radioactive wastes. 

Enclosed herewith are the reports in ques­
tion with the exception of certain reports of 
the National Academy of Sciences which will 
be forwarded as soon as they are received. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD X. DoNOVAN, 

Special Assistant to the General Man­
ager (Congressional) . 

(Enclosures: As indicated above.) 

· Mr. President, the materials forwarded 
included abstracts of some of the testi-

mony taken at · the Houston hearings in 
January of 1959 but withheld and not 
furnished before the order was entered, 
as they had promised to furnish it. 

Mr. President, in long distance tele­
phone conversations I have had with 
representatives of the Sportsmen's Clubs 
of Texas, excerpts of the evidence have 
been quoted to me which indicate the 
unsafety and the highly undesirable na­
ture of the processing and dumping for 
which the AEC license opens the door. 

The growing knowledge in Texas of 
what is about to happen to our gulf 
waters is illustrated by a letter I re­
ceived from the Texas Shrimp Associa­
tion, dated June 6, 1959, which reads as 
follows: 

TEXAS SHRIMP ASSOCIATION, 
Brownsville, Tex., June 6, 1959. 

The Honorable RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: The shrimp in­
dustry of Texas has viewed with considerable 
alarm the issuance of a license by AEC for 
the disposal of atomic waste in the gulf. 
Although purported to be harmless by AEC 
scientists, we feel their basis for such con­
clusion to be scientific hypothesis rather 
than actual experience,. I have been reading 
of your activity concerning this matter and 
wish to commend you on the. stand you are 
~aking. I know that everyone in the shrimp 
mdustry appreciates your position in this 
matter, and wish to state that we are in 
wholehearted accordance. 

Respectfully yours, 
J. E. BARR, 

Executive Secretary, 
Texas Shrimp Association. 

In addition, I have received a resolu­
tion from the board of directors of the 
Texas Ornithological Society opposing 
this dumping of radioactive waste into 
the gulf, which was passed by unanimous 
vote at Tyler, Tex., May 2, 1959, and 
reads as follows: 
"RESOLUTION OF TEXAS ORNITHOLOGICAL SOCIETY 
. OPPOSING RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL IN THE 

GULF OF MEXICO 
"Whereas Texas Ornithological Society is 

an organization founded upon the firm belief 
that the biological resources of Texas, and of 
the United States and the Gulf of Mexico 
have an economic, educational, recreational, 
and social value which should be protected, 
conserved and perpetuated for ourselves and 
for our posterity; and 

"Whereas this organization believes that 
the Gulf of Mexico, and all of the bays and 
tidal waters, connected therewith constitute 
a very important part of the marine and 
wildlife resources of the United States and 
of Texas, and that the Gulf of Mexico and 
the bays and tidal waters connected there­
with have great economic, recreational, and 
social value not only to the people of the 
State of Texas, but to the people of all of 
the United States; and 

"Whereas this organization is accordingly 
dedicated to the conservation and protection 
of said waters and the marine life contained 
therein; and 

"Whereas the Industrial Waste Disposal 
Corp. has made application to the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission under docket 
No. 27-9 for permission to dispose of radio­
active waste material into the Gulf of 
Mexico: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the board of directors of 
Texas Ornithological Society at its directors 
meeting in Tyler, Tex., on May 2, 1959-

" ( 1) That the proposed plan of Industrial 
Waste Dis,posal Corp. and the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission for sea disposal in the 
Gulf of Mexfco of radioactive waste material, 
constitutes a serious threat to ·and will ad· 

versely affect the marine life of the Gulf o! 
Mexico and all bays and tidal waters con­
nected therewith, and that said proposed 
plan if allowed to go into effect will seriously 
affect if not destroy the economic and recre­
ational value of said waters; 

"(2) That the sea is one of the few re­
maining natural resources that still remains 
virtually unspoiled and uncontaminated, and 
from which is produced a great part of our 
food supply and which will in all probability 
produce an even greater amount of our food 
in the future, together with the unlimited 
recreational facilities of the waters and 
beaches thereof, and its purity should not 
be jeopardized without absolute safeguards 
and extreme emergency; 

"(3) That in the interest of conservation 
and in the health, welfare, and benefit of the 
people of the State of Texas and of the 
United States, it accordingly be made known 
to each U.S. Senator and each Member of the 
U.S. House of Representatives from Texas, 
that Texas Ornithological Societies oppose 
the proposed plan of the Industrial Waste 
Disposal Corp., the U.S. Atomic Energy Com­
mission and all others who may now or later 
entertain desires of sea disposal of radio­
active waste material in the Gulf of Mexico; 

"(4) That the secretary of the Texas Orni­
thological Society be instructed to furnish a 
copy of this resolution to each U.S. Senator 
and each Member of the U.S. House of Rep­
resentatives from the State of Texas.'~ 

I, secretary of Texas Ornithological Society, 
do hereby certify that the foregoing resolu­
tion was adopted by unanimous vote of the 
board of directors of said organization at its 
regular meeting on May 2, 1959, at Tyler, 
Tex. 

Mrs. RUTH S. MooRMAN, 
Secretary, Texas Ornithological Society. 

After my statement on the floor of 
the Senate, and the action of the Com­
mission examiner on May 29 in entering 
the order, despite the pledge of the rep­
resentatives of the Commission that no 
such order would be entered until we 
could study the reports, the Commission 
representatives seem to have had an un­
easy feeling about the matter. They at­
tacked my statement of May 15, by their 
statement printed in the Dallas Morn­
ing News of Sunday, May 31, 1959, 2 days 
after they entered the order they 
promised they would not enter, under 
the heading "Atomic Dump Grourid in 
Gulf Fought." 

The Dallas News statement contains 
the following: 

An AEC scientist said YARBOROUGH was in 
error. The Gulf Stream, he stated, doesn't 
originate in the Gulf of Mexico, but in the 

. tropical waters of the Atlantic, coming along 
the Florida coast on the Atlantic side and 
well away from any part of the gulf, 

In my statement on the 15th of May 
on the floor of the Senate I pointed out 
that the Gulf Stream flows out of the 
Gulf of Mexico, flows up the Atlantic 
seacoast, and warms the waters of the 
eastern Atlantic seaboard, goes past the 
Grand Banks, and there is met by the 
western limit of the iceberg area. The 
Gulf Stream warms the particles of fish 
food which are in suspension and car­
ries them up to the Grand Banks, which 
is one of the great fishing areas of the 
world. 

Then the Gulf Stream crosses the At­
lantic, warms Europe, and turns parts 
of northern Europe into a warm, pleas­
ant land, while to the west Labrador, in 
the same latitude, is generally too cold 
for human beings to thrive in. 
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In an effort to discredit my statement, 
the Dallas Morning News quotes the 
Atomic Energy Commission scientist, 
who says that the Gulf Stream originates 
in the tropical waters of the Atlantic. 
coming along the Florida coast on the 
Atlantic side, and well away from any 
part of the gulf. When the Atomic En­
ergy Commission scientist claims that 
the Gulf Stream stays well away from 
any part of the gulf, he causes us to won­
der what kind of a scientist he is. Any 
fifth-grade schoolboy knows that the 
Gulf Stream flows through the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

It starts in the South Atlantic, but it 
picks up velocity when it comes through 
the Caribbean and the Gulf of Mexico. 
It comes out of the Gulf of Mexico be­
tween Cuba and Florida at a speed of 
from 4 to 5 miles an hour, or more than 
100 miles a day. 

The Gulf Stream splits into two parts 
in the Gulf of Mexico as it comes past 
Cuba and Yucatan. The eastern branch 
flows around the western end of Cubjl. 
The western branch flows around the 
shores of Mexico and the coast of Texas. 
It then joins the other part of the cur­
rent. The middle part of the current is 
relatively quiet. 

It is the western current which the 
Atomic Energy Commission proposes to 
make the principal dumping ground for 
radioactive waste material. The two 
branches of the current join and come 
out of the gulf between Cuba and 
Florida, with a velocity, as I have said, 
of 4 or 5 miles an hour, or more than 100 
miles a day. The Gulf Stream is one of 
the greatest currents in the oceans of the 
earth. It passes between Cuba and 
Florida and flows up to the Grand Banks 
of Newfoundland, then across to Europe, 
whose climate it warms in winter, and 
whose beaches it bathes. 

The person, the Dallas News says, is a 
scientist for the Atomic Energy Com­
mission is hard put when, in an effort to 
justify this hastily granted order to 
dump radioactive waste materials in the 
Gulf of Mexico, he tries to tell the people 
of Texas that the Gulf Stream bypasses 
the gulf. 

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am glad to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Would it make any 
real difference? After all, what the Sen­
ator is protesting is the making of a 
dumping ground out of his backyard. 
Suppose the Gulf Stream turned around 
and flowed up the coast of Africa? 
Would that make it any more desirable 
to make a dumping ground out of the 
Senator's backyard? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from New Mexico. 
As chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, I believe he knows more 
about the atomic energy program than 
any other American, except perhaps 
some of our scientists. I pause to pay 
tribute to his leadership in the Strauss 
hearings. As a member of the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce I heard his testimony. I have 
never listened to any witness before any 

committee of this body whose patent , Another point I have in mind is that 
truth shone out all over him like a light, when the. radioactive material gets into 
to a greater extent than was the case the water, it does not remain in suspen­
when . the distinguished Senator from sion. It concentrates very rapidly in 
New Mexico gave the Senate Committee marine life, in plant life, and in fish 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce the life, and in such animal life as is in the 
facts. In the Strauss hearings he ocean. It concentrates very fast, and 
performed an outstanding service for therefore it is possible, in water which 
the Senate, for the Government, and for has very low radioactivity to catch fish 
the people of the United States, and I which are very highly radioactive. 
pay tribute to him. Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, will the 

In answer to the inquiry of the Sen- Senator yield? 
ator from New Mexico, I will say that Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield. 
it would not make any difference Mr. ENGLE. Since the distinguished 
whether there was any Gulf Stream or Chairman of the Joint committee on 
not. But this order shows the kind of Atomic Energy is in the Chamber, I 
practice in which the Commission is in- should like to say that the problem of 
dulging, It causes me to wonder whether the disposal of atomic waste material 
the leadership. and the pr~ctices of M~. is a very serious one. Questions have 
Strauss have ~m?ered on m the Atomic been raised regarding the prevalence of 
Energy CommiSSion. . . I this radioactive materir.! in the atmos-

The Da~las News says a s?1e?t1st from phere. Apparently now we are going to 
the Atomic Energy Comm1ss1on stated get it in the ocean as well. Would it not 
that the Gulf Stream do~s not come be much more intelligent-and I ask 
~hrough . the Gulf of Me~lCo, but t~at this question because the distinguished 
1t starts m the southw~st, m the tropical Senator from New Mexico is present­
waters of the A~lantlC,. and comes by to put this material underground some 
the shore of Flonda, ent1rel! away from place? No one knows how long the radio­
the g~lf._ A~ was aptly pomted out by active characteristic continues . . Would 
the . d1st~ngmshed Senator from . New it not be more intelligent, therefore, to 
Mex1co, 1t would not make any differ- find a place underground to dump it, 
ence where the Gulf Stream flowed, or where at least it would not permeate the 
whether ~here was any Gulf Stream. I atmosphere or the ocean? 

:~f:~Y s~~~~t~~ft t~t~~:en~o~f :~t~e:; I again compliment the ~isti?guished 
. . . . Senator from Texas on h1s v1gor and 

the ~omm_Iss1on has become ~nIts efforts alertness in trying to t t th 1 
to discredit anyone who falls to agree . pro ec e peop e 

"th it of h1s State. 
~1Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, will the . Mr._ YARBOROUGH. I tha~k th_e dis- · 
Senator yield? tmg~ushed Senator from C_allforma for 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am glad to the mtere~t he has show~ m ~he House 
yield to the Senator from California. and now m the. Senate m th1s matter, 

Mr. ENGLE. I compliment the sen- as well as for his alertn~ss to so many 
ator from Texas on the very fine state- other prob~ems. He, too, 1s a member of 
ment he is making: He is undertaking t~e Committee on Interstate and For­
to protect his people from operations off elgn Commerce, and he has shown great 
the coast of his State which would cause awareness of problems around the world. 
the shrimp and everything else to be- In response to the specific inquiry of 
come radioactive. In addition as I un- the distinguished Senator from Califor­
derstand the Senator the Guif Stream nia, I must say to him that I am not a 
flows up to the Grand Banks, the great scientist and I am not an expert. I do 
fishing area in the northern part of the not know of the safest way to dispose 
world. Is not that correct? of atomic wastes. Some scientists say 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Senator is they should be disposed of deep in the 
correct. bowels of the earth. Perhaps it would be 

Mr. ENGLE. We are likely to end up best to bury them in an abandoned mine 
with radioactive fish, in addition to the shaft or perhaps in dry holes where 
radioactive shrimp and everything else in there is no oil underneath the ground. 
the Gulf of Mexico. When the Gulf I am not an expert, as I say, and I am 
Stream goes up to the north the fish not attempting to usurp the functions 
caught there are likely to be radioactive. of scientists or experts. All we ask is 
We have radioactive milk and radioactive for some time to study the problem, and 
bread. Are we to have radioactive so that we may have an opportunity to 
shrimp and fish in addition? protest, and an opportunity to employ 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The question scientists to study the problem. We do 
by the distinguished Senator points up a not want to be misled again. When we 
very important fact in this entire prob- made our request, we were misled, and 
lem. I shall come to it a little later. an order was issued when we were prom-

Mr. ENGLE. I am intrigued by refer- ised that none would be issued. 
ences to swimmers on the fine coast lines. To show how ridiculous this situation 
We are likely to have radioactive swim- is but without trying to labor the point, 
mers on the coast line of Monte Carlo I have displayed in the Chamber aNa­
and other places on the French coast, are tional Geographic Society map of the 
we not? Atlantic Ocean, printed in Washington 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. We might well in December 1955. That is the map to 
have, but I point out to the distinguished which I have alluded during my remarks. 
Senator, in answer to his question, that It has red arrows printed on it, showing 
the great fishing areas in the North At- where the Gulf Stream originates and 
lantic which have been referred to, fur- where it flows. 
nish a large portion of the fish which All that the so-called scientists -would 
reaches American and European tables. have to do to ascertain where the Gulf 
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Stream flows would be to look at the red 
arrows printed on the map. They would 
not have to read any books. All they 
would have to do would be to look at the 
red arrows printed on the National Geo­
graphic Society map of the Atlantic 
Ocean. That shows the Gulf Stream. If 
the scientists for the AEC who said the 
Gulf Stream stayed "well away from any 
part of the gulf" would look at the map, 
he would see the red arrows depicting 
the course of the Gulf Stream, and he 
could read, printed on the map in the 
Gulf of Mexico the words "here the gulf 
streams runs north at a speed of 4 to 5 • 
miles per hour." This is printed on the 
map, Mr. President, in a location in the 
eastern part of the Gulf of Mexico. 

I refer the AEC representative to a fine 
text on the Gulf Stream written by Hans 
Leip, published in Germany in 1957 un· 
der the title "Der Grosse Fluss Im Meer," 
in England under the title "The Gulf 
Stream Story," and in the United States 
ln 1950 under the title "The River in the 
Sea." I also refer to "The Ocean River," 
by Henry Chapin and F. L. Walton 
Smith, published by Charles Scribner's 
Sons in 1952. If time does not permit 
the AEC representative to peruse a book, 
I recommend that he just look in Web­
ster's Unabridged Dictionary where he 
will find that the Gulf Stream is defined 
as flowing through the Gulf of Mexico. 
It seems that everybody knows where 
the Gulf Stream is except the representa· 
tive of the AEC who was trying to uphold 
the action of the Commission in granting 
permission for the dumping of the 
radioactive waste off the Texas coast. 
Or, perhaps, that AEC representative did 
know, but put a higher value on false 
propaganda than he did on scientific 
truth. 

If it seeks to mislead the public about 
the geographic location of the Gulf 
Stream, how can the AEC expect the 
public to have confidence in. the state· 
ments it makes about the dangers from 
l'adioactive fallout, or from dumping 
radioactive materials in the Gulf of Mex· 
ico-matters of far greater complexity, 
in a field where knowledge is uncertain 
at best? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield again? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. May I say to the 
Senator from Texas that I do not be­
lieve we need to wait until all the opin· 
ions of the experts or scientists are in. 
There is as much disagreement among 
experts as there is among laymen. It is 
not necessary to wait until all that time 
to know what to do with radioactive 
waste. 

The statement made by the Senator 
from California [Mr. ENGLE] needs to 
be taken at far greater value than per· 
haps it might be as a casual comment. 
It is entirely possible that the best place 
for disposing of radioactive material 
may be in an abandoned salt mine. 

For that reason I say to the able Sen· 
ator from Texas that when he came to 
me with this problem, I was particu­
larly interested in it, because no one 
else has a s.olution to it. Many persons 
have theories about it. The theory of 
the Senator from Texas and the theory 

of the Senator from California may in 
the final analysis be far more impor­
tant than the theories of some of the 
scientists at this time. Of course we 
know the story of the Greek scientist 
who developed the strong focusing prin­
ciple, and submitted it to large labora­
tories. They filed it away. They said, 
"This fellow is crazy. He does not know 
what he is talking about. It could not 
possibly be of any value because he is 
not a good enough physicist." Finally, 
a long time later, we found that he had 
exactly the right slant, and it was a mag­
nificent thing. 

Therefore, some casual comments 
made here during the course of the re­
marks of the Senator from Texas may 
prove to be very valuable, indeed, in the 
long run. I should like to give the Sen­
ator from Texas a little more comfort 
than I have been able to do thus far. 
This matter is in what might be termed 
a quasi-judicial stage. He knows the 
impropriety of my trying to interfere in 
it while it is in such a status. It is be­
fore the Commission. When the Sena­
tor brought the matter to me, I thought 
it was a very important subject. It was 
taken up in the so-called Holifield hear­
ings when they were held before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. I 
thought at that time there would be 
sufficient discussion of it to be of great 
benefit to the situation which the Sena­
tor from Texas had outlined to me. 

I can only say to him that I too, 
thought as he thought, that he had a 
pledge that this thing would not hap­
pen. I am sorry if the pledge was 
broken. 

I should say to the Senator also that 
if he objects to it, and keeps on ob­
jecting, after the pledge has been 
broken, he will get in the same cate­
gory in which the junior Senator from 
New Mexico finds himself, who is re­
garded as , being quarrelsome. Some 
persons think that when a man stands 
up for his rights, he should swallow 
this and that and like it; otherwise, 
he is quarrelsome. I hope the Senator 
from Texas will continue to stand up 
for his rights. I assure him that the 
Senator from New Mexico will do every· 
thing he can to help him. 

As to the time schedule as to when 
I might help him, I have been trying 
to see when I might be able to do some 
of these things. I announced this after­
noon that the authorization bill for the 
Atomic Energy Commission for the next 
fiscal year is now ready and will be 
taken up in the House, according to the 
statement of the majority and minority 
leaders sometime next week. That has 
taken 2 months of our time. Therefore 
we could not undertake any substan­
tial investigation of the point the Sen­
ator from Texas has raised. Once we 
have finished with the authorization 
bill, we have to start-and we did start 
today-on discussions with regard to 
agreements for cooperation. We have 
them with France and West Germany 
and Greece and Turkey and Canada, 
plus a substantial o"ne with the NATO 
nations. The discussions are going to 
take some time. The discussion today 
barely got off the ground. We are in 
the middle of a problem as to what 

France will do. I wish to make this 
pledge to the able Senator from Texas,· 
for I think his cause is just and his zeal 
is commendable, that at the first op­
portunity, consistent with the fact that 
this may be in a quasi-judicial stage, 
the Joint Committee will try to · make 
an investigation or conduct hearings, to 
bring this matter forcibly before the 
American people. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the 
distinguished Senator from New Mexico 
for his outstanding· leadership in this 
field in an effort to protect the Amer­
ican people. I am very grateful to him 
for his statement today, because I know 
of the great duties which have been cast 
upon him. We sought counsel from his 
committee, but we have not attempted 
to put any additional burden upon them 
because of all the work they are now 
doing. To be perfectly candid, we did 
not think it was necessary -to do so, be­
cause representatives of the Atomic 
Energy Commission had promised that 
nothing would be done about the pro­
posed dumping until the record could 
be studied, and we had conferred with 
them about the record, because we had 
received conflicting reports about what 
was in it. We received one report from 
the representatives of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. We received other and 
very sharply conflicting statements from 
persons who had participated in the 
matter in Texas. 

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield to the 
Senator from Alaska. · 

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator from 
Texas is to be congratulated, commended, 
and praised for calling to the attention 
of the Senate and the country the situa­
tion to which he is now referring. It is, 
of course, an effort · primarily in behalf 
of the people of Texas, as is right and 
proper, but the implications are broader 
and more important than that, in my 
opinion, and extend to the entire coun­
try. 

I, for one, was happy to learn that, 
so soon, his remarks had been heard 
by the Chairman of the Joint Commit­
tee on Atomic Energy, who has prom­
ised early action looking toward a proper 
solution of the problem to which he has 
alluded. 

I know that the Senator from Texas 
realizes, as I do, that in some instances 
the departments of government are get­
ting pretty large, and that sometimes the 
right hand does not know what the left 
hand is doing. Not long ago I had some 
experience on this subject. A witness 
before· the Joint Committee had not been 
informed about the existence of an ex­
perimental project in Alaska, and said 
it had been canceled. That turned out 
not to be the case. Nevertheless, when 
one has been given positive assurances, 
as was the distinguished junior Senator 
from Texas in this case, those promises 
ought to be lived up to. I know that the 
people of Texas will be grateful to him 
for his intercession and his interest in 
the matter. I, as a Member of the Sen­
ate, certainly am also. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from Alaska for his 
informed remarks and for his kindness. 
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He has had great legislative experience, 
having represented Alaska in the House 
of Representatives for many years before 
coming to the senate. Like the present 
Presiding Officer, the distinguished 
junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD J, the Senator from Alaska had 
previous legislative experience in the 
U.S. Congress before coming to this body. 

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield to the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I wish to join other 
Senators in commendation of the junior 
Senator from Texas for what he has said 
about the Atomic Energy Commission 
and those in authority in that Commis­
sion, whoever they are, concerning the 
disposal of atomic wastes in the Gulf of 
Mexico. It is very interesting to me to 
hear what the Senator from Texas is 
pointing out. The Senator might or · 
might not know that I have had drawn 
to my attention an alarming situation in · 
Kansas similar to that which alarms the 
Senator from Texas with respect to the · 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Reference was made a moment ago to 
the probable disposal· of atomic wastes 
in the bowels -of the earth. Several · 
months ago, I drew the attention of the 
people of my State to the fact that some 
experiments were· taking place · in salt 
mines in Kansas. The nature of those · 
experiments was not completely dis-
closed. . . . . 

It was assumed by some laymen that 
the salt mines would be utilized for the 
disposal of ·atomic . wastes; which are 
highly radioactive. I . am alarmed, ·and 
shall watch with great interest the ex­
tent to which the pilot plants in the salt · 
mines in Kansas will be utilized for the 
further dumping of radioactive atomic 
wastes in salt mines in Kansas. 

Like the Senator from Texas, I am of 
course concerned about what the effects 
of such dumping will be upon in the 
areas in which the atomic wastes are 
placed, and in the probable contamina­
tion which can flow therefrom. I think 
it is most important that this matter be 
drawn to the attention of the country. 
Like the Senator from Texas, I am in­
deed concerned about having the reports 
before, rather than after, some of the 
effects take place, effects which might 
have disastrous results. The Senator 
from Texas is pointing out something 
which is very important in the field of 
radioactive waste. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the 
distinguished senior Senator from Kan­
sas for pointing out the other dangers 
which might exist with respect to radio­
active wastes. I have ·not taken the 
position that there should be no dis­
posal of radioactive waste materials in 
the oceans. I did not do so in the state­
ment I made on May 15. I do say that 
such waste materials should not be 
dumped so close inshore-150· miles off­
shore-in waters 'Which are shallow. 
They should be taken far out and 
dumped in parts of the ocean where 
there are no currents. · The oceanogra­
phers know where those · areas are. 
Such wastes should be dumped in the 
still, deep parts of the ocean, -and in 

containers which will retain them for 
longer periods of time. They should be 
dumped where the scientific evidence 
shows that such dumping would be 
much safer than it would be closer in­
shore. 

The Senate of the State of Texas, 
alarmed at what is about to happen to 
the Gulf of Mexico, one of the virgin, 
virtually untapped fisheries of the world, 
last week, by resolution, unanimously · 
condemned the action of the Atomic 
Energy Commission in issuing its order 
for the dumping of wastes in the Gulf 
of Mexico. 
.. One of the few things which all scien­

tists agree upon concerning radioactivity 
is that more needs to be known about it, 
just as has been pointed out by the dis­
tinguished Senator from Kansas lMr. 
ScHOEPPEL J. We need to know more 
about where to dump the wastes and 
how to make dumping safe. But all 
agree, too, that when radioactive waste 
materials are free in water, they tend 
to concentrate in very high degree in 
fish and matine plantlife. 
· Scientists disagree on how much 

radioactive materials the human body 
may safely absorb. A short time ago 
Lauriston S. Taylor, head of the Na­
tional Committee on Radiation Protec­
tion, said the current levels of permis- · 
sible radiation exposure levels--the 
amount of radiation which the human 
body can safely receive-may be too 
high if the entire population is in­
volved. 

The people closest to the scene-the 
r·esidents of the gulf coast-feel, . and I 
feel, that the licensing of this dilinping 
of radioactive wastes in the gulf is a · 
dangerous move which could cause 
harm to animal, marine, and human life 
not only now but in the future. 
- The license would be for 2 .years, and 

a great deal of radioactive material can 
be dumped into the gulf in that period, 
no matter how small the amount at any 
one time. 

The danger of this proposed dump­
ing is brought sharply into focus by 
s"cientists' statements that more and 
more of our future food supply will 
c·ome from the sea. Wide use is now 
being made of the Gulf of Mexico for 
pleasure, fishing, and recreation pur­
poses: · And with more usage coming 'in_ 
the future, the addition of radioactive 
materials-low-level or ·otherwise­
seems to me to be questionable. 

With the Texas State Senate, many 
nonprofit organizations in Texas inter­
ested in fish and wildlife conservation, 
and other interested persons opposing 
the pollution of the gulf, I think the 
Atomic Energy Commission should 
cease and desist on its June 20th order, 
until a further investigation has been 
made. 

Mr. President, I call upon the Atomic 
Energy Commission to withhold grant­
ing the radioactive waste Gulf of Mexi­
co-Texas shore dumping license, until 
a fuller investigation can be made, and 
until means of checking compliance can 
be established. In my opinion, if the 
license. is to be granted. it should require 
dumping further out at sea, in much 
deeper water, in order to protect the 
marine and plant life of the warm shal-

low waters of the gulf, and human 
health along its shores. 

Mr. President, I . should like to point 
out that as a result of research done at 
Columbia University and elsewhere on 
the plant life in the sea, it is the belief 
of scientists that within 100 years a great 
portion of the world's food supply will 
come from the sea-that plants will be 
grown in the sea in much the same way 
that today we plant and grow com on 
the land. Today, experiments are being 
ccnducted by our 'Government, the 
Russian Government, and two or three 
other governments in regard to the · 
planting of crops and the growing of 
crops in the sea; and it is stated that, 
within two or three generations, it will 
be possible to sail out to sea and cut off 
the equivalent of beef steaks from grow­
ing sea plants, much in the way that 
today a steak is cut from the carcass of 
a steer, and that the food thus obtained 
from plants growing in the sea will be 
high in protein value. 

Mr. President, the two greatest areas 
in the world for use in that connection 
are the Gulf of Mexico and the· Great 
Barrier Reef ·off the · east coast ··of 
Australia. In both of those areas, the 
waters are w.arm and shallow. · . 

Therefore, Mr. President, in connec­
tion with this situation, the Atomic 
Energy Commission should move slowly 
and carefully before it permits such 
pollution of the Gulf or Mexico. We 
say that the Atomic Energy Commission 
is not moving carefully when it issues 
such misleading statements to cover up 
what it has done. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. . Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be­
fore the Senate at this time, I move, in 
accordance with the previous ordeT, that 
the Senate now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 2 minutes _p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, under the order previously 
entered, until tomorrow, Friday, June 12, 
1959, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
. . 

Executive nominat.ions received by the 
Senate June 11, 1959: 

u .s. PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

. The following candidates for personnel 
action in the Regular Corps of the Public 
Health Service subject to qualifications 
therefor as provided by law and regulations: 

1. FOR APPOINTMENT 

To be surgeon 
George Moore 

To be senior assistant surgeon 

Donald C. Reifel 
To be senior sanitary· engineer 

Harry P. Kramer 
To be senior assistant therapist 

Norma J. Ewan 
POSTMASTERS 

I nominate the following-named persons 
to be postmasters: 

ARKANSAS 

Lee R. Orsburn, Okolona, Ark., in place of 
C. A. Hill, deceased. 
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CALIFORNIA 

Elmer E. Keltz, El Centro, Calif., in place 
of H. B. Woodbury, retired. 

Thoma-s J. Dale, Montrose, Calif.; in place 
of L. R . Burkhart, deceased. 

Olliemae F. Hayes, Penryn, Calif., in place 
of A. E. Flint, retired. 

Charles N. Havens, Simi, Calif., in place 
of C. R. Havens, retired. 

COLORADO 

Walter H. Wyss, Fort Collins, Colo., in 
place of W. D . Pinkerton, retired. 

Richard W. Nielsen, Monte Vista, Colo., in 
place of A. L. Pearsall, resigned. 

CONNECTICUT 

Evelyn G. Sheridan , Hazardville, Conn., in 
place of B. W. Henry, resigned. 

Salvatore J. Puglisi, Middletown, Conn., 
in place of R. J. Wamester, d·eceased. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Carlton G . Beall, Washington, D.C., in 
place of R. M. North, retired. 

GEORGIA 

Henry B. Hearn, Jr., Eatonton, Ga., in 
place of R. E. Nelson, retired. 

IDAHO 

Fay L. Emerson, Idaho City, Idaho, in 
place of Anne Peck, retired. 

Leland T. Knott, Post Falls, Idaho, in place 
of K. A. Reynolds, retired. 

INDIANA 

Charles H. Drew, Washington, Ind., in 
place of P. G. Smiley, deceased. 

IOWA 

Robert W. Nible, Norwalk, Iowa, in place 
of J. E. Mullane, retired. 

Foss M. Gracey, Truro, Iowa, in place of 
L. E. Mease, retired. 

K~NSAS 

Clara M. Bott, Alexander, Kans. , in place 
of L. I. Mills, removed . 

Fred D. Beard, Haysville, Kans ., in place of 
Goldie Life, retired. 

Dorothy M. Gardner, Plevna, Kans., in 
place of Blanche Gardner, deceased. 

KENTUCKY 

Sally M. Conniff, Clermont, Ky., ~n place 
of C. B. Riley, retired. 

James G. Dismuke, Salvisa, Ky., in place 
of N. M. Ramsdell, retired. 

LOUISIANA 

Edward A. Vercher, Cloutierville, La., in 
place of C. W. Charleville, retired. 

Heulette C. Fontenot, Livingston, La., in 
place of F. E. Bennett, resigned. · 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Marion A. Mcintire, Charlton City, Mass., 
-in place of J. T. Wilkinson, retired. 

MICHIGAN 

Loraine W. Gardner, Hartland, Mich., in 
place of W. W. Gardner, retired. 

Stanley A. Grendel, Taylor, Mich., office 
established October 4, 1958. · 

MINNESOTA 

John P. De Greet!, Chandler, Minn., 1n 
place of C. C. Moret, retired. 

Frank M. Thompson, Maynard, Minn., in 
place of W. L. Hubel, retired. 

Marie I. Ecklund, Ormsby, Minn., in place 
of I. B. Mattson, retired. 

William Vedders, Jr., Pease, Minn., in place 
of F. R. Greenfield, deceased. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Merle B. McMinn, Mathiston, Miss., in 
place of J. I. Smith, retired. . 

Elmo G. Allen, Petal, Miss., in place of 
T.V. Brogan, retired. 

MISSOURI 

William J. Brick, Laredo, Mo., in place of 
M. L. Warren, retired. 

Willard R. Mohns, Lee's Summit, Mo., in 
place of J. F. Stevenson, retired. 

Harold E. Williams, Waynesville, Mo., in 
place o~ V. V. Long, retired. 

MONTANA 

Martha H. Hayes, Ashland, Mont ., in place 
of Ruby Dunning, deceased. 

Elson E. Wortman, Gallatin Gateway, 
Mont., in place of R. M. Atkins, deceased. 

NEBRASKA 

Harold M. Runyon, Scottsbluff, Nebr., in 
place of B. M. Diers, deceased. 

NEW JERSEY 

William T. Minkoff, Blackwood, N.J., in 
place of J. A. Beetle, resigned. 

Marie J . Holloway, Magnolia, N.J., in place 
of J . M. Schmidt, retired. 

A. Robert Deter, Woodbridge, N.J., in place 
of L. E. McElroy, deceased. 

NEW YORK 

Herman A. Lewin, Aquebogue, N.Y., in 
place of K. L. Downs, retired. 

Harry H. Beebe, Big Flats, N.Y., in place 
of Madeline Andrews, resigned. 

Hilda A. Smith, Diamond Point, N.Y., in 
place of M. M. Woods, deceased. 

Raymond Michael K iskis, Fort Hunter, 
N.Y., in place of H. R. Sievert, deceased. 

Earl J. Sardeson, Fredonia, N.Y., in place 
of A. D. Toomey, deceased. 

John F. Morgan, Gainesville, N.Y., in place 
of R. G . Sullivan, transferred. 

John C. Mosher, Macedon, N.Y., in place 
of R. G. Blyth, retired. 
. Edwin C. Fellows, Newport, N.Y., in place 

of E. J. Butler, retired. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Walter E . Berry, Aurora, N.C., 1n p.lace of 
J. A. Bonner, deceased. 

William V. Langley, Staley, N.C ., in place 
of M. I . Siler, retired. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Raymond F. Pfeifer, Buffalo, N. Dak., in 
place of J. U. Pavlik, deceased. 

Wayne R. Bergan, McHenry, N. Dak., in 
place of E. N. Swanson, transferred. 

OHIO 

Elizabeth M. Domer, Hartville, Ohio, in 
place of E. L. Merkle, retired. 

Paul F. Thomas, Millersport, Ohio, in place 
of H. D. Bowers, retired. 

James F. Austen, Shreve, Ohio, in place of 
G. V. Wise, retired. 

OKLAHOMA 

Lowell E . Kelley, Rocky, Okla., in place of 
W. W. Sanders, resigned. 

OREGON 

Verda Walker, Culver, Oreg., in place of 
Wannie Osborn, retired. 

Lloyd L. Ferschweiler, Gervais, Oreg., in 
place of C. G. Colby, deceased. · 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Walter H. Grier, Sr., Beaver Brook, Pa., in 
· place of J. D. McNelis, retired. 

Samuel R. Brenneman, Boiling Springs, Pa., 
in place of B. C. Peffer, retired. 

Walter F. Rhine, Canonsburg, Pa., in place 
of S. J. Bondi, removed. 

Lyle T. Streeter, Easton, Pa., in place of 
H . C. Schultz, retired. 

Jacob G. Appler, Gettysburg, Pa., in place 
of L. E. Oyler, deceased. 

Margaret Jane Knight, Industry, Pa., in 
place of A. W. Ewing, retired. 

Peter F. Roth, Limerick, Pa., in place of 
P. T. Kline, retired. 

George E. Palko, Loyalhanna, Pa., in place 
ofT. S. Walter, resigned. 

Charles V. Jones, Marysville, Pa., in place 
of J. S. Raisner, removed. 

ployd B. Hicks, Newton Hamilton, Pa., in 
place of R. B. Fields, retired. 

Mable E. Puterbaugh, Shawanese, Pa., in 
place of W. S. Puterbaugh, retired. 

John M. Holland, Starrucca, Pa., in place of 
H. S. Glover, deceased. 

Robert F. Tredway, Stewartstown, Pa., in 
place of S. C. Zellers, retired. 

~arry S. Anderson, Waynesburg, Pa., in 
place of E. 0. Clayton, retired. 

Carl F. Hynek, Jr., Willow Grove, Pa., in 
place of H. T . McEvoy, removed. 

TENNESSEE 

Elmer J. Atkinson, Clarkrange, Tenn., in 
place of E. M. Peters, retired. 

W. Onnie Cox, Mosheim, Tenn., in place of 
L. F . Robinette, resigned. 

TEXAS 

Lewis R . Marvin, Duncanville, Tex., in place 
of Ethel Barker, retired. 

Samuel J. West, Farmersville, Tex., in place 
of A. E. Petty, deceased. 

Georgie L. Henderson, Hart, Tex., in place 
of Herbert Williams, resigned. 

Virginia Blair Taylor, Ponder, Tex., in place 
of J. L. Riggs, resigned. 

WASHINGTON 

Elizabeth A. Kautz, Joyce, Wash., in place 
of L. A. Wallace, resigned. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Ernest M. Townsend, Madison, W. Va. , in 
place of A. T . Miller, retired. 

WISCONSIN 

James R. Schroeder, Combined Locks, Wis., 
in place of Emma Heesakker, retired. 

Harley L. Prell, New Richmond, Wis., in 
place of L. N. Hughes, retired. 

WYOMING 

Lance R. Holbrook, Cheyenne, Wyo., in 
place of A. M. Ries, deceased. 

M. Everett Knapp, Gillette, Wyo., in place 
of E. A. Littleton, retired. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate, June 11, 1959: 
COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 

Subject to qualifications provided by law, 
the following nominations for permanent ap­
pointment to the grades indicated in the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey: 

TO BE LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 

Philip L. Rotondo. 
TO BE 

John D. Bossler 
Ernest E. Brown 
Anthony J. De Luzio 
David F. S. Galloway 

III 
Thomas Ganard 
James S. Gragg . 
Thomas F. Humphrey 

ENSIGNS 

Billy M. Keltner 
James G. LaBastie 
James S. Lawson 
William C. Linn, Jr. 
John T. Maldari 
Clifford W. Randall 
Thomas R. Rutila 
Melvin J. Umbach 

•• .... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

THURSDAY, J UNE 11, 1959 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Jerry W. Trexler, D.D., the Con· 

gregational Church of San Mateo, Calif., 
offered the following prayer: 

In Thy providence, 0 Lord, Thou 
hast brought forth this Nation, nurtured 
its people in their growth, and guided us 
into our present place in the destiny of 
mankind. Age after age have the living 
sought Thee, and found that of Thy 
goodness there is no end. 

With thanldulness for days gone by, 
with expectancy for the days ahead, 
and with constant awareness that we are 
Thy children, we ask Thy guidance and 
blessing upon this House, that the deci· 
sions made here might be as born of, and 
for Thy purpose for the-betterment of 
mankind in all of time. May the words 
of our mouths and the mediations of our 
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hearts, be acceptable in Thy sight, 0 
Lord, our strength and our Redeemer. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Yesterday was read ~nd approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi­

dent of the United States was com­
municated to the House by Mr. Ratch­
ford, one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. Mc­

Gown, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree­
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 4245) entitled "An act relating to 
the taxation of the income of life insur­
ance companies." 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1960 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 5915) mak­
ing appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1S60, and 
for other purposes, with Senate amend­
.ments thereto, disagree to the Senate 
amendments, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 
and appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. KIRWAN, NORRELL, CANNON, JEN­
SEN, and TABER. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers on 
the part of the House may have until 
midnight Friday to file. a conference re­
port on the bill H.R. 5915. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on Veterans' Affairs may have 
until midnight tonight to file a report. 

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

There was no objection. 

REVIEW IN HONOR OF ARMY VET­
ERANS IN CONGRESS-"THE CON­
GRESSIONAL HONORS MARCH" 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

have been requested to make the follow­
ing announcement which I do with 

pleasure. On Sunday, June 14, at 4 
o'clock p.m. at Fort Meyer, Va., the 
U.S. Army is dedicating at a regi­
mental review the ''Congressional 
Honors March," a musical selection 
written especially for the Congress of 
the United States. The occasion is a 
review in honor of Army veterans in the 
Congress. The Secretary of the Army, 
Hon. Wilber M. Brucker, cordially in­
vites every Member of the Congress to 
attend. Members of the United States 
Army are distributing to each Member 
of the Cor.gress a copy of the "Congres­
sional Honors March." I sincerely hope 
all Members will attend. In any event, 
Mr. Speaker, I urge as many Members as 
their schedules permit to attend this re­
view on Sunday, thus indicating our ap­
preciation for this signal honor. 

MODERN WEAPONS FOR GREECE­
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi­
dent of the United States which was 
read, and together with the accompany­
ing papers, referred to the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In Dacember 1957 the heads · of gov­

ernment of the nations members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
reached agreement in principle on the 
desirability of achieving the most effec­
tive p:1ttern of NATO military defensive 
strength, taking into account the most 
recent developments in weapons and 
techniques. In enunciating this agree­
ment in principle the heads of govern­
ment made it clear that this decision 
was the result of the fact that the So­
viet· leaders, while preventing a general 
disarmament agreement, had left no 
doubt that the most modern and de­
structive weapons of all kinds were being 
introduced into the Soviet armed forces. 
The introduction of modern weapons 
into NATO forces should be no cause 
for concern on the part of other coun­
tries, since NATO is purely a defensive 
alliance. 

It is our conviction and the conviction 
of our NATO allies that the introduc­
tion into NATO defenses of the most 
modern weapons available is essential in 
maintaining the strength necessary to 
the alliance. Any alliance depends in 
the last analysis upon the sense of shared 
mutual interests among its members, and 
by sharing with our allies certain train­
ing information we are demonstrating 
concretely our sense of partnership in 
NATO's defensive planning. Failure on 
ow· part to contribute to the improve­
ment of the state of operational readi­
ness of the forces of other members of 
NATO will only encourage the Soviet 
Union to believe that it can eventually 
succeed in its goal of destroying NATO's 
effectiveness. 

To facilitate the necessary cooperation 
on our part legislation amending the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was enacted 
during the last session of the Congress. 
Pursuant to that legislation agreements 
f01' cooperation were recently concluded 

with three of our NATO partners and 
submitted to the Congress on May 26. 
A similar agreement was also recently 
concluded with our NATO ally, the King­
dom of Greece. All of these agreements 
are designed to implement in important 
respects the agreed NATO program. 
This agreement with the Kingdom of 
Greece will enable the United States to 
cooperate effectively in mutual defense 
planning with Greece and in the training 
of Greek NATO forces in order that, if 
an attack on NATO should occur, under 
the direction of the Supreme Allied Com­
mander for Europe Greek forces could 
effectively use nuclear weapons in their 
defense. 

These agreements previously sub­
mitted and this Greek agreement repre­
sent only a portion of the work neces­
sary for complete implementation of the 
decision taken by the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization in December 1957. 
I anticipate the conclusion of similar 
agreements for cooperation with ·certain 
other NATO nations as the alliance's de­
fensive planning continues. 

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, I am submitting to 
each House of the Congress an authori­
tative copy of an agreement with the 
Kingdom of Greece-. I am also transmit­
ting a copy of the Acting ·Secretary of 
State's letter accompanying authorita­
tive copies of the signed agreement, a 
copy of a joint letter from the Secretary 
of Defense and the - Chairman of th..e 
Atomic Energy Commtssion recommend­
ing my approval of this document, and 
a copy of my memorandum in reply 
thereto setting forth my approval. 

DWIGHT D. EisENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 11, 1959. 

(Enclosures: (1) Agreement with the 
Kingdom of Greece; (2) copy of a joint 
letter from the Secretary of Defense and 
the Chairman of the Atomic Ener~ 
Commission . to the President; and (3) 
copy of the President's memorandum re­
cording his approval.) 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

By unanimous consent a call of the 
House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll and the fol­
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

(Roll No. 77J 
Ashley Gathings 
Barr Giaimo 
Barry Gubser 
Bolling Healey 
Buckley Holifield 
Canfield Johnson, Md. 
Casey Kasem 
Celler Kearns 
Coffin Kilburn 
Davis, Tenn. Mailliard 
Dixon Meader 
Downing · Miller, 
Garmatz George P. 

Pillion 
Powell 
Preston 
Reece, Tenn. 
Scott 
Smith, Va. 
Spence 
Tollefson 
Whitener · 
Whitten 
Withrow 
Wolf 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 395 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro­
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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SUBCONmnTTEE .ON TRANSPORTA· 

TION OF THE COMMI'ITEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM· 
MERCE-PERMISSION TO SIT 
DURING GENERAL DEBATE 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom­
mittee on Transportation of the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce may have permission to sit during 
general debate this afternoon. 

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

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
LABOR-PERMISSION TO SIT DUR­
ING GENERAL DEBATE 
Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Education and Labor may have per­
mission to sit during general debate this 
afternoon. 

The SPEAKER. .Is there objection to 
the request of the ·gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

WHEAT PROGRAM FOR 1960-61 
Mr. COOLEY.- 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 bill <H.R. 7246) to 
a,nend the Agricultural Act of 1939, as 
amended, the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, and Public Law 
74, 77th Congress, as amended. 

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 
consiaeration of H.R. 7246, with Mr. 
EviNS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of tt~e bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­

nizes th3 gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. COOLEY]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to urge 
the membership of the House to remain 
on the ftoor at least for the next few 
minutes to the end that you may have 
an opportunity to hear an intelligent dis­
cussion of this great problem. We are 
now dealing with American agriculture's 
problem No. 1. We now have invested 
in wheat, as I said yesterday, more than 
$3 billion-wheat that we cannot sell and 
that we cannot give away. As we know, 
unless something is done, our problem 
will be aggravated. 

The President of the United States on 
six or seven occasions has urged the Con­
gress to do something, and our subcom­
mittee on wheat under the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] has la­
bored for 6 long months, and we are 
bringing this bill to the ftoor and pre­
senting it to you, not as pe.rfect legisla­
t ion by any means-it is highly contro­
versial. Only by listening to the debate 
will you be able to vote with any degree 
of intelligence. The gentleman from 
Cld:::thoma [Mr. ALBERT] will present the 

bill. Our colleague the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER] has a proposi­
tion which he will submit to the Com· 
mittee in due time. I think it would be 
well for all Members to hear the discus­
sion. I have no preconceived ideas about 
the legislation, but I do know it deals 
with a problem of paramount importance 
to the people of America and, of course, 
to all of us here on the :floor of the House. 
I hope you will listen to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to concur in 
what Chairman CooLEY has said about 
the gravity of the situation as it per­
tains to the wheat surplus. I do hope 
the membership will remain on the ftoor 
to listen to two experts in this field. I 
think · if you will listen to the gentle­
man from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT], the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Wheat of the Committee on Agriculture 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BELCHER], the ranking Republican on 
the SJ.Ibcommittee on wheat, you will get 
a good picture of t:tle many problems in- . 
volved. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I now 
yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. ALBERT] 10 minutes. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, the 
Committee on Agriculture submits for 
your consideration a wheat adjustment 
bill which, though certainly not perfect 
and not altogether acceptable to any 
organization or group which has ap­
peared before our committee, represents 
a genuine attempt to meet a problem 
which the President of the United States 
has repeatedly been saying should be met 
ever since the 86th Congress convened. 

There is no easy or fully acceptable 
way to deal with the problem. 

All members of our committee know 
this. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. HoEVEN], ranking minority 
member of the committee, knows this. 

He and I have discussed this matter 
many times. 

All members of the Subcommittee on 
Wheat know that this is no easy problem. 

. They have all been working on this 
problem for months. 

All of us have tried, I think, to reach 
a solution to this problem that would be 
free of partisan politics. 

With staggering surpluses on hand and 
with a substantial crop in prospect for 
the present year there is no soft or gen­
tle way to attack this problem-no way 
which will be pleasing to everybody. 

But the difficulty of the task is not the 
criterion. 

We have a problem on our hands which 
is directly and fundamentally the re­
sponsibility of the Congress of the United 
States, and we must act in some degree 
of unison, in some spirit of compromise, 
in an effort to make some contribution to 
the solution of the problem. 

Time is running out, and we must act 
now. 
. The Department of Agriculture esti­
mates that total wheat supplies for the 
1958-59 marketing year are currently at 
2.353 billion bushels which is about 12 

percent above the previous peak reached 
2 years ago. · 

This is enough wheat to supply all of 
our domestic requirements and exports 
for more than 2 years. 

If we did not harvest one acre of 
wheat this year we would still have as 
much as 300 million bushels more than 
we need from current supplies to carry 
us through until the 1960 crop was 
harvested. 

The truth of the matter is that we 
have built up surpluses of wheat in the 
hands of the Commodity Credit Cor­
poration which the Department of Agri­
culture estimates will soon represent a 
Government investment of $3.5 billion 
dollars. 

The storage, interest, and transporta­
tion costs of handling the wheat pro­
gram now total more than $1 million per 
day. 

It is beginning to look as though this 
surplus will increase from 100 million to 
400 million bushels per year, year in and 
year out as long as the present pro­
gram remains in effect. 

New warehouses are going up all the 
time. 

A new group, the warehouse lobby, is 
coming into existence to reap the har­
vest of the wheat program riow in effect. 
· Mr. Chairman, we are producing 100 

million to 400 million more bushels of 
wheat than we can sell or give away at 
home or abroad. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
come up with no suggestion as to how 
we can get rid of the extra wheat which 
we are now producing except to feed it 
to livestock thereby increasing the prob­
lems of the feed grain-livestock pro­
ducers. 

We are channeling wheat into school 
lunch programs at home and abroad. 

We are selling it at subsidies averaging 
55 cents per bushel on foreign markets, 
and this includes all sales for dollars and 
sales under Public Law 480, in addition 
to foreign giveaways. 

The subcommittee on wheat has been 
dealing with this problem since January. 

We have held hearing after hearing. 
We have heard from every farm organ­

ization and wheat organization and every 
Member of Congress and individual who 
wanted to be heard. 

We have heard from representatives 
of every brapch of the Department of 
Agriculture that has anything to do with 
wheat. 

We have found no solution to this 
problem that would be satisfactory to 
everyone. 

The farm organizations and wheat 
growers organizations are in almost com­
plete disagreement as to how the problem 
should be approached. 

Our subcommittee reported a bill 
which was changed in many particulars 
by the full committee. 

Neither of these bills was perfect, but 
both the subcommittee and the full com­
mittee have kept in mind at all times two 
major objectives: first, that we must stop 
piling up wheat on top of wheat for 
which we have no earthly use, at the ex­
pense of the taxpayer and certainly 
against the long-time interests of the 
wheat producers of the country; and, 
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second, that we should do this in a man­
ner which will not destroy the economy 
of either the wheat farmers or the feed 
grain-livestock producers of our country. 

These are the objectives of this bill. 
These objectives this bill will meet. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman 10 additional minutes. 
Our committee has considered every 

proposition that has come before it, but 
we have found no way to get production 
of wheat below the disappearance of 
wheat without reducing the acreage 
planted to wheat. We have not only 
recommended a 25-percent cut in acreage 
allotments but we have tightened up 
loopholes which have accounted for a 
part of the overproduction in the past. In 
making these cuts we have also under­
taken to do what producers of no other 
commodity have been required to do, and 
that is to invoke cross compliance so far 
as price supported crops are concerned. 
We have tried to a void opening up one 
loophole while pluggging another. We 
have tried to say to the wheat farmer 
that while he cuts his production in 
wheat he cannot turn around and put 
the acreage into some other supported 
crop already in oversupply. We have 
also undertaken by a payment-in-kind 
equal to one-third of the production on 
the land taken out of production, to en­
courage farmers not to plant the acre­
age in any other crop for harvest or to 
graze it. To offset the terrific loss in 
income due to a 25-percent cut in allot­
ments, we have raised the level of price 
supports from 75 to 90 percent of 
parity. This is the only provision of 
this bill to which the Department of Ag­
riculture really makes substantial ob­
jection. 

The Department has recommended, 
whether we go the control route or 
whether we go the so-called free route, 
that we cut the support level or change 
it to a percentage of the market price 
during a recent period of years. A 20 to 
25 percent cut in allotments is essential 
to get production below current disap­
pearance, and the farmers cannot stand 
such a reduction in their acreage with a 
price cut in prospect at the same time. 
It may be that in the long pull stable 
price supports and acreage allotments 
are not the answer to the wheat prob­
lem, but they are essential if we are 
going to cut production to an extent that 
will enable us really to begin to get rid 
of these surpluses and-not bankrupt the 
wheat farmers of this country in doing 
it. 

In order to plug loopholes which have 
aggravated the overproduction problem 
in wheat, your committee has recom­
mended penalties which, in our opinion, 
will really stop overplanting. One of the 
big loopholes in existing law has been 
the ease with which noncompliers could 
take advantage of the program. The law 
now provides that penalties shall be at 
45 percent of parity and that they shall 
be based upon normal yields. In recent 
years actual yields have been running 
about double normal yields. The result 
has been that many large farmers have 
been out of compliance continually, and 
in the last 4 years such noncomplying 
producers have added more than 90 mil-

lion bushels to the surplus. The com­
mittee has increased the penalty rate 
from 45 to 65 percent and has based 
penalties upon actual yields instead of 
upon normal yields. These increased 
penalties will stop the practice of over­
planting allotments. Another loophole 
in the law which has been pointed out 
by the Department of Agriculture has 
been the so-called 15-acre exemption. 
The big difficulty here has not been 
the size of the exemption but the increase 
in the number of farmers taking advan­
tage of the exemption year after year. 
Figures given our subcommittee by the 
Department of Agriculture show that 
15-acre farms have been ipcreasing at 
an average rate of about 100,000 farms · 
per year. According to Department 
estimates, this loophole has added 475 
million bushels to the carryover sup­
plies in the last 4 years. If the 15-acre 
exemption in its present form should 
remain in effect under the bill now under 
consideration, with commercial wheat 
producers being required to reduce their 
acreage by 25 percent and with price 
supports being increased, there would 
undoubtedly be at least 250,000 new 15-
acre farms next year. 

The 15-acre exemption has presented 
a difficult problem. The Department of 
Agriculture and the President of the 
United States have recommended that 
it be eliminated. Many Members feel 
we should abolish it. Others have in­
sisted that it must not be disturbed. 
Your committee has brought forth a 
reasonable compromise. 

It has cut the 15-acre exemption to 
12 acres or to the highest planting dur­
ing the years 1957, 1958 or 1959, which­
ever is lower. We do not think it is fair 
to come in at this late date and say that 
you cannot have a 15-acre exemption. 
I am going to say to those of you who 
are going to support the proposition 
offered by my friend, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER] who 
comes from an area where for the most 
part producers are relatively large, that 
if you adopt his amendment, you write 
off the wheat areas of this country east 
of the Mississippi River. If you adopt 
his proposition, you will practically 
write off all Soft Red Winter wheat areas. 

We feel that this compromise is fair 
in view of the fact that commercial wheat 
producers have already cut their produc­
tion from nearly 84 million to less than 
55 million acres and are now being asked 
to cut nearly 14 million acres more. We 
feel, on the other hand, that it would be 
unfair at this late date entirely to abolish 
the 15-acre exemption, because such ac­
tion would upset the rotation practices 
of many farmers and would just about 
take some wheat areas and some types of 
wheat completely out of production. 

While reducing the 15-acre exemption 
this legislation contains an offsetting 
provision in that it has entirely removed 
the 30-acre limitation on the production 
of wheat to be consumed on the farm. 
There has been long an increasing de­
mand on the part of many farmers and 
many Members of Congress for the re­
moval of restrictions against growing 
wheat for feed on the farm on which it is 
produced. Enactment of this legislation 
will remove such restriction and will give 

your farmers the right to grow all the 
wheat they want to grow for feed or 
food on their own farms without penalty 
of any kind. 

Your committee has recommended that 
this bill remain in effect for a period of 2 
years to meet an emergency situation 
with the hope that permanent legisla­
tion which will deal effectively with the 
problem in the long run may be worked 
out during the life of this act. 

This bill will cut the production of 
wheat, and there is not any question 
about that, and it will cut it below 
present consumption. The increased 
penalties for overplanting and the re­
duction in the 15-acre exemption will cut 
the product ion of wheat at least 5 per­
cent a year. In my judgment, with the 
penalty provisions that have been placed 
in this bill and with the adjustment .of 
the 15-acre exemption, along with a 25 
percent cut which all commercial wheat 
farmers must take, we have a right to 
expect a greater reduction in production 
than the most optimistic estimates that 
have been made up to this time. 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I am delighted to yield 
to my chairman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman 
explain his expression "the highest 
planted"? 

Mr. ALBERT. The highest planted 
acreage means that if a farmer has 
planted on his land any wheat during 
the last 3 years-that is, 1957, 1958, and 
1959-but the amount planted during 
any one of those years is less than 12 
acres, he will get the highest planted 
during any one of those years. 

This bill could well result in a full 
25-percent cut in wheat production or 
even more. Some spokesmen for the 
Department of Agriculture have been 
putting out propaganda that these cuts 
would be offset by increased incentives 
due to increased price supports. This 
argument is a myth. Our subcommittee 
had before us the top scientific and 
technical experts from the Department. 
They made no substantial claims of this 
kind. On page 10 of the hearings, Dr. 
Louis P . Reitz, of the Agricultural Re­
search Service, Crop Research Division, 
states: 

There has been, during the last several 
years, a considerable increase in use of fer­
tilizer on wheat. This has, according to 
some experts, about reached a saturation 
point for many of the major areas. One 
of the limitations in further use of fertilizer 
is the inability of present varieties to respond 
favorably to higher rates of fertilization. 

While there may be prospects in the 
future for . varieties which will better 
respond to fertilization, I have not been 
able to find any responsible authority 
who has the remotest idea that such 
varieties will be developed with seed 
available to farmers, within the 2-year 
life of this bill. The truth of the matter 
is that under 75-percent supports farm­
ers have used fertilization to the limit 
and they will continue to do so. 

They will grow every bushel of wheat 
they can grow under the present pro­
gram. They may take their poorer than 
average wheatlands out of production as 
allotments are cut still further, but again 
they would do this whether the support 
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levers were 75 percent of the previous 3-
year market average or 90 percent of 
parity as we recommend. 

They will grow much less wheat if they 
are required to reduce their plantings by 
25 percent and we will begin to draw 
down our surplus stocks. Mark this, 
this bill not. only represents a 25-percent 
cut in all allotments of wheat but it stops 
overproduction on acreage beyond allot­
ments, and it stops this eternal adding 
at the rate of 100,000 farms per year of 
15-acre farms which have further ag­
gravated the problem. In my opinion, 
this bill will cut wheat production a full 
25 percent and then some. This bill will 
not only cut acreage--it will reduce 
Government costs. 
· Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ALBERT. I yield to my chair­

man. 
Mr. COOLEY. I just wonder if the 

gentleman will comment on the eligi­
bility for voting. Some question was 
brought up yesterday to the effect that 
certain farmers will not be permitted to 
vote in the current year but only vote 2 
years hence. Does the gentleman in­
tend to offer an amendment to that sec­
tion? I would like him to discuss it. 
· Mr. ALBERT. I do. That happened 

because of the parliamentars way by 
which this bill came to the floor. Cer­
tainly anybody who is subject to market­
ing quotas ought to be eligible to vote. 
There is not any argument on that. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is go­
ing to propose such an amendment? 

Mr. ALBERT. I shall propose an 
amendment, if somebody else does not 
offer one._ 

We have asked Mr. Walter Wilcox, of 
the Library of Congress, to give us some 
estimates of savings in Government costs 
:for the wheat price-support program 
under H .R. 7246, compared with contin­
uation of existing legislation. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, the 
statement of Dr. Wilcox to the chairman 
of our committee is as follows: 

In response to your request, the 'following 
are my estimates of savings in Government 
costs for the wheat price-support program 
under H .R. 7246, as compared with a con­
tinuation of existing legislation: 

Million 
bushels 

Estimated annual production under 
the present program _____ __________ 1,200 

Domestic utilization plus exports _____ 1, 050 

Annual increase in CCC stocks_ 150 
Estimated annual production under 

H.R. 7246, with 25 percent reduction 
in allotments, a reduction in the 15-
acre limitation, and an increase in 
penalties for overplanting (20 per-
cent reduction in production)------ 960 

Domestic utilization plus exports ____ 1, 050 

Export subsidies are now paid wheat ex- · 
porters in the form of wheat taken out of 
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks. Be­
cause of the increased subsidies required 
under H.R. 7246, an estimated additional 
45 million bushels will be withdrawn ·from 
CCC stocks to pay the exporters. 

Since withdrawals for these two purposes 
total 125 million bushels or 35 million more 
than the 90 million bushel difference be­
tween estimated production under H.R. 7246 
and utilization, the Commodity Credit Cor­
poration will have returned to it approxi­
mately 35 million bushels as a result of these 
p ayments in kind at $2.10 per bushel (the 
estimated support level under H.R. 7246). 
This will require a Government outlay of 
$73.5 million which should be deducted from 
the annual gross savings: 

Million 
Annual gross savings _______________ $337. 5 
Less value of wheat returned to CCC 

stocks because of payments in kind 
in excess of net reductions in CCC 
stocks--------------------------- 73 . 5 

Estimated annual savings in 
Government ~utlays or costs_ 264. 0 

The minority report undertakes to 
show that this program will cost more 
than the present program. On page 28 
of the report it is stated that the Depart­
ment estimates that a savings due to 25 
percent reduction in allotments will 
amount to $270 million but that an addi­
tional $200 million for increased export 
subsidies and $180 million to cover the 
cost of payments in kind, will cause an 
increase in the cost of $110 million per 
year over the present program. 

This simply is not true. In the first 
place, the minority report estimates that 
a reduction in wheat output probably 
would be less than 15 percent. It en­
tirely omits consideration of the in­
creased penalties for overplanting and 
the reduction in the 15 acre exemption 
which alone would account for one-third 
this amount. In addition it makes un­
founded assumptions that great in­
creases will result from increased fertili­
zation and new techniques. It fails alto­
gether to take into account the decreases 
resulting from adjusting the 15 acre 
exemption and stopping expansion of 
the 15 acre farms and in plugging up the 
loopholes with respect to larger pro­
ducers. ;r doubt that any unbiased 
wheat experts can be found who will sup­
port the position that this bill would 
only reduce wheat production 15 per­
cent as compared with eixsting legis­
lation. The estimates by Dr. Walter 
Wilcox, of the Library of Congress, are 
impartial estimates. They are conserva-
tive estimates based upon an assump­
tion that this bill will cut production 
only 20 percent. This is far too con-
servative in the light of the facts as they 
exist; but more than this, if everything 
the minority report says about this bill 
is true and if everything the Depart­Annual reduction in CCC 

stocks----------------------~ · 

Savings to GoveTnment under H.R. 7246 . 

go ment of Agriculture says ·is true, and ad­
mitting as we must -that export subsidies 
will be increased, there is no question 
but what · this bill will reduce Govern­
ment costs. 

Million 
150,000,000 bm:hels taken over by CCC 

at $1.75 per busheL ____________ __ $275. 5 
Storage and interest on 240,000,000 

bushels, 150,000,000 reduction in 
annual t akeover plus, 90,000,0QO 
reduction in · stocks at 30 cents per 
bushel--------------------------- · 72 

Total annual gross savings____ 347. 5 

Dr. Wilcox is a neutral authority. He 
is an expert in this field. He has esti­
mated the savings will be $264 million a 
year. Somebody said we should take the 
Department's estimates. The only trou­
ble with taking the Department's esti-

mates is that the Department is playing 
politics with this thing. I understand 
the Secretary of Agriculture has been 
over here, but has not consulted with the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Wheat. He has been consulting with 
Republican Members. Now I am not 
accusing my friends on the Republican 
side or the Secretary of doing anything 
wrong, but I understand they have been 
huddling on this matter. I think the 
Committee has tried to handle this 
problem as it should be handled-in a 
nonpartisan way. 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. HOEVEN. The gentleman fl.·om 

Oklahoma is certainly not contending 
that the Department is putting out false 
figures relating to the costs. 

Mr. ALBERT. Well, I am just con­
tending that figures can be juggled. I 
would like to say to the· gentleman, we 
did not get any figures of the kind that 
we are hearing about from the Depart­
ment of Agriculture when we had De­
partment representatives before our 
committee. We asked them to tell the 
whole truth and gave them all the time 
they needed to tell the whole truth. 
:Ooes the gentleman deny that the Sec­
retary and the Assistant Secretary have 
been consulting with Republican Mem-· 
bers and not with Democratic Members 
during the consideration of this matter? 

Mr. HOEVEN. Well, I would not 
know about that, whether they have been 
consulting with Democratic Members or 
not, but I will say, frankly, I have con­
sulted with him and with members of 
the Department with reference to the 
legislation in an effort to work out some­
thing that would be acceptable. 

.Mr. ALBERT. I have told the Secre­
tary of Agriculture several times that I 
wanted to work out this problem. The 
gentleman from Iowa knows full well 
how much I respect him and how much I 
admire him. The gentleman knows that 
when he and I were trying to work out a 
compromise the President was issuing 
press releases giving the Congress fits for 
not getting out a wheat bill. I ask the 
gentleman-is that not correct? 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. HOEVEN. Was the Secretary of 

Agriculture invited to testify on the bill 
which was reported out of the commit­
tee? 

Mr. ALBERT. No, because the testi­
mony was all in at that time. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Why was he not in­
vited? 

Mr. ALBERT. Was he invited to tes­
tify on the substitute bill? 

Mr. HOEVEN. Well, I am asking the 
chairman of the wheat subcommittee 
whether or not the department was in­
vited to testify. 

Mr. ALBERT. I might say when we 
reported out the original bill, I said to 
every Member, Democratic and Repub­
lican, on the subcommittee, "This is the 
best I can do but I am willing to take 
any Republican's bill or anybody's bill, 
if you have anything else to offer." And 
there was nothing forthcoming when we 
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concluded our work in the subcommit­
tee. But that bas nothing to do with 
the merits of the case because I am just 
trying to point out the facts with re­
spect to the argument that . we should 
take only the figures of the Department 
of Agriculture. . 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that 

you had before your subcommittee of­
ficials of the United States Department 
of Agriculture for a solid week and the 
Secretary of Agriculture was accorded 
the prl.vilege of coming before the com­
mittee? 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor­
rect and the Secretary ·did appear be­
fore the full committee. There is no 
argument about that. 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman from 

from Oklahoma, the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Wheat, has brought up 
a point which I think emphasizes the 
confusion of Members of both sides of 
the aisle and those of us who do not 
know much about wheat, and I consider 
myself as being in that category. He 
has brought out the point that there is 
a difference of some three-quarter bil­
lion dollars in the estimates made by the 
gentleman from Iowa and the statement 
that has just been made by the gentle­
man from Oklahoma. The gentleman 
from Iowa said yesterday, if he is cor­
rectly quoted in the RECORD, that this 
would cost an additional $140 million 
to the taxpayers. The statement has 
been made here by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. BREEDING] yesterday and 
by the gentleman now occupying the 
well, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[lVT..r. ALBERT], to the effect that this 
would be a saving of $528 million over a 
2-year period to the taxpayers. Now 
this difference of some three-quarter 
billion dollars, I think, should be clarified 
and someone shouid be able to furnish a 
reasonably accurate statement for the 
benefit of the House. I think there 
should be some justification of these 
figures. 

Mr. ALBERT. If I have the time, I 
will try to justify the figures. Now here 
is the situation. The minority report, 
and that is the same language that the 
gentleman refers to, estimates the reduc­
tion in wheat output probably would be 
less than 15 percent, but ~t entirely omits 
consideration of increased penalties for 
overplanting or the reduction of the 15 
acre exemption, which alone would ac­
count for one-third of this amount. In 
addition, it makes the assumption tliat 
great increases will result from increased 
fertilization and new techniques. Now, 
will we get a big breakthrough in ferti­
lization? The experts do not say so, and 
you have to assume that, if we are going 
to reach the conclusion that they reach. 
The experts did not say so. But, I say 
to my friend, the gentleman from North 
Carolina, that if we do get a big break­
through in fertilization, it will not make 
any difference whether wheat is sup­
ported at 75 percent or 95 percent, we 

will still be paying more than .the Gov­
ernment can afford. Once you get 
another big breakthrough, all price sup­
port programs on wheat are finished. 
There is no question about that. 

Here is the important point, the point 
they overlook, I personally think this bill 
will cut production 25 percent. This is 
not just a layman's opinion; I have 
talked to wheat men all over the country. 
But here is the point, even the minority 
report, even ·the Department admits that 
this 25 percent cut, this tightening up, is 
going to get disappearance below pro­
duction and that is the important thing. 
If the farmers offered to give their wheat 
to the Government, the Government 
could not afford to take it in view of 
carrying charges. · 

The thing that is running up the cost 
of the program is not the initial invest­
ment, but the mounting costs of sur·­
pluses which have already gone and 
which are continuing to go into the ware­
houses of the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration. ~ 

This bill will stop the accumulation of 
surpluses and, in stopping them, will stop 
the continuing year after year cost to 
the Government on the same wheat over 
and over again. 

This bill will get wheat out of Govern­
ment warehouses and in the end will be 
of benefit to both the farmer and the 

·taxpayer. 
The minority assertion that this bill 

will result in $200 million increased ex­
port subsidy costs is simply fantastic. 

Export subsidies on wheat are now 
paid in kind. 

It will take about 45 million additional 
bushels . of wheat to pay the increased 
export sub~idies under this bill. 

If this wheat were valued at market 
price the increased export subsidy cost 
would be less than $90 million. 

But this payment in kind using surplus 
wheat for which there is no market and 
on which storage and handling charges 
exceed 20 cents a bushel a year repre­
sents no additional Government outlay 
whatsoever. 

The same logic applies to the state­
ment in the minority report that pay­
ments in kind to producers for not har­
vesting a crop on their diverted wheat­
lands would increase Government costs 
$180 million a year. 

These payments do not increase Gov­
ernment outlays since the wheat is al­
ready on hand. The minority has sim­
ply been misinformed by the administra­
tion which hopes to discredit all pro­
posals except its own. This bill will 
reduce wheat production below current 
disappearance. It will reduce Govern­
ment costs substantially. It will also 
protect wheatgrowers' incomes and the 
interest of feed grain-livestock pro­
ducers. 

For t.hese ·reasons we believe this bill 
merits broad support. 

Now, there has been a lot of talk re­
cently about vetoes. I do not know 
whether anybody here today has an ad­
vance message from the White House 
whether this bill will be vetoed or not. 
I know that so far as I am conc.erned 
tlie President of the United States has 
his re.sponsibilities. I h~we mine. I 

k..n.ow also that if _ the President signs 
tbjs bill the responsibility for failure. to 
decrease mounting wheat surpluses in 
this country will not be his alone. I 
know further . that if Congress enacts 
ana the President signs this .bill, the re­
sponsibility for the failure .of the law, if 
it does fail, will rest on the Congress of 
the United States,, and I will be willing 
to assume that responsibility. 

I know also, and the President of the 
United States knows, that if he vetoes 
this bili the responsibility will be his. 
I .know further that if the President of 
the United States vetoes this bill he will 
veto a lot of legislative reforms, so far 
as the wheat law is concerned, reforms 
that he himself has requested. 

In his message to the Congress on 
January 29, the President sent up his 
recommendations in which he men­
tioned that two routes were open to the . 
Members of Congress in dealing .with 
the wheat problem: The first he called 
the relaxation of controls route and 
which he recommended in the longtime 
interests of wheat farmers. The second 
he called the control route and with 
respect to which he said: 

The control aspect of this approach is 
drastic regimentation which Congress has, 
not been willing to impose. While th~s ap­
proach might have merit for an emergency 
adjustment period, it would not be in the 
best longtime interest of wheatgrowers 
and agricultur.e generally. 

Mark you, that the President has said 
that the control route might have merit 
for an emerg_ency adjustment period. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if ever an emer­
gency . adjustment period was upon us 
that emergency adjustment period is 
upon us now. 

The President of the United States 
said in his message of January 29 that 
if the emergency concept is to be re­
tained then certain things should be 
done and here are some of the things he 
mentioned: 

First, the President said we should 
eliminate the provision allowing any 
farmer to produce up to 15 acres of 
wheat. Well, your· committee has not 
seen fit to eliminate the provision but it 
has plugged a big loophole by not per­
mitting new farms to come in at the rate 
of 100,000 per year a.nd by reducing the 
15-acre exemptio;n to 12 or the highest 
planted in the last 3 years. It has taken 
substantial action to give effect to this 
recommendation of the President. 

The President has asked that we in­
crease the penalty rate for overplanting 
to the point that will stop the practice. 
This we have done beyond any question 
of doubt. · 

·The President has told us we should 
base penalties for overplanting on ac­
tual overproduction rather than upon 
normal yields per acre. This we have 
done practically as recommended by the 
President of the United-States. 

The President of the United States 
has said · we should eliminate the 55-
million-acre minimum. For the life of 
this bill, we have cut that minimum by 
one-quarter. · 

The · only thing that the President of 
tQ.~ Unitec;l States recommended, that was 
of any substantial importance and that 
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is not in this bill, was that we base price 
supports on a percentage of the average 
market price of the immediately preced­
ing years or, if the present standard is 
retained, give the Secretary the same 
discretion he has for most other com­
modities. Now we are not willing to cut 
the allotments of the wheat farmers of 
this country by 25 percent and at the 
same time reduce support prices to an 
amount that will be the equivalent of 40 
cents per bushel the first year and prob­
ably an additional 15 cents or 20 cents 
the second year. Nor are we willing to 
turn over to the Secretary of Agriculture 
the discretion as to what wheat farmers 
will receive in the way of price supports 
from our Government. 

This is not an arbitrary law. If 34 
percent of the wheat farmers of this 
country do not like the control features 
of this bill they may turn them dowri. 
In that event wheat farmers will be per­
mitted to grow all the wheat they want 
to grow and to receive for it 50 percent 
of ·parity. This will be pretty close to 
the world price, and does anybody ·here 
think that wheat farmers or any other 
farmers should be permitted to have 
unlimited production and receive at the 
same time a guarantee substantially 
above the world price? · 

The farmers have a choice. They 
have a choice that they do not have 
under the present law, a choice on the 
one hand of giving themselves a right 
to unlimited production if they want it 
and at the same time to get an across­
the-board guaranteed minimum price 
support, or on the other hand, 90 per­
cent supports and controlled produc­
tion. Under present law the Secretary 
of Agriculture is obligated to support 
wheat prices in the event marketing 
quotas are defeated in referendum only 
to those growers who comply with their 
allotments. 

This bill is not a handout for agricul­
tw·e. The wheat farmers certainly in the 
short run would much prefer to have the 
present program, to keep present al­
lotments and to receive a guaranteed 
price of around $1.80 per bushel. They 
can do pretty well under this program, 
but in the longtime interest of the 
wheat farmers of this country and in the 
immediate interest of the taxpayers and 
consumers of this country, and in the 
name of commonsense, the time has 
come for Congress to enact some kind of 
law which will stop this business of pay­
ing farmers to grow things for which we 
have no present or prospective need. 
It would be much better to subsidize 
farmers outright-to pay them not to 
plant-than to pay them to go through 
the work and motion of planting and 
producing something, while depleting 
our soil-something that we cannot eat, 
sell, or give away at home or abroad. 

This bill is an effort, a hard effort, on 
the part of this committee to deal with 
the pr.oblem responsibility. It is not a 
bill that is designed to bring popularity 
to t:qose who sponsor it, but it is a bill 
designed honestly and after long con­
sideration to do a job that only the Con­
gress can do and to do it now. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from ·okla-

homa [Mr. BELCHER], ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on Wheat 
of the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, this 
is one of the most unique occasions I 
have ever experienced since I have been 
a Member of Congress. I am the rank­
ing minority member of the Wheat Sub­
committee, and my good friend the gen­
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] is 
chairman of the Wheat Subcommittee. 
This is one of the very few times that 
we have ever differed on nearly any­
thing. He is a Methodist and I am a 
Methodist; a great . Methodist univer­
sity conferred an honorary doctor of 
laws degree upon both of us at the same 
time last year because they did not want 
to show partiality. He and I are bridge 
partners occasionally in bridge tourna­
ments. He and I are both backers of 
the University of Oklahoma which we 
both attended. 

I think he is one of the most ob­
jective-minded and one of the finest 
Members that has ever been sent to this 
Congress from any State. 

Mr. ALBERT. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman knows my personal 
affection for him, and he knows I never 
have been able to understand why a 
man who was such a good Methodist, 
such a good Oklahoman, could be so 
wrong in his politics. 

Mr. BELCHER. I can readily under­
stand why he would say that, when he 
comes from a State that last year caused 
the greatest landslide in the history of 
the United .States and threatened such 
a prairie fire that to this very moment 
I do not know how I got through it 
without being burned. In addition to 
that, I want to congratulate the ma­
jority side of this House for elevating 
my good friend to a position of leader­
ship. I do not think you could have 
done better. I appreciate your action 
and I am grateful for this elevation of a 
friend of mine. 

Mr. Chairman, I will say in connec­
tion with the wheat bill that never in 
the history of this Congress has a man 
more earnestly and sincerely attempted 
to come up with a wheat bill than the 
chairman of this subcommittee. He 
heard everybody who wanted to be 
heard, and he heard most of them sev­
eral times, and then if they had any 
rebuttal he brought them back and let 
them testify again. At the end of the 
hearings he introduced a wheat bill 
known as the Albert bill. It came before 
our subcommittee and was passed by 
the subcommittee. It went to the full 
committee and was promptly rejected 
by the full committee. 

After the full committee had decided 
to reject all of the efforts and all of the 
information that had been collect~d by 
the subcommittee, then, and after they 
had written another bill and that bill 
had not been introduced by any mem­
ber of the subcommittee and no mem­
ber of the subcommittee seemed to 
want to introduce it, although one or 
two were requested in open meeting to 
introduce it, a tobacco farmer from 
North Carolina finally introduced a bill 
and the bill before you is the bill intro~ 
duced by the chairman of our commit-

tee. He is the man who, through this 
bill, is seeking to raise the price support 
on wheat to 90 percent, the same man 
who every single day of this session of 
Congress has been putting forth his ef­
forts to reduce the price support on the 
commodity that he raises from 90 per­
cent, because 90 percent is ruining the 
market for his farmers. Just yesterday 
that bill reducing the price supports on 
tobacco below 90 percent, a commodity 
that has never been in trouble, a com­
modity whose program has always 
worked perfectly, and if you don't be­
lieve that I can say I have the authority 
of one of the best tobacco raisers and 
one of the greatest agricultural experts 
of this House, the chairman of the Agri­
culture Committee himself. 

He has made the statement many 
times that the tobacco program is the 
one perfect program that has been 
brought about. Yet he said that 90 per­
cent is ruinous today, and because he 
does not have anything to do with wheat 
he brings on the floor of the House a 
wheat bill putting it in the 90-percent 
bracket. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to offer a 
substitute, and I think at this point it 
would be a good idea to explain the 
terms of both of these bills. A lot of 
general statements have been made, but 
the exact details of the committee bill 
have never been presented to the House, 
and I think it might be a good plan to 
_present that bill and present the bill I 
intend to offer as a substitute. 

The committee bill raises the price 
support from 75 to 90 percent. It cuts 
wheat allotments by 25 percent. It 
tightens up the controls on overproduc­
tion. It reduces the 15-aCl·e minimum 
to 12 acres. As I said before, it requires 
that 25 percent of the wheat allotment 
shall be laid out during these 2 years. 

Now, to pay the farmer for laying out 
the 25 percent, if he does not use these 
acres for any other crop, and very few 
of the farmers of my district can use 
it for any other crop, he is paid a bonus 
out of the wheat sw·plus that is now 
owned by the U.S. Government of one­
third of the· average yield on the acres 
that he lays out. That goes as a bonus 
for the reduction of 25 percent. 

In the discussion of the cost of the 
program, and in the discussion of the 
reduction of production, that has not 
been mentioned up to now. A third ·of 
the normal yield that is delivered to the 
farmer in kind of a U.S. warehouse will 
in turn be sold by the farmer in the open 
cash market to break the cash market 
for the price-support wheat, and in turn 
will cause him to go out and buy price­
supported wheat; and in the process we 
delivered wheat that has been bought in 
at the 75 percent level, we put that in 
competition with the 90-percent wheat, 
then we take the taxpayers' money and 
go back and buy that wheat for 90 per­
cent. 

Mr. Chairman, as far as my bill is con­
cerned, it leaves price supports exactly 
the same, exactly where it is today, it 
leaves wheat acreage allotments exactly 
where they are. It does eliminate the 
15-acre exemption. My bill for the first 
time in the history of wheat legislation 
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puts every wheat raiser· in the· United 
!States on exactly the same basis. 

There might be something wrong with 
not treating big farmers and little farm­
-ers alike, I do not know, but you hear a 
lot of talk about big farmers and little 
farmers. I am not for big farmers or 
for little farmers. I have a few big farm­
ers and a lot of little ones in my district, 
and I have never on the. floor of the 
House or as a Member of Congress taken 
the part of the big man or the little man. 
I think big men are Americans and I 
·think little men are Americans. If you 
are going to give a vote to the wheat 
raisers, you cannot say, If you raise 14 
acres you cannot vote; if you raise 16 
acres you can vote. I believe in giving 
every wheat raiser in America the same 
voice and vote in the program. I be.­
lieve in putting them all under the same 
price level. If you are going to support 
-one you should support the other. I be­
lieve that in determining allotments for 
little fellows they ::;hould be determined 
on the same basis that you determine 
the allotments for big fellows. If a 
6-acre farmer overproduces, he should 
.pay the same penalty as a 16:..acre farm­
er that overproduces. All fanr.ers in 
America should be treated alike, in my 
opinion. That is all my bill does. My 
bill retains a provision in the -committee 
bill that tightens up control so that those 
fellows who plant excess acres, overpro­
duce and break the ·market for those fel­
lows who do comply, will pay a 65-per­
cent penalty on the actual bushels they 
plant in excess. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma says, 
of course, that I represent the big wheat 
farmers. I will have you know, first, 
there are 85,000 wheat farmers in Okla­
homa. Seventy-three thousand of them 
have less than an allotment of 100 acres. 
Here is a letter from one of the big wheat 
farmers I represent. This gentleman 
is a war veteran. He was a member of 
the executive committee of the Ameri:.. 
can Legion, of which I was post com­
mander. That is how we became so well 
acquainted. 

Here is a letter I just received from 
him a few days ago, but after the Albert 
bill was reported out of the subcommit­
tee and before it was junked and the new 
committee bill came out. This is his 
letter to me : 

DEAR PAGE! I am writing you in regard 
to the new wheat law that the Agriculture 
Committee thinks is O.K. · 

PAGE, if you will just think this out I am 
sure that you will be and should be against 
it. 

Now a 20 percent cut in acreage allotment 
even with your 10 percent raise in parity 
will not let us small farmers remain on the 
!arm. 

Now if you are for the big farmers getting 
bigger, then there is no need for me to say 
more, but here is the situation. 

On our horne place we have only a 60 ~ere 
(59.4) allotment. Now 20 percent of that 
is 12 acres so that would be a cut to 48 
acres. You know about our production rec­
ord here in Garfield County, and you see we 
could not make a living on that, and oats, 
barley, etc., is not a sure enough crop, and 
oats even with a good crop sell ·for around 
50 cents per bushel, so it's not much of a 
cash crop so we are limited as you know to 
wheat. 

• • • • 

PAGE, things for the small farmer are get­
,ting serious. You must think out a way 
for us to have enough acreage of wheat or 
we must go to town which will make more 
men 'for the jobs that are available which will 
lead to more unemployment. 

• • • • • 
There is an old saying, "If you can't whip 

'ern, join 'em" so if you Congressmen can't 
give us a better break we will have to have 
you find us jobs, so you see the small farm­
er's situation so please do what you can for 
us or there won't be any of us left. 

Yours sincerely, 
PAUL DICKERSON, 

Enid, Okla. 

Now, this is one of the big wheat farm­
ers, and that is typical of the wheat 
farmer, I might say, in my district. A 
lot have bigger allotments, but a lot do 
not. Why does this war veteran have to 
.be cut to 48 acres? Simply because we 
have permitted wheat to move out of 
that area all over the United States, and 
-the 15-acre minimum has made it possi­
ble for a fellow who never raised wheat 
before .to take that on as a sideline, as 
a little extra nest egg in addition to his 
other farm income. It. is just like the 
man with a permanent job who mows 
lawns after supper to make a few extra 
,dollars. My wheat farmers depend on 
.wheat · for a living, because . that is all 
they can raise. Their allotments are 
down below the minimum at this time. 
The elimination of the 15-acre allotment 
will not work a hardship on anybody. 
It puts everybody on the same level and 
certain farmers will not be elimina'ted 
from the wheat program. But, my 
amendment provides, if he is a wheat 
raiser, he will be under the program, he 
.will have the same number of acres that 
he always planted. If every one of my 
farmers was raising as much wheat as 
they always have raised, there would 
not be any 15-acre limitation. I have 
nothing against the 15-acre farmer or 
farm of any size. I would like to have 
them all put in the same buggy; all given 
the same treatment. 

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

Mr. BELCHER. I yield to the gentle~ 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. LATTA. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say that the wheat farm­
ers in Oklahoma have been cut and that 
the 15-acre fellows have thereby gained? 

Mr. BELCHER. I made the statement 
that the wheat grown in Oklahoma has 
been cut by 40 percent on account of 
wheat allotments and that the 15-acre 
farmer has not been cut at all. His 
wheat acreage has been raised up to 15 
acres. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, the figures I have 
show that in 1939 the State of Okla­
homa had 3,783,954 acres wheat allot­
ment; in 1959 they had 4,874,312, or an 
actual gain in the State of Oklahoma of 
1,090,358, or a net percentage gain of 
28.8 ; while the State of Ohio has been 
reduced by 48 percent. 

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

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 10 additional minutes. 
. Mr. BELCHER. Just a moment. I 
can readily explain that to you. He..re 
you find one · Member from Oklahoma 

on that side and one on this side. Wheat 
acreage has been taken out of my dis­
trict and the fellows over in Mr. ALBERT's 
district have started planting it. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
g~ntleman yield? 

Mr. BELCHER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD. Under your bill, do you 
have a provision permitting a farmer to 
grow wheat on his farm and feed it to 
poultry, for example? 

Mr. BELCHER. That is correct, and 
the reason I have not more thoroughly 
discussed that is because it is in either 
bill. The same provision as far as rais:­
-ing wheat for feed on the farm is con­
cerned is "both in H.R. 7246 and also in 
my bill. You can raise all the wheat 
you want to on your farm ·and consume 
it on the farm under either bill. 
· Mr. ALBERT. On this matter of the 
·15-acre exemption, I think the House 
should thoroughly understand ·it. The 
15-acr~ exempt~on has been in the law 
for many, many years. The gentleman 
knows that. It has undoubtedly caused 
some shifts in acreage. It has built up 
certain crop practices, so that there are 
·15-acre farmers who depend on this ex­
emption, and this will prevent them from 
getting it. · 

I want to say this to my friend, and I 
think he will agree, that the big difficulty 
with the 15-acre proposition has not been 
so much the 15-acre exemption as it was 
originally given but the fact that every 
year about 100,000 new 15-acre farms 
have been coming along. The commit­
tee bill will stop that as well as reduce 
the exemption. The committee bill goes 
a long way in compromising. 

The really big loophole has not been 
the 15-acre exemption per se but the fact 
that it has been there and every time ·you 
have a cut in the commercial area, 15-
acre farms have increased. That is what 
has been going on year after year. · The 
committee bill will remedy that situation. 

Mr. BELCHER. I agree with the gen::. 
tleman that it has been the continuai 
increase in that practice which has in­
creased the number almost 1 million. 
And it was testified to by the Department 
of Agriculture that 600 million bushels 
of the present surplus has been cr:eated 
as a result of the 15-acre minimum. The 
removal of the 15-acre minimum is not 
goin3" to take .very much away from any 
farmer in America. But the removal is 
going to permit the veteran whose letter 
I have just read-and. those farmers are 
down to rockbottom in those wheat 
areas-it is going to permit that wheat 
area to still be in the wheat business, but 
it will prevent the fellow who joined the 
wheat program under the 15-acre exemp­
tion to go back and raise the crop that 
he raised before that. 

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

Mr. BELCHER. I yield to the gen­
tleman. 

Mr. HORAN. I think -the gentleman 
brought out plainly this imbalance that 
has been brought about and that needs 
to be corrected. We are now producing 
600 million bushels on land that prob­
ably is not fitted for millable wheat. 
·would the gentleman like to comment 
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on the high moisture climate where 
some of this wheat 'is produced and p,ro­
duced in rather large bushelage? 

Mr. BELCHER. I agree with my col­
league from Oklahoma. that most of the 
15 acres have been planted in the past 
few years and that there has been about 
a 100,000 increase each ye·ar. Every sin:­
gle one of those fellows that . has come 
in under this exemption is one who did 
not feel that it was profitable to grow 
wheat until we made that exemption. 
Ever since the country was opened, they 
have grown some othei· crop and they 
only joined the wheat 'program when it 
became more profitable to sell wheat un­
der the umbrella held over their heads 
by the actual wheat raiser. So I do not 
think you are going to work so much of 
a hardship on the 15-acre boy because 
all of his life he has raised something 
else anyway, until he had a chance to 
get in the wheat program. He can go 
back and plant the same thing that he 
planted before that. 

Mr. chairman, I want to discuss one 
part of this bill that is going to interest 
those people who represent the great 
consumer areas of this country. As a 
man who represents one of the great 
wheat districts of this country, and a 
great agricultural section of the United 
States, I have always been deeply grate­
ful for the generosity that has been dis­
played by those Congressmen who rep­
resent strictly taxpayers and consumers. 
Year after year when these farm bills 
have come before the House, the great 
majority leader on · this. side whose con­
stituents do not get a dime's worth of 
benefit directly out of a farm program­
although I want to assure him that even 
his constituents do get some indirect 
benefits, because a. pxosperous agricul­
tw·e certainly tends to a prosperous 
America and if everybody is prospero:us, 
the people in his district are prosperous, 
too-he has stood on the floor of this 
House and has backed programs that 
did not bring any direct benefits to his 
people. For that I have been extremely 
grateful as a member of the Committee 
on Agricultw·e. But I think that we 
members of the Committee on Agricul­
ture owe a duty to these people who have 
voted all these years for our . programs, 
not to embarrass them any more than 
·is possible. · When we go into the next 
campaign and some unscrupulous candi-
date for Congress raises the issue that, 
"You voted for 90 percent parity at the 
very time that there were 1,400 million 
bushels of wheat"-and 65 million 
pounds of it stored in my home town­
it might be a little hard for you to ex­
plain. They might also ask you, How 
come you · voted for $2.13 a bushel for 
·the wheat that goes into the bread and 
pastries and cookies that his family eats? 
I know that members of the Committee 
on Agriculture can explain that. But 
I also want to tell you that you might 
run up against some thickheaded con­
stituent up there who could not under .. 
stand how you could pay $2.13 for whe·at 
and have bread cheaper than paying 
$1.81. 

You might · not have all fellows who 
understand the agricultural problem like 
the gentleman from Texas or the gentle­
man from North Carolina who intra-

duced this bill. But, when the campaign 
is on, and of course I know a lot of you 
fellows over on that side are in a unique 
position, a lot more unique than mine, 
it is only necessary for some of you to 
follow the party. Well, out in Oklahoma 
when I represent 600,000 of the 
har.dest headed, clearest thinking, inde­
pendent Americans, and I cannot go 
back and say, "The reason I voted for 
a certain bill against your interest is 
because I was following the party." That 
is not a good answer in my district and 
especially in view of the 70,000 majority 
that struck me right in the face last 
year and this prairie fire I just got out 
of. I am going to have to have a good 
explanation for those taxpayers. When 
I go and taP: to my farmers and say, 
"Yes, I voted to up the price of wheat 
from $1.81 to $2.13 to save you money." 
They are going to say, "How much money 
would you have saved if you had not 
raised the price of wheat?" I am not 
going to have Members on this side of 
the Committee on Agriculture go around 
there to help me explain it. Maybe some 
of those things sound all right in the 
committee, but I would have to go out 
to some of these farmers that I have and 
sit on the wagon tongue all afternoon 
to explain that. I do not have that kind 
of time. Are you gentlemen represent­
ing the city districts going to have the 
time to sit down in the kitchen of every 
·single one of your housewives and ex­
plain to. them that you raised the price 
of wheat from $1.81 to $2.13 so that they 
could buy bread cheaper and b~y flour 
cheaper and save them money? Are 
you going to be able to go out in the 
farm areas and say, ''I cut your acreage 
so low that you cannot make any money 
no matter what the price is?" 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BELCHEE. I yield. 
Mr. BAE:'S of Tennessee. The gentle­

man seems to have the political situa­
tion well in hand. Will the gentleman 
tell me how I can explain to my Ten­
nessee farmers how I could vote for the 
Belcher amendment which would elimi­
nate the 15-acre exemption? 

Mr. BELCHER. Well, I would go 
back to those farmers and say, "Listen I 
think you farmers here in Tennessee 
that I represent"--

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I hope the 
.gentleman will not try to make a de­
feated candidate out of me. Let us talk 
politics. 

Mr. BELCHER. I am giving you your 
answer to your Tennessee farmers. You 
should go back to your district and say 
to your Tennessee fa1:mers, "I thought I 
represented the finest citizens in Amer­
ica. I did not think I represented a group 
of citizens who wanted an advantage 
over any other group in the gentleman's 
district~" 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I would re­
mind the gentleman that the official re­
porter is taking this down and I am go-
ing to quote him. · 

·Mr. BELCHER. Then the gentleman 
from Tennessee should say, "For that 
reason I voted to give you the same 
privileges that the wheat farmers in 
Oklahoma have. You have the same 

vote and the same price support and 
the same penalties and the sa:r;ne method 
cf getting an a,llotment." 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. But: you 
would take it away. 

Mr. BELCHER. If the gentleman will 
wait just a mom.ent and let me finish. 
Does the gentleman from Tennessee not 
think that he is representing a citizen­
ship that is honorable and honest and 
fair-minded enough to want to be 
treated just like all other farmers are. 
treated? 
. Mr. BASS of Tennessee. They are as 
honorable and honest but they are just 
as greedy as your constituents and they 
want all that they can get. 

Mr. BELCHER. Well, I am telling 
you. Maybe this sounds funny, but if 
the gentleman from Tennessee would 
listen just 1 minute. If you are talking 
about being greedy, I have an opportu­
nity here today to get 90 percent of 
parity for these farmers out there in 
Oklahoma, if I just wanted to be greedy; 
I could accept the committee bill and go 
ba-::k to them and say, "Do you know 
what I did? I upped your price sup­
ports." But, ram not going to be that 
gre::!dy because I know it is not good for 
them. I know it is no:t good for Amer­
ica. I know it is not good for the State 
of Tennessee. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. It is not good 
-for the State of Oklahoma, the Stat2 of 
Tennessee or for America to have 2% 
billton bushels of wheat in surplus, now 
-is it, may I a.sk the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. BZLCHER. That is right. I want 
to reduce that surplus without wrecking 
the farm economy or the taxpayers, 
either, in the same process. 

:rJ.Ir. BASS of Tennessee. How are 
you going to reduce it unless you have a 
drought or cut the acrzage? 

Mr. BELCHER. This elimination of 
the 15 acre exemntion will eliminate 
enough of it to baiance the production 
without incr,~asing the costs. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. In other 
words, you just want to de3troy the little 
farmers and say to the big farmers that 
they can continue to plant all they want. 

Mr. BELCHER. This big 4>acre 
farmer that I have here, I want that poor 
devil to live on that 40-acre farm just 
the same as your farmer that raises 100 
acres of corn lives. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Well, be they 
devil or saint, I know of very few wheat 
producers in your area that produce as 
·little as 40 acres of wheat. I had the 
privilege of driving through your beauti­
ful home town of Enid a couple of years 
ago. There I saw ·a wide expanse of 
country in wheat production. I thought 
to myself then, "Well, certainly these 
people are doing well. They are selling 
their wheat at high prices and are being 
supported at a comparatively high level 
and at the same time they are able to 
produce and grow a crop on all the land 
that they can afford." But, we want to 
have just a little bit of wheat to take up 
the slack as we have been doing for a 
hundred years in the State of Tennessee. 

Mr. BELCHER. Well, now, does the 
gentleman want to give all my people in 
the E'tate of Cklahoma, in my area, the 
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right to raise 15 acres of cotton and let 
us take it out of your allotment? 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. If they ever 
raised cotton in their lives out there, 
they are raising it today. 

Mr. BELCHER. They are raising less 
cotton in the State of Oklahoma than 
they ever did. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. My farmers 
have been cut just like your farmers have 
been cut in cotton. 

Mr. BELCHER. But not one single 
acre went to farmers in the State of 
Oklahoma under any kind of exemption. 
We have been treated just like you have 
been treated in the cotton program. 
You treat every farmer I know just the 
same under the tobacco program. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Four years 
ago when tobacco was in the same situa­
tion as wheat is now, we came on the 
floor of this House and asked the farmers 
to take a 25-percent cut at one time and 
a 10-percent cut the next year. They 
took it. 

I will say to the gentleman that price 
control leads to greater production un­
less there is effective crop control, 
whether the support price is 90, 50, or 
some other percentage. 

Mr. BELCHER. Just one minute. Do 
not take over 5 minutes of my time. 

Now let me get back to controlling 
production. Let me say to the gentle­
man from Tennessee and to the gentle­
men from these other 15-acre States, 
you are not controlling any production 
unless you are willing to control yout­
selves. If you are willing to control 
your production it will work. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. The com­
mittee bill would, if it gave my 15-acre 
men the same as yours gets, and under 
exemption only the 15-acre farmer gets 
hurt. I am saying for my people they 
cannot do it. 

Mr. BELCHER. It is just like me say­
ing I will take $15 from you and I will 
give you $3 back, so look what we are 
doing for you. You take 15 acres away 
from us and then give 3 acres back and 
tell us how you are being cut. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I am not 
even saying that to my farmers in Ten­
nessee. I do not see how there can be 
any new 15-acre farmers. What am I 
to say to those who expect this year to 
plant 15 acres next year and be able to 
sell it on the market? 

Mr. HAGEN. You ask the gentleman 
if he supported what the Congress pro­
vided on tobacco the other day. 

Mr. BELCHER. There is quite a dif­
ference between the two bills. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I will say to 
the gentleman that most of the tobacco 
producers in my district grow their to­
bacco on a very small acreage. Were 
they to increase the acreage to 2 acres 
they would produce more tobacco than 
could be sold in the entire world, let 
alone the United States. 

Mr. BELCHER. If you were to give 2 
acres to every farmer in Oklahoma, you 
know what would happen. But I can­
not yield further to the gentleman. 
Why does he not get a little time on his 
side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
g~nt~~m :: n from Oklahoma has ex:9ired. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to yield 3 additional 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla~ 
homa [Mr. BELCHER]. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BELCHER. Another thing, I just 

want to say that if you get the oppor­
tunity, whether you represent one sec­
tion of the country or the other you have 
got to justify the cost to your taxpayers; 
and, after all, every single wheat farmer 
is a taxpayer. You will not under my 
bill have to go to him and justify a price 
rise from $1.81 to $2.13 a bushel. But 
remember at the same time every in­
crease in the cost of wheat is reflected in 
the cost of bread. The cost of bread has 
been going up over the years and is still 
rising. With wheat at $2.13 a bushel 
when somebody next year says the price 
of bread went up 2 cents a loaf because 
you got $2.13 instead of $1.81 a bushel 
for your wheat, how are you going to 
explain that to your taxpayers? I am 
not asking you to do that. I am not ask­
ing you to raise price supports. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BE!..CHER. I yield. 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I am one of 

those city fellows who need advice. Will 
the gentleman clarify what he is advis­
~ng us to do? Are we to vote according 
to political expediency? 
· Mr. BELCHER. I can tell you how 
you can vote according to the welfare 
of the country and political expediency 
at the same time. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I am afraid 
the gentleman did not understand my 
question. Is the gentleman advising me 
to vote from political advantage or dis­
advantage, or to vote according to the 
welfare of my own people and my own 
conscience? 

Mr. BELCHER. I want to say to every 
.Member of this Congress that during the 
.9 years I have been here I have not ques­
tioned the motives of any man and I do 
not intend to do so today. I hope that 
no friend in this House votes for this bill 
because he is a friend of mine, and if I 
have any enemies I hope that none vote 
against it for that reason. I advise the 
gentleman to select between the two bills, 
use the best intelligence and judgment 
that the good Lord gave you and let your 
conscience be your guide. If it says my 
amendment is better, then you should 
vote for it. If it does not, then vote for 
the committee bill. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I wish to get 
the gentleman's advice clearly. Remem­
ber, I am a city fellow and need guidance 
in how I should vote. If I vote to help 
the farmer would I be doing a foolish 
thing for a man coming from the city? 
Is that what the gentleman is telling me? 

Mr. BELCHER. I cannot understand 
the gentleman. 

. Mr. BASS of Tennessee. The gentle­
man from Oklahoma knows that the 
price of wheat.by the bushel has no more 
effect on the price of a loaf of bread than 
the price of cotton has on a silk suit. 

Mr. BELCHER. The gentleman might 
have a thickl1eaded taxpayer in his dis-

trict that cannot understand how you can 
pay$2.13--

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I do not have 
any in my district, sir . . 

Mr. BELCHER. I wish the gentleman 
on my time would at least listen to my 
answer. 

Mr. BASS. of Tennessee. I will. 
Mr. BELCHER. I tried to be coul'teous 

to every one of you and yielded to all of 
you. You took about two-thirds of my 
time. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I will listen. 
Mr. BELCHER. I may say to the gen­

tleman regardless of what you want to 
do as far as this bill is concerned, what 
you do is O.K. with me. I say to every 
Member of this House: Vote your own 
conscience, use your own judgment. 
Whether you vote for me or not is all 
right with me. I have presented what 
I sincerely and conscientiously believe, 
after living in the wheat area for 60 
years, to be good for the entire country. 
I have sought to treat every wheat farmer 
alike, I have sought to treat all taxpayers 
alike. I brought in what I think is a 
fair bill, and I hope you will vote for it. 
If you do not think it is a good bill, vote 
for the committee bill. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I certainly 
concur in the gentleman's sincerity. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MATTHEWS]. 

Mr. MA '!THEWS. Mr. Chl:\lirma:n,, the 
question of high parity supports Gaus­
ing the consumer to pay more in the 
marketplace cannot be proved by the 
-facts. 

Here are the facts: In 1948 the 
farmers were getting $2.81 per bushel 
for their wheat. A pound loaf of bread 
cost 13.8 cents. 

In 1955 the farmers were getting $2.14 
per bushel for their wheat. A pound loaf 
of bread cost 17.5 cents. 

In 1957 the farmers were getting $2 a 
bushel for their wheat. A loaf of bread 
cost 18.8 cents. 
B~tween 1948 and 1957 wheat prices 

dropped 29 percent to the farmer but the 
prices to the consumer increased 38 per­
cent. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis­
souri [Mr. JoNES]. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair­
man, I requested this time to keep the 
record straight. I am not going to give 
you any statistics, because I do not think 
you can analyze them during this short 
time. I am not a wheatgrower, I am not 
a farmer, I have no financial interest 
other than as a taxpayer in this bill. I 
was a member of the Wheat Subcom­
mittee and attended practically all the 
hearings. From that standpoint I can 
give you some information as to why 
you should support the committee bill. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
has told you we could bring out no bill 
that any two farm organizations would 
agree on. We have brought out a bill 
which does three things. It will cut pro­
duction, it will reduce that great abun­
dance of wheat that we have, and it will 

.cost less than the present program. 
That is important over what w~ have. 
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With reference to the gentleman from 

Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER] and his 
amendment, he says he wants to treat all 
people alike; On many occasions we do 
not treat everyone alike. l.do not know 
whether the Member from Oklahoma 
feels that we should have an income tax 
based on the same rate for all people~ 
That would be treating us all alike. The 
present law and the committee wheat 
bill do not treat everybody alike. They 
both do give preferences to the small 
wheatgrower. In other words, it will not 
hurt him. But there is one thing Mr; 
BELCHER's amendment would do, which I 
think is important. It is in that area 
where the 15 acres operate now that 
mos~ all of the Soft Red wheat is grown. 

I have a telegram here addressed to 
the chairman of the Wheat Subcommit­
tee, and I think other Members have 
this, reading: 

CHICAGO, ILL., June 11, 1959. 
Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington; 

-D.C.: · 
With reference to our wire of June 10 we 

wish to emphasize that we must oppose the 
Belcher bill as it presently stands or any 
bill which would eliminate the small farm 
exemption from quotas. Soft wheat largely 
comes from small acreages and elimination 
of this exemption would work irreparable 
harm to soft wheat production at a time 
when every bushel is needed. 

NATIONAL SoFT WHEAT MILLERS As;. 
SOCIATION GRAIN COMMITTEE. 

J . E. SKIDMORE, Chairman. 
R. M. HUFFMAN, Secretary. 

There are all kinds of wheat. But 
there is no surplus of the Soft Red wheat 
which is grown in the areas where the 
15-acre farmer · produces wheat. 

He will not be contributing to any sur.: 
plus. This reduction of 25 percent will 
reduce wheat production in the areas 
where the surplus .has built up. That is 
why this committee bill is· needed. The 
Belcher bill would permit a continuation 
of the build-up of those types of wheat 
for which there has been no great de­
mand and which has consequently 
brought about this great storage problem 
that we have. 

Now, there was a lot said here yester­
day and probably there will be more said 
about this privilege of voting today. The 
gentleman from Ohio yesterday kept 
talking about the disenfranchisement of 
people because the man in the 15-acre 
bracket did not have a vote. He does 
not have a vote now. He does not want 
to vote. When there is a vote on wheat 
referendums under present law today, 
approximately 20 percent of all the 
growers throughout the Nation vote. 
There is no demand to vote. 'The farmer 
who produces wheat under the 15-acre 
exemption realizes that he ~oes have a 
participation in the program; that ne 
does get the benefit of the overall pro­
gram; that he does get 'the benefit of the 
support price, and therefore he is not 
asking to vote ·on this. I Will say this·, 
that anyone who wants to d~stroy th~ 
entire farm program should vote for the 
Belcher bill, and if you vote-for that type 
of administration: you will soon be ·rid 
·of all of the 'farm progra.m:vie have: ' 
· Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. SHORT]. 

CV--664 

. · Mr. SHORT. - Mr. 'Chairman, ·probably 
no legislation .that wilL come before this 
body in this session or any other session 
will be of more importance to more peo­
ple in my. State than the legislation we 
are considering here. today. I certainly 
hope that we can lay aside some of the 
political aspects of this type of legisla­
tion. I certainly hope that we can con­
sider this thing dispassionately in an at­
tempt to try to come up with some an­
swers to a problem that I think has to 
be answered by this Congress. 

As one of only two Representatives 
from a State that produces roughly 
l.O percent of the total wheat pro­
duced in the Nation and as a 
Representative from a State that has on 
at least one occasion produced more 
wheat than any other in the entire Na­
tion, I feel I have a great interest and 
responsibility in the consideration of this 
'wheat bill, H.R. 7246. As an individual, 
I am a wheat farmer and cattle rancher. 
I have spent my en~ire life as an operat­
ing farmer and rancher and pave had~ 
great deal of experience living with the 
jlps and downs of agricultural commodity 
prices. I know what it means to enjoy 
the prosperity that favorable prices can 
provide for anyone deriving his living 
from agriculture. I know what it means 
to suffer the hardship that inevitably 
must accompany price adversity. I do 
not believe the only solution to the farm 
problem is lowering the price. I do not 
claim to be anything of an expert on 
farm problems. I do not claim to know 
the answer to the basic problem of sta.:: 
bilizing the farmer's income. I do know 
.and I believe most people realize that 
there is a problem and it is the respon­
sibility of the Congress to take steps to 
correct the situation. Congress got 
-farmers into this situation by not taking 
steps it should have. 

Right here I believe I should remind 
you that the so-called farm or agricul­
tural problem is nothing new or some­
thing that has just developed recently. 
For endless generations there has been a 
recognition that farmers, for some 
reason, did not enjoy quite the same sta­
bility of operation or the same level of 
income as other segments of our econ­
omy. Probably a major part of the con­
cern of society over the welfare of the 
farmer stems from the fact that other 
segments of our economy are adversely 
affected when the farmers' purchasing 
power and ability to spend is reduced. 
Probably no other single industry plays 
as large a part in the welfare of our 
economy as agriculture. When farmers 
are h~rd up, almost everyone suffers to 
some degree. Some form of agricultural 
operation is carried on in almost every 
_county in this entire Nation. Perhaps 
:this fact that farmers are so numerous 
ftp.d widespread is the greatest single 
reason why farm production and the con-:­
sumptive capacity of the Nation is and 
always has been continually getting out 
of balance. There is . too great a dif­
ference between individual farmers and 
,growing conditions tnroughout the Na-
tion for the farmer himself to do much 
about regulating the ainount of any com­
modity produced on a national basis. 
This is particularly true of wheat grown 

iri nearly every State. l:n ·some instances 
of a specialty crop grown on a localized 
basis, farmers have been able to control 
the amount of a commodity moving to 
market and thus maintain a fairly stable 
and satisfactory price. It is most cer­
tainly a peculiar twist of fate and a bless­
ing often overlooked these days by the 
nearly 90 percent of our population who 
are not fa'rmers that the problem of ag­
ricultural prosperity stems from having 
too much of the basic food and fiber ne­
cessities of life rather than too little. 
This Nation is beyond any question of a 
doubt the best clothed and best fed of any 
nation since the dawn of history, and 
certainly in the world today. 

There are many degrees of thinking 
regarding ~he end objective of obtaining 
for farmers a proper balance pricewise 
between farm income and farm expenses. 
In the form of legislation, suggestions 
range from the one extreme of abandon­
ing all Federal price support programs 
entirely to the opposite extreme of regu­
lating every last item of farm production 
and the application of a parity price for 
what the farmer was allowed to produce. 

Both approaches, I feel, must be given 
the benefit of recognizing the sincerity 
with which the sponsors of the suggested 
legislation have introduced their ideas. 

Those who would abandon the price 
support approach must be given credit 
for believing that the American free en~ 
terprise system will, if given a chance, 
bring about a fair return for producing 
a needed product. We have, as examples 
to justify this contention, many agricul­
tural products which have had no sup­
port program and which are in a more 
favorable position as to price than most 
of the commodities which have had pro­
grams for many years. In North Da­
kota, the best examples of the results 
of these two approaches are cattle and 
wheat-cattle with no Government pro­
gram are in a more favorable price posi­
tion than wheat which has had a pro­
gram since the early thirties. The basic 
difference here is that the supply and 
demand factor has been allowed to func­
tion in the instance of-cattle-when too 
much beef was being produced, the price 
went down and resulted in increased con­
sumption and discouraged produ~tion; 
Cattle producers have severely felt these 
adjustments from time to time, but the 
end result has been that no great sur­
pluses have been accumulated and the 
price quickly recovered. 

The story with wheat is somewhat dif­
ferent, of course. During the war years, 
in fairness to farmers, an incentive was 
provided by a high support price to jus­
tify a farmer's all-out production of a 
vital strategic material-wheat. When 
the war ended, however, the price was 
maintained in fairness to the farmer as 
a producer of a commodity that had 
been needed for winning the war. This 
was only a reasonable consideration of 
wheat farmers, as compared to other 
industry, as most industrial operations 
were given tax writeoffs and nwnerous 
other considerations to compensate 
them for adjusting back to a peacetime 
·economy. For the wheat farmer., how~ 
ever, the adjustment was somewhat dif­
ficult. During the war years the tran­
sition to farm mechanization made 



10522 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE June 11 

greater strides than ever before, sad­
dling the farmer with higher fixed costs 
than he had ever before experienced. 
The attractive war prices had encour­
aged thousands of farmers to begin 
raising wheat who had never raised 
wheat before, and countless thousands 
of acres of new land were put into wheat 
production. The end result was that 
we had built up a production machine 
in agriculture somewhat beyond the 
consumptive capacity of the Nation. As 
the farmers' future welfare was analyzed 
by thoughtful people, it was concluded 
that a very large part of our whole econ­
omy was directly or indirectly dependent 
upon the farmers' prosperity and buying 
power. Recognizing that if prices were 
to be maintained at satisfactory levels 
production would have to be cut back, 
farmers and people interested in the 
welfare of farmers began looking for 
some means of delaying the day of reck­
oning. The device of continuing the 
high price support program was hit upon 
as a mean of stabilizing the farmers' 
income, with a hope that some market 
would develop for the excess production. 
There was always the possibility that 
foreign markets could be expanded to 
absorb what we produced beyond our 
domestic needs. 

A vast divergence of opinion has de­
veloped among farmers and farm or­
ganizations regarding the responsibility 
of the Federal Government in maintain­
ing farm commodity prices-the com­
plete control and high guaranteed price 
proponents on one side, and the com­
plete freedom crowd on the other. 

The rank and file operating farmer 
was usually somewhere in between. He 
was aware that prices of things he had 
to buy were going up faster than the 
things he sold. He was also aware 
that he was competing in a field where 
labor prices were somewhat fixed by 
law and where industry could control 
production to fit the demand. The 
average farmer, regardless of his in­
clinations politically or philosophically, 
recognized that he was at a disadvantage 
in competing for his just share of the 
consumer dollar. He had no way to 
control his production, since the weather 
is the big factor in influencing produc­
tion. Due to his great numbers and 
vast area of operation there was little 
possibility of effectively controlling the 
marketing of his products on a national 
basis. Farmers do not believe that the 
only solution to this problem is a reduc­
tion in prices. Recognizing their im­
perfections and inequities, but for the 
simple lack of anything better, a ma­
jority of the farmers were inclined to 
go along with price support programs. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Dakota [Mr. McGovERN]. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, the 
legislation before us was drafted in the 
national interest. The basic question 
which it asks us to resolve here today 
is this: In the face of mounting wheat 
surpluses and rising storage costs, do we 
want wheat farmers to plant 55 million 
acres of wheat in 1960 and again in 1961, 
or 41 million acres? 

If the legislation before us is defeated, 
farmers will again plant 55 million acres 
to wheat. 

If the legislation is approved, fanners 
will cut back production by 14 million 
acres to a total of 41 million acres. 

This is not the kind of a bill that is 
easy for wheat producers to accept. 

Why then, do we ask them to make 
such a drastic cut in production? 
. Because to continue at the present 
level of production is to flood Govern­
ment grain bins that are already over­
flowing. 

We have 1% billion bushels of wheat 
under storage now and the taxpayers 
are paying out 18 cents a bushel every 
year to store it. 

The bill before us will cut wheat pro­
duction by 480 million bushels. 

Instead of adding 150 million surplus 
bushels to Government stocks in 1960 
and again in 1961, it will end surplus 
production and use up 90 million bushels 
already in storage. 

The net result is a saving of $528 
million for the 2-year life of the bill. 
In voting for this bill you are estab­
lishing an economy record that is worth 
half a billion dollars to the American 
people. 

If you vote against this legislation you 
will have the responsibility of explain­
ing to your constituents that you wasted 
half a billion dollars of their money for 
the purpose of piling up wheat that we 
do not need and on which we will be pay­
ing 18 cents a bushel storage annually 
for as long as it is held. 

Some gentlemen have said that farm­
ers will step up their efforts to grow 
more wheat by adding fertilizer to their 
reduced acreage. 

This would be true whether we pass 
the bill or not. 

But the expert testimony before our 
subcommittee established that at least 
for the time being, farmers have reached 
the maximum use of fertilizer as an aid 
to greater production. 

It is true, as estimated by the Library 
of Congress researchers, that the 25 per­
cent reduction in acreage will actually 
produce only a 20 percent cut in bushel 
production. 

But the point is that this 20 percent 
reduction gives us 480 million fewer 
bushels of wheat, and saves the taxpayers 
$528 million, during the next 2 years. 

Nor does this bill hurt the wheat 
farmer. By assuring him 90 percent of 
a fair price and giving him surplus wheat 
stocks from Government bins equal to 
one-third of his average production on 
the 25 percent of his acres taken out of 
production, we hold farm income from 
dropping further. 

At the proper stage of our considera­
tion of the bill, I intend to offer an 
amendment limiting wheat price support 
loans for any one producer to a total of 
$35,000. 

There are those who argue that assur­
ing farmers 90 percent of a fair price on 
their wheat will raise the price of bread. 
This is a myth. 

There is only 2 cents worth of wheat 
in a loaf of bread. Even if the farmers 
gave their wheat away, it would not 
change the price of bread 1 cent. 'l'he 

average wheat price paid to farmers in 
1952 was $2.09 a bushel and a 1 pound 
loaf of bread sold for 16 cents. Last 
year the average price for wheat had 
fallen to $1.72, and bread was up to 19.3 
cents. 
· Other gentlemen have contended that 
they are indifferent toward the bill be­
fore us because it relates only to wheat. 
I personally wish that we were now ready 
to move on a comprehensive new farm 
program relating to the whole range of 
farm production-a program which 
would balance the needs of farmers, con­
sumers, and taxpayers. Such legislation 
has been introduced by several Members 
of the Congress including myself and we 
have been assured by the able gentle­
man from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] 
that the Committee on Agriculture will 
begin hearings on these bills on June 16. 
Both the 84th and 85th Congresses 
passed comprehensive farm legislation 
only to have it killed by Presidential veto. 
This, however, does not absolve us our 
continuing legislative responsibility to 
try again for desperately needed com­
prehensive legislation designed to meet 
the mounting crisis in agriculture. 

But neither does the need for sweeping 
farm legislation provide us with an ex­
cuse for rejecting the solution now be­
fore us relating to the acute emergency 
in wheat. This is legislation in the na­
tional interest and deserves the support 
of both farm and city. 

Since coming to the Congress 2% 
years ago, I have consistently voted 
for legislation that did not directly bene­
fit the farmers of my district because I 
believed such legislation to be in the 
national interest. 
· I say to my city friends in the Con­
gress that if you want those of us from 
the wheat States to be voting with you 
in the next Congress, you will support 
this bill. 

I say that not because we would be so 
shortsighted as to vote against the pub­
lic welfare out of spite, but because of 
the blunt fact that if this democrati­
cally controlled Congress permits con­
structive farm legislation to be sabo­
taged, a good many of us from the rural 
heartland of the Nation will not be 
around after 1960 to help you on needed 
urban legislation. 

Let me read you the national platform 
of the Democratic Party in 1956-a plat­
form drafted under the chairmanship 
of our great majority leader-a man 
from a city district who bas always had 
the broad vision and warm heart to 
know that farm and city are interde­
pendent. This is the platform that the 
American people had in mind when they 
entrusted our party with the control of 
Congress in 1954, 1956, and 1958. 

It reads: 
The Democratic Party pledges • • • to 

regain the full 100 percent of parity the 
farmers received under the Democratic ad­
ministrations. We will achieve this by 
means of supports on basic commodities at 
90 percent of parity. 

I plead with my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle who control this Con­
gress not to betray that sacred platform 
pledge. 
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I pleact with you not to desert those of 

us who have stood with you in support 
of vital welfare measures. 

I plead with you in the interest of 
economy in Government to reduce these 
mounting surpluses and Federal storage 
costs that are wrecking our farm pro­
gram and penalizing our taxpayers. 

I plead with you in the interest of the 
men and women and boys and girls who 
till the soil in long hours of sweat and 
toil. 

I ask that you support this legislation 
in the national interest. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr: McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I think 

the gentleman has hit on the real dif­
ference as to what should be considered 
between these two proposals. 1 am try­
ing to determine in my own mind under 
which proposal we will have the less pro­
duction. Qur big problem is overproduc­
tion today and to me it is senseless to 
continue to mine our 'Soils to produce 
wheat only for storage and deterioration. 

Mr. McGOVERN. May I say to the 
gentleman. from Minnesota that I know 
he is an informed Member on agricul­
tural issues. It seems that any reason­
able person would agree that if we could 
take 14 million acres of wheat out of 
production, we are going to have sub­
stantially reduced volume of wheat pro­
duction. The gentleman from Okla­
homa [Mr. BELCHER] has a proposal that 
would doubtless win the support of a 
certain number of our wheatgrowers, but 
he still permits 55 million acres of wheat 
to be planted under the allotment pro­
gram in 196(' and 1961. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. May I 
ask the gentleman: Are these figures 
which you are quoting fairly well verified 
in the hearings? 

Mr. McGOVERN. These are figures 
that were supplied by the Legislative 
Reference Service of the Library of Con­
gress. They are figures that are con­
tained in the majority report of the 
committee. I think they are conserva­
tive figures. The Library of Congress 
says that instead of a 25-percent cut in 
wheat production, we will actually get 
only a 20-percent reduction under the 
committee bill. But the point is that 
with the 20-percent reduction we will get 
480 million bushels of wheat out of our 
present level of wheat production and we 
will save $528 million in tax funds in 
operating the program. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The 
gentleman has given some very worth­
while information. Can the gentleman 
answer on0 further question that has 
come to my mind since I have been lis­
tening to this debate. Under which pro­
posal will the good of the program in the 
future be most accentuated? In other 
words, if we accept the proposal of the 
committee . will we assume that the price 
support program has every opportunity 
to continue? Or if we accept the pro­
posal of the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BELCHER] is that the beginning of 
the end-similar to what we have in the 
corn program today?· 

Mr. McGOVERN. I know the gentle­
man from Oklahoma IMr. BELCHER J has 

offered his proposal in good faith, but 
my great fear and the fear of my wheat­
growers is that it will result in voting out 
the entire wheat program. I think that 
would be disastrous to all concerned. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
thank the gentleman for his courtesy. 
He comes from a surplus producing area 
as I do and in the problems affecting 
agriculture we are very much in accord. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. QuiEJ. 

Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Chair­

man, the present bill under considera­
tion today is the result of several months 
of cobbling exercise by the House Com­
mittee on Agriculture. Any cobbling or 
patching-up effort on any project is just 
a temporary repair and eventually just 
has to be scrapped. When we patch a 
tire, we are just putting off the day when 
a new tire will have to be purchased. 

That is the position we are in today. 
This measure is only for 2 years. Even­
tually the Congress will have to buy new 
tires for this wheat program or else just 
junk the wheat vehicle. 

The chant against the so-called farm 
program has been particularly loud and 
long in the city press and over the TV 
and radio. They all have a lot of sta­
tistics and figures supplied by the farm­
er's own U.S. Department of Agriculture 
as to the increasing costs of our surplus 
stored stocks of surplus grains. All these 
comments try to infer that the farmers 
got themselves into this mess so the only 
solution is to give them back to the 
Indians. This is not going to happen, 
but many would apparently like to see 
this come about. There is no one else 
in the economic life of our Nation who 
has to live by the law of the jungle, and 
the farmer is not going to be compelled 
to do so. 

We, who have spent some time over the 
years on this complex farm problem, fully 
realize that for any program to be made 
to work must have a sympathetic ad­
ministrator, which we have not had for 
the past 5 years. But anyone who is fa­
miliar with the legislative progress of 
Federal programs fully realizes that no 
program is ever perfect, but it helps if 
the Administrator is sympathetic with 
its purpose. 

The biggest handicap we have in try­
ing to write a farm program is due to 
this fact-you just cannot hide excess 
bushels of wheat, corn, or a bale of cot­
ton-they must be stored. When we 
pass tax laws, social security benefits, 
unemployment taxes, and a thousand 
tax gadgets to get more money in the 
till they are all cleverly hidden and con­
cealed from general public view. Not 
so with surplus crops; they are in the 
public showcase. 

Over the past 5 years thousands of 
editorials have been written and count-

less speeches have been made about the 
enormous cost of storing our surplus 
wheat. Every paper fr.om the New York 
Times to the lowest provincial weekly 
always starts off by showing how much 
Uncle Sam is paying for these storage 
charges. 
. There 1s probably no field of general 
human interest where there is such a 
diversity of opinion, as to causes, .as in 
the discussion of the so-called surplus 
farm food problem. The basic facts in­
volved are little understood by the aver­
age person. But, as is the case when 
some spectacular crime is flashed all over 
our newspaper headlines, everyone seems 
to know "whodunit" and is certain "so 
and so" is the one who caused it all. 
Those with the least experience and 
who have the fewest facts are the loud­
est for their own theory in the solution 
of this surplus. In this so-called tragedy 
of surplus crops those who know the 
least about the facts are the most cer­
tain that they know just where to find 
the guilty party-and strangely enough 
the Hawkshaws and Ellery Queens 
who claim they have the solution to 
the farm problem live in the large cities, 
and most of these city experts would 
not know the difference between a Hol­
stein and a Plymouth Rock. These ex­
perts always come up with about the 
same answer, which is this, "The guilty 
party is that grasping, greedy farmer 
riding around in a Cadillac with both 
hands in Uncle Sam's pockets." 

We are all familiar with doctors and 
their modern methods of diagnosis. If 
after a diagnosis the patient fails to re­
spond, to the modern doctor it would in­
dicate a wrong diagnosis, and the doctor 
instead of just giving aspirin or anacin 
would attempt to make a new diagnosis. 
But in this case of wheat we do not 
have to make another diagnosis, it is 
simply overproduction. What we must 
search for is a remedy for our over­
production or the surplus of wheat at 
present in Government warehouses. The 
doctor will tell you when he has made 
the correct diagnosis his basic problem 
is solved, because modern medicine can 
work miracles, except when the disease 
is cancerous. From 10 years of effort it 
may be that the "wheat surplus dis­
ease" is almost cancerous because' so 
far no one has come up with a solution. 

But to those who want to know more 
and who desire to be fair and are will­
ing to listen in regard to farm surpluses, 
here are some facts not derived from 
Benson fairy tales or from the Brannan 
plan. 

In 1933, after Roosevelt was elected, 
Congress, listening to the siren songs of 
the panacea peddlers came up with a 
brand new idea that would solve the 
growing of surplus farm crops. They 
said it was a new concept, although the 
Code of Hammurabi told the same story 
on clay tablets 5,000 years old. 

This new panacea was called the Agri­
culture Adjustment Act of 1933. This 
act provided that certain agencies were 
to investigate conditions of overproduc­
tion. The drought years of 1935-36 
eliminated the surplus just as the 
droughts eliminated surplus back in 
Joseph's day in Egypt. Then some good 
weather, and a little more know-how 
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again started the legislative wheels to 
rolling and the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 was enacted by Congress, but 
this time the legislation read, "This act 
is to protect the farmer in drought years 
as well as lean years." 

This act of 1938 is still the basic agri­
cultural law. For the past 20 years, 
through World War II and the Korean 
police action, the Congress has tampered, 
tinkered, patched, and cobbled on this 
1938 coat of many colors, all in the guise 
of helping the farmer. It seems to be the 
certain definite mark of all farm legisla­
tion to go on repeating the mistakes of 
the past. You do not change principles 
by calling them new names or putting on 
a gaudy patch to cover up same old well­
worn hole in the seat of the garment. 
There has only been one stated objective 
in all so-called farm programs and that 
was to stop overproduction and give the 
farmer his fair share of the economic 
wealth of this Nation. The basic cause 
why these programs have not benefited 
the farmer in the long run is that the 
patchers, the tamperers, and the med­
dlers in patching up this old frazzled 
1938 act could not see that their program 
was off the economic road and headed for 
the swamps and morass made up of Gov­
ernment bins and warehouses. The po­
litical expediency experts could not see 
that; all they were doing or trying to do 
was to defy the economic law of supply 
and demand. These political expediency 
panacea experts could have just as profit­
ably spent their time in trying to invent a 
perpetual motion machine. They would 
have been just as successful with a per­
petual motion machine; in fact, it would 
have been much better because they 
would have saved billions of dollars to 
the American taxpayer. 

Figures are generally not well received 
because many times their accuracy is 
questioned, because it certainly is not an 
easy task to compile them from so many 
sources. However, we must assume the 
Department of Agriculture certainly has 
access to the proper source for farm 
products statistics. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
says that as of January 1 it owned 60 
percent of all the wheat in the United 
States, 8 percent of the oats, 40 percent 
of the barley, 37 percent of the rye, 35 
percent of the corn, 65 percent of grain 
sorghum, and 23 percent of the soybeans. 
The above figures expressed in bushels 
is 8,108,000,000 and of these bushels the 
Commodity Credit Corporation owned 
3,279,000,000, or 40 percent. It is stated 
that Commodity Credit Corporation 
stocks have increased 26 percent over a 
year ago. The tragedy of all this surplus 
grain in simple terms means that if we 
dumped all these bushels on a free mar­
ket, as many advocate, we would break 
and bankrupt every farmer, grain farm 
elevator operator in the United States, 
and seriously interfere with the whole 
economic life of the United States. 

I am well aware that there have been 
hidden hands pushing these so-called 
farm programs down the socialistic road 
to a blueprint planned welfare State. 
The speaker is not willing to throw all 
farm programs out of the window for 
reasons stated above, but any farm legis­
lation that does not have as its basic ob-

jective a start to get rid of our G·overri­
ment-owned surplus grains in elevators is 
not a step in the right direction. We 
have had enough of tinkering and grand 
experiments. Let us start to realize that 
this surplus program cannot be solved by 
more of the ·same patching, cobbling 
techniques. The only goals we should 
have is to gradually get rid of our sur­
plus; then start toward a free market, 
free prices, and freedom of the American 
farmer. 

But this ideal is hard to obtain, for the 
simple reason that there have been many 
patchers, tinkerers, and panacea ped­
dlers in other economic fields. The so­
called foreign aid program has brought 
us nothing but competition in the world 
markets for our excess farm products. It 
is fairly easy to prove we have lost at 
least 300 million bushels of export grain 
by our benevolent giveaway programs. 
Anyone with any degree of intelligence 
will have to admit that minimum wage 
laws are a subsidy. All tariff laws are 
subsidized as well as perhaps 10 or 12 
more industries who have had and still 
have their hands in Uncle Sam's pocket, 
to the tune of billions. 

Every farmer knows, except one who 
does not want to work-and there are 
some who seemingly want to stay in this 
slough of Government controls-that the 
ultimate solution to the American farm 
problem is to beat back to the free market 
concept. But in the U.S. economy today 
the farmer is the only one whose income 
is going down while his costs are going 
up. Mr. American Farmer just knows 
that he cannot be the only rugged indi­
vidualist in our American economy. 

Perhaps the most complex of all our 
surplus food problems is how to get rid 
of the 1 billion bushels of surplus wheat 
now on hand. If you are interested in 
the basic cause of this surplus wheat 
remember these facts. 

Today in America you cannot increase 
the consumption of wheat by lowering 
the price, because wheat is essentially a 
human food. Our dietitians have helped 
to decrease the amount of bread Amer­
icans eat. The consumption of wheat 50 
years ago was 6 bushels per capita. To­
day we eat less than 3 bushels per capita. 
Potatoes and bread-longtime basic 
foods-are sliding downward yearly in 
the annual consumption per capita. If 
we ate 6 bushels per capita today in 
America there would be a shortage of 
wheat for human consumption. Last 
year-greatest wheat production on rec­
ord-we only produced about a billion 
bushels. Today there is a population in 
the United States of 173 million. Mul­
tiply this by 6 and you get 1,038 million 
bushels that would be needed to feed 
just the American people, let alone any 
export wheat. 

The farmer buys in a market of ad­
ministered prices; that is, prices that are 
determined in a large degree by govern­
mental actions. Certainly the minimum 
wage laws directly affect the price of 
what a farmer pays for a tractor. Cer­
tainly the policy of guaranteeing re­
munerative contracts to the producers 
of missiles, atomic weapons, et cetera, 
adds to the farmer's taxes. Certainly the 
railroad retirement system adds to the 
freight bill on everything that the farmer 

buys,-as well as evei.·ything that he sells, 
and he pays the freight both ways. The 
average income of people on farms is 
today only $1,027, while the average in­
come of people not living on the farms is 
$2,040. In other words the average per­
son on the farm is making just one-half 
as much as the person not on the farm 
arid one-third of all of the income of 
people on the farms comes from nonfarm 
sources. 

To deliberately adopt a policy that 
would still further decrease this pitifully 
small farm income, while holding non.; 
farin income to its present levels, is so 
contrary to my feeling of right and 
wrong that I cannot seriously consider 
going back to the freedom of 1932. 

It seems quite apparent to most per­
sons who try to analyze the present farm 
problem that they cannot agree with 
Secretary Benson's basic policy-whose 
philosophy is: We must have no controls 
or price supports. In fact, Secretary 
Benson, President Eisenhower, and the 
president of the American Farm Bu­
reau-have all advocated lower prices 
and less acres for the wheat farmer, in 
order to get rid of our surplus. 

Everyone knows that the cost of stor­
ing Government wheat has been too high. 
The figures generally given as the annual 
fee for storage of various grains are: 
wheat 21% cents, corn 19 cents, and 14%. 
cents for oats. Why such exorbitant 
fees? Because the elevators have been 
efficient lobbyists. There are many 
others besides the terminal elevators who 
have labored arduously to get overpro­
duction because they would be finan­
cially benefited. Some of the biggest 
"farmer's friends organizations'' have 
been the loudest in trying to keep the 
present programs. 

Here is what one authority outside of 
Government had to say about this stor­
age racket: 

Wheat in the Southwest is a notorious case 
in point. Elevators store wheat for the Gov­
ernment at usurious rates. They are re­
sponsible for grade. But weight and grade 
are not frequently checked. And grade is 
not the sole measure of quality. Elevators 
take CCC wheat, take out the high protein 
wheat and the best milling wheats and re­
place it with their own low quality wheat. 
The Government and farmer-owned wheat 
is put through a continuous culling process 
that enables the elevators to sell premium 
wheats and leaves the storing public with 
grain fit only for feed. Jus.t how much mill­
ing quality wheat does the Government really 
own? 

It has always been my belief that any 
so-called wheat bill which does not have 
as its basic objective--cutting down on 
the storage charges and getting rid of our 
excess bushels of wheat-is a bad bill. 
That is why I have always advocated a 
bushel allotment plan with the proviso, 
if the farmer raised excess bushels over 
his allotment he must store it at his own 
expense on his own farm and at his own 
risk. To compel him to store this sur­
plus wheat in his bins would save mil­
lions for the taxpayer, because we al­
ready have been told today and will be 
told again and again the United States 
is paying in excess of $1 million a day 
in storage charges. 

This bill contains, in my opinion, three 
vital provisions; namely, first, it will cut 
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down bushels in storage; second, reduce 
production an~ at the same time, third, 
not reduce the price to the farmer. 
This bill cannot solve all the inherent 
problems of wheat production, because 
we must remember there are 1,816,000 
farms in America that produce wheat. 
Almost every one of these wheat farms 
has a peculiar individual aspect that will 
be readily apparent when the farm goes 
under the rule of law. One of the basic 
objections to most of the past farm laws 
was-it was impossible to make allow­
ances for the types of soil, climate, rain­
fall, and so forth, that are found 
throughout the United States. 

Fifteen acres of wheat in the rich 
blackland, high":'rainfall area of the 
upper Mississippi Valley will produce 
more wheat over a 5-year period than 
will 80 acres in the high plains area of 
Kansas, Oklahoma, Nebraska, or South 
Dakota because of climate, drought, and 
insect damage. Yet allotments are al­
ways the same in all areas. It has al­
ways seemed a bit unfair to allow the 
man with Government irrigation facili­
ties to have the same allotment by law 
as the man who has to depend on nature 
for his moisture. 

We all know that the farmer for the 
first 150 years of this country was an 
independent operator free to plant, grow, 
and sell, but after the 1930 era of depres­
sion and overproduction Congress 
started out to try and solve the economic 
problems of supply and demand by regu­
lating production. 

A great many people, including some 
farmers, believe the only solution to the 
present farm problem is return to a free 
market--if it were possible for the 
farmer to buy on a free market, without 
any Government regulation, minimum 
wages, price floors, or many other com­
pulsions that affect the price the farmer 
must pay to survive. Not only do these 
compulsory price raisers come from the 
Federal Government-but from the 
States attempt to raise additional rev­
enue to use for all the social services 
devised by our modern society. 

Recently in discussing this aspect of 
the farm problem and why the farmer 
cannot be expected to be the only rugged 
individualist in our economy, Assistant 
Chairman PoAGE of the House Agricul­
ture committee said: 

Many city people can't understand why 
their food costs rise-and the farmer can't 
understand why the price he gets goes down. 
Of course, there are reasons and it is hoped 
this article will help to point some causes. 
The farmer thinks he is being imposed upon 
by his Government and society in general. 
The farmer knows that people not engaged 
in farming are just as much dependent on 
farming as they were 100 years ago-when 
one farmer could produce enough for him­
self and three other people-today a farmer 
can produce enough food for 20 others--and 
probably this figure will continue to grow. 

Let us examine a few basic reasons for 
these high food prices. Last year 60 
cents of your every food dollar went to 
the people who bought, handled, sold, 
processed, transported and packaged 
these food products; less than 40 cents 
went to the farmer. Let us take another 
look at another aspect of this food cost. 
In 1946 an average American family 
spent $767 for food; of that sum, the 

farmer got $397. In 1957 this same fam­
ily spent $1,010 and the farmer only re­
ceived $3 more, or $400. The farmer's 
share went up $3 and the cost to con­
sumer went up $240. 

Let us take a look at another view of 
these food costs. From 1952 to 1957 the 
farm prices decreased 20 percent. In 
1952 farmers got an estimated income of 
$15.1 billion. In 1956 this income 
dropped to $12.1 and last year it was 
down to $10.8 billion. 

What would have happened to con­
sumer food prices if these farm-pro­
duced foods would have gone up like all 
other costs? We would have paid 25 
percent more for food. It is a bit difficult 
to put across, but it can very readily be 
proven to those who wish to be fair­
that in strict reality the farmer has been 
subsidizing the food buyer. 

The farmers now make up only 12 
percent of our total population yet they 
only got 4 percent of total income. Last 
year farmers' tools cost $4 billion more 
than they would have cost in 1952. In 
1950-25,058,000 lived on farms. Now in 
1958, though the U.S. population is in­
creasing rapidly, there are 5 million 
fewer farmers, and most significant one­
third of the net farm income came from 
nonfarm jobs. 

In any grocery store or almost in any 
Congressman's mail you will find this 
statement: "If they want to keep within 
the budget-why not quit subsidizing 
the farmer?" 

Please remember this: Just name one 
business that does not receive some type 
of Government aid. It may not be read­
ily apparent, but on careful search Gov­
ernment help will show up. In the last 
50 years for every $1,000 this country has 
spent on subsidies the American farmer 
only got $5. 

Many forget and do not seem to care 
for the truth as to what is actually spent 
on farm supports-there are many items 
charged to the Department of Agricul­
ture that are not farm supports. Should 
farmers be charged with meat inspec­
tion? Should the farm program be 
charged with 872 million pounds of food 
given to the school lunch program? 
One million four hundred thousand 
pounds of food for people needing help 
in national disasters? Should the farm­
ers be charged with all the foods that 
have been given away under the Mar­
shall plan? 

The farmer gets a bigger share out of 
each food dollar that is spent for poultry 
and eggs than any other dollar, 65 cents. 
But the farmer only gets 48 cents for 
dairy products and 22 cents for grain 
products and the big bulk of the farm­
er's income is derived from grain. 

In any discussion of what the farmer 
gets we must always remember that the 
farmer is the only person in our economy 
who has to say, "How much am I of­
fered?" The farmer is simply a price 
taker not a price setter. There is also 
another factor our city critic cannot 
quite understand: A farmer has a part­
ner in all his food production; this part­
ner _is stubborn, undependable, erratic, 
unpredictable, and most often uncooper­
ative. Who is this partner? "Old Man 
Weather." He can rob a farmer's pocket 
quicker than 10 pickpockets. 

The above factors are all controlling 
and must be considered by every success­
ful farmer, but no one sitting in the 
Department of Agriculture bureaucracy 
ever seems to think of these factors when 
they start their planning for farmers. 
These planners are always insisting a 
cotton farmer in the uplands of Georgia 
is entitled to some same base acreage al­
lotments as the farmer who irrigates on 
the fertile soils of Texas and California. 

Another factor our city consumer does 
not realize is this: If farmers produced 
today with the same methods they used 
in 1940 the consumers food bill would 
be $13 billion a year more. The con­
sumers seem to think because we have 
stored up some 3 or 4 billion dollars of 
excess food that this is an extravagant 
waste of tax money. But this 3 or 4 bil­
lion is saving the food consumer some 
13 or 14 billion in increased food prices. 

Today the farmer must withstand the 
hard knocks from low prices, reduction of 
acres, and a rising cost of living for the 
things he must purchase. The farm pro­
gram theory of Secretary Benson has 
been "reduce the price support and you 
will get rid of the surplus." This theory 
should be thrown out the window. It 
has not worked in the past and it will 
not work in the future; because the farm­
er will simply put more effort, more ferti­
lizer, and with good weather produce 
more crops. The farmer must have dol­
lars, so he goes after volume because with 
enough volume even at a lower price he 
can get more dollars. 

The farm problems and surplus crops 
are not one for the farmers alone. Our 
population increases 8,000 every day. It 
is estimated that by 1975 we will prob­
ably have 235 million people to feed and 
clothe. No one advocates that we eat our 
way out of this surplus. Most important 
thing to remember is that the American 
people are eating more meat, more fresh 
vegetables, more milk, and more cheese. 
The staple, old-fashioned foods such as 
bread, beans, and potatoes are off a lot of 
peoples' diets. When you go to the big 
supermarkets and see hundreds of food 
items on the shelves from all over the 
world and then when you buy a complete 
frozen meal that you prepare in 20 
minutes, do not blame the farmer for 
the cost of this food. And do not forget 
the producer of food today is just as 
important a person to you as the producer 
who got the food for your great-grand­
father by using a gun, sickle, and a hoe. 
Modern civilization and our standard of 
living is simply the result of someone pro­
ducing food by using soil and water. 

The average citizen of our high-plains 
area who thinks of the falling farm prices 
while things he buys goes on in the up­
ward spiral, must recognize certain forces 
as to why we continually build up our 
surplus food products. 

In 75 percent of the letters that are 
written to me in regard to the United 
States surplus of food products, this idea 
or thought will appear: "Let us give 
these excess products to the needy peo­
ple of the world and quit paying storage 
on them." That is a fine Christian con­
cept but it is not that simple. Let us 
take a little closer look. Each foreign 
nation is sovereign and has the right to 
control its own people and affairs just 
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as we do in the United States. You can­
not load a shipload of wheat, rice, lard, 
cheese, and milk products in the United 
States and sail to a foreign country and 
unload the ship and say to the citizens of 
that country: "Come and get it." The 
foreign country will not permit it because 
they will simply say, "These are our cit­
izens. We have farmers and storekeep­
ers and you cannot drive them out of 
business by dumping your products on 
us." Then again, some of these coun­
tries will say, "You cannot make paupers 
out of our people. We will take the 
products you offer and distribute these 
as we deem just and equitable." Which 
means selling it through their regular 
trade channels. I am sure that we would 
not permit some nation to distribute its 
excess products, free of charge, to our 
people, thus depriving our own farmers 
and businessmen their right to their 
normal profits. That is basically why 
foreign governments will not permit us 
to give away our excess farm products. 
Even when church groups distribute these 
excess products the countries still strict­
ly control the distribution. 

Let us also look at some more barriers 
and reasons why it is difficult to dispose 
of our excess products in foreign coun­
tries. 

Each foreign country has a quota sys­
tem, permitting only so much of a prod­
uct to be imported. Belgium has a re­
quirement that all bakeries must use 90 
percent Belgian flour made of wheat 
grown in Belgium. Other countries have 
similar requirements. Even if there were 
no import restrictions on these food 
products, there is the question of money 
exchange, which, of course, means how 
to pay for these products. Most foreign 
countries will not permit their currency 
to leave the country; in other words, buy­
ers of U.S. products have to get permis­
sion to pay for their U.S. products with 
their own currency. Many times there 
are no dollars to exchange. This cur­
rency shortage is a most difficult barrier. 

A few years ago Congress passed a law 
so that the United States could barter 
our excess food products for some com­
modities that a country wanted to trade 
us. There again we ran into difficulty 
because not many countries had prod­
ucts with which to trade that were not 
already in plentiful supply in this coun­
try. There were, however, certain coun­
tries where we could trade cotton and 
wheat for strategic minerals. As a re­
sult we have huge mineral stockpiles now 
on hand. 

Another factor that restricts the ex­
port of livestock products in excess of 
our own needs is that these livestock 
products are regarded by many countries 
as luxury goods, and hence will not per­
mit these meat products to be imported. 
In other words, they refuse to use their 
scarce dollars for what they consider 
luxury items. France, Italy, and Britain 
are good examples of this. France could 
consume a great deal more of pork prod­
ucts except for this factor. There is also 
another factor which retards the ex­
portation of our meat products. Our 
prices are higher, much higher, than the 
same products from Argentina, Uruguay, 
Australia, New Zealand, and Canada. 

Perhaps the greatest of all handicaps 
of getting rid of our surplus wheat is the 

fact that we, the United States, have 
been a party to the International Wheat 
Treaty, by which we agreed to a world 
price for so many million bushels of 
wheat. 
· We have to live up to this treaty. Then 
the other wheat-exporting countries like 
Canada, Argentina, Australia, Turkey, 
and so forth, say, "The United States is 
dumping their excess wheat on our pro­
spective markets." This, of course, 
causes these countries to point their fin­
ger at Uncle Sam, and say, "Is this what 
you mean by a good-neighbor policy?" 

The above statements are pointed out 
to show how complex is this whole mat­
ter of disposal of excess farm products 
abroad. Our State Department has the 
final say so on all such transactions. We 
have agricultural experts in all foreign 
countries. Who do they work under? 
The Secretary of Agriculture? No, the 
Secretary of State. 

In all these transactions of trying to 
get rid of our excess food products we 
are always confronted with foreign na­
tions' attitude, whether it be by gift, 
barter, or sale. These foreign countries 
through necessity must try to maintain 
a balance between their own consumers 
and their own producers. 

No one will deny that through our for­
eign-aid programs we have assisted most 
foreign nations to increase their produc­
tion of food. We taught them our meth­
ods, gave them tractors, experts with the 
know-how, fertilizers, insecticides, and 
so forth. We encouraged them with our 
tax dollars to produce, and they did. 
Consequently, look at our own exports; 
they are going down, down, down. 

Many countries, through regulations, 
do not permit many of our meat prod­
ucts to be imported. Canada will not 
permit the United States to export fresh, 
frozen, or cured pork for sanitary rea­
sons. 

Another factor that has to do with our 
own U.S. policy is this: We are the 
world's biggest producer of meat prod­
ucts. The largest importer of meats in 
the world is Great Britain, and strangely 
enough the United States is second 
largest importer. We import, accord­
ing to the U.S. Department of Agricul­
ture, 524 million pounds per year. This 
includes beef, veal, pork, mutton, lamb, 
goat and horse meat on carcass weight 
basis. 

Payments received by farmers for food 
products in 1948 was 19.2 billions, but 
payments to farmers for food products 
in 1957 was 19.5 billion. The retail 
value of this 1957 food was 50.5 billion. 
That is what the consumer paid. The 
retail price of the 1948 food sold by 
farmers was 39.0 billion. The marketing 
charges rose over the 10 years to $11.4 
billion. The figures apply only to foods 
produced and sold off the farms and 
purchased at retail by consumers. For 
feeding a population of 146 million in 
1948, the farmers received a sum of $19.2 
billion, but in 1947 received $19.5 billion 
for feeding 172 million persons. 

Most of the loud voiced panacea ped­
dlers, who always are pointing out that 
farmers are getting rich at the expense 
of the consumer, are just cheap prattlers 
of silly songs, trying to get votes in the 
large cities. 

The facts are very apparent to anyone 
who wants to really know, but there are 
even people in the Department of Agri­
culture who seem to think it is their 
duty to always be talking about the ne­
cessity of lowering the price of farm 
products in order to protect the interests 
of the consumers in the large city areas. 

The farmer today gets lower prices for 
basic farm products than he did in 1952. 
Take butter as an example; in 1952 the 
wholesale price of butter in Chicago was 
72.2 cents per pound, today it is 58.7 
cents. Most retail food prices increased 
30 percent from 1950 to 1957. Butter 
prices increased less than 2 percent. 

What causes the increase in food costs 
to consumers? Labor, transportation, 
additional costs of packaging, freezing 
and the preparation of precooked foods. 
One of the biggest items in the increased 
cost is taxes; and, of course, throughout 
history the tax gatherers and tax leviers 
have been trying to conceal the taxes 
levied. The best tax in the eyes of the 
taxmakers is one that is the most 
cleverly concealed. Certainly the taxes 
on the processing of food is a good ex­
ample of concealed taxes. 

The farmer's contribution to the con­
sumers' food bill has not increased in 
the past 10 years. Incomes of persons 
who are not farmers have increased 
steadily auring the past 10 years. The 
cost of goods and services the farmer 
must have has increased steadily. The 
cash income of farmers has not in­
creased. 

There is also a vociferous group seek­
ing consumer votes who are always say­
ing the price support program for 
farmers increases the cost of food to the 
consumer. This is not true. The fig­
ures and data included herein take into 
account so-called price supports. 

Not long ago I received a postal card 
with 3 bright new pennies attached. 
The message on the card said: "Lower 
the price of. bread by getting rid of price 
supports." This was an admission that 
there is about 3 cents worth of wheat 
in a 24 cent loaf of bread. 

Let us take a little closer look at what 
goes into the cost of a 24 cent loaf of 
bread that a few years ago cost 10 cents. 

Wheat today sells on the market for 
about $1.73 a bushel. By the time this 
bushel of wheat is made into 66 loaves 
of bread, it costs the consumer $15.84-­
quite a spread. 

The grocer who sold this bread at a 
profit got about 3 cents on a 24-cent 
loaf. He had to pay out of his 3 cents a 
portion for taxes, social security, unem­
ployment, electricity, telephone, rent, in­
vestment charges, delivery charges, gaso­
line taxes, income taxes, and so forth. 
All these taxes must be paid or go out of 
business. In addition to these hidden 
taxes and fixed charges for doing busi­
ness, there are the constantly increasing 
labor costs of his employees. Mr. Hoffa's 
teamsters do not work for nothing. So 
it would seem with all these charges-3 
cents profit per loaf is not an exorbitant 
profit. 

The mill that ground the flour paid 
2¥2 cents for the wheat in a loaf of bread, 
but when he sold the flour for this loaf 
he got 5 cents. This flour milling com­
pany has seven Federal taxes to pay as 
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well as seven State taxes to P~Y.. The 
railroads or trucklines that hauled the 
flour also had about the same number of 
hidden taxes to pay. . 

Let us take a look at other factors of 
cost in this loaf of bread. There is 
sugar in it. Sugar has had a very stable 
price over the past 10 years. You can 
get about as mucP, sugar for a dollar 
today as you could 10 years ago, maybe 
more. 

So the sugar cost in a loaf of bread has 
not increased. Neither has the cost of 
shortening increased, nor the price of 
salt. It was recently pointed out by well­
informed sources that with all these 
charges a loaf of bread could be sold for 
12 cents. . 

But upon closer look we find more 
hidden charges. It is estimated there 
are 206 separate transactions in getting 
a quart of milk from the pasture to the 
bakery. 

It is reliably estimated there are 151 
separate taxes on this 24-cent loaf of 
bread. 

In final analysis we are paying in 
hidden taxes-12 cents on each loaf of 
bread. 

What conclusion have you reached in 
regard to these figures? I believe there 
is only one conclusion you can come to 
and it is this: The grocer, the baker, the 
miller, the railroads, the trucker-in­
volved in this loaf of bread-does not 
pay these hidden taxes, you pay the 
taxes-you the consumer pay-because 
all these people or corporations just pass 
the tax charges on to you. 

It can safely be said the people who 
eat this 24-cent loaf of bread pay all 
the taxes. 

The farmer who received the 2% cents 
for his wheat also paid taxes. 

And while thinking of taxes please re­
member whenever you hear about Con­
gress voting a billion dollars to India, 
Tito, Communist Poland it costs every 
American family $25 . for each billion 
spent. Do not think because you do not 
pay this $25 directly you do not pay it. 

For the average citizen these hidden 
taxes are more costly than a direct in­
come tax. 

And here is a question for you to 
answer, "If every family had to send in 
their $25 to pay their share of the billions 
aid program to Communist Poland and 
Tito, how much do you think Poland and 
Tito would get?" 

As I said in the beginning, I realize 
this bill is a patched-up affair; but it 
is a start, and in my opinion will start 
reducing the surplus of wheat and not 
break the farmer in so doing. This bill 
is only for 2 years. 

Its basic provisions are: 
Reduces the 15-acre exemption to the 

smaller of 12 acres, or the highest 
planted acreage in 1957, 1958, or 1959, 
and permanently repeals the 200-bushel 
exemption, which is now inoperative. 

Removes the ceiling of 30 acres on the 
wheat-for-feed exemption, and allows 
unlimited production for on-the-farm 
use. 

Provides price supports at 90 percent 
of parity, but requires producers to re­
duce their acreage allotments by 25 per­
cent. This land in the 25-percent reduc­
tion is not eligible for the soil bank or 

for planting to any crop subject to price 
support under the Agricultural Act of 
1949. 

But farmers could plant sorghum, 
corn, oats, and rye, which he could sell 
on the open market. He could plant 
crops for ensilage on this 25 percent 
land. 

If the farmer will agree not to plant 
any crops or use for pasture any of 
this 25 percent land, he would receive 
a bonus for this 25 percent land of a 
payment in kind in wheat on one-third 
of the actual average wheat production 
during preceding 3 years. As payment 
.he would receive a certificate that he 
could take to the Government stored 
grain bin and get wheat or sell his cer~ 
tificate in bushels of wheat at market 
price. 

For the 2 years this bill is in effect it 
increases the present penalty for over­
planting to 65 percent of parity, and 
bases computations on double the normal 
yield or the actual yield, whichever is 
lower. 

Provides automatic history preserva­
tion. 

Wheat farmers would be given an op­
portunity to vote on this if the bill 
becomes law. If two-thirds fail to vote 
for it there would be unlimited produc­
tion of wheat at 50 percent of parity. 

I shall support this bill because in my 
opinion it is the only chance we have 
of getting any so-called wheat legisla­
tion. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I notice 
by the comments of the gentleman from 
South Dakota who preceded me that the 
Democratic national platform contains 
a statement that agricultural products 
be supported at 90 percent of parity, yet 
we saw them go against their platform 
in their bill yesterday when they asked 
to have tobacco supports cut back below 
90 percent of parity; in fact, they 
wanted it cut back to 88 or 87 percent 
this year and continually cut back 
through the years for another 5 years 
to 71 to 75 percent of parity on Flue­
cured and burley tobacco. 

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield. 
Mr. JENNINGS. Had all basic com­

modities remained at 90 percent of parity 
it would not have been necessary for the 
tobacco producer to come in and ask 
that their support price be figured on 
the old or the new parity, whichever was 
the lower. It was sliding scale of parity 
prices on other commodities that were 
not controlled that caused tobacco to go 
up and caused the tobacco growers to 
want to have it lowered in order to keep 
some semblance of supply and demand. 

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is right in 
one point only there, that was one of 
the reasons why 90 percent parity caused 
the price to go up. The other reason 
that caused it to go up was that you 
did a good job of controlling tobacco 
production. That is the second reason 
it happened. 

Mr. JENNINGS. I agree with the 
gentleman and that is exactly why we 
were opposed to the amendment that 
the gentleman supported which would 
freeze this price for 3 years. In addi­
tion to that we were supporting 90 per-

cent of the old ·provision, 90 per­
cent support price, 90 percent of the 
old parity which gave them a lower price. 

Mr. QUIE. But the reason for going 
back to old parity is really to hide the 
fact that the price support is frozen. 

There are three reasons why we are in 
difficulty on the wheat program. We 
allowed wheat farmers to overproduce 
by not imposing a penalty which would 
prevent overproduction. This bill it is 
true goes a step in that direction by 
increasing the penalty; but to do a good 
job, I would say that the bill should 
put a penalty on planted acres and not 
on harvested acres. 

The second reason why we are in diffi­
culty is because we have the 15-acre 
exemptions. Farmers who never plant­
ed wheat before are now harvesting up 
to 15 acres on their farms. In 1941, 
when the exemption became law, 28,000 
farms raised less than 15 acres. Now, 
because of a guaranteed price, 1,225,000 
farms are raising up to 15 acres. 

I shall vote for the Belcher amend­
ment because it will get at one of the 
reasons why the past wheat program 
has failed. His amendment would put 
all wheat farmers under quota no mat­
ter what size of aUotement they have. 
If we are going to support the price of 
wheat at a higher rate than its normal 
market value, it is recognized by all that 
controls must be imposed. This amend­
ment will affect the farmers in my dis­
trict since most of them raise less than 
15 acres of wheat and hundreds of them 
have elected to raise wheat in late years. 
The only way a control program will 
work is if all farmers who raise wheat 
are involved in the program and the 
Belcher amendment will be necessary to 
bring this about. My farmers are not 
greedy like the gentleman from Tennes­
see said his were. I believe they rec­
ognize the principle involved and those 
who traditionally raise wheat would like 
the opportunity to vote. 

The third reason why the program 
has not worked is that Congress put a 
55-million-acre minimum allotment for 
the whole country. On that 55 million 
acres we grow more wheat than we can 
use in this country, and export without 
great subsidy. We ought to be able to 
reduce wheat acreage below that. The 
55-million-acre minimum should be re­
duced. The committee bill goes in that 
direction but acres would need to be re­
duced at least 30 percent to do the job 
at 90 percent of parity. 

I went along with you when you 
wanted a support at less than 90 percent 
of parity in the tobacco bill because you 
found you were pricing yourselves out of 
the tobacco market. Now I ask you, 
Is there not a similar danger in this 
wheat bill? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say most of his wheat 
farmers were small farmers? 

Mr. QUIE. Most of my farmers raise 
less than 15 acres of wheat. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman votes 
for the Belcher amendment, he is going 
to vote them out of bus.iness. 
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Mr. QUIE. Why should they be al­

lowed to come in and ruin this wheat 
program? 

Mr. COOLEY. But if the gentleman 
votes for the Belcher amendment, he 
will do so knowing that he will put all 
of the 15-acre farmers out of business. 

Mr. QUIE. This amendment puts 
them in the wheat program. If they 
want to raise wheat, they should come 
under the program and have an oppor­
tunity to vote on it. The raising of 
wheat is a very small part of this total 
enterprise and would in no way put 
them out of business. 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. Then, if the 
Belcher amendment is adopted, they can 
go out and grow corn, soybean or any 
crop they want to grow in competition 
with the crops of Iowa and the great 
commercial corn area of America. 

Mr. QUIE. We are in the com area, 
and that is what these farmers were 
growing all of these years. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
think that the farmers of Iowa want 
your farmers to abandon the growing of 
wheat and go into the corn-producing 
business when we have the largest corn 
crop in our history in the current year? 

Mr. QUIE. These people are corn 
farmers, and that is a problem we will 
have to take care of in the corn bill. 
. They are harming the wheat program­
should stay within their allotments and 
most of them recognize that. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. HAGEN]. 

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to say at the outset that I support the 
Belcher amendment as I ·hope it will be 
amended by an amendment I will offer, 
because I think it does something per­
manent to a very bad wheat law. 

I heard a joke on television the other 
night about the tree surgeon who fell 
out of his patient and broke his leg. It 

. reminds me of the Congress. We have 
been climbing up that tree and falling 
out of the tree; the tree gets bigger and 

·the fall becomes harder all the time. It 
is time we do something about curing 
the disease. 

I want to say something about the 
role of the whole Congress in this agri­
cultural situation. We had a very unique 
argument made here the other day that 
seemed to indicate if one did not grow 
wheat, corn or tobacco, he was not quali­
fied to really think about the problems 
of these programs. I am in a rather 
unique position. I represent an agri­
cultural area. But I do not own a farm. 
But it is time that you people in the 
cities become alerted and do not turn 
the determination of these programs over 
to the wheatgrowers or the cottongrow­
ers or the tobacco growers. You have 
a stake in this whole program. I never 
heard anyone assert that the urban city 
dweller should be given a carte blanche 
on a housing program or that the repre­
sentatives of labor should be given carte 

-blanche on a labor bill. 
So let us play it both ways and exer­

cise judgment with respect to this farm 
program. 

Let me say that if this kind of legisla­
tion continues much longer we might as 
well screw the dome off the Capitol and 
give it to these various commodity 
groups, because their demands are in­
satiable unless they are tempered by the 
good judgment of Congress and by those 
Representatives who do not have a vested 
interest in their vote. 

I was at one time an advocate of 90 
percent of parity. I no longer am. I 
feel these programs have created a situa­
tion where we are advancing to a condi­
tion of corporate farms at one end and a 
peasantry like we have in Europe at the 
other end. If these programs are not 
reasonably altered ultimately we are go­
ing to proceed to the condition where 
we have nothing but an impoverished 
peasantry existing on a subsistence basis. 

What is wrong with the wheat pro­
gram? The wheat farmers have enjoyed 
too high a price support. Experts will 
tell you that by any reasonable standard 
of parity the level of support has been 110 
to 115 percent of parity, a wartime price 
for wheat. A 75 percent of parity per­
haps is too high. I understand that a 
reasonably efficient wheat grower on 
_good ground in a good producing wheat 
area can grow wheat for about 80 cents 
a bushel. The proposal offered by the 
committee would peg that price support 
at $2.13 a bushel. The prospect of profits 
is tremendous. True, the committee bill 
makes a gesture in the direction of re­
duced acreage. But what is accom­
plished when you provide this high in­
centive price at the same time? You 
guarantee that the farmers are going to 
take out their worst acres, they are going 
to farm the devil out of the acres remain­
ing, and your total yield is going to be 
approximately the same. 

Remember also that this is only a 2-
year program. We are merely putting a 
patch on a very smelly situation, and 
it is going to start smelling again in a 
subsequent Congress and that Congress 
will have the same pistol pointed at its 
head as this one, with mountainous sur­
plus and a big bill to the taxpayer. On 
the other hand, the Belcher amendment 
does something permanent to the wheat 
law, which, in its present form, does not 
go far enough, but will with amend­
ments I will offer. It will result in a 
considerable reduction in wheat acre­
age. Furthermore, it will maintain a 
lower support level which will not pro­
vide the incentive for this mass inten­
sive farming to detract from a reduction 
of the lowest producing acres. And, I 
am certain, further, that there will be 
many acres that will not be planted by 
farmers who might plant under the 90 
percent program. That is the advantage 
of the Belcher amendment. 

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

Mr. HAGEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. I would like to com­
mend the gentleman on his statement 
and to assure him that a lot of our folks 
from the cities are going to support this 
reduction, and I think one of the best 
evidences of it is the fact that there were 
149 votes yesterday against the tobacco 
bill, mostly as a protest against what is 
going on. 

Mr. HAGEN. Those persons who 
argue that by lowering price support you 
do not increase production overlook the 
_fact that farming has changed in this 
country. We have farmers-and they 
are the best farmers-who exercise a 
business judgment about their produc­
tion, and if by reason of the contem­

. plated market price, they cannot reap 
the profit they seek, they will not plant. 
The argument that there will be no 
planting reduction by reason of the low­
ing in support level is completely fal­
lacious. True, some farmers do not fol­
low that course of procedure, but there 
are a number of them who do, and under 
the Belcher amendment you will find a 
substantial lessening of production. 

The pending wheat bill, H.R. 7246, is 
a grossly inadequate response to our 
most pressing farm problem, to wit, re­
duction of our present oversupply of 
w~eat, which, by date of July 1, 1960, 
Will reach a quantity of 1 ~ billion bush­
els-an amount adequate to supply an­
nual U.S. food needs for 3 years-an 
amount of Government-held grain that 
will cost over $1 million a day to store 
and to meet the cost of interest attrib­
utable to the amount of money invested 
in it. 

The wheat bill provisions amount to 
an effort to place a 2-year bandage on 
a festering sore to keep it from smelling 
and a subsequent Congress will meet 
confronted with the same necessities of 
changing a basically bad permanent 
wheat law with costs increased by a tem­
porary expedient and little or no reduc­
tion in Government surpluses. 

Our actions should be governed by 
public policy criteria and not by a par­
tisan concern for the wheat grower. The 
present problem stems from the mis­
directed effort of past Congresses to kill 
the wheat grower with kindness through 
exorbitant gratuities. The blame for the 
present situation lies directly with past 
Congresses and if H.R. 7246 passes in its 
present form we will share that blame. 

There is no logic in the inconsistencies 
of the various commodity support laws, 
and the wheat law has been the loosest, 
as a critical examination of it will reveal. 

A. SUPPORT LEVEL 

The support level has been too high. 
By reason of the mechanization of pro­
duction and increases in yields-without 
equivalent increase in cost-the cost of 
production per bushel has greatly fallen 
in a fashion not reflected in parity for­
mulas, which have held support prices at 
a level calculated by experts to represent 
110 to 115 percent of a realistic parity. 
The American Farm Bureau Federation 
estimates that wheat can be grown in 
reasonably efficient production areas for 
a cost of about 80 cents a bushel, whereas 
recent support prices deemed to repre­
sent 90 percent of parity or less have 
topped the $2 per bushel figure. This 
high price has worked against the inter­
est of efficient growing States by inviting 
in more marginal competition. 

B. ·pRODUCTION CONTROLS 

Production controls, on the other hand, 
have been almost constantly loosened at 
the expense of the American taxpayer. 
Remember this fact, because a high price 
support program can only work in a 
framework of tight production controls. 
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To illustrate my charge of loose con­
trols, let us take the example of wheat­
grower John Doe. 

The Congress generously afforded to 
him and his colleagues a minimum na­
tional farm acreage allotment to cut up 
which would invariably produce a wheat 
surplus even with the existence of a juicy 
export subsidy program. The high na­
tional minimums established-currently 
55 million acres-tightened the belt of 
the taxpayer but did little to tighten the 
belt of the wheatgrower. 

To compound its misdirected gener­
osity in the form of support levels and 
minimum national allotments the Con­
gress then made it easy for the individ­
ual farmer to slip out of the noose of 
controls. For example, efficient farmer 
John Doe was given the opportunity 
and the incentive to violate his quotas. 

With the certain knowledge that a 
sufficient number of his less efficient 
neighbors would, in effect, sell their 
wheat to the Government to maintain 
the support price as the market price, 
the law made it easy for him to illegally 
violate his quotas. 

First the penalty for overplanted 
wheat was too low. With an 80-cent­
a-bushel cost of production and a price 
in excess of $2 he could profitably afford 
to pay an approximate 80-cents-a-bushel 
penalty. Moreover he did not pay the 
penalty on all of his illegal bushels be­
cause the Congress said that it would 
be paid only on an estimated normal 
yield and he could consistently grow 
more than that normal yield, which 
might have been arrived at in conniv­
ance with local farmer committees. 

Moreover, until recently, he could ac­
quire crop history for his illegal acres 
and the following year could plant them 
legally in competition with other wheat 
growers-a most valuable privilege like 
that exercised by a bootlegger in invest­
ing his ill-gotten gains in a legal busi­
ness. 

However, the Congress did not reckon 
this pie was rich enough. It thought 
that John Doe should have a second look 
at the consequences of his illegal act of 
overplanting. It provided that his com­
pliance with quotas would be meas­
ured-not on the basis of planted acres 
but rather-on the basis of harvested 
acres. With this "last clear chance" 
John Doe could bring himself into com­
pliance, after violating the intent of the 
law, if the wind and the weather had 
not cooperated with him as he desired 
and produced an overall bumper crop. 
He could simply plow under those il­
legal acres which an act of nature had 
made unprofitable. This privilege was 
of double benefit because he was thus 
able to select his best acres as compli­
ance acres after the fact of violation­
one of the few cases in life in which 
hindsight was permitted to operate in a 
business transaction. 

Even this cumulative generosity was 
insufficient for at least a segment of our 
lawmakers. They decided to give John 
Doe a backdoor form of crop insurance 
without the usual justifications that 
Government insurance must meet. 

If John farmed in an area of uncer­
tain weather from year to year he was 

permitted to store his illegal grain, with­
out paying a penalty, and if his allotted 
crop failed the next year, he could de­
clare that illegal grain as that year's 
production and sell it without penalty. 

Now, we, as citizens, may sympathize 
with the victim of bad weather but 7ve 
must keep in mind the fact that these 
bad weather possibilities are reflected in 
lower land costs, lower tax assessments, 
and a variety of other ascertainable 
benefits. Furthermore we must remem­
ber that these objects of our sympathy 
have re-created the Dust Bowl problems 
of the midthirties in a large section of 
our country, and have made money by 
such actions, at least in the short run. 

C. EXPORT SUBSIDY 

Past law has not only given the wheat 
growers the advantage of high support 
levels and loose controls but also has 
given them a dump export subsidy pro­
gram unmatched by that of any other 
crop. For some reason difficult to under­
stand this aspect of the program has re­
lieved political pressures on other as­
pects of the program. 

This export subsidy-which infuriates 
our friends abroad such as Canada-cur­
rently amounts to about 70 cents a 
bushel. It dates back to the mid­
thirties in a single form. But the de­
mand for foreign sales to relieve the 
pressures on our elevators became so 
great that it now has multiple forms. 
The original subsidy has been supple­
mented by the International Wheat 
Agreement and inclusion of wheat in the 
benefits of Public Law 480. 

D. THE PAINFUL CONCLUSION 

The Farm Bureau estimates that the 
various guises of the wheat program 
have cost the taxpayers over $5 billion 
through 1958 and excluded from that 
figure are large areas of administrative 
costs and amounts of Government paid 
for wheat values disposed of through 
UNRAA, famine relief, and lend lease. 

On the basis of these facts I will seek 
to amend H.R. 7246 to accomplish some 
needed permanent changes in the basic 
wheat law and I hope that you will sup­
port me in my effort. 

I will seek to reduce the 55 million na­
tional acreage allotment minimum to a 
figure of 40 million. 

I will seek to require evaluation of com­
pliance with acreage allotments on the 
basis of planted acres rather than har­
vested acres. This change of standard 
will not only reduce surplus production 
but reduce some of the temptation for 
the wheat grower to become a law vio­
lator. Furthermore it will have an im­
pact on the operation of the "back-door 
crop insurance program" which I have 
mentioned. 

I will seek to make these same amend­
ments to the substitute to the committee 
.bill to be offered by Congressman PAGE 
BELCHER. Parenthetically I should state 
that I will support the Belcher substitute 
as an improvement over the committee 
proposal. 

I would also like to read into the 
RECORD an analysis of the relative cost of 
H.R. 7246 and other aspects of the com­
mittee bill, prepared by someone in the 
American Farm Bure::m Federation. 
Whether this analysis has the complete 

approval of the President and directors 
of the American Farm Bureau Federa­
tion I do not know. I do know, however, 
that the organization officially opposes 
H.R. 7246 on a variety of grounds. The 
said analysis reads as follows, quote: 
COMMENTS ON REPORT No. 384 DATED MAY 25, 

1959, OF THE HOUSE AGRICULTURE COMMIT­

TEE CONCERNING H.R. 7246, PROPOSING A 
WHEAT PROGRAM FOR 196Q-61 
The explanation starts out by saying that 

"This bill • • • would reduce the production 
of wheat during the 2 years by approximate­
ly 480 million bushels; it would lower the 
cost of the wheat program during this period 
by an estimated $528 million." The report 
does not explain how such optimistic esti­
mates can be substantiated. As a matter of 
fact, the following is a much more realistic 
appraisal of what probably will happen. 

First, production might be reduced some­
what, but the carryover of wheat stocks by 
the Government would probably increase. 
The reasons for this are set out below. With 
respect to the estimated savings, this is 
strictly without foundation, and probably 
the new bill would cost more money rather 
than less. This also is set out below. 

REDUCTION OF PRODUCTION 

This bill might reduce production some­
what but not necessarily carryover stocks in 
each of the next 2 years. It would, however, 
stimulate efforts to increase yields through 
irrigation, new varieties, use of fertilizer, 
etc. This plus the improvement in produc­
tive capacity that is to be expected in the 
land diverted from wheat production would 
set the stage for very material expansion of 
wheat production in the future; $2.13 is such 
an incentive price to encourage production 
that it is illogical to assume that production 
will be curtailed to any appreciable extent, 
particularly when it is realized that in many 
areas wheat can be produced for 80 cents a 
bushel or less. The reduction in production 
which might result from the bill would not 
be proportionate to the proposed acreage cut. 

1. Producers would retire less productive 
acres. 

2. Some immediate increase-and perhaps 
a sizable increase in average yields inevitably 
would result from the proposed 25 percent 
cut in allotments-even in the short run, the 
effect would be greater a few years from now. 

3. The combination of increased price sup­
ports and reduced allotments would stimu­
late a fuller use of the allotted acreage and 
quota exemptions, thereby offsetting, at least 
in part, the effect of provisions lowering mar­
keting quota exemptions and tightening the 
rules on compliance. 

4. Since in excess of 5 million acres have 
been allotted to producers growing 15 acres 
or less, a sizable acreage would not be sub­
ject to any reduction in allotment. 

5. Experience in the past with acreage re­
duction proves that the reduction is in the 
neighborhood of less than 25 percent of the 
proportionate acreage cut. 
DOMESTIC USE OF WHEAT WOULD BE REDUCED 

1. Seed requirements probably would be 
reduced from 66 million bushels in 1958 to 
about 48 million bushels. This allows for 
some increase in the seeding of wheat under 
the proposed expansion of the feed wheat 
exemption. 

2. The use of wheat produced on allotted 
acres, or within the marketing quota exemp­
tion for feed, probably would be reduced at 
least 30 million bushels. 

3. Although the demand for wheat for 
human food is inelastic, it is probable that 
a higher support price would reduce the do­
mestic consumption for human food by as 
much as 15 to 20 million bushels whereas, 
an increase of 5 to 10 million bushels might 
take place if there were no change in the 
support price. Thus, the proposed increase 
in the support price could reduce the do-
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mestic consumption of wheat by as much 
as 60 million bushels-perhaps more. 

EXPORTS 

While it m ay appear that subsidy pro­
grams would prevent the proposed program 
from reducin g wheat exports, the probabili­
t ies are that some reduct ion in export s would 
result for the following reasons: 

1. The increase in export subsidies re­
quired to m aintain our export position would 
stimulat e increased foreign opposition to 
U.S. export policy and this would ten d to 
cause U.S. officials to ease up on their efforts 
to m aintain maximum wheat exports. 

2. The return of the United States to 90 
percent of parity price suppor ts for wheat 
would set an example which would encour­
age other countries to raise their own support 
prices and thereby increase world wheat pro­
duction. 

PROBABLE PRODUCTION 

The probable production under the present 
law would amount to about 1,265 million 
bushels. 

Since the export subsidy would cost an 
additional $157 million, the obligation in 
1960 would amount to at least $1 million 
more per year without otherwise taking into 
account the additional impact of further in­
tensifying production on the agricultural 
plant. Also, this does not take into account 
the proposed subsidy of making paymen ts 
in kind for withholding the acreage from 
other production. This would add consid­
erable additional cost depending upon the 
extent of participation. 

The bill does not really call for strict com­
pliance. The provision that the acreage 
taken out of wheat cannot be put into price 
supported crops appears to be tight, but ac­
tually does not have the effect that might 
appear at first glance. A farmer could re­
frain from taking price support on wheat 
because the wheat market was supported by 
many other compliers and thereby qualify 
for price support on the diverted acres, even 
though they might be used for other price 
supported crops. 

A comparison of the present program and 
the proposed House bill is as follows: . 

P resent House 
pro- bill 

gram 

Support price (per bushel) __ __________ $1. 78 
E stimated export su bsidy (per bush-

$2.13 
el) 1 _ __________ _ ____________________ _ 

N ational allotment (millions of acres)_ 
H arvested acreage (millions of acres) __ 
Yield (bushels per acre) ____________ __ _ 
Production (millions of bushels) ______ _ 

$0. 55 $0. 90 
55 2 42. 5 
57~ 44.5 
22 a 27~ 

1, 265 1, 224 
Production eligible for price support 

(3X5) (millions of bushels) __________ 1, 210 1, 167 
Government price support obligation 

(1X7) (millions) _____________________ $2,154 $2, 486 
E xcess obligation (millions)_---------- - ---- --- $332 
Additional export subsidy cost (mil-

lions) ___ _ --- - -------------------- -- - - -- --- -- $157 
Total direct additional Government 

obligation (9X10) (millions) exclusive 
of addit ional costs of making pay-
m ents in kind ____________________ __ -- ----- - $489 

Domestic consumption (food in mil-lions of bushels) ___ __ ____ ___ __ ___ ___ _ 
F eed (millions of bushels) ____ __ ___ ___ _ 
Seed (millions of bushels) __ ___ ____ ___ _ 
E xports (millions of bushels) ___ ____ __ _ 
Total disappearance (millions of 

493 
60 
66 

450 

480 
25 
48 

400 

953 bushels)-------- -------------------__ 1, 069 
The indicated change in carryover 

(millions of bushels) _______ ______ ___ _ +199 + 271 

I Based on prices under International Wheat Agree­
ment-actual cost much greater in both cases. 

2 It is inaccW'ate to assume a 25-percent reduction from 
the minimum national allotment of 55,000,000 acres since 
many farms are exempt from any reduction. In 1958 
USD A estimates 5~ million acres were allotted to exempt 
farms with 15 acres or less. Accordingly, the 25-percent 
reduction would apply t o only slightly less t han 
50,000,000 acres after t aking the 5~ million acres into 
account and also the lowering of the exemption from 15 
to 12 acres. 

3 Increased price support of 35 cents per bushel would 
result in an estimated 25-percent increase in yields due 
to the profitability of applying more fertilizer, irrigating 
more acres, a higher percentage of the remaining acres 
harvested being in humid areas, use of better land, etc. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. LATTA]. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert my remarks 
in the RECORD following the remarks of 
the gentleman from Ohio and to include 
extraneous matter. 

The CHAIRMAN_ Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, at the 

outset of my remarks I want to pay trib­
ute to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. ALBERT], who has worked hard and 
long during this session in an attempt to 
resolve the wheat problem facing the Na­
tion. Another gentleman from Okla­
homa [Mr. BELCHER], the ranking mi­
nority member of the Wheat Subcom­
mittee, has likewise worked diligently 
and conscientiously with this problem. 
Mr. ALBERT, as chairman of the Wheat 
Subcommittee, of which I am privileged 
to be a member, has patiently heard out 
every witness who desired to be heard on 
this subject with the faint hope that a 
solution to this gigantic problem might 
be forthcoming. He listened to the vari­
ous farm orgizations in the presentation 
of their plans which they sincerely be­
lieved would be workable and acceptable. 
The many hours of labor of this subcom­
mittee, headed by Mr. ALBERT, has 
helped materially to focus attention on 
this problem and as a result has already 
made a significant contribution to the 
country. 

Everyone in the Congress recognizes 
the fact that we are fast approaching a 
crisis in wheat-a crisis resulting from 
an old Government program that has not 
worked. Everyone is in agreement that 
something must be done about it-and 
fast. There is, to say the least, consid­
erable disagreement as to how to at­
tempt to solve the problem. There are 
those who maintain that we can cure the 
patient by giving him an overdose of the 
same kind of medicine that has kept him 
from getting well. There are those who 
say that we should eliminate the medi­
cine and let the patient recover. With 
this costly program hanging over the 
heads of the taxpayer, there are those 
who say we should reduce or eliminate 
the production of the farmer who has 
not been costing the Government one 
thin dime in price supports. I have 
reference to the small, 15-acre farmer. 
There are those, and I am one of them, 
who believe that if we sincerely want to 
reduce the terrific cost of this program, 
that we should reduce the production of 
the larger farmer who has been receiving 
the real benefit of the taxpayers' dollars 
under this program. There are those 
among us, and I am one of them, who 
believe if we are to continue a wheat 
program that it should recognize that we 
grow several different classes or types of 
wheat, that they are used for different 
purposes, and that all of them are not in 
great surplus. 

Everyone is aware of the tremendous 
cost of the present prol?ram and every-

one is aware of the fact that the present 
program has not worked, that it has en­
couraged over-production to such an ex­
tent that the storage charges alone are 
now costing the taxpayers of the Nation 
$1 million per day. Everyone in the 
Congress, including the distinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL­
BERT], knows that the bill before the 
Committee today is not the answer to 
this problem but is only an emergency, 
2-year, stopgap piece of legislation and 
is only postponing the day of reckoning 
with the problem. Every member of the 
Agriculture Committee is aware that our 
distinguished chairman, Mr. CooLEY, 
holds no pride of authorship in this bill 
even though it bears his name. In fact, 
H.R. 7246 has been truly labeled as the 
bill that no one wants. Notwithstand­
ing this fact, however, we find it before 
this committee today for consideration. 
Why is that no one wants H.R. 7246? 
I believe it is because this bill seeks to 
continue the high price support-strict 
control principle which has proven to be 
such a costly and colossal failure. It 
provides for imposing the strictest con­
trol over the American farmer that he 
has ever been asked to accept. At a 
time when the American farmer is gen­
erally asking for more freedom from 
Government, I believe it is grossly unfair 
to saddle him with stricter controls and 
high price supports. Recently I con­
ducted a poll in my district, the Fifth 
District of Ohio, on this very subject. 
The farmers of my district responding to 
the question, "Do you agree that the 
farmer generally wants fewer controls 
and more freedom from Government in­
terference even though it may mean a 
temporary period of price adjustment?", 
voted 90.4 percent in the affirmative. 
Recently the Farm Journal magazine 
polled its readers in 48 States and 
learned that 8 out of 10 of its readers 
wanted lower price supports and fewer 
controls instead of high price support 
and strict controls. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
estimated that H .R. 7246 will cost the 
taxpayers of this Nation an additional 
$110 million. In view of this increased 
cost, I believe it is incumbent upon every 
Member of Congress to ask himself 
whether we can conscientiously go to 
the taxpayers once more and ask them 
to absorb this increase in view of the 
costs and failure of the present program. 
In considering any revision of the pres­
ent wheat program at this time, I be­
lieve it is not only important but im­
perative that we take a look at some 
of the factors which the present agri­
cultural act provides should be taken 
into consideration in determining 
whether a price support operation is to 
be undertaken for a particular crop and 
the level of price support for such crop. 
Section 401 <B> of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 provides eight factors which 
should be taken into consideration in 
fixing price supports. The first factor 
provides that the supply of a commod­
ity shall be considered in relation to 
the demand therefor. With a 2% 
years' supply of wheat in Government 
warehouses, we certainly would not be 
following the theory of the law we are 
seeking to amend, by increasing the 
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support payments as provided for in 
H.R. 7246. The sixth factor listed in 
this subsection deals with the ability of 
the Government to dispose of stocks ac­
quired through a price support opera­
tion. The huge wheat surplus is suffi­
cient evidence that we have been unable 
to dispose of this commodity's surplus. 
The eighth factor which the law pro­
vides to be taken into consideration is 
the ability and willingness of the pro­
ducers of the commodity to keep sup­
plies in line with demand. No one can 
dispute the fact that the producers of 
the concerned commodity have not kept 
the supply in line with the demand. 
It is, therefore, evident that H.R. 7246 is 
a radical departure from the terms and 
conditions set forth in the Agriculture 
Act itself for fixing price supports. 

H.R. 7246, as written, is certainly un­
fair to the farmers who have been pro­
ducing a variety or class of wheat which 
has not been added significantly to the 
surplus. I have particular reference to 
the producers of wheat east of the Mis­
sissippi-Missouri Rivers who have been 
raising Soft Red Winter wheat used in 
the making of cakes, pastries, and crack­
ers. The Department of Agriculture 
estimates that the July 1, 1959, carry­
over of Hard Red Winter wheat, which 
is generally raised west of the Missis­
sippi-Missouri Rivers and used for the 
making of bread, will be 946 million 
bushels as compared to an estimated 
carryover of Soft Red Winter wheat of 
16 million bushels. In other words, the 
anticipated carryover of Soft Red Winter 
wheat is less than a month's supply 
and any further reduction in the supply 
of this type wheat could easily result in 
a very serious shortage of the type wheat 
used in the making of cakes, pastries 
and cracl~ers--James Skidmore, chair­
man, Grain Committee of the National 
Soft Wheat Millers' Association-not­
withstanding this fact, H.R. 7246 pro­
poses to further restrict the production 
of the small farmer who is the major 
producer of this class of wheat by reduc­
ing the present 15-acre exemption to the 
smaller of 12 acres or the highest 
planted acreage in 1957, 1958, and 1959. 
Consequently, if this bill became law, we 
would be reducing the supply of a class 
of wheat in which there is no great 
surplus. Should this result-and this 
is a hidden danger in this bill-the 
millers using the Soft Red Winter 
wheat would be forced from a lack of 
supply to change their milling processes 
in order to use hard varieties with a 
resulting loss of markets to the produc­
ers of Soft Red Winter wheat which 
could become permanent. I know that 
statements will be made here that the 
export of Soft Red Winter wheat has 
been subsidized, which is in my opinion 
no argument at all, as other varieties 
of wheat have likewise been subsidized 
for export. 

As I stated in my minority views on 
this bill, H.R. 7246 seeks to continue in 
effect the undemocratic principle of de­
nying the right to vote at a wheat ref­
erendum to 1,225,101 of the 1,815,602 
wheat farm operators in the United 
States. In other words, 67.5 percent of 
the wheat producers of the United States 
are still denied the right to vote under 

the provisions of this bill in a wheat 
referendum. In my own State of Ohio, 
for example, there are 157,516 wheat 
farms, of which 127,916 are denied the 
right to vote under the present law and 
under provisions of H.R. 7246. Believe 
it or not, this means that 81.2 percent 
of all the wheat producers in the State 
of Ohio are denied the right to vote in 
a wheat referendum. This bill should 
be amended to allow all wheat growers 
or at the least, all farmers with an al­
lotment to exercise the right to vote as 
they are all restricted and affected by it. 

One cannot but conclude that this bill 
is designed with the large producers in 
mind. To illustrate this fact and in 
no way to endorse the principle of pay­
ment in kind, H.R. 7246 provides a one­
third payment in kind to the producer 
above the 15-acre minimum but denies 
this Emall producer a similar payment 
in kind for his 3-acre reduction under 
this bill. I cannot voice my objections 
too strongly to this payment in kind, 
administrative monstrosity. Its adop­
tion certainly would heap further ridi­
cule upon the farm program by requir­
ing the Federal Government to return 
stored wheat to the same producers who 
helped create the surplus. 

H.R. 7246 does have one commendable 
feature. It permits a farmer unlimited 
production for on-the-farm use by re­
moving the present ridiculous 30-acre 
ceiling. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I can­
not urge too strongly that H.R. 7246 be 
defeated for the reasons I have outlined 
in these remarks or amended as I have 
indicated. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield. 
Mr. LEVERING. As the gentleman 

knows, I am privileged to represent a 
congressional district, the 17th, of the 
State of Ohio. The gentleman is cor­
rect that the Soft Red Winter wheat 
grown in Ohio is not in surplus. It is 
a very high quality wheat, and I should 
like to associate myself with the gentle­
man in saying that there ought to be 
some separate consideration given to 
that type of wheat. I should lil~e to ask 
the gentleman if it is not a fact that the 
Department of Agriculture very firmly 
opposes any such classification and sepa­
rate consideration. 

Mr. LATTA. They have so indicated. 
Mr. LEVERING. I thank the gentle­

man. 
Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 

question of wheat legislation is of ex­
treme importance to the farmers of my 
State of Michigan, where more than 118,-
000 farmers produce wheat. I have 
heard from the Michigan Farm Bureau 
Federation, the largest farm organization 
in Michigan, and am including at this 
point in my remarks a copy of a telegram 
from that organization dated June 9, 
and setting forth its views on H.R. 7264 
as well as the Belcher substitute version: 

LANSING, MICH., June 9, 1959. 
Hon. ALVIN M. BENTLEY, 
House Office Building. 
Washington, D.O.: 

Present form of wheat bill, H.R. 7264, 
would not solve the problem. We under-

stand Congressman BELCHER will offer amend­
ment to permit all farmers who grew wheat 
in 1958 to vote in a referendum covering 
1960 and following crops. The choice would 
be between: ( 1) An acreage control program 
with supports at 75 to 90 percent, with in­
creased penalty to apply to all wheatgrowers, 
except if all is used on farm where grown; 
or (2) no acreage allotments and supports at 
50 percent. We believe Belcher amendment 
should be changed to make support under 
(No.2) 55 percent and to put compliance on 
planted rather than harvested acreage. 

MICHIGAN FARM BUREAU, 
DAN E.REED. 

On January 26, 1959, I introduced a 
bill, H.R. 3275, which, assuming that 
more stringent controls would be desir­
able for the wheat program, would have 
offered several improvements in this di­
rection. For example, it would have 
changed the allotment system for wheat 
from acres to bushels, a step which I have 
long believed to be wholly desirable in 
the event strict controls are felt to be 
necessary. It would also have provided 
for an annual reduction of 5 million acres 
a year of the national acreage allotment 
until the total of 35 million had been 
reached. My bill would have excluded 
from this reduction all wheat which was 
consumed on the farm and would have 
eliminated the present exemption of 15 
acres or 200 bushels for marketing quota 
provisions. I feel that my legislation 
meets the question of controls on a real­
istic basis and, as a matter of interest, 
am including in my remarks at this point 
a copy of a letter dated April 24, 1959, 
from the Department of Agriculture in 
comment thereon: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., April 24, 1959. 

Hon. HAROLD D. COOLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representati ves. 

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN CoOLEY: This is in reply 
to your request for a report on H.R. 3275, a 
bill "To amend the provisions of the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949, as amended, the Agricul­
tural Adjusbment Act of 1938, as amended, 
and related legislation with respect to price 
support and marketing quotas on wheat." 

While this bill is a step in the direction 
of a better balance between supply and de­
mand of wheat if Congress decides on a more 
stringent control program, we do not favor 
enactment in its present form. In some re­
spects it is an improvement over present 
legislation but does not go far enough. 

This bill would amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, and 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, to 
provide that the marketing quota on any 
farm would be the number of bushels equal 
to the normal production of the allotted 
acres (plus the bushels on hand from pra­
vious years which could have been marketed 
without penalty). The maximum number 
of bushels eligible for price support in any 
year would be the normal production of the 
allotted acres. The bill provides for :·educing 
the minimum national acreage allotment, b3-
ginning in 1961, by 5 million acres a year, 
until the minimum reaches 35 million acres. 
It further provides for changing the defini­
tion of "market" to exclude the feeding of 
wheat, and places a penalty of 45 percent of 
parity on the quantity marketed in excess 
of the quota. The bill would also repeal 
Public Law 74, 77th Congress, as amended, 
and section 335 (d) of the act of 1938, there­
by eliminating the 15-acre and 200-bushel 
exemptions from the marketing quota pro­
visions. 

The provision for 11miting the quantity of 
wheat eligible for price support would place 
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an effective ceiling on CCC obligations each 
year. The gradual reduction in the mini­
mum national acreage allotment would pro­
vide an orderly means of reducing the acre­
age seeded to wheat to a level whereby pro­
duction could be more nearly brought into 
balance with utilization. However, we be­
lieve the standards for establishing the na­
tional marketing quota for wheat, which 
we recommended to the wheat subcommit­
tee, would be preferable to any arbitrary 
reduction of 5 million acres per year. Per­
m itting the unlimited production of wheat 
for feed on the farm where grown would 
offer to a feeder the free choice of growing 
the feed grain most desirable for his indi­
vidual operations. The elimination of the 
15-acre and 200-bushel exemptions would re­
move the unfair advantage the small wheat 
producers have had during the past few years 
to market their excess production under the 
umbrella effect created by the higher price 
resulting from the price supports available 
to complying wheat producers. 

If the Congress decides on a more strin­
gent control program, we recommend the 
following changes in the bill: ( 1) Repeal the 
55-million acre minimum national allotment 
provision and provide (a) that whenever the 
carryover is more than 500 million bushels 
the national allotment would be based on 
the estimated domestic consumption for the 
marketing year for the crop for which such 
allotment is proclaimed, plus the estimated 
export for dollars for the marketing year in 
which such allotment is proclaimed, and (b) 
that whenever the carryover is less than 500 
million bushels the national allotment would 
be based on normal supply; (2) raise the 
rate of penalty to the level of the support 
price and change the penalty provision to 
provide that the farm marketing excess on 
which penalty would be paid would be 
initially determined on double the normal 
yield per acre of the excess acres rather than 
the normal yield per acre. If, however, the 
producer establishes the actual yield on the 
farm, the penalty would be paid on the 
number of bushels by which the actual pro­
duction on the farm exceeded the actual 
production of the farm acreage allotment. 
Wheat mixtures containing less than 25 per­
cent wheat would not be counted as wheat; 
(3) limit the privilege of disposing of over­
planted acreage to 3 acres or 10 percent, 
whichever is the smaller; and (4) amend the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

"SEc. 106. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 101 of this act, beginning with 
the 1960 crop, the level of price support to 
cooperators for each crop of wheat, if pro­
ducers have not disapproved marketing 
quotas, shall be 90 per centum of the av­
erage price received by farmers during the 
3 marketing years immediately preceding the 
marketing year for such crop. Price support 
in the case of noncooperators and in case 
marketing quotas are disapproved shall be 
as provided in section 101(d) (3) and (5). 
The Secretary shall determine and announce 
the support price for each crop of wheat in 
advance of the planting season on the basis 
of the statistics and other information avail­
able at that time, and such support price 
shall be final." 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that 
there is no objection to the submission of 
this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. MoRSE, 

Acting Secretary. 

Prior to that time, however, I had the 
opportunity to testify before the Wheat 
Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Agriculture on March 12 and am in­
cluding in my remarks at this time a 

copy of my testimony before that sub­
committee: 
TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN ALVIN M. BENT­

LEY BEFORE WHEAT SUBCOMMITTEE, MARCH 
12, 1959 
Mr. Chairman and members of the sub­

committee, it is a pleasure to appear before 
you this morning in connection with my 
bill, H.R. 3275, a bill to amend existing 
agricultural legislation with respect to price 
supports and marketing quotas on wheat. 
I should like to mention that I have also 
introduced two other bills, H.R. 3273 and 
H .R. 3274 which also have to do with wheat. 
The first would exempt certain wheat pro­
ducers from liability where all the wheat 
crop is fed or used for seed or food on the 
farm. The other would broaden the exemp­
tion from wheat marketing quota penalties 
where all the wheat crop is similarly dis­
posed of. I sometimes call these the two 
Stanley Yankus bills. I further understand 
that reports have been requested from the 
Department of Agriculture on all three bills 
but that none have yet been received. 

Before discussing my bill, H.R. 3275, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like briefly to summarize 
our wheat production situation as I see it 
today. As of November 30, 1958, our Gov­
ernment had the following investment under 
the price support program: Under loan 467,-
515,973 bushels with a total value of $853,-
171,354 and in inventory-786,101,564 bush­
els with a total value of $2,205,872,246. As 
for storage costs involved in wheat in the 
price support program inventory (which in­
cludes the cost of storage in the ships of 
the Maritime Reserve Fleet), the total stor­
age costs incurred during fiscal 1958 were 
$152,314,604. As of October 31, 1958, we 
had in fleet storage 48,954,411 bushels of 
inventory and our fleet storage costs in­
curred during October alone were $544,372. 
As of October 31 we had in commercial 
storage 748,433 ,806 bushels and our commer­
cial storage costs during October alone were 
$13,408,192. 

Production-wise, our latest estimate for 
the 1958 crop of wheat is 1,462,218,000 
bushels for all wheat as compared with a 
1957 crop yield of 950,662,000 bushels. I sup­
pose there are two basic explanations: Our 
seeded acreage increased nearly 7 million 
acres and our yield per seeded acre went up 
from 19.1 bushels to 25.9 bushels. Inci­
dentally, my State of Michigan rose from 
seventh to first in the Nation in per acre 
yield with a 1958 yield per acre of 38 bushels. 

In the accounts of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation the wheat and wheat flour pro­
grams showed the following losses: The price 
support program, including the cost of do­
nations, showed a loss for fiscal 1958 of 
$126,722,853 and for the 5-month period 
through October of 1958 a loss of $38,322,-
076.73. The commodity export program, 
which represents export differential on non­
International Wheat Agreement shipments 
paid by the CCC in cash or in kind, showed 
a loss for fiscal 1958 of $84,999,924.74 and for 
the 5-month period through October of 1958 
a loss of $15,880,899.10. 

According to the February issue of the 
Wheat Situation, published by the Depart­
ment of Agriculture, stocks of wheat in all 
positions on January 1, 1958, totaled 1,816 
million bushels, the largest of record for that 
date, almost a third larger than a year earlier 
and 59 percent above average. Stocks of CCC 
wheat included in total January 1 stocks 
amounted to 774 million bushels. Quanti­
ties outstanding under the price support pro­
gram on January 31 totaled about 554 million 
bushels. 

The same publication goes on to state "as­
suming a domestic disappearance of about 
625 million bushels, slightly above the esti­
mate for the current year to allow for fur-

ther increase in total food use, and allowing 
400 million bushels for export, an increase in 
the carryover of almost 200 million bushels 
would be indicated for July 1, 1960.'' With 
tp.is forecast for the 1959 wheat harvest at 
roughly 1.2 billion bushels and the addition 
of 200 million bushels to the record 1.3 bil­
lion bushels of wheat carryover expected 
this coming July 1, it seems proper to ask, 
Mr. Chairman, where is it all going to end? 

When President Eisenhower sent his agri­
cultural message to Congress on January 29, 
he included the text of a memorandum from 
the Secretary of Agriculture dated .:;anuary 
19. This memorandum offered two alterna­
tives for consideration regarding our wheat 
problem, the one being relaxation of controls 
and the other being the so-called control 
route. 

I will now try to explain briefly the pro­
visions of H.R. 3275 which is intended to 
give the Government greater control over 
the marketing of wheat and still give the 
farmer more freedom of production for use 
as feed on his own farm. (H.R. 3273 and 3274 
should logically also be considered in this 
particular connection. My bill, H.R. 3275, 
by which at least some of the Secretary's 
recommendations would be put into practice, 
would reduce the national acreage allot­
ment of 55 million acres by 5 mlllion acres 
per year beginning in 1961 until a national 
allotment of 35 million acres is reached in 
1964.) Allotments for individual farmers 
would be converted from their present acre­
age allotments to a bushel allotment equal 
to the present acre allotment multiplied by 
the farm's normal yield. Furthermore, the 
penalty for marketing in excess of the quota 
would be set at 45 percent of the parity 
price. 

I feel very strongly, Mr. Chairman, that we 
have reached an impossible situation in our 
farm program and especially with respect to 
wheat. To quote what a friend of mine said 
the other day: "I have never seen a Govern­
ment program which cost so much and still 
made so many persons mad." 

I have always felt that we have two basic 
alternatives in · our farm program: either 
to remove all controls and supports, give our 
farmers complete freedom to produce and 
throw them entirely on the mercy of the 
market; or to keep supports at a reasonably 
high level and take drastic steps to curtail 
production. With our farm surpluses now 
at an all-time high, the first step would not 
be possible. The second alternative, there­
fore, at the moment seems to offer the only 
approach provided that controls on produc­
tion are enforced. That is why my bill con­
tains a provision for progressively reducing 
the national wheat acreage and other provi­
sion to put individual farm allotments on a 
bushelage basis. The remarkable skill of the 
American farmer in increasing his wheat 
production per acre has made the present 
system of acreage allotments relatively use­
less. I therefore believe that drastic changes 
in the program are required. 

I again remind the committee members, 
Mr. Chairman, of the increase in seeded 
wheat acres in 1958 over 1957 anc'. of the 
substantial yield per seeded acre. It seems 
to me that these two factors are largely re­
sponsible for the tremendous crop yield and 
especially for the s:1bstantial carryover. I 
believe that H.R. 3275 would go far toward 
meeting these two problems and I therefore 
request sympathetic consideration of it by 
your subcommittee. 

I fully recognize, Mr. Chairman, the 
gravity of the present wheat situation 
as concerns our entire country. In 
Michigan, our 118,000 wheat farmers last 
year had an average yield per acre of 38 
bushels which brought us from seventh to 
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first in the Nation in per acreage yield. 
Since, in Michigan, 85 percent of our 
wheat farmers plant 15 acres or less, it 
shows what can be done with a large 
number of small producers and I assume 
the same is true in other Midwestern 
States. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that, overall, 
our farm program has reached almost 
an impossible point. Frankly, I have 
never seen a program that costs so much 
and still makes people so mad. With re­
spect to the wheat problem, I believe 
we have basically two alternatives: 
either to give our farmers complete free­
dom and throw them entirely on the 
mercy of the market or to keep our sup­
ports at a high level and adopt drastic 
controls. With the expected carryover 
of 1.3 billion bushels of wheat by July 1, 
1959, a removal of all controls would 
really send wheat prices down to a very 
low level indeed. To be realistic the 
only choice is to continue the program 
but adopt steps which would control pro­
duction much more drastically than is 
now the case. Also, I think that serious 
consideration should be given to fixing 
different support levels for different 
classes of wheat, thus recognizing the ob­
vious fact that certain classes move into 
commercial channels more readily than 
others and that of the expected carry­
over as of July 1, nearly 75 percent is 
expected to be in Hard Red Winter 
wheat. 

However, we are faced at the present 
time with a choice of H.R. 7264 or the 
Belcher substitute, neither of which Ire­
gard as wholly desirable from the stand­
point of wheat legislation. I cannot sup­
port the committee bill because of its re­
version to high support levels even 
though I do approve of the individual 
acreage cuts. I also disagree with the 
committee's provision that forbids the 
vote in the wheat referendum for those 
who have an exemption of 15 acres or 
less. Of the two bills presently before 
us, I must say that I prefer the Belcher 
substitute because it does extend the vote 
to all wheat producers. I recognize the 
fact that the repeal of the 15-acre 
exemption will work for a hardship on 
many small Michigan farmers who are 
dependent on wheat for their rotation 
programs and for a cash crop. However, 
the fact that the passage of this bill 
would give all wheat producers the right 
to vote in a wheat referendum on the 
question of approval or disapproval of 
marketing quotas does seem to ::ne to 
have considerable attraction. In sum­
mary, I do not like either the Belcher 
substitute or the committee bill but, if 
forced to make a choice, I would prefer 
the Belcher substitute in spite of the 
hardship that I know many small wheat 
farmers will be faced with by the loss 
of the 15-acre exemption. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. PELLY~ Mr. Chairman, I am no 
friend of price supports and consistently 
vote against legislation to continue 
costly and ineffective programs such as 
are provided in this wheat bill. Frankly 
I feel Secretary of Agriculture Benson 
has the right idea in trying to get Con­
gress to adopt a policy of gradual Gov­
ernment withdrawal from agricultural 
acreage allotments, subsidies, and high 
farm price supports. 

The farm bloc, however, has stuck to­
gether and resisted attempts to elimi­
nate wartime emergency policies de­
signed to increase production. Congress 
has tied Mr. Benson's hands and the 
consumers and taxpayers of this country 
are footing the bill. No special group 
has ever had such a boondoggle as the 
peanut, tobacco, cotton, wheat, corn, and 
rice agricultural commodity support 
program and this has been in the face 
of polls which show the majority of 
farmers are opposed to these Govern­
ment control programs. The wheat 
program alone has cost the taxpayers $5 
billion. 

Recently, certain Members of the 
House who have city districts openly ap­
pealed to rural Members of the House to 
support public housing, slum clearance, 
and subsidy programs for big cities. Re­
ciprocal support on measures for the 
farmer such as this wheat bill was prom­
ised. Some back scratching arrange­
ments are not in the public interest and, 
for one, I will not have any part in them. 

The fundamental question before us 
today, it seems to me, is this: Are Mem­
bers of Congress going to continue 
burdening the Federal Government, the 
taxpayer, and the consumer with a vast 
program of farm subsidies that continue 
to grow? Do we support a wheat policy 
which channels 80 percent of the bene­
fits into the bank accounts of some 
1, 700,000 prosperous farm proprietors or 
one-fourth the total of all farmers? 

The cost of purchasing and storing 
commodities is staggering. I have read 
that a mechanized farm operator pro­
duces wheat for as little as 60 cents a 
bushel. The way things are going the 
Government will be absorbing millions 
of bushels of this wheat at $2.13 a bushel 
as against $1.81 now. Already the 
Commodity Credit Corporation has one 
and a half billion bushels of wheat val­
ued at $3.5 billion in storage. Our rent­
al bill for this storage runs about $400 
million a year-more than $1 million a 
day. 

Mr. Chairman, I read the other day 
that farm co-ops and the farmers them­
selves are in the storage business. The 
profits on this storage are unconscion­
ably huge. 

One organization in Minneapolis was 
cited recently as receiving nearly $3.5 
million a year for grain storage from the 
Government. One-fourth of this asso­
ciation's profits came from the Govern­
ment. It spent $2 million on a propa­
ganda program seeking higher price sup­
ports and in election of candidates 
favorable to its views. As a cooperative, 
as against a private c,orporation, this 
organization had a tremendous tax 
advantage. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that our agri'!" 
culture cannot benefit under policies 
that have created huge surpluses. We 
must come to grips with the problem and 
instead of temporizing and dealing with 
wheat quotas and price supports as in 
H.R. '7246, we must come up with a per­
manent answer. We must free the 
farmer from Government planned secu­
rity and high-level wartime price guar­
antees. I trust we can get back to the 
law of supply and demand with farmers 
running their own business operations. 

The economy of our farmers is impor­
tant to the Nation, but the Government 
is paying out about $1,000 per farmer, 
and the consumer and farmer alike will 
be ruined if we go on as we have been 
doing. 

I will vote against H.R. 7246, the wheat 
price support bill now under considera­
tion. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. CoAnL 

Mr. COAD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like at this time to point out that in the 
committee bill, H.R. 7246, there is pro­
posed a partially new adventure as far 
as farm programs are concerned. The 
aspect of payment in kind is an aspect 
which is at least partially new. It was 
in the old Soil Bank Act. In that act 
there was a provision whereby under 
certain arrangements payment in kind 
could be made. But under the pro­
visions of this bill, payment in kind is a 
very definite aspect and part of the pro­
gram. I believe it is one of the items 
that is most favorable as far as this bill 
is concerned. The reason why I say it 
is because here and now for the first 
time, the Congress of the United States 
is laying it upon the line saying, "Now 
we are going to make the surplus help 
pay its own way out." 

By passing this feature of the bill we 
can quit talking about the bugaboo of 
the surpluses and saying that they al.­
ways and forever depress prices. In­
stead of having a surplus of dollars, 
which we do not have in the Treasury 
of the United States, we can use the 
surplus of the bushels of wheat that we 
have and say, "Here, Mr. Farmer, we are 
going to pay you these bushels for not 
planting grain." This is a part of the 
real and true aspect of this bill. It can 
be totally defended. This means the 
farmer gets one-third the normal yield 
on his farm on those acres which he has 
laid out of production. This is geared 
to the farming unit on which the farmer 
operates. The farmer knows what his 
last 3-year average yield has been. He 
knows what he can depend upon. 

He is taking a 25-percent reduction or 
cut in his acreage and this one-third 
payment in kind is fundamentally a 
pittance to be given him. This cross­
compliance payment in kind measure is 
by far better than laws we have passed 
in previous years saying that we are 
going to reduce the acreage of a com­
modity only to let that same farmer 
plant those same reduction acres to 
every other commodity under the sun. 
This is a cutback and it is saying, "You 
cannot produce any supported item-
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you cannot produce any commodity that 
is under price supports by the Federal 
Government." Here -is the real way to 
get a reduction in these surpluses of 
wheat and make the surplus pay its own 
way out. Let us lay it on the line. Let 
us keep cross-compliance payment in 
kind in this bill. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, since 
1952 there has been a build-up of stocks 
of wheat which is estimated to reach 1.5 
billion bushels by July 1. During the 
same period, the Secretary of Agriculture 
has been steadily reducing the price sup­
ports for farmers. In other words, as 
price supports declined, surpluses in­
creased. 

Various Republican spokesmen have 
maintained that high price supports 
were an incentive to produce more. His­
tory and records prove quite the con­
trary. The lower the price, the greater 
the incentive to produce more bushels to 

·make up for loss of income. So today we 
are faced with this problem of surplus, 
with storage charges on Commodity 
Credit wheat in the amount of approxi­
mately $1 million a day. · 

Regardless of whose fault it is, the sit­
uation demands the attention of Con­
gress. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is in the na­
tional interest. To cut production 25 
percent in North Dakota, which is com­
posed principally of family and moderate 
sized farmers, is a drastic cut. It will 
cause a great deal of hardship. But I 
think most farmers believe production 
must be cut in the national interest. 
Ninety percent of parity on the 75 per­
cent of production remaining, and the 
payment in kind, is provided to compen­
sate the farmer to some degree for the 
drastic cut in production. 

Extravagant statements have been 
made about large farmers. The aver-

. age wheat allotment in North Dakota is 
99 acres. Average per capita farm in­
come in the Nation is $1,027, about half 
the national average income per person. 

What we have here is emergency stop­
gap legislation. It is designed to decrease 
production and reduce surplus. It will 
cut wheat acres from 55 million to 41 
million. 

Many of my colleagues may have dif­
ferent ideas about a farm program. This 
is not the farm program I have pro­
posed. But the simple fact is, that to­
day we have this choice and this choice 
only. Do we continue the present legis­
lation into 1960 and 1961 or do we adopt 
this legislation and cut production down 
from 55 million to 41 million acres in 
1960 and 1961? Do we continue to add 
to our surplus stock, or do we begin to 
cut it down? If we continue the pres­
ent program, more surplus will accumu­
late and more storage charges will re­
sult. This bill will stop the accumula­
tion of surplus and at the same time re­
duce present Government stocks at the 
rate of 90 million bushels a year. 

To restore supports to 90 percent of 
parity is a minimum necessity if we are 
to preserve historic American agricul-

ture. You can imagine the dire results 
in the cities if workers received a ·cut of 
25 percent in wages, or if businessmen 
received a cut of 25 percent in business. 
Such a cut in wheat production, with­
out a corresponding increase in price, 
will, in my opinion, bankrupt thousands 
of farmers across the length and breath 
of this land. When agriculture, the 
basic industry of this Nation, is pros­
trate, it will trigger a national depres­
sion that will make the 1930's look in­
significant. 

To some of my colleagues from the 
cities who have said that farm legisla­
tion is not important to them, let me 
say that you do have a vital interest. 
The original wealth created from the 
soil provides purchasing power. This 
purchasing power in turn stimulates 
business and provides jobs. Just as I 
support measures directly affecting the 
urban areas as being in the national in­
terest, I ask my city friends to support 
this legislation in the national interest. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mon­
tana [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I am glad that I do not have 
the responsibility of defending the wheat 
legislation that is presently the law of 
the land or the present situation with 
respect to wheat. I am supporting the 
committee bill, and I would remind those 
on the other side of the aisle who are 
opposing the committee bill that, if they 
oppose this bill it is their obligation to 
defend our present situation with respect 
to wheat. It is your obligation, my Re­
publican colleagues, in the first place be­
cause the program has been under the 
administration and management of your 
Secretary of Agriculture during the time 
that we have gotten into our present 
deplorable situation. In the second 
place it is your responsibility to defend 
the existing law, because when today is 
over we will have made a choice between 
the committee bill and the existing law . 

·As we are operating under present legis-
lation today, surpluses are continually 
building up. Under the committee bill 
we will be taking a step in the right 
direction, that of reducing the surpluses 
and the staggering storage costs ac­
cumulating under our present wheat 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, there are 4,810,000 
farm families and 5,178,000 farm house­
holds in the United States. They have 
$186.7 billion invested in their farms and 
equipment, an average of $32,000 invest­
ment per household. Farm income in 
1958, Mr. Chairman, according to the 
Bureau of Census, was $2,490 per family, 
and the nonfarm family income in the 
same period was $5,232 per family. In 
other words, on an average then, a 
farmer puts up $32,000 in capital in 
order to buy his job; he gets no return 
·on his investment; and then for his own 
work and that of his family he gets less 
than half as much income as the aver­
age nonfarm family. The fact of the 
matter is, Mr. Chairman, that the 
farmer is not receiving his fair share of 
the national income. When we get a 
new administration we can write some 

legislation to redress the great injustices 
that exist. In the meantime, I trust 
that my colleagues will accept the com­
mittee's very effective start on one of 
the biggest problems of all, the mount­
ing surplus of wheat. 

I represent one of the largest wheat 
districts in the United States and I want 
to say that this bill does not mean more 
money in 1960 and 1961 for the wheat 
farmers. If the Congress turns down 
this bill my farmers may well make more 
money next year than they will if you 
accept the committee bill. 

We from wheat areas support the 
committee bill because we realize we are 
going to have to quit producing for 
surplus and produce wheat in amounts 
that can be consumed. This bill makes 
the necessary adjustment without un­
due hardship on the wheat farmers. 

We are going to vote for the commit­
tee bill because it will in effect start 
eliminating our production for surplus 
and start reducing stocks of surplus al­
ready on hand. The Library of Con­
gress estimates that this committee bill 
will reduce Government costs by $528 
million in the 2-year life of the bill. 
The taxpayer will receive other indirect 
benefits such as that due to the ap­
preciation in value of Government 
stocks of wheat. 

The arguments I will have to take 
back to my people in Montana when I 
go back to report to them on the com­
mittee bill is that it may mean less 
money for them next year than they 
would have if we turned down the com­
mittee bill, but at least we are doing 
our best to meet the demand of the tax­
payers for lessened cost of support pro­
grams, and we are willing to take our 
part of the monetary sacrifices in the 
interest of the taxpayers and in the in­
terest of a long-term satisfactory pro­
gram for agriculture. In the long run, 
both the farmers and the taxpayers will 
come out ahead. · 

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. I yield. 
Mr. HOEVEN. I was interested in 

the gentleman's comments with respect 
to responsibility for the surplus situation 
as it exists today. Let me remind the 
gentleman that through 13 of my 17 
years in this House the Democrats have 
been in complete control of Congress. 
Why, then, have not the many Demo­
crat Congresses worked out a satisfac­
tory program? Furthermore, the gen­
tleman made no reference to two wars 
that intervened which were largely re­
sponsible for the accumulation of the 
surplus in the first place. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. I 
would reply to my friend from Iowa 
that the situation has grown to its pres­
ent difficulty since we had our present 
Secretary of Agriculture, and that the 
surpluses have been built up almost en­
tirely during the maladministration of 
the program by the present Secretary 
of Agriculture and since the two wars 
to which the gentleman refers. All of 
the farm programs together from 1932 
to 1952, a period of 20 years cost le;:;s 
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than Mr. Benson spends every single 
year. The wheat program showed an 
actual profit to the Government for the 
years before Mr. Benson took over. 

As to the gentleman's query as to . why 
the Democratic Congress has not cor­
rected the situation during the past 6 
years I would say there are two reasons. 
In the first place the Secretary is deter­
mined, by maladministration and mis­
administration, to make sure the pro­
gram does not work, and I will say to 
the gentleman that it is almost impos­
sible to write legislation that cannot be 
nullified when the President and the 
Cabinet officer in charge of · the pro­
gram are determined to make it fail. 
In the second place, notwithstanding 
the protestations of the minority leader 
to the contrary, it is pretty hard to 
write good legislation with the constant 
threat of a Benson veto to be rubber­
stamped by the President. Most of us 
are convinced that any good construc­
tive farm legislation passed by the Con­
gress between now and November 1960 
will be vetoed by Benson-Eisenhower. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. AVERY. I do not believe there is 
any use to further debate the merit or 
lack of merit of the Secretary of Agri­
culture. I would like to ask the gentle­
man for his opinion, because I respect 
him as an authority on wheat produc­
tion, particularly in the Western States. 
Assuming the committee bill is to be ac­
cepted by this body and by the other 
body, how much of an actual reduction 
in wheat production does the gentleman 
from Montana anticipate might occur? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. The 
best estimate, it seems to me, is the one 
made by the Library of Congress,' which 
is something like 480 million bushels of 
reduction in the biennium. 

Since the gentleman from Kansas 
raises the question, let me speak about 
the discrepancy which exists between 
the estimates on the part of the Secre­
tary of Agriculture and the Library of 
Congress. The Department of Agricul­
ture and the gentleman from the other 
side of the aisle have generally based 
their argument on the claim that by 
putting on more fertilizer and by writing 
off the acres that are less productive, we 
will continue to up our production per 
acre. The point ha3 already been made 
that we have gone just about as far as 
we can in that direction and further 
large increases in yields, except those 
arising from unusually favorable weath­
er conditions, are unlikely. In addition 
the penalty provisions are made much 
more strict so that we will not have the 
wanton overseeding which has contribu­
ted so much to our surpluses in the past. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle­
man from Kansas [Mr. BREEDING]. 

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to earnestly request my colleagues 
to vote for this wheat bill, H .R. 7246. 

H.R. 7246 can rightfully be termed 
emergency legislation to meet emergency 
conditions. There can be no doubt that 

wheat is in serious difficulty. From the 
standpoint of the wheat producer, there 
is the growing danger, should the present 
situation continue without change, that 
the people will demand an end to the 
entire price support program. It takes 
very little knowledge of agriculture to 
understand what such a step would 
mean. Prices would drop to a point that 
would bring bankruptcy to farmers 
throughout the wheat producing areas. 

H.R. 7246 offers a two-year program. 
It is not a panacea, but it does offer the 
means whereby we can fight our way out 
of the present difficulties. 

Stated simply, H.R. 7246 will do two 
important things: First, it will reduce 
production of wheat to a point where 
some of the surplus will have to be taken 
out of CCC stocks to meet the demands 
at home and abroad; and, second, it 
will maintain the income of wheat farm­
ers at a level high enough to keep him 
in business. 

The first point is vitally important, 
Mr. Chairman. Wheat farmers are 
among the first to acknowledge that 
present surpluses are entirely too large. 
They realize that production will have 
to be reduced or new uses found to bring 
supplies more in line with demand. 

I am convinced that a vast majority 
of commercial wheat farmers will ac­
cept the rather painful formula con­
tained in H.R. 7246 for achieving a sub­
stantial reduction in production. The 
bill provides for a reduction in each farm 
allotment-based on a national allot­
ment of 55 million acres-of 25 percent. 
That, Mr. Chairman, would remove 
13,750,000 million acres of good wheat 
land from production. The best esti­
mates available to the Committee on 
Agriculture place the reduction in pro­
duction at 240 million bushels annually. 

This bill also, Mr. Chairman, recog­
nizes that a real economic problem is in­
volved in such a drastic reduction in 
acreage-particularly in view of the fact 
that wheat allotments have declined 
from 84 million acres in 1949-50 to 55 
million acres today. Wheat farmers, 
along with all other farmers, are going 
through a painful cost-price squeeze. I 
seriously doubt-and I speak from my 
experience as a wheat farmer-that 
wheat farmers could stand such a severe 
acreage reduction without some compen­
sation in the form of higher price sup­
ports. 

In this bill we have provided that as 
acreage is cut back 25 percent, the sup­
port level will be adjusted upwards to 90 
percent . I have heard the complaints 
from some Members of this House to the 
effect that we are going back to a dis­
credited system of high, rigid price sup­
ports. But I urge you to look upon this 
legislation-and the problems of the 
wheat farmer-with an open mind. 

If the wheat farmer is willing to as­
sume further reductions in acreage in an 
effort to get at what he realizes is a dif­
ficult national problem, should not other 
segments of the national economy be 
willing to ease the burden for him a lit­
tle? Does any Member of this House 
really believe that you could cut back 

wheat acreage another 25 percent, while 
maintaining support levels at 75 percent 
of parity, without bankrupting the wheat 
farmer? Of course, you do not believe 
such a thing. Therefore, I urge you not 
to close your mind to a 90-percent sup­
port level. This is emergency legisaltion. 
We are acting here to meet a serious, 
specific problem-we are not legislating 
for agriculture as a whole. 

Let me point this out, too. The bill 
specifically states that this 25-percent re­
duction would not be eligible for the soil 
bank or for planting to any crop subject 
to price supports. That, my friends, is 
cross-compliance. The fact that the bill 
does provide that growers who do not 
grow any crops and do not graze the land 
would be eligible for payments in kind­
equivalent to one-third of the annual 
production for the last 3 years-does not 
hide the fact that the bill calls for 
tougher controls than those presently 
imposed on any crop. 

I also earnestly request Members of 
this House to consider the fact that 
wheat producers have always faced a 
much tougher situation than producers 
of other crops under control. Anyone 
has been able to raise wheat for the com­
mercial market. The 15-acre exemption 
has enabled farmers who specialize in 
some other controlled crop to earn a cash 
income from wheat. 

It is a fact, Mr. Chairman, that a large 
portion of the present wheat surplus was 
produced in noncommercial wheat areas. 
About 100,000 new farmers have planted 
wheat each year under the 15-acre ex­
emption. This is not wheat produced 
for use on the farm, but wheat produced 
for the commercial market and marketed 
without regard to laws which govern 
wheat farmers. 

I would remind you that a wheat farm­
er in my area could not plant cotton or 
peanuts. For example, his penalties 
would be so high as to make production 
uneconomical. I remember once that a 
farmer in my district planted some of his 
diverted wheat lands to peanuts. After 
long involved negotiations he was told 
he would have to post, in cash, a penalty 
of $8 per ton on the peanuts before he 
could harvest them. The market price 
was $10. The farmer plowed under the 
peanuts. 

I cite these facts, Mr. Chairman, mere­
ly to point out that all of the present 
wheat problems are not the fault of 
greedy wheat farmers. Sources outside 
the historic wheat-producing areas have 
contributed materially to the present 
wheat surplus. 

I am not going into a section-by-sec­
tion analysis of H.R. 7246. The commit­
tee chairman, Mr. Cooley, Mr. Albert and 
other members of the committee have 
thoroughly acquainted you with details 
of the bill. 

But I do want to stress that this legis­
lation would reduce the cost of the wheat 
program to the taxpayers by $528 mil­
lion during the 2 years it is in effect. I 
hope that members who represent urban 
areas will remember this fact. 

There is widespread concern among 
tax;>ayers over the cost of agricultural 
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programs. Unfortunately, these people 
are given a diet of information consist­
ing more of fiction than fact. They are 
told that direct subsidies to the farmers 
amount to several billion each year. 
This is simply not true. Every expendi­
ture of the Department of Agriculture, 
including those of research and educa­
tion, are classified as subsidies. It is 
regretable that so much misinformation 
is spread about the farm programs. The 
problem is difficult enough without being 
complicated by misstatements and mis­
information which serve only to \iarn 
the consumer against the farmer. 

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that anyone 
appearing in the well of this House to 
plead for farm legislation is facing a 
difficult job. But I urge you, I plead 
with you, to consider this wheat bill with 
an open mind. Read the committee re­
port. Study it. 

If you do, I believe you will agree that 
H.R. 7246 is sound interim legislation 
adequate to meet a specific emergency 
need. I would like to remind you that 
this legislation will enable us to make a 
significant start on· reducing present sur­
pluses of wheat. It does this by cutting 
acreage back more sharply than ever be­
fore in the history of this program. It 
would bring about substantial savings 
in the cost of the program and it would 
protect wheat farmers from undue hard­
ship during this transition period. 

This is not perfect legislation. It is 
not the final answer to the wheat prob­
lem, but it is workable legislation. It 
will meet a pressing need, and, Mr. Chair­
man, I am convinced that it will be 
accepted by wheat farmers as the price 
they must pay in getting their own house 
in order. 

I sincerely trust that Members of the 
House will support this legislation. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to say that it seems to me the 
time has come when we should start 
talking about things other than political 
considerations. That seems to be about 
half of what we have heard on this floor 
this afternoon. The time has come 
when, as the chairman of the Wheat 
Subcommittee said, the House should 
exercise its responsibility in this field. 

Let us look at the agricultural eco­
nomics involved. It is very simple. 
Either you set a price that will give a 
reasonable profit per bushel and keep 
your supply in line with that price or 
you do not have a balanced market and 
let overproduction bring low prices and 
high fluctuations in price. Go one way 
or the other. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BELCHER] tinkers not only with one end, 
he tinkers with both ends of the spec­
trum. He fails to keep production 
lower than consumption. And that is 
not enough: "He would keep the p1ice 
low enough so you cannot make a rea­
sonable profit per bushel." 

You cannot operate under that theory 
and be within the necessary c1iteria to 

-have sound agricultural · economics. 
That is no way to do it. 
. As to the 15-acre limitation, there has 
been a lot of tears shed here about that, 
as if someone is stealing something. I 
.want to mention to you that the feed 
grain farmer is the man who has been 
.forgotten in the debates we have been 
hearing and under present legislation 
and administration of that legislation. 
.What happened when acres were taken 
out of tobacco? They were free to put 
it into feed grains. What happened 
when they took acres out of cotton? 
They were free to put it into feed grains. 
What happens when they take acres out 
of wheat, 28 million acres in the last 10 
years? They are free to put those acres 
in feed grains. That is exactly what 
has happened. Look at the buildup of 
sorghum grain, barley, and so forth. 
Do not feel so sorry here about giving 
the feed grain farmer a 15-acre exemp­
tion. I implore you from the feed grain 
area, stand behind the feed grain farmer 
until we can get some reasonable and 
decent feed grain legislation and admin­
istration. I am introducing a feed 
grains bill within the next day or two. I 
hope each Member of this House will 
keep in mind the dire need for new feed 
grain legislation and help secure enact­
ment of the bill I am introducing or a 
better one. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re­
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, like 

·many others from the midwestern wheat 
country I was quite disappointed that 
the wheat stabilization bill which I 
sponsored, along with many others from 
our area of the Nation, did not get fur­
ther than the Agricultural Committee. 
However, I think at this stage that the 
important thing is no longer to get the 
most ideal bill but rather to keep the 
wheat program alive and well. This can 
be accomplished by the bill, H.R. 7246. 
I do not support this bill with the same 
enthusiasm with which I approached the 
wheat stabilization program sponsored 
by midwestern and western wheat farm­
ers and my colleagues in the House, but 
I do support the present measure. 

There are two very basic problems 
concerning wheat production in this 
country. One of these is to achieve and 
maintain an adequate income for the 
wheat farmers. The second basic prob­
lem is to cut production. There is a 
third major problem-and that involves 
the disposal of present surplus stocks. 
This problem would have been handled 
by the wheat stabilization program 
which I sponsored and will not, really, be 
fully solved by this bill. However, this 
bill does have the advantage that it will 
in all likelihood not allow new and 
greater surpluses to be built up. 

This wheat bill has a very distinct ad­
vantage over many other proposals 
which have come to the Congress in re­
cent years. It will cut production 
sharply, while at the same time guaran-

teeing an adequate price for that wheat 
.which is produced. The bill provides for 
a 30-percent cut in production on most 
of our wheat land. This in itself is a 
good idea because we do have an over­
abundance of this commodity in bins. 
However, I think the 30-percent cut is a 
bit too steep and will, in effect, cut the 
income of the average wheat farmer 
despite the high guaranteed price sup­
port for that which he does produce. 

I have long favored the 90 percent of 
parity support price for wheat. That 
portion of this bill I consider to be good 
and to be of real benefit to all wheat 
growers in the Nation. 

I would like to make two more points. 
One is that this bill does not kill off the 
little fellow, the man who does not plant 
vast expanses of wheat. There are cer­
tain proposals which will be offered that 
would in effect eliminate the small pro­
ducer. This would be disastrous to our 
national economy. 
· The second point I would like to 
make-and here I address myself pri­
marily to my colleagues from the cities, 
the gentlemen who represent primarily 
the consumers rather than the produc­
ers of this commodity. During the past 
few years the price of wheat has dropped 
steadily. The overall decline in wheat 
prices has been drastic and dangerous. 
However, while wheat was falling by a 
dollar a bushel, the price of bread in 
your corner grocery store has gone up 14 
cents a loaf. What has caused this is 
debatable and controversial. However, 
I think all consumers should remember 
this point. The cost of bread is not ne­
cessarily based on the price paid for its 
principal ingredient, wheat. In fact, 
just the reverse is true. The cost seems 
to be pegged by some altogether different 
factor. 

For these reasons, then, I have decided 
to support the wheat bill, H.R. 7246, 
which is presently before the House. As 
I said, I cannot find it in my heart to 
support it as fully as I have the alternate 
wheat stabilization program; but I do 
support it and I do recommend it to the 
_sympathetic consideration of my col­
leagues in the House. I think H.R. 7246 
should pass. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re­
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, we have 

before us in debate a bill which deals 
with the wheat problem and the wheat 
farmers, but one which, I should hasten 
to add, has a great significance as well 
to the taxpayer and the consumer. Be­
cause of this magnitude of significance, 
it is with some reluctance that I offer 

. these observations, for I know that the 
members of the Agriculture Committee 
and the Wheat Subcommittee have de­
voted many hours of very diligent and 
sincere effort to the drafting of this bill. 
For their contribution to this difficult 
and complex problem they are surely to 
be complimented. 
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But I should be remiss in my duties 

were I not to offer some observations on 
this measure, for the Red River Valley in 
my district is one of the great spring 
wheat producing areas of this Nation, 
and in addition, this bill concerns a 
problem with which I as a person have 
probably been closer associated and have 
had more experience over the years than 
any other. 

Surely it is not necessary for me to 
emphasize the need for legislation in this 
field, for the very fact that the farm 
income has been constantly dropping 
and the fact that we today have a wheat 
surplus amounting to over 1% billion 
bushels, surely emphasizes sufficiently 
the need. It is with some hesitancy that 
I support the bill in its present form, for 
in my humble opinion it does fall short 
in several instances of offering an ade­
quate solution to the wheat problem. 
The complexity of the wheat problem, 
of course, is such that it is most difficult 
for anyone to come up with a solution 
that would be adequate in all instances. 
I should hope, however, that I should 
find not too much argument were I to 
say, as I have said on a good many occa­
sions, that the ideal solution would be 
one which would offer to the wheat 

. farmer for his efforts in the production 
of wheat, a fair and just return and to 
do so with the least amount of Govern­
ment expense and the very least amount 
of Government regulation. 

May I discuss the bill in the light of 
these objectives. First, the bill provides 
for a compulsory reduction in the wheat 
acreage allotment for each farm by 25 
percent below that established in accord­
ance with a 55-million-acre national 
allotment. In return, the wheat farmer 
will receive an increase in the available 
price support to 90 percent, or a 25 per­
cent reduction in acres for a 15-percent 
increase in price. In addition, he will be 
eligible to receive a small payment in 
kind under certain regulations. These 
provisions, however, still amount to a 
reduced income from the production of 
wheat for the individual farmer. 

I think it is well to point out at this 
time that the wheat farmer has already 
made a reduction of 30 percent from his 
normal production in order to be in com­
pliance with the 55-million acre national 
allotment and so, in reality, has now 
made a reduction of over 50 percent from 
his normal seeded acreage. This, of 
course, is bound to mean a substan­
tially reduced income from the produc­
tion of wheat, and when we add this to 
the reduced income which he is bound 
to receive from the production of other 
crops on which price supports have re­
cently been reduced, it, of course, can 
mean nothing else but a substantial re­
duction in the total income to the small 
grain farmer. This he ·is forced to ac­
cept, together with more controls and a 
substantial increase in the penalty for 
excess seeding. I am wondering how 
many more reductions in income the 
small farmer can stand, together with 
more controls, and still be able to meet 
the continuous increase in the cost of 
production, without being driven out of 
business entirely. 

CV--665 

I think it is well to note at this point 
that while the wheat problem seems to be 
a very severe one at the moment, maybe 

·over the years it isn't quite as severe as 
it may look at first glance. When we 

·look at the record of statistics that have 
published by the Department of Agri­
culture, we find that during 3 of the last 
5 years the wheat producer produced less 
wheat than we have disposed of through 
domestic use and exports. Therefore, 
weather conditions and other factors be­
yond the farmers' control play a sub­
stantial part in the amount of wheat that 
is produced each year-factors which are 
again going to play a part and which will 
serve to prove that all crops are not going 
to be as large as the one we experienced 
in the last year of 1958, which was the 
largest in our Nation's history. I am 
wondering if under these circumstances 
we are justified in compelling the wheat 
farmer to accept further reductions in 

· his income and stricter controls. 
May I call your attention to one other 

feature of this bill which, in my estima-
. tion, is inadequate. It has been said that 
the bill provides for the farmer a choice 
of whether he wants to continue to oper­
ate under a system of strict controls with 
a higher price support or whether he 
would rather want to operate without 
controls and a low price support. The 
bill provides for a referendum in which 
the farmer decides whether we are to 
have marketing quotas and a reduced 
acreage together with 90 percent price 
supports. If this referendum is turned 
down, he would then be offered no con­
trols and a support price of 50 percent 
of parity. May I take just a moment to 
point out the significance of this choice. 

If the referendum is turned down and 
he then is forced to operate under a 50-
percent support price and no controls, it 
would mean that, if he were to receive 
exactly the same amount of dollars that 
he would receive under the marketing 

· quota, he would havP to increase his pro­
duction in bushels by at least 75 percent. 
In addition, he would have added oper­
ating expense, and so the final result 
would still be a reduced net income, even 
with a 75-percent increase in his produc­
tion. Now, may I ask what kind of a 
choice that offers the wheat farmer or 
what kind of a solution that offers to the 
wheat problem? For, actually, the farm­
er is faced with the problem, in the 
·event that the marketing quota is turned 
down, of having to increase his produc­
tion of wheat by over 75 percent in order 
to even maintain his present income. 
So we can readily see where this would 
tend to not only further reduce the in­
come but further irritate the surplus 
problem. I wonder how many of the 
other segments of our population, 
whether they be white-collar workers, 
businessmen, or a segment of our labor 
force, would be willing to accept a choice 
like that in these days-a reduced income 
no matter which choice he makes, while, 
in comparison, the income to those in 
other fields of endeavor is constantly in­
creasing. 

One of the factors that I find lacking 
in this bill, which to me is most signifi­
cant and important in arriving at the 

· adequate and proper solution to the farm 
problem in general, is that of diverting 
to the farmer himself a part of the re­
sponsibility for the solution of this prob­
lem, as well as the opportunity that he 
so desperately needs to adjust his income 
to the point of where it will at least com­
pare with the constant increase in the 
cost of his operations. 

Early in the session I did introduce a 
· bill which provided for the incorporation 
of these factors into wheat legislation. I 
have since offered comparable legislation 
applicable to all of the other small-grain 
crops. These bills have for their pur­
pose the placing of the responsibility to 
voluntarily reduce the production di­
rectly on the farmer himself, and for his 
contribution provide the opportunity to 
improve his income. I should express 
my pleasure at the recognition that 
these features were given by the Wheat 
Subcommittee and, more particularly, 
the recognition that was given to these 
principles by the other body, in that they 
have passed a bill which does incorporate 
these principles but, because of other pro­
visions being left out, still falls far short 
of the mark. Because of the extent to 
which these principles have already been 
recognized, I am not going to offer an 
amendment to the bill; but it is my hope 
that, before all the deliberations are over 
in this House and in this conference, 
these provisions might be adopted. 

It is not my purp6se to plead the cause 
of the American farmer in the sense that 
he becomes even more dependent upon 
Government for his existence, but it is 
ratt.er my purpose to plead that he 
might be given the opportunity to 
shoulder his responsibility with a just 
return for his efforts. I have a great 
deal of confidence in the ability of the 
American farmer to do so if he is given 
the opportunity-an opportunity that he 
has been promised a good many times 
over the past several years. 

In conclusion may I say that my 
support of this bill is generated only 
because of the real need that something 
ought to be done to relieve the situation 
that presently confronts the wheat 
farmer and this Nation. It is my hope 
that Congress may continue to seek to 
find a more favorable and adequate solu­
tion that will bring to the American 
wheat farmer additional opportunity to 
improve his income to the point where 
he will receive a just share of the 
national income and to do so without 
being further hampered by restrictive 
Government controls and penalties. 

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re­
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 

the legislation before the House today 
presents the farmers of southeastern 
Ohio and their representative with a 
choice. .As I interpret their philosophy 
on the subject of governmental inter­
vention in farming, they would approve 
less and less of it, to the point of com­
plete removal of controls, even though 
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that might mean less monetary benefit 
to them. 

The provisions of existing law, which 
permit them to raise up to 15 acres of 
wheat without restriction, as well as 
without subsidy, pleases them for the 
reason that, within the limitation of 15 
acres they are free to operate as they 
wish. The committee bill would reduce 
that exemption to 12 acres. At the 
present time, they have no voice in the 
farm subsidy program. Only those 
larger producers of greater than 15 acres 
are permitted to vote and because they 
are the ones who, on a dollars-and-cents 
basis, are more benefited by the program, 
historically, the larger farmers who do 
vote, vote to continue it. The Belcher 
substitute would eliminate the 15-acre 
exemption completely but, in giving 
those smaller producers the right to vote 
on the program, the smaller producers 
will gain the numerical majority, which 
will, in the absence of an improbable 
congressional action to curtail farm sub­
sidies, eliminate controls entirely. 

In one other particular, the commit­
tee bill is wholly unacceptable; namely, 
the provision for payment of subsidies 
at 90 percent of parity, while reducing 
acreage allotments by 25 percent. Such 
a plan will further regiment the farm­
ers of America, while implanting ever 
deeper into our system of government 
a perpetual plan of price supports. 
What is needed is a plan which will re­
duce the supports and will eventually 
lead us out of the maze of regimenta­
tion and control. 

The Belcher substitute is a step in that 
direction. It provides for a gradual re­
duction, as well as the right of more 
universal assertion on the part of those 
who are affected. Both the committee 
bill and the substitute include a provi­
sion which I have long favored and ad­
vocated. That is the provision which 
will permit unlimited production of 
wheat where it is used by the producer 
for feed or seed. Such a provision fol­
lows the philosophy of legislation which 
I introduced in the 84th, 85th, and 86th 
Congresses. In the 85th Congress a 
partial step was taken in this direction 
by providing a limit of 30 acres. The 
legislation now before us goes all the 
way and removes the ceiling completely. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of the United 
States have the right to expect this Con­
gress to provide them with a workable 
farm program and one which will lead 
to the eventual elimination of the costly, 
ineffective system of controls which has 
marred our otherwise progressive econ­
omy. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gentle­
man from South Dakota [Mr. BERRY]. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we should start at the beginning. First, 
we must admit there is actually no such 
thing as a domestic farm problem. The 
problem is rather a foreign policy prob­
lem, which, to solve, we have resorted 
to forcing our domestic producer into 
competition with the foreign producer. 

Let us take just one product for an 
example. Let us take wool. You know, 
or should know, that today we are pro-

ducing less than one-third of the wool 
that is actually processed and consumed 
in this country-and yet, because wool 
is a commodity that is susceptible to in­
ternational trade, we are forced to pro­
vide a wool support or wool subsidy pro­
gram in order to provide the domestic 
wool grower with a cost-of-living price 
so that he can buy groceries for his 
family. 

Listen, my friends, if there were a 
protective tariff on wool so that the 
American farmer could know he would 
be able to furnish just the domestic 
market the farm surplus problem would 
be solved. The acres that are now pro­
ducing surplus wheat, corn, cotton, and 
tobacco would be converted to the pro­
duction of wool and there would be no 
need for any kind of soil bank program 
to take acres out of production. 

Let us take another example. Dur­
ing the past 10 years we have imported 
3,651,000 head of live cattle, the produc­
tion of which would in itself have taken 
one-fifth of the basic wheat acres. We 
have imported over 13 million live hogs. 
In addition, during the past 10 years we 
have imported over 2,022 million pounds 
of beef and veal, almost a billion pounds 
of pork, and 46 million pounds of lamb 
and mutton. Since the reciprocal 
trade extension went into effect last 
July, beef, lamb, and pork imports have 
been increased from two to five times 
the previous rate; if you think we have 
a farm problem now, wait until these 
accelerated imports take effect. 

If the American farmer had used 
American acres to produce this meat 
and meat products, there would be no 
farm surpluses of anything today and 
no need for any farm support prices. 

Another thing, if the American 
farmer were permitted to produce just 
a part of the 39 million short tons of 
sugar imported annually, it would take 
up many thousand more of the acres 
we are worrying about taking out of 
production. 

Let us take another example. When 
the Department of Agriculture an­
nounced reductions in price supports on 
barley, oats, rye, soybeans, flax, and 
grain sorghums, which would reduce the 
cash income of the American farmer in 
1959 by 17 percent of $436 million as 
compared with 1958, figured on an aver­
age crop in 1959, our colleague from 
Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN], introduced a 
feed grain support bill in Congress. 

His research on imports and surpluses 
of barley and oats disclosed that ac­
cording to the Department's own fig­
ures, the American farmer has produced 
no surpluses in these two crops in the 
past 10 years. True, we do have a sur­
plus of 200 million bushels of barley and 
275 million bushels of oats, which costs 
the American taxpayer approximately 
$26 million a year in storage and which, 
because of its existence, is depressing the 
domestic price of these two commodities. 
On the other side of the ledger, how­
ever, we find that in the past 10 years 
this Nation has imported, mostly from 
Canada, 224 million bushels of barley 
and over 344 million bushels of oats. 
And yet-my friends-the American 

farmer is being blamed for the surplus 
and the cost of storage. 

Now-just for a short minute-take 
the monkey off the back of the Ameri­
can farmer and place it where it belongs. 

So long as it is the foreign policy of this 
Nation to trade the products of domestic 
labor and industry for foreign-produced 
farm products, then let's be honest 
enough among ourselves to admit that 
this is a foreign policy problem and not 
a domestic farm problem. Let me say 
this-if through reciprocal trade and re­
duced tariff policies we continue to dump 
foreign farm production into this coun­
try, then there is no hope for the Amer­
ican farmer except a tax subsidy. If, 
however-instead of increasing imports 
we decide to protect American agricul­
ture with tariffs and quotas, then the 
farm problem is solved in one year and 
the farmer will be once again returned 
to his status of a free market and a free 
opportunity to live as an independent 
operator in a free enterprise system. 

WHEAT 

There is no wheat problem. If the 
program of the National Wheat Producer 
could be enacted so that the wheat pro­
ducers of the Nation could raise the 
wheat that is used in domestic consump­
tion and protect their price for that por­
tion through the sale to those who con­
sume the wheat products, instead of 
being forced to go to the taxpayers 
generally-there would be no wheat 
problem. The wheat growers would 
gladly handle their own program with 
very little expense to the taxpayer, but 
this is not possible because the corn and 
other feed grain producers of the Na­
tion are fearful of wheat going into com­
petition with their products-so the 
wheat farmer of the Nation must take 
what is handed to him. 

So far as wheat legislation is con­
cerned, there are as many solutions as 
there are students of the problem. There 
are, however, two principal schools of 
thought. One school of thought is that 
the program should embrace high sup­
ports with strict production controls­
the other that there should be no limita­
tion upon production and only a protec­
tive floor under the support price. 

The committee bill gives the wheat 
farmers of the Nation the choice be­
tween those two philosophies to be de­
termined in a referendum vote. There 
are features of the committee bill with 
which I do not agree. For instance, if 
there is to be a 25 percent reduction in 
acreage, it should be a 25 percent re­
duction. The provision permitting the 
operator to receive wheat "in kind" from 
the CCC supplies in storage will have a 
price depression effect if permitted to be 
dumped on the market. 

On the other hand, the substitute bill 
is even worse, in my judgment. The 
committee bill limits the referendum 
vote to the wheat farmers of America. 
The substitute bill permits all farmers, 
raising not more than 15 acres to vote 
on a program which does not, and should 
not, affect them. 

In an effort to reduce production, the 
legitimate wheat farmers have already 
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taken a 30 percent cut in their acreage. Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
The 15-acre free loaders who have be- man from Iowa. 
come the barnacles clinging to the bot- Mr. HOEVEN. I hope my good chair­
tom of the wheat program vessel are to- man will not include Iowa as one of the 
day producing 680 million bushels out- great wheat-producing States. 
side the farm program, in other words, Mr. COOLEY. - I will say that Iowa 
just about the amount of the annual 1s a great State in many respects. It is 
wheat surplus production. Why should best known for its corn crop. I will say 
these 15-acre free loaders write the pro- to my friend from Iowa if the Belcher 
gram for the wheat farmers of the amendment is adopted, you will put 
Nation? every little 15-acre man out of business 

The difficulty is that the historic wheat and they will be perfectly free to grow 
area of the Nation, much of which can- com in competition with the corn pro­
not successfully produce any other cash duced in Iowa. 
grain crop, is having its program written Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
for it primarily by farmers who never the gentleman yield? 
produced wheat until controls on other Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
crop production forced them into wheat man from Oklahoma. 
production. If, however, the State De- Mr. BELCHER. Of course, the Chair­
partment is going to write this farm pro- man knows there will not be anybody in 
gram for the American farmer, then the 15-acre allotment put out of business 
possibly the 15-acre freeloaders may as if he has been raising wheat. This only 
well write the wheat program for the puts out of the wheat program that 
wheat farmers. fellow that joined later. 

The only solution to all of these en- Mr. COOLEY. The committee has re-
tangling messes is to give the American duced the 15-acre allotment to the lower 
farmer the production of American con- of 12 acres or to the highest planted by 
sumption. If that is not possible, then the farmer in any one of the most recent 
I suppose we have no alternative other . 3 years. Those who have a smaller al­
than to resort to production subsidies lotment should be affected like those 
with the taxpayer being called upon to that have a larger allotment. 
pay the price of our foreign trade policy. Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield will the gentleman yield? 
myself the balance of the time. Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. Chairman, in concluding this de- Mr. McCORMAf';K. I think the gen-
bate, which I think has been very in- tleman's statement was correct a moment 
teresting, I want to call attention to one ago that the increase in cost of living 
communication from the U.S. Depart- to the people in the cities is not to be 
ment of Agriculture of recent date. The blamed on those who toil in the soil. 
headline is this, and I address the city We ought to know, and certainly I know, 
Members of Congress: "Farmers' prices that as prices go up to the consumer, the 
do not govern bread prices." This is an farmer has been getting less. 
official statement coming from the De- Mr. COOLEY. The record clearly 
partment of Agriculture. Now, here is a shows that. 
chart in a publication issued by our Mr. McCORMACK. We know that it 
committee on June 1, 1959, on page 3, is caused by the middlemen. And cer­
showing how bread prices in recent tanly that should be thoroughly looked 
years have continually gone up at the into. Anyone from the cities who votes 
very same time that wheat prices to the against any bill because he thinks it is 
farmer have continually gone down. So, going to increase the cost of living to the 
I do not think any Member represent- consumers in the city is making a very 
ing an urban area has any reason to fear serious mistake. 
that this bill here now before us would Mr. COOLEY. Even the Secretary of 
in any way affect his constituents. Agriculture has publicly said that the 

Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude by American consumer today is getting bet­
saying again what I said to begin with, ter food and more food at cheaper prices, 
that this is the one great problem of in relation to individual incomes, than 
American agriculture. The President ever before in all history. That is an 
is disturbed about the wheat situation; answer to that argument. 
the Secretary of Agriculture is disturbed The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
about it; all of us are disturbed about it. gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
The taxpayers have a right to be dis- CooLEY] has expired. 
turbed about it, because we have over $3 All time has expired. 
billion invested in wheat. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-

Wheat, as a commodity in my own ment. 
congressional district, is not of great Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
importance. But, when I see men, for unanimous consent that the bill be con­
instance, like the gentleman from Kan- sidered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
sas [Mr. BREEDING], the gentleman from and open for amendment at any point. 
Montana [Mr. ANDERSON], the gentleman The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
from Iowa [Mr. COAD], and these other to the request of the gentleman from 
people from the great wheat-growing North Carolina? 
areas of America willing to accept the The was no objection. 
terms of this bill, as drastic as it is, cer- The bill is as follows: 
tainly I feel inclined tc go along with it 
and support the program. 

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

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the Untted States of 
America in Congress assembled, That title I 
o:f the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 

is amended by adding the following new 
section: 

"SEC. 106. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 101 of this Act, for each of the 
1960 and 1961 crops of wheat price support 
shall be made available as provided in this 
section. The support price for each such 
crop shall be 90 per centum of the parity 
price therefor. Wheat of any such crop shall 
be eligible for price support only if ( 1) the 
farm on which the wheat is produced is in 
compliance with the farm wheat acreage al­
lotment for such crop, and (2) the total acre­
age on the farm devoted to the production 
of crops supported under the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, which would nor­
mally be harvested in the calendar year in 
which the wheat crop for which the pro­
ducer applies for price support is normally 
harvested, does not exceed the total average 
annual acreage on the farm devoted to the 
production of such price supported crops for 
harvest in 1957 and 1958, less an acreage 
equal to 30 per centum of the farm acreage 
allotment for the crop of wheat for which ap­
plication for price support is made which 
would be in effect for the farm except for the 
reduction thereof as provided in section 344 
(c) (2) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended: Provided, however, That 
a farm shall be deemed in compliance with 
the foregoing requirements for price support 
for wheat if no crop other than wheat sup­
ported under the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, is produced on the farm for har­
vest in 1960 or 1961, whichever is applicable,­
and the farm is in compliance with the farm 
wheat acreage allotment. In accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, the 
acreage of such price supported crops for 1957 
and 1958 may be adjusted for abnormal 
weather conditions, established crop-rotation 
practices for the farm, diversion under soil 
bank programs, and to reflect history acreage 
preserved under section 377 of the Agricul­
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to 
the extent of any unused allotment not di­
verted to the production of such price sup­
ported crops. For the purposes of this sec­
tion a producer shall not be deemed to have 
exceeded the farm acreage allotment or the 
acreage of permitted price supported crops 
for the farm unless the producer knowingly 
exceeded such allotment or permitted acre­
age. In addition, for the 1960 or 1961 crops 
of wheat, if the producers on the farm meet 
the foregoing requirements for price support 
and, in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary, designate an acre­
age on the farm equal to the 30 per centum 
reduction in the farm acreage allotment re­
quired under section 344(c) (2) of the Agri­
cultural Adjustment Act, as amended, for the 
particular crop of wheat and do not produce 
any crop thereon which is normally harvest­
ed in the calendar year in which the particu­
lar crop of wheat is normally harvested and 
do not graze such acreage during such year, 
such producers shall be entitled to a wheat 
payment in kind from Commodity Credit 
Corporation stocks equal in value to one­
third of the average annual yield in bushels 
of wheat per harvested acre on the farm for 
the three years immediately preceding the 
year for which the designation is made, ad­
justed for abnormal weather conditions and 
as determined under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, multiplied by the number 
of designated acres. Such wheat may be 
marketed without penalty but shall not be 
eligible for price support. The payment in 
kind shall be made by the issuance of a ne­
gotiable certificate which Commodity Cred­
it Corporation shall redeem in wheat equal 
in value to the value of the certificate. The 
certificate shall have a value equal to the 
number of bushels determined as aforesaid 
multiplied by the basic county support rate 
per bushel for number one wheat of the crop 
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normally harvested in the year for which the 
acreage is designated and for the county in 
which the designated acreage is located. 
The wheat redeemable for such certificate 
shall be valued at the market price thereof 
as determined by Commodity Credit Corpo­
ration. The Secretary shall provide by regu­
lation for the sharing of a certificate among 
producers on the farm on a fair and equitable 
basis. The acreage on the farm which would 
otherwise be eligible to be placed in the eon­
servation reserve program for 1960 or 1961 
shall be reduced by an amount equal to the 
required reduction of 30 per centum under 
section 344(c) of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938, as amended, for the wheat 
crop of the corresponding year. Price sup­
port at 90 per centum of parity under this 
section shall be made available only to co­
operators and only if producers have not dis­
approved marketing quotas for the crop. In 
case marketing quotas are disapproved, price 
support shall be made available to coopera­
tors and noncooperators at 50 per centum of 
parity: Provided, however, That for the pur­
pose of section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, the current support price 
for wheat shall be determined on the basis 
of a price support level for wheat of 75 per 
centum of the parity price therefor." 

SEC 2. (a) In lieu of the provisions of 
item (1) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, as amended, the following pro­
visions shall apply to the 1960 and 1961 
crops of wheat: 

"(1) If a national marketing quota for 
wheat is in effect for any marketing year, 
farm marketing quotas shall be in effect for 
the crop of wheat which is normally har­
vested in the calendar year in which such 
marketing year begins. The farm marketing 
quota for any crop of wheat shall be the 
actual production of the acreage planted to 
such crop of wheat on the farm less the 
farm marketing excess. The farm market­
ing excess shall be an amount equal to 
double the normal yield of wheat per acre 
established for the farm multiplied by the 
number of acres planted to such crop of 
wheat on the farm in excess of the farm 
acreage allotment for such crop unless the 
producer, in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary and within the 
time prescribed therein, establishes to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary the actual pro­
duction of such crop of wheat on the farm. 
If such actual production is so established 
the farm marketing excess shall be such 
actual production less the actual production 
of the farm wheat acreage allotment: Pro­
vided, however, That the farm marketing ex­
cess shall be adjusted to zero if the total 
actual production on the farm does not ex­
ceed the normal production of the farm 
wheat acreage allotment. Actual production 
of the farm wheat acreage allotment shall 
mean the actual average yield per harvested 
acre of wheat on the farm multiplied by 
the number of acres constituting the farm 
acreage allotment. In determining the 
actual average yield per harvested acre of 
wheat and the actual production of wheat 
on the farm any acreage utilized for feed 
without threshing after the wheat is headed, 
or available for such utilization at the time 
the actual production is determined, shall 
be considered harvested acreage and the pro­
duction thereof in terms of grain shall be 
appraised in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary and such pro­
duction included in the actual production 
of wheat on the farm. The acreage planted 
to wheat on a farm shall include all acreage 
planted to wheat for any purpose and self­
seeded (volunteer) wheat but shall not in­
clude any acreage that is disposed of prior to 
harvest in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary." 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
item (2) of Public Law 74:, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340(2)), 
the rate of penalty on wheat of the 1"960 
and 1961 crops shall be 65 per centum of 
the parity price per bushel of wheat as of 
May 1 of the calendar year in which the 
crop is harvested. 

(c) In lieu of the provisions of item (3) 
of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress, 
as amended, the following provisions shall 
apply to the 1960 and 1961 crops of wheat: 

"(3) The farm marketing excess for wheat 
shall be regarded as available for marketing, 
and the penalty and the storage amount or 
amounts of wheat to be delivered to the 
Secretary shall be computed upon double 
the normal production of the excess acreage. 
If the farm marketing excess so computed is 
adjusted downward on the basis of actual 
production as heretofore provided the differ­
ence between the amount of the penalty or 
storage computed on the basis of double 
the normal production and as computed on 
actual production shall be returned to or 
allowed the producer or a corresponding ad­
justment made in the amount to be deliv­
ered to the Secreary if the producer elects 
to make such delivery. The Secretary shall 
issue regulations under which the farm 
marketing excess of wheat for the farm shall 
be stored or delivered to him. Upon failure 
to store, or deliver to the Secretary, the farm 
marketing excess within such time as may 
be determined under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary the penalty computed as 
aforesaid shall be paid by the producer. 
Any wheat delivered to the Secretary here­
under -shall become the property of the 
United States and shall be disposed of by 
the Secretary for relief purposes in the 
United States or foreign countries or in such 
other manner as he shall determine will 
divert it from the normal channels of trade 
and commerce." 

(d) Item (7) Public Law 74, Seventy­
seventh Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340 
(7)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(7) A farm marketing quota on any 
crop of wheat shall not be applicable to any 
farm on which the acreage planted to wheat 
for such crop does not exceed 15 acres: 
Provided, however, That a farm marketing 
quota on the 1960 and 1961 crops of wheat 
shall be applicable to any farm on which 
the acreage of wheat exceeds the smaller of 
(1) 12 acres or (2) the highest number of 
acres planted to wheat on the farm for 
harvest in the calendar years 1957, 1958, 
or 1959." 

SEc. 3. Item (12) of Public Law 74, Sev­
enty-seventh Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
1340(12)) shall not be applicable with re­
spect to the 1960 and 1961 crops of wheat. 

SEc. 4. The Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, is amended as fol­
lows: 

(a) Section 334 is amended by inserting 
"(1)" after "(c)" and adding a new sub­
paragraph (2) following subparagraph (c) 
( 1) to read as follows: 

"(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, each old or new farm acreage allot­
ment for the 1960 and 1961 crops of wheat 
as determined on the basis of a minimum 
national acreage allotment of fifty-five mil­
lion acres shall be reduced by 30 per cen­
tum. In the event notices of farm acreage 
allotments for the 1960 crop of wheat have 
been mailed to farm operators prior to the 
effective date of this subparagraph (2) new 
notices showing the required reduction 
shall be mailed to farm operators as soon 
as practicable." 

(b) Section 334 is further amended by 
inserting a new paragraph (d) between 
paragraphs (c) and (e) to read as follows: 

" (d) For the purposes of paragraphs (a) , 
(b), and (c) of this section any farm on 

which the farm marketing excess is ad­
justed to zero because of underproduction 
pursuant to applicable provisions of law 
shall be regarded as a farm on which the 
entire amount of the farm marketing ex­
cess has been delivered to the Secretary or 
stored in accordance with applicable regu­
lations to avoid or postpone the payment 
of the penalty." 

(c) Subsection (f) of section 335 is 
amended by striking out the semicolon at 
the end of item (1) and adding "and shall 
not apply to other farms with respect to the 
1960 and 1961 crops;". 

(d) Section 336 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEc. 336. Between the date of issuance 
of any proclamation of any national mar­
keting quota for wheat and July 25 of the 
year in which the proclamation is made the 
Secretary shall conduct a referendum by se­
cret ballot to determine whether farmers 
favor or oppose such quota. Farmers eli­
gible to vote in such referendum shall be 
farmers who were engaged in tile produc­
tion of the crop of wheat normally har­
vested in the calendar year immediately 
preceding the calendar year in which the 
referendum is held on a farm that was not 
exempted from farm marketing quotas on 
such crop of wheat under applicable pro­
visions of law. Any acreage considered as 
being devoted to wheat in establishing fu­
ture allotments under applicable provisions 
?f law shall be considered as wheat-produc­
mg acreage for the purpose of determining 
eligibility to vote. If the Secretary deter­
mines that more than one-third of the 
farmers voting in the referendum oppose 
such quota he shall prior to the effective 
date of such quota by proclamation suspend 
the operation of the national marketing 
quotas with respect to wheat". 

(e) Section 362 is amended by deleting 
the second sentence thereof. 

SEc. 5. Subsections (b) and (c) of section 
335 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, are hereby repealed and 
subsection (d) of said section is repealed 
effective beginning with the 1960 crop of 
wheat. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re­
port the committee amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 2, line 10, strike out "30" and insert 

"25." 
:>age 2, line 14, strike out "344" and insert 

"334." 
Page 3, line 10, after the word "if", insert 

"marketing quotas for the particular crop 
are in effect and." 

Page 3, line 13, strike out "30" and insert 
"25." 

Page 3, line 14, strike out "344" and insert 
"334." 

Page 4, line 20, strike out "30" and insert 
"25." 

Page 4, line 21, strike out "344(c)" and in­
sert "334(c) (2) ." 

Page 9, line 10, strike out "30" and insert 
"25." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McGOVERN: On 

page 5, line 2, strike out the period, insert 
in lieu thereof a colon, and add the follow­
ing: "Provided further, (1) That beginning 
with the crop of wheat to be planted in 1960, 
the total amount of price support extended 
to any person on any year's production of 
wheat through loans or purchases made or 
made available by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, or other agency of the u.s. De-
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partment of Agriculture shall · not exceed 
$35,000; (2) that the term 'person' shall 
mean an individual, partnership, firm, joint· 
stock company, corporation, association, 
trust, estate, or other legal entity, or a State, 
political subdivision of a State, or any agency 
thereof, except that in the case of a partner­
ship made up of two or more separate fam­
ilies or households each such family or house­
hold may be considered at its option as a 
person for the purposes of this subsection; 
(3) that in the case of any loan to, or pur­
chase from, a cooperative marketing organ­
ization, such limitation shall not apply to 
the amount of price support received by the 
cooperative marketing organization, but the 
amount of price support made available to 
any person through such cooperative mar­
keting organization shall be included in de­
termining the amount of price support re­
ceived by such person for purposes of such 
limitation; and (4) that the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall issue regulations prescrib­
ing such rules as he determines necessary 
to prevent the evasion of such limitation." 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very similar to an amend­
ment that I offered on the floor of the 
House 2 years ago, when we were debat· 
ing the corn bill in the spring of 1957. 
It simply seeks to gear the operation of 
our Federal farm program primarily to 
what has been called here many times 
"the family-size farm." It is an amend­
ment similar to the one that was adopted 
on tobacco yesterday when that bill was 
before the House, a measure which came 
from the other side of the aisle which 
I was happy to support, just as I sup­
ported the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. AVERY] a 
few days ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make this 
point in reference to the amendment. It 
would be a mistake for anyone to assume 
that because we are offering a limiting 
amendment that this necessarily im­
plies that most of our. present wheat pro­
gram is now in the hands of huge pro­
ducers. There has not been any more 
unjustified myth spread around this 
country than the notion that most' of our 
farm production is controlled by a few 
huge operators. The truth of the mat­
ter is that this amendment limiting 
price-support loans on wheat to $35,000 
for any one producer will only affect 287 
wheat farmers in the entire United 
States. Last year, according to the 
figures of the Department of Agriculture, 
there were 476,000 wheat loans that were 
granted by the Commodity Credit Cor· 
poration. In other words, the amend­
ment I am offering today affects only 
6/lOOth of 1 percent of all the loans 
that were granted to wheat producers in 
1958. The total of the dollars that were 
Ioanec! to the wheat producers in the 
category of $35,000 and over represents 
only a little more than 1 percent of the 
wheat that was pledged under our price· 
support program. So I do not offer this 
amendment because of any conviction on 
my part that the program has been taken 
over by the large producers, but because 
the entire farm program has been given 
a black eye due to the publicity and the 
propaganda associated with a handful of­
large producers. This amendment will 
take care of that problem. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. As I 

heard the gentleman's amendment read, 
the language was "wheat planted in 
1960." I wonder if the gentleman 
really intended to make that discrimi­
nation so that the winter wheat people 
would have the effect of this amend­
ment deferred until the harvest in the 
fall of 1961 whereas the spring wheat 
people would have it imposed on crops 
to be harvested in 1960. 

Mr. McGOVERN. The amendment 
goes into effect on any wheat planted in 
the 1960 crop year. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. As I in· 
terpret the wording of the gentleman's 
amendment, it goes into effect for the 
spring-wheat farmers a year earlier than 
it does for the winter-wheat farmers. 

Mr. McGOVERN. We have to have a 
beginning point. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Then 
should we not say "harvested in 1960" 
instead of "planted in 1960"? We are 
talking about two crops here, the crop 
harvested in 1960 and the crop har· 
vested in 1961. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the 
amendment accomplishes what we are 
after the way it is worded. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. No. It 
does not accomplish what the gentle­
man is talking about for the crop to be 
harvested in the winter wheat area in 
1960 because most of that crop will be 
planted in 1959. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I have no objec· 
tion to changing that to take care of 
that problem. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Could 
the gentleman be permitted by unani­
mous consent to so change his amend­
ment? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I believe you 
said planted in the crop year. The crop 
year is from July 1 to July 1 so there 
is nothing wrong with your amendment. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Does that satisfy 
the gentleman's complaint about the 
amendment? 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY. I just want to add to 
what the gentleman has said that of 
the 1,700,000 wheat acreage allotments 
during 1958, there were only 287 loans 
in excess of $35,000 which only involved 
less than 9% million bushels of wheat 
and the money involved is slightly more 
than $16 million as related to $1,011,-
880,000. The total of 9 million bushels 
is related to 556,300,000 bushels. 

Mr. Chairman, I point that out to 
show to the Members that it is not 
necessary for us to kid ourselves into 
believing that we are accomplishing 
anything by adopting the gentleman's 
amendment. The fact is that I oppose 
the amendment, but I assume the House 
will probably impose this limitation. 
But, I just wanted the House to know 
that we are doing something that is 
not of great consequence and will not 

accomplish much when this $35,000 
limitation is imposed. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of the question that has been 
raised by the gentleman from Montana 
about the wording of the amendment 
I have offered, I ask unanimous con­
sent that in the amendment the word 
"planted" be changed to the word "har­
vested" so that all of these crops will 
be treated alike. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McGovERN: On 

page 5, line 2, strike out the period, insert 
in lieu thereof a colon, and add the fol­
lowing: "Provided further, (1) That begin._ 
ning with the crop of wheat to be harvested 
in 1960, the total amount of price support 
extended to any person on any year's pro­
duction of wheat through loans or purchases 
made or made available by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, or other agency of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture shall not 
exceed $35,000; (2) that the term 'person' 
shall mean an individual, partnership, firm, 
joint-stock company, corporation, associa­
tion, trust, estate, or other legal entity, or a 
State, political subdivision of a State, or any 
agency thereof, except that in the case of a 
partnership made up of two or more separate 
families or households each such family or 
household may be considered at its option 
as a person for the purposes of this sub­
section; (3) that in the case of any loan to, 
or purchase from, a cooperative marketing 
organization, such limitation shall not !'1-PPlY 
to the amount of price support received by 
the cooperative marketing organization, but 
the amount of price support made available 
to any person through such cooperative mar­
keting organization_ shall be included in 
determining the amount of price support re­
ceived by such person for purposes of such 
limitation; and ( 4) that the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall issue regulations prescrib­
ing such rules as he determines necessary to 
prevent the evasion of such limitation." 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MooRHEAD to 

the amendment offered by Mr. McGoVERN: 
After "legal entity," insert "or any two or 
more legal entities the beneficial ownership 
of which is substantially the same or ls in 
members of the same household." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MooRHEAD] is 
recognized in support of his amendment. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of my amendment to the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

Let me first say that I think the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman is 
a good one, and I am in favor of it. 
However, I believe that the language of 
the amendment as now drafted contains 
a: loophole which could possibly be used 
to destroy the intended effect. 

Let us take as an. example a man with 
a wife and two children who owns and 
operates a wheat farm of 100,000 acres. 
The purpose of Mr. McGoverns' amend­
ment is to limit the amount of price sup­
port which this farmer could receive from 
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the Commodity Credit Corporation in 
any one year to $35,000. This farmer by 
a series of divisions of his acreage could 
set up 1,000 acres as a partnership with 
his wife, another 1,000 acres in corporate 
form with his daughters as stockholders, 
and various other forms of legal entities, 
each of which could be used under the 
present language to entitle him to 
$35,000. Thus instead of a limit of 
$35,000, he might actually be able to col­
lect hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

The amendment I propose would 
change the language so that any two or 
more legal entities having the same bene­
ficial ownership or owned by members of 
the same household, would constitute 
only one "person'' for purposes of deter­
mining the limitation. This would pre­
vent any one family from collecting more 
than the intended $35,000, by setting up 
a series of dummy corporations or part­
nerships. 

I also have in mind a similar situation 
to which I believe my amendment would 
apply. This is the so-called vertical 
combine; that is, a supermarketing 
org::J,nization in which is combined the 
services of the farmer, the middleman, 
and the distributor. It would be quite 
possible for such a huge organization to 
set up several legal entities, but the bene­
ficial ownership would still be in only one 
corporation. My amendment is in­
tended to prevent such an organization 
from receiving more than the $35,000 
intended under the amendment of the 
gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. Chairman, there are no farmers 
in my district. It is located in the cen­
ter of the great industrial city of Pitts­
burgh. 

People there are watching farm bills 
these days more intently than ever be­
fore and well they should be. 

The factory workers, professional peo­
ple, and housewives are bearing the cost 
of this program as consumers and tax­
payers. 

· However, these city dwellers also re­
alize that they benefit from this legis­
lation because the strength of the econ­
omies of the cities of America depends, 
in large measure, upon the strength of 
the economy of rural America. 

There is an interdependence of rural 
and urban America. 

I hope that the representatives of 
rural America realize that the cities 
of America are their best customers, and 
that a healthy rural economy depends 
upon healthy urban economies. I think 
they do. Most of them supported the 
housing bill because they realized that 
the cities of America had a desperate 
need for Federal assistance. 

Insofar as the small or family farm is 
concerned, we of the cities recognize 
that there is also a need for Federal 
assistance. We recognize that the small 
farmer is beset by problems completely 
beyond his control and beyond his finan­
cial ability to guard against. 

If the small farmer has bad weather, 
drought, :flood, or plague of insects, he 
loses his crop and possibly his home 
and source of livelihood. If he has good 
weather, so do his neighbors and he 

loses money because the increased 
supply of his crop drives prices down. 

The small farmer has a real need for 
Federal assistance. · · 

Big corporate farms can weather bad 
years. They need subsidies about as 
much as General Motors needs help 
from the Small Business Administration. 

The large farm combines do not---or 
should not--have the same need as the 
small farmer. 

There is the specter of a growing re­
volt among city dwellers against con­
tinuation of a farm program which is 
not based upon need. 

· The Democratic Party has always rec­
ognized the problem of need wherever it 
may occur in any segment of our people. 

However, the people of the cities be­
lieve that the farm program is too ex­
pensive. 

They object primarily to the payment 
of tremendous subsidies to the large or 
corporate farm where there is no need. 

Then why not ·direct the program 
away from the huge farm combines who 
do not need it and limit it to the farms 
where there is need? 

Such a step would immediately save 
all taxpayers millions of dollars. 

I understand that an amendment will 
be offered to accomplish this purpose. 
The amendment will place a top limit of 
$35,000 on the amount of price support 
to any one person on any year's produc­
tion of wheat. I am wholeheartedly in 
support of this amendment. 

However, because the amendment may 
contain a loophole whereby the large 
farm combines could avoid the effect of 
the amendment, I propose to offer an 
amendment which, I believe, would close 
this loophole. 

The $35,000 limit will be a step toward 
placing our wheat program on a sound, . 
realistic, and more economic basis. 

I hope that city and farm will join to­
gether to adopt this amendment. 

I hope city and farm will join in 
adopting this amendment as they soon 
must join in finding an even more fun­
damental solution to the frustrating 
problem characterized by the constantly 
increasing abundance of American 
wheat and other agricultural products 
which somehow we have been unable to 
make available to the world's starving 
millions who need them. 

Today's bill embodies a program of 2 
years-2 years in which we should be 
striving for better ways to use this abun­
dance to strengthen America's position in 
world trade and forge stronger ties with 
freedom-loving people throughout the 
world. 

Wheat, which now costs Americans 
money in taxes, can and should be pro­
ducing more money instead as a valuable 
export. 

Wheat, the center of a vexing problem 
of plenty, should, instead, be helping 
build roads in the underdeveloped areas 
of the world. 

The avenue toward the first goal is 
through commerce. 

Our Departments of State, Agriculture, 
and Commerce should, during the next 
2 years, exert redoubled efforts to re-

verse the trend of declining sales of 
American wheat on the world market. 

Our salesmen should be busy in po­
tential markets throughout the world. 

Russia, for example, has increased her 
wheat exports 500 percent in the past 
2 years. 

Why can we not? 
In mentioning wheat as a valuable 

part of our foreign aid program, I men­
tioned that it can build roads in our 
underdeveloped areas of the world. 

It can, and at the same time, save us 
valuable dollars. 

In many of the world's underdeveloped 
areas basic public improvements such 
as roads are needed as a first step 
toward raising the general level of 
economy. 

In India, · for example, hundreds of 
small villages have not even a single 
road connecting them with larger cen­
ters. 

The men who should be providing 
labor on them are, instead, desperately 
engaged in a struggle to eke out enough 
food for their survival. 

It has been proposed that, as an eco­
nomic type of American foreign aid, 
these native farmers be put to work and 
paid for their labor in wheat and other 
American foodstuffs. 

In essence, we would be substituting 
food for dollars in foreign aid programs 
and, judging from the mounting surplus 
in many of our commodities, we have 
more food than dollars. 

There is a visionary element, I admit, 
in both the .foreign aid and commercial 
approaches I have suggested to our sur­
plus wheat problem. But vision and im­
agination are required if we are to solve 
it. 

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

Mr. MOORHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. I have no objection 

whatsoever to the language the gentle­
man would like to add to my amendment. 
I think it may clear up some area of 
doubt and I hope that it will be ac­
cepted. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is in­
significant, and it would not accomplish 
what the author of the amendment 
seem::; to think it would accomplish. 

In recent weeks the farm program has 
been held up to ridicule and Members 
of Congress have been held up to ridi­
cule by a bunch of journalistic, gutter­
snipe type of people who are trying des­
perately to bring this farm program into 
disrepute and ultimately to destroy it. 

Why should we be frightened and in­
timidated ·by flaming headlines speaking 
of big operators as if they were some 
sort of villains, some sort of criminals 
imposing on the little taxpayer? I have 
talked to the largest wheatgrowers in 
this country. They are for this bill as 
we have presented it. Every wheat dis­
trict represented in this Congress is for 
this bill as the committee brings it out 
to the House. 

Why should we deny a loan to a man 
just because he is a big operator? We 
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cannot have a control program control­
ling the operations of one group of pro­
ducers alone; we control the operations 
of all producers. Why should we dis­
criminate against any of those who 
accept the hardship, the pains and pen­
alties of the law and who stay within 
their acreage allotment? Why should 
we deny them a loan? 

One man with whom I talked was a 
very large grower. The Government has 
not sustained any loss on his loans. He 
has borrowed millions from the Govern­
ment and paid back millions to the Gov­
ernment with interest. The only time 
he did leave his commodity in the loan 
came when the Government lowered the 
price support on wheat and he was un­
able to sell it without a loss. 

I hope this amendment will be re­
jected. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in a 
rather unique position this afternoon 
in rising to oppose this amendment. 
This tremer .. dous effort to impose a limi­
tation on the lending authority of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation seems to 
emanate from the time I offered an 
amendment to the agricultural appro­
priation bill for the fiscal year 1960. 
After it was rather overwhelmingly ap­
proved by the House, the other body 
hastened in to put an amendment simi­
lar to this one we have before the com­
mittee this afternoon on the wheat bill 
passed by that body. Then yesterday 
there was a similar amendment attached 
to the tobacco bill that was before the 
House. Now we are getting into a whole 
maze of rather complex situations in 
which there is no pattern nor con­
sistency. 

The reason I am opposing this 
amendment is not because I have any 
objection to the principle. I do not 
agree with the gentleman from North 
Carolina there is no justification for 
imposing a limitation. My objection 
to this amendment is based on the fact 
we have a limitation on the agricultural 
appropriation bill passed by the House. 
The Senate has accepted that limita­
tion on the agricultural appropriation 
bill. They have amended the language, 
but the $50,000 limitation remains. 
We come in here this afternoon seek­
ing to impose a $35,000 limitation on 
wheat and we are not going to be able 
to reach the other four basic commodi­
ties to put the same $35,000 limitation 
on them. 

It would seem to me, unless the chair­
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
wants to rise and tell us he will bring 
in legislation to the floor to authorize 
or impose a limitation on all the basic 
commodities, that we better let this one 
go by and let the $50,000 limitation pre­
vail that is in the agricultural appropria­
tion bill and was attached to the tobacco 
bill considered by the Committee and the 
House on yesterday. 

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

Mr. AVERY. I yield to the gentle­
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. McGOVERN. May I ask the 
gentleman from Kansas if he rose in· 
opposition to the amendment yesterday 
to the tobacco bill, very similar to this· 
amendment? 

Mr. AVERY. It is my understanding 
that was a $50,000 amendment. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I think it was the 
same as the amendment that is being 
offered. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois to make 
a contribution. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I ap­
preciate the gentleman yielding. The 
reason we offered the amendment in 
the language we did was for the pur­
pose of getting some sort of uniformity. 
I must say I subscribe somewhat to the 
remarks made by the gentleman from 
Kansas, in that if we continue to set 
different figures and varying language 
for every set of commodities, we are get­
ting into a very untenable position. I 
would be willing to withdraw from the 
position I took yesterday, if we could 
get some assurance from the distin­
guished chairman that the legislative 
committee will take this matter in hand 
and come up with something that is 
uniform for everybody, something that 
we can all understand, without this hap­
hazard method of legislating. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman's 
amendment was for $50,000? 

Mr. AVERY. Yes. 
Mr. COOLEY. To the tobacco bill? 
Mr. AVERY. Yes. 
Mr. COOLEY. I did not oppose it be­

cause actually I was advised that the 
amendment would have affected in the 
entire life of the tobacco program only 
four loans. We are about to do the ab­
surd thing of pretending to the coun­
try we are doing something of great im­
portance when the amendment offered 
by the gentleman would only be applica­
ble to loans totaling $16 million against 
total loans in the wheat program of over 
$1 billion in the last year. It is not too 
important, but I assw·e the gentleman 
that just as soon as circumstances will 
permit our committee will go into this 
very thing and try to bring about some 
uniformity. 

I want to say to the House that we 
expect to start on some long range farm 
programs when time will permit. But 
we are doing something vain and foolish 
by adopting this loan limitation amend­
ment. 

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

<By unanimous consent (at the re­
quest of Mr. AVERY) he was allowed to 
proceed for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. A VERY. Mr. Chairman, I find 
myself in agreement on this particular 
issue with the chairman of the Com­
mittee on Agriculture. I do not see how 
we can justify a $35,000 limitation on 
wheat and a $50,000 limitation on all the 
other commodities. I do not quite un­
derstand here today how we could have 
any assurances of seeking or imposing a 
limitation on the four commodities that 
very possibly will not be before the Con­
gress this year. So let us not adopt this 

amendment, let the $50,000 limitation in 
the appropriation bill apply for 1960; 
then we can take this matter up with 
the legislative committee where it right­
fully belongs for the crop year 1961. 

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

There must be good reason for the 
enactment of this amendment. The 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul­
ture at first said this was inconsequen­
tial, this amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from South Dakota, but it seems 
to me it has developed into a pretty 
good argument. I notice the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture is now making quite a fight 
against it despite the fact that it was 
not supposed to affect anybody or do 
anything. That seems to me to be a 
argument for the adoption of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle­
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. It would have affected 
287 people last year out of a total of 
476,000. Why should we discriminate 
against 287 loans? 

Mr. GROSS. I am in favor of putting 
this limitation on every bill just as fast 
as they come in here. 

Mr. COOLEY. I say if you put it on 
every bill, even if you put a $35,000 
limitation on it, but you are not accom­
plishing anything. That is my point. 

Mr. GROSS. Oh, yes, you are accom­
plishing something. 

Mr. COOLEY. You are knocking 
these 287 people out of a loan. 

Mr. GROSS. Would not the gentle­
man say that is some accomplishment? 

Mr. COOLEY. No. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 

Iowa thinks it is and feels that we ought 
to put a similar limitation on every bill 
that comes in. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BALDWIN to the 

amendment: Strike out the sum "$35,000" 
and replace the sum with the sum "$50,000." 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is simply to bring the wheat 
limitation in line with the limitation 
adopted yesterday for tobacco and the 
amendment adopted in the appropria­
tion bill a couple of weeks ago for other 
price-supported commodities. I hope 
the House will accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from California [Mr. BALDWIN] to 
the amendment as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. BALDWIN) 
there were-ayes 33, noes 76. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
as amended was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment as amended. 
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The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LATTA: On 

p age 10, line 10, strike out all after the word 
"quota"; and strike out lines 11 through 
the word "vote", on line 20, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: "Farmers eligible 
to vote in such referendum shall be those 
farmers on farms to which a wheat acreage 
allotment was established in the calendar 
year immediately preceding the calendar 
year in which the referendum is held." 

Mr. LATI'A. Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard much discussion here this after­
noon about giving the small farmer the 
right to vote in a wheat referendum. 
I propose by this amendment to give all 
farmers the right to vote who had an 
acreage allotment the preceding year. 
It would no·t give the right to vote to 
farmers who did not have any acreage 
allotment. 

I am particularly concerned with the 
large number of farmers who have be­
tween one-tenth of an acre and 15 acres 
in the United States, in wheat, who are 
not permitted to vote in a wheat refer­
endum even though they are affected 
indirectly by such a program. 

For example, in the State of Ohio we 
have 45,026 farmers who have acreage 
allotments of from one-tenth of an acre 
to 5.9 acres who are now denied the 
right to vo•te in a wheat referendum, 
and 44,201 farmers who have an acreage 
allotment of between 6 acres and 10.9 
acres; and we have 21,980 farmers who 
are not permitted to vote who have be­
tween 11 and 15 acres of land in wheat. 

For example, in the 48 States, those 
who have between one-tenth of an acre 
and 5.9 acres number 488,.fH9 who are not 
permitted to vote. In the category of 6 
acres to 10.9 acres we have 263,985 who 
are not entitled to participate in this 
program. 
. Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LATTA. I yield. 
Mr. SHORT. I am in accord with the 

objective the gentleman is trying to 
achieve through his amendment. But I 
think I should point out to him that the 
statistics he was quoting a few moments 
ago also include 355,950 farmers who 
have an acreage allotment of zero up to 
one-tenth of an acre and under the pro­
visions of the law, if amended as he sug­
gests, would also be able to vote. 

Mr. LATTA. The gentleman is abso­
lutely incorrect. I did not read those 
:figures to which he referred. To be exact 
and to be correct the number in Ohio 
with an allotment of zero happens to be 
19,598. The total number in the United 
States is 355,956. And, as I pointed out 
to the Committee at the beginning of my 
remarks, this amendment would not in­
clude those individuals because they do 
not now have an allotment. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield. 
Mr. LEVERING. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in favor of the amendment and I hope it 
will be adopted. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. BELCHER. Do I understand that 
under the gentleman's amendment he is 
giving everybody with a wheat allotment 
regardless of size the privilege to vote? 

Mr. LATTA. That is correct. 
Mr. BELCHER. That means that a 

farmer who has an allotment under 15 
acres will have the privilege of voting in a 
program under which he does not come; 
in other words, he can vote in a pro­
gram under which he does not suffer any 
of the penalties of marketing quotas. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say to the gentleman notwith­
standing the correctness of his state­
ment, those individual farmers to which 
this amendment will have reference are 
indirectly affected by this program. 
They are restricted by the very law to 
15 acres or under in their production. So 
they are indirectly affected by the pro­
gram and I , therefore, maintain they 
should be permitted to have the right to 
vote. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I off·er 
a substitute amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ALBERT as a 

substitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
L ATTA of Ohio: On page 10, beginning after 
the period on line 10, strike out through the 
period on line 20 and insert: "Farmers eli­
gible to vote in such referendum shall be 
producers on farms with respect to which a 
wheat allotment has been established pur­
suant to the provisions of this act for the 
crop of wheat normally harvested in the 
calendar year in which the referendum is 
held and who have complied wit h such 
acreage allotment." 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment seeks to do two things; first, 
to take care of an omission that resulted 
when the bill was redrawn, and to make 
sure that everyone subject to marketing 
quotas is permitted to vote. 

Secondly-and I would like to address 
this remark to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER], who raised 
the question with the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. LATTA]. This amendment en­
franchises everyone who is subject to 
marketing penalties, and that is all that 
any marketing penalty law for any crop 
does, so far as I have been able to find 
out. It goes further and says to those 
who are within the exemption if they 
have an acreage allotment and planted 
the allotment and no more, they will be 
eligible to vote. 

Mr. BELCHER. Does that put any 
restriction on therr.. as to whether or not 
they can vote with the 15 acres? Do I 
understand if they had a 3-acre allot­
ment this year, they could vote in the 
program to put marketing quotas on 
everyone else and then they could go 
ahead and plant 12 acres of wheat? 

Mr. ALBERT. No; this will only au­
thorize certain ones to vote. This will 
authorize that individual to vote who has 
an allotment of less than 12 acres but 
who lives within his allotment. He has 
a choice between taking the exemption -
and living within the program with 

everybody else and voting like everybody 
else. 

Mr. BELCHER. In other words, if he 
votes he must live within the program. 

Mr. ALBERT. That is right. That is 
all there is to it. 

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

Mr. ALBERT: I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. And if he does not 

live within his allotment, then he has 
no right to vote? 

Mr. ALBERT. That is right because 
he is not subject to the law up to the 
point of his exemption. 

Mr. HALLECK. In other words, in 
the committee bill, as I understand it, 
there is a 12 acre exemption. 

Mr. ALBERT. That is right. 
Mr. HALLECK. If a man did not 

have a 12 acre allotment and did plant 
12 acres of wheat, he would have no 
right to vote. 

Mr. ALBERT. That is right. But, he 
has the right under the exemption to live 
within his allotment and vote or plant 
more and not vote. 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. SHORT. I hope and I am sure 

the distinguished chairman of our wheat 
subcommittee understands the amend­
ment he has introduced here, but I am 
wondering if the language is quite clear. 
The law provides that you shall not be 
eligible to vote if you are not subject to 
quotas. The law we are considering 
limits this to those who plant 12 acres 
of land. I think there is possibly the 
need for clarification of the language 
in the exemption. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be again reported by the Clerk. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk again reported the substi­

tute amendment . 
Mr. ALBERT. This adds, I will say 

to the gentleman, or I will say it is in­
tended to add to those eligible under 
the law another group, to wit, those who 
live within their allotment but are not 
subject to marketing penalties. 

Mr. SHORT. The only question that 
came to my mind, I will say, is as to 
whether or not there is a conflict be­
tween the provisions of the law which 
says that those who are not subject to 
quotas shall not be eligible to vote and 
the provisions of this amendment. That 
is the only question I have and, perhaps, 
it is getting pretty technical. 

Mr. ALBERT. I think so far as this 
class is concerned, it certainly would 
modify existing law. That is the inten­
tion. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the substitute amend­
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, in order that we all 
know the facts as to the substitute 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, · I would like to point 
out that we are not getting much under 
the gentleman's proposed amendment. 
For example, ·if we were to pass this bill, 
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H.R. 7246, and reduce the 15 acre­
farmer to 12 acres, a person having 
only a 2 acre allotment would have to 
choose between growing 12 acres of 
wheat and not voting or growing 2 acres 
of wheat and voting-a difference ·of 10 
acres. In our State of Ohio, the farmer 
will net $50 an acre for growing wheat. 
When you multiply $50 by 10 it means 
that he is paying $500 to vote in a wheat 
referendum, and I say the price is too 
high, and I think the amendment should 
be defeated. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Can the gen­

tleman tell us what percentage of large 
and small wheat producers vote in these 
farm referendums? 

Mr. LATTA. In answer to the gentle­
man's question I may say that in 1958 
there were 800,000 eligible voters; 235,-
039 voted; and if you want to know the 
percentage who voted "for" I can give it 
to you. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I would like 
to have the figure. 

Mr. LATTA. 86.2 percent voted for; 
13.8 against. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. A minimum 
of the people eligible to vote voted. For 
the entire United States it was 20 per­
cent. 

Mr. LATTA. Very nearly; I would say 
it would be a little over 20 percent. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. For the 
whole United States 20 percent. 

Mr. LATTA. Yes. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. So is it not 

a case of making a mountain out of a 
molehill, this matter of the vote? 

Mr. LATTA. It may be making a 
mountain out of a molehill, but the peo­
ple should have the right to vote. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I shall be pleased to 
yield to my distinguished chairman. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman recog­
nizes now that my amendment will take 
care of every grower who desires to be a 
part of the program, and that it will not 
in any way take a way the exemption of 
those who do not care to be in the wheat 
program. Is that true? 

Mr. LATTA. I agree with the gen­
tleman's statement, but I do not think 
we should mislead anybody into believ­
ing that they are getting much by vir­
tue of the amendment to the amend­
ment, as the individual himself must 
choose between his allotment and the 12 
acres. He can still plant his 12 acres, 
but he cannot if he takes his allotment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. What 

percentage of those who grow wheat 
throughout the country cannot vote? 

Mr. LATTA. I do not have those 
figures. It is a very small percentage. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. It is far 
more than half, is it not? You do not 
claim that 50 percent of the wheat 
growers of the country vote. 

Mr. LATTA. No. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BENTLEY. I would like to ask 
the gentleman if the Albert substitute 
provides that if after the referendum 
everybody who participated in the refer­
endum would be subject to marketing 
quotas? 

Mr. ALBERT. No, that is not correct. 
Mr. BENTLEY. Only those in excess 

of 12 acres. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Ohio has expired. 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to take this time 

simply to say that this thing has cleared 
up pretty well. The question is simply 
whether you want to let people vote in a 
referendum which will not affect them. 
In other words, should the citizens of 
Texas vote to select the mayor of New 
York? . That is just about how this 
works, because if you adopt the Latta 
amendment you allow a substantial 
group of people who are not affected by 
any controls to vote controls on others. 

If, on the other hand, you adopt the 
Albert substitute you let every wheat­
grower in the United States who is sub­
ject to marketing quotas and who abides 
by them to vote in determining whether 
or not we have these marketing quotas. 

If a wheat grower does not want to 
abide by his quotas he can grow 12 acres 
under the Albert bill. He can grow 12 
acres without any compliance on his 
part whatever. On the other hand the 
Latta amendment would let him vote 
to impose a limitation upon his neighbor. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. BENTLEY. The gentleman said 

that the Albert substitute would let 
everybody now subject to marketing 
quotas vote. 

Mr. POAGE. No, that is not what I 
said. I said everybody who is subject 
to marketing quotas and abides by them. 

Mr. BENTLEY. What about people 
who are not subject to marketing quotas; 
can they grow 12 acres? 

Mr. POAGE. Anyone can grow up to 
12 acres and if they abide by their mar­
keting quotas they can vote under the 
Albert amendment. It does not take a 
quota to grow 12 acres, but it takes a 
quota and compliance with that quota to 
vote. 

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

Mr. POAGE. Certainly. 
Mr. ALBERT. This substitute amend­

ment will do two things: First, all those 
who are subject to marketing penalties 
will be eligible to vote. Second, all 
those not subject to marketing penalties 
who have allotments and abide by the 
allotments will also vote. 

Mr. BENTLEY. Abide by the allot-
ments and the marketing q1,1otas; -

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

Mr. POAGE. The marketing quota 1s 
based on the allotment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT], if he will 
yield for a question. 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. QUIE. What year would the gen­
tleman take into consideration, under his 
amendment to the amendment, in the 
first referendum, which is coming up this 
year? Would that mean that if in 1959 
he stays within his allotment that then 
he would be able to vote in 1959 on 196~ 
quotas? 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is right. 
Mr. QUIE. Like on my part if I had a 

7 -acre allotment, and if I stayed below 
that I would be able to vote in 1959? 

Mr. ALBERT. After consulting coun­
sel, I am advised it is based upon his 
performance this year. That is correct. 

Mr. QUIE. This year? 
Mr. ALBERT. Yes. 
Mr. QUIE. So if I have an allotment 

of this year of 7 acres and I raise less 
than 7 acres of wheat, I would be able 
to vote this year in the forthcoming 
referendum? 

Mr. ALBERT. That is correct. 
Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Oklahoma. 
Mr. BELCHER. If you stay within 

the allotment this year, you can vote on 
next year's allotment, is that correct? 

Mr. ALBERT. You can vote in the 
referendum to be held in July of next 
year. 

Mr. BELCHER. You would be under 
no obligation to stay within that allot­
ment when you planted your wheat this 
fall? 

Mr. ALBERT. No. It depends on 
your performance. There would be no 
other way of doing it. 

Mr. BELCHER. A man is obligated 
to live up to the way he votes? 

Mr. ALBERT. He has earned his 
eligibility by his performance, I may say 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. BELCHER. He can then grow 12 
acres of wheat without penalty. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the situa­
tion, before the offering of the Belcher 
amendment is such that I think this is 
a good amendment to the amendment 
and I plan to support the amendment to 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the re­
quisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, if I grow wheat but do 
not participate in any way in the pro­
gram, may I vote? 

Mr. ALBERT: The gentleman is eli­
gible to vote under two circumstances. 
One, if he is ·subject to marketing penal­
ties; and that means anyone who plants 
more than 12 acres or has an allotment 
of over 12 acres; or, two, if he has anal­
lotment, small or large, and he lives 
within that allotment, he automatically 
is eligible to vote. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
not my question. What I asked is this: 
I grow wheat, maybe 1 acre, maybe a 
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hundred acres, but do not participate in 
the program. May I vote? . 

Mr. ALBERT. Yes, because you would 
get an allotment if you are a wheat 
grower. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Whether 
I want it or not? 

Mr. ALBERT. Yes. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And I 

do not vote? 
Mr. ALBERT. No. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And 

cannot? 
Mr. ALBERT. You cannot vote. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. What 

percentage of the farmers in the United 
States who grow wheat cannot vote? 

Mr. ALBERT. A considerable num­
ber. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. How 
many? What percentage? 

Mr. ALBERT. I do not have that per­
centage. I am sorry. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Those 
who participate and get something out 
of it will vote for it, and nobody else? 

Mr. ALBERT. Those who desire to 
participate in the program. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Those 
who participate and get something can 
vote. Nobody else can vote. 

Mr. ALBERT. If the gentleman will 
yield, they all can vote for their Con­
gressman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. But 
they have to be a party to it? 

Mr. ALBERT. What was the ques­
tion? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
question is, If I do not participate-­

Mr. ALBERT. You cannot vote. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Even 

though I grow wheat, I cannot vote? 
Mr. ALBERT. That is right. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. So that 

everybody who votes for it is eligible 
to get something out of it? 

Mr. ALBERT. No. The gentleman 
is correct in this: Everyone subject to 
marketing penalties or who complies 
with an allotment is permitted to vote. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If you 
do not get anything out of it you cannot 
vote? 

Mr. ALBERT. I cannot answer that. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the substitute o:ffered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The substitute to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as amended by the sub­
stitute. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
o:ffer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BELCHER: Strike 

out all after the enacting clause and insert 
"That title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended by adding the fol­
lowing new section: 

"'SEc. 106. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 101 of this Act, 1f marketing 
quotas are disapproved for the 1960 crop of 
wheat, the level of price support to co­
operators and noncooperators for the 1960 
crop and each subsequent crop of wheat 
shall be 50 per centum of the parity price 

of wheat: Provid:ed, Tha~ 1f price support at 
50 per centum of the parity price is in effect 
under this section, the current price sup­
port for wheat, for the purposes of section 
407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, shall be determined on the basis 
of a price support level for wheat of 75 per 
centum of the parity price therefor.' 

"SEc. 2. (a) Item (1) of Public Law 74, 
Seventy-seventh Congress, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"'(1) If a national marketing quota for 
wheat is in effect for any marketing year, 
farm marketing quotas shall be in effect for 
the crop of wheat which is normally har­
vested in the calendar year in which such 
marketing year begins. The farm marketing 
quota for any crop of wheat shall be the 
actual production of the acreage planted to 
such crop of wheat on the farm less the farm 
marketing excess. The farm marketing ex­
cess shall be an amount equal to double the 
normal yield of wheat per acre established 
for the farm multiplied by the number of 
acres planted to such crop of wheat on the 
farm in excess of the farm acreage allotment 
for such crop unless the producer, in ac­
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary and within the time prescribed 
therein, establishes to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary the actual production of such crop 
of wheat on the farm. If such actual pro­
duction is so established the farm marketing 
excess shall be such actual production less 
the actual production of the farm wheat 
acreage allotment: Provided, however, That 
the farm marketing excess shall be adjusted 
to zero if the total actual production on the 
farm does not exceed the normal production 
of the farm wheat acreage allotment. Ac­
tual production of the farm wheat acreage 
allotment shall mean the actual average yield 
per harvested acre of wheat on the farm 
multiplied by the number of acres constitut­
ing the farm acreage allotment. In deter­
mining the actual average yield per harvested 
acre of wheat and the actual production of 
wheat on the farm any acreage utilized for 
feed without threshing after the wheat is 
headed, or available for such utilization at 
the time the actual production is deter­
mined, shall be considered harvested acreage 
and the production thereof in terms of grain 
shall be appraised in accordance with reg­
ulations prescribed by the Secretary and such 
production included in the actual produc­
tion of wheat on the farm. The acreage 
planted to wheat on a farm shall include all 
acreage planted to wheat for any purpose 
and self-seeded (volunteer) wheat, but shall 
not include any acreage that is disposed of 
prior to harvest in accordance with regula­
tions prescribed by the Secretary.' 

"(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
item (2) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340 (2)), the 
rate of penalty on wheat of the 1960 and 
subsequent crops shall be 65 per centum of 
the parity price per bushel of wheat as of 
May 1 of the calendar year in which the crop 
is harvested. 

"(c) Item (3) of Public Law 74, Seventy­
seventh Congress, as amended, is amended 
effective beginning with the 1960 crop of 
wheat to read as follows: 

"'(3) The farm marketing excess for 
wheat shall be regarded as available for 
marketing, and the penalty and the storage 
amount or amounts of wheat to be delivered 
to the Secretary shall be computed upon 
double the normal production of the excess 
acreage. If the farm marketing excess so 
computed is adjusted downward on the basis 
of actual production as heretofore provided 
the difference between the amount of the 
penalty or storage computed on the basis of 
double the normal production and as com­
puted on actual production shall be returned 
to or allowed the producer or a corresponding 

a,djustment made in the amount to be de­
livered to. the Secretary if the producer elects 
to make such delivery. The Secretary shall 
issue regulations under which the farm mar­
keting excess of wheat for the farm shall be 
stored or delivered to him. Upon failure to 
store, or deliver to the Secretary, the farm 
marketing excess within such time as may 
be determined under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary the penalty computed as 
aforesaid shall be paid by the producer. 
Any wheat delivered to the Secretary here­
under shall become the property of the 
United States and shall be disposed of by 
the Secretary for relief purposes in the 
United States or foreign countries or in such 
other manner as he shall determine will 
divert it from the normal channels of trade 
and commerce.' 

" (d) Item (7) of Public Law 74, Seventy­
seventh Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1340 
(7)) is repealed effective beginning with 
the 1960 crop of wheat. 

"SEc. 3. Item (12) of Public Law 74, Sev­
enty-seventh Congress, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
1340 (12)) is repealed effective beginning 
with the 1960 crop of wheat. 

"SEc. 4. The Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, is amended as follows: 

" (a) Section 334 is amended by inserting 
a new paragraph (d) between paragraphs 
(c) and (e) to read as follows: 
· " • ( d> For the purposes of paragraphs (a), 
(b), and (c) of this section any farm on 
which the farm marketing excess is adjusted 
to zero because of underproduction pursuant 
to applicable provisions of law shall be re­
garded as a farm on which the entire amount 
of the farm marketing excess has been de­
livered to the Secretary or stored in accord­
ance with applicable regulations to avoid 
or postpone the payment of the penalty.' 

"(b) Subsection (f) of section 335 is 
amended by striking out tlie semicolon at 
the end of item (1) and adding 'and shall 
not apply to other farms With respect to the 
1960 and subsequent crops;'. 

" (c) Section 362 is amended by deleting 
the second sentence thereof. 

"SEC. 5. Subsections (b) and (c) of section 
335 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, are hereby repealed and 
subsection (d) of said section is repealed 
effective beginning With the 1960 crop of 
wheat. 

"SEc. 6. (a) Subsection (f) of section 335 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, is amended by deleting the last 
sentence thereof. 

"(b) Section 336 of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

" 'SEc. 336. Between the date of issuance of 
any proclamation of any national marketing 
quota for wheat and July 25, the Secretary 
shall conduct a referendum, by secret ballot. 
to determine whether farmers are in favor 
of or opposed to such quotas. Farmers 
eligible to vote in such referendum shall be 
farmers who were engaged in the production 
of the crop of wheat normally harvested in 
the calendar year immediately preceding the 
calendar year in which the referendum is 
held. If more than one-third of the farmers 
voting in the referendum oppose such quota, 
the Secretary shall, prior to the effective date 
of such quota, by proclamation suspend the 
operation of the national marketing quotas 
with respect to wheat.' " 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield so that we might 
secure some idea as to time? 

Mr. HOEVEN. I have no way of 
knowing how many want to speak on 
this amendment. I suggest we let the 
matter run along for a bit and see what 
arrangements we can make. 

Mr. ALBERT. Very well. 
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Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I am 

going to try to be just as brief as I can. 
We thoroughly discussed this matter 
awhile ago, and I would just like to point 
out to the House what this substitute 
actually does. It is a substitute bill. 
However, the reason it is o:ffered as a 
substitute is for the purpose of clarity. 
It adopts a lot of the provisions of the 
committee bill, but I thought it would 
be more easily understood if I o:ffered it 
as a clean substitute bill rather than 
have to go along and amend 6, or 8, or 
10 di:fferent spots in the bill. For that 
reason I will just try to point out what 
the present law is and what this substi­
tute will do. 

Of course, the present law is perma­
nent. Under the committee bill it ap­
plies to 1960 and 1961 only. My bill is 
permanent. 

There is a 55 million acre minimum 
allotment at the present time. My bill 
keeps the same 55 million acre allot­
ment. The committee bill keeps the 
same 55 million acre allotment but re­
quires for the first 2 years that the bill 
is in e:ffect a reduction of 25 percent. 

Marketing quotas: At the present time 
up to 15 acres there are no marketing 
quotas and no penalties. 

The committee bill provides for 12 
acres or the highest amount planted 
within the last 3 years. My bill com­
pletely repeals the 15-acre exemption. 

Price supports: The present price sup­
port is from 75 percent to 90 percent of 
parity. My bill retains that provision. 
The committee bill provides for 90 per­
cent of parity. Penalty for overproduc­
tion at the present time is 45 percent of 
parity times the normal yield of mar­
keting excess. Both my bill and the 
committee bill provide for 65 percent of 
parity penalty for double the normal 
yield or the actual yield, whichever is the 
lesser. 

At the present time a noncooperator 
is not eligible for price supports if mar­
keting quotas are not in e:ffect. Both 
under the committee bill and my bill, if 
marketing quotas are voted down, there 
shall be a 50-percent price support for 
cooperators and noncooperators. In 
other words, there will be a 50-percent 
price-support program for everybody 
that cares to raise wheat, whether he 
has an allotment or stays within his 
quota or not, there being absolutely no 
control, and 50-percent price support. 
The committee bill reduces the wheat 
allotment by 25 percent but pays a bonus 
of one-third of the average yield if the 
farmer does not use that land for any 
other purpose, even including pasture. 
My bill retains the present law, because 
there is no reduction. 

The wheat history is preserved under 
both the committee bill and my bill. All 
farmers who grow wheat are eligible to 
vote under my bill. Under the commit­
tee bill only those that are subject to 
marketing quotas in accordance with the 

amendment that was just agreed to are 
able to vote. 

Under both bills the 30-acre ceiling 
upon the amount of wheat that can be 
planted and raised on the farm is elim­
inated, which means that any farmer 
can raise any amount of wheat that he 
desires as long as he consumes the en­
tire amount on the farm. 

As has been stated, the committee bill 
is stop-gap legislation. It applies only 
to the 1960 and 1961 crop. The thought 
occurs to me that at that time we are 
going to be in almost the same position 
that we are in now; we are still going to 
have a surplus of wheat. We will have 
spent a lot of money on the wheat pro­
gram and in addition to that we will have 
a 90 percent price support established. 
Now, everyone knows that listened to 
the debate at all yesterday that when 
you establish a 90 percent price support 
for any commodity, it is very difficult to 
lower it. The tobacco people had that 
experience all during this session of the 
Congress of how to get below the 90 per­
cent without permitting the farmer to 
find out that they were actually going to 
go below the 90 percent. And, we will be 
in that same position with wheat in 2 
years if we cannot reduce the 90 percent. 

Mr. A VERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BELCHER. I yield to the gentle­
man from Kansas. 

Mr. AVERY. Will the gentleman tell 
us again what his bill will do with re­
spect to the 15-acre farmer? 

Mr. BELCHER. The 15-acre farmer 
will be put under the program just ex­
actly the same as any other program. 
This treats every farmer alike. If he 
has an allotment, he can raise up to the 
allotment and he can get price support 
on all the wheat raised up to his quota, 
but he will pay a penalty for any wheat 
that is raised above the quota. 

In addition to that, everyone that is 
a wheat raiser in this country, whether, 
as the gentleman from Michigan says, 
he is going to get anything out of the pro­
gram or not, will have an opportunity to 
vote whether marketing quotas shall be 
"invoked. 

In other words, under my bill, as I 
stated in general debate, this is the first 
bill that pertains to wheat or that has 
put every wheat farmer in the country 
absolutely under the same program, with 
the same price supports, with the same 
vote, with the same penalty, and having 
his allotment determined entirely on the 
same basis. The largest farm organi­
zation in America, the American Farm 
Bureau, that represents more wheat 
raisers than anybody in the country, has 
endorsed this program. Undoubtedly 
all other Members got the same tele­
gram that I got. There are two amend­
ments they would prefer to this bill. One 
would provide for 55 percent of parity 
in case marketing quotas were voted 
down. The other would be to change 
the penalty law to apply to planted acres 
and not harvested acres. 

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

Mr. BELCHER. I yield. 
Mr. HAYS. Suppose a farmer in my 

State has an allotment of 2 acres, but 

has been able to find 8 or 10 or 12 acres 
as a cover crop to use with his 2 acres. 
What happens to him? 

Mr. BELCHER. He cannot only raise 
8 or 10 acres, but he can plant another 
100 acres along with it and use every 
single bushel of it, if he uses it on his 
farm. 

Mr. HAYS. As long as he uses it on 
his farm he is exempt from the penalty? 

Mr. BELCHER. As long as he uses 
it on the farm he is exempt from every 
kind of penalty. 

Mr. COOLEY. That could be done 
under the committee bill, but I believe 
not under the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. HAYS. That is what I was trying 
to find out. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
make any provision that permits the use 
of wheat grown on the farm for feed? 

Mr. BELCHER. Certainly; if the 
gentleman had been listening, I covered 
that just a few moments ago. You can 
raise any amount of wheat you want to, 
as long as you consume it on the farm. 

Mr. COOLEY. The result of the gen­
tleman's proposal is to do away with the 
15-acre exemption? 

Mr. BELCHER. That is correct. 
Mr. COOLEY. I wanted to make that 

perfectly clear. 
Mr. BELCHER. It does away with the 

30-acre limitation, too. You can plant 
any amount of wheat you want to if you 
use it on the farm. 

Mr. COOLEY. But the committee 
bill does the same thing. 

Mr. BELCHER. That is right. I said 
both bills provide that you can raise 
any amount and feed it on the farm. 
Both bills take care of the Yankus case. 

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

Mr. BELCHER. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. How does the gentle­

man's bill cut production? 
Mr. BELCHER. By the elimination 

of excess production that has been 
grown, by the di:fference between the 
wheat allotment of 5, 6, 7 acres and 15 
acres that they are able to grow in ex­
cess of allotments. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman con­
tend that his bill is going to cut pro­
duction? 

Mr. BELCHER. Yes, sir; and the sta­
tistics will show it. 

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

Mr. BELCHER. Yes. 
Mr. JENNINGS. Under the provisions 

of the gentleman's bill, what is the mini­
mum acreage allotment for the entire 
Nation? 

Mr. BELCHER. Fifty-five million 
acres. 

Mr. JENNINGS. The same as in the 
present law today? 

Mr. BELCHER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JENNINGS. Then as I under­

stand, the only reduction the gentleman 
is recommendin~ would come from the 
15-acre producer. He is not recom­
mending any cut from the producers of 
the 55 million acres or the larger pro­
ducers; is that correct? 

Mr. BELCHER. I am saying that any­
body who produces excess wheat, 
whether he is a little or big producer, is 
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going to have to go back to his allot­
mimt. That applies to big producers as 
well as little producers. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all ·debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend­
ments thereto close in 40 minutes, the 
last 5 minutes to be reserved to the com­
mittee. 

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

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, reserv­
ing the right to object, this is the . most 
important amendment to the bill; will 
the gentleman amend his request to 
make it 1 hour? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
willing to make it 55 minutes, which 
would come at 5 o'clock. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I have an amendment to offer, but I 
would like to be assured I will have at 
least 5 minutes to discuss it. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman will 
have a chance to discuss it. He will 
get some time; I do not know how much. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I do not 
know whether I will or not. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the unanimous-consent request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina that all 
debate on the pending amendment and 
amendments thereto close in 55 min­
utes? 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I am constrained to object. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend­
ment and all amendments thereto close 
in 55 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair­

man, I rise in opposition to the amend­
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is only one thing 
I think people ought to realize about this 
Belcher amendment and that is that it 
provides that all the reduction in acre­
_age would be taken away from the small 
farmer, the farmer who is growing less 
than 15 acres of wheat. That is No. 1 
and make no mistake about it. All of the 
reduction in the production of wheat 
would be made by farmers who are pro­
ducing 1, 2, 3, 4, and up to 15 acres of 
wheat. There would be no reduction of 
acreage for the fellow who is producing 
100 or 200, 500, 2,000, or 25,000 acres of 
wheat--there would not be 1 acre of re­
duction. Is that fair? That is what this 
means. There are 1,250,000 farmers who 
have been growing 15 acres of wheat or 
less. There are 1,250,000 small farmers 
who would have to bear the burden of all 
this reduction and it would not touch a 
single large wheat producer. Now those 
are the facts. If that is the way you 
want to legislate, go to it. The gentle­
man says he wants to treat everybody 
alike. I presume he would like to see 
the income tax changed and tax every­
body at 10 or 20 percent and then 
we would all be treated alike. If you 
want to follow that conclusion, then let 
us vote for this Belcher amendment and 

treat everybody alike. The gentleman 
said we are going to take a loaf of bread 
away from everybody. If a fellow had 
one loaf of bread he would lose that. 
If a fellow had 10 or 25 loaves of bread 
plus a big roast turkey on his table, he 
would lose 1 loaf of bread. But, that 
would not mean anything to that fellow, 
of course. The fellow who has the large 
acreage would not be touched by this 
amendment; it is a phony. This should 
be remembered too. Any representative 
coming from any area that produces 
Soft Red Winter wheat which is in de­
mand and of which there is no surplus 
will be doing a grave injustice not only 
to the small farmer who is producing 
that type of wheat, but he will be creat­
ing a shortage of a type of wheat that is 
needed and he would not be making a 
reduction of one iota in the wheats that 
are in surplus today. 

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

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN of Missouri. The gentle­

man from Missouri is striking right at 
the heart of this problem; is it not true 
that we have had a 15-acre exemption in 
the law in this country since 1942 and 
for 16 years these people have been al­
lowed the exemption to produce 15 acres 
of wheat? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The gentle­
man is right. Another thing I want to 
say is this. The so-called small farmer 
who produces under 15 acres does not 
give a snap of his finger for the right to 
vote. They want to grow that 15 acres 
of wheat so that they can make a little 
money and try to create some income 
out of that small farm. That is all that 
we are asking for here today. The per­
son who is interested in destroying the 
entire farm program and who wants to 
bring in a million so-called voters, and 
most of these people are in areas where 
they would rather have no farm pro­
gram at all, and if we are going to let 
those people control the farm program, 
then I do not think we are doing any 
service to the other farmers of the coun­
try. But as I was saying the small pro­
ducer cannot produce wheat as effi­
ciently as the big producer with his big 
equipment, and he cannot take that 
small reduction. He will be wiped out 
entirely. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat 
again-if you want to be fair to the 
small farmer-if you want to hurt these 
1,280,000 small farmers who will take all 
of the reduction, then just vote for this 
Belcher amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] is recog­
nized. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, follow­
ing what the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. JoNES] has said, I would like also 
to emphasize that not only does this bill 
take the entire cut in production out 
on those who have less than 15 acres, 
but also it preserves as permanent law 
a 55 million minimum acreage allotment 
for the commercial producers of this 
country. 

Are we ready at this time to make that 
kind of permanent decision? The com­
mittee has brought out a bill which will 

cut the commercial producer by about 
14 million acres for a two-year period. 
In that time a lot of things could hap­
pen. We are going to learn a lot about 
new varieties; we are going to learn a 
lot of things about feed grain problems. 
These things have to be coordinated; 
there is no question about that. But I 
doubt as a matter of policy at this late 
date that we should endorse in a new 
permanent law a 55 million acre mini­
mum national allotment. 

One of the things the President 
stressed in the message he sent to the 
Congress on January 29 was the elim­
ination of the 55 million acre minimum 
allotment, adjusting the acreage to the 
amount of wheat that can be sold for 
dollars under the support price that pre­
vails. 

We have cut that minimum to 41 mil­
lion acres for the life of the bill. 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Is not that the very 

thing Secretary Benson has been com­
plaining about all along, that we have 
a 55 million acre limit? 

Mr. ALBERT. That is one of the big 
items. 

Mr .. COOLEY. Our bill reduces that 
by 14 million acres. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoRRIS] is recog­
nized. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MoRRIS of Okla"' 

homa as a substitute for the amendment of 
Mr. BELCHER: Strike out all after the enact­
ing clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: "That title I of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

" 'PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 
"'SEC. 106. (a) Notwithstanding the pro­

visions af section 101, price supports shall 
be made available for each of the 1960 and 
1961 crops of wheat as provided in this sec­
tion. The Secretary shall, subject to the 
provisions of subsection (b), make a pay­
ment respect to wheat marketed by a wheat 
producer, in good faith, in the normal and 
usual manner at the prevailing market price. 
In the event a producer is unable to market 
his wheat, after attempting to do so, by 
reason of a lack of a market or for any other 
reason beyond his control, the Secretary 
shall, through the facilities of the Commod­
ity Credit Corporation, purchase wheat from 
him in the amounts and at the prices pro­
vided in subsection (b). 

"'(b) (1) The payment with respect to the 
mar;keting of wheat from any farm shall be 
equal to the difference between the sales 
price and-

" '(A) 100 per centum of the parity price, 
to the extent of $2,000 in payments, 

"'(B) 75 per centum of the parity price, 
to the extent of the next $8,000 in payments, 
and 

"'(C) 50 per centum of the parity price, to 
the extent of the next $30,000 in payments. 

" • ( 2) Where the Secretary purchases 
wheat under this section, his payments with 
respect to such wheat shall not exceed an 
amount which he determines will provide the 
same return to the producer as he would 
have received had he marketed such wheat 
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and received a payment at the rate provided 
in paragraph (1). 

" ' (c) The Secretary shall provide by regu­
lation (1) for dividing any payment made 
under this section among producers on a fair 
and equitable basis where there is more than 
one producer on a farm, and ~ (2) which will 
prevent a producer from receiving payments 
greater than those provided for in subsec­
tion (b), by reason of his operation of more 
than one farm. 

" ' (d) The Secretary shall determine the 
amount of payments made under this sec­
tion on the basis of such reports and rec­
ords as he may by regulation require, and 
for such purpose he may utilize information 
contained in returns filed by producers un­
der the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

"'(e) The Secretary shall have, in carry­
ing out this section, the same authority as 
he has, under section 373 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, with respect to 
carrying out title III of that Act.' 

"SEc. 2. (a) Section 301(b) (6) (A) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended (1) by striking out 'rice, tobacco, 
and wheat' and inserting in lieu thereof 
'rice, and tobacco', and (2) by striking out 
'in the case of corn and wheat' and inserting 
in lieu thereof 'in the case of corn'. 

"(b) Part III of subtitle B of title III of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
and the joint resolution of May 26, 1941, 
are hereby repealed." 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle­
man offer his amendment as a substitute 
for the Belcher amendment? 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma.- Mr. 

CVhairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. For what 

period of time? 
The CHAIRMAN. For approximately 

2 minutes. 
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. HOEVEN. As I understand, this 

substitute provides a system of direct 
payments to farmers, the discredited 
Brannan plan about which we have 
heard so much today. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I would 
not call it the discredited Brannan plan. 
It is not exactly the Brannan plan. It 
is similar to it. It is a plan for direct 
payments. 

I cannot yield further, Mr. Chairman; 
I have only 2 minutes. 

Some day we will adopt, at least in 
substance, this plan, but frankly, I do 
not know whether the temper of the 
House is such as to adopt it now. 

Some day we will come to it because 
it is the answer to our agricultural prob­
lem, in my judgment. My substitute 
will permit the law of supply and de­
mand to have complete and free opera­
tion. There will be no controls, but it 
will guarantee to the small farmer and 
even larger ones that they will receive a 
fair price for the wheat that they raise. 
It is on a graduated scale. If ~ for in­
stance a farmer makes as much as $2,000 
worth of wheat measured by full parity 
up to $2,000 worth but when he sells it 
he does not receive that much for his 
wheat, then the Government will make 
up the difference; and in a similar man-

ner a :farmer is guaranteed 75 percent 
of parity up to $8,000 additional and 50 
percent of parity for a still additional 
$30,000 worth. 

It is like supporting the manufactur­
ers in this country with a tariff, the rail­
roads and the shipping industry, and 
many others with direct subsidies which 
as long as they are reasonable, I do not 
oppose. Of course, we are using now 
something similar to this on wool. Yes, 
we will come to this program as set out 
in my amendment eventually. We will 
not have to continuously carry on with 
great expense for storage. My amend­
ment will eventually do away with stor­
age, in my judgment. The expense as 
provided in my amendment will be infin­
itesimal compared to what it is now. 
Yes, we really will come to this some­
time, and it will bring about voluntarily 
reduction of wheat especially as to the 
big, big business farmer. 

I wish I had the time to go into it and 
really analyze the matter fully. I will 
say, however, that from 1910 to the pres­
ent time the farm population has been 
going down, down, down. In 1910 the 
population of our country on the farms 
in America was 34.9 percent of our en­
tire population. It is now a little less 
than 12 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, is this not obvious that 
something is wrong? We have used a 
lot of figures heretofore showing that 
the farmer actually receives a very small 
amount of subsidy compared to others. 
For instance, I have heretofore put in the 
record the fact that from 1932 to 1952 
the manufacturers in this country re­
ceived a subsidy, in the nature of the 
tariff, of $40.8 billion while the farmer, 
during the same period of time, received 
only $1.2 billion as a subsidy for price 
supports. So you see the taxpayer gave 
to the manufacturer, to support his price, 
about 40 times as much as he gave to 
the farmers during the same period of 
time. This is definitely unfair to the 
farmer. The farmer, and especially the 
small farmer, has really taken it on the 
chin. A farmer's life is a good life and 
a happy one if he can make a living for 
himself and family. Millions of our peo­
ple would like to live on farms if they 
could make a reasonably good living on 
the farm. But they cannot unless they 
receive a good, fair price for their prod­
ucts. The fact that they cannot make a 
good living on the farm is the reason so 
many of them have been moving off the 
farm. This is not good for our country 
and is creating unemployment in our 
beloved Nation. Let us put more people 
back on the farm, where they want to 
be, by providing them a fair, reasonable 
price for their labors and products. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. 
THOMSON]. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. Mr. 
Chairman, in the short time I have, I 
would like to say why I support the Bel­
cher substitute. The committee pro­
posal misleads the farmer. It dangles 
in front of him 90-percent support with 
a reduction of 25 percent in acreage and 
one-third payment in kind, thinking in 
that way they can get his vote for a 
program that is bound to fail. 

But this is not going to solve the prob­
lem. At best it is only suggested that 
it will reduce the cost of the program 
to the taxpayer, not eliminate it. The 
better reasoning and authority is that 
it will actually raise the cost of the pro­
gram. 

What happens after 2 years? The 
temporary program is kicked out and 
things are in worse shape than they are 
at the present time. 

When the in-kind payment in wheat 
for the acres representing the 25-percent 
cut provided in this bill is u11derstood, 
it will be recognized that it is even more 
objectionable thar .. a cash payment, and 
the taxpayers of the Nation will not 
tolerate it. This is what happens: An 
estimate is made of what these acres 
taken out of production would have pro­
duced, by taking the actual average yield 
for the past 3 years on the farm in ques­
tion, and the farmer is given one-third 
of that amount out of the surplus wheat 
now in storage. He sells that on the 
market. There is nothing in this bill to 
increase consumption or use. There­
fore, the same number of bushels will be 
taken from the crop currently produced 
and placed in surplus storage, at $2.13 
per bushel. 

The proponents of the committee bill 
have contended that it favors the small 
farmer, and criticize the Belcher substi­
tute as being against the small farmer. 
There is absolutely nothing to this argu­
ment. There is nothing tl .. at substan­
tiates that a farmer, one who plants 15 
acres or less, is a small farmer. A farm­
er who is producing wheat under the 
15-acre exemption may have extensive 
acreage devoted to other production, may 
be raising other price-supported crops 
on which he receives large payrr ... ents, and 
may be a very well-to-do farmer. As a 
matter of fact, they often are. The 
small farmer who is really being hurt by 
this 15-acre exemption is the small farm­
er in the historic wheat-producing areas. 
They have had imposed upon them a 40·­
percent reduction in the amount of wheat 
which they can grow on the land from 
which they have for many years made 
a livelihood by the production of wheat. 
More often than not, they cannot di­
versify to produce other crops. They are 
the small farmers that have been hurt, 
and if the committee bill is adopted they 
will be put out of business. 

As long as there is an unrealistic price 
acting as an umbrella and distorting the 
market, there is no determining where 
the surplus wheat is produced. The only 
way of determining the source "'f the sur­
plus would be to know the production 
that would be eliminated if the regular 
forces of cost of production and price 
were in operation. Wheat should be 
grown in the area where the economics 
of production are :Jest. 

The committee report correctly states 
that wheat is the No. 1 problem. So far 
as I know, it is uniformly agreed that to 
really get to this problem, there must be 
some price adjustment. The chairman 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT], in speaking be­
fore the Rules Committee, stated, "In 
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the long run, the price must come down." 
Yet this bill which the majority of the 
committee proposes moves in exactly the 
opposite direction. Prices are increased, 
with the incentive to further increase 
production. 

I think the best feature about either 
the committtee bill or the substitute is 
that provision which does give the farm­
er a choice by referendum. Heretofore, 
he has had a choice only of high price 
supports and controls, or low price sup­
ports and controls. This, of course, is no 
choice at all. I prefer the Belcher sub­
stitute, because it gives him a realistic 
choice on a permanent basis. It does not 
mislead the farmer by dangling 90-
percent supports and cash payments be­
fore him, which at best would only be 
temporary as the expense to the other 
taxpayers was made known. It does not 
offer incentive for further overproduc­
tion and shifts of production. The wheat 
farmer would be permitted -:;o vote on 
whether he wanted price supports at the 
present rate with tighter controls, or 
support at 50 percent of parity with no 
controls. I personally think that the 
50 percent is lower than need be. It 
would provide a support at about $1.20. 
It is generally agreed that $1.30 would 
be a sufficiently low price to bring about 
necessary adjustments in production. 
As a matter of fact, it is not believed by 
those best qualified to judge that pre­
mium wheats would ever reach that low 
a price. I would prefer to see the al­
ternative be 55 percent of parity for the 
next 3 years, and thereafter, 90 percent 
of the 3-year average market price. This 
would give to the farmer a realistic sup­
port price, which would be a floor rather 
than a ceiling. It would provide for or­
derly marketing conditions and protect 
him from unjustified drops in the mar­
ket, particularly in years of unusually 
high production due to weather or other 
factors. 

I believe that given a realistic choice 
by rP-ferendum the wheat farmers them­
selvP.s will most likely choose the lower 
S'Ipports and no controls. All polls re­
cently taken of farmers would bear this 
out. A recent poll taken by the Farm 
Journal in April 1959 showed that of the 
wheat farmers themselves throughout 
the United States, 61 percent favored 
either no supports and no controls or 
emergency supports, such as 50 percent 
of parity, and no controls. When the 
Committee rises, I will ask to have in­
cluded at the end of my remarks the 
tabulation at the end of this poll. 

I think that the wheat farmers are 
entitled to a realistic choice by referen­
dum. I hope that the Belcher substitute 
is adoped so that this opportunity may 
be afforded to them. 

[From the Farm Journal, Apri11959] 
THE FARM PLAN You VOTED FOR-FROM EVERY 

CoRNER OF THE COUNTRY .THE BALLOTS CAME, 

SHOWING, STATE BY STATE, WHAT READERS 

WANT-COMPARE YOUR OWN CHOICE WITH 

OTHER KINDS OF FARMERS 

(By Claude W. Gifford, economics editor) 
Eight out of ten Farm Journal readers want 

lower price supports and fewer controls in 
the future-instead of higher price supports 
an-d strict controls. 

And more than half (55 percent) want the 
Governmen-t to get clear out. 

That's the way farmers voted who mailed 
1n ballots printed on page 41in the February 
issue. The article accompanying the ballot 
sized up the "Situation this way: 

Farm productive capacity is racing ahead 
faster than the growth in population and 
demand. This tightens the squeeze on farm 
prices. At the same time, support programs 
are piling up Government surpluses at an 
alarming rate. So the article asked, Which 
of five general directions do you think fu­
ture Government price-support policy should 
take? 

Results from the first 10,000 ballots mailed 
l;>y farmers show that 78 percent favor the 
first 3 choices-each of which calls for 
less support and more freedom than past 
or present support programs. By all odds, 
tha most popular choice is to chuck all sup­
ports and get the Government clear out-­
let farmers' own decisions and management 
ability determine who'd produce what. 

This poll reveals that the South's Farm 
Journal readers are no longer the "high price 
support and strict control" advocates they 
were once assumed to be. Midwestern States 
gave high price supports a larger vote than 
the other three regions-but still only one 
Midwestern farmer out of five favors 90 per­
cent to 100 percent of parity. It may sur­
prise you tliat Iowans, who are often held 
up as typical of all farmers, are less inclined 
to "kick the Government out" than farmers 
in any other State. 

Among the different commodities, farmers 
specializing in either poultry, beef, or fruit 
and vegetables are the most inclined to 
chuck supports. Wheatgrowers and feed 
grain producers are least disposed to do 
this-although nearly half of them think it's 
the thing to do. 

How dependable are these figures? Statis­
ticians say, "they're sound." The ballot tab­
ulations were checked in these ways: 

Tentative percentages were figured after 
the first 2,000 ballots were counted. These 
"percentages" proved highly accurate when 
10,000 had been tabulated. 

Farm Journal statisticians say that count­
ing several thousand more ballots wouldn't 
change the regional and national percentage 
figures except possibly .by one or two points 
here and there. Percentage figures from the 
small States with fewer fa-rms have the best 
possibility of being nonrepresentative. 

The results are a pretty good barometer 
of farm thinking across the Nation for these 
reasons: 

Farm Journal's circulation-a whopping 
3.1 million-covers all parts of the country. 

The number of ballots mailed is amazingly 
c1ose to the proportion of circulation 1n each 
State-there was no "run on the ballot box" 
from one State or region to upset the final 
percentages. 

When the vote of readers is adjusted for 
the actual number of farms in each region 
(1954 census figures), the final percentages 
are almost identical to the ones from our 
sample. The difference: 2 percent more in 
favor of the "no support" choice, and 1 per­
cent fewer in favor of "high supports." 

As a further check, a 14-State survey was 
made among fathers of vocational agricul­
ture students-some Farm Journal readers, 
and some not. Eight out of 10 (82 percent) 
favored the first three choices (compared 
with 78 percent by mail). 

This poll also checks closely with a survey 
made in the December 1957 Farm Journal 
when £0 percent of the readers responding 
voted that the Government should get clear 
out of farming. 

Age makes little difference in the attitude 
of the readers »oting. The slight difference 
is that young farmers in the 20- to 30-year­
old bracket and farmers 60 and over are 
slightly more in f avor of lower supports and 
fewer controls. 

Two ballots were returned from Alaska­
one by a haygrower and one by a. potato­
grower-both voted for no supports. One 
Illinois corngrower mailed his ballot from 
Canada. The oldest voter was an Idaho 
wheatgrower at an even 100 years. Five said 
their most important farm product is 
children. 

HOW THE UNITED STATES VOTED ON THE 
FIVE CHOICES 

No supports: No controls, no floors, free 
market prices, get the Government clear 
out-55 percent. 

Emergency supports: To prevent disaster 
from a huge crop or sudden loss of markets; 
floors set at, say, 50 percent of parity, or 
75 percent of the average 3-year market 
price; no controls-15 percent. 

Adjustment supports: Such as 90 percent 
of the average 3-year market price; permits 
gradual adjustment to normal markets; 
moderate production control when necessary 
to ease adjustments-a percent. 

High price supports: 90 to 100 percent 
of parity; cross-compliance and tight pro­
duction controls to restrict output to avail­
able markets; bushel-and-pound allotments 
to limit what you could sell-14 percent. 

Production payments: Let markets fall, 
then pay farmers in cash to make up the 
difference between the market price and the 
support level; extend supports to perish­
ables, such as beef, pork, eggs, and fruit; 
strict bushel-and-pound controls to hold 
down costs of the program--8 percent. 
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Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-
cent cent cent cent cent Connecticut ___________ 50 25 5 0 20 

Delaware. __ ---------- 91 5 0 4 0 
Maine. __ ------------ 71 9 5 4 11 
Maryland __ _ --------- - 70 19 8 2 1 
Massachusetts ___ ----- 77 18 5 O· 0 
New Hampshire ______ 62 33 5 0 0 
New Jersey __ ·-------- 84 7 1 3 5 
New York __ -- ------- - 78 12 5 2 3 
Pennsylvania_-------- 80 13 3 2 . 2 
Rhode Island ___ ----- - 57 43 0 0 0 
Vermont. __ ----------- 72 28 0 0 0 West Virginia _________ 75 17 6 0 . 2 

----------Eastern States ______ 77 14 4 2 3 
----------

illinois.--------------- 44 20 7 20 9 
Indiana._------------- 57 13 8 12 10 Iowa __ ___________ .24 17 13 33 13 
Kansas ____ __ ---------_ 46 20 10 19 5 
Michigan __ _ ---------- 66 14 8 5 7 Minnesota ____________ 30 15 13 25 . 17 
MissourL ------------- 52 15 7 15 11 
Nebraska._----------- 38 15 13 25 9 North Dakota _________ 34 14 11 31 10 
Ohio.----------------- 71 12 4 8 5 
South Dakota _________ 39 16 9 26 10 Wisconsin _____________ 45 12 13 14 16 ----------

Central States _______ 47 16 9 18 10 
----------Alabama ______________ 61 15 9 & 7 Arkansas ______________ 56 18 9 9 8 Florida ________________ 79 9 2 8 2 

Georgia_-------------- 62 3 16 11 8 
Kentucky------------- 51 6 22 16 5 
Louisiana_------------ 51 17 20 5 7 
Mississippi__ ____ --- ___ 57 14 14 12 3 
North Carolina _______ 61 4 6 23 6 Oklahoma _____________ 53 22 5 14 6 
South Carolina ________ 71 17 7 5 0 
Tennessee ________ ----- 65 8 7 11 9 
Texas_--------------- 54 12 10 13 11 
Virginia __ __ ----------- 72 15 2 10 1 ----------Southern States _____ 59 13 9 12 7 

----------
Arizona_-------------- 48 21 24 4 3 
California.-----------_ 73 13 6 3 5 
Colorado._----- _______ 58 11 5 18 8 
Idaho __ ---- ----------_ 51 15 9 16 9 Montana ___ ___________ 55 17 5 18 5 
Nevada. -------------- 90 5 5 0 0 
New l\.1exico. --------- 55 21 13 6 5 Oregon _______________ 63 12 7 6 12 
Utah _______ ----------- 71 9 9 6 5 Washington ___________ 70 15 6 6 3 Wyoming _____________ 53 18 8 18 3 

----------
Western Slates __ ____ 63 14 7 10 6 
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What different commodity gro1tps want 

CENTRAL 

[In percent] 

No supports Emergency Adjustment High supports Production 

Kind of farmers 
payments 

United Cen- United Cen- United Cen- United Cen- United Cen· 
States tral States tral States tral States tral States tral 

---------------------------
BeeL ___ -------------------- 69 59 14 1.5 6 8 7 11 4 7 
Dairy_------ ---------------- 59 50 14 13 8 9 9 13 10 1.5 
Feed grains ___ -- ------------ 50 44 14 15 7 8 20 22 9 11 
Fruit and vegetables _______ _ 69 63 12 15 6 8 5 8 8 6 
GeneraL---------- -------- -- 66 55 12 12 7 10 9 16 6 7 
Hogs __ ------------- -------- - 44 40 19 19 11 12 14 16 12 13 
Poultry-------------------- - 77 73 14 14 1 2 3 5 5 6 
Sheep __ --------------------- 64 42 14 29 6 3 6 13 10 13 
Wheat_----- ------- --------- 43 41 18 16 9 11 24 25 6 7 

EAST 

Kind of farmers United East United East United East United East United East 
States States States States States 

------------------
Beef ___ ___ _ ------------------ 69 76 14 22 6 2 7 0 4 0 
Dairy _____ --- ------ -------- - 59 68 14 19 8 7 9 2 10 4 
Feed grains __ --------------- 50 87 14 6 7 2 20 4 9 1 
Fruit and vegetables ________ 69 80 12 8 6 5 5 2 8 5 
GeneraL ______ -------------- 66 86 12 12 7 2 9 0 6 0 
Hogs __ ---------------------- 44 88 19 6 11 0 14 0 12 6 
Poultry--------------------- 77 80 14 14 1 1 3 3 5 2 
Sheep_---------------------- 64 81 14 8 6 4 6 0 10 7 
Wheat__-------------------- 43 78 18 17 9 5 24 0 6 0 

WEST 

Kind of farmers United West United West United West United West United West 
States States States States States 

----------1------------------------------
BeeL _ ---------------------- 69 77 14 11 6 5 7 3 4 4 
Cotton ___ ------_------------ 41 33 17 33 16 21 15 9 11 4 
Dairy _____ ------------------ 59 62 14 15 8 7 9 7 10 9 Feed grains _________________ 50 68 14 12 7 · 3 20 11 9 6 
Fruit and vegetables ________ 69 65 12 14 6 6 5 6 8 9 
GeneraL-------------------- 66 68 12 12 7 8 9 7 6 5 
Poultry--------------------- 77 76 14 12 1 3 3 0 5 9 
Sheep ___ ------_------------- 64 70 14 10 6 8 6 5 10 7 
Wheat ______ ---------------- 43 44 18 20 9 8 24 23 6 5 

SOUTH 

Kind of farmers United South United South United South United South United South 
States States States States States 

----------1------------------------------
BeeL __ ______ ---------------- 69 78 14 
Cotton ________ -------------- 41 43 17 
Dairy--- ------------------- - 59 72 14 
Feed grains __ --------------- 50 68 14 General _______ -____________ _ 66 64 12 
Peanuts and rice ____________ 42 39 21 
Poultry--------------------- 77 74 14 
Tobacco ____________ --------- 60 51 2 
WheaL--------------------- 43 49 18 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr. Chair­
man, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BROWN of Mis­

souri, to the amendment offered by Mr. 
BELCHER: Strike out all the first paragraph 
in section 106 beginning with the words 
"Notwithstanding the provisions of • • *" 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"Notwithstanding the provisions of section 
101 of this act, if marketing quotas are 
disapproved for the 1960 crop of wheat, no 
price support shall be available for the 1960 
crop and each subsequent crop of wheat." 

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr. Chair­
man, I am opposed to the Belcher 
amendment, but in case it might be 
adopted, I propose this amendment: We 

13 6 5 7 2 4 2 
13 16 15 15 15 11 14 
14 8 3 9 8 10 3 
11 7 5 20 10 9 6 
8 7 9 9 6 6 13 

18 21 23 12 16 4 4 
17 1 2 3 2 5 5 

2 16 19 21 26 1 2 
22 9 4 24 21 6 4 

are asking the wheat farmers of America 
to face up to the fact that they are pro­
ducing too much wheat. We are asking 
them to cut their acreage 25 percent. I 
am asking the Congress to face up to a 
reality, also. If you are going to have a 
price support program you have to have 
production discipline. What kind of sil­
liness is this business of providing price 
support, whether it is 50 percent of 
parity, or whatever it is, to noncooper­
ators? Actually both of these bills, the 
committee bill and the Belcher amend­
ment, offer price supports to noncoop­
erators. Now, you cannot have a pro­
gram like that. There has to be pro­
duction discipline if you are going to 
support prices, even at 50 percent of par­
ity. With unlimited production, Gov­
ernment acquires more surplus. It costs 
just as much to store a bushel of wheat 
that the Government purchases at $1.18 

·as it does one that Government pur­
chases at $2.12. The storage cost is the 
same. 

Surely, the Benson corn fiasco has 
taught us a lesson. 

Let us give farmers a chance to vote 
on the clear-cut choice of whether they 
want production discipline and price 
support or unlimited production and no 
price support. You cannot have one 
without the other. If they vote for pro­
duction controls, they will get price sup­
ports, and if they do not vote for pro­
duction controls, they do not get any 
price support. And on that clear-cut 
basis, let us see what the farmers want. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would just like to 
inquire of the gentleman why he is pro­
posing his amendment as an amend­
ment to the Belcher amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Because 
the provision is in both the Belcher 
amendment and the committee bill. I 
hope to propose it to the committee bill, 
too. 

Mr. COOLEY. It still would be ger­
mane to offer it at a later date after 
the Belcher amendment is defeated. 
You are just attaching yourself to a 
very unpopular amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. I am not. 
I just want to make sure it is in the 
Belcher amendment if it happens to be 
adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. QUIE]. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Belcher amendment. 

Any of you gentlemen who think you 
are going to put the little farmer, the 
fellow who will have less than 15 acres 
of wheat, out of business so that he can­
not raise wheat any more, are plain mis­
taken. Practically everyone who is 
raising wheat has some kind of allot­
ment. And, if we are going to have a 
control mechanism for handling the 
wheat situation, we have to close this 
loophole which has caused over 100,000 
new farmers to go into the production of 
wheat each year. 

As I pointed out earlier, there are 
three reasons why the wheat program 
has failed, and this is one of them, that 
we exempt people who raise up to 15 
acres. According to the bill, it will be 
up to 12 acres, which could be higher 
than their allotment. If we continue 
that, this program is doomed to fail, as it 
is failing now. One other reason is that 
farmers do plant more than they are 
allotted. Then they plow up their poor­
est acres and come within a harvested 
allotment. Now, an amendment, I un­
derstand, will be offered which will 
change the Belcher amendment so that 
the penalty will be on planted acres 
rather than harvested acres. And, if 
you think that this bill does not do any­
thing to the big farmer out in the West, 
this amendment will. There are many 
big wheat farmers out west who plant 
much more than their allotment, then 
they plow it under and get rid of their 
poorest acres. This is another one of 
the big reasons why we have this big 
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wheat surplus, and that amendment w~ 
remedy it. . 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an im.­
portant amendment, because -it would 
actually get at the three reasons why 
this legislation has failed in the past, 
and it would not do what the committee 
bill might tend to do, price the wheat 
out of the market, as we have seen hapo:­
pen in other crops, where they have to 
come in and ask for a reduction in 
price supports. I plan to offer an 
amendment so that when the farmers 
voted in the referendum it would specify 
not less than 50 percent, because that is 
too low for the farmer to receive even 
if he should plant all he wanted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to point out that one of 
the principal objectives of this legisla­
tion at this time is to re<;luce production. 
That has got to be a principal objective. 
Let us take a look at these 15-acre ex­
emptions. The vast majority of these 
15-acre farmers are feeding the wheat 
they raise. You can cut all of them out, 
and you are not going to cut off 14 million 
acres of wheat that is sold in the market. 
The only way you are going to reduce 
the wheat produced and sold on these 14 
million acres of wheat presently in 
production is to reduce the production of 
those that have the big acreages. You 
have to reduce that production from big 
wheat farms in order to reduce the pro­
duction of wheat that would be sold in 
the normal course. The 55 million acres 
minimum and equitable price supports 
provided should have been reduced some 
time ago, and we cannot alleviate the 
situation by leaving the 55 million acres 
in production and at the same time re­
ducing price support. I urge you to 
oppose the Belcher amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman fTom Iowa [Mr. 
COADJ. 

Mr. COAD. Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard a lot today as we have heard for 
the past several years about the attempt 
on the part of the Secretary of Agricul­
ture to get freedom for our American 
farmers. I have done a little bit of in­
vestigating in the last few weeks since 
the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway. 
I checked with the Canadian Embassy 
and I have a statement from the Cana­
dian Embassy that the Canadian Wheat 
Board-and if anybody is familiar with 
the Canadian Wheat Board, he is familiar 
with the fact that there is not freedom 
for the Canadian farmer to market be­
yond his quota. And there is not free­
dom on price. It is about $1.25 per 
bushel. There is not freedom for pro­
duction nor for price in Canada. But 
the Canadian Wheat Board is turning 
back the saving derived from shipping 
by the St. Lawrence Seaway to the pro­
ducer. 

What kind of an effort is being made 
by our Department of Agriculture to get 
the amount that is saved from using the 
St. Lawrence Se~\vay back to our pro-

ducers? According to the reply to my would reaUy benelpful in co~trolling our 
inquiries at the Department there is no wheat production. . 
program to make any return to our grain The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
producers. nizes the gentleman from Washington 

Row much money is the freedom that [Mr. PELLYJ. 
our Secretary of Agriculture is giving to Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
our farmers putting in his pocket? I amendment that I wanted to offer to the 

-think the real, substantial part of any substitute to the Belcher amendment. 
program, by what we vote or do, either The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

_in the Department or in our committees, may speak on his amendment, but no 
should be geared to trying to hold up the amendments may be offered at this time. 
income of our farmers at the same time Mr. HALLECK. - Mr. Chairman, a 
limiting production. That is not guar- parliamentary inquiry. Would it be pos­
anteed by the Belcher amendment, but sible to dispose of some of these amend-
it is substantially guaranteed in the com- ments at this time? · _ _ 
mittee bill. I should like to be on record The CHAIRMAN. It would be if there 
as being against the Belcher amendment, were no objection. _The time for debate 
and as being in support of the committee on the pending amendments has been 
bill. limited. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- Mr . . FELLY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. sorry the parliamentary situation is 
BENTLEY]. · such that I cannot enter an amendment 

Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I can- to H.R. 7246, similar to the amendment 
not say that I am terribly enthusiastic I offered to the tobacco price support 
about either the committee bill or the bill. It would have prohibited employees 
Belcher version as far as really meeting of the Department of Agriculture or·the 
and solving this wheat problem is con- legislative branch of Government, in­
cerned, principally for two reasons. In eluding Members of Congress, · from 
the first place, both of them, I think, benefiting· under the wheat support pro­
overlook the fact that acreage controls gram. In this case; however, I added a 
by themselves have been found to be in- clarifying sentence to exempt any mem.;. 
sufficient to control wheat production, bers of local agricultural committees 
thanks to the genius of the American from the provisions of this section. 
farmer in being able to increase his yield This was beca-use objection was raised in 
per acre for reasons known to all of us. connection with the tobacco bill to its 
Until we get a system at least of com- possibly covering members of ASC com­
bined acreage allotments and bushelage mittees who are elected by the farmers 
allotments on this wheat production, I of the various communities, people who 
do not think acreage controls of and by themselves are in fact farmers. 
themselves are going to offer any answer The purpose of my amendment was to 
at all to our wheat problem. establish a standard of ethics similar to 

Secondly, the reason I am not too en- the principle contained in rule VIII of 
thusiastic about either one of these ver- the House Rules which {:ails for absten­
.sions is because I think they overlook the tion in voting on measures in which a 
fact that as long as we have different Member has a direct pecuniary interest. 
types of wheat in this country, as long I have long advocated and indeed intra­
as certain types of wheat contribute the dU:ced legislation to set up a code •of 
vast majority of the wheat that is going ethics for Federal employees and those 
into Government storage at the present in public service. · 
time, as long as we have different pro- In the last session of Congress, there 
d".lction costs for growing wheat in vari- was muc)l talk about the need for laws . 
ous parts of the country, I think it only to clearly set forth such a set of stand­
makes good sense to try to work out some ards and to eliminate conflicts of inter­
system that will provide varying levels est. However, that talk has all di~d 
of price support, depending upon which down and it appears that no such legis­
type of wheat one is going to produce lation or ethics bill will ever reach the 
and whic~ types of wheat are moved floo.r of this House. 
into commercial channels, and which Accordingly, my amendment would al­
types of wheat go into Government stor- low members to vote on a measure of 
age. this character piecemeal by the intro-

Wheri we consider that we have Soft duction of amendments to various bills 
Red Winter wheat, and White wheat that to prohibit benefiting from programs by 
together is estimated only to represent those who originate and administer the 
54 million bushels of carryover begin- laws. 
ning on July 1, 1958, out of a total of Mr. Cha:irman, a recent newspaper 
1,283 million bushels carryover of which survey stated that 35 Members of 
by far the largest part is Hard Red Win- Congress have shared in farm sub­
ter wheat and Hard Red Spring wheat, sidies. I am not pointing the finger at 
and when we com-pare production costs any of these Members and wish to say 
for the soft wheats and the hard wheats, that under existing oonditions. these in­
I think it only makes good sense to try dividuals are exercising· the same privi­
to work out something to provide vary- lege as any other citizens and there is 
ing levels of price supports depe:Q.ding certainly nothing wrong about that. 
upon these individual factors. However, as previously mentioned, I feel 

I am disappointed that members of the tha,.t in the field of ethics one is expected 
committee on either side of the aisle to avoid any possible basis of criticism 
have not taken these two factors into even though one has to make a personal 
consideration, factors which, I believe, sacrifice in order to enter pUblic service. 

, ,• 
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It would be preferable to have .a code 

of ethics covering . conflicts of interest 
and ethics g-enerally. I would like to 
sP.e strong penalties written into that 
law. Meanwhile, since we cannot seem 
to get this in one piece, I am trying to 
accomplish the job piecemeal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
JENNINGS]. 

Mr. JENNINGs: Mr. Chairman, l 
think it is time· we got down to the meat 
of this program and separated the 
wheat from the cha-ff. First of all, we are 

· talking in the Belcher amendment abo11t 
a group of farmers that the gentleman 
wants to -take all the cut, the little 15-
acre farmer. Just bear in mind, first of 
all, that they are all east of the Missis­
sippi River. I sat on this committee for 
some 5 years. It was with great re- · 
luctance that I agreed that these 15-acre 
farmers should take any cut whatsoever 
because wheat ·fits into the rotation of 
their crops. They might grow corn one 
year and then grow wheat the next 
year and. seed it to small grain next year 
and so forth. , However, I realize if we 
are going to get at the real source of 
this wheat program and get the supply 
in line with demand, it is nec·essary that 
we take some cuts. In this committee 
bill, we are taking a cut from 55 million 
acres down to .41 million acres. All of 
us are taking a cut of 25 percent, but let 
me tell you what would happen under 
the Belcher amendment. Every single 
reduction comes from the little 15-acre 
farmer and .not one reduction comes 
.from the big farmer because the 55 mil­
lion acre minimum stays in effect. Of 
course, he says if they overplant, they 
are going to take some little reduction. 
Furthermore, these little 15-acre farm­
ers that I am talking about, in the State 
of Virginia we have 44,987 of these little 
wheat farmers out of a total of 48,892 
wheat farmers, or ·92 ·percent who would 
be affected by this amendment and they 
all grow the Red Winter bread type 
wheat which is not in ·surplus. 

I am opposed to the Belcher amend­
ment and ask for its def~at in the inter­
est of our small wheat farmers which I 
am privileged to repr!=!se.nt. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LATTA]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for .a brief observa­
tion? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, the 

chairman of the Committee on Agricul­
ture said this wheat situation is the most 
critical problem involved in the whole 
farm program. I agree with that. I 
would like to say at this point that it is 
an expensive program that has con­
tinued to pile up surplus after surplus 
under rules that might have been 
changed had this Congress so desired, a 
Congress, may I say, that has been 
Democratic for the last 4 or 5 years. 

I would just like to make this brief 
observation: The committee bill, in my 
considered judgment, will not solve 
either the problem of surpluses or the 

CV-666 

continuing increased cost to the tax­
payers of the country. 

The Belcher substitute will do some­
thing in that direction and do it fairly 
and equitably, effectively and well. So, 
as far as I am concerned, I am going to 
support tpe Belcher substitute, and I 
would just like to say to my friends on 
the other side of the aisle: If you do not · 
-support it and vote through the commit­
tee bill-and, of course, you have the 
votes to do it-you will have a program 
that is going to continue to pile up sur­
pluses and cost untold sums of money, 
and you will have to take the responsi­
pility for it. 

I thank the gentleman from Ohio, 
Mr. LATTA. I may say that at the 

proper time I expect to offer an amend­
ment which will reinsert the 15-acre pro­
vision which the gentleman on my left 
talked about. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
AVER.Y]. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to make just this brief observation. I 
can understand the feeling of my col­
leagues who come from historical non­
wheat-producing States with regard to 
this 15-acre proposa 1 , and I hope those. 
people can understand our feelings on 
this matter . . If we had .the climate and 
other conditions that were necessary, if 
we could get into the production of 
tobacco, and other things that histori.:. 
cally belong to the Southern States, it 
would affect your markets and your 
eqonomy and we would be taking away 
from you something that historically 
belongs to you. 

So it is with regard to the wheat­
producing area in the Middle West. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentlem·an from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, in view 
of the parliamentary situation I am pre­
cluded from offering my amendment at 
this time, but I shall offer it at the proper 
time, but I take this opportunity to ex­
plain exactly what it will do. . 

It is the same amendment r offered to 
the tobacco bill yesterday except that the 
word "wheat" is substituted for the word 
"tobacco." 

I do this because I am confident that 
the Belcher substitute will prevail. If 
the amendment is not made to the sub­
stitute and the substitute does prevail 
we will be ·without any limitation on this 
amount whatsoever. 

Now, if I may, I will take a moment to 
address myself to the reference made 
relative to how we are discriminating 
against the poor little wheat farmers 
who grow less than 15 acres. 

The Belcher substitute addresses it.: 
self to this discrepancy in the whole 
program through the years, and that 
applies in· my own district where people 
have been growing 15 acres of wheat 
who did not have any business growing 
wheat in a corn and soybean ~rea. They 
never grew it in years past, but now with 
the 15-acre exemption they do. 

When I was a kid and rode a plow be­
hind a set of mules i: never saw an acre of 
wheat; now everybody ·is growing 15 
acres. 

When I go out to Kans-as I expect to 
see great wheat farms . . When I go down 
to Mississippi I expect to see great cot­
ton and peanut plantations, and that is 
as it should be. I do not expect to see 
corn, yet a Member of the other body 
offered an amendment to an appropria­
tion bill for $100,000 to start a corn re­
search laboratory down in Mississippi. 
Now I suppose you want to grow corn in 
addition to your cotton and your pea­
nuts. -

That is what is wrong with the whole 
program throughout · the length and 
breadth of the country. The wrongs can 
only be righted by action taken here in 
the Congress. 

The debate here today is vivid evi­
dence that the wheat problem is one of 
the most serious situations facing the 
Congress. The magnitude of the wheat 
problem emphasizes the need for us to 
act courageously and decisively after a 
careful study of all the facts. 

The wheat problem stands at the door 
of Congress like an unwelcome bill col­
lector. Congress is being presented·with 
a multi-million-dollar bill whi~h no one 
wants to accept. There has been con-· 
siderable discussion . here as to who is 
responsible for the tremendous bill. 

Now certainly there is some value in 
determining what and who is responsible 
for the outmoded obsolete wheat pro­
grams that have brought us to our pres­
ent difficulties. But the important thing 
here today is for this Congress to pass 
reasonable, realistic, and beneficial 
wheat legislation so that the unwanted 
bill collector does not keep coming back 
to our collective congressional door year 
after year after year. 

There are apparently some persons in 
this Chamber who. wish to ignore the 
·experience of history and also errone­
ously believe our unwanted annual 
visitor-the wheat problem-will go 
away if we but ignore it. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The fact is, that unless Congress 
acts wisely with sound wheat legislation 
our unwanted bill collector will return 
with regularity. The only difference 
will be that the bill presented will grow 
larger and more difficult to pay. 

I wish to vigorouslY oppose H.R. 7246, 
the Cooley bill, because if enacted into 
law it would help neither farmers nor 
consumers. 

By increasing price supports on wheat 
and reducing acreage, it will encourage 
increased production on the remaining 
acres and decrease consumption. The 
effect is obvious. It will further build 
up the wheat carryover and increase 
Government costs. 

This bill would perpetuate most of the 
mistakes so evident in existing wheat 
programs. It would be a repetition of 
programs that experience has proven to 
be ineffective. 

It would be somewhat analogous to a 
football coach ordering his quarterback 
to keep repeating a particular play even 
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though every time they tried it the team 
lost yardage. After several setbacks the 
coach and the quarterback both would 
know enough to try another play. 

With existing wheat legislation we are 
suffering setback after setback. Con­
gress has a responsibility to set the gen­
eral policies and give the Department of 
Agriculture a workable realistic program. 
One of the favorite indoor sports in 
Washington now days is the attempt by 
some Members of Congress to blame a 
dedicated and capable Secretary of 
Agriculture, Ezra Taft Benson, for farm 
problems. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
Congress, like a good football coach, has 
the responsibility to establish basic 
policies for the Department of Agri­
culture team to follow. Secretary Ben­
son is doing an outstanding job of 
quarterbacking the team, but he cannot 
be expected to make headway unless 
Congress gives him an opportunity to 
try some other plans than the ones that 
have consistently provided setbacks in 
recent years. 

Secretary Benson and the adrr..inistra­
tion are striving to change the obsolete 
wheat laws. In essence, Congress is be­
ing asked to provide a new set of plays 
so we can make some headway against 
the very formidable opponent of mount­
ing wheat surpluses. 

There is no need for me to repeat some 
of the statistics that have been repeated 
today by the leadership on both sides of 
the aisle. Let me only say that the 
carryover as of July 1, 1959, will be about 
1 Ya billion bushels-equal to nearly 2 
years domestic requirements. This tre­
mendous surplus of wheat now bursting 
Government financed storage bins is 
costing taxpayers the incredible sum 
of nearly a million dollars a day in stor­
age and interest just to store it. 

We must not continue the folly of the 
old wheat program. We must instill 
common sense into wheat legislation for 
the benefit of both farmers and con­
sumers. 

The President and the administration 
have recommended a reasonable, real­
istic, and beneficial wheat program that 
should be passed immediately. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HAGEN]. 

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HAGEN. I have had an amend­
ment at the Clerk's desk for some time. 
When may it be offered? 

The CHAIRMAN. It cannot be o:ITered 
until the pending amendment is disposed 
of. The gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to say to you people from the urban areas 
who feel a little uncertain and confused 
about this whole issue, that I do not 
blame you. We studied this bill in our 
committee for months and months, and 
heard and reheard witnesses, and then 
the bill went in and out of the committee 
three times, like a yo-yo, before finally 
being argued before the Rules Com­
mittee. 

Examine the Federal budget and you 
.have to turn far to find any expendi-

ture that is of urban orientation, but 
you do not have to look very far to 
find something that is of rural orienta­
'tion. I would like to comment further 
on the subject of consistency. I have 
learned on the Committee on Agriculture 
that consistency is not a virtue. We have 
the same Members up here today advo­
cating giving everybody 15 acres of wheat 
who yesterday opposed giving everybody 
2 acreas of tobacco. 

The Belcher amendment, as I have 
indicated before, will provide some per­
manent improvement in the wheat pro­
gram. The committee bill does nothing 
permanent, it does nothing even tempo­
rarily, to greatly reduce this surplus. It 
increases the price tag on wheat from 
$1.81 per bushel to $2.13 per bushel, and 
it is going to cost the taxpayers a great 
deal more money than the current sit­
uation. 

At the proper time I will offer an 
amendment to the Belcher bill which I 
feel will make it accomplish much more 
in the way of reduction of production 
than it does currently, and I hope it will 
be accepted. I understand the author of 
the Belcher amendment will accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman froin Iowa [Mr. 
HOEVEN]. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I may 
say to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HAGEN] regarding his amendment 
relating to the basis of planted acres 
rather than harvested acres, that I for 
one will accept such an amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in my general remarks 
on the bill on yesterday I laid down two 
criteria if we are to have effective legis­
lation. The first is that legislation must 
actually bring about a reduction in the 
surplus of wheat and, secondly, it must 
be shown that any new proposal must 
cost less money than the present pro­
gram. 

The Belcher substitute will reduce 
production. It will reduce production 
from 150 million to 175 million bushels 
a year. 

Now as to cost, and you are all inter­
ested in cost, may I present the follow­
ing tables: 
Estimated cost to COO under Belcher amend­

ment assuming marketing quotas are ap­
proved 

I. PRICE SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 

Allotted acres ... ------------------------ - 55, 000, 000 
Estimated harvested acres (allowing for 

normal abandonment and underplant-
ing of allotment and conservation re-
serve) ... ------ -- ------ -------- --------- 48, 500, 000 

Estimated yield (bushels per acre)___ ____ 22.5 
Estimated production (bushels) . --------- 1, 090,000,000 
Estimated utilization (500,000,000 bushels 

of food, 120,000,000 bushels of feed and 
seed, 450,000,000 bushels of exports), 
total bushels ...........................• 1, 070, 000, 000 

Estimated net increase in CCC stocks 
(bushels).------------------------------ 20, 000, 000 

Estimated cost to CCC in increased inven-
tory at $2 per busheL .................. . 

Increased cost to CCC from other grains 
acquired ..... ----------- ...• ----- ...... _ 

Export subsidy on wheat (450,000,000 
bushels, at 50 cents)--------------------

Total .•• ----------------------------

$40, 000, 000 

140, 000, 000 

225, 000, 000 

405, 000, 000 

fl. PRESENT PROGRAM 

CCC acquisition costs (130,000,000 bushels, 
at $2) ... ------------------------ -- -- - --- 260, 000,000 

Export subsidy (450,000,000 bushels, at 50 
cents).--------------------------------- 225, 000,000 

TotaL .. ------------------------------ 485,000, 000 
Savings in cash outlay to CCC ..••.•.•.• _ 80, 000,000 

Estimated savings in cash outlay by COO 
under Belcher amendment assuming mar­
keting quotas are voted out 

Price support operations: 
Estimated acres seeded_______________ 79,000,000 
Estimated acres harvested (11 percent 

abandonment). ..................... 70,000,000 
Estimated harvested yield (bushels 

per acre)______ _____________________ _ 21 
Estimated production (bushels) . ____ _ 1, 470,000,000 
Estimated disappearance (bushels) ... 1, 230, 000, 000 
Estimated net increase in CCC inven-

tory (bushels)._-------------------- 240, 000,000 

Estimated acquisition cost, at $1.40 per 
bushel (includes price support at $1.18 
plus ~C?r~al costs of handling incident to 
acqutsttlon)... ...... ................... $335,000,000 

Savings from less CCC acquisition of 
other grains._.------------------ ----- -- 200,000,000 

Net cost to CCC of additional 
wheat..-------------------------- 135, 000, 000 

Present wheat program: 
CCC acquisition costs (130, 000,000 

bushels, at $2)............... . ...... 260,000,000 
Export subsidy (450, 000, 000 bushels, 

at 50 cents)·------------------------ 225,000,000 

TotaL ........ --------------------- 485, 000, 000 
Savings in cash outlay by CCC__________ 350,000,000 

If marketing quotas are approved un­
der the Belcher amendment, there will 
be a saving of $80 million. If market­
ing quotas are voted out, there will be 
a saving of $350 million. That "ain't" 
hay. 

Mr. Chairman, the Belcher substitute 
should be adopted. It has the approval 
of the Department of Agriculture, the 
American Farm Bureau, and all those 
who want sound wheat legislation. It is 
our best hope if you really want wheat 
legislation enacted into law at this ses­
sion of the Congress. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle­
man from Massachusetts [Mr. BoLAND] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

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

There was no obJection. 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to H.R. 7264, the wheat 
program for 1960 and 1961, and substi­
tute proposals. 

The farm program has become ana­
tional disgrace. I think that we ought 
to kill this multibillion dollar wheat 
scheme entirely. It appears that this 
is the only way in which the American 
taxpayer can bring the farming industry 
to realize that the American public is 
fed up with a continuance of this scan­
dalous program. 

The United States now has more than 
a 2-year supply of wheat on hand in 
storage bins. It has cost the Govern­
ment over $3 billion of the taxpayers 
money to purchase the grain and for 
storage. Despite this oversupply, we are 
asked today to approve alternate pro­
grams which will not reduce the wheat 
supply nor cut the cost to the taxpayers. 

Wheat is being produced today for 
as little as 60 cents a bushel and Uncle 
Sam is being asked to pay the farmer 
$1.90 a bushel for his surplus. This is 
.an unrealistic program which is making 
the prosperous farm proprietors richer 
and bigger. 

Mr. Chairman, we will never come to 
grips with this problem until we kill the 
present program with its unconscion­
able incentives that add fuel and fan 
the flames of the farm conflagration 
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that continues to grow and spread. 
There must be, there has to be, a better 
way to tackle the problem. We just can­
not go on compounding this problem as 
the legislative proposals before us would 
do. 

There is so much wheat now stacked 
up in Government warehouses that we 
could kill this program today and not 
grow another bushel, and we will still 
have enough wheat to take care of our 
American and foreign needs. 

Mr. Chairman, I have said this before 
and I repeat it now. The consumers of 
my district have a real stake in seeing 
that the abuses in this program are cor­
rected on a reasonable basis, instead of 
permitting a perpetuation of the current 
scandal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Massachu­
setts [Mr. McCORMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
I have listened attentively to the de­
bate, which has been on a very high 
plane. One thing is certain: Everybody 
recognizes that something has got to 
be done. Everybody recognizes that in 
the national interest and the best in­
terest of our country some legislation 
must pass in order to assure the wheat­
producing areas of our agricultural 
community an opportunity to live and 
to survive. 

Now, under the committee bill there 
is going to be a reduction of 25 percent 
or about 14 million acres of wheat, 
which is a matter of vital importance. 
Under the Belcher amendment there is 
no assurance of any such reduction, be­
cause the result of the Belcher amend­
ment will be to assure high production. 

Under the committee bill the small 
farmer is protected, and under the 
Belcher amendment he is not pro-

. tected. The Belcher amendment, as 
usual, coming from the Republican side, 
protects the big fellow. The committee 
bill, coming from the Democratic side, 
is in the interest of the small fellow as 
well as not being discriminatory against 
the big producer. 

Now, my friend, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER], referred to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL­
BERT]. There is no more dedicated 
Member of the Congress than the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL­
BERT]. He sits here as a Democrat, but 
he is a great American. He is the 
chairman of this subcommittee, and for 
6 months under his chairmanship this 
subcommittee has devoted itself assidu­
ously to this most important and re­
sponsible task. Yo~ heard his speech 
earlier today. Did you ever hear a more 
sincere and dedicated legislator speak­
ing than my friend the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] ; a man 

·thinking in the interest of the 
.farmer in a fair way and think­
ing of the interest of the country? 
With all due respect to my friend the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BEL­
CHER], if I had to select between him 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. ALBERT], I am willing to follow 
CARL ALBERT'S leadership. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. CooLEY] to close debate. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ·would 
like to conclude debate on the Belcher 
amendment by pointing out to the House, 
particularly to those gentleman on the 
other side of the aisle, that the Belcher 
amendment repudiates, in fact, one of 
the great recommendations made by the 
President of the United States. In his 
message on January 29, the President 
said this in making his recommenda­
tions: Eliminate the 55-million-acre 
minimum to allow adjusting acreage to 
the amount of wheat that can be sold 
for dollars under the price support that 
prevails. Now, that has been completely 
ignored by the gentleman from Okla­
homa [Mr. BELCHER]. And, he admits 
on the floor of the House that all we will 
have accomplished by his amendment is 
to eliminate the small wheat producer 
whose acreage is under 15 acres. In 
other words, the Belcher amendment 
proposes to plow under for ever and ever 
·all of the little wheat producers of 
America. 

Now, some years ago we had a lot to 
·say about plowing under crops and about 
plowing under little pigs, but as the De­
partment of Agriculture now is operat­
ing, we are plowing the farmers under 
at the rate of about 1 million a year. 
Now, in addition to the 4 million that 
have been plowed under since 1953, the 
proposal is that we plow under all other 
little wheatgrowers. · 

I want it clearly understood that if the 
Belcher amendment prevails, the wheat 
problem will be aggravated and the more 
than $3 billion we now have invested in 
wheat will be substantially increased in 
the next year, and finally the wheat pro­
gram will break down the whole farm 
program, which I think is vital to the 
welfare and the happiness of all of our 
people . 

· So, I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Belcher amendment and all amendments 
thereto will be defeated and then we will 
move on to the consideration of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. BROWN] to the 
Belcher amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision <demanded by Mr. BROWN of Mis­
souri) there were-ayes 35, noes 92. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. QurE to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BELCHER: On page 
1, line· 9, strike out "50" and insert in lieu 
thereof the words "not less than 50." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Minnesota [Mr. QumJ. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the Belcher amend­
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAGEN to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BELCHER: On page 
7 add the following new section: 

"SEC. 7. Subsection (c) of section 374 of 
the Agric\lltural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended effective with respect to 
the 1960 and subsequent crops of wheat by 

adding at the end thereof the following: 'The 
provisions of this subsection (c) shall not 
apply to the acreage planted to wheat if 
such acreage exceeds the applicable farm 
wheat acreage allotment by more than 3 per­
cent or 3 acres, whichever is greater. The 
acreage planted to wheat on a farm shall in­
clude all acreage planted to wheat for any 
purpose and self-seeded (volunteer) wheat, 
except-

"'(1) Any acreage of self-seeded (volun­
teer) wheat that is disposed of prior to har­
vest in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary; 

" '(2) Any acreage of wheat which is 
planted for cover crop in counties designated 
by the Secretary as counties where wheat is 
normally used as cover crop and which is 
disposed of prior to harvest in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary; 
and acreage devoted solely to wheat for pas­
turage in accordance with regulations pre­
scrlbed by the Secretary; and 

"'(3) Any acreage of wheat planted with 
other grain which is disposed of prior to har­
vest in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary or with respect to 
which the producer establishes to the satis­
faction of the Secretary in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary that 
the quantity of wheat planted in the mix­
ture did not exceed 25 percent of the seeded 
mixture by weight and the actual produc­
tion of the acreage planted tn the mixture 
did not contain more than 25 percent of 
wheat by weight.'" 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from California [Mr. HAGEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. HALLECK) 
there were-ayes 97, noes 132. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the Belcher amend­
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MICHEL, to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BELCHER: Page 2, 
line 5, after the word "therefor" strike out 
the period, insert a colon, and add the fol­
lowing: "Provided further, That no part of 
this authorization shall be used to formu­
late or carry out a price support program 
for 1960 under which a total amount of 
price support in excess of $50,000 would be 
extended through loans or purchases made 
or made available by Commodity Credit 
Corporation to any person on the 1960 pro­
duction of wheat. For the purposes of 
this proviso, the term 'person' shall mean 
an individual, partnership, firm, joint-stock 
company, corporation, association, trust, 
estate, or other legal entity, or a State, polit­
ical subdivision of a State, or any agency 
thereof. In the case of any loan to, or pur­
chase from, a cooperative marl\:eting organi­
zation, such limitation shall not apply to the 
amount of price support received by the co­
operative marketing organization, but the 
amount of price support made available to 
persons through such cooperative marketing 
organization shall be included in determin~ 
ing the amount of price support received by 
such person for purposes of such limitation. 
Such limitation shall not apply to price sup­
port on wheat extended by purchase of 
wheat from, or by loans on wheat to, per­
sons other than the producers of wheat if 
the Secretary of Agriculture determines that 
it is impracticable to apply such limitation. 
The Secretary of Agriculture shall issue regu~ 
lations prescribing such rules as he deter­
mines necessary to prevent the evasion of 
such limitation." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] to the 
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amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. MICHEL), 
there were-ayes 99, noes 136. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitut e amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MoR­
RIS] to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BEL­
CHER]. 

The substitute amendment was re­
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gent le­
man from Oklahoma [Mr. BELCHER]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, in the 
interest of time, I ask for tellers on this 
vote. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair­
man appointed as tellers Mr. ALBERT and 
Mr. BELCHER. 

The Committee divided; and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 114, noes 
168. 

So the substitute was rejected. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by _Mr. QmE: On page 

3, line 14, strike out "equal" and insert "in 
addition to." · 

On page 3, line 18, strike out "thereon"; 
On page 3, line 19, after the word "har­

vested" insert: "on any acreage diverted from 
the production of wheat." 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sorry the Belcher amendment lost be­
cause it would have meant more money 
for the wheat farmers at less cost to 
the taxpayers. But if we are going to 
accept this committee bill there are a 
number of changes that ought to be 
made to actually do the job. 

There are two directions we can go 
in any agricultural legislation: One is 
to vote high price supports with con­
trols, and we really need controls to 
make it work as has been proven time 
and again. That is what has been done 
in tobacco in the past. The other way 
we can go is to allow the farmers to 
raise all they want to and only give 
them a very low price support. 

One of the ways the farmers are go­
ing to be compensated for reducing their 
acreage by 25 percent is to give them 
90 percent of parity for their crop. The 
other way of compensating them for 
cutting back 25 percent on acreage is 
to pay them in kind one-third of their 
normal production or their actual pro­
duction for the last 3 years. I believe 
they are compensated in sufficient 
amount by guaranteeing them 90 per­
cent of parity. I think the payment-in­
kind provision should be used for a fur­
ther reduction in acreage. The 25 per­
cent reduction will not be sufficient to 
cut back on the amount that is in sur­
plus to the degree necessary. I do not 
believe it will cut back on the amount 
of surplus at all unless weather did it. 

If we do allow for payment-in-kind, 
it should be used only to encourage 
further reduction below the 25 percent 

provided in this bill. · This would be a 
good use of that payment-in-kind and 
would be an advantage to the price sup­
port program and would be an advantage 
to the taxpayers because it would cut 
down the cost to the Federal Govern­
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, this payment-in-kind 
provision could be used, so the farmer 
would further reduce his acres and he 
would be repaid one-third from the Fed­
eral surplus stocks. This would mean 
that the farmer would not be producing 
three-thirds of his normal production on 
specific acres, but he would be putting 
one-third of his production into the 
market from his payment-in-kind and 
it would actually cut back on the 
amount of wheat laying in surplus. 

Mr. Chairman, in explanation of my 
amendment, it would require a pro­
ducer to take a 25-percent reduction in 
wheat acres without any payment-in­
kind. If the producers should volun­
tarily reduce their acres of wheat by 
more than the required amount, they 
would be eligible to receive payments­
in-kind for the wheat acres they retired 
in addition to the required amount. In 
other words, each farmer would be re­
quired to take a 25-percent cut in wheat 
acres without compensation other than 
an increase in price supports by 15 per­
cent, but he would be eligible for pay­
ments-in-kind for voluntary cuts in ad­
dition thereto. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is a member of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, and he has 
attended the hearings, but he did not 
submit this proposal to the House Com­
mittee on Agriculture. I do not know 
what the purpose of the amendment is. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on the pending amendment and all 
amendments thereto, and on the bill, do 
now close. 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, the committee divided 
and there were-ayes 145, noes 99. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Under 

the circumstances is not action of that 
kind coercion? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that that is not a parliamentary in­
quiry. 

The question is on the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. QUIE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia­

mentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state it. 
Mr. QUIE. This means that there is 

no more chance of amending the bill? 
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, no. That was 

limiting debate on the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. And all amendments 
thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises 
the gentleman that additional amend­
ments can be offered, but they will not 
be debatable. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. QUIE. In other words, this means 
that I can offer my amendments but 
cannot say a word about the amend­
ments; is that right? 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendments 
will be reported by the Clerk and be 
voted upon. 

Mr. QUIE. Well, there seems to be no 
use doing that, because I will not have 
an opportunity to explain the amend­
ments. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle­
man have an amendment he desires to 
offer? 

Mr. QUIE. Yes; I have a number of 
amendments, but I do not care to just 
offer them and not speak on them. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAGEN: On 

page 11 add the following new section: 
"SEc. 6. Subsection (c) of section 374 of the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended effective with respect 
to the 1960 and subsequent crops of wheat 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

" 'The provisions of this subsection (c) 
shall not apply to the acreage planted to 
wheat if such acreage exceeds the applicable 
·farm wheat acreage allotment by more than 
3 per centum or three acres, whichever is 
greater. The acreage planted to wheat on a 
farm shall include all acreage planted to 
wheat for any purpose and self-seeded 
(volunteer) wheat, except--

"'(1) Any acreage of self-seeded (volun­
teer) wheat that is disposed of prior to har­
vest in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary; 

" ' ( 2) Any acreage of wheat which is 
planted for cover crop in counties designated 
by the Secretary as counties where wheat 
is normally used as cover crop and which 
is disposed of prior to h~rvest in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary; 
and 

"'(3) Any acreage of wheat planted with 
other grain which is disposed of prior to 
harvest in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed by the Secretary or with respect to 
which the producer establishes to the satis­
faction of the Secretary in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary that 
the quantity of wheat planted in the ·mix­
ture did not exceed 25 per centum of the 
seeded ~ixture by weight and the actual pro­
duction of the acreage planted to the mix­
ture did not contain more than 25 per 
centum of wheat by weight.' " 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HAGEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision (demanded by Mr. HAGEN) there 
were-ayes 105, noes 148. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
PROGRAM FOR THE BALANCE OF THE WEEK AND 

THE WEEK OF JUNE 15 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a. 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 
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Mr. HALLECK. Is there any way by 
which I can be recognized for the pur­
pose of inquiring of the majority leader 
as to the program for tomorrow and 
possibly for Monday of next week? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may make a unanimous-consent request 
to proceed for that purpose. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 

asked for this time, as I have already 
indicated, in order to inquire of the 
majority leader concerning the program 
for tomorrow and, although I realize it 
is a little early, give us some information 
as to what the situation will be on Mon-
day next. · 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am very happy 
to. With the conclusion of this bill to­
day, on tomorrow there will be the re­
search bill in connection with coal. That 
will be all. In the event there is a roll­
call on that, because a number of Mem­
bers are going away to attend a meeting 
of the Shriners at the Great Lakes, 
which is taking place in Peoria, Ill., on 
Friday and Saturday, any rollcall will 
go over. 

On Monday there are six suspensions. 
H.R. 3608, a bill to authorize the Ssc­

retary of the Navy to acquire certain 
land in the island of Guam. 

H.R. 7650, to modify the pension pro.:. 
gram for veterans of World War I, World 
Warn, and the Korean conftict and their 
widows and children. 

H.R. 7537, to authorize appropriations 
for the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

House Joint Resolution 280, extension 
of interstate compacts on oil and gas. 

H.R. 4049, relating to airline pass priv­
ileges. 

H .R. 7062, providing for payment of 
annuities to widows and dependent chil­
dren of comptroller generals. 

After that, I can announce definitely, 
there will come up the mutual assist­
ance authorization bil~. 

Mr. HALLECK. Am I to understand 
that if there are votes on Monday they 
will be called on Monday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Any rollcall votes 
on Monday will be called. 

Mr. HALLECK. I thank the gentle-
man. . 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Qum: On page 

2, line 10; page 3, line 14; page 4, line 21; 
page 9, line 10; strike out "25". and insert 
"30." 

- The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
·the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Minnesota [Mr. QuiE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Qum: On page 

3, line 9 after the word "acreage" insert 

the following: "Provided further, That the 
farm wheat acreage allotment shall be ad­
justed to zero and no crop produced for 
harvest on the farm in 1960 or 1961 shall 
be eligible for price support if any crop 
whatsoever is harvested or grazed on that 
percentage of reduction of the farm wheat 
acreage allotment designated by section 
334(c) (2) of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended." 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Would it be in or­
der to ask that the gentleman's amend­
ments be read and voted on en bloc? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
proposing the amendments would have 
to make that request himself. 

The question is on the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. QUIE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Qum: On page 

8, line 11, strike the words "amended to" 
and strike out lines 12 through 21 and in­
sert in lieu thereof "repealed effective be­
ginning with the 1960 crop of wheat.'' 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Minnesota [Mr. QUIEJ. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. QurE: On page 

11, line 7, add the following new section: 
"SEc. 6. The Secretary shall, after making 

such study as may be necessary, devise a 
program for the control of wheat production 
on the basis of restrictions on the quantity 
produced or marketed rather than on the 
basis of reEtrictions on acreage planted as in 
effect under part III of subtitle B of title III 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

"The Secretary shall submit to the Senate 
and House of Representatives a report con­
taining a detailed description of such pro­
gram, a draft of the legislation necessary to 
put it into effect, and his .recommendations 
with respect to the adviEability of adopting 
such program. Such report shall be sub:. 
mitted as soon as practicable, but in no event 
later than January 1, 19£0." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. QuiE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan­

imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I am truly 

appalled by this gag rule being imposed 
on any further amendments to H.R. 7246·. 
Wheat is the No. 1 agricultural problem 
facing our Nation. If we are to have a 
sound program which will be of lasting 
benefit, we should carefully debate and 
consider all amendments. Several Mem­
bers of this body beside myself have 
amendments of substance and impor­
tance which ought to be considered. 

Everybody knows that the mere reading 
of an amendment by the Clerk is in no 
way explanatory of the effect of such 
an amendment. I object most strenu­
ously to the denial of the opportunity 
to even explain the effect of, and the 
reasons for, my amendments to this im­
portant bill. I will at a later date insert 
into the RECORD a full explanation of my 
various amendments, if the majority 
Members who voted for this arbitrary 
abuse of free speech are interested. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LATTA: On page 

8, line 16, strike out lines 16 through 21. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 

Amend section 106 by striking the period fol­
lowing the word "certificate" in line 8, page 
4, and inserting the following: "Provided, 
however, That in such cases as the Secretary 
deems advisable to avoid administrative, 
transportation, and other costs, or to avoid 
loss from untimely marketing, or to provide 
a more balanced market in compliance with 
the objectives- of this act, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall redeem such certifi­
cates in cash, in lieu of wheat, upon presen­
tation by the producer, or by any holder in 
due course, in accordance with · regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary." · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment ofL'ered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 

I ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks at this point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer this amendment in an attempt to 
make the payment-in-kind provision in 
this bill less objectionable. Under the 
provisions of this bill, it is estimated by 
the Library of Congress that production 
in normal years will be 960 million 
bushels. Domestic consumption and ex­
ports are expected to exceed imports by 
1,050 million bushels. That means that 
in a normal year the production will be 
90 million bushels less· than the disap"'!' 
pearance. Under normal circumstances 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
would then have a market for 90 million 
bushels of the wheat that is now in stor· 
age; but in this bill is a provision for 
distributing as a "payment in kind" of 
at least 125 million bushels. In years 
when the market is already glutted and 
the price is lower, more bushels would·be 
distributed. The worse the problem, the 
more the payment-in-kind provision 
would aggravate it. This clearly would 
throw the market out of balance and .de­
feat to a great extent the purpose of the 
act. That excess wheat would either 
move into the feed-grain market and 
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wreck the whole wheat and feed-grain 
market worse or, in the alternative, it 
might be replaced in the Government 
bin with new wheat. To the extent that 
it is replaced with new wheat, the Gov­
ernment would incur charges for moving 
wheat out, moving wheat in, and dupli­
cate costs for storage. This would be an 
unnecessary duplication of expenses. 
This amendment would permit the Sec­
retary to avoid this ridiculous situation 
to the extent that additional expense 
would be required to produce nothing. 

Under this bill, a scalper will buy the 
wheat certificates and may demand pay­
ment in New Orleans or anywhere, 
whether the Commodity Credit Corppra­
tion has wheat there or not. The scalper 
would certainly be able to buy the cer­
tificates at less than the value of the 
grain because a farmer is not going to go 
through all the red tape necessary to get 
a few bushels of wheat if he can sell his 
certificate for perhaps even 75 percerit 
of face value. This means that for each 
$1 worth of wheat distributed, the 
farmer would receive only 75 cents and 
then the Government has the cost of 
redeeming the certificate with wheat 
wherever the scalper or dealer demanded. 
It may very conceivably cause the Gov­
ernment to ship and incur. the expense 
of transporting wheat thousands of miles. 
Under this amendment, the Secretary of 
Agriculture could avoid these costly and 
ridiculous situations. He has standing 
authority under section 407 to sell wheat 
and under these circumstances he could 
under this amendment sell wheat where 
it luippens to be located and pay off the 
certificates with the money instead of 
shipping the wheat all over the country 
at great expense to the taxpayer with no 
benefi·t to the farmer. 

Payment in kind as written in this bill 
is nothing less than the most expensive 
way possible to pay the farmer for land 
taken out of production and with the 
maximum amount of red tape. If the 
feeling of this House is that the wheat 
farmer should have some additional in­
come in addition to the increase in 
support rate in this bill, then it would be 
far cheaper for the Secretary of Agricul­
ture to sell the amount of wheat involved 
to the highest bidder at the bin site and 
distribute the money instead of going to 
all of the expense and red tape involved 
in distributing certificates to be sold at 
a discount which requires the Govern­
ment to later distribute wheat to the 
holder of the certificate. 

There was a payment in kind provision 
in the soil bank act which made it per­
missive for farmers to receive a com­
modity at a bargain price in lieu of cash. 
A total of only two-tenths of 1 percent 
chose to take payment in kind and 99.8 
percent rejected it. This bill requires 
farmers to hurdle all that costly redtape 
that 99.8 percent have shown they do not 
prefer and with a loss to the Government 
in comparison to the alternative author­
ized under the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the payment in kind 
provision in this bill is not only a costly 
provision but it is also an illusion that 
would in its operation go far toward de-

feating the objectives and the good pro­
visions of the bill. This amendment 
would make it less objectionable and give 
the Secretary the tool with which he 
could avoid some ridiculous situation·s 
that are bound to arise which will be 
derogatory to the reputation of the wheat 
program. Although I realize there is a 
probability that the payment in kind 
gimmick as it is now written will be taken 
out in conference anyway, I feel that the 
facts should be presented to the House 
and I hope the amendment will be adopt­
ed instead of waiting on the conference 
to either eliminate or improve this situa-.. 
tion. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been said here today that the commit­
tee bill is special legislation sponsored 
by the wheatgrowers of the Nation. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 
This bill, which the committee has 
brought to the floor, represents a most 
sincere and responsible approach to a 
solution of a critical wheat problem. It 
is accepted by most of the wheat ranch­
ers because they are willing to face up 
to their responsibilities toward getting 
production in line with consumption by 
realistically accepting the necessity of 
curtailing production. 

Do you think my wheat ranchers like 
the idea of a 25-percent cut in their 
wheat allotment? They do not. Let us 
look at a typical 500-acre family farm 
in my district. Because half of the acre­
age must lie fallow each year, this 
farmer has 250 acres available for pro­
duction. Under the present program, he 
has already been subjected to severe 
acreage restrictions. His wheat allot­
ment today ·is 150 acres. Another 25-
percent cut would reduce his wheat 
planting to 112% acres which is less 
than 45 percent of his production ca­
pacity. 

Some question has been raised as to 
the need of 90 percent of parity. I want 
to make it clear here that this family 
farmer cannot stay in business with 
such sharply curtailed acreage if he re­
ceives less than 90 percent of parity. As 
a matter of fact, these will be lean years 
under the program offered today. 

This is responsible legislation. It will 
meet head on the critical problem of 
mounting surpluses. Wheat acreage will 
be cut from 55 million acres to 41 mil­
·Uon acres. It will be necessary to dip 
into our surplus ·to meet annual re­
quirements. Wheat will be taken out 
of storage, relieving the taxpayers of 
burdensome warehouse costs. The com­
mittee has worked hard and long on this 
bill. They admit it is not perfect but 
it is the soundest approach we can 
make to a most difficult problem. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the committee 
bill. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
well aware of how difficult it becomes to 
write a piece of Federal legislation af­
fecting a commodity which can be pro­
duced in every State in the Union. I 
appreciate the work which the Com­
mittee on Agriculture has done by try­
ing to find some basis of agreement re­
garding a wheat bill. And, I am also 
appreciative of the opportunity to listen 

and to participate in this debate. · I 
realize also-the conflicts that arise when 
any adjustments are attempted to be 
made in the area which involves the en­
tire field of feed grains, since, of course; 
anything that we might do to alleviate 
the wheat surplus must take cognizance 
of the permission to "feed grain to live­
stock. 

However, the bill before us does not 
fit my disrtict at all. Most of the wheat 
farmers in my disrtict are commercial 
producers of wheat. They are important 
producers and they farm reasonably 
large acreages. My district has a high 
percentage of self-owned farms and they 
produce sizable bushelages on their 
farms. It is worthy of note that very 
few wheat producers in my disrtict ex­
ceed the $50,000 limitation and most of 
those are just barely over that proposal 
which we passed when we had the agri­
culture appropriations bill before us. 

One thing about this bill which dis­
turbs me is that a high percentage of 
the wheatgrowers in my district prac­
tice summer fallow, meaning that they 
farm one-half of their acreages each year 
and cultivate the other half so in the 
dry climate they can have water con­
served over a full year for the next 
year's crop. It is meaningful then to me 
that any reduction in the half that is 
farmed, places a tremendous burden on 
the wheatgrowers in my area. This bill 
does not reach their needs. 

Another item that bothers me and 
which I feel needs some clarification-! 
do trust that I am correct in my obser­
vation regarding it-is the matter of the 
15-acre wheat producer. I believe that 
this privilege extended to 1% million 
farms has had the effect of moving the 
center of wheat production out of the 
commercial areas and into those areas 
where 15 acres of wheat, subject to price 
support, becomes little more than a 
money crop and contributes greatly to 
our surpluses. I have heard the figure 
"600 million bushels" used and, of course, 
this figure would explain our wheat sur­
plus eloquently. Moreover, much of this 
wheat is produced in areas of compara­
tively high rainfall and its milling quali­
ties are very, very poor. 

I take note of the fact that it is pro~ 
posed here to reduce the 15 acres to 12 
and it is said that this reduction will 
add nearly 100,000 wheat producers 
to those subject to penalty. How­
ever, as far as I can analyze this, it is 
the reduction of 15 to 12 that aids 4jhese 
hundred thousand wheat p~oducers and, 
if this is true, it merely adds to the im­
balance of wheat production in the 
United States and solves nothing. It 
complicates the problem still further. 

There are some who feel, "W~ll. let us 
pass a bill and send it to conference." 
As for that, I can only observe that if 
we cannot write a good bill in commit ... 
tee, we have a small chance of writing 
an acceptable bill in conference. Bear 
in mind that all we have to vote on are 
the proposals which will come before this 
Committee of the Whole House and 
consequently, any judgments which we 
·may make, have to be predicated upon 
the bill before ·us. 
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In conclusion, I would like to refer .to 

an editorial published May 21 in the 
Odessa Record in my district. This fine 
country paper is published in the heart of 
the Wheat Belt in my district. Odessa 
has no other industry other than wheat. 
The Odessa Record comments that this 
week's announcement of proposed farm 
price legislation causes local farmers to 
believe they have been led to go along 
with a losing scheme. Although the 
farm program has been far from satis­
factory in recent years, the farmers have 
given it their vote and support. They 
have theorized that a sensible plan will 
be forthcoming, They continue in the 
editorial to state that if the present pro­
gram should pass Congress, as an­
nounced, the only hope is that a Presi­
dential veto will follow. They further 
state that in the meantime farmers are 
trying to answer the challenge that faces 
them and if a vote were to be taken this 
week, there would be a surprising vote 
against the entire program. And, the 
Odessa Record continues to editorialize 
that farm-supported groups such as the 
Grange and similar organizations have 
studied the Nation's need and they came 
up with what they considered sound pro­
grams, but have failed to get their ideas 
considered in national policy levels. The 
editorial concludes that like the tax re­
volt in our State of Washington, it is 
now up to the farmer to stage his own 
revolt and write to Congress in a way of 
not condemning but rather carry sugges­
tions from the farm level to change con­
gressional thinking. 

Of course in this editorial they are re­
ferring to the domestic parity program 
which originated in Washington and 
Oregon and which has been largely en­
dorsed by the National Association of 
Wheat Growers and the National 
Grange. All over the United States 
where editors and analysts observe the 
imbalance of wheat production, the cry 
goes out to, at least, give the domestic 
parity program a chance to be tried. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, in read­
ing the majority statement on H.R. 7246, 
I am struck by one thing. The only part 
of the majority statement to which I can 
subscribe in full is the first sentence, 
"Wheat is the Nation's No. 1 farm prob­
lem." Let us review together each of the 
major points made by this statement and 
point out the half truths therein. 

The majority view as stated in the 
committee report is that the U.S. ex­
ports of wheat since 1953 have declined 
in comparison with the previous 6 
years. Now, the period which the ma­
jority report is talking about is the period 
from 1947 to 1952. This was both a post­
war reconstruction period and a war pe­
riod. During this war-dominated era· in 
excess of 1,100 million bushels of wheat 
were purchased by the Federal Govern­
ment for military procurement and for 
export under the Marshall plan. Cer­
tainly I would agree that the wheat pur­
chased for the military and to feed war­
ravaged peoples was essential. However, 
to use actions taken under the exigencies 
of war and the insatiable demands of 
war as proof of the fine job done during 

his period in marketing wheat is as 
phony as a $3 bill. Certainly no one 
would expect the majority to claim credit 
for the war. Similarly, the majority 
should not boast about war-related ex­
port actions entirely paid for by the 
taxpayer. 

This majority statement also states 
that during the 1947-52 period U.S. ex":" 
ports amounted to 43 percent of the total 
world movement of wheat. As I pointed 
out earlier about one-half of our exports 
were made for military procurement and 
under the Marshall plan. Also, when the 
productivity of the war-ravaged world 
was restored the ability of other coun­
tries to export was greatly increased. 
During this period production of wheat 
outside the United States increased by 
2.8 billion bushels or over 60 percent. 
Of course, some of this went into export. 

It is 'rather interesting that this state­
ment also refers to supplies of wheat and 
makes a comparison between 1952 and 
1958. I well recall that Secretary Bran­
nan, prior to his departure from office, 
announced 90 percent of parity price 
supports with unlimited production for 
the 1952-53 crops of wheat. This was 
really playing fast and loose with the 
American taxpayer. By June 30, 1954, 
the carryover from the Brannan an­
nounced 1953 and earlier crops had in­
creased to 933 million bushels-up 700 
million bushels in 2 years. This was 
Brannan's folly. But the CCC had to 
pick up the tab to the tune of $1.8 billion. 
Half truths, half truths, what foolish­
ness is uttered in thy name. 

Another half truth which the major­
ity is attempting to foist on this body is 
the fact that Russian exports have in­
creased by 500 percent in 2 years. Now 
the statistics are accurate. They come 
from official Government sources. Those 
same sources also show that 82 percent 
of these Russian exports went to Iron 
Curtain captive nations. I am not sure 
just what the majority statement is im­
plying by these glowing statistics. I ask 
the Chairman-, what is the purpose of 
including these statistics when 82 per­
cent of these exports go to captive coun­
tries? Does the United States have cap­
tive countries upon which it can impose 
its wheat surpluses? 

It is hard to see how proponents of 
the bill could argue that its provisions 
meet the major objectives of the wheat 
program recommended by the President. 

The most glaring shortcoming in H.R. 
7246 is that it would increase manda­
torily the support level of wheat from 
75 to 90 percent of parity at a time when 
surplus supplies are at an alltime high 
and there is little outlook for improve­
ment. There is no reasonable basis for 
this kind of proposal. 

Advocates of the bill indicate that 
other provisions will effectively control 
the size of the wheat crop, and because 
of this, there is no validity in the con­
tention that the higher support level will 
encourage extra and· unwanted produc­
tion. But this is not the real story. We 
recognize that other aspects of the bill 
would :provide some control on wheat 

production but this alone does not justify 
t~e case for 90 percent of parity. We all 
recognize--or should recognize-that 
such an unrealistically high support level 
would provide "additional incentive for 
producers to intensify their production 
effort and practices-this leads inevitably 
to even higher yields and thus offsets any 
advantage resulting from the acreage re­
duction contemplated. Simply stated, 
high support prices have cost us markets 
in the past, and the·y will continue to do 
so in the future. 

Just how much reduction in supply is 
likely to. result from this bill which would 
establish support levels at 90 percent of 
parity for both the 1960 and 1961 wheat 
crops? Let us take a close look at this: 
wheat acreage would be reduced by per­
haps 25 percent, if everyone participates, 
but the acreage still in production at 
yields which are ·continually trending up­
ward will produce about as much as we 
are likely to require-in fact it will pro­
duce more than we can dispose of do­
mestically, and export for dollars. But 
the bill also provides for making pay­
ments in kind, that is from CCC's 
surplus wheat stocks, to producers who 
comply with the program. . This wheat 
representing payments in kind, while not 
eligible for price support, is freely avail­
able for marketing without penalty and 
thus becomes a part of the free supply. 
The quantity involved may be well over 
100 million bushels. 

Costs of the bill would be very high 
when one considers the combined effect 
resulting from the 90-percent price-sup­
port provision, coupled with payments 
in wheat for reducing wheat allotments 
below 55 million acres, and added to 
higher export subsidy costs which 
clearly would result. Subsidy costs are 
bound to increase: When the mandatory 
support level is raised from 75 percent 
to 90 percent of parity, the wheat price 
per bushel in the market is increased by 
about 45 cents, based on the current 
calculation. If we make strenuous ef­
forts, as we should, to maintain tradi­
tional wheat export markets, and are 
"fortunate" enough as to export as 
much as 450 million bushels, extra costs 
of the wheat export subsidy alone v. Juld 
amount to around $200 million annually. 

The bill also makes a change in the 
15-acre wheat marketing quota exemp­
tion; this seems to be largely window 
dressing. It does not eliminate the pro­
vision, as the President recommended 
if the control route is to be followed, 
but the report on H.R. 7246 states that 
it "deals equitably with the 15-acre wheat 
farmer." What it actually does is to 
reduce the exemption to the farmer to 
12 acres or the highest planted acreage 
in 3 years, 1957, 1958, or 1959. There is 
some reason to believe that this pro vi­
sion was included in an effort to pick up 
a little more support from those who 
may be persuaded that the bill is follow­
ing control route recommendation in its 
major provisions. Other provisions may 
have been included for the same pur­
pose, that is, elimination of the 200-
bushel marketing ·quota exemption, and 
establishing voting eligibility provisions 
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on the previous year's planting record; 
but these provisions are likely to have 
little effect on the overall program. 
Why is the small family wheat farm dis­
criminated against? 

The bill also goes a long way in im­
posing additional restrictions on farm 
operations. The 25-percent reduction 
of wheat acreage would require addi­
tional visits and checkups on farms and 
farming operations. An even closer 
look would have to be taken if a farmer 
applied for payments in kind, since eligi­
bility for such payments is contingent 
upon withholding the acreage involved 
from all crop production and from graz­
ing. Aside from the additional restric­
tions on farmers, all these visits, and 
resulting extra recordkeeping, cost 
money; administrative expenses of the 
program are likely to be much higher. 

So off we go. Costs are higher; the 
bureaucracy is greater and the dis­
appointments will be more evident. Let 
us stop stopgapping. Let us vote this 
bill down. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, like 
most of us, I fear, I have been sitting 
here this afternoon listening to the de­
bate on H.R. 7246-the wheat bill-and 
only growing more and more confused. 

So far as I can figure out, the only 
point on which there is general agree­
ment is that the existing law has failed, 
and failed miserably. Here is what this 
Congress has achieved to date: A year 
from now our wheat surplus will amount 
to 1.5 million bushels, an amount three 
times greater than our annual consump­
tion of wheat and wheat products for 
food. The total Federal investment in 
that surplus will be $3.5 billion, and we 
are already spending over a million dol­
lars a day just for storage, interest, and 
transportation costs on this mountain 
of wheat. We almost literally are up to 
our ears in wheat. 

Well, now, it's easy for me to criticize, 
Mr. Chairman, because all of this started 
before I joined this august legislative 
body. I am reminded of the old story 
of the Sunday school teacher who asked 
her class of youngsters who stole the 
gates of the temple. All of her pupils 
looked at each other blankly, having 
forgotten their lesson, until one little 
boy began to cry. The teacher asked 
him what the trouble was, whereupon 
he said, through his tears, "Please, 
teacher, it wasn't me; I only moved to 
town last week." 

But, without seeking to blame anyone 
for having tried with all sincerity and 
all the wisdom they possessed to help 
the wheat farmers of this Nation, isn't 
it time, Mr. Chairman, to put an end 
to this madness? I think I know what 
the farmers of my congressional district 
want, and that is a return at long last 
to the sane, healthy, free enterprise, sup­
ply and demand basis American agricul­
ture was on prior to the beginning of 
this uneconomic and endless tinkering 
which has proved such a hurt to every 
citizen of the United States. Isn't it 
time for us to admit that the original 
diagnosis was wrong, or is at least ter­
ribly outdated today, instead of contin­
uing to prescribe one different program 
after another without seeming to note 
or care that our patient is dying? 

I think it is, and, with the thought 
in mind of giving all those who feel the 
same way a rallying point, I am today 
introducing a bill which, very simply, 
ends the entire Federal farm price-sup­
port program. It may never see the 
light of day after it is referred to com­
mittee, but we have got to start some­
where and I think today is the day. 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
view that H.R. 7246, which was reported 
out of the House Committee on Agricul­
ture, is a shortsighted stopgap measure 
which attempts to go in several direc­
tions at once, and does not begin to meet 
the critical wheat issue. As a member of 
the Agriculture Committee, I refused to 
endorse it. This is a grossly inadequate 
bill which in no way answers our most 
pressing farm problem, reduction of our 
present oversupply of wheat. I see little 
point in adopting this 2-year program 
that solves nothing, so that in 2 years 
the Congress will be faced with today's 
farm problem compounded by our failure 
to squarely face the problem now. 

The Washington and National Associa­
tion of Wheat Growers and the National 
Grange have given long study to and 
generally agree that the·permanent pro­
gram of the wheat stabilization plan is 
the best solution in attempting to solve 
the crisis in wheat. Many thinking 
wheat farmers and others vitally inter­
ested in the national problem agree-and 
I agree with them-that if we are to go 
the rigid control route, then the wheat 
stabilization plan is the most desirable 
direction to take, especially in view of the 
tremendous surpluses, which, according 
to the Department of Agriculture, will 
rise to almost 1.5 billion bushels by June 
30, 1960. This huge surplus is about 
three times greater than the annual 
U.S. consumption as food. We are 
now spending over a million dollars 
a day just on storage, interest, and trans­
portation costs in this surplus. I believe 
that I can say, without fear of contradic­
tion, that we are all agreed that the 
solution of this problem takes an A-1 
priority. 

I am sure that the wheatgrowers in 
. the United States today could not care 
less about what it was, or who it was, 
that produced their dilemma; they are 
just anxious for Congress to help them 
find a way out. I am interested today 
only in advocating that it is time we take 
a fresh new approach to the whole situa­
tion and I feel very strongly that the 
ones who have the most to offer in help­
ing us come up with a sound, reasonable 
solution to this crisis are those in our 
farm economy who grow wheat. I be­
lieve I may go further and say that I 
think there is another point upon which 

· we are all agreed and that is that any 
new program in the field of wheat econ­
omy that comes out of this session of 

. the Congress should have certain goals. 
A very concise summation of these goals 
can be described as a program that will 
be less costly than the one under which 
we are operating; a program that will 
reduce surpluses rather than build sur­
pluSes; a program that will move in the 
direction of more freedom for the 
farmer; and will protect the wheat­
grower from economic ruin while this 
program is going into effect. 

In testimony before the House Com­
mittee on Agriculture in recent months, 
nearly every individual or organization 
that appeared before the committee 
started out by saying that the legislation 
he presented was not perfect. I believe 
that this amounts to a tacit admission 
that so involved and complicated is the 
problem that there cannot possibly be a 
perfect legislative solution at this time. 
Therefore, I believe that the great re­
sponsibility for, not only this subcom­
mittee, but all of Congress, is to come up 
with legislation that is a step in the right 
direction and I submit that this is what 
the National Association of Wheat Grow­
ers presented to the committee in their 
Wheat Stabilization Act. 

I should just like to reiterate for you 
the basic points of their legislation which 
has been developed to stabilize wheat 
marketing, thereby stabilizing the in­
come of wheat producers and reducing 
Government stocks of wheat. In their 
program, they have to the best of their 
ability presented a plan that will, first 
stabilize producers income at a reason­
able level; second, allow freedom to plant 
and harvest crops best adapted without 
Government interference; third, permit 
producers to carry reserve for short crop 
years; fourth, prevent wheat prices from 
reaching disastrously low level; and, 
fifth, enable wheat producers to market 
best quality wheat in domestic food and 
export markets and lower grades in feed 
markets. I would also like to remind 
you that the drafters of this bill say that 
it is estimated that under the present 
program 200 million bushels will be added 
to CCC stocks annually. On the other 
hand, the wheat stabilization program 
stops the buildup of CCC stocks and pro­
vides for the reduction of these stocks by 
75 million bushels annually, reduction in 
export subsidies of an estimated 20 cents 
per bushel and savings in storage costs 
on the defense stockpile of approximately 
6 cents per bushel. 

Finally, I feel that because an organ­
ization like the National Association of 
Wheat Growers, which represents a large 
number of those who are growing wheat 
throughout this Nation, have been 
drafters of this bill, because also they 
have worked with one of our most power­
fu1 and effective farm groups, the Na­
tional Grange, on this legislation. Cer­
tainly with this type of grower repre­
sentation behind this legislation-which 
has been introduced by many Members 
of Congress-the House of Representa­
tives can do no less than to give it sin­
cere and earnest consideration. It goes 
without saying that if we are to be suc­
cessful in getting some program to help 
us out of the present crisis in wheat sur­
plus through this session of the Congress, 
we must have a unified approach. It is 
my sincere belief that a very sound 
place to begin is with this marketing 
quota and income stabilization plan as 
presented by the National Association of 
Wheat Growers. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must 
inform the gentleman from Michigan 
that the motion is not debatable. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is this 
a Senate bill? 
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The CHAIRMAN. This is a House bill. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. This is 

a Senate bill and the Chair holds that 
it is not debatable .at this time? . 
. The CHAffiMAN. All debate on the 
bill has been ordered closed. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. This is 
not on the bill. This is on a motion to 
strike out the enacting clause on the 
'ground that the first amendment has 
been denied to the minority here, the 
;right of free speech in debate, and this 
being the greatest deliberative body in 
the world and the accusation having 
·been made the other day that the minor­
ity was intimidated, or the majority was 
being intimidated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is a very beloved and 
very distinguished and very able parlia­
mentarian, but the majority have ruled 
and or,de.red .that all debate is concluded 
at this time. . 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
majority? Thank you. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I would just like 
to make a stat~ment on this. question of 
intimidation that the motion was made 
to enable some Republicans to get away 
to the Governor Rockefeller affair to­
night. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

. · Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 
. The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 
· Mr. ALBERT. Did not the Speaker 
·put the question on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill and proceed? 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from 
Michigan is within his rights and within 
his time. 

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

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. COOLEY. As I understand the 
.situation, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BELCHER] had submitted a motion 
to recommit. Why should we not vote on 
that this afternoon? 

The SPEAKER. It is not time to vote 
.On it. We have got to have the engrossed 
-copy of the bill here before the motion to 
recommit can be offered. 
. Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, my 
previous announcement was based upon 
the completion of this bill today. With 
·this demand for a reading of the en­
grossed copy of the bill, I am very sorry 
to say that whatever l said before with 
reference to the program was relative . to 
the completion of this bill. We will have 
-to _have a vote on this bill tomorrow. I 
want that to be understood by the mem­
bership. 
· The SPEAKER. The Chair is certain 
the Members will understand that. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed. the chair, 
Mr. EviNS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had ·under consideration the .bill -REDUCING UNNECESSARY BULK OF 
(H.R. 724ti> to amend the Agricultural MATE!UAL IN QONGRESSIONAL 
Act of 1949, as amended, the Agricultural , RECORD 
Adjustment Act of 1938; as amended, 
and ' Public Law 74, '77th Congress, ·as 
amended, pursuant to House Resolution 
285, he reported the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments adopted 
by the .Committee. on the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
.previous question is ordexed. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
_them en gros. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments. 
. The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossmept and third reading of 
the bill. 
. The bill: was ordered to be engrossed 
.and read a third time. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, when the time comes for the 
engrossed copy to be read, I have a re­
quest that the engrossed copy of the bill 
be read. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN] asks for .the 
reading of the engrossed copy. 

Mr. HALLECK . . Mr. ·Speaker, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, would 
it be in order to vote on the motion to 
recommit at this time? 

The SPEAKER. It would- not be in 
order until after the reading of the en­
grossed copy. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. · My Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address 
'the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks and include extrane­
ous matter, including a bill table. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
·to· th.e request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

some weeks ago, I called attention to 
some of the abuses which have been 
made of the privilege Members have of 
extending their· remarks in the CoNGREs­
SIONAL RECORD. Since that time there 
has been much favorable comment on 
the suggestion that Congress could save 
vast sums of money by exercising greater 
discretion in · the selection of material 
that is printed · in the RECORD. 

Many Members have expressed their 
interest in the adoption of rules, or an 
amendment to the act providing for the 
printing and binding and the distribu­
tion of public documents, which would 
place some limitation on the frequency 
of use of this privilege under unanimous 
consent, and also on the volume of ex­
traneous material which many believe 
is not of sufficient interest and impor­
tance, and certainly in many cases is ir­
relevant and not pertinent to any legis­
lation under consideration by Congress. 
. The fact that the cost of printing such 
material in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is 
approximately $85 a page has caused an 
estimate to be made that by the exercise 
of a minimum amount of discretion and 
a minimum ·of limitation would result 

in the savings of not less than several 
hundreds. of thousands of aonars each 
year. 

The further fact that the resolutions 
adopted by the Joint Committee on 
Printing in. 1953, which resolutions were 
revi~ed for clarification in February, 
1956, have not proven effective and have 
been difficult of administration, has 
caused me to consider the adoption of 
an amendment to the act which would 
fix certain limitations. Actually the 
limitations which are suggested in the 
bill which I have introduced would have 
no effect on the practices of an over­
whelming majority of the Members of 
Congress-in fact it would offer a meas­
-ure of relief to many Members who 
sometimes have difficulty in refusing to 
request . permission for the printing of 
extraneous material in the Appendix of 
the daily RECORD which at times has 
proven embarrassing. 

Mr. Speaker, as most of my colleagues 
know, I have long been interested in 
bringing about changes which I felt 
would result in greater economies in the 
operation of our Congress, and I have 
spent considerable time in analyzing 
some of the practices which . we follow, 
and which might be changed with little 
inconvenience to the Members of Con­
gress, and which on the other hand 
would result in the greatest sa vJngs. 

Let me assure you, Mr. Speaker, that 
I have no desire to ta~e from any Mem­
ber any privilege which he now has 
which would in any way prove detri­
mental either to him, or to his con­
stituency. However, I do. feel, that in 
carrying out . the · obligations I -have as 
a member of the Committee on House 
Administration, and ·_more particularly 
as a member of the -Subcommittee on 
Printing of that committee, I should 
call to the attention of this body the in­
formation that I have caused to be as­
semblea, arid to present for your con­
sideration the results of a study which 
has extended over a period of the · past 
few years. Some of the statistics which 
this study has developed, are most in­
teresting. 

The statistics which I propose to pre­
sent here are not up to date. In fact 
they are for · the 1st and 20. sessions of 
the 84th Congress, and the 1st session 
of the 85th Congress, but they do indi­
cate the extent to which the privilege 
is used by some and abused by others . 
I should mention, however, that the sit­
uation grows progressively worse each 
session, and for that reason it would 
seem that it might be appropriate for 
Congress to consider this problem be­
fore it gets further out of hand. 

For instance, up until June 1, 195~. 
printing of proceedings and debates in 
the 1st session of the 86th Congress has 
required 8,446 pages, with an additional 
4,580 pages being devoted to the daily 
Appendix for this same period. Up until 
June 1, 1957, printing of the proceedings 
and debates of the 1st session of the 
85th Congress required only 7,287 pages, 
with an additional 4,222' pages being de­
voted to the daily Appendix. One does 
not have to be a mathematician to figure 
that with an increase of 1,517 pages of 
the printed RECORD and daily Appendix 
during these two comparable periods, the. 
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increased cost-and I emphasize in­
creased cost-is $128,945 for this 
5-month period. 

Up until June 1, 1959, the cost of 
printing the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
with a total of 13,443 pages, which in­
cludes 417 pages of the Digest found in 
the back of the RECORD each day, com­
puted at approximately $85 a page, to­
tals $1,142,655. 

If and when hearings are held on 
the bill which I have introduced, I am 
confident that I can show any commit­
tee that through the exercise of a mini­
mum of discretion and without depriv­
ing the public or the Members of this 
Congress of any valuable information 
which is not easily and readily avail­
able, we can effect a saving of approxi­
mately a half million dollars a year by 
the adoption of this bill. 

While I hesitate to take up the val­
uable space in the RECORD, I am asking 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
connection with these remarks, a short, 
but rather comprehensive memoranda, 
including the statistics referred to, pre­
pared by a member of the staff of the 
Committee on House Administration, 
and which I believe will be helpful to 
the Members in determining whether or 
not it is in order for this House to con­
sider this one means by which we can 

Subject 

begin to effect economies in the opera­
tion of our own house. I believe such 
action will be applauded by the public, 
and I also believe it will have a salutary 
effect on other departments of Gov­
ernment if they can observe that Con­
gress itself is interested in practicing 
the economy that it is constantly 
preaching. 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, DAILY APPENDIX, AND 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

A careful and detailed analysis has 
been made of that part of the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD which is included in 
the daily and green-bound copies as the 
Appendix, as compared with that por­
tion of the case bound, permanent copies 
called the Extension of Remarks. Be­
ginning with the 2d session of the 83d 
Congress, as a result of a resolution of 
the Joint Committee on Printing, cer­
tain matter is deleted from the daily 
Appendix, leaving only specific types of 
matter to be contained in the perma­
nent Extension of Remarks. A copy of 
this resolution follows the table below. 

The table which follows gives an idea 
of how much is actually bound in the 
permanent form and the number of 
pages which appear once, to be dis­
carded and not available for those who 
may USe the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
research in later years: -

84th Cong. 85th Cong. 

1st sess. 2d scss. 1st sess. 2d sess. 

Senate: 

&~ ~ ~~i~~~---~=:::::::::::::::::::~ ::::: ~gg--1loills--4j- M~--lloiiTs--42- ~~g--lloiiTs--44- ~~gi4 hours 45 
minutes. minutes. minutes. minutes. 

House of ~epres~ntatives: 
Days m sesswn·----------------------------- 112 ____________ 118 ____________ 141. ___________ 135. 
Time in session·---------------------------- 471 hours 19 465 hours 57 585 hours 19 562 hours 12 

minutes. minutes. minutes. minutes. 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

~;i~~ttror~:J!\~: bound~~=::::::::::::~ J: g~t::::::: - ~: ~~:::::::: 1-~: ~:::::::: 1-~ ~~~: 
.Appendix pages not retained in Extension of 

Remarks---------------------------------- 4, 216........ 3, 231._______ 4, 925........ 5, 600. 

t Estimated figure, based upon types of material authorized by the Joint Committee on Printing to be included 
in Extension of Remarks. 

RESOLUTION BY THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
PRINTING 

(Originally adopted June 22, 1953. Revised 
for clarification February 6, 1956) 

Whereas section 181, title 44, United States 
Code, provides, in part, that the Joint Com­
mittee on Printing shall take all needed ac­
tion for the reduction of unnecessary bulk 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; and 

Whereas it is the sense of the Joint Com­
mittee on Printing that the printing of ex­
traneous matter in the permanent form of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD constitutes un­
necessary bulk and a waste of public funds: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That beginning with the 83d 
Congress, 2d session, the following rules shall 
apply in the makeup of the permanent CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD: 

1. All 1-minute speeches, regardless of 
length, appearing in the Appendix of the 
daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, shall be moved 
to that point in the day's proceedings where 
permission was granted the Member to ad­
dress the House for 1 minute and revise and 
extend his remarks. 

2. All remarks by Members of the House 
on particular legislation under the 5-day 
rule, appearing in the Appendix of the daily 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, shall be moved to 

that point in the day's proceedings of the 
day permission was granted. 

3. All statements prepared by Members 
inserted in the Appendix of the dally CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD shall be moved to the end 
of the proceedings of the day permission 
was granted. This shall not be construed to 
include remarks prepared for the introduc­
tion of extraneous material. 

4. All remarks of Members in tribute to 
deceased Members or former Members of 
Congress, appearing in the Appendix of the 
daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, shall be moved 
to that point in the proceedings of the day 
permission was granted. Such remarks 
must be submitted to the official reporters 
not later than 60 days after permission is 
granted. 

5. All extraneous matter including but not 
limited to newspaper and magazine articles, 
editorials, addresses, radio programs, com­
mentators' stories, resolutions from organ­
izations and individuals, letters from con­
!)tituents, etc., together with Members' re­
marks accompanying same, appearing in the 
Appendix Of the daily CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD, shall be omitted from the permanent 
form of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; how­
ever this restriction shall not apply to 
speeches, a-ddresses, or articles by the Presi-

dent and the members of his Cabinet, the 
Vice President, or a Member of Congress. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. Speaker, a page-by-page review 
was made of the Appendix to the daily 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the 1st session 
of the 85th Congress, using the foregoing 
resolution of the Joint Committee on 
Printing and the actual material con­
tained in the Extension of Remarks in 
the bound copies for the two sessions of 
the 84th Congress as criteria. Speeches 
and statements prepared for or by Mem­
bers of Congress, and remarks by Mem­
bers of Congress which will be included in 
the Extension of Remarks for the 1st ses­
sion of the 85th Congress for the follow­
ing numbers of individuals are noted for 
each, as follows: 

Senate: 9 Senators had none each; 34 
Senators had from 1 to 5 each; 23 Sena­
tors had from 6 to 10 each; 10 Senators 
had from 11 to 15 each; 1 Senator each 
had 18, 19, 20, 21. 25, 26, 32. 36, 41, 51, and 
85, respectively. 

House of Representatives: 49 Con­
gressmen had none each; 171 Congress­
men had from 1 to 4 each; 65 Congress­
men had from 5 to 6 each; 61 Congress­
men had from 7 to 10 each; 36 Con­
gressmen had from 11 to 15 each; 17 . 
Congressmen had from 16 to 19 each; 
2 Congressmen each had 20 and 21, re­
spectively; 13 Congressmen had from 22 
to 23 each; 5 Congressmen had from 25 
to 26 each; 2 Congressmen each had 30 
and 31, respectively; 1 Congressman each 
had 27, 28, 32, 34, 35, 40, 43, 46, 53, and 
59, respectively. 
DAILY APPENDIX MATERIAL NOT INCLUDED IN 

BOUND COPIES OF RECORD 

The same page by page review of the 
Appendix to the daily CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD revealed that the following num­
bers of Senators and Representatives 
obtained permission to print editorials, 
newspaper articles, letters, essays, and so 
forth, in the number of instances noted 
by each: 

Senate: 4 Senators had none each; 10 
Senators had 1 each; 2 Senators had 2 
each; 37 Senators had from 3 to 6 each; 
15 Senators had from 7 to 15 each; 8 
Senators had from 19 to 21 each; 1 Sen­
ator each had 16, 22, 23, 27, 30, 31, 36, 
37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 61, 63, 65, 71, 89, 
and 101, respectively. 

House of Representatives: 41 Con­
gressmen had none each; 59 Congress­
men had 1 each; 109 Congressmen had 
from 2 to 4 each; 50 Congressmen had 
from 5 to 6 each; 103 Congressmen had 
from 7 to 15 each; 28 Congressmen had 
from 16 to 20 each; 2 Congressmen each 
had 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 38, 
and 39, respectively; 1 Congressman 
each had 28, 30, 45, 49, 50, 53, 56, 75, 
109, 127, 179, and 232, respectively. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

The principal common denominator 
found to exist in the material which ap­
pears in both the daily Appendix and the 
Extension of Remarks is that of incon­
sistency, generally, as to length and sub­
ject matter. The shortest speech noted 
was only 2% column inches in length, 
while others extended to over 30 pages. 
The general average, however, were ap-
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proximately a column and a half, or a 
half page. 

During periods of time when legisla­
tion under consideration was of more 
than usual national interest, a marked 
increase in the number of items in the 
daily Appendix was observed. Members 
from metropolitan districts appear to use 
the daily Appendix more frequently than 
those from rural districts. 

The practice of inserting various types 
of matter, broken up into a number of 
seriatim articles rather than having it 
all appear as one long article, has been 
continued. This eliminates the Joint 
Committee on Printing regulation which 
requires that Members of Congress ob­
tain an estimate of cost for printing daily 
Appendix material exceeding two pages 
in length, which estimate should be 
printed along with the material. During 
the 1st session of the 85th Congress, one 
individual inserted 31 such seriatim arti­
cles on 1 day, comprising almost 14 
pages. Other instances were noted of 
seriatim articles appearing on consecu­
tive days or within a few days of each 
other. There were many instances of 
lengthy speeches and articles, the esti­
mate of printing cost not being printed 
with them. 

The types of matter printed in the 
daily Appendix which would not be 
printed in the bound Extension of Re­
marks was varied, consisting principally 
of editorials, newspaper articles, letters 
from individuals, essays of students, 
poetry, resolutions passed by various or­
ganizations, recipes, and other kinds. 
One individual inserted the columns of a 
well-known humorist almost every day 
the REcORD was printed. 

During the 84th Congress, it appeared 
that there were varying interpretations 
of the Joint Committee on Printing reg­
ulations with respect to radio broadcasts 
and newspaper articles and editorials, 
accompanied by the Members' remarks 
concerning them being included in the 
bound Extension of Remarks. Al­
though these types of matter are not to 
be included in the bound copies, accord­
ing to the regulations, many of them do 
appear therein. 

PROJECT GRANTS TO SCHOOLS OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH, NURSING AND 
ENGINEERING 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

'Unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, on June 

8, 9, and 10, the Subcommittee on Health 
and Safety of the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce, of which 
I am chairman, held hearings on sev­
eral bills relating to public health train­
ing. At the close of the hearings, Sec­
retary Flemming testified in opposition 
to H.R. 6871, introduced by Congressman 
RHODES of Pennsylvania, and submitted 
as an alternative to Mr. Rhodes' bill, a. 
4-year program of Federal project.grants 

to schools of public health, nursing, and 
engineering. 

In order to give all persons and or­
ganizations interested in public health 
training, and particularly the schools 
of public health, nursing, and engineer­
ing an opportunity to comment in writ­
ing on this proposal, I would like to in­
sert at this point in the RECORD a letter 
dated June 10, 1959, from Secretary 
Flemming, addressed to the chairman of 
the Committee on Interstate and For­
eign Commerce, setting forth his oppo­
sition to H.R. 6871 and his alternative 
proposal for a 4-year program of project 
grants. 

The subcommittee will be glad to in­
clude any comments on the Secretary's 
proposal in the hearing record on these 
bills. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

Washington, June 10, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HARRIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and For­

eign Commerce, House of Representa­
tives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in re­
sponse to your request of May 6, 1959, for 
a report on H.R. 6871, a bill "To amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide for a 
public health training program, and for other 
purposes." 

The bill would amend the Public Health 
Service Act by the addition of a new title 
VIII entitled, "Public Health Training Pro­
gram." Section 803 under this new title 
would authorize an extension until June 
30, 1964, of the current program of federally 
financed traineeships for graduate or special­
ized training of professional health person­
nel. The present authorization for this pro­
gram in section 306 of the Public Health 
Service Act expires June 30, 1959. Section 
803 would also require the Surgeon General 
to appoint an Advisory Committee on Public 
Healt h Training to advise him in the ad­
ministration of the programs which would 
be authorized by the new title VIII. In ad­
dition, this section would require that the 
Surgeon General call a conference between 
June 30, 1962, and December 1, 1962, to 
assist him in evaluating the effectiveness 
of the programs authorized under title VIII 
and in considering any modifications which 
might be desirable in increasing their effec­
tiveness. A report of this conference, in­
cluding any recommendations by it, would 
be required to be submitted to the Congress 
by January 1, 1963. 

Section 804 would authorize an appro­
priation of $6 million annually beginning 
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, 
to enable the Surgeon General to make 
grants-in-aid for the provision of compre­
hensive professional public health training 
in schools of public health. Funds appro­
priated for this purpose would be allocated 
among the eligible schools in accordance 
with a formula prescribed by regulation of 
the Surgeon General after consultation with 
representatives of such schools. 

Section 805 would authorize the appro­
priation of $5 million for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1960, and such sums as the 
Congress may determine for the 4 succeed­
ing fiscal years (except that the total ap­
propriations for the 5-year period may not 
exceed $15 million) to enable the Surgeon 
General to make grants-in-aid for the con­
struction of facilities at schools of public 
hearth. The Surgeon General would be 
authorized to approve applications for such 
construction grants submitted by schools of 
public health upon recommendation of the 
Advisory Committee on Public Health Train­
ing. No grant could be approved in excess 
of the amount recommended by the advisory 

committee or 70 percent of the construction 
cost whichever is least. 

Section 806 would authorize an annual 
appropriation of $1 million beginning with 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, to enable 
the Surgeon General to make grants-in-aid 
for the provision of public health training 
for nurses in public or nonprofit educational 
institutions accredited for such training. 
Funds appropriated for this purpose would 
be allocated by the Surgeon General among 
the eligible educational institutions in ac­
cordance with regulations developed in con­
sultation with representatives of such insti­
tutions. 

Section 807 would authorize an annual ap­
propriation of $3 million to enable the Sur­
geon General to make grants-in-aid to States 
for the purpose of training personnel for 
State and local public health work. These 
funds would be allocated among the States 
in accordance with regulations which would 
take into consideration the population, 
financial need, and extent of the training 
problem in the several States. Funds granted 
under this program would be matched by 
the expenditure of State or local funds in 
amounts equal to at least one-half the 
Federal grant. 

The President's budget message, trans­
mitted to the Congress on January 19, 1959, 
recommended continuation of the current 
traineeship program for graduate 9r special­
ized public health training authorized by 
section 306 of the Public Health Service Act, 
which would otherwise expire on June 30 of 
this year. Although this program has proved 
successful in increasing the number of indi­
viduals being trained for public health work 
and in encouraging the recruitment of per­
sonnel, there still remain serious deficiencies 
in the numbers of adequately trained profes­
sional personnel to meet the current and 
future staffing needs of public health services 
in the United States. Extension of this pro­
gram for another 5 years, as proposed by 
section 803 of H.R. 6871 and by H.R. 6325, on 
which we reported previously, would facili­
tate further progress in overcoming these 
deficiencies. In addition, extension of this 
traineeship authorization would carry out 
the first recommendation of the national 
evaluation conference on public health 
training called by the Surgeon General last 
summer in accordance with section 306(e) 
of the Public Health Service Act. 

As we said in our report on H.R. 6325, the 
only provisions of that bill and of section 
803 of the instant bill about which we have 
some reservation are those that require spe­
cial program evaluation conferences to be 
convened between June 30 and December 1 
of 1962. In view of the short time span 
between the last such conferences and those 
required in the proposed amendments, we 
question the desirability of including such a 
mandatory requirement in this extension 
legislation. Unless major issues of policy 
should arise, it would seem likely that the 
question of subsequent program extension or 
modification could be resolved with less 
formal or elaborate means of obtaining the 
views of interested groups and agencies. If 
such provisions are included in the extension 
legislation, we believe they should be in the 
form of an authorization, rather than a man­
datory requirement. 

Sections 804 and 806 of the bill would 
authorize programs of grants-in-aid to ac­
credited schools of public health and to 
schools accredited for public health nursing 
training to be used by these educational in­
stitutions in providing professional public 
health training services. These two sec­
tions would establish a permanent program 
of Federal subsidization for these two types 
of schools without legislative safeguards to 
insure that the funds were used to 
strengthen or improve training services 
rather than to replace existing sources of 
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financial support, and without the usual pro­
vision for review and evaluation of applica­
t ions for funds by an advisory body. En­
actment of these sections would thus 
establish precedents, of potentially far­
reaching implications, for general Federal 
suppor t of institutions of h igher education. 

In order to overcome these weaknesses and 
to provide a more satisfactory basis for di­
recting Federal assistance to the highest 
priority public health training needs, we 
would propose that, in lieu of the general 
support grants which these two sections of 
the bill would authorize, there be authorized 
a 4-year program of Federal project 
grants to schools of public health for the 
primary purpose of strengthening or expand­
ing their public health training activities. 
We would also propose that eligibility for 
these project grants be broadened to include 
those schools of nursing and engineering 
which provide post-baccalaureate training 
for public health nurses and engineers. 
Special emphasis would be placed on stim­
ulating improvement and enrichment of 
curricula to meet the needs of changing and 
emerging public health programs; strength­
ening programs of basic training in public 
health administration; developing and dem­
onstrating improved training methods and 
procedures; and enlarging faculties and sup­
porting staff to provide for increased enroll­
ment. Applications for project grants would 
be subject to review and recommendation 
by the Advisory Committee on Public Health 
Training. We would recommend that this 
new program supersede, effective July 1, 1960, 
the current provisions of section 314(c) (2) 
of the Public Health Service Act which 
authorize general support grants for schools 
of public health. For the new project grants 
we would propose annual appropriation 
authorizations of $2 million for the first 
year, $3 million for the second year, $3.5 
million for the third year, and $4 million 
for the fourth year of the program. 

The question of Federal financial assist­
ance for the construction of public health 
teaching facilities should, in our judgment, 
be considered in conjunction with the con­
struction assistance needs of medical and 
dental schools. Legislative proposals for 
such construction grants have been sub­
mitted by this Department in previous years 
but have not been approved by the Congress. 

Section 807 in H.R. 6871 would establish a 
new earmarked grant to States for training 
purposes. Although recognizing that State 
and local public health agencies should in­
crease and strengthen their training pro­
grams to overcome the backlog of training 
needs and recruit additional trained person­
nel for new and expanded program opera­
tions, we do not consider it necessary or de­
sirable that a new Federal grant-in-aid pro­
gram be established for this purpose. 
Grants-in-aid currently available to the 
States in such fields as general health, ma­
ternal and child health, mental health, can­
cer control, etc., can be and are being used 
to train personnel. In addition, some States 
and communities are appropriating funds for 
this purpose. If additional Federal financial 
support is considered necessary to stimulate 
additional training activities by State and 
local health agencies, it should be provided 
through the public health grant-in-aid 
authorizations already established in leg­
islation. 

We would therefore recommend against en­
actment of H.R. 6871, at least in its present 
form. We would favor instead the enact­
ment of legislation along the lines of H .R. 
6325, extending both the nurse traineeship 
and the public health traineeship programs 
under sections 306 and 307 of the Public 
Health Service Act. In addition, we recom­
mend legislation authorizing special project 
grants to expand and improve graduate pub­
lic health training as suggest ed on p age 3 

of this report. We will be very glad to sub­
mit to your committee draft legislative lan­
guage to carry out our recommendations. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it 
perceives no objection to the submission of 
this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 

Secretary. 

MUNITIONS LOBBY 
Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for one-half minute and to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Speaker, last 

week my amendment to bar funds to 
defense contractors hiring military gen­
eral officers who had been active mem­
bers of the Armed Forces of the United 
States within 5 years of the date of en­
actment was dramatically defeated by a 
margin of one vote. . My amendment was 
designed to eliminate the Pentagon in­
fluence by retired military officers above 
the rank of colonel and to reduce the cost 
of our defense program. such retired 
officers have been hired at inflated or 
premium prices to create immediate or 
extended business relationships for a 
corporation in the defense products con­
tract acquisition area. 

The decision of defense contract 
awards by a procurement office should 
not and must not be coerced into a state 
of imbalance, due to a former relation­
ship based on prior career subordination 
or friendship. Decision must be liber­
ated from all parasitic influence and 
made with an objectivity designed to ob­
tain the most effective product at the 
most equitable and competitive price. 

Undue influence on a procurement of­
ficer, created by an historical rapport of 
any design, but particularly involved 
when a retired officer is dealing with a 
former subordinate, associate, or inti­
mate friend, defeats not only the demo­
cratic process of free competitive busi­
ness enterprise, but also subjects the 
Government and its budget allocated to 
maintaining defense for preparedness 
and peace, to a continually compromised 
state that can only be detrimental to the 
national security and the national eco­
nomic health. 

The conflict raging as to the choice 
between the Army Nike-Hercules ballis­
tics missiles and the Air Force Bomarc, 
may be motivated by industrial pressures 
without regard to what is best for the 
country. 

I recommend to the Special Investiga­
tions Subcommittee of the Armed Forces 
Committee that it inquire whether in­
dustrial pressures, if any, are being exer­
cised in the consideration as to the choice 
between the Nike-Hercules and the Bo­
marc. 

The President's $77 billion budget is 
the greatest this country has ever seen. 
Fifty-nine percent or $45,805 million is 
allocated to the national security; 
$13,938 million of the military budget is 
a~located to procurement, the purchase 

of aircraft, missiles, ships, and other 
military equipment. It is in this area 
that we must eliminate the waste in 
order to help the taxpayers. 

During the consideration of my 
amendment, I was assured by the chair­
man of the Defense Subcommittee of 
the Appropriations Committee that an 
investigation and inquiry would soon 
be initiated and be forthcoming by 
the Armed Forces Committee. Sub­
sequently, Congressman F. EDWARD 
HEBERT, chairman of the Special In­
vestigations Subcommittee of the Armed 
Forces Committee, announced that he 
would commence hearings within the 
next few weeks. 

Who are the retired military men on 
the payroll of the defense contractors 
and what has been the development 
of these defense contractors, particu­
larly in the aircraft industry? News­
paper disclosures indicated the need of 
my amendment and the arrogance of 
defense contractors in the face of a leg­
islative investigation. Public notice has 
already been directed to the fact that 
Gen. Clarence S. (Bill) Irvine, who, un­
til a month ago, was the Air Force Dep­
uty Chief of Staff and who advocated 
greater distribution of the defense con­
tracts among smaller companies, was 
hired and engaged by A vco Corp. before 
his retirement. General Irvine had 
been in charge of Air Force production 
as Deputy Chief of staff-Materiel­
since 1955. Before that he was deputy 
commander of the air materiel com­
mand which supervises Air Force pro­
curements. A vco Corp. has several 
major Air Force contracts, but :ls con­
sidered one of the smaller defense con­
tractors. 

This announcement should have gen­
erated for every concerned public serv­
ant, businessman and taxpayer an 
intense curiosity over the relationship 
of defense contracts and the pragmatic 
expediency by large corporations who 
hire retired military officers for new 
or more defense contracts. It certainly 
underscored the dire need for a micro­
scopic examination of the questionable 
practice that does not senie the broad 
competitive posture of business or the 
small pocketbook of the average Amer­
ican taxpayer. 

Particular attention is directed to the 
following companies, such as Aerojet­
General Corp., which since 1955 has 
increased its business by $150 million, 
mostly defense contracts. 

General Motors, since 1952 to 1955, in­
creased its volume of business by $5 bil­
lion and between 1952 and 1958 to $2 bil­
lion. 

General Dynamics Corp., since 1953, 
has increased its business by $1,350 
million and that in the year 1958, its 
military contracts amounted to $1,383,-
200,000. -The increase in military de­
fense contracts from 1957 to 1958 in 
General Dynamics Corp. was over $360 
million. 

Another tremendous increase is seen 
in the Radio Corp. of America, which 
since 1954 to 1957, increased its business 
by $178 million, and in the year 1958, it 
had defense contracts totaling over $288 
million. 
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The Bell Aircraft Corp. has seen a tre­

mendous growth since 1952 to 1957, in­
creasing from $128 million to $202 mil­
lion. Its contracts with the Government 
in 1957 approximated all its business of 
1952 and exceeded the amount of busi­
ness it conducted prior to 1952. 

Company 1957 

A smaller company, Piasecki Aircraft 
Corp., in 2 years from 1956, increased its 
business from $45,000 to $1,673,192, of 
which $1,206,000 was in Government de­
fense contracts. I would like the Spe­
cial Investigations Subcommittee to find 
out what infiuence the retired military 

1958 Total increase Company 

officers had on the procurement of these 
defense contracts. 

An inspection of the defense contracts 
obtained by 11 contractors with single 
source procurement agreements demon­
strate the tremendous growth of their 
defense business: 

1957 1958 Total increase 
------

Boeing _________ ------------------- - $907, 400, 000 $2, 131, 000, 000 $1, 223, 600, 000 McDonell _____ _______ -------------- ~93, 800, 000 352, 000, 000 $58, 200, 000 
Dou~las __ ------------------------- 249, 200, 000 513, 100, 000 164, 200, 000 North American ___________________ $499, 900, 000 $647, 7:JO, 000 147, 800, 000 General Dynn.mics _______________ -- 1, 018, 900, 000 1, 383, 200, 000 364,300,000 Republic ____ ---------------------- 189, 600, 000 264, 700, 000 1·,1oo. ooo 
I'Iughes _______ --------------------- 389, 900, 000 472, 600, 000 82,700,000 Sperry-Rand _____ ------------------ 214, 500, 000 370, 100, 000 155, 600, 000 
Lockheed .. ____ -----------_-------- 535, 7'JO, 00 755, 100, 000 21!.1, 400, 000 W estin~house ______________________ 182,100, ()110 26:>, 300, 000 87,200,000 
Martin __ -------------------------- 366, 000, 000 400, 200, 000 34,200,000 

The following information as to the 
retired military persons connected with 
defense contractors indicates part of the 
extent to which retired general officers 
affiliate themselves with defense con­
tractors and the need to investigate 
their relationship and the infiuences. In 

setting forth these names, I wish to state 
that I know of no wrongdoing by these 
retired officers, but assert that the in­
crease in the amount of procurement 
contracts by the companies with which 
they are affiliated and the recent criti-

cism by the Comptroller General that a 
large defense contractor has knowingly 
overcharged the Government for air­
craft production give rise to the conclu­
sion that an investigation should no 
longer be delayed. 

Name Company 

Air Force officers 

1958 Vol­
ume of 
defense 

contracts 

Thousands 

Name Company 

Gen. Benjamin W. Chidlaw ________ Thompson Ramo Wooldridge, Inc_ $63.8 
Gen. Joseph T. McNarney _________ General D ynamics Corp_ _________ 1,383. 2 

Maj. Gen. Harold L. George________ Thompson Ramo Wooldridge, Inc_ 
Maj. Gen. Haywood S. HanselL___ General Electric ________________ __ _ 

Lt. Gen. James H. Doolittle________ Space Technology Laboratories, ------------ Maj. Gen. Gordon P. Saville _______ ThompsonRamoWooldridge,Inc_ 
Inc. 

Lt. Gen Ira C. Eaker _____ __________ Douglas Aircraft Co., Inc ________ _ 
Maj. Gen. Lucas V. Beau___________ Consolidated Diesel Electric Corp_ 
Maj. Gen. Albert Boyd _____ ________ Westinghouse Electric Corp ______ _ 

Name Company 

-
Gen. Jacob L. Devers_------------- Fairchild Engine _________________ _ 
Gen. Douglas MacArthur__________ Sperry-Rand Corp _______________ _ 
Gen. Frank Pace ___________________ General Dynamics Corp _________ _ 
Gen. Bedell Smith __________________ Bulova Watch Co ________________ _ 
Gen. Omar Bradley __ -------------- ----.do _____ ------------------------Maj. Gen. Frank A. Heileman ___ ___ Hiller Aircraft Corp ______________ _ 

Name Company 

Adm. C. M. Bolster _______________ _ 
Adm. Robert B. Carney ___________ _ 
Adm. William M. Fechteler _______ _ 
Adm. T. A. Solberg _______________ _ 
Adm. John E. Wood ___ _______ ____ _ 
Vice Adm. Joseph H. Bolger _______ _ 

Vice Adm. William A. Kitts IlL __ _ 
Rear Adm. T. J. Hedding _________ _ 

The General Tire & Rubber Co __ _ 
Fairchild Engine _________________ _ 
General Electric Co ______________ _ 
Yardney Electric Corp ___________ _ 
Kellett Aircraft Corp _____________ _ 
Grumman Aircraft Engineering 

Corp. General Electric Co ______________ _ 
General Motors Corp_------------

513.4 
12. 718 

269.300 

Maj. Gen. Arthur W. Vanaman ____ Aerojet-General Corp ____________ _ 
Brig. Gen. James F. J. Early------- Fairchild Engine __ _______________ _ 
Brig. Gen. William W. Welsh ___________ do ____________________________ _ 
Lt. Col. Ronald Mogford___________ Napco Industries, Inc ____________ _ 

Army officers 

1958 vol­
UIPe of 
de:en£e 

contracts 

Thousands 
$103. 2 
370.1 

1, 383.2 
8.927 
8.927 
9.920 

Name Company 

Maj. Gen. Gerald J. Higgins _______ Piasecki Aircraft Corp ___________ _ 
Maj. Gen. George Olmstead________ Bell Aircraft Corp ________________ _ 
Maj. Gen. Harry McK. Roper_____ General Electric Co ______________ _ 
Col. D. J. Bailey ___ ________________ Raytheon ___________________ __ ___ _ 
Col. W. F. RockwelL-------------- Aero Design & Engineering Co ___ _ 
Capt. C. W. Gordon_______________ Radio Corp. of America ______ ____ _ 

Navy ojj:cers 

1958 Vol­
ume of 
defense 

contracts 

Thousands 
$159.8 
103.2 
783.4 

3.663 
.408 

245.2 

783.4 
280.861 

Name Company 

Rear Adm. Charles F. Horne _______ General Dynamics Corp _________ _ 
Rear Adm. J. C. Parham _______ ____ Motorola _________________________ _ 
Rear Adm. Lawrence B. Richard- Hiller Aircraft Corp ______________ _ 

son. 
Rear Adm. H. W. Seely ____________ Texas Instruments, Inc __________ _ 
Rear Adm. Ford Taylor ____________ Fairchild _________________________ _ 

8:~t Po8e~h ~.ni'aussi-i::::::::::: -~~=J~~~-~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

1958 Vol­
ume of 
defense 

contracts 

Thousands 
$63.8 
783.4 
63.8 
95.8 

103.2 
103.2 

.668 

1958 vol­
ume of 
defense 

contracts 

Thousands 
$1.206 
82.2 

783.4 
237. 0 

. 418 
288.257 

1958 Vol­
ume of 
defense 

contracts 

Thousandl 
1,382. 2 

29.8 
9.920 

5.642 
103.2 
237. 
237. 

If we are to reduce the wasteful de­
fense expenditures, we must eliminate 
the Pentagon infiuence by former retired 
general officers upon those who let the 
contracts. There can be little doubt 
that the present situation is an un­
healthy condition void of proper compet­
itive objectivity in contract awards, and 
should be changed immediately. It is 
agreed among high-ranking congres­
sional leaders that lobbying activities 
have forced defense costs to rise. I, for 
one, favor and will support, billions for 
the defense of our country. but I shall 

not support one cent for manipulations 
through lobbying and military in:fiuence. 

The history of renegotiations by the 
Renegotiations Board demonstrates that 
the Government has recovered or re­
couped $1% billion of excess profits 
during the past 10 years from defense 
contractors. It is obvious that the mer­
chants of cold war and defense will con­
tinue to make excessive profits. As a 
consequence, the Government will have 
to call upon industry to disgorge their 
excessive profits and will continue to re­
coup excessive profits voluntarily or in-

voluntarily. While industry has been 
admirably efficient, we have been shame­
fully prodigal. So long as the practice 
of negotiated and leased contracts is con­
tinued and so long as defense contracts 
are let on a cost-plus basis, there will be 
very little control of defense expendi­
tures. Action is imperative because Gov­
ernment defense appropriations and 
spending cost accompany the endless 
cold war at an average rate of $3% mil­
lion a day. Our economy will not permit 
unnecessary expenditures. 
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PRESERVATION AND EXPANSION OF 
OUR EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN] is recog­
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, 
during the time I have been privileged 
to serve in the House, I have heard 
much said about what Congress might 
do to preserve and expand our educa­
tional system. But since I have heard 
little about the do-it-yourself efforts of 
individual communities, it has occurred 
to me that the efforts of the citizens of 
Flint, Mich., to provide a college for 
their young people and to develop and 
enhance their educational facilities gen­
erally should be brought to the atten­
tion of my colleagues in the Congress. 

For two generations the city of Flint, 
Mich., has-far beyond the proportion 
of its size-helped meet the transporta­
tion needs of America. Indeed, the very 
name of Flint is almost synonymous 
with automobile production. The Buick 
and Chevrolet automobiles manufac­
tured in Flint are familiar names to 
every person in America. 

The talent, the imagination, the in­
telligent and foresighted direction, 
which long ago placed Flint among the 
leading industrial cities of the Nation, 
have, during the past 13 years, been 
applied to· the problems of education. 
The result today is that Flint, Mich., 
has provided a pilot model of what any 
American city can do to expand and 
vitalize its educational system. Flint is 
showing America how local resources, 
leadership and money can meet the edu­
cational challenge of our ever-growing 
population. 

Mr. Speaker, we are born into this 
world with very little talent. Man, un­
like the other creatures of the earth, is 
born with but two instincts. Every­
thing else of our behavior must be 
learned. It must be taught. 

As man's intelligence has developed, 
as mankind's behavior has become more 
Bophisticated and more complex, this 
learning process moved beyond the 
watch-and-imitate pattern which little 
children follow. The learning process 
must be directed carefully and skillfully 
to higher and ever-higher plateaus of 
ability and understanding. 

The first settlers of America promptly 
erected a church and a school, with one 
structure -often-serving both functions. 
In Massachusetts each town was re­
quired to employ both a minister and a 
teacher. The church and the school 
were both deemed essential to man's 
guidance in this world and his salvation 
in the next. America has wisely con­
tinued that tradition. We have invested 
money, talent and resources in educa­
tion for our welfare as individuals and 
as a Nation. It is a tradition we must 
and will maintain. 

This Congress, like several before, is 
considering whether and to what extent 
the Federal Government should under­
take the direct :financing of our schools. 
The Federal Government has done this, 
in limited degree, and in a variety of 
ways, all the way back to the passage of 
the Northwest Ordinance Act in 1783, 

which set aside certain portions of land 
for the establishment and support of 
schools. 

Included in Michigan's sixth district is 
Michigan State University, the model for 
the great land-grant colleges which have 
for nearly a century enjoyed some degree 
of financial support from the Federal 
Government. There is no question that 
the Federal Government has long, ac­
tively and directly supported American 
education in this manner. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that there are 
far too many areas of the United States 
in urgent need of improved educational 
facilities, and also that there are far 
too many areas where our teachers are 
underpaid. However, I do not mean to 
argue these issues. Rather, I would like 
to underscore what can be done on the 
local level to expand educational facili­
ties and opportunities by showing what 
.has, in fact, been done along these lines 
by the people of Flint, Mich. 

At a dinner meeting in Flint on July 
22,1946, Dr. Alexander G. Ruthven, then 
president of the University of Michigan, 
suggested that the best interests of 
higher education would be served by 
establishing university undergraduate 
branches in large cities. This, he said, 
would relieve the enrollment pressure on 
the universities while providing young 
people with the opportunity of obtain­
ing a higher education in their own com­
munities. 

In the audience that night was a dis­
tinguished citizen-not only of Flint, 
but of America-Mr. Charles Stewart 
Mott. Mr. Mott, one of the pioneers of 
the auto industry, quickly endorsed Dr. 
Ruthven's idea and requested an im­
mediate survey of the Flint area educa­
tional needs. This survey revealed that 
there were several thousand young peo­
ple who were unable to bear the cost of 
living away from home while attending 
college. 

Working through his Mott Founda­
tion, Mr. Mott pledged $1 million for a 
university building in Flint, provided 
however that the Flint voters approved 
a special tax levy asked by the local 
board of education to finance school fa­
cilities at lower levels. The people of 
Flint approved this sl}ecial levy. This 
was a first step in a program of coopera­
tive use of private and public funds. You 
y.rill note, Mr. Speaker, that is was de­
signed for local needs, impelled by local 
interest, and supported by local people. 

I have mentioned so far merely the 
first in a series of Mr. Mott's benefac­
tions. He donated $1 million to build 
the best junior college plant in the State. 
He deeded a large acreage of his estate 
to the board of education. Further, he 
provided an example to others. The 
Flint automobile pioneer, the late Mr. 
William S. Ballenger, left a trust fund 
which has provided buildings and chairs 
of learning for the junior college. 

Many communities would have been 
content with this achievement, Mr. 
Speaker. After the immediate needs for 
higher education facilities were satisfied, 
they would have considered the job well 
done. Not so in Flint. 

In 1953 a group of inspired and civic­
minded men entered the scene actively, 

intent upon seeing their community 
blessed with a fine plant for higher edu­
cation and community development. 
Robert T. Longway, F. A. Bower, J. E. 
Burroughs, and the late Michael A. Gor­
man were leaders in this group. They 
reached out and drew the support of 
business, labor, industry, all segments 
and groups of the community. 

A committee of sponsors was formed 
which developed plans for a $12 million 
college and cultural center. This initial 
cost estimate had to be raised and is 
now a $25 million project. 

The committee of sponsors arranged 
for the creation of a trust fund adminis­
tered by the board of education. Then 
the committee made the startling an­
nouncement that the minimum contri­
bution it would accept was $25,000. The 
boldness, the soundness, and realism of 
this provision captured the public fancy. 
This unprecedented action, which caused 
amazement in public philanthropy cir­
cles, was aimed to develop not merely 
donations but sponsorships for an indi­
vidual, family, or business giving $25,000 
or more. 

When the plan was first announced, 
there was understandable skepticism. 
But this skepticism was dealt a blow 
when a Flint citizen, Mr. Harlow H. Cur­
tice, then president of the General Mo­
tors Corp., announced a $3 million con­
tribution by the corporation in Novem­
ber 1954. 

Funds donated by sponsors have been 
used to purchase land, provide build­
ings for theater, art, and music as well as 
a swimming pool and planetarium. 
Buildings for library, science, and aca­
demic areas are either erected or in the 
building stage. Mr. Mott once again 
proved his generosity as well as his loy­
alty to his community by providing 
$1,200,000 for a building and furnishings 
for the Flint branch nf the University of 
Michigan. All-told, there have been ap­
proximately 200 public-spirited citizens 
who have contributed more than $18 
million for this community project. 

Proud indeed were Flint citizens on 
June 14, 1958, when 76 graduates of the 
Flint College of the University of Mich­
igan received their bachelor of arts de­
grees. Nearly 80 percent of these 
graduates received their entire education 
in Flint, from--kindergarten through 2 
years at Flint Junior College and 2 years 
at the senior college. Some 3,900 stu­
dents are now enrolled in the two institu­
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I know the thought that 
is running through the minds of those 
who hear this report. "Ah, how fine it is 
that Flint, Mich., has the generosity of 
Mr. Mott and the General Motors Corp. 
upon which to depend. Just put a di­
vision of General Motors in my city and 
we'll solve our problems, too." 

I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that this is a 
"whipped-before-you-start" form of ra­
tionalization. The same kind of re­
sources, in greater or lesser degree, are 
present in every truly American com­
munity iii this land. The citizens of 
your city are just as civic-minded, jtist 
as much interested in helping build and 
iinprave the community, just as willing 
to give their time, their effort, and, yes, 
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their money in the cause of education. 
The city of Flint is 'typically ~merican. 
The support whi~h the educational sys­
tem receives from· tlie peoplP of Flint is 
no accident, Mr. Speaker. In fact, it is 
the direct result of a second essential as­
pect of Flint's method of meeting the 
educational challenge: ' This is a bold 
concept of total education which Flint 

' calls community schools. 
This is no new concept. In fact, it 

dates back to a time when the public 
school was the center of community life 
in pioneer America. Very simply, this 
concept calls for public schools to be open 
to persons of all ages, day and night 
throughout the year for a wide variety 
of purposes. This concept is based upon 
the belief that the school must mean 
more to peo·ple than the place where 
they were imprisoned during childhood 
on warm, spring · afternoons. It holds 
that the schools must serve an active 
function in the lives of all its people. 
In addition to its basic academic and 
intellectual responsibilities, the school 
system must maintain a concern for the 
health, recreational, and civic needs of 
all citizens. 

From a practical viewpoint, Flint edu­
cators believe that public school facil­
ities, built and maintained by taxpayers, 
belong to and should be available to the 
people. 

Flint school doors are open evenings, 
Saturdays, and all summer long. The 
result is that Flint's 35 neighborhood 
schools serve as-centers for adult educa­
tion, ·recreation, health, physical fitness, 
social · events, with no duplication of 
costly facilities for youth and community 
centers. 

The schools have also acted as a clear­
inghouse for ideas and means of helping 
and enriching the lives of the children. 
The enrichment plan includes after­
school, Saturday, and summer classes in 
things children want and do not have 
time for in regular class hours. These 
things range from athletics and arts and 
crafts to science and foreign language. 
The school system has more than 13,000 
members in its teens clubs, and the board 
of education, with the help of the Mott 
Foundation, maintains a large number 
of community education and youth­
serving programs. 

The schools provide facilities for many 
adult neighborhood groups, often very 
informally organized, and satisfying a 
variety of interests from roller skating 
and square dancing to arts and crafts. 

Perhaps most impressive of all is the 
variety and scope of the more than 900 
adult education courses, with more than 
40,000 enrollments each year. Subjects 
range from cake decorating to Greek 
philosophy. Courses are available 
carrying college, high school and ·even 
prehigh school credit. Approximately 
150 adults earn high school diplomas 
each year. 

What is the effect of this community 
school concept? Mr. Speaker, interes.t 
and activity cannot be separated. Our 
activity directs our interest, and our in­
terest makes for understanding and sup­
port. As people who have campaigned 
for public office, we know that the man 
who works for us and with us will vote 
for us. It is the same ·with schools. · 

The people of Flint-adult taxpay­
ers-:using and understanding their 
schools, recognizing the needs, are quick 
to vote money to operate the schools 
properly. In 1957, during an industrial 
recession, Flint voters approved by a 4 
to 1 margin a tax levy to build more 
community schools including a $4 mil­
lion high school. 

The success of the Flint programs has 
brought the city nationwide attention. 
Last year, for example, some 4,000 per­
sons, including high U.S. Government 
officials, university presidents, and edu­
cators from several foreign countries, 
visited Flint to inspect this bold concept 
of total education. In the March 1959 
issue of the Reader's Digest, in an article 
entitled, "Flint's Gone Crazy Over Cul­
ture," Karl Detzer describes the uplift­
ing and vitalizing effect of the educa­
tional program of the people of this 
great industrial city. I should like tore­
quest that this article be printed in its 
entirety at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

I sometimes think, Mr. Speaker, that 
one of the great problems of this age in 
which we live is the adjustment of peo­
ple to urban-industrial life. Western 
man has had centuries -to perfect rural 
living patterns. I daresay that many 
who were born on a farm grew up with 
the benefits of that way of life. 

As more and more Americans spend 
their active life in large industrial cities, 
the question is whether life can be fruit­
ful and satisfying to the spirit, a rich, 
fulfilling experience rather than a drab 
routine of living from one paycheck to 
the next. I believe Flint, Mich., is work­
ing toward a positive answer to that 
question. I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, 
that this is an answer which each city 
and community in America must seek 
for itself. Because of the diversity of 
our cities and our people, no pat Fed­
eral formula will provide it. It must 
come from the interests, the energies, 
the aspirations of each locality. 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that the 
Flint, Mich., answer to the educational 
challenge carries important meaning for 
America's schools. Every community in 
the land can well note two lessons from 
Flint's experience. 

Flint has demonstrated, first, that our 
school systems have a tremendous reser­
voir of public support which has barely 
been tapped. Flint is singularly fortu­
nate in having Mr. Charles Stewart Mott 
as one of its citizens. But all of Mr. 
Mott's donations could be equaled at a 
cost of about 2 cents per day per tax­
payer. Equally valuable has been the 
enlightened and spirited example which 
Mr. Mott set for his fellow citizens of 
Flint. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that such 
capacities for leadership, imagination, 
and enthusiasm are just waiting to be 
called upon· in most Ainerican cities. 
We should use them. 

The second lesson we learn from 
Flint's example is that any school sys­
tem, to achieve even the basic goals of 
teaching children - to read and write, 
must have the enthuiastic s.upport of the 
people. Money-even Federal money­
will not buy that kind of support. Open 
the school doors to all the people and 
they will enter by the thousands. They 

will then support the schools, for the 
schools will be a part of their daily 
lives. 

·This, Mr. Speaker, is the answer of 
Flint, Mich., to the educational challenge 
and it suggests, I believe, at least part of 
the answer for the problems of educa­
tion in America. 

[From Reader's Digest, March 1959] 
FLINT'S GONE CRAZY OVER CULTURE 

(By Karl Detzer) 
Twenty-five years ago, Flint, Mich., was 

an uneasy, unhappy city with more than its 
share of industrial grime, substandard hous­
ing, and petty crime. Big labor and big 
management were building up tensions that 
in ·1937 would splash Flint into the head­
lines as a center of the sitdown strike. 
Thousands of unskilled workers lived shab­
bily in overcrowded quarters that nearby 
communities referred to as "Shantytown." 
Education, particularly at high school or 
college levels, seemed unimportant. Flint 
knew nothing of art, music, or literature; it 
cared even less. 

That old Flint has disappeared. Today a 
lively new town shows the world a proud 
new face. Dreary slums are giving way to 
parks and playgrounds; management and 
labor try to settle their endless differences 
peaceably. Union leaders and industrial­
ists sit down together to plan ways of mak­
ing their city a better place in which to live. 
They still don't love one another, but both 
love their exciting home town. 

Education is riding high. One word that 
the visitor in Flint hears often is "culture." 
It has many local meanings, ranging from 
the appreciation of the c~assics and par­
ticipation in good music to the study of 
arc welding. Everyone in town seems to be 
studying something. 

The city boasts (the word is understate­
ment) a first-class symphony orchestra and 
several choral and chamber-music groups. A 
magnificent new art center brings to town a 
parade of exhibitions of classical and con­
temporary painting. A bustling new theater 
serves as a laboratory for Flint's acting ama­
teurs who share its stage with visiting com­
panies of Broadway's professionals. 

The people also turn out by the thousands 
to jam what they insist is the finest plane­
tarium outside the big metropolitan centers. 
Excited by the big displays of the heavens 
on its big dome, men and women all over 
town are grinding lenses and building back­
yard telescopes. 

On the gently rolling 250 acres of the new 
campus and cultural center, just a few blocks 
from downtown, are grouped junior and 
senior high schools, a junior college with 
3,600 local students and a new branch of the 
University of Michigan with 400 of Flint's 
young people on its rolls. When completed, 
the campus will include scientific and his­
torical museums, a civic auditorium, an 
Olympic-size swimming pool, and a music 
center. 

Most of the money for all this is raised 
by a committee of sponsors representing a 
cross secti011 of Flint. Contributions ($25,-
000 is the minimum the committee will ac­
cept) are turned over to ·the board of educa­
tion, which holds title to the .land and build­
ings, picks the staff, pays most of the sal­
aries and, with the advice of the committee, 
charts the city's cultural progress. Two hun­
dred individuals, families, business firms, 
clubs, and labor unions already have given 
nea:z:ly $19 million. 

Largest corporate donor, with $3 million, 
is General Motors, which has Buick and 
Chevrolet plants in Flint. ·The largest indi­
Vidual gifts have come from an 83-year-old 
retired industrialist named Charles Stewart 
Matt, who founded his fortune with a wheel­
and-axle company in which General Motors 
later bought a half interest. 
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Last fall when Matt met with a subcom­

mittee to discuss future plans for the cam­
pus, the need for a central library to serve 
the four schools came up. 

"Such a building would cost -a million 
dollars," a committeeman estimated. "I'm 
afraid the library must wait." 

Matt pondered briefly. "I'll give you a 
million for it at once," he said, "so you can 
start it right away." 

The campus is the busiest place in town, 
its lecture halls, exhibits, and classes · visited 
daily by thousands. But as important to the 
city is another, older educational experiment 
that started 24 years ago with a $6,000 dona­
tion from Matt. In 41 public schools, Flint 
operates what is probably the most varied 
and extensive night school and adult educa­
tion program of any community of its size 
in the United States. Last year 42,000 citi­
zens, more than a fifth of the 200,000 popula-

. tion, attended courses, study groups, and dis­
cussion panels covering 900 subjects includ­
ing lathe operation and literature, economics, 
and baton twirling. 

The movement started when Frank J. 
Manley, physical education director in t~e 
public schools, asked Mott for money to open 
five school buildings in the poorer parts of 
town as evening recreation centers for boys. 
Manley stressed that school property used 
only 8 hours a day, 5 days a week, 9 months 
a year was an economically unsound invest­
ment of the taxpayers' money. Matt was 
interested and agreed to pay the cost of 
leadership for the pt:ogram. Within a few 
years he set up a foundation to finance eve-
ning classes foJ; adults. · 

The night-school curriculum now ranges 
from world history to elementary naviga­
tion, from creative thinking to square danc­
ing, physics to gift wrapping. Serious stu­
dents of science, languages, mathematics, and 
history may go on to advanced courses. 
Most Flint people go to school tp brush up 
on techniques connected with their jobs, or 
to make up school courses they missed when 
they were young. But if as few as half a 
dozen citizens want to study a subject not on 
the curriculum, be it the Japanese language, 
Russian geography, or how to dip chocolates, 
the Matt Foundation provides funds to the 
school board for an instructor and classroom. 

In its efforts to supply something for every­
one, the board of education offers courses ip 
how to combat alcoholism, and in Braille and 
lip reading. There is one self-help program 
entitled "Recovery, Inc.," for highly nervous 
persons and former mental patients. 

Flint likes to stress family participation in 
its community school program. One Polish­
born widow enrolled in a class to improve her 
English. Her son, who at 18 was working on 
a Chevrolet assembly line and hoping to be­
come an engineering draftsman, took 
mechanical drawing; a 16-year-old daughter 
studied cake baking and decoration. At the 
schoolhouse door they parted, to meet again 
after classes and drive home together. 

Once a week the committee representing 
the 200 sponsors assembles to plan for the 
forward march of culture in Flint .. A typical 
meeting brings together bankers, lawyers, 
salesmen, merchants, auto-plant executives, 
an architect or editor, a school-board repre­
sentative-and a retired toolmaker named 
Merliss Brown. 

When Brown arrived in the United States 
as a young man, his last name was Merliss, 
and he knew the toolmaker's trade. At the 
General Motors shops in Flint, he and a 
friend named Brown applied for work to­
gether. Shy Merliss in his sketchy English 
accepted a job sweeping floors. Brown, 
brash and confident, talked himself into a 
toolmaker's post. Brown soon realized that 
he could not handle his job, so he quitely ex~ 
changed names with Merliss and . went to 
sweeping floors, while Merliss began tool­
making. It was not until he was ready for 
retirement that the man who called himself 

Merliss Brown confessed his deception to ·the 
company. 

Unmarried, a man of simple habits, he had 
put his pay checks in the bank. After re­
tirement, he attended some lectures and ex­
hibitions, found them exciting and decided 
to help. He told the sponsors' committee he 
had some savings. "I don't need the 
money. I live quiet. Flint always was good 
to me. Now, it's my turn." 

Civic leaders recently held a banquet to 
honor both Merliss Brown, who gave $25,000, 
and Matt, who has given millions. 

The city of Flint has profited by the 
awakened intellectual curiosity stirred up by 
the night-school courses and events on the 
campus. Results of a fast-rising civic pride 
are visible on every hand. Streets are 
cleaner; storefronts shine. A glistening new 
steel-and-glass city hall and modern police, 
public-health and municipal-court buildings 
occupy a quadrangle around a smooth, grassy 
park. Properly staffed playgrounds are scat­
tered all over town. 

Last fall the editor of the Bay City, Mich., 
Times went to Flint to see what all the shout­
ing was about. Back home, he splashed his 
impression under a headline that Flint loved: 
"Shantytown to Bigtown." 

ALASKA OMNIBUS ACT 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 7120) to 
amend certain laws of the United States 
in light of the admission of the State 
of Alaska into the Union, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment with an amendment as 
follows: 

In section 23(a) of the Senate amend­
ment, strike out the word "authorizing" 
and insert in lieu thereof the word 
"directing." 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

reserving the right to object, is that a 
unanimous agreement by the committee? 

Mr. ASPINALL. It was a unanimous 
agreement and it has been cleared with 
everybody on both sides of the aisle. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ment as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert "That this Act may be cited as 
the 'Alaska Omnibus Act'. 

"FEDERAL JURISDICTION 

"SEc. 2. (a) Section 4 of the Act of July 7. 
1958 (72 Stat. 339), providing for the admis­
sion of the State of Alaska into the Union, is 
amended by striking out the words 'all such 
lands or other property, belonging to the 
United States or which may belong to said 
natives', and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words 'all such lands or other property (in-­
cluding fishing rights), the right or title to 
which may be held by said natives or is held 
by the United States in trust for said 
natives'. 

"(b) Section 6(e) of said Act is amended 
by striking out the word 'legislative' and in­
serting in lieu thereof the word •calendar•. 

"TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF CERTAIN 
FEDERAL LAWS 

"SEC. S. Any Territorial law, as that term 
is defined in section 8 (d) of the Act of July 
7, 195~ (72 Stat. 339, 344), providing for 
the admission of the State of Alaska into 
the Union-

"(a) which provides for the regulation of 
commerce within Alaska by an agency of the 
United States, and 

"(b) the application of which to the State 
of Alaska is continued solely by reason of 
such section 8(d), shall cease to apply to the 
State of Alaska on June 30, 1961, or on the 
effective date of any law enacted by the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska which 
modifies or changes such Territorial law, 
whichever occurs first. 

"SUGAR ACT 

"SEC. 4. Section 101 of the Sugar Act of 
1948, as amended (7 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 
1101), is further amended by adding thereto 
a new subsection, to be designated subsec­
tion ' ( o)' and to read as follows: 

"'(o) The term "continental United 
States" means the 49 States and the Dis­
trict of Columbia.' 

"SOIL BANK ACT 

"SEc. 5. Section 113 of the Soil Bank Act 
(7 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 1837), is amended to 
read as follows: 'This subtitle B shall apply 
to the continental United States, except 
Alaska, and, if the Secretary determines it 
to be in the national interest. to the State of 
Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands, and as used in this subtitle B, the 
term "State" includes Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands.' 

"ARMED FORCES 

"SEc. 6. (a) Title 10, United States Code, 
section 101(2), is amended by striking out 
the words 'Alaska, Hawaii,' and inserting in 
lieu thereof the word 'Hawaii'. 

"(b) Title 10, United States Code, sections 
802 ( 11) and 802 ( 12) , are each amended by 
striking out the words 'that part of Alaska 
east of longitude 172 degrees west,'. 

"(c) Title 10, United States Code, section 
2662 (c) , is amended by striking out the word 
'Alaska,'. 

"NATIONAL BANK ACT 

"SEc. 7. Section 5192 of the Revised Stat­
utes, as amended (12 U.S.C. 144), is further 
amended by striking out the words 'in Alas-
ka or'. · 

"FEDERAL RESERVE ACT 

"SEC. 8. (a) Section 1 of the Federal Re­
serve Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. ~1), is 
further amended by deleting the period a:t 
the end of such section and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: •; the term "the con­
tinental United States" means the States of 
the United States and the District of Co­
lumbia.' 

"(b) Section 19 of the Federal Reserve Act, 
as amended (12 U.S.C. 466), is further 
amended by striking the words 'in Alaska 
or'. 

"HOME LOAN BANK BOARD 

"SEC. 9. (a) Paragraph (3) of section -2 
of . the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1422(3)), is further 
amended by striking out the words 'Terri­
tories of Alaska and Hawaii' and inserting 
in lieu thereof the words 'Territory of Ha-
waii'. _ 

"(b) Section 7 of the Home Owners' Loan 
Act of 1933, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1466), 
is further amended by striking out the words 
'continental United States, to the Territories 
of Alaska and Ha wait' and inserting in lieu 
thereof the words 'continental United States 
(including Alaska), to the Territory of Ha­
waii'. 

"NATIONAL HOUSING ACT 

"SEc. 10. The National Housing Act is 
amended by- · 

"(a) striking out the word 'Alaska,' Jn sec­
tions 9, 201(d), 207(a) (7>, 60l(d), 713(q), 
and 801(g) (12 U.S.C., sees. 1706d, 1707(d), 
1713(a) (7), 1736(d), 17471(q); supp. V, sec. 
1748(g)); 

••(b) striking out ihe words •the Territory 
of Alaska,' in section 207(c) (2) (1~ U.S.C., 
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supp. V, sec. 1713(c) (2)), and inserting the 
word 'Alaska' in lieJ.l. thereof; 

"(c) by striking out the words 'the Ter­
ritory of Alaska or in .Guam' in section 214 
(12 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 17H)d; 48 u:s.c., 
supp. V, sec. 484d), and inserting the words 
• Alaska, Guam,' in lieu thereof; and 

"(d) striking out the word 'Territory' in 
the two places where it app~ars in section 
806 (12 U.S.C., supp. V, .sec. 1748e), and in· 
serting the word 'State' in lieu thereof. 

"COAST GUARD 

"SEC. 11. Title 14, United States Code, sec­
tion 634(b), is amended by striking out the 
words 'and for the territory of' in both places 
where they appear therein. 

"SECURITmS AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

"SEc. 12. (a) Paragraph (6) of section 2 
of the Securities Act of 1933, as amended ( 15 
U.S.C. 77b(6)), is further amended by 

·striking out the word 'Alaska,'. · 
"(b) Paragrapb (16) of section 3(a) of 

the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 78c(a) (16)), is fur­
ther amended by striking out the word 
'Alaska,'. 

"(c) Paragraph (18) of section 202(a)- of 
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 80b-2(a) (18)), is fur­
ther amended by striking out the word 
'Alaska,'. 

"(d) Paragraph (37) of section 2(a) of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 80a-2(a) (37)), is fur­
ther amended by striking out the word 
'Alaska,'. 

"(e) Paragraph (1) of secton 6(a) of the 
Investment Company Act · of 1940, as 
amended (15 U.S.G. 80a-6(a) (1)), is further 
amended by striking out the word 'Alaska,'. 

"SOIL CONSERVATION 

"SEc. 13. (a) Section 8(b) of the Soil Con­
servation and domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended (16 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 590h(b)), 
is further amended by inserting, immedi­
ately following the words 'continental United 
States', the words •, except in Alaska'. 

"(b) Section 17(a) of the Soil Conserva­
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as 

. amended ( 16 _ U .s,c. 590q (a) ) , is furtP,er 
amended by strikhig out the words 'the 
United States, the Territories of Alaska and 
Hawaii' and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words 'the States, the Territory of Hawaii', 
and by striking out the word 'Alaska' the 
second. time it appears therein. 

"BALD EAGLES 

"SEC. 14. Seeton 1 of the Act of June 8, 
1940 (16 U.S.C. 668), is amended by striking 
out the words 'except the Territory of 
Alaska,'. 

"WILDLIFE RESTORATION 

"SEc. 15. Section 8(a) of the Act of Sep­
tember 2, 1937, as amended (16 U.S.C., supp. 
V, sec. 669g~1), is further amended by strik­
ing out the words 'the Alaska Game Com­
mission,', 'said Territory of Alaska,', 'not 
·exceeding $75,000 for Alaska, and', and 'the 
Territory of Alaska, ... · · 

"FISH RESTORATION 

"SEc. 16. Section 12 of the Act of August 
9, 1950, as amended (16 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 
77'1k), is further amended by striking out 
'the words 'the Alaska Game Commission,', 
'saJd Territory of Alaska,', 'not exceeding 
$.75,000 for Alaska, and', and 'the Territory of 
Alaska,'. 

"CRIMINAL CODE 

"SEc. 17. (a) Title 18, United States Code, 
section 5024, is amended by striking out the 
words 'other than Alaska' and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words 'including Alaska'. 

"(b) Section 6 of the Act of August 25, 
1958 (72 Stat. 845, S47), is amended by strik~ 
ing out the words 'other than Alask~' ~nd 
inserting in lieu thereof the words 'including 
Alaska'. 
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"(c) Subsections · (a) and (b) of this sec­
tion shall be effective on July 7, 1961, or on 
the date of the Executive order referred to 
in section 18 of. the Act of July 7, 1958 (72 
Stat. 339, 350), providing for the admission of 
the State of Alaska into the Union, whichever 
occurs first. 

"(d) Title 18, United States Code, section 
1385, is amended by deleting the last sentence 
thereof. 

"EDUCATION 

"SEc. 18. (a) (1) Subsection (a) of section 
103 of the National Defense Education Act of 
1958 (72 Stat. 1580, 1582), relating to defini­
tion of State, is amended by striking out 
'Alaska,' each time it appears. 

"(2) Paragraph (3) (B) of section 302(a) 
of such Act (72 Stat. 1580, 1588), relating to 
definition of continental United States for 
purposes of allotments for science, mathe­
matics and modern foreign language instruc­
tion equipment, is amended by striking out 
'does not include Alaska' and inserting in 
lieu 'thereof 'includes Alaska'. . 

"(3) Section 1008 of such Act (72 Stat. 
1580, 1605), relating to allotments to terri­
tories, is amended by striking out 'Alaska,'. 

"(b) (1) Section 4 of the Act of February 
23, 1917 (20 U.S.C. 14), relating to allotments 
for teacher-training, is amended by striking 
out '$90,000' and inserting in lieu thereof 
'$98,500'. The proviso in the last paragraph 
of section 5 of such Act (20 u-.s.c. 16) and 
so much of section 12 of suc.h Act (2'0 U.S.C. 
22) as follows the last semicolon shall not be 
applicable to Alaska prior to the third fiscal 
year which begins after the enactment of 
this Act. 

"(2) Pa.ragraph (1) of section 2 of the Vo­
cational Educati~n Act of 1946 (20 U.S.C. 
15i), relating to definition of States ~nd 
Territories, is_ amended by striking out 't4e 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii' and insert­
ing in lieu thereof 'the Territory of Hawaii'. 

"(3) Subsection (e) of section 210 (20 
U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 15jj (e)), and subsection 
·(a) of section 307 of such Act (72 Stat. 1580, 
1600), relating to definition of State, are 
each amended by striking out 'Alaska,'. 

" (c) Paragraph ( 13) of section 15 of the 
Act of September 23, 1950, as amended (72 
Stat. 548, 558), relating to definition of State, 
is amended by striking out 'Alaska,'. 

"(d) (1) The material in the parentheses in 
the first sentence of subsection (d) of section 
3 of the Act of September 30, 1950, as 
amended, relating to determination of local 
contribution rate, is amended to read: • (other 
than a local educational agency in Hawa11, 
Puerto Rico, Wake ·Island, Guam, or the Vir­
gin Islands, or in a State in which a substan­
tial proportion of the land is in unorganized 
territory for which a State agency is the local 
educational _agency)'. 

"(2) The fourth sentence of such sub­
section is amended by inserting • (including 
Alaska)' after 'continental United States' 
the first time it appears in such sentence. 
The fifth sentence of such subsection is 
amended by inserting '(including Alaska) • 
after · 'continental United States' the second 
time it appears in such sentence. 

"(3) The last sentence of such subsection 
is amended by striking out 'Alaska,' and by 
inserting after 'the Virgin Islands,' the fol­
lowing: 'or in any State in which a substan­
tial proportion of the land is in unorganized 
territory for which a State agency is the 
local educational agency,'. 

"(4) Paragraph (8) of section 9 of such 
Act (20 U.S.Q., supp. V, sec. 244(8)), relat­
ing to definition of State, is amended by 
striking out 'Alaska,'. 

"IMPORTATION OF MILK AND CREAM 

"SEc. 19. Subsection (b) of section 9 of 
the Act of February 15, 1927 (21 U.S.C. 
149(b)), is amended by inserting the words 
•, including ·Alaska' immediately following 
the words 'continental United States'. 

"OPIUM POPPY CONTROL 

''SEc. 20. Section 12 of the Opium Poppy 
Control Act of 1942 (21 U.S.C. 188k) is 
amended by deleting therefrom the words 
'the Territory of Alaska,'. 

"HIGHWAYS 

"SEC. 21. (a) The Secretary of Commerce 
shall transfer to the State of Alaska by ap­
propriate conveyance without compensation, 
but upon such terms and conditions as he 
may deem desirable, all lands or interests in 
lands, including buildings and fixt1:res, all 
personal -property, including machinery, of­
fice equipment, and supplies, and all records 
pertaining to roads in Alaska, which are 
owned, held, administered by, or used by the 
Secretary in connection with the activities 
of the Bureau of Public Roads in Alaska, (i) 
except such lands or interests in lands, in­
cluding buildings and fixtures, personal 
property, including machinery, office equip._ 
ment, and supplies, and records as the Sec­
retary may determine are needed for the 
operations, activities, and functions of the 
Bureau of Public Roads in Alaska after such 
transfer, including services or functions per­
formed pursuant to section 44 of this Act; 
and (ii) except such lands or interests in 
lands as he or the head of any other Federal 
agency may determine are needed for con­
tinued retention ln Federal ownership for 
purposes other than or in addition to road 
purposes. 

"(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, any contract entered into by 
the Federal Government in connection with 
the activities of the Bureau of Public Roads 
in Alaska which has not been completed on 

·the date of the transfer provided under sub­
section (a) hereof may be completed ac­
cording to the terms thereof. 

"(c) (1) The State o~ Alaska shall be re­
sponsible for the maintenance of roads, in­
.cluding bridges, tunnels, and ferries, trans­
ferred to it under subsection (a) of this 
section, as long as any such road is needed 
for highway purposes. 

" ( 2) Federal-aid funds apportioned to 
Alaska under title 23, United States Code, 
for fiscal year 1960 and prior fiscal years, 
and unobligated on the date of enactment 
of this Act, may be used for maintenance 
of highways on the Federal-aid systems in 
Alaska. 

"(d) Effective July 1, 1959, the following 
provisions of law are repealed: 

"(1) Title 23, United States Code, section 
103(f); 

"(2) Title 23, United States Code, section 
116(d); 
. "(3) Title 23, United States Code, section 
119; 

"(4) Title 23, United States Code, section 
120(h), except that the portion of the first 
sentence thereof relating to the percentage 
of funds to be contrib-uted by Alaska shall 
continue to apply to fw;tds apportioned to 
Alaska for fiscal year 1960 and prior fiscal 
years; 

"(5) Sections 107 (b) and (d) of the Fed'­
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374, 
377, 378); 

"(6) Section 2 of the Act of January 27, 
1905 (33 Stat. 616), as amended (48 U.S.C. 
322 and the following); and 

"(7) The Act of June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 
446), as amended (48 U.S.C. 321(a) and the 
following) . 

"(e) Effective on July 1, 1959, the follow­
ing provisions of law are f!,mended: 

"(1) The definition of the term "State" 
in title 23, United States Code, section 101 
(a), is amended to read as follows: 

". 'The term "State" means any one of the 
f.orty-nine States, the District of Columbia, 
Hawaii, or Puerto Rico.'; 

"(2) Title 23, United States Code, section 
104 (b) is amended by deleting the phrase 
•, except that only one-third of the area 
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of Aaska shall be included' where it ap­
pears in paragraphs (1) and (2) of said 
section 104(b); 

"(3) Title 23, United States Code, section 
116(a), is amended by deleting the phrase 
'Except as provided in subsection (d) of 
this section,' and by capitalizing the word 
'it' immediately following such phrase; and 

"(4) Title 23, United States Code, section 
120(a), is amended by deleting the phrase 
'subsections (d) and (h) ' and by inserting 
in lieu thereof the phrase 'subsection (d)'. 

"INTERNAL REVENUE 
"SEC. 22. (a) Section 2202 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to mis­
sionaries in foreign service) , and sections 
3121(e) (1), 3306(j), 422(d) (4), and 4233(b) 
of such Code (each relating to a special defi­
nition of 'State') are amended by striking 
out 'Alaska,' 

"(b) Section 4262(c) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (definition of 'conti­
nental United States') is amended to read 
as follows: 

"'(1) CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES.-The 
term "continental United States" means the 
District of Columbia and the States other 
than Alaska.' 

" (c) Section 4502 ( 5) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition 
of 'United States') is amended by striking 
out 'the · Territories of Hawaii and Alaska' 
and by inserting in lieu thereof 'the Terri:. 
tory of Hawaii'. 

"(d) Section 4774 of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954 (relating to territorial ex­
tent of law) is amended by striking out 
'the Territory of Alaska,'. 

" (e) Section 7621 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to bound­
aries of internal revenue districts) is 
amended to read as follows: 

" '(b) BouNDARIES.-For the purpose men­
tioned in subsection (a), the President may 
subdivide any State, Territory, or the Dis­
trict of Columbia, or may unite into one 
district two or more States or a Territory 
and one or more States.' · 

"(f) Section 7653(d) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is ·amended by strik­
ing out 'its Territories or possessions' and 
inserting in lieu thereof 'its possessions or 
the Territory of Hawaii'. 

"(g) Section ·7701(a) (9) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition 
of 'United States') is amended by striking 
out 'the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii' 
and inserting in lieu thereof 'the Territory 
of Hawaii'. 

"(h) Section 7701(a) (10) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to definition 
of State) is amended by striking out 'Terri­
tories' and inserting in lieu thereof 'Terri­
tory of Hawaii'. 

"(i) The amendments contained in sub­
sections (a) through {h) of this section 
shall be effective as of January 3, 1959. 

"COURTS 
"SEc. 23. (a) The Judicial Conference of 

the United States, with the assistance of the 
Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts, shall conduct a study, including a 
field survey, of the Federal judicial business 
arising in the State of Alaska with a view 
toward authorizing the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit to hold 
such terms of ~ourt in Anchorage or such 
other Alaskan cities as may be necessary fo:r 
the prompt and efficient administration of 
justice. 

"(b) Title 28, United States Code, section 
81A, is amended by inserting the word 
'Ketchikan,' immediately following the word 
'Juneau,'. 

"(c) Such authority as has been exercised 
by the Attorney General heretofore, with 
regard to the Federal court system in Alaska, 
pursuant to section 30 of the Act of June 
6, 1900 (48 U.S.C. 25), shall continue to be 

exercised by him after the court created 
by section 12(b) of the Act of July 7, .1958 
(72 Stat. 339, 348), providing for the ad­
mission of the State of Alaska into the 
Union, is established. 

" (d) All balances of public moneys re­
ceived by the clerks of each division of the 
District Court for the Territory of Alaska 
pursuant to section 10 of the Act of June 6, 
1900, as amended ( 48 U.S.C. 107), which are 
on hand after all payments ordered by that 
court and approved by the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts shall have 
been made, shall be covered into the Treas­
ury of the United States as required by law, 
and the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay the amounts so covered, which are 
hereby appropriated, to the State of Alaska. 

"VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT 
"SEC. 24. (a) Subsection (g) of section 11 

of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (29 
U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 41 (g)), relating to defi­
nition of state, is amended by striking out 
'Alaska,'. 

"(b) {1) Subsection (i) and paragraph 
(1) of subse{:tion (h) of such section, re­
lating to definition of allotment percentages 
and Federal shares for purposes of allotment 
and matching for vocational rehabilitation 
services, are each amended by striking out 
• (excluding Alaska) ' and inserting in lieu 
thereof '(including Alaska)'. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) of such subsection 
(h) is further amended by striking out 
'Alaska,'. 

"(3) Such subsection (i) is further 
amended by striking out 'Hawaii and 
Alaska' in clause (B) and inserting in lieu 
thereof 'Hawaii'. 

"GOLD RESERVE ACT 
"SEc. 25. Section 15 of the Gold Reserve 

Act of 1934, as amended (31 U.S.C. 444), is 
further amended by striking out the words 
', the District of Columbia, and the Terri­
tory of Alaska' and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words 'and the District of Columbia'. 

"SILVER PURCHASE ACT 
"SEC. 26. Section 10 of the Silver Purchase 

Act of 1934 (31 U.S.C. 448b), is amended by 
striking out the words •, the District of ·Co­
lumbia, and the Territory of Alaska' and in­
serting in lieu thereof the words 'and the 
District of Columbia'. 

"NA'l'IONAL GUARD 
"SEC. 27. Title 32, United States Code, sec­

tion 101 (1), is amended by striking out the 
words 'Alaska, Hawaii,' and inserting in lieu 
thereof the word 'Hawaii'. 

"WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 
"SEC. 28. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 5 

(h) of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
jAct (33 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 466d(h) (1)), 
relating to Federal share for purposes of 
matching for program operation, is amended 
by striking out '(excluding Alaska)' and in­
serting in lieu thereof ' (including Alaska) ' 
and by striking out, in clause (B), 'and 
Alaska'. 

"(b) Subsection (d) of section 11 of such 
Act (33 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 466j(d}), is 
amended by striking out 'Alaska,'. 

"VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
"SEc. 29. (a) Title 38, United States Code, 

section 903(b), is amended by striking out 
the words ', or to the .place of burial within 
Alaska if the deceased was a resident of 
Alaska who had been brought to the United 
States as a beneficiary of the Veterans' Ad­
ministration for hospital or domiciliary 
care'; by inserting the word 'continental' 
immediately before the words 'United 
States' the second time they appear in such 
section; and by inserting, imme~iately fol­
lowing the words 'continental United 
States' in both places where they appear in 
such section, the parenthetical phrase '(in­
cluding Alaska.) •. 

"(b) Title 38, United States Code; section 
200'7 (c) , is amended by striking out the 
word 'Alaska,'. 

"FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVIC_ES ACT 

"SEc. 30 .. (a) Subsection (f) of section 3 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 472(f)), is 
amended by striking out the words 
', Hawaii, Alaska,' and inserting in lieu 
thereof the words '(including Alaska), 
Hawaii,'. 

"(b) Subsection (a) of section 702 of 
such Act (40 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 522(a)), is 
amended by striking out the words 'Terri­
tories of Alaska and Hawaii' and inserting 
in. lieu thereof the words 'Territory of Ha­
waii'. 

"PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 
"SEC. 31. (a) Subsection (f) of section 2 

of the Public Health Service Act (42 u.s.c. 
201 (f)), relating to definition of State, is 
amended by striking out 'Hawaii, Alaska,' 
and inserting in lieu thereof 'Hawaii,' and 
by striking out •, the District of Columbia, 
or Alaska and inserting in lieu thereof 'or 
the District of Columbia'. 

"(b) (1) Effective July 1, 1959, section 371 
of the Public Health Service Act, as added 
by the Alaska Mental Health Enabling Act 
(42 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 273), is repealed. 

"(2) Subsection (a) of section 372 of such 
Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 274(a)), is 
amended by striking out 'the Territory of'. 

"(3) Subsections (b), (c), and (e) of such 
section are each amended by striking out 
'the Territory' each time it appears and in­
serting in lieu thereof 'Alaska'. 

"(4) Such subsection (e) is further 
amended by striking out 'the Territory's' and 
inserting in lieu thereof 'Alaska's'. 

"(c) (1) Subsection (a) of section 631 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 291i(a)), 
relating to definition of allotment percent­
age for purposes of allotments for construc­
tion, is amended by striking out ' (excluding 
Alaska)' and inserting in lieu thereof '(in­
cluding Alaska)' and by striking out 'for 
Alaska and Hawaii shall be 50 per centum 
each' in clause (2) and inserting in lieu 
thereof 'for Hawaii shall be 50 per centum'. 

"(2) Subsection {d) ·of such section, relat­
ing to definition of State, is amended by 
striking out 'Alaska,'. 

"SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
"SEc. 32. (a) Paragraph (8) of section 

1101(a) of the Social Security Act (72 Stat. 
1013, 1050), relating to definition of Federal 
percentage for purposes of matching for pub­
lic assistance grants, is amended by striking 
out 'Alaska and' in clause {11) of subpara­
graph (A) and by striking out '(excluding 
Alaska)' in subparagraphs (A) and (B) and 
inserting in lieu thereof '(including Alaska)'. 

"(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 524 of 
the Social Security Act {72 Stat. 1013, 1054), 
relating to definition of allotment percentage 
for purposes of allotments for child welfare 
services, is amended by striking out '50 per 
centum in the case of Alaska and' in clause 
(B). 

"(2) Subsection (b) of such section, relat­
ing to definition of Fetieral share for pur­
poses of matching for child welfare services, 
is amended by striking out '50 per centum in 
the case of Alaska and' in clause (2). 

"(3) Such subsections (a) and (b), and 
subsection (c) of such section, relating to 
promulgation of Federal shares and allot­
ment percentages, are each amended by 
striking out '(excluding Alaska)' and insert­
ing in lieu thereof '(including Alaska)'. 

"(c) (1) The last sentence of section 202(i) 
of the Soc~al Security Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, 
sec. 402(i)), is amended by striking out 
'forty-eight' and inserting in lieu thereof 
'forty-nine'. · 

"(2) Subsections (.h) and (i) of section 
210 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 410(h), (i) ), re-
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lating to definitions of State and United 
States for purposes of old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance, are each amended by 
striking out 'Alaska,'. 

"(d) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 1101(a) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, 
sec. 1301(a) (1) ), relating to definition of 
State, is amended by striking out 'Alaska, 
Hawaii,' and inserting in lieu thereof 'Ha­
waii'. 

"(2) Paragraph (2) of such section (42 
U.S.C. 1301 (a) (2)), relating to definition of 
United States, is amended by striking out 
'Alaska,'. 

"CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 

"SEC. 33. Section 73 of the Act of January 
12, 1895, as amended (44 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 
183), is further amended by striking out the 
word 'Alaska,'. 

"FEDERAL REGISTER 

"SEc. 34. Section 8 of the Federal Register 
Act (44 U.S.C. 308) is amended by striking 
out the parenthetical phrase '(not including 
Alaska) ' and inserting in lieu thereof the 
parenthetical phrase '(including Alaska)·. 

"AmPORTS 

"SEc. 35. (a) The Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Agency is authorized and 
directed to transfer to the State of Alaska 
by appropriate conveyance, and subject to 
such terms and conditions as he may deem 
appropriate, all the right, title, and interest 
of the United States in and to the public 
airports constructed and operated pursuant 
to the Act of May 28, 1948, as amended ( 48 
U.S.C. 485 and the following), including all 
the land, buildings, structures, facilities, 
equipment, and other personal property ap­
purtenant thereto and necessary for the 
operation thereof, except for such property, 
real or personal, as the Administrator may 
determine is needed for the performance of 
functions of the United States in Alaska after 
such -transfer. Such transfer shall be with­
out monetary consideration to the United 
States. 

"(b) Notwithstanding any other provi­
sions of this section, any contract entered 
into by the Federal A\'iation Agency in con­
nection with its activities with respect to 
public airports constructed and operated 
pursuant to the Act of May 28, 1948, as 
amended (48 U.S.C. 485 and the following), 
which has not been completed by the date 
of enactment of this Act, may be completed 
according to the terms thereof. 

"SELECTIVE SERVICE 

"SEC. 36. Section 16(b) of the Universal 
Military Training and Service Act, as amend­
ed (50 U.S.C., app., sec. 466(b)), is further 
amended by striking out the word 'Alaska,'. 

"REAL PROPERTY _TRANSACTIONS 

"SEc. 37. Section 43(c) of the Act of Au­
gust 10, 1956 (50 U.S.C., app., supp. V, sec. 
2285(c)), is amended by striking out the 
word 'Alaska,'. 

"RECREATION FACILITIES 

"SEc. 38. Section 2 of the Act of May 4, 
1956 (70 Stat. 130), is hereby repealed. There 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, such 
sums as may be necessary to complete the 
construction of facilities described in sec­
tion 1 of such Act, as amended by the Act 
of August 30, 1957 (71 Stat. 510), if con­
struction was begun prior to June 30, 1959, 
and to maintain the facilities pending their 
transfer pursuant to such section. 

"AIRCRAFT LOAN GUARANTEES 

"SEC. 39. Section 3 of the Act of Septem~ 
ber 7, 1957 (71 Stat. 629), is amended b~ 
striking out the words 'Territory of Alaska 
and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
'State of Alaska'. 

"DEFENSE BASE ACT 

"SEC. 40. (a) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of 
section 1(a) of the Defense Base Act, as 

amended (55 Stat. 622; 42 U.S.C. 1651 and 
the following), are amended by striking out 
'Alaska;' in the parenthetical phrase in 
each paragraph. 

"(b) Paragraph (6) of section 1(a) of that 
Act is amended by striking out 'or in Alaska 
or the Canal Zone'. 

"(c) Section 1(b) of that Act is amended 
by striking the period at the end of para .. 
graph (3), inserting in lieu thereof a semi­
colon, and adding the following paragraph: 
'(4) the term ' 'continental United States" 
means the States and the District of Colum­
bia.' 

"TIMBER REMOVAL 

"SEC. 41. The Act of March 3, 1891 (26 
Stat. 1093), as amended ( 16 U.S.C. 607), is 
further amended by deleting the words 'Ter­
ritory of Alaska' and the words 'or Terri­
tory• where they there appear and by insert­
ing the word 'Alaska' after the words 'In 
the State of'. 

"WAR HAZARDS COMPENSATIONS ACT 

"SEc. 42. (a) Paragraphs (2), (3), and 
(5) of section 101(a) of the War Hazards 
Compensation Act, as amended (56 Stat. 
1028; 42 U.S.C. 1701 and the following), are 
amended by striking out 'or in Alaska or the 
Canal Zone'. 

"(b) Section 104 of that Act is amended 
by adding the following new subsection at 
the end thereof: 

" • (c) The provisions of this section shall 
not apply with respect to benefits on ac­
count of any injury or death occuiTing 
within any State.' 

"(c) Section 201 of that Act is amended 
by adding the following new subsection at 
the end thereof: 

"'(f) the term "continental United States" 
means the States and the District of Colum­
bia.' 

"BUY AMERICAN ACT 

"SEc. 43. Section 1 (b) of title III of the 
Act of March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10c(b)), is 
amended by striking out the word 'Alaska,• 

"TRANSITIONAL GRANTS 

"SEC. 44. (a) In order to assist the State 
of Alaska in accomplishing an orderly 
transition from Territorial status to state­
hood, and in order to facilitate the assum­
:tion by the State of Al~ska of responsibilities 
hitherto performed in Alaska by the Federal 
Government, there are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the President, for the pur­
pose of making transitional grants to the 
State of Alaska, the sum of $10,500,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960; the sum 
of $6,000,000 for each of the fiscal years end­
ing June 30, 1961, and June 30, 1962; and 
the sum of $3,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1963, and June 30, 
1964. 

"(b) The Governor of Alaska may submit 
to the President a request that a Federal 
agency continue to provide services or facil­
ities in Alaska for an interim period, pend­
ing the provision of such services or facilities 
by the State of Alaska. Such interim period 
shall not extend beyond June 30, ~964. In 
the event of such request, and in the event of 
the approval thereof b:y the President, the 
President may allocate, at his discretion, to 
such agency the funds necessary to finance 
the provision of such services or facilities. 
Such funds shall be allocated from appro­
priations made pursuant to subsection (a) 
hereof, and the amount of such funds shall 
be deducted from the amount of grants 
available to the State of Alaska pursuant to 
such subsection. 

" (c) After the transfer or conveyance to the 
State of Alaska of any property or func­
tion pursuant to the Act of July 7, 1958 (72 
Stat. 339) , providing for the admission of the 
State of Alaska into the Union, or pursuant 
to this Act or any other - law, and until 
June 30, 1964, the head of the Federal agency 
having administrative jurisdiction of such 

property prior to its transfer or conveyance 
may contract with the State of Alaska for the 
performance by such agency, on a reimburs­
able basis, of some or all of the functions 
authorized to be performed by it in Alaska 
immediately preceding such conveyance or 
transfer. 

"TRANSFER OF PROPERTY 

"SEC. 45. (a) If the President determines 
that any function performed by the Federal 
Government in Alaska has been terminated 
or curtailed by the Federal Government and 
that performance of such function or sub­
stantially the same function has been or will 
be assumed by the State of Alaska, the 
President may, until July 1, 1964, in his 
discretion, transfer and convey to the State 
of Alaska, without reimbursement, any prop­
erty or interest in property, real or personal 
situated in Alaska which is owned or held by 
the United States in connection with such 
function, the assumption of which function 
is pursuant to this Act or the Act of July 7, 
1958 (72 Stat. 339). 

"(b) Structures and improvements of block 
32 of the city of Juneau granted to the 
State of Alaska by section 6 (c) of the Act 
providing for the admission of Alaska into 
the Union (72 Stat. 339, 340), shall include 
all furnishings and equipment in the struc­
ture known as the Governor's mansion, or 
used in the operation or maintenance 
thereof. 

"CLAIMS COMMISSION 

"SEc. 46. (a) In the event that any dis­
putes arise between the United States and 
the State of Alaska prior to January 1, 1965, 
concerning the transfer, conveyance, or other 
disposal of property to the State of Alaska 
pursuant to section 6(e) of the Act of 
July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339, 340), providing 
for the admission of the State of Alaska into 
the Union, or pursuant to this Act, the 
President is authorized ( 1) to appoint by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate a temporary commission of three 
persons, to consider, ascertain, adjust, deter­
mine, and settle such disputes, and (2) to 
make such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to establish such temporary com­
mission or as may be necessary to termi­
nate such temporary commission at the con­
clusion of its duties. In carrying out its 
duties under this section, such commission 
may hold such hearings, take such testi­
mony, sit and act at such times and places, 
and incur such expenditures as the com­
mission deems necessary. No commission 
shall be appointed under authority of this 
subsection after June 30, 1965. 

"(b) The commission may, without regard 
to the civil service laws and the Classifica­
tion Act of 1949, employ and fix the com­
pensation of such employees as it deems nec­
essary to carry out its duties under this sec­
tion. The commission is authorized to use 
the facilities, information, and personnel of 
the departments, agencies, and establish­
ments of the executive branch of the United 
States Government which it deems neces­
sary to carry out its duties; and each such 
department, agency, and instrumentality is 
authorized to furnish such facilities, infor­
mation, and personnel to the commission 
upon request made by the commission. The 
commission shall reimburse each such de-

- partment:, agency, or instrumentality for the 
services of any personnel utilized. The com­
mission may establish such procedures, rules, 
and regulations as may be necessary to carry 
out it duties under this section. 

"(c) No member of such commission shall 
be an officer or employee of the United 
States or of the State of Alaska. Any com­
missioner may be removed by the President 
for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeas­
ance in office. A vacancy in the commisslon 
shall not impair the right of the remaining 
commissioners to exercise all the ·powers of 
the commission. Each member of the com­
mission shall be paid compensation at the 
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rate of $50 per day for each day spent in the 
work of the commission, shall be reimbursed 
for actual and necessary travel expenses, and 
shall receive a per diem allowance in ac­
cordance with the provisions of the Travel 
Expense Act of 1949, as amended, when 
away from his usual place of residence. 

"(d) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to enable the commission to perform its du­
ties under this section. 

"EFFECTIVE DATES 

"SEC. 47. (a) The amendments made by 
paragraph (2) of subsection (a) of section 
18, by subsection (a) of section 28, by para­
graph (1) of subsection (c) of section 31, 
by subsections (a) and (b) of section 32, 
and, except as provided in subsection (c) of 
this section, by subsection (b) of section 24, 
shall be applicable in the case of promulga­
tions of Federal shares, allotment percent­
ages, allotment ratios, and Federal percent­
ages, as the case may be, made after satis­
factory data are available from the Depart­
ment of Commerce for a full year on the per 
capita income of Alaska, and 'for this purpose 
such promulgations shall, before such data 
for the full period required by the applicable 
statutory provision as so amended are avail­
able from the Department of Commerce, be 
based on satisfactory data available from 
such Department for such one full year or, 
when such data for a two-year period are 
available, for such two years. 

"(b) The amendments made by para­
graphs (1) and (3) of s:ubsection (a) of sec­
tion 18 shall be applicable, in the case of 
allotments under section 302(b) or 502 of 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, 
for fiscal years beginning July 1, 1959, and, 
in the case of allotments under section 
302 (a) of such Act, in the case of allotments 
based on allotment ratios, promulgated un­
der such section 302(a), to which the amend­
ment made by paragraph (2) of subsection 
(a) of section 18 of this Act is applicable. 

"(c) (1) The allotment percentage dete~­
mined for Alaska under section 11 (h) of the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act, as amended 
by this Act, for the fl.rst, second, third, and 
fourth years for which the amendments made 
by this Act are applicable to such section 
shall be increased by 76 per centum, 64 per 
centum, 52 per centum, and 28 per centum, 
respectively, of the difference between such 
allotment percentage for the year involved 
and 75 per centum. 

"(2) The Federal share for Alaska deter­
mined under section 11 (i) of the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act, as amended by this Act, 
for the fl.rst year for which the amendments 
made by this Act are applicable to such sec­
tion shall be increased by 70 per centum of 
the difference between such Federal share 
for such year and 60 per centum. 

""(3) If such first year for which such 
amendments made by this Act are applicable 
in any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 
1962, the adjusted Federal share for Alaska 
for such year for purposes of section 2 (b) 
of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act shall, 
notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 
(3) (A) of such section 2(b), be the Federal 
share determined pursuant to paragraph (2) 
of this subsection. 

"(d) The amendments made by para­
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b), by 
subsection (c), and by paragraph (4) of 
subsection (d) of section 18; by subsection 
(a) of section 24; by subsection (b) of sec­
tion 28; by subsection (a), by subparagraphs 
(2), (3), and (4) of subsection (b), and by 
paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of section 
31; by paragraph (2) of subsection (c) and 
by subsection (d) of section 32; and, ex­
cept as provided in subsection (b) of this 
section by paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
of section 18, shall be effective on January 
3, 1959. 

" (e) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) of subsection (c) of section 32 shall 

apply in the case of deaths occurring on or 
after January 3, 1959. 

"(f) The amendments made by paragraph 
( 1) of subsection (b) and paragraphs ( 1) , 
(2), and (3) of subsection (d) of section 
18 shall be applicable for fiscal years begin­
ning July 1, 1959. 

"(g) The amendments in sections 40 and 
42 shall take effect when enacted: Provided, 
however, That with respect to injuries or 
deaths occurring on or after January 3, 1959, 
and prior to the effective date of these 
amendments, claims filed by employees en­
gaged in the State of Alaska in any of the 
employments covered by the Defense Base 
Act (and their dependents) may be adjudi­
cated under the Workmen's Compensation 
Act of Alaska instead of the Defense Base 
Act. 
"DEFINITION OF 'CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES' 

"SEc. 48. Whenever the phrase 'continental 
United States' is used in any law of the 
United States enacted after the date of en­
actment of this Act, it shall mean the 49 
States on the North American Continent 
and the District of Columbia, unless other­
wise expressly provided. 

"OTHER SUBJECTS 

"SEC. 49. The amendment by this Act of 
certain statutes by deleting therefrom spe­
cific references to 'Ala.Eka or such phrases 
as 'Territory of Alaska' shall not be con­
strued to affect the applicability or inappli­
cability in or to Alaska of other statutes not 
so amended. 

"SEPARABILITY 

"SEc. 50. If any provision of this Act, or 
the application thereof to any person or 
circumstances, is held invalid, the remainder 
of this Act, and the application of such pro­
vision to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby." 

The Senate amendment as amended 
was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND ON 
THE WHEAT BILL 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 

-who spoke on the wheat bill (H.R. 7246) 
in the Committee of the Whole may re­
vise and extend their remarks, and that 
all Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to extend their remarks on that 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. 

FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 
Mr. HARRIS submitted a conference 

report and statement on the bill <S. 1) 
to amend the Federal Airport Act in 
order to extend the time for making 
grants under the provisions of such act, 
and for other purposes. 

WHEAT LEGISLATION 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to make some observa.ticns about the 

present wheat legislation that wheat 
farmers are living with and have been 
living with for the past several years. 
The statement has been made that pres­
ent and proposed wheat legislation is 
devised for large wheat farmers. The 
legislation we have at present surely can 
be described as being not only big farm­
er legislation, but also real small farmer 
legislation. Under the present law, it 
has been possible for a big farmer to 
overseed, pay the penalty and come up 
with more net dollars per acre than as 
if he had complied with his allotment. 
In addition, if he overseeded enough, he 
could even increase his base acreage, 
which would result in an increase in his 
allotment. This increase for the indi­
vidual who had not complied, under our 
fixed national allotment, had to be taken 
away from those who had complied with 
the program. Also, in some instances, 
farmers were penalized by having acres 
taken away from their allotment be­
cause they had not planted enough. 

On the other hand, present wheat laws 
have enabled anyone, anywhere, whether 
or not he had ever raised wheat before 
or not, to raise up to 15 acres of wheat, 
just as if he had a 15-acre allotment. 
The only difference being that he was not 
eligible for a Commodity Credit loan. 
Since the loan program effectively 
pegged the price at the support level, 
however, this was no hardship on this 
15-acre farmer. In 1941, when the 15-
acre exemption provision was adopted by 
Congress, there were not too many 
farmers raising less than 15 acres of 
wheat. Everyone is in agreement that 
the little farmer should be given an extra 
break. What has happened, however, 
under the law, as the small farmer took 
advantage of this provision of the law, 
and incidentally these people are not all 
small farmers, wheat raising was ex­
panded by leaps and bounds outside the 
traditional wheat growing areas. As 
enough of this expansion took place, 
new States became eligible for inclusion 
as commercial wheat States. They were 
given a State allotment which had to be 
taken from the total national allotment. 
In readjusting the national allotment, 
States such as my State of North Dakota, 
had to take a cut which was proportion­
ately absorbed by every farmer in the 
State. These farmers, whose primary 
means of livelihood stemmed from wheat 
production, were cut down on their allot­
ments to give people who, in most in­
stances, had never raised a bushel of 
wheat before in their lives, an opportu­
nity to go into the wheat business. 

My State of North Dakota has suffered 
more than any other major wheat pro­
ducing State from the workings of these 
peculiarities in the present law. With 
the Nation's highest percentage of com­
pliance with allotments, we have lost 
almost twice the acreage of any other 
wheat-producing State. 

To clarify further, if possible, the pic­
ture of who produces wheat and the size 
of operation under which the great ina­
jority of wheat is produced, let me give 
you a few statistics regarding the size 
of wheat farms in North Dakota. On 
the great majority of these farms, w~1eat 
is the primary income. We do not have 



1959· CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 10573 
a great variety of crops that can be pro­
duced on farms in the larger portion of 
my State. I must say that livestock pro­
duction could be greatly expanded, but 
even that has definite limitations. 

In North Dakota, the largest group of 
farmers as to size of wheat allotments, 
is in the size category between 100 and 
200 acres, 19,523. The next largest cate­
gory is between 50 and 75 acres, where 
we have 12,744. Below 50 acres in size, 
we have a total of 23,228, almost one­
third of our farms. In the 200- to 300-
acre category, we have only 4,731. In 
the 300- to 400-acre category, 1,542. In 
the 400- to 500-acre category, 489. In 
the 500- to 1,000-acre category, 399. 
Above 1,000 acres, we have only 29 al­
lotments. I might add here that if all 
these 1,000-acre allotments were added 
together, they would be some short of 
the 40,000-acre wheat farm mentioned 
on the floor here yesterday. So far as 
my State is concerned, we just don't 
have any real large wheat farms. 

H.R. 7680: THE ROOSEVELT LABOR­
MANAGEMENT REFORM BILL 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include a bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, 

Wednesday evening, the Joint Subcom­
mittee of the House Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor closed the public hear­
ings on proposed management-labor 
reform bills. 

Today, the difficult task of 3-pproving 
legislation for the consideration of the 
House has begun. In an effort to :.;>ro­
vide a constructive approach, as the re­
sult of the weeks of public hearin:5s, I 
have today introduced a bill. Under 
unanimous consent, I include it following 
these remarks. 

It is readily apparent that the bill is 
drawn from four principal sources: 
First, the testimony of witnesses; sec­
ond, the so-called Kennedy-Ervin bill; 
third, the management-labor reform bill 
passed by the Lc;5islature of the State of 
New York and signed by its Governor; 
and, fourt:r., the proposal of my col­
league, Representative KEARNS, H.R. 
'1265. 

I would invite particular attention to 
the New York statute. New York, like 
my own California, is a leading indus­
trial State. Its legislature has strong 
Republican majorities. Its Governor is 
a registered Republican. After con­
siderable debate and consideration, it 
adopted a statement of findings and 
policy which I have embodied as section 
2 of my proposal. ·This policy is mod­
erate and strikes directly at the abuses 
c~ fiduciary responsibility of some labor 
officials which are the main concern of 
working men and women and the general 
public. It does not attempt to embark 
on a new policy of interference in the in­
ternal management of unions. It ex­
pressly, as in section 210(b) of my pro-

posal, does not raise or limit further the 
right to strike, picket or other concerted 
activities for the purpose of collective 
bargaining. But I emphasize this omis­
sion is not a blanket approval of all such 
present practices. That there is a need 
for a thoughtful, constructive reapprais­
al of these activities is denied by no one. 
I have heeded the advice and opinions 
given us only yesterday by Senator JoHN 
McCLELLAN before the House subcommit­
tee. My proposal, therefore, calls for a 
special joint committee of the Congress 
to make such a study and report by 
April 1, 1960, in order that its recom­
mendations may be acted on before the 
end of the 86th Congress. 

I have long been a worker for the rights 
of minorities and individuals, within the 
framework of the needs of the gem~ral 
welfare. The evidence before us de­
mands, I believe, a workable bill of rights 
for the protection of union members. 
This, my proposal contains. 

Finally, I would stress the simplicity 
and directness of the proposed measure. 
It is offered with no claim of perfection, 
nor will it achieve the goals of extremists. 
It is offered because of my firm convic­
tion that reasonable legislation is neces­
sary now, and that proposals for more 
radical an::l far-reaching steps need fur­
ther, but not unlimited, consideration 
for which I have provided. 

H.R. 7680 
Bill to provide for certain obligations of offi­

cers and agents of labor organizations and 
of employer organizations, employers, and 
labor relations consultants; and providing 
for a study of management-labor problems 
generally 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representattves of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the "Labor and Management 
Improper Practices Act of 1959." 
Declaration of findings, purposes, and policy 

SEC. 2. The rights of employees to organize 
and to bargain collectively through labor or­
ganizations of their own choosing have been 
affirmatively protected by the Federal laws. 
Encouraged by these laws, a substantial pro­
portion of the employees in the Nation have 
become members of, and contribute finan­
cially to, labor organizations for the purpose 
of bargaining collectively with their emp­
ployers concerning wages and other condi­
tions of employment. To the officers and 
agents of their labor organizations, these em­
ployees have entrusted their funds and the 
power to act in their behalf in achieving the 
purposes of their labor. organizations. 

Experience has shown instances where offi­
cers and agents of some labor organizations 
have abused their positions of fiduciary re­
sponsibility. 

Experience has also shown instances in 
which some employers, employer organiza­
tions, and labor relations consultants have 
participated in or induced such abuses of 
fiduciary responsibility by officers and agents 
of such labor organizations. 

Responsible leaders of the labor movement 
have recognized that union officers and 
agents have a fiduciary duty to serve the 
members of the union honestly and faith­
fully, and these leaders have taken coura­
geous action against those who have vio­
lated their trust. Experience, however, has 
shown that labor's efforts to correct abuses 
from within need to be aided and supple­
men ted by legislation. 

Such abuses have had a harmful effect on 
the general welfare, health, and safety of 
emplo~ees and the public, and have the 

tendency or necessary effect of burdening 
or obstructing commerce by ( 1) impairing 
the efficiency, saf<;lty, or operation of the 
instrumentalities of commerce; (2) occurring 
in the current of commerce; (3) materially 
affecting, restraining, or controlling the flow 
of raw materials or manufactured or proc­
essed goods into or from the channels of 
commerce, or the prices of such materials or 
goods in commerce; or (4) causing diminu­
tion of employment and wages in such vol­
ume as substantially to impair or disrupt 
the market for goods flowing into or from the 
channels of commerce. Accordingly, it is 
hereby declared to be the public policy of the 
United States that officers and agents of a 
labor organization shall be held to a fidu­
ciary obligation in handling the labor organi·­
zation's assets; that such officers and agents 
shall not acquire financial interests which 
interfere or tend to interfere with the faith­
ful performance of their responsibility to the 
labor organization; and that such officers and 
agents shall account fully to the members of 
such labor organizations for all assets and 
financial transactions. It is hereby further 
declared to be the public policy of the United 
States that employers, employer organiza­
tions, labor relations consultants, and other 
persons shall not participate in or induce 
violations of such fiduciary obligation by offi­
cers and agents of labor organizations. 

Definitions 
SEc. 3. When used in this Act the term­
(1) "Person" includes one or more indi­

viduals, partnerships, associations, or corpo­
rations, whether acting for themselves or in 
a representative capacity. 

(2) "Labor organization" means any or­
ganization of any kind which exists for the 
purpose, in whole or in part, of represent­
ing employees in dealing with employers or 
employer organizations engaged in an ac­
tivity or industry affecting commerce con­
cerning terms and conditions of employment, 
grievances, labor disputes, or other matters 
incidental to the employment relations, and 
shall include the parent national or interna­
tional organization of a labor organization. 

(3) "Employer" means any person en­
gaged in an activity or industry affecting 
commerce employing another includes any 
person acting as an agent of an employer, 
directly or indirectly. 

(4) "Employer organization'' means any 
organization of any kind which exists for 
the purpose, in whole or in part, of repre­
senting employers in dealing with employees 
or labor organizations concerning terms and 
conditions of employment, grievances, labor 
disputes, or other matters incidental to the 
employment relationship. 

(5) "Labor relations consultant" :neans 
any person who, for compensation, advises 
or represents an employer, employer organi­
zation, or labor organization concerning em­
ployee organizing, concerted activities, or 
collective bargaining activities, but shall not 
include a director, officer, or regular em­
ployee of such employer, employer organiza­
tion, or labor organization, or an attorney 
engaged in the practice of law. 

( 6) "Officer" means any person holding or, 
in fact, performing or authorized to perform 
the functions of an office named or described 
in the constitution, charter, articles of in­
corporation, articles of association, or by­
laws of a labor organization or employer 
organization. 

(7) "Agent" means any person, other than 
an attorney engaged in the practice of law, 
who represents or is authorized to represent 
a labor organization or employer organiza­
tion, alone or with others, in its dealings 
with employers, employees, members, em­
ployer organizations, labor organizations, or 
other persons, regardless of whether his re­
lationship to the labor organization or em­
ployer organization is that of an independent 
contractor or employee. 
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(8) "Commerce" means trade, traffic, com­
merce, transportation, transmission or com­
munication among the several States or be­
tween any State and any place outside 
thereof. For purposes of this sub-section, 
"State" includes any State of the United 
States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, Guam, Wake Island, the Canal Zone, 
and outer Continental Shelf lands defined in 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (ch. 
345, 67 Stat. 462). 

(9) An activity or industry "affecting 
commerce" means any activity or industry 
in commerce or in which a labor dispute 
would hinder or obstruct commerce or the 
free flow of commerce, and includes any 
activity or industry "affecting commerce" 
within the meaning of the Labor Manage­
ment Relations Act of 1947, as amended. 

TITLE I-BILL OF RIGHTS 

SEc. 101. The constit ution, by-laws, or 
other basic documents of every labor organi­
zation, as adopted and approved by its mem­
bership, shall include the following-

(1) Rules of order for the conduct of its 
meetings and conventions; 

(2) Provisions for charges, notice and 
hearing in disciplinary matters, other than 
fines for non-attendance at union meetings 
and for failure to pay dues; 

(3) Provisions setting forth the right to 
seek redress against such union in the courts 
of law or before administrative agencies after 
exhaustion of remedies within a reasonable 
period of time, not to exceed six months; 

(4) The democratic right to vote on new 
or additional dues or initiation fees , and to 
vote on assessments exceeding $12 .00 in any 
one fiscal year; 

(5) The democratic right to attend union 
meetings, participate in union affairs, and 
participate and vote on nominations and 
elections of union officers; 

(6) The right to express views, arguments, 
or opinions in all matters directly or in­
directly affecting the union: 
Provided, That nothing in this section shall 
be construed to impair the right of a labor 
organization to make reasonable rules and 
regulations with respect to the matters here­
in, including, but not limited to, mainte­
nance of order and decorum at union meet­
ings, and the right to adopt and enforce rea­
sonable rules as t6 the responsibility of every 
member toward the organization as an in­
stitution and as a collective bargaining agent 
and to his refraining from conduct that 
would interfere with the performance of its 
legal or contractual obligations. Such rules 
and regulations shall be presumed to be 
reasonable unless held to the contrary by the 
court of competent jurisdiction as herein­
after provided. 
. SEc. 102. Any member who shall feel ag­

grieved because of the failure of a labor 
organization to comply with the above, or to 
comply with its constitution, bylaws, or 
basic documents relating to the above, shall 
first exhaust his remedies within such organ­
ization. If, after a period of six months, 
such remedies have not been finally ex­
hausted or the complaint satisfactorily ad­
justed, such member may then file a sworn 
complaint with the Federal Mediation and 
Conciliation Service. The Service shall make 
an investigation and conduct a hearing if it 
deems necessary, and if the Federal Media­
tion and Conciliation Service finds that fur­
ther extension of time for exhaustion of 
remedies within such organization is unrea­
sonable. The Service may dismiss the com­
plaint or issue advisory recommendations 
with respect thereto, but neither the mem­
ber nor the labor organization shall be 
required to accept such recommendations. 
If the member still feels aggrieved after 
final action of the Service he may bring an 
action in a district court of the United States 
for such relief as may be appropriate. Any 

such action against a labor organization 
shall be brought in a United States District 
Court of the district where the alleged vio­
lation occurred or where the headquarters of 
such labor organization is located. 

SEC. 103. The Federal Mediation and Con­
ciliation Service shall keep adequate records 
of the matters presented to it under the 
procedures set fort h herein and shall report 
its findings and recommendations to the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
by not later than January 31, 1961, and an­
nually thereafter on January 1. 

TITLE II-FIDUCIARY OBLIGATIONS; REPORTING 

Fid1Wiary obligations of officers and agents 
SEC. 201. No officer or agent of a labor or­

ganization shall, directly or indirectly-
(1) have or acquire any pecuniary or per­

sonal interest which would conflict with his 
fiduciary obligation to such organization; 

( 2) engage in any business or financial 
transaction which conflicts with his fiduciary 
obligation; or 

(3) act in any way which subordinates the 
interests of such labor organization to his 
own pecuniary or personal interests. 
Specific prohibited financial interests and 

t r ansactions 
SEc. 202 . (a) Without limiting his fidu­

ciary obligation provided in section 201, it 
shall constitute a violation of his fiduciary 
obligation for an officer or agent of a labor 
organization-

(1) to have, directly or indirectly, any 
fin ::.ncial interest in any business or transac­
tion of either an employer whose employees 
his labor organization represents or seeks to 
represent for purposes of collective bargain­
ing, or an employer who is in the same indus­
try as such an employer; 

(2) to have, directly or indirectly, any 
financial interest in the business or transac­
tion of any person who sells to, buys from, 
or otherwise deals with (A) an employer 
whose employees his labor organization rep­
resents or seeks to represent for purposes of 
collective bargaining, (B) an employer or­
ganization which represents such employer, 
or (C) an employer who is in the same in­
dustry as such an employer; 

(3) to have, directly or indirectly, any 
financial interest in the business of any per­
son who sells to, buys from, or otherwise 
deals with his labor organization; 

( 4) to have, directly or indirectly, any 
financial interest in any transaction with his 
labor organization for the purchase or sale 
of property or services, except reasonable 
compensation for services rendered by him 
to such organization as officer or agent; 

(5) to receive, directly or indirectly, any 
payments, loans, or gifts from (A) an em­
ployer whose employees his labor organiza­
tion represents or seeks to :-epresent for pur­
poses of collective bargaining (B) an em­
ployer organization which represents such 
employer, or (C) an employer who is in the 
same industry as such an employer: Pro­
vided, That such an officer or agent may re­
ceive reasonable compensation for services 
rendered by him as an employee of such 
employer, or payments required by collective 
agreement to be made in lieu of wages for 
time lost from work while engaged in col­
lective bargaining, handling of grievances, or 
otherwise in the administration of a col­
lective agreement; 

( 6) to lend any funds of the labor organ­
ization, directly or indirectly, to either any 
officer, agent, or employee of such organ­
ization, or any business in which an officer, 
agent, or employee of such organization has, 
directly or indirectly, a financial interest: 
Provided, That loans may be made from a 
loan fund which has been set aside in ac­
cordance with a written resolution of the 
governing board of the labor organization 
for the specific purpose o~ making personal 
loans to its officers, agents, and employees 

generally, on compliance ' with established, 
written rules; or 

(7) to lend or invest any funds of the 
labor organization, directly or indirectly, in 
any business of an employer whose employees 
his labor organization represents or seeks 
to represent for purposes of collective bar­
gaining, except where the go"<Terning board 
of the labor organization has adopted a 
written resolution finding and determining 
that such loan or investment will promote 
the best interests of the employees and will 
not adversely affect collective bargaining. 

(b) The fact that conduct or acts of an 
officer or agent of a labor organization have 
not caused damage to such organization or 
any of its members, or have been ratified or 
acquiesced in by such organization or its 
members , shall not be relevant in deter­
mining whether such conduct. or acts con­
stitute a violation by such officer or agent 
of any of the obligations provided in section 
201 and in this section. 

(c) Nothing contained in this section shall 
prohibit an officer or agent of a labor or­
ganization from-

( 1) holding a financial interest acquired 
as an employee through a regularly estab­
lished employee benefit plan, including a 
stock purchase, profit sharing, pension or 
ret irement plan; 

(2) holding securities traded on a securi­
ties exchange registered as a nationa: ex­
change under the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, or shares in an investment company 
registered under the Investment Company 
Act of 1940, or securities of a public ·Ltility 
holding company registered under the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act, and all Fed­
eral laws amendatory and supplemental to 
such Acts: Provided, That any investment 
in such securities or shares shall not con­
stitute more than 1 percent of the outstand­
ing securities or shares of the respective class 
or classes of securities or shares which he 
holds; 

(3) lending to, or investing in, any busi­
ness owned predominantly by a labor or­
ganization or labor organizations; or 

(4) receiving gifts, otherwise lawful, from 
employers whose employees his labor organi­
zation represents and from employer or­
ganizations which repres-ent such eirployers, 
provided the cumulative retail value of such 
gifts from all such employers and employer 
organizations does not exceed one hur..dred 
dollars in any calendar year. 

(d) Nothing contained in this section shall 
prohibit any labor organization from-

.(1) acquiring a nominal number of shares 
in any corporation for the purpose of quali­
f~Ting as stockholder in order to obtain finan­
cial statements of the corporation; or 

(2) lending to, or investing in, any busi­
ness owned predominantly by a labor or­
ganization or labor organizations. 

Obligation of employers and others 
SEc. 203. No employer, employer organiza­

tion, labor relations consultant, or other p~r­
son shall knowingly participate in or induce 
any conduct or act which violates any of 
the obligations of any officer or agent of a 
labor organization provided in section 202. 

En forcement of fiduc i ar y obligations 

SEC. 204. (a) Where an officer or agent of 
a labor organization has violated or is violat­
ing any of his obligations provided in sec­
tions 201 and 202, such labor organization 
and the parent organization of such labor 
organization shall each have the right to 
bring an action or proceeding in any United 
States district court for legal or equitable re­
lief to redress such violation of obligation. 
Any member of such labor organization shall 
have the right to bring such action or pro­
ceeding if (1) after request by any member 
that such action or proceeding be brought, 
such organization shall fa il to do so, (2) 
such request would be futile, or (3) such 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 10575 
organization has failed 'to prosecute dili­
gently any such action or proceeding which 
it has brought. 

(b) If any such action or proceeding is 
determined in favor of such-organization or 
any such member, the court may award, in 
addition to other costs authorized by law, 
reasonable attorneys' fees and disbursements 
out of any moneys awarded or funds or as­
sets recovered in such action or proceeding. 

(c) Any employer, employer organization, 
labor relations consultant, or other person 
who knowingly participated in or induced 
any conduct or act which violates any of 
the obligations of an officer or agent of a 
labor organization provided in sections 201 
and 202, shall be subject to the same liabili­
ties and judicial remedies as such officer or 
agent, including but not limited to joint and 
several liability with such officer or agent for 
any losses suffered by the labor organization, 
or any member thereof, as a result of any 
such violation of obligation, and joint and 
several liability to pay over to such labor 
organization or such member any gains or 
profits made as a result of such knowingly 
participation or inducement. 

(d) Each willful and knowing violation of 
any of the provisions of sections 203 and 
204 of this Act shall constitute a misdemea­
nor, punishable by imprisonment for not 
more than one year, or by a fine of not more 
than $1,000, or both. 

Financial reporting 
SEC. 205. (a) Every labor organization and 

employer organization shall file with the 
Secretary of Labor within six months after 
this Act becomes effective and thereafter 
annually within five months after the end 
of its fiscal year, a verified report showing 
the financial condition and financial trans­
actions of the organization during the fiscal 
year. The president or chief executive offi­
cer and the treasurer or chief financial officer 
of the organization personally shall be re­
sponsible for the preparation and filing of 
the report, and both s:1all verify such report. 

The report shall be in such form and 
contain such matters as the Secretary of 
Labor may determine from time to time to 
be necessary to disclose accurately the or­
ganization's financial condition and opera­
tions during the preceding fiscal year, in­
cluding the following-

(1) the name of such organization and the 
address of its principal place of business; 

(2) the names, titles, and r.ompensation, 
allowances, and expenses of its three prin­
cipal officers r..nd of any of its other officers ­
or agents whose aggregate compensation, 
allowances, and expenses for the year ex­
ceeded $10,000; 

(3} loans of funds or gifts of the labor 
organization, directly or indirectly, to any 
officer, agent, or employee of the labor or­
ganization where the aggregate of such loans 
outstanding at any one time during the year 
exceeds $500 or the aggregate of such gifts 
during the year exceeds $100 in the case of 
the particular individual; 

(4) loans or investments of funds of the 
labor organization in any business of an em­
ployer whose employees the labor organiza­
tion represents or seeks to represent for pur­
poses of collective bargaining; and 

(5) the amounts and sources of its re­
ceipts, the amounts and purposes of its dis­
bursements during the fiscal year, and its as­
sets and liabilities as of the end of the year. 

The Secretary of Labor may, to effectuate 
the purposes of this Act, vary the nature of 
the report required according to the size and 
type of the organization. · 

(b) Every labor organization and employer 
organization organized after the effective 
date of this Act shall file a report with the 
Secretary of Labor within thirty days after 
the making of its first collective bargaining 
agreement. The report shall contain such 
information relating to the organization, op-

eration, and affairs of such organization as 
may be prescribed by the Secretary of Labor, 
including, but not limited to, its name and 
business address, the names of its officers, 
its affiliation, if a::1y, with any parent organi­
zation, and the date on which its fiscal year 
ends. The president or chief executive officer 
and the treasurer or chief financial officer of 
the organization personally shall be respon­
sible for the preparation and filing of the re­
port, and both shall verify such report. 

(c) Every employer who employs ten or 
more regular employees, shall file with the 
Secretary of Labor, within six months after 
this Act becomes effective, and thereafter 
annually within five months after the end of 
his fiscal year, a verified report, in such form 
as the Secretary of Labor may from time to 
time determine, setting forth the follow-
ing- · 

(1) the name of the employer, the nature 
of his business, and the address of his prin­
cipal place of business; 

(2) the name of any employers' organiza­
tion of which he is a member; 

(3) the name of each labor organization 
which the employer recognizes as a repre­
sentative of his employees for purposes of 
collective bargaining, or which has served 
notice on the employer that it demands rec­
ognition as such representative; 

(4} payments made directly or indirectly 
during the preceding fiscal year, to any per­
son for the performance of, or under an 
arrangement to perform, any acts of: 

(A) interference with, or restraint or ·coer­
cion of, employees in their forming or join­
ing labor organizations; 

(B) interference with, or restraint or coer­
cion of, employees in their choice of repre­
sentatives for purposes of collective bargain­
~ng; or 

(C) interference with, or restraint or coer­
cion of, employees in their engaging in con­
certed action for mutual aid and protection. 

(5) any financial interest which an officer 
or agent of a labor organization has, directly 
or indirectly, in the employer's business or 
financial transactions; 

(6) any payments, loans, or gifts made by 
the employer, directly or indirectly, to an 
officer or agent of a labor organization. 

Such report or any portion thereof may be 
required by the Secretary of Labor of any 
other employer if the Secretary of Labor 
finds that such report is necessary to effec­
tuate the purposes of this Act. 

Nothing in this subsection shall be con­
strued to require an employer to report pay­
ments to employees for services rendered in 
the regular course of employment, or pay­
ments required by collective agreement to be 
made in lieu of wages for time lost from work 
while engaged in collective bargaining, han­
dling of grievances, or otherwise in the ad­
ministration of a collective agreement. 
Nothing contained in paragraph (5) of this 
subsection shall require an employer, the 
securities or shares of which are described 
in paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of section 
202 of this Act, to report holdings of such 
securities or shares by officers or agents of 
any labor organization other than the labor 
organization which represents its employees 
for purposes of collective bargaining. 

(d) Every labor relations consultant shall 
file with the Secretary of Labor within six 
months after this Act becomes effective, and 
thereafter annually within five months after 
the end of his fiscal year, a verified report 
showing his receipts and disbursements dur­
ing the preceding fiscal year for, and any 
agreement or arrangement in which he has 
participated in any way for the performance 
of any acts of, interference with, or re­
straint or coercion of employees in their 
forming or joining labor organizations, 
choosing of representatives for purposes of 
collective bargaining, or engaging in con­
certed action for mutual aid and protection. 

The report shall be in such form and con­
tain such other matters as the Secretary of 
Labor may determine from time to time to 
be necessary to disclose accurately the labor 
relations consultant's activities and effectu­
ate the purposes of this Act. 

(e) The Secretary of Labor may, for the 
purpose of assuring the completeness of any 
report required to be filed by this section 
or compliance with such reporting require­
ments, address to any officer, agent, or em­
ployee of a labor organization, employer 
organization, employer, or labor relations 
consultant inquiries relating to the financial 
matters and financial transactions required 
to be reported by this section, and may 
require that replies to such inquiries be 
submitted in writing and verified by such 
individuals as he designates. 

(f) The contents of all reports submitted 
under paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) of 
subsections (a) and (c) of this section shall 
be public information, and such reports 
shall be available for public inspection under 
such conditions as the Secretary of Labor 
shall prescribe. The contents of all reports 
submitted under subsection (e) of this sec­
tion shall be made available to the advisory 
council established under section 209 and to 
appropriate law enforcement agencies and 
officials, and the advisory council and the 
Secretary of Labor may use such contents 
in the preparation and publication of 
studies, reports, and surveys. 

(g) Every labor organization and employer 
organization shall make available to each of 
its members, in such manner as the Secre­
tary of Labor shall prescribe, a copy of its 
annual financial report or such portions 
thereof as the Secretary of Labor shall find 
relevant and appropriate. The officers re­
sponsible for the preparation and filing of 
reports under subsection (a) of this section 
shall be responsible for providing copies of 
reports under this subsection. 

Accounting requirements 
SEC. 206. (a) Every labor organization and 

employer organization shall maintain de­
tailed and accurate books and records of ac­
count in conformity with generally accepted 
accounting principles and in accordance with 
standards prescribed by the· Secretary of 
Labor: Provided, That the standards pre­
scribed may vary according to the size and 
type of the organization. Every employer of 
ten or more employees and every labor rela­
tions consultant shall maintain detailed and 
accurate books and records of account of all 
matters required to be reported under sec­
tion 205 of this Act. All books and records 
of account shall be preserved for a period 
of five years after the filing of reports based 
on the information which they contain. 
The officers required to prepare and file re­
ports under section 205 of this Act, shall be 
responsible for the maintell6nce and preser­
vation of books and records of account re­
quired by this section. 

(b) The Secretary of Labor, when he has 
reasonable cause to believe that the required 
accounting standards have not been main­
tained or that the books and records do not 
accurately reflect the financial condition and 
financial transaction of the labor organiza­
tion or employer organization, may examine 
the books and records of the organization, 
subpena witnesses and documents, and 
make such other investigation as is neces­
sary to enable him to determine the facts 
relative thereto. 

The Secretary of Labor, when he has rea­
sonable cause to believe that the books and 
records do not accurately reflect the mat­
ters required to be reported by the employer 
or labor relations consultant, may examine 
the books and records of such employer or 
labor relations consultant, subpena wit­
nesses and documents, and make such other 
investigation as is necessary to enable him 
to determine the facts relative thereto. 
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(c) For the purpose of any investigation 

provided for in this Act, the provisions of 
sections 9 and 10 (relating to the attend­
ance of witnesses and the production of 
books, papers, and documents) of the Fed­
eral Trade Commission Act of S~ptember 
16, 1914, as amended (15 U.S.C. 49, 50), 
are hereby made applicable to the jurisdic­
tion, powers, and duties of the Secretary 
of Labor or any officers designated by him. 
Enforcement of financial reporting and 

accounting duties 
SEc. 207. (a) Any officer, agent, or em­

ployee of any labor organization or employer 
organization, or any employer or labor re­
lations consultant who willfully fails or re­
fuses to comply with any provision of sec­
tions 2D5 and 206 of this Act, or who makes 
or files a report or reply required under 
these sections knowing that it contains false 
information, shall be guilty of misdemeanor, 
punishable by imprisonment for not more 
than one year, or by a fine of not more 
than $1,000, or both. 

(b) Any officer, agent, or employee of a 
labor organization or employer organization, 
or any employer or labor relations consult­
ant who knowingly causes any person to 
fail or refuse to comply with any provision 
of sections 205 and 206 of this .Act, or who 
causes any person to make or file a report 
or reply required under these sections know­
ing that it contains false information shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by 
imprisonment for not more than one year, 
or by a fine of not more than $1,000, or 
both. 

(c) If any officer, agent, or employee of a 
labor organization or employer organiza­
tion, or any employer or labor relations 
consultant fails or refuses to comply with 
any provision of sections 205 and 206 of 
this Act, or causes any person to fail or 
refuse to comply with the provisions of 
these sections, the Secretary of Labor may 
issue an order directing compliance. If the 
order is not complied with within ten· days 
after issuance, he may institute a proceed­
ing in a United States district court to com­
pel compliance with these sections. 
Rules and regulations; extensions of time 

SEC. 208. (a) The Secretary of Labor may, 
from time to time, promulgate, amend and 
rescind appropriate rules and regulations de­
signed to carry out the express provisions 
and purposes of this Act. 

(b) For good cause shown, the Secretary 
of Labor may grant reasonable extensions 
of time for doing any act required by this 
Act. 

Advisory council 
SEc. 20. (a) An advisory council is hereby 

established consisting of three members ap­
pointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, one of 
whom shall be designated as chairman by 
the President. All members of the advisory 
council shall be appointed for terms of 
three years: Provided, That of the members 
first appointed, one shall be appointed for 
a one-year term, and one shall be appointed 
for a two-year term. Any member chosen 
to fill a vacancy created otherwise than by 
expiration of term shall be appointed for 
the unexpired term of the member whom 
he is to succeed. 

(b) The advisory council shall keep in­
formed as to current facts and trends re­
lating to ethical practices of labor and 
management, and shall from time to. time 
make reports 1o the President and the Con­
gress concerning the operation, administra­
tion and enforcement of this Act, together 
with any recommendations for improvement 
or revision. 

(c) The members of the advisory council 
shall receive the sum of fifty dollars for each 
day or part thereof spent in attendance at 
meetings or otherwise in the work of the 
council, and, in addition, they shall be al-

lowed actual and necessary traveling 
expenses. 

Construction and saving clause 
SEc. 210. (a) Nothing contained in this 

Act shall be construed to relieve any labor 
organization, employer organization, or any 
of its officers, agents, employees, representa­
tives or members, or any employer or labor 
relations consultant from compliance with 
any other provision of any other applicable 
Federal law. 

(b) Nothing contained in this Act shall 
be construed to limit or otherwise affect the 
right of any person under any statute or 
rule of law to organize or join labor organi­
zations, to bargain collectively, to picket, 
strike, or engage in other concerted activi­
ties for the purpose of collective bargaining 
or other mutual aid and protection, or the 
right of any labor organization under any· 
statute or rule of law to carry on such 
activities, nor to enl~rge or otherwise affect 
the power of courts to issue injunctions un­
der the provisions of the Act entitled "An 
Act to amend the Judicial Code and to define 
and limit the jurisdiction of courts sitting 
in equity, and for other purposes," approved 
March 23, 1932 (29 U.S.C. 101-115). 

Separability 
SEC. 211. If any provision of this Act or 

the application of such provision to any 
person or circumstance shall be held in­
valid, the remainder of this Act and the ap­
plication of such provision to persons or cir­
cumstances other than those to which it 
i-s held invalid shall not be affected thereby. 
Study of Taft-Hartley Act and other matters 

related to tabor-management relations 
SEc. 212. (a) There is hereby established 

a joint congressional committee to be known 
as the Joint Committ~e on Labor-Manage­
ment Relations (hereafter referred to as the 
"c01nmittee"), and to be composed of five 
Members of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, to be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate, and 
five Members ·of the House of Representa­
tives Committee on Education and Labor, ro 
be appointed by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives. Not more than three 
Members, in each instance, shall be mem­
bers of the same political party. A vacancy 
in membership of the committee shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original 
selection. The committee shall select a 
chairman and vice chairman from among 
its members. 

The comm·ittee shall make a full and com­
plete investigation and study to determine 
what legislation may be needed to supple­
ment and support the efforts of responsible. 
trade unionism to assure democratic proce­
dures within labor organizations, and with 
respect to legislation on management-labor 
problems generally. The committee shall 
report its findings and recommendations to 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
not later than April 1, 1960. 

(b) The committee shall have the power 
to employ and fix the compensation of such 
officers, experts, and employees as it deems 
necessary for the performance of its duties, 
including consultants who shall receive com­
pensation at a rate not to exceed $50 for each 
day actually spent by them in the work of 
the committee, together with their necessary 
travel and subsistence expenses. The com­
mittee is further authorized, with the con­
sent of the head of the department or agency 
concerned, to utilize the services, informa­
tion, facilities, and personnel of all agencies 
in the executive branch of the Government 
and may request the governments of the 
several States, representatives of business, 
industry, finance, and labor, and such other 
persons, agencies, organizations, and instru­
mentalities as it deems appropriate to at­
tend its hearings and to give and present 
information, advice, and recommendations. 

(c) The committee, or any subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized to hold such hear­
ings; to sit and act at such times and places 
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned 
periods of the Eighty-Sixth Congress; to re­
quire by subpena or otherwise the attend­
ance of such witnesses and the production 
of such books, papers, and documents; to 
administer oaths; to take such testimony; to 
have such printing and binding done; and 
to make such expenditures within the 
amount appropriated therefor; as it deems 
advisable. Subpenas shall be issued under 
the signature of the chairman or vice chair­
man of the committee and shall be served 
by any person designated by them. 
TITLE III-AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL 

LABOR RELATIONS ACT OF 1947, AS AMENDED 

SEc. 301. Section 14 of the National Labor 
Rela tions Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(c) (1) Nothing in this Act shall be con­
strued as to prevent any State or Territorial 
agency ot her than a court, from exercising 
jurisdiction over all cases over which the 
Board has jurisdiction, but by rule or other­
wise, ·has · declined to assert jurisdiction: 
Provided, That where such State or Terri­
t.orial agency does not exist, the Board can­
not decline to assert jurisdiction: Provided, 
further, That the State or Territorial agency 
shall apply and be governed solely by Fed­
eral law as set forth in section 8(a) and 
8(b), and 9 in this Act, as the case may be, 
and Board and Federal court rules of deci­
sion construing said sections 8(a), 8(b), 
and 9. Injunctive relief under section 10(j) 
and 10(1) shall be available to such agency: 
Provided further, That no petition under 
section 10(j) shall be filed unless it has been 
expressly approved by the General Counsel 
of the National Labor Relations Board. 

"(c) (2) The State or Territorial agency 
may petition any district court of the 
United States within such State or Territory 
for the enforcement of a final order of such 
agency and for appropriate temporary relief 
or restraining order. Such court shall make 
and enter an order or decree enforcing, 
modifying, enforcing as so modified, or set­
ting aside in whole or in part the order of 
such agency. 

" (c) ( 3) Any person aggrieved by a final 
order of the State or Territorial agency 
granting or denying in whole or in part the 
relief sought may obtain a review of such 
order in a district court of the United States 
in such State or Territory. Upon such fil­
ing, such district court shall proceed in the 
same manner, and have the same jurisdic­
tion, as in the case of an application for en­
forcement under section (c) (2) ." 

SEc. 302. Section 8 of the National Labor 
Relations Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

" (e) It shall not be an unfair labor prac­
tice under subsections (a) and (b) of this 
section for an employer engaged primarily 
in the building and construction industry 
to m ake an agreement covering employees 
engaged (or who, upon their employment, 
will be engaged) in the building and con­
struction industry with a labor organization 
of which building and construction em­
ployees are members (not established, main­
tained, or assisted by any action defined in 
section 8 (a) of this Act as an unfair labor 
practice) because (1) the m a jority status of 
such labor organization has not been estab­
lished under the provisions of section 9 of 
this Act prior to the making of such agree­
ment, or (2) such agreement requires as a 
condition of employment, membership in 
such labor organization after the seventh 
day following the beginning of such em­
ployment or the effective date of the agree­
ment, whichever is later, or (3) such agree­
ment requires the employer to notify such 
labor organization of opportunities for em­
ployment with such employer, or gives such 
labor organ ization an opportunit y to refer 
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qualified applicants for such employment, 
or (4) such agreement specifies minimum 
training or experience qualifications for em­
ployment or provides for priority in oppor­
tunities for employment based upon length 
of service with such employer, in the in­
dustry or in the particular geographical 
area: Provided, That nothing in this sub­
section shall set aside the final proviso to 
section 8(a) (3) of this Act: Provided fur­
ther, That any agreement which is valid 
solely by reason of clause (1) of this sub­
section, shall not be a bar to a petition 
filed pursuant to section 9 (c) or 9 (e) :· 

(b) Nothing contained in the amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall be construed 
as authorizing the execution or application 
of agreements requiring membership in a 
labor organization as a condition of em­
ployment in any State or Territory in which 
such execution or application is prohibited 
by State or Territorial law. 

SEC. 303. (a) Sections (9) (f), (g), and 
(h) of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, are hereby repealed. 

(b) Section (8) (a) (3) of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended, is 
amended by striking out the following: "and 
has at the time the agreement was made or 
within the preceding 12 months received 
from the Board a notice of compliance with 
sections 9 {f), (g), and (h)". 

Effective date 
SEC. 304. This Act shall take effect ninety 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, except that section 212 shall take effect 
immediately. 

DEBT MANAGEMENT CAN BE AS­
SISTED BY A CHANGE IN FEDERAL 
RESERVE MONEY MANAGEMENT 
POLICIES 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. REuss] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, today I 

testified before the House Committee on 
Ways and Means, concerning the neces­
sity of a proper congressional directive 
to the Federal Reserve System on our 
critical and pressing problem of debt 
management. My statement follows: 

Mr. Chairman, I propose the following 
amendment to upcoming legislation relating 
to the public debt: 

"It is the sense of Congress that the 
Federal Reserve System, while pursuing its 
primary mission of administering a sound 
monetary policy, should, to the maximum 
extent consistent therewith, utilize such 
means as will assist in the economical and 
efficient management of the public debt; 
that the system, to the greatest extent pos­
sible, should bring about needed future 
monetary expansion by purchasing U.S. 
securities, of varying maturities, rather than 
by further lowering bank reserve require-

. ments; and that the System should 
promptly and fully explore methods where­
by use of the power to raise reserve require­
ments may become a. more usable and ef­
fective anti-inflationary tool." 

The House Committee on Ways and 
Means is considering a bill to remove the 
present interest ceilings on savings bonds 
and on Treasury bonds, and to raise the 
public debt limit from $283 billion to $288 
billion, with a. temporary increase to $295 
billion. 

The bill to accomplish this is called "a bill 
to facilitate management of the public 
debt." It has been brought about by the 

crisis in our debt management--higher and 
higher interest rates, lower and lower mar­
ket prices for U.S. securities, less and less 
investor interest in the national debt. 

If the bill merely removes the ceilings on 
the interest rate and on the amount of the 
national debt, it might better be entitled "A 
bill to facilitate mismanagement of the pub­
lic debt." For it will encourage our monetary 
managers to continue on the dead-end course 
on which they are embarked. 

Merely raising the interest paid on the 
national debt is not going to solve anything. 
The $8.5 billion carrying charge on the na­
tional debt for fiscal 1960 is already the 
largest single nondefense item in the budget. 
Further increases in the interest rate are not 
merely going to increase the burden on the 
taxpayer. As high interest rates communi­
cate themselves throughout the entire 
economy, economic activity everywhere, but 
particularly in housing, local government 
activities, public utilities, and small business 
is going to be hurt. 

The amendment I propose would express 
the sense of Congress that the Federal Re­
serve System should not continue to turn its 
back on the management of the national 
debt, as it has been doing for some years. Of 
course the Federal Reserve's sole mission 
should be a sound monetary policy. But 
there is no reason why a sound monetary pol­
icy cannot be used to help, rather than to 
hurt, debt management. The proposed 
amendment involves no backtracking on the 
Treasury-Federal Reserve Accord of 1951, no 
commitments to peg the U.S. security mar­
ket at par, no support measures at a time 
when monetary expansion would be infla­
tionary. 

The principal directive of the amendment 
would be that the Federal Reserve "should 
bring about needed future monetary expan­
sion by purchasing U.S. securities, of vary­
ing maturities, rather than by further lower­
ing bank reserve requirements." 

Consistently since 1953, the Fed has ex­
panded the money supply, where it has ex­
panded it at all, by lowering reserve require- · 
ments of member banks. In the case of 
central reserve city banks (New York and 
Chicago), reserve requirements have been 
lowered from 24 in 1953 to 18 today. In the 
case of reserve city banks, requirements have 
been lowered from 20 in 1953 to 16¥2 today. 
In the case of country banks, reserve re­
quirements have been lowered from 14 in 
1953 to 11 today. 

About $4.3 billion of reserves has been 
added to the banking system by this 
method-enough to create 6 times as much 
credit, or almost $26 billion worth. 

Never once since 1953 has the Federal Re­
serve, when it was pursuing anti-inflationary 
policies, tightened reserve requirements. In­
stead, it has tightened money solely by rais­
ing the rediscount rate and by selling U.S. 
securities from its portfolio. 

What is more, the Federal Reserve System 
has recently stated very clearly its continu­
ing intention of adding to the money supply 
by lowering reserve requirements, as op­
posed to adding to the money supply by pur­
chasing U.S. securities for its portfolio. I 
recently collected these policy statements 
from the Federal Reserve System and set 
them forth in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
June 4, 1959, at pages 8963-8964. 

The proposed congressional directive to the 
Federal Reserve to use purchases of U.S. 
securities as its principal method of ex­
panding the money supply would help the 
cause of debt management in three major 
ways: 

( 1) It would raise somewhat the price of 
U.S. securities, and thus lower somewhat the 
going interest rate, not only on U.S. secu­
rities, but on all debt, public or private. 
Cushioning fluctuations on the downward 
side would make governments more attrac­
tive to investors. Even if the additions to 

the money supply in the future need to be 
only the modest 3 percent currently recom­
mended by the Federal Reserve (I think 4 
or 5 percent would be more like it), this 
requires an addition to the money supply 
of close to $6 billion annually, or close to 
$1 billion in new reserves. If the Federal 
Reserve achieves this expansion in reserves 
by purchases of U.S. securities, it will have 
assured the maximum amount of support 
for U.S. securities, consistent with sound 
monetary policy (assuming reserve require­
ments remain unchanged). It should be 
noted that the proposed congressional direc­
tive to the Federal Reserve speaks of pur­
chasing U.S. securities or varying matu­
rities. The Fed presently restricts itself to 
a bills only policy which needlessly de­
prives the U.S. security market of the maxi­
mum support per dollar that it ought to 
have. 

(2) It would save many millions of dol­
lars annually for the taxpayers, because the 
interest charge on the national debt owned 
by the Fed comes back to the Treasury. 
For example, if the Fed had purchased $4.3 
billion of U.S. securities in recent years, in­
stead of achieving this increase in outstand­
ing reserves by lowering reserve require­
ments, at current interest rates something 
in the neighborhood of $160 million would 
be saved for U.S. taxpayers. For the future, 
if the Fed's net purchases of U.S. securities 
average only $1 billion a year, in 10 years 
this would amount to $10 billion worth of 
national debt. The savings on this sum 
could be close to $400 million a year, at 
current interest rates. 

(3) It would at least partially protect the 
Treasury against the frequent embarrass­
ment of attrition, whereby holders of ma­
turing national debt suddenly elect to take 
cash, rather than a refunding security. In 
May, for example, one-third of the holders 
of a maturing 1-year note suddenly de­
manded cash, rather than to take another 
1-year refunding note. 

So far we have been discussing solely de­
creases in the reserve requirement, and mak­
ing the point that this method of increas­
ing the money supply does not help in the 
management of the national debt, as does 
the method of purchasing, or at least re­
taining in the Fed's portfolio, U.S. securities. 
However, there may well be occasions when 
the Federal Reserve, from the standpoint of 
both sound monetary policy and sound debt 
management policy, may wish to, and in 
fact should, raise reserve requirements. 
The Fed gives as its reason for not having 
done so, and for proclaiming its intention of 
not doing so in the future, that the reserve­
raising power is a clumsy weapon, in that it 
may operate harshly upon certain member 
banks. 

There is strong reason to believe that the 
Federal Reserve, if it really wanted to smooth 
off the rough edges of its debt management 
policy, could do so by a series of very simp!e 
amendments. A number of sound and sen­
sible ways of doing this, recommended by 
the late E. A. Goldenweiser, former director 
of research for the Federal Reserve System, 
and published by the Committee for Eco­
nomic Development, are set forth in my 
remarks on the floor on June 4, 1959 (CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 8965). 

The House Committee on Banking and 
Currency on May 28, 1959, formally re­
quested the Federal Reserve to explore meth­
ods of making the reserve-raising power a 
usable and effective method. The committee 
said: 

"Your committee firmly believes that the 
Board's monetary tools must be as efficient 
as possible. We are concerned over indica­
tions that increases in reserve requirements 
may be considered too blunt a weapon to use 
effectively. Accordingly, the Federal Reserve 
Board is requested to give further study to 
this problem, and to report to the committee 
as soon as practicable concerning p"Jssible 
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improvements in the techniques of employ­
ing reserve requirements as an anti-infla­
tionary tool, together with recommendations 
for any remedial legislation that may be 
necessary to put these improvements into 
effect" (committee repo·rt, p. 6). 

The entire Congress should express the 
same wish as did the House Committee on 
Banking and Currency-that the Fed should 
refurbish its reserve-raising powers, both to 
fight inflation when inflation threatens, and 
to permit a decent Fed participation in the 
debt management processes without giving 
rise to inflationary dangers. 

Our debt managers need some guidance 
from Congress. The proposed amendment 
endeavors to provide this. In the long run, 
sustained economic growth, increased sav­
ings, reasonable price stability, national 
budgets balanced at full employment and 
production, are the royal road not only to a 
healthy economy, but to a well managed 
national debt. Meanwhile, Congress must 
give the clearest kind of immediate directive 
that it can. 

PANAMA: BACKGROUND AND 
FOREGROUND 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FLOOD] may ex­
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, during the 

past 3 years I have made a series of 
addresses on interoceanic canal prob­
lems, specializing on the juridical ques­
tions of control and jurisdiction of the 
Panama Canal. In the ensuing discus­
sions, public interest has steadily 
mounted, with many illuminating arti­
cles and editorials in various publica­
tions of the Nation. 

The most recent to appear is an able 
discussion in Spotlight, the publication 
of the Committee for Constitutional 
Government. Because of its signifiance, 
under leave granted to extend my re­
marks, the text is quoted as follows: 

PANAMA: BACKGROUND AND FOREGROUND 

(Earl Harding was an editor of the New 
York World, assigned to investigate the 
events leading to the creation of the Repub­
lic of Panama. Among all newspaper editors 
and lawyers who were active in the legal 
struggle over the libel suit, Mr. Harding is 
now the wle survivor. Many of his original 
findings are disclosed for the first time in 
this book "The Untold Story of Panama," 
digested in this Spotlight. Reviewed by 
Thomas P. McCann in U.S.A., a magazine of 
fact and opinion published every other week 
by Alice Widener.) 

Most Americans take the Panama Canal 
for granted, regarding it with only cursory 
interest. They think of it as something that 
has always been and will always be. Yet 
just the opposite is true. The Panama Canal 
hasn't always existed, it may not always be 
what it is now, and it is a matter of vital 
concern to everyone in our country. 

Earl Harding points out in "The Untold 
S tory of Panama" that now, more than at 
any other time in the history of the canal, 
this lifeline is being threatened by a com­
plex of political, economic, engineering, and 
defense problems. He believes that before 
solutions to these problems can be found, 
it is essential to reappraise realistically, in 
the light of current events, the facts con-

cerning U.S. relations with the Republic of 
Panama. 

Aspects of the current international situ­
ation in relation to the canal were ably 
described in the March 1957 issue of the 
Legion magazine by Maurice Ries, who wrote 
in an article entitled "Let's Look at Our 
Own Canal-We May Lose It, Thanks to the 
Internationalists": 

"The Panama Canal is our jugular vein, 
our lifeline. Cut it and the United States 
dies. Wrest it from our control and in mat­
ters of seaborne commerce and naval defense 
the U.S. east and west coasts again become, 
as once they were, months instead of days 
apart. 

"Block it and our foreign commerce stran­
gles. Take it away from us and we have no 
further right to establish defenses so far to 
the south. 

"The result will be that then our hemi­
spheric relations will change, and our for­
eign policy must change, and no man on 
earth can say what might happen to this Na­
tion once that chain reaction is set in mo­
tion." 

What Earl Harding has done in his new 
book is to trace the chain reactlon of events 
concerning the Panama Canal since the 
idea of building it was first conceived. He 
has given us the facts. What is more, he 
has allowed them to speak for themselves. 
The result is a solid and well-documented 
worlc, which is indeed refreshing in these 
d ays of t iresome journalism based on an 
opinionated "the truth as I see it" kind of 
writing. 

THE EARLY RECORD 

Much of the early history of international 
political and financial intrigue surrounding 
the canal is shocking and scandalous, in­
volving lobbyists, financiers, press agents, 
and political figures. Today it would be a 
mistake to let prast misdeeds affect present 
judgment. Rather, a factual, unemotional 
review of the past should serve as a means 
toward better understanding of responsibil­
ity among Americans and Panamanians. 

All that most of us know about Panama 
and the canal is that early in this century, 
after the French had failed in their attempt 
to build a canal across the Isthmus, the 
United States acquired a concession to build 
a canal and succeeded in doing so. What 
most of us do not know is that at the time 
the French started their effort, and up until 
they failed in it, Panama was a part of the 
Republic of Colombia. During this same 
period the United States was committed to 
building a canal through Nicaragua. The 
French, as failure became imminent, sought 
to salvage their huge investment and re­
t ained a New York lawyer, William Nelson 
Cromwell, to advise and assist them. 

Cromwell's job was not a simple task; 
he was expected to divert the United States 
from the Nicaragua route to the Panama 
route, and thereafter to help the French 
sell their rights and equipment to the 
United States. Cromwell did the job and 
did it well. How he did it is explained in 
Earl Harding's "The Untold Story of 
Panama.'' 

As soon as Congress had been induced 
to reverse its previous judgment by decid­
ing on the Panama route, and had offered 
the French the sum of $40 million, there 
arose a new and very difficult problem. 
The Republic of Colombia demanded a $10 
million fee from the French for the privi­
lege of transferring their nontransferable 
concession rights. Immediately, a few 
Americans and a handful of Panamanians 
set wheels in motion to avoid paying this 
fee and solve other difficulties by creating 
an independent Panama Republic. 

Mr. Harding sets forth the sequence of 
ensuing events: On _November 2, 1903, U.S. 
Navy warships arrived at the Isthmus; next 
day, Panama declared herself to be a n~w 

and independent nation; by November 7, 
the United States had extended formal rec­
ognition to the Republic of Panama; on 
November 18, the historic Hay-Bunau-Varil­
la Treaty was signed, granting the Canal 
Zone to the United States. The presence 
of the U.S. Navy assured the Panamanian 
rebels that Colombian troops would not 
take measures to put down the revolt. 

Mr. Harding relates how a combination of 
circumstances-the political bragging of an 
administration in Washington that was 
"making the dirt fly," and the leakage of in­
formation about some of the back-room tac­
tics applied in acquiring the zone, and the 
romantic aspects of the canal venture it­
self-kept the matter before the public and 
open to criticism and investigation for sev­
eral years. 

NO DOUBLE JEOPARDY 

Finally, news leaked out that a specu­
lative syndicate in the United States had 
bought up large blocks of French Canal 
securities and had sold them at tremendous 
profit when the canal became U.S. prop­
erty. Some of the Nation's most distin­
guished political and financial figures were 
linked with the syndicate. Soon everyone 
was asking, "Who got the American tax­
payers' $40 million?" 

When the Indianapolis News asked this 
question in an editorial and the New York 
World reprinted charges made against the 
syndicate, President Theodore Roosevelt de­
nounced the conduct of Delavan Smith, of 
the News, Joseph Pulitzer, of the World, and 
others as "not merely scandalous but in­
famous ." In a special message to Congress 
President Roosevelt said that these . news­
papermen had libeled the people and Gov­
ernment of the United States and should be 
prosecuted as criminals by means of extradi­
tion to Washington, D.C., and trial there in 
the Federal courts, not by trial in the State 
courts. 

On October 15, 1909, in the District of Co­
lumbia, Federal Judge Albert B. Anderson 
handed down the following historic de­
cision 1 which ended the extradition pro­
ceedings' and rebuked President Roosevelt: 

"To my mind, that man has read the his­
tory of our institutions to little purpose who 
does not look with grave apprehension upon 
the possibility of the success of a proceeding 
such as this. If the history of liberty means 
anything, this proceeding must fail. 

"If the prosecuting authorities have the 
authority to select the tribunal, if there be 
more than one authority to select from; if 
the Government has that power and can drag 
citizens from distant States to the capital of 
the Nation, there to be tried, then as J1+dge 
Cooley says, this is a tragic result of a revo: 
lution where one of the grievances com­
plained of was the aEsertion of the right to 
send parties abroad for trial. The defend­
ants will be discharged." 

At the time of these court proceedings, 
Earl Harding was an editor in the Pulitzer 
organization, and was assigned to the in­
vestigation of events leading to creation of 
the Republic of Panama. Among all the 
newspaper editors and lawyers who took ac­
tive part in the legal struggle over the libel 
action, Mr. Harding is now the sole survivor. 
Many of his original findings are disclosed 
for the first time in "The Untold Story of 
Panama." 

THE RECORD TODAY 

In the later chapters of the book, Mr. 
Harding discusses in depth the dual or over­
lapping sovereignty i~ the Canal Zone, show­
ing how it has bred much needless misun­
derstanding and friction. He points out 

1 EDITOR's NoTE.-This decision is especially 
interestfng today, because of the present su­
preme Court's much cFiticized recent double-
jeopardy decisi'qn: -
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that the United States has little by little 
relinquished its priceless treaty rights to 
build defense bases outside the zone. In a 
most interesting and factual way, he ex­
poses the present-day plot to internationalize 
the Panama Canal. 

In a. chapter headed uJust Who Are Back­
ing the Drives to Internationalize, and to 
Nationalize," Mr. Harding writes: 

"Agitation for internationalization of the 
Panama Canal is not a new, although a little 
k n own, story. As far back as 1946, Red 
lanterns · lighted its beginning. The Suez 
crisis, after a lapse of 10 years, threw new 
light on that spectrum. 

"Twenty days after the Suez seizure, 
Ralph E. Flanders, then a Republican U.S. 
Senator of Vermont, stated publicly in Vic­
toria, British Columbia, on August 1, 1956, 
that internationalization of the Panama 
Canal could ease the Egyptian crisis. 

"Again on September 9, at Swarthmore, 
Pa., addressing the Society for Social Re­
sponsibility in Science, Senator Flanders, as 
reported in the New York Times of Septem­
ber 10, 1956, said internationalization of the 
Panama Canal would give Nasser a 'face-sav­
ing precedent• for agreeing to internation­
alization of Suez." 

In sharp contrast to those who, like Sen­
ator Flanders, are trying to justify a give­
away of the Panama Canal, Representative 
DANIEL J. FLOOD, of Wilkes-Barre, Pa., has 
consistently warned Americans of the dangers 
they face in Panama. Part of what he has 
to say on the subject is quoted as follows 
in "The Untold Story of Panama": 

"Agitation about the Panama Canal has 
been insidious and thus obscured to the 
public view, but now it is in the open. Con­
forming to the objectives of the Communist 
conspiracy to place the United States on the 
defensive, it is aimed at the Panama Canal 
for the purpose of wresting its ownership 
from the United States. Thus the situation 
created by this propaganda is fraught with 
diplomatic danger and uncertainty to which 
the United States must be alert." 

Earl Harding devotes the final chapter of 
his book to study of the basic facts con­
cerning construction of a canal via Nica­
ragua. and Costa Rica. Some of the best 
reasons for such an alternative venture were 
set forth 2 years ago in the Los Angeles 
Examiner: 

"There has always been good and com­
pelling reasons why a second intercoa-stal 
waterway should be built across Nicaragua. 
• • • A newer problem, which may be more 
serious in the future than it is now, is that 
presented by the opportunists in Panama 
who are taking advantage of the controversy 
over the Suez Canal to propose nationaliza­
tion of the Panama waterway. • • • 

"Before spending billions to improve the 
Panama Canal, and still have an inadequate 
and obsolete waterway on our hands and still 
face the possibility of a nationalization cam­
paign by unfriendly elements in Panama, a 
new and long look should be taken once more 
at the too-long delayed Nicaraguan project." 

THE FUTURE 
"The Untold Story of Panama," by Earl 

Harding, is at once a warning and a plea. 
It is a warning to Americans to wake up to 
the danger we face in Panama; it is a plea 
to reasonable and well-intentioned Pana­
manians to review their own national history, 
bearing in mind the friendship and help of 
the United States in the creation of the Re­
public of Panama. 

"Without knowledge of that history," 
writes Mr. Harding, "neither North Ameri­
cans nor Panamanians can reach sound and 
just conclusions as to their rights, responsi­
bilities and obligations when the recurring 
problems of the Isthmian area demand so­
lution." 

As to the future, Mr. Harding concludes, 
"Successive failure of routine administra-

tive officials in planning acceptable solutions 
for modernization of the Panama Canal and 
;for protection of U.S. interests in the Isth­
mian area have been repeatedly criticized by 
committees of Congress. Adoption of busi'­
nesslike methods, urged by the Comptroller 
General of the United States and the Director 
of the Budget, has been a forward step. 

"Finally, congressional leaders, cognizant 
of the hazards and failures, secured author­
ity, in House resolution 149, adopted Feb­
ruary 27, 1957, for a comprehensive inquiry 
into all aspects of the interoceanic canal 
problem. Out of this inquiry, by the board 
of consultants, now only partially completed, 
U.S. taxpayers hope ;for a constructive reas­
sessment of Isthmian Canal problems, and 
a program for their permanent solution 
which an informed Congress can approve and 
authorize." 

(This Spotlight throws light on a most im­
portant question on which Congress and the 
Nation ;must now act. The loss or weakening 
of our complete control of Panama would be 
a disaster to national defense. Should a. 
second interocean waterway be built across 
Nicaragua is a question that must be in­
vestigated at once. Naturally, Communists 
are seeking out the weak spots in American 
defenses, inciting revolution if they can. 
What we need is· men with backbone to as­
sert and uphold American rights. Those 
weak-kneed leaders who yield to the idea of 
internationalizing the Panama Canal are ren­
dering a disservice to the Nation. The Comp­
troller General of the United States and the 
Director of the Budget have urged that House 
Resolution 149 of February 27, 1957, for a 
comprehensive inquiry into all aspects of the 
interoceanic canal problem be passed. This 
board of inquiry should present a program 
for a permanent solution upon which Con­
gress can act.) 

STATEMENT OF HON. WRIGHT 
PATMAN, OF TEXAS, BEFORE THE 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENT­
ATIVES, ON PROPOSALS TO RAISE 
THE FEDERAL DEBT LIMIT AND 
REPEAL THE INTEREST RATE 
CEILING ON TREASURY BONDS 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
serting herewith my statement before 
the Ways and Means Committee today. 

It is as follows: 
Mr. Chairman, it is good of the commit­

tee to hear me. I am opposed to increasing 
the legal debt limit. I am also opposed to 
repealing, or even raising, the interest rate 
ceiling which was enacted during Woodrow 
Wilson's administration, in 1918. I am op­
posed to increasing interest rates on the 
series E and H bonds unless, of course, 
other rates are raised. 
THE GOVERNMENT IS NOW HOLDING $25 BIL• 

LION OF ITS OWN DEBT OBLIGATIONS, AT 
LEAST $15 BILLION OF WHICH CAN AND 

SHOULD BE CANCELED 
As to the proposal to raise the debt ceil­

ing, it is unnecessary for this reason: The 
Federal Government is now holding $25 bil­
lion of its own interest-bearing debt obliga­
tions. At least $15 billion of these o.bliga­
tions can and should be canceled imme­
diately so as to reduce the present debt by 
that amount. 

The fact is, as you may know. Congress 
is now cOnsidering a bill which will give 
away to the private banks about $15 b1llion 
of these securities, which will be the biggest 
giveaway in all history. This legislation, 
the so-called vault-cash bill, was recom­
mended by the administration and by the 
Federal Reserve Board. It bas already 

passed the Senate; it has been approved by 
the House Committee on Banking and Cur­
rency and by the Rules Committee of the 
House; and we may expect the House will 
pass it within the next few days. 

The $25 billion of interest...;bearing obli­
gations that I refer to are held by the Fed­
eral Reserve System. They have been pur­
chased in the open market and paid for with 
Government funds. They are owned by the 
Government and not by the private banks. 
The private banks have no claim to them 
whatever. In purchasing these securities the 
Federal Reserve System has not used any 
reserves deposited by the private banks, or 
any other funds of the private banks. These 
statements of mine about the ownership of 
the $25 billion of obligations are not in 
dispute. They have been agreed to many 
times by all authorities, including the pres­
ent Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board 
and the past Chairmen of the Federal Re­
serve Board. 

Now as to the question of what amount of 
these securities the vault-cash bill will give 
away, this is in dispute. The bill gives the 
Federal Reserve System authority to reduce 
bank reserves by about $12 billion immedi­
ately, which authority could be used only 
by either (a) setting off the biggest inflation. 
in history, or (b) transferring ownership of 
an equal amount of the Fed's securities, 
without cost to the banks. Some of my 
colleagues on the Committee on Banking 
and Currency would no doubt tell you, how­
ever, that they are unaware of anything in 
the legislative history of this bill which in­
dicates the Federal Reserve will use this 
authority for either of the two purposes for 
which it could be used. I think the legis­
lative history is clear and unmistakable, but 
I will not impose on this committee a ques­
tion which is in dispute. I simply call the 
committee's attention to the fact that the 
Federal Reserve Board has reported to Con­
gress that its present holdings of $25 bil­
lion of bonds and other interest-bearing 
obligations of the United States are a great 
deal more than the needs for all purposes 
and all possible contingencies. 

Consequently, there is no reason why $15 
billion of these obligations · should not be 
canceled immediately, and thus remove any 
need for increasing the debt ceiling. I might 
add, also, that if $15 billion of these securities 
are canceled, this will remove any possibility 
that this amount of securities will be given 
away. If these securities are given away, the 
Government will have to pay for them again, 
when they become due; and in the mean­
time the Government will have to pay in­
terest on the securities, which interest will 
go into bank profits. At the present time 
the interest on these securities is paid back 
into the Federal Treasury. The Federal Re­
serve System meets its operating expenses out 
of these interest payments, sets aside some 
money in a so-called surplus fund, and re­
turns the balance to the Treasury. 

NO DISPUTE ABOUT THIS POINT 
There is an added point about which there 

is also no dispute. The $25 billion of Gov­
ernment securities which the Federal Reserve 
System is holding have, in the last analysis, 
been paid for by the issuance of non-interest­
bearing obligations, namely, Federal Reserve 
notes. Federal Reserve notes are, of course, 
currency in the pockets of individuals and in 
the cash registers of business firms. They 
are obligations of the United States, as is 
plainly stated on the face of them. They are 
signed by the Secretary of the Treasury, not 
by the Chairman of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System. They are 
obligations of the United States, but they are 
not. obligations which are subject to the 
legal debt limit. ·They are not expected to be 
redeemed. They will remain in circulation 
for the convenience of business and con­
sumers in carrying on trade and commerce. 
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FEDERAL RESERVE SAYS EARNING ASSETS SHOULD 
GO TO COMMERCIAL BANKS 

Now, let me read from a report which the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System submitted to the Committees on 
Banking and Currency of the Senate and 
House with reference to the vault-cash bill. 
This is. the Board's position as of April 7, 
1959, with reference to the amount of its 
$25 billion of interest-bearing securities 
which it feels it needs to keep: 

"To the extent necessary to avoid undue 
credit expansion, reserves released by any 
reduction in requirements could be absorbed 
by Federal Reserve sales of securities in the 
market. This would in effect shift earning 
assets from Federal Reserve banks to mem­
ber banks. The present system portfolio is 
adequate to permit a substantial reduction 
and still leave enough to provide sufficient 
earnings to cover necessary expenses, as well 
as for current purposes of policy. 

"Any decrease in requirements, however, 
should leave the Federal Reserve with a port­
folio adequate to cover possible future con­
tingencies, such as a large infiow of gold or 
economies in the use of currency that m ight 
add reserves in excess of appropriate needs." 1 

May I suggest an estimate of the amount 
which the Federal Reserve wou.d need to 
keep in its portfolio for the purposes which 
it has specified? s :x billion dollars of secu­
rities would provide the Federal Reserve 
System with an income sufficient to meet 
expenses. In 1957, which is the latest year 
for which we have a report, the Fed's inter­
est income on its holdings of Government 
securities amounted to 3.15 percent. Six bil­
lion dollars, yielding an annual interest in­
come of 3.15 percent, would give the Fed an 
income of $189 million. Its expenses in 19: 7 
came to $169 million, inc!uding amounts set 
aside for various reserves, for its retirement 
systems, and including some very "plush" 
luxuries. 

As to the amount of securities which the 
Fed would need to hold, to sell at a later 
time to meet the contingencies which it has 
mentioned, actually it does not need any 
amount. These contingencies could be met 
by raising reserve requirements. One con­
tingency is a possible large gold infiow from 
abroa-d, which would increase bank reserves 
and which would be infiationary unless offset 
by Federal Reserve action. The other pos­
sible event is a decline in the public's prefer­
ence for currency, as opposed to bank de­
posits, in which case bank reserves would 
also be increased. In either case, the Fed 
would no doubt prefer, however, to meet 
such contingencies by selling securities from 
its portfolio rather than by raising re­
quired reserves of the member banks. The 
experience record of the past 40 years would 
indicate that $2 billion would cover both of 
these contingencies. In other words, an $8 
billion portfolio of Government securities 
would be more than adequate to give the 
Fed a luxurious expense income and leave it 
in a comfortable position to meet the con­
tingencies it envisions and in the manner in 
which it would prefer to meet them. But to 
be extra generous, so there could be no pos­
sibility of objection, I have proposed leaving 
the Fed with a portfolio of $10 billion of 
Government securities and canceling imme­
diately $15 billion. This will make the pro:. 
posed increase in the debt ceiling completely 
unnecessary. 

Now, if the committee should wish to can­
cel any other amounts of unnecessary debt, 
there are two other suggestions it might 
consider. 

1 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, 
Subcommittee No. 2, Committee on Banking 
and Currency, hearings, "Member Bank Re­
serve ReqUirements," 86th Cong., 1st sess. 
(19.39)' p. 28. 

ONE BILLION DOLLARS OF FEDERAL RESERVE 

BANKS SURPLUS SHOULD GO TO U.S. TREASURY 
NOW 

First, the Federal Reserve System is hold­
ing approximately $1 billion in a so-called 
surplus fund, for which no conceivable need 
could ever arise. If this $1 billion were paid 
promptly into the Treasury, the present Fed~ 
eral debt could be reduced by that amount. 

Second, it is really not necessary, and I 
cannot imagine by what reasoning it is ap­
propriate, for the Federal Reserve System to 
hold interest-bearing obligations of the 
United States for the purposes of having an 
interest income to meet its expenses. The 
$6 billion of debt which I have suggested 
leaving with the Fed for this purpose should 
be canceled, and the Federal R eserve Board 
should come to Congress for annual appro­
priations, just as other Government agencies 
do. This would reduce the present debt by 
another $6 billion. 
AMENDMENT TO CANCEL $15 BILLION IN BONDS 

When the vault-cash bill comes to the 
fioor of the House for debate, I expect to 
offer an amendment to the bill which will 
r equire the Federal R eserve Board to turn 
over to the Treasury immediately $15 billion 
of the securities it is holding for cancellation. 
If the Congress and the President accept this 
amendment, the adininistration's proposal 
to increase the Federal debt by $12 billion 
will be completely unnecessary. 
REMOVING THE 1918 CEILING ON INTEREST RATES 

IS UNWISE AND UNWARRANTED 

I come now to the administration's 
chronic problem-interest rates. 

Like most people today, I accept and be­
lieve in the collective bargaining processes. 
Furthermore, there is no question that when 
the bankers and moneylenders want a wage 
increase, they must come to the Government 
to get it. There is no place else to go. In 
this I am assuming, of course, that the Fed­
eral Reserve System is still in reality a part 
of the Government. It is true that it has, 
under this administration, assumed the pos­
ture of a fourth non-elected branch of the 
Government, exercising powers to overrule 
or reverse economic policies decided upon 
by Congress and the President through con­
stitutional lawmaking processes. Further­
more, the President has repeatedly ratified 
this posture so that we would seem to have 
a super-bankers government sitting over 
and above the constitutional government. It 
.is hardly reasonable to assume, however, that 
the President would agree to this independ­
ent-government position of the Federal Re­
serve System if there were any serious policy 
differences between the administration and 
the Federal Reserve. 

SECRETARY ANDERSON'S ARGUMENTS 

We should be fair and open-minded on the 
question whether there is really any need to 
_give the bankers and moneylenders a larger 
share of the national income. We should ex­
pect, however, that f!Ome reasonable argu­
ment would be advanced for such a pro­
posal. There is no claim, however, that the 
moneylenders are entitled to a cost-of-living 
increase, that their productivity has in­
creased, or that there is a hardship which 
should be met. Rather the arguments which 
Secretary Anderson made to the committee 
yesterday are these: 

1. The Federal debt is now at an aU-time 
high, having reached $1,600 for each man, 
woman, and child in the country. 

2. The demand for savings has increased 
and the Federal Government cannot compete 
with the demands of State and local govern­
ments, private industry, or the stock market; 
in fact, cannot even compete with itself. 

3. The main problem is that interest rates 
have been pushed up by a growing belief that 
there will be infiation, an infiation which 
Secretary Anderson says has not materialized 
and a belief which he says is mistaken. 

4. Monetary policy is an an-controlling 
factor in times of recession and becomes 
what is called one of aggressive ease. But at 
t imes when interest rates are being raised, 
all the Government instruments of monetary 
policy disappear into the thin air of fiexibil­
ity and int~rest rates are made by something 
called a free play of market forces. 

5. We have d emonstrated the ability of a 
free economy to come out of an economic 
recession and the high interest rates have 
been caused by the $13 billion deficit, which 
it is suggested to be a product of Congress' 
fiscal irresponsibility. 

6. The same old saw that this administra­
tion inherited a short-term F ederal debt and 
wants to lengthen the maturity of the debt. 

And finally, Democratic administrations 
financed the tremendous debt of World War 
II, while holding the bond rate at 2% per­
cent, and the consequences were horrible. 

Let us give a little examination to these 
arguments. First, the Federal debt is at an 
alltime high, and it does average $1,600 for 
each man, woman, and child in the country. 
But in past years it has averaged a great 
deal more when the country was presumab:y 
less rich, and when interest rates were a 
great deal lower. In 1946, the debt was 
$1,908 per capita, and in 1950 it was $1,650 
per capita. In 1954, it was $1,670 per cap­
ita, and in 1956 it was $1,622 per capita. 
In all of these years interest rates were lower 
than now, so we can hardly blame interest 
rates on the high per capita debt. 

Let us come now to this question of the 
total demand for savings. If we add up the 
figures on pages 139 and 157 of the Presi­
dent's Economic Report for 1959, we can see 
what the total demand for savings have been 
in the years 1951 through 1958. This in­
cludes total private demand, demand of 
State and local governments, the Federal 
surplus or deficit, and the net export of 
capital abroad. We find that the total de­
mand for savings amount to 15.3 percent 
of the national income in 1951, and 15.4 per­
cent in 1952. In none of the subsequent 
years has it been as high. It has ranged 
from 15.2 percent in 1953 down to 14.5 per­

.cent in 1958. Why then the increase in 
interest rates? Let us make some compari­
sons. In 1953, total demand for savings was 
a smaller percentage of the gross national 
product than in either 1951 or 1952. But 
the rate on 91-day Treasury bills was raised 
by 25 percent, from 1951. The yield on long­
term Government bonds was raised by 14 
percent, and the rate on prime commercial 
paper was raised by 17 percent. 

Then, 'of course, in 1957, we had what 
the Federal Reserve B:Jard thought was a 
runaway investment boom. The demand for 
savings in that year was 15.2 percent of the 
gross national product. And compared to 
1'951, interest rates on 91-day Treasury bills 
were raised by 111 percent. Interest yields 
on long-term Governments was raised by 27 
percent, and the rate on prime commercial 
paper was raised by 76 percent. 

In this span of years, the gross national 
product was going up, the country was be­
coming more affluent, and we would nor­
mally expect that a larger percentage of the 
national income would go into savings, since 
people presumably had more money left over 
after meeting the cost of food, clothing, 
and shelter. 

Let me make one other point. Since 1951, 
there have been years of low interest rates, 
medium interest rates, and extortionate in­
terest rates. But the evidence is that neither 
the high nor the extortionate interest rates 
.cause people to save any larger percentage of 
their income. On the contrary, people saved 
the highest percentage of their disposable 
personal incomes in 1951, 1952, and 1953, 
when the interest yields on long-term Gov­
ernments ranged between 2.57 and 2.9 per­
cent. In 1956 and 1957, interest yields on 
long-term Governments were 3.08 and 3.47 
p ercent, respectively, yet people saved only 
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7.2 and 6.8 percent of their disposable per­
sonal incomes in those years. 

Now this I admit--the administration does 
have quite a problem with this belief that 
inflation is coming and that anyone who 
puts his savings into fixed-return securities 
will be repaid with cheap dollars. · This has 
been the subject of one of the greatest 
propaganda crusades of all times. "Infla­
tion" has been made a household word in 
every home in the land. Over the past year, 
particularly; the President has taken to tele­
vision and to numerous press conferences to 
carry on a tremendous word battle against 
the coming inflation which seemed clearly 
visible to him. The National Advertising 
Council has cooperated. 

Substantially all the big-business firms 
that profit from high interest rates or from 
a rising stock market have cooperated-with 
newspaper ads, and so on. Altogether, $4 
billion of new money was poured into the 
stock market last year, and stock prices were 
driven up by 25 times that amount, or an 
increase of 40 percent, within 12 months. 
The big-money boys on Wall Street have 
made millions and paid taxes at capital 
gains rates, and the banks and moneylenders 
have enjoyed a fat increase in interest rates. 

My suggestion for the cure of Secretary 
Anderson's problem is not to come to Con­
gress to ratify what he calls a mistaken be­
lief in inflation, but to go back to the opin-
1onmakers in his own administration and 
have them correct the belief which he thinks 
to be erroneous. 

Now on this matter of the Government's 
monetary policy, I don't believe it is quite 
fair of the Secretary to try to have it both 
ways, that monetary policy makes low inter­
est rates to help the people in time of reces­
sion, but that monetary policy disappears 
when interest rates are being raised. The 
fact of the matter is that somebody in the 
Government decides every day, and every 
hour of the day, what the money supply 
will be and what interest rates will be. We 
are back into a period of tight money and 
high interest. 

A few years ago there was no such timidity 
about admitting tight money and high in­
terest policies. They were boasted about and 
were presented to the public as being a cure­
all for all of our problems. ·In 1955, the 
money managers instituted tight money and 
high interest to fight what they thought was 
a boom in consumer installment purchases. 
In 1956 and 1957, the money · managers 
squeezed money and raised interest for the 
purpose of dampening what they thought 
was a runaway investment boom. _They 
finally choked off the investment boom and 
brought on a recession. Then they sat back 
and counseled that we all wait for adjust­
ments to take place in the market, saying 
they were hopeful that the level of invest­
ments would soon increase again and every­
thing would be all right. 

Three things pulled us out of the reces­
sion: (1) The raising of the debt limit which 
permitted an increase in defense spending; 
(2) the retroactive pay increase for Federal 
employees; and (3} the unusually large farm 
crops. 

Now the Secretary of the Treasury comes 
forward and says that the reason for the 
high interest rate is the $13 billion deficit, 
and the fact of the matter is the deficit 
came about in the first place because of the 
recession brought on by the high interest, 
tight-money policies. 

When the administration first embarked 
on a program to raise interest rates, with its . 
first issue in February 1953, it said then that 
its purpose was to lengthen the maturity of 
the debt. That has been said repeatedly 
since, and it has also been said repeatedly 
that this administration· inherited a debt of 
short maturity. 

· The fact is that on December 31, 1952, 70 
percent of the debt was in bonds and non­
marketable securities, and it hasn't been as · 

high since, nor has the average maturity of 
the debt been raised. On June 30, 1952, the 
marketable debt had an average maturity of 
5 years and 8 months. By mid-1953, it had 
an average maturity of 5 years and 4 months. 
By mid-1954, it had an average maturity of 
5 years and 6 months. By January of this 
year, it was down to 4 years and 9 months. 

It seems to me that after 7 years of hear­
ing about raising interest rates so as to 
lengthen the maturity of the debt, everybody 
would be weary of it. We have now had 
some clear demonstrations on the way to 
manage the Federal debt and on the way not 
to manage it. 

We financed the unprecedented burden of 
World V{ar II without having the bond rate 
go above 2¥:! percent, and we had the least 
inflation that any country has ever had as 
the result of any major war. Maintaining 
low interest left the Treasury in a good po­
sition to make substantial reductions in the 
national debt after the war. Between 1945 
and 1950 the debt, including guaranteed is­
sues, was decreased by $22 billion. Further­
more, the Government was in a good posi­
tion to make savings in other ways. In 1948, 
bank profits were high, . so the Federal Re­
serve Board increased its contribution to the 
money supply and decreased the private 
banks' contribution, thus acquiring $2 billion 
of the debt so that the interest payments 
went back into the Treasury. Interest rates 
on the obligations were not high then, so the 
bankers didn't object too much. Today, of 
course, just the reverse is true. The interest 
rates are high, and the bankers are demand­
ing a transfer of the Federal Reserve securi­
ties over to them. 

In contrast, we have seen two disastrous 
consequences of trying to impose high in­
terest and tight money on the country. Cer­
tainly by now everyone should know that 
these policies will not . work. 

Now, as to the proposal .to raise the inter­
est rates on the series E and H bonds, we have 
been playing this kind of ring-around-the­
rosy for a long time, raising one rate to make 
it competitive with the others, and at the 
same time raising the others. This is a 
fruitless exercise. I am opposed to raising 
any of them. 

May I close with an example we may take 
from the business firms of the country. In 
1956 and 1957, many of the big corporations 
believed that the high interest rates that had 
been imposed then could not be sustained. 
Consequently, instead of going to the bond 
market for long-term tinancing at high in­
terest rates, they went to the commercial 
banks and got temporary short-term financ­
ing. Then, in 1958, when there was a change 
in policy, and interest rates were brought 
down, the corporations paid off their bank 
loans and went to the bond market for long­
term con tracts. 

There is no limit to the rate which the 
Treasury can pay for short-term obligations. 
I would suggest that in this period of high 
interest rates, the Government not be com­
mitted to any long-term contracts. There 
could be, in the next administration, anoth­
er change in policy to low interest rates. 

The following tables are self-explanatory: 
TABLE 1.-Gross Federal debt 1 per capita.• 

1939-58 
June 30: 

1939--------------------------1940 _________________________ _ 

1941--------~-----------------
1942---------~----------------1943 _________________________ _ 
1944 _________________________ _ 

1945----------------~---------1946 _________________________ _ 
1947 _________________________ _ 

$350.63 
367.08 
414.85 
571.02 

1,029.82 
1,464.17 
1, 851.70 
1,908.79 
1,792.67 

1 Includes obligations guaranteed by the 
U.S. Government. . 

2 Based on Bureau of the Census estimated 
population for continental United States. 

TABLE 1.-Gross Federal debt per capita, 
1939-58-Continued 

June 30: 1948 __________________________ $1,721.21 

1949---~---------------.------- 1, 694. 93 1950 __________________________ 1,696.81 

1951-------------------------- 1,653.61 1952 __________________________ 1,650.35 

1953 ____ :-------------~------- 1,667.06 1954 __________________________ 1,670.64 
1955 __________________________ 1,660.42 

1956------------~------------- 1,622.28 1957 __________________________ 1,580.54 

1958------------------------~- 31,588.18 
a Subject to revision. 

Source: Annual Report of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, 1958. 
TABLE 2.-Demand for private savings as re­

lated to gross national product, 1951-58 
(Dollar amounts in billions] 

Year 

-----1--- ------------
1951_________ $329. 0 
1952_________ 347. 0 
1953_________ 365. 4 
1954_________ 363. 1 
1955_________ 397. 5 
1956_________ 419. 2 
1957--------- 440. 3 
1958_________ 437.7 

$56.6 
49.7 
48.3 
48.5 
63.4 
69.6 
68.8 
53.6 

$6.1 
-3.9 
-7.1 
-6.7 

2. 9 
6.3 
1.7 

-10.0 

$50.5 
53.6 
55.4 
55.2 
60.5 
63.3 
67.1 
63.6 

15.3 
15.4 
15.2 
15.2 
15.2 
15. 1 
15.2 
14.5 

Source: Computed from data in Economic Report of 
the President, 1959, pp. 139, 157. 

TABLE 3.-Rate of personal savings compared 
with interest rates, 1951-58 

a 00> 
Average interest rates -s 'Co 8 per year a>u .s ~.s 

Q)-a; .... cc 

.,j~ mQ § ceo .Cl ~ Year ~ ~~ +>en :CQ~ Q;::: 
A .SA o -- cc .... b.O a> co 

P.a> EJ.C ~ 0) d~ Elo 
~'00' &3:0Z'" ..; ~i? s~s~ EJ+>'"' 
.Cd (i;~g g~~ ~.~ §~~ QC!)CI)O) 

QO<> ~aj'g~ s:g.g o:::: 0~~ :!:l~~ .~e ~;a.e .~E-t ....... ~~.8-9 ·~:: S.El 
A Ill :>c :>c Ill 

------------------
1951---- $227.5 7.8 1. 55 2. 57 2.16 
1952---- 238.7 7.9 1. 77 2.68 2.33 
1953---- 252.5 7.9 1.93 2.94 2.52 
1954---- 256.9 7.3 .95 2.55 1. 58 
1955---- 274.4 6.4 1. 75 2.84 2.18 
1956---- 290.5 7.2 2.66 3.08 3.31 
1957---- 305.1 6.8 3.27 3.47 3.81 
1958---- 311.6 6. 7 1.84 3.43 2.46 
1une 5, 

1959-- --------- --------- 3.18 4.11 3.38 

1 Series includes: 1951 through March 1952, bonds due 
or callable after 15 years; April1952-March 1953, after 12 
years; April 1953 to date, 10 years and after. 

2 Averages of daily prevailing rates. 

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce and Federal 
Reserve Bulletins. 

TABLE 4.-Changes in interest rates compared 
with changes in rate of personal savings 

Percent change from previous year 

Year Interest 
yield on 
91-day 

Treasury 
bills 

1952______________ +14 1953 ______________ . +9 
1954______________ -51 
1955______________ +84 
1956______________ +52 
1957-------------- +23 
1958______________ -44 

.Interest 
yield on 

long-term 
Govern­

ment bonds 

+4 
+to 
-13 
+11 
+8 

+13 
-12 

Rate of 
personal 
savings 

+1 
0 

-8 
-12 
+12 
-6 
-6 
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TABLE 5.-Average maturity of marketable 
interest-bearing public debt 

Average 
Year as of June 30: length 

195L---------------- 6 years, 7 months 
1952----------------- 5 years, 8 months 
1953----------------- 5 years, 4 months 
1954----------------- 5 years, 6 months 
1955----------------- 5 years, 10 months 
1956----------------- 5 years, 4 months 
1957 _________________ 4 years, 9 months 
1958----------------- 5 years, 3 months 
1959-January _______ 4 years, 9 months 

Source: Treasury Bulletin, March 1959, 
p. 21. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted to: 
Mr. COHELAN, from June 12, 1959, 

to June 23, 1959, on account of official 
business, U.S. delegate to International 
Civil Aeronautics Organization. 

Mr. McGINLEY, for balance of week, 
on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla­
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. DENT, for 30 minutes, tomorrow. 
Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts, for 

10 minutes, on Monday next. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. PoAGE and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. ALBERT, his remarks today on the 
wheat bill and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BENTLEY, to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
in connection with his remarks made in 
committee of the Whole today on H.R. 
7246. 

Mr. ScHENCK and to include an address 
by Postmaster Summerfielc4. on the oc­
casion of the sesquicentennial anniver­
sary of Miami University. 

Mr. BELCHER, to revise and extend his 
remarks made in Committee of the 
Whole today on H.R. 7246 and to in­
clude extraneous matter. -

Mr. HoEVEN, to revise and extend re­
marks made by him in Committee of the 
Whole today on H.R. 7246 and to include 
extrane:>us matter. 

Mr. THoMsoN of Wyoming, to revise 
and extend the remarks he made in the 
Committee of the Whole and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. REES of Kansas in two instances 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Bow. 
<At the request of Mr. CoLLIER, and to 

include extraneous matter, the follow­
ing:) 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN in six instances. 
<At the request of Mr. ALBERT, and to 

include extraneous matter, th~ follow­
ing:) 

Mr. HERLONG. 
Mr. ZELENKO. 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 5 o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
June 12, 1959, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu­
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol­
lows: 

1088. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting the report of the Attorney Gen­
eral on the administration of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950 for the year 
ending May 1959; to the Committee on Un­
American Activities. 

1089. A letter from the Secretary of De­
fense, transmitting the Annual Report of 
the American National Red Cross for 1958, 
together with the "Combined Statement of 
Income and Expenditures of the National 
Organiz&.tion for the Year En ding June 30, 
1958," pursuant to the act of July 17, 1953 
(67 St at. 173); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB­
LIC 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. BLATNIK: Committee on Public 
Works. H.R. 5515. A bill to amend the 1956 
act authorizing the disposal of certain obso­
lete locks and dams on the Big Sandy River, 
Ky.-W. Va., for the purpose of increasing 
the authorization relating to dam No. 3 on 
the Big Sandy River, Ky.; without amend­
ment (Rept. No. 536). R-eferred to the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. - · 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: Committee on Vet­
erans' Affairs. H.R. 7650. A bill to modify the 
pension programs for veterans of World War 
I, World War II, and the Korean conflict, and 
their widows and children; without amend­
ment (Rept. No. 537). Referred to the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee of conference. 
S. 1. An act to amend the Federal Airport 
Act in order to extend the time for making 
grants under the provisions of such act, and 
for ot her purposes (Rept. No. 538). Ordered 
to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI­
VATE 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. SMITH of California: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 4243. A bill for there­
lief of Theodore Orel; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 530). Referred to the Commit­
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
House Resolution 282. Resolution providing 
for sending the blll H.R. 3958, with accom­
panying papers, to the U.S. Court of Claims; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 531). Re­
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KASTENMEmR: Committee on the 
.Judiciary. H.R. 5350. A bill for the relief 
of Mary W. Greene; without amendment 

(Rept. No. 532). :aeferred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. HENDERSON: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H.R. 3094. A bill for the relief of 
Oakley 0. Warren; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 533). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7038. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Oshiro Shako; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 534). Referred to the Commit­
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H .R. 2107. A bill for the relief of Michael 
D. Ovens; without amendment (Rept. No. 
535) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of ru1e XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.R. 7671. A bill to equalize the taxation 

of insurance companies (other than life in­
surance companies) and to provide revenue; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H .R. 7672. A bill to equalize the taxation 

of insurance companies (other than life in­
surance companies) and to provide revenue; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENTLEY: 
H .R. 7673. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross 
income amounts paid by the United States to · 
certain nonresident alien employees or their 
beneficiaries; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BRAY: 
H.R. 7674. A bill to amend the act of June 

4, 1954, to remove certain conditions to the 
conveyance of certain real property of the 
United States to the State of Indiana; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. GEORGE: 
H.R. 7675. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the size 
requirements which a corporation must meet 
in order to qualify to make the special elec­
tion .as to taxable status which is permitted 
small business corporations, and to permit a 
corporation to make such election annually 
at the close of its taxable year; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JONES of Missouri: 
H.R. 7676. A bill to amend the act of Janu­

ary 12, 1895, to regulate and restrict the 
printing of certain extraneous matter in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and to limit the 
number of insertions of extraneous matter in 
the Appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: 
H.R. 7677. A bill to provide for the estab­

lishment of a Federal Adviwry Council on 
the Arts to assist in the growth and develop­
ment of the fine arts in the United States; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H .R. 7678. A bill to facilitate the transmis­

sion of electric power by the United St ates; 
to the Committ ee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 7679. A bill to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act, as amended, so as to strength­
en and improve the national transportation 
system, insure the protection of the public 
interest, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H.R. 7680. A bill to provide for certain 

obligations of officers and agents of labor 
organizations and of employer organizations, 
employers and labor relations consultants; 
and providing for a study of management­
labor problems generally; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 
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By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 

H.R. 7681. A bill to enact the provisions 
of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1959 with 
certain amendments; to the -Committee on 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 
H.R. 7682. A bill to create a Public Works 

Coordinator to promote long-range planning 
and coordination of public works, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. BROYHILL: 
H.R. 7683. A bill to provide that the tax 

exemption heretofore accorded the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars with respect to certain prop­
erty in the District of Columbia, formerly 
owned by such organization but never used 
for its intended purpose, shall apply instead 
to other property subsequently acquired and 
used for that purpose; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 7684. A bill to provide for the tem­

porary suspension of duties on certain types 
of limestone; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 7685. A bill to amend the Interstate 

Commerce Act, as amended, so as to strength­
en and improve the national transportation 
system, insure the protection of the public 
interest, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H.R. 7686. A bill to authorize the estab­

lishment of a Youth Conservation Corps to 
provide healthful outdoor training and em­
ployment for young men and to advance the 
conservation, development, and management 
of national resources of timber, soil, and 
range, and of recreational areas; to the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 7687. A bill to amend the act of Janu­

ary 12, 1895, to regulate and restrict the 
printing of certain extraneous matter in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and to limit the 
number of insertions of extraneous matter 
1n the Appendix to the CONGRESSIONAL REC­
ORD; to the Committee on House Adminis­
tration. 

By Mr. TOLL: 
H.R. 7688. A bill w amend the act of July 

27, 1956, with respect to the detention of 
mail for temporary periods in the public 
interest, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Post Office and Ci vii Service. 

By Mr. DULSKI: 
H.R. 7689. A bill to make an appropria­

tion for the extension and remodeling of the 

U.S. courthouse at Buffalo, N.Y.; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. KING of Utah: 
H.R. 7690. A bill to amend the act of Sep­

'tember 2, 1958, relating to the -exchange of 
lands between the United States and the 
Navajo Tribe, to clarify the intent of Con­
gress with respect to certain excepted rights; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MOORE: 
H.R. 7691. A bill to amend the Small Busi­

ness Investment Act of 1958 and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
·currency. 

By Mr. ROBISON: 
H.R. 7692. A bill to repeal the laws impos­

ing Federal control on agriculture; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HARMON: 
H .R. 7693. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the tax on 
toilet preparations; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEM MILLER: 
H.J. Res. 427. Joint resolution directing the 

Secretary of Agriculture to carry out a 
poultry diversion program; to the Commit­
tee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona: 
H.J. Res. 428. Joint resolution to authorize 

participation by the United States in par­
liamentary conferences with Mexico; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DORN of New York: 
H. Con. Res. 200. Concurrent resolution ex­

pressing the sense of the Congress with re­
spect to the nonparticipation of representa­
tives of the United States in the Olympic 
games; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 
H. Res. 295. Resolution to disapprove Re­

organization Plan No.1 of 1959; to the Com­
mittee on Government Operations. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori­

als were presented and referred as 
follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis­
lature of the State of Louisiana, memorial­
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to support the efforts of Sen­
ator NEUBERGER to increase Federal funds for 
cancer research; to the Committee on Ap­
propriations. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Maryland, memorializing the Prest-

dent and the Congress of the United States 
relative to requesting favorable action on 
Senate bill 910; to the Committee on In­
terior and Insular Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BAUMHART: 
H.R. 7694. A bill for the relief of Robert 

H. Point; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H.R. 7695. A bill for the relief of Milka 
Jurisich; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COLLIER: 
H.R. 7696. A bill for the relief of Emma 

Grund; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HEALEY: 

H.R. 7697 . .E.. bill for the relief of Gaetano 
Talento, Elisa Talento, Gennaro Talento, 
Aniello Talento, and Adriana Talento; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 7698. A bill for the relief of Amelia 

Reyes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. RAY: 

H.R. 7699. A bill for the relief of Giovanna 
Massagli; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: 
H.J. Res. 429. Joint resolution to author­

ize the issuance of a gold medal in honor of 
the late Prof. Robert H. Goddard; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. Res. 296. Resolution providing for send­

ing the bill H.R. 1717, with accompanying 
papers, to the u.s. Court of Claims; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
216. Mr. HERLONG presented a petition 

of the Board of County Commissioners in 
and for Seminole County and 417 members 
of the Junior Chamber of Commerce in 
Seminole and Orange Counties, Fla., peti­
tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to supporting the aim of the U.S. 
Junior Chamber of Commerce and the San­
ford-Seminole County Junior Chamber of 
Commerce bringing about a much needed 
tax reform in the operation of the U.S. Gov­
ernment, which was referred to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

"Clean Mail" Campaign by Congress 
Moves Forward 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD H. REES 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
the growing problem of obscenity sent 
through the mails is most timely. -At no 
time in our history has there been more 
urgent need for strong and informed 
leadership by the Congress of the United 
States in our efforts to curtail dissemina­
tion of filth and smut that should not 
even be printed, much less transported 
through the U.S. mails largely at public 
expense. 

I have devoted a large part of my time 
and attention to the problem of illegal 
use of the mails during my entire tenure 
as either chairman or ranking minority 
member of the Post Office and Civil Serv­
ice Committee since it was created in 
1947. Based on my personal studies in 
the 80th Congress, I introduced legisla­
tion in the 81st Congress to close gaps 
in the laws which require the Postmaster 
General to exclude obscenity and por­
nography from the mails. As the rank­
ing minority member of the Select 
Committee on Current Pornographic 
Materials in the 82d Congress, I took 
a very active part in the development of 
evidence showing that the selling of vile 
literature, pictures, and other unfit ma­
terials is big business. I cosponsored 
legislation which became law in the 84th 
Congress, authorizing the Postmaster 
General to impound incoming mail of 

persons found to be sending this material 
through the mails. 

The Congress supplemented this im­
pounding authority by enactment of a 
stronger venue law, Public Law 85-796, 
authorizing prosecution at point of de­
livery of obscene matter, as well as at 
point of mailing. These two statutes 
represent major legislative steps to 
strengthen the hands of the Postmaster 
General ami the Department of Justice 
in their efforts to prevent illegal use of 
the mails. Yet even these laws have not 
served fully to protect the public. 

Our committee this year obtained ap­
proval of House Resolution 78, including 
authority to conduct further investiga­
tions of use of the U.S. mails for the dis­
tribution of salacious matter and other 
illegal articles. We have found that this 
revolting traffic has grown to unbeliev­
able proportions. 
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This committee investigation bas one 

purpose and one purpose only. That 
purpose is to protect the American pub­
lic. The Postmaster General testified 
that the American people are being 
bilked of nearly a half billion dollars 
yearly through illegal mail order traffic 
in obscenity. _ · 

I do not mean to imply that the mails 
represent the only means for distribu.l 
tion of this vicious material. - There are, 
of course,: many other avenues but the 
-postal service is the Government instru.:. 
mentality involved: For this reason, the 
Postmaster General, almost since the in-: 
ception of the postal service, have been 
charged with the duty of preventing use 
of the mails for illegal or immoral pur­
poses. There is no provision of law 
which has been enforced to· better pur~ 
pose for all of our people than this legal 
duty. _ -

When the Postmaster General finds 
that tlie mails are being used illegally, 
he may order mail addressed to the of­
fender to be returned. :This cuts off the 
fruits of the illegal venture. - This sys­
tem has developed into an exact but 
equitable science. During the past 50 
years, out of the many thousands of un­
lawful orders issued, only five or six have 
been -found in error._ 

No matter how carefully the laws are 
drafted, however, and however firm the 
legislative purpose; we often find that 
their administration may be quite an­
other thing. Thus it is that, in our con:. 
tinuing committee studies, we find there 
is need of still further vigorous attack on 
the age-old problem of protecting the 
public against dealers in filth. I believe 
that two vital points for successful -attack 
have been disclosed by our committee 
studies this year. The first relates to 
strengthening of the criminal laws. The 
second relates to public participation. 

It is crystal clear to me that the inci­
dence of criminal offenses in use of the 
mails for immoral purposes is directly 
related to the moral climate of the par­
ticular segment of the public concerned: 
For example, we find that the bulk of 
salacious matter moving through the 
mails originates in a certain few local­
ized sections of the country. Certainly, 
it is no coincidence that prosecutions in 
these same localities have resulted in 
extraordinary light sentences even 
where a conviction is obtained. This 
condition bids fair to be corrected, to 
some extent at least, by the venue law 
I mentioned. Already, in one case, a 
court sitting in the jurisdiction where 
certain obscene matter was delivered 
through the mails has sentenced the of­
fenders to 10 years' imprisonment. This 
is the kind of penalty that will make 
purveyors of filth think twice before 
starting their business. This sentence 
points up the absurdity of a recent slap­
on-the-wrist penalty handed down by 
another court-sitting in a jurisdiction 
from which a great deal of obscene mail 
flows-which sentenced the offender to 
only 6 months' imprisonment for mailing 
matter described by the Postmaster 
General as "some of the vilest material 
ever coming to the attention of postal 
inspectors.'' 

It seems to me, therefore, that we 
should strive for reasonable uniformity 

in severity of sentences for -criminal 
uses of the U.S. mails which are equally 
serious. Legislation to require heavier 
minimum penalties will have my sup~ 
port. ' · 
- The second and perhaps most neces­
sary point of attack on the dissemina­
tion of - filth requires the concentrated 
and coordinated assistance and coopera­
tion of State_ and lo-cal governments and 
of the public itself. We have received 
thousands of letters protesting adver­
tising and solicitation for obscene mail­
ings. These protests come from fathers, 
mothers, ministers, and priests, teachers, 
civic associations, and other public-in.:. 
terest organizations. These individuals 
and organizations· are keenly a ware -of 
the seriousness of the problem and, I 
_am sure, stand ready and willing to do 
all in their power. It may be that what 
they need most is a central point of 
guidance and leadership to make their 
'efforts more effective. I believe that 
this guidance · and leadership well could 
be prov.ided by- the Congress of the 
United States. I can assure you - that 
our committee will explore thoroughly 
into this possibility. It may be that a 
voluntary, national campaign for de­
cency is the answer. 

How Sputniks Made America Rethink 
Education 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. A. S. HERLONG, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF- REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 -

our educational failure thira: Now, Mr. 
Speaker,~ I suggest that -thls 'itself is re-p­
resentative of much of our thinking these 
days which puts the cart before the horse. 
Perhaps the right order is first, reasons, 
second,-solutions, and third, Federal aid. 
,Nevertheless, when it comes to solutions, 
the proposals, in order, were to first, 
l'evise the curriculum, second, _ increase 
administrative ingenuity, and third, ex­
periment with new methods, using pres­
ent talent and facilities more prudently~ 
First, as might be expected in a financial 
-publication such as the Wall Street 
Journal, the reasons for our educational 
distress were laid to excessive taxation; 

The report points out that whatever 
one's position on -Federal aid may be. 
two rp.ajor approaches to the educational 
problem are: first, fresh educational 
thinking, -and second, a serious study of 
taxation in relation to education. The 
report to which I refer points out that a 
tax deduction on all tuition fees paid _ to 
colleges would be like a new bill of rights 
for the parents, a point which is of par­
ticular interest to me, Mr. Speaker, be~ 
cause I have sponsored legislation with 
a similar purpose. Likewise, a revision 
of tax policy would encourage the stu­
dent working his way through college. 
It may not be necessary to bring money 
to Washington and then peddle it back 
to the States. This, at least, is an item 
raised by the center's report. • 
· Mr. Speaker, I mention. this subject 
because of -its general interest and be.i. 
cause I am proud of the contribution 
Which the Rollins College Center for 
Practical Politics is making to the think~ 
ing of all good citizens and of sound pub.,. 
:Uc opinion. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, I Record .of House and_ Senate Appropria-
should like to call your attention to a tions Committees 
report which should have deep interest 
to every American concerned with edu-
cational issues. I refer to the content -EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
analysis of 82 consecutive issues of the oF 

Wall Street Journal prepared by the HON FRANK T BOW 
Center for Practical Politics, located at • • 
Rollins College in Winter Park, Fla. The OF oHio 
title of this study is "How Sputniks Made IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
America Rethink Education." The re- Thursday, June 11, 1959 
port has permanent interest, and I am 
sure that the center would be glad to Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, there ap­
provide copies of the whole text to any pears in the REcoRD of June 9_, 1959, the 
and all interested persons. remarks of a distinguished Member of 

My reason for mentioning this report the other body which are critical of the 
is that it illuminates a number of fine House Appropriations Committee. 
ideas, and, as Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., once Mr. Speaker, I am proud of this House 
said, one can sometimes substitute an and of its Appropr,iations Committee, 

of which I am a member. _ _ 
idea for an expenditure. The surprise The critic of the House claims to be, 
ascent of the sputniks, as we all know, 
created sustained anxiety throughout and perhaps he is, a great advocate of 

economy in Government. I am sure 
the American educational system. From th~at if the distinguished Member of the 
studying the Center for Practical Poli- other body checks the record, he will 
tics report, however, I find the ironical find plenty of room for correction ·on 
conclusion that it is not so much money 
that is needed as that our leaders sit still his own side of the Capitol, before he 
and take time to think. goes so .-far afield as to attempt to po-

lice both Chambers. 
There has been no shortage of Mon~ Let us look. at the record of economy 

day morning quarterbacks in dealing between the two Houses: 
with education, Mr. Speaker, but the . First. For the entire 2d session of the 
analysis of this report to which I refer 85th congress, the appropriations bills 
puts in order of rank the items discussed as passed by the House totaled $70,127,­
in the Wall Street Journal: solutions ..464,022; the same bills passed by the 
first, Federal aid second, and reasons for - Senate totaled $74,079,765,550; and the 
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conference ·settlement was· $72,653;476~ot 
248. 

Second. So far in the 86th Congress, 
only five bills have passed the Senate; 
with figures as follows: 

District of Columbia ___ _ 
Treasury-Post Office •••• 
Agriculture .• __ --------­
Interior __ ---------------
2d supplemental, 1959.--

House Senate 

$27, 218, 000 $29, 351, 000 
4, 628,097,000 4, 664,027,600 
3, 939, 165, 498 3, 975, 774, 848 

472, 198,000 487,211,025 
2, 657, 402, 994 2, 843, 902, 805-

Third. At the same time, the Senate· 
has initiated and passed bills tapping 
the Treasury through the back door so 
far this year as follows: 
Airport <Jrarits-------------- $465,000,00~ 
Housing Act---------------- 2, 675, 000, 000 
Bretton VVoods Agreenaent ___ 4,550,000,000 
lDepressed Areas_____________ 300,000,000 

It will take some doing to hide these 
billions under the new carpets, however 
thick they may be. 

High School Commenceme1.1t at West, Tex. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. W. R. POAGE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 

Mr. -POAGE. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
season of the year when high ·school 
students are completing their work. It 
is generally known as commencement 
season. All over this land high school 
graduates are receiving their diplomas 
and are commencing their active cop.-· 
tribution to the life of their communi~ 
ties. 

On May 28, · 1959, the. graduate.:; of 
West High School, at . West, Tex., .pre-· 
sented a typically American commence­
ment program. This program was, in 
my· opinion, -worthy of consideration ~ 
being typical of ·our American way ,ot 
life. It was, however, inore than that~ 
It included a spl-endid discussion of the 
subject "What Are America's _10 Great­
est Contributions to Civilization?" Five 
Of the students, Olivia· Dvoracek, Linda 
Moseley, Bernard Lednicky, Ollie Helm; 
and Nell Ruth Kostohryz, presentecl 
papers. I wish it were possible to pre~ 
sent all of these papers . to the Congress 
but obviously there is no oppor:1;unity to 
include all of these documents. I do, 
however, want to pay tribute to their 
authors and to the 55 graduates, and to 
the high school staff headed by Mr. M~ 
F. Kruse, superintendent; Dr. Albert L. 
Ford, principal of West High School; 
and .Miss Olga Pazdral, assistant princi­
pal. The graduates were: _ · 

Jeanette Charlene Adamcik, Lillian 
Arinie ·BMer, ·wesley ~ugene · B·ankston, 
Doris Ann Bett_ge, Doris Jean Bohann~ 
Elmer Alfred Brem, Thomas. Charle~ 
Brennan, Rose Marie Cepak, Lillie Marie. 
Chudej, Barbara ·noruLDavidson, Albina.· 
Eleanor Duiri.k, Olivia' J~e . bvqracelc, 
Barba:r:~ -~· ~~Ii~ •. ~wr~n.ce :4u.d~ 
Gerik, James Alton Gr.ellhes~. C~ara ~ell 
Grier, John Larry Hardwick, Ollie Lee 

CV--668 

Helm, · Clartta Catherine ·Hennig, Bar­
bara Jean Hessel, Betty Anne Hodde, 
James Raymond Holacka, Jeannette Jo­
sephine Hruska, Julius Joseph Hubik, 
Jerry Wendell Janek, George Charles 
Jezek, Roman Anton Kapczynski, James 
Clement Kolacek, Nell Ruth Kostohryz, 
Dorothy Kotrla Kucera, Bernard Louis 
Lednicky, Gordon Otto Leuschner, 
Katheryn Faye Macha, Betty Carol 
Mashek, Anita Myrl Melasky, Linda Ann 
Moseley, Marvin Gene Owens, Rex Ben­
nett Padgett, Milton Nelson Peterson, 
Betty Jean Pinter, Albina M. Picacek,.. 
Dwain Roy Pomykal, Gary Eugene Popp, 
Jimmie Ray Powell, Millie .Ann Pustejov­
sky,Virgil George Schuetz, Connie Mae 
Sealey, Barbara Jean Silaff, Edward Joe 
Soukup, Mildred Regina Soukup, Shirley 
Elaine Sutton, Henry F. Svrcek, Shirley 
Ann Webb, Charles Raymond Wedeking, 
Donald Wayne Wedeking. 

I congratulate and greet each one of 
them and each one of the thousands of 
high school graduates throughout Amer­
ica. On them depends the future of 
~his country. 

The Vital Decisions We Face 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL F. SCHENCK 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,· June 11, 1959 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, Miami 
University and Oxford, Ohio, in my con.; 
gressional district have been signally 
honored this year on the occasion of the 
150th anniversary of the establishment 
of the university. You will recall that. 
this House of Representatives and the 
Senate extended felicitations to Miami 
University in House Concurrent Resolu· 
tion 185. 

The Post Office Department has just 
issued a new regular 12-cent stamp hon..: 
oring President Benjamin Harrison, who· 
graduated from Miami University in 
1852. The Honorable Arthur E. Sum­
merfield, Postmaster General of the 
United States, spoke at Oxford on June 
6, 1959, on the first day of issuance of 
this new stamp at Oxford. 
. Later. that same day he addressed a 
convocation at Miami University and was 
awarded an honorary degree. It was a. 
great pleasure and honor to have the 
Postmaster General in our Third District 
of Ohio, and I am happy to present the 
address he made on this occasion: 

.ant, L. Rohe Walter, got his undergraduate 
training. 

In its century and a half, Mianai has played 
a profoundly important part in our incred· 
ible progress. Its original goals of good edu­
cation, virtue, religion, and morality, so 
thoroughly tested· by time, enjoy the blessing 
and respect of all Anaericans. Backed by a 
proud record of accomplishment, this uni­
versity is dedicated to even greater growth 
and service in the -yea17s ahead. -

The New Mlanai, since 1885, has given .far­
more than its quota to the enlightened lead· 
ership of our·Nation. 
. And certainly Old Miami made remarkabl& 
contributions to the public weal over . th~ 
early years. 
. Of the 900 men who became Miami alumni 
during those years, 10 were to be Civil War. 
generals, 7 U.S. Senators, 16 Congressmen, 8 
State governors, 7 ministers to foreign gov­
~rnments, 4 college presidents, 4 newspaper 
editors-and 1 became President of the 
United· States. 
. As you know, your Post Office has joined 
today in honoring that Mianai alunanus who 
became our country~s .23d President. . 

It has been my privilege to authorize a, 
12-cent regular postage stamp, featuring the 
likeness of Benjamin Harrison, which has. 
been placed on first-day sale here in Oxfor~ 
this morning. Next Monday this stamp will 
be available in all our 36,000 post offices 
throughout tlle Natton. . 

In paying tribute to Benjanain Harrison, 
we have been conscious of his place in his­
tory not only as a great President, but also 
as a devoted citizen. He was a man who 
clearly believed in pursuing a deep and ac_­
tive interest in his country's welfare. 
· As a lawyer and officeholder, he spoke out 
firmly on matters of concern· to the people-. 

As a soldier, he served with distinction in 
the Civil VVar. 

As U.S. Senator and as President, he took 
his stand on the issues of his time, and par­
ticipated fully in bringing about the solu• 
tions he believed to be right. 

That kind of participation-that belief in 
the importance of individual opinion which 
characterized Benjanain Harrison-is more 
essential today than ever before. It is es­
sential forevery one of us here-as for every 
Anaerican citizen. · · . . 

VVe are ·faced with challenges of great and 
critical scope. VVe are faced with crucial 
decisions. · · · · 

And, above all, we must remember ·that no~ 
<Jovernment alone; or any segment of our so­
ciety .. is responsible for making these dect..' 
sions. It is rather all the people who must 
weigh our problems and determine our fu­
tur~ . : 

I should like to discuss these basic prob·· 
lems with you briefly-and then, if I may,' 
I should like to suggest. the vital part you 
can and should play in meeting them. 

I want to speak, not only as your Post­
master <Jenera!, but as a member of Presi· 
dent· Eisenhower's Cabinet and a member of 
the President's Comnaittee on Price Stability 
for Economic <Jrowth. 

There are three specific challenges that 
command our attention. They are: 

1. The Communist threat to our national 
THE VITAL bECISIC>Ns VVE FACE safety. 

(Address by the Honorable Arthur E. Sum.:. 2. Our battle against inflation. 
merfield, Postmaster <Jenera! of the 3. The urgent necessity for tax reform. 
United States, before the -convocation of - All of these, of course, are interrelated. 

· ·aluirinl -marking -the sesquicentennla.l year Our national defense depends upon a 
of Miami University, Oxford, ·Ohio, June a: strong· economy-and our economy is acutely 

~ ' i959) · · responsive to what we do about inflation, 
· The- honor you· have given me today is one about production costs and prices, and about 
~ sh~ll cherish all my life. · -· taxation. 

Like all who know Miami University, I The Communist challenge we face is mill-
deeply adnaire t-lris institution which has tary, political, spiritual, and economic. 
blended liberal interests, intellectual -breadth: · We and our allies have steadfastly main.; 
and conservative practices so ·well in its tained our military and political strength. 
teachings. - -- - · - · · - _, VVe have-rebuffed the Communist threats and 

I am happy to be here on the canapus of at every turn, we have given positive demon­
this university where my able special assist- strations of our determination to stand firm. 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE June 11 
I have just-returned from Europe, and I can 
tell you that the strength of purpose of our 
allies is equal to our own. 

At the same time, we continue to explore 
every avenue tor justly solving the issues 
that divide the world. 

In the battle of spiritual values, we can­
not lose so long as we preserve the freedom 
and moral strength on which our way of life 
is built. 

We are facing up to the all-out economic 
war the Soviets have declared-but it is here 
that they are most confident. 

They believe they can defeat us in this 
war without risking their own total destruc­
tion. 

They acknowledge t.hat we are well in 
front. But they intend to overtake and sur­
pass us. 

They believe we have not the system or 
the will to maintain our economic strength 
and growth. They expect our economy to ex­
plode, while theirs continues to grow. 

My friends, I think we must agree that 
we dare not look lightly on their great ex­
pectations. 

For here, indeed, is involved one of the 
great decisions we must take. 

We are in the process of building a more 
powerful economy. But, ironically, the very 
soundness of this economy is threatened by 
deadly forces that have wrecked other strong 
nations in the past. 

These are the forces of inflation and oner­
ous taxation-and the truth is, we have not 
fully united, as a people, to overcome them. 

I suggest to you that there is urgent reason 
for us to do so. 

There is pressing reason for us to realize 
what inflation really is-and to act upon 
this knowledge. 
· I am sure we all agree on what inflation 
does for we have had ample opportunity to 
see it at work. 

To most Americans, inflation means higher 
costs of living. It means more and more 
struggle to make ends meet as costs go up 
and the value of the dollar goes down. 

Since 1939, our cost of living has more than 
doubled. The value of the 100-cent dollar 
of 1939 dropped by 47 cents over the next 
15 years, and it has dropped by 5 cents more 
since 1952. 

Inflation feeds on the income and the sav­
Ings of every individual, every enterprise in 
America. It robs us of the real value of the 
dollars we earn. It destroys the will to work 
and the desire to save. 

It makes education increasingly costly, at 
a time when America's colleges are facing 
the greatest demands _ever placed upon them, 
and it causes the serious fiscal problems of 
our educational institutions to multiply. 

Now, what are we doing to meet this dead­
ly force? We are waging a battle, led by 
the President of the United States, which in 
the past year has succeeded in bringing the 
rise in the cost of living under control. -

We are fighting for the stable dollar we 
must have to go forward soundly. 

We have quickly surmounted the reces­
sion of last year and have resumed our eco­
nomic growth at a record rate, with its ex­
panding opportunity for every citizen. 

But maintaining this sound and sensible 
progress is extremely difficult. We are faced 
with tremendous pressures for a resumption 
of the inflationary process. 

These are vast pressures for extravagant 
Government spending, and for sharp new up­
trends in the spiral of wages and prices. 

The spending pressures are coming from 
many sources. Some of the most insistent 
come from some of the leaders of our Con­
gress, and some State administrations. 
State and local taxes, for example, have 
trebled since W:orld War II and the rise isn't 

over yet for the States, counties and cities 
now spend $1.10 for every $1 they get in 
income. 

. These public spenders are practicing gov­
ernment-by-pressure group rather than gov­
ernment for the people. And they will only 
be dissuaded by public opinion strong 
enough to impress its will upon them. 
- Those in our Congress, and out of it, who 
are committed to excessive spending, and 
deficit financing, contend that going into 
heavier debt is no problem, because we can 
eventually tighten our belt and make it up. 

But the hard question is simply this: 
. If we cannot pay our way as we go and 

reduce our national debt when our economy 
is running at an alltime high, when and 
how could we ever expect to accomplish 
this goal? 

The question also arises: Who is to pay 
these stupendous debts eventually? We 
must assume that the intention, in large 
part, is for the students of today, such as 
you now on this campus, to bear this bur­
den in due time. It is you who would have 
to pay most dearly for the victories of the 
pressure groups now. 

We must recognize, too, that great pres­
sure for inflation is generated by what has 
come to be known as the wage-price spiral. 

There is no question but what the legiti· 
mate function of every labor leader is to 
ask for-to negotiate for-higher wages. 

This is a rightful purpose of union leader­
ship. 

I myself worked at a factory job as a young 
man-and I know very well that one of my 
goals was higher wages. I have always been, 
and will always be, in favor of a responsible 
union movement. 

But union members, with all other Amer­
icans, have every reason to insist that their 
leaders, as well as the leaders in manage­
ment, exercise a high order of responsible 
statesmanship. 

It is up to union leaders to recognize that 
if they use their vast economic power to 
force wage increases and employees bene­
fits too high, they bring about fewer jobs and 
greater unemployment. 

By forcing wage increases which far out­
run increases in productivity, they can set 
the spiral of wage-price inflation going again. 

The President has repeatedly emphasized 
that this matter is of deep concern to all 175 
million Americans. And he has said that 
the American people cannot stand idly by 
and let the destructive forces of inflation be 
unleashed again. 

We know, too, that more inflation will 
deprive our industries of adequate earnings 
to plow back into new products, equipment, 
and plants. 

We must look to the expansion of our pro­
duction capacity to increase job opportuni­
ties in the future. We must take every step 
to encourage, not sap, the growth power of 
industry and business. 

In doing so, we need to recognize the 
burden our taxation is placing on the ac­
cumulation of capital for investment. 

It is the same burden imposed on the 
personal incentive and earning power of 
every citizen. 

The tax foundation tells us the average 
earner of $4,500 a year works 22 days each 
month. 

Seven days of this total-nearly one-third 
of his working time--is taken from his in­
come in taxes. 

And as he may succeed in building his in­
come, he can look forward to the tax chunk 
becoming larger. 

We need to relieve this stifi1ng tax load 
carried by the individual citizen and by our 
business system. 

There are over 100,000 taxing authorities in 
our countrr.. Their weight Qanllterally crush 

the ability of business to meet its job-creat­
ing capital needs. 

Our present tax structure is seriously out­
dated. }t is_ a. ~t of laws reflecting largely 
the condition of the past, especially World 
War II, when the goal was the confiscation 
of war profits, not the building of a sound 
peacetime economy. 

A sensible, equitable, dynamic tax pro­
gram is needed in its place. Such a program 
will keep total revenues up, not by taxing 
away incentive and means ~f growth, but by 
steadily increasing the tax base. 

I have stated these problems of commu­
nism, inflation and taxation to you briefly. 
What progress are we making toward their 
solution? 

We are, in fact, making uphill but encour­
aging progress, both within the Government 
and in the mobilization of public opinion. 

Our Federal administration has set a 
realistic national budget, and is making a 
determined etfort to keep the costs of Gov­
ernment within this budget. 

We are meeting the full needs of our de­
fense program. We are meeting all the le· 
gitimate needs of our people. 

We are striving to operate the Govern­
ment on a pay-as-you-go basis, thereby 
avoiding the fatalistic deficit philosophy so 
easy to get into but so desperately hard to 
shed. 

And finally, we are taking positive steps 
to prepare for a program of progressive tax 
reform. 

Because all of these efforts face powerful 
opposition, they depend of course on pub­
lic opinion for th~ir ultimate success. Here, 
too, we have reason for optimism. 

In the past 6 months, we have seen are­
markable demonstration of the power of 
public opinion in this country. 

When the 86th Congress convened, the 
spending philosophy was riding high in its 
ranks; there was almost no outlook for leg­
islation giving union members and the pub­
lic the protection they wanted; and. there 
were only a few voices calling for a new 
look at the problems of taxation. 

Today, the growing etfects of aroused 
public opinion are clearly evident. Power­
ful forces still are bent on excessive Govern­
ment spending, but strong opposition to 
them, both in and out of the Congress, is 
causing some searching reassessments to 
be made. The likelihood of preserving a 
balanced budget and holding inflation in 
check has grown brighter. 

Union members throughout the country 
have made it clear that they are not in ac­
cord with the autocratic decisions of the 
small group of leaders who exercise national 
power. 

Highly responsible newspaper studies and 
opinion polls make it clear that most union 
members do not want wage increases which 
inevitably will bring greater inflation upon 
them. 

Seventy percent or more of the members 
of some of our leading unions have children 
in college-a good and significant fact--and 
they do not want more inflation to push the 
cost of higher education for their sons and 
daughters beyond their reach. 

They have made it clear they do not want 
strikes. They have made it clear they want 
legislation to protect their rights. And the 
public in general has made increasingly evi­
dent its support of these millions of union 
members. 

From throughout the country, we are 
hearing reports of taxpayer dissatisfaction 
with pressure-group budgets which result in 
constantly rising tax rates. There is a 
mounting ground swell of support for those 
public officials who make determined etfort 
to set realistic budgets and to keep Govern­
ment expenses within those budgets. 
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All these are trends. But they are still 

trends. They must be carried forward with 
firmness and tenacity by the American peo­
ple if they are to end in real success. 

My appeal to you today is to join the bat­
tle to meet this challenge. 

I am proud of my Midwest heritage, and 
I know that all of you from this great part 
of the country feel that same pride. 

The Midwest is a cradle of patriotic and 
progressive action, and of leadership, for the 
public good. Let us be sure that that heri­
tage is fully upheld in these critical days. 

Whether you are student, a faculty mem­
ber, or an alumnus of Miami, your voice is 
important. Your help is needed. Your lead­
ership is important. 

I urge you to take your place among 
those who will speak; work, and fight for 
sound policies and a stronger America in the 
years before us. 

There is, unfortunately, a widespread 
tendency on the part of the public to "let 
George do it" insofar as our Government is 
concerned. We ask and expect the Presi­
dent, the Vice President, the Cabinet, the 
heads of a few agencies, and the respon­
sible Members of the Congress to carry on 
the overall management of our Government 
and protect the public welfare. Too many 
fail to do their share and far too few citi­
zens take an active interest in, and forcibly 
support, good government. 

Only by universal participation can we be 
sure that the Government will serve all the 
people-not some special interest--and as­
sure the greatest opportunities for all our 
citizens. 

My friends, this is the banner of true 
liberalism. 

Advancing under it, we shall meet the 
Communist economic challenge as surely as 
we shall meet the military and political 
challenge. 

We shall build the better tomorrow for 
which the leaders and the faculty of this 
university az:e preparing our young people­
and into which the students of today and 
tomorrow can proceed with bright hope. 

We shall move forward, in full confidence, 
into the golden era of unlimited opportunity 
that lies ahead for every American. 

John W. Mahan, Commander in Chief, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. T. RUTHERFORD 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 · 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, 
for many years, throughout the history 
of our country, veterans, through their 
veterans' organizations, have made great 
contributions to the formulation of our 
national policies. In so doing our vet­
erans have materially enhanced the 
greatness of our Nation. 

It is indeed a tremendous honor for 
any veteran to be chosen by his comrades 
to head one of our great veterans' or­
ganizations. The responsibility of serv­
ing as the acknowledged leader and 
spokesman for a large national veterans 
organization is a heavy responsibility in 
every sense of the word. 

·At this time I rise to invite the atten­
tion of the Members of the House to the 
truly outstanding services to veterans 
and to our Nation which have been per­
formed by Mr. John W. Mahan, the pres­
ent commander in chief of the VFW. 
During his tenure as national command­
er in chief of the VFW, the membership 
of that organization, composed entirely 
of oversea veterans, has been steadily, 
month by month, breaking previous rec­
ords. Commander in Chief Mahan, 
through his tireless and vigorous pro­
gram of visiting VFW and governmental 
leaders throughout the country, has 
created in every part of our Nation a 
new awareness of the indispensable role 
that the VFW is performing in further­
ing the interests of our national security 
and helping shape other vital govern­
mental policies. 

Here in Washington the VFW, under 
Jack Mahan's leadership, has achieved 
even greater stature and influence. I 
know, from conversations with other 
Members of this House, that they share 
my views with respect to the assistance, 
advice and understanding which has 
been accorded to-us by this unusually 
able and sincere VFW commander in 
chief. Very appropriately, there is never 
any question but what he has forcefully, 
astutely, and intelligently fought for the 
interests of the veterans. One of the 
reasons he has been so influential is that 
he possesses an amazing knowledge of 
veterans problems and their legislative 
aspects. He meets with us as a fellow 
citizen, a keen student of veterans af­
fairs, and a man of great objectivity and 
wisdom. 
· Undoubtedly one of the reasons why 
the influence and stature of the VFW is 
so great at this time is that Commander 
in Chief Mahan has, during his tenure 
as commander in chief of the VFW, 
moved to Washington and temporarily 
set up residence here at the seat of Gov­
ernment. Consequently, he is available 
for consultation and advice to members 
of the House and Senate on short notice 
whenever a matter concerning veterans 
legislation or subjects in which they are 
interested arises. He is probably, as a 
result of his residency in Washington, 
better known personally to Members of 
Congress than any person previously oc­
cupying a similar position. Members of 
Congress and veterans, both individually 
and as members of their organizations, 
are indebted to Jack Mahan for the thor­
oughly conscientious and extremely able 
manner in which he has represented the 
VFW in Washington during this session 
of Congress. 

The VFW influence has been marked, 
not only in matters of vital interest to 
veterans, but in problems connected with 
national defense policy, housing, educa­
tion and practically every major aspect 
of legislation. There is no doubt in my 
mind but what the work of Jack Mahan, 
which was so effective by reason of his 
actual residency, was largely responsi­
ble for the action of the House of Rep­
resentatives when it recently increased 
yeterans' appropriations above that 
recommended by the administration. 

Seldom has the influence of one per­
son made such a great contribution to 
such vital legislation. The VFW has long 
been noted as an organization interested 
in the Nation's defense and security; it 
has a heritage of freedom and Com­
mander Mahan will, I know, continue 
the VFW tradition in this respect. 

As a member of the VFW-in which I 
have held the profound privilege of be­
ing the commander of the department of 
Texas-! share the feeling of my col­
leagues in Congress who are proud that 
a great veterans' organization has pro­
duced such a patriotic, sincere, and 
able leader as John W. Mahan. 

The New Benefits of the Railroad Retire­
ment Act, Public Law 86-28 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HERBERT ZELENKO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 

. Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks and with 
the unanimous consent of the House, I 
take this opportunity of expressing sat­
isfaction upon the enactment of Public 
Law 86-28, known as the Railroad Re­
tirement Act, which I had the pleasure 
of actively supporting. 

This vital legislation was necessary to 
overcome the economic inequities here­
tofore existing for thousands of our 
American citizens who have given many 
years of their working lives to the rail­
road industry. 
· The various railroad unions are at 
present in the process of informing their 
members of the benefits accruing under 
the act. 

In response to a great number of in­
quiries which have been directed to 
many of my colleagues and myself from 
railroaders, I take this opportunity of 
presenting in simple form an explana­
tion of the principal new amendments 
dealing with the benefit features of the 
law. 

I. NEW RETmEMENT PROVISIONS 

A. All retirement and survivor annui­
ties and pensions are increased by 10 
percent effective June 1, 1959. The July 
1 payment will reflect this increase. 
There is no need to apply for the in­
crease; it will be granted automatically 
by the Railroad Retirement Board. The 
maximum old-age annuity now is $204 a 
month for a retired employee and $65 
for his eligible wife. 

B. Beginning June 1, 1959, railroad 
earnings up to a maximum of $400 a 
month will be counted in figuring the 
amount ot any retirement or survivor 
benefits based on the employee's service. 
Also, the employee and the employer will 
pay retirement taxes on the employee's 
earnings up to a maximum of $400 a 
month. Under the old law the monthly 
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limit on creditable and taxable earnings 
was $350. 
· c. Beginning June 1, 1959, the em­

ployee and employer retirement tax rate 
was increased from 6% percent to 6% 
percent each on earnings up to $400 a 
month. In 1962 this rate will rise again 
to 7% percent. 

D. Women employees with less than 
30 years of service, and wives of retired 
employees, may elect to receive a re­
duced annuity at age 62. The annuity 
will be reduced by :JA.so for each month 
they are under age 65. Under the old 
law they had to wait until age 65 to 
qualify. 

E. An employee under age 65 who is 
retired on disability may earn up to 
$1,200 a year without losing his retire­
ment benefit. If he exceeds $1,200 a year 
he loses 1 month's annuity for each $100 
earned over $1,200. Under the old law 
the disability annuitant lost 1 month's 
annuity for any month in which his earn­
ings exceeded $100. 

F. For veterans drawing non-service­
connected disability pensions from the 
Veterans' Administration, the railroad 
retirement benefits will no longer be 
counted as earnings under the income 
limitations of the Veterans' Administra­
tion which are $1,400 a year if the vet­
eran has no dependents and $2,700 a year 
if he has one or more dependents. 

Under the old law a veteran was per­
mitted to waive all or a portion of his 
railroad retirement benefits in order to 
come within the income limitations. 
li. NEW UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE PROVISIONS 

A. Benefits payable to unemployed or 
sick railroad workers will be, on the 
average, 20 percent higher than under 
the old law. The new daily benefit rates 
range from $4.50 to $10.20 a day, depend­
ing upon the employee's annual compen­
sation in the preceding calendar year. 
These new benefit rates are retroactive 
to July 1, 1958. 

B. Extended unemployment benefit 
periods beyond the maximum of 130 com­
pensable days provided under the old 
law will be provided as follows: 

First. Those with less than 10 years 
of railroad service who have exhausted 
their unemployment benefit rights after 
June 30, 1957, and before April 1, 1959, 
can receive benefits for an additional 65 
days in the period June 19, 1958 through 
June 30, 1959. This extension is the 
same as the Congress provided for all 
other unemployment insurance systems 
covered under State laws. 

Second. Those who have 10 but less 
than 15 years of railroad service and 
have exhausted their rights to normal 
unemployment benefits can draw bene­
fits for as many as 65 additional days in 
the 3 months following the exhaustion 
of their benefit rights. 

Third. Those who have 15 or more 
years of railroad service and have ex­
hausted their rights to normal unem­
ployment benefits can draw benefits for 
as much as 130 additional days in the 6 
months following the exhaustion of their 
benefit rights. 

Fourth. Those who have 10 or more 
years of railroad service and are not cur-

rently qualified for unemployment bene­
fits, but will be qualified employees in the 
next benefit year, can start the next 
benefit year early, at the beginning of 
the month in which they were unem­
ployed 14 or more consecutive days. 
· C. Sundays and holidays could be com­

pensable days of unemployment, just as 
any other day, whether or not such Sun­
days and holidays are preceded and suc­
ceeded by a day of unemployment. 
Under the old law Sundays and holidays 
could not be counted unless they were 
preceded and succeeded by a day of un­
employment. 

D. Unemployment benefits are now 
payable for all days in excess of 4 in the 
first registration period-consisting of 
14 days-in a new benefit year. The old 
law provided for payments for all days 
in excess of 7 in the first registration pe­
riod in a new benefit year. 

E. Beginning July 1, 1959, those who 
become unemployed or sick will need 
wages of $500 or more-instead of $400 
under the old law-in the preceding cal­
endar year in order to qualify for iJene­
fits. 

F. Beginning June 1, 1959, earnings 
up to $400 a month will count toward the 
base year earnings of an employee and 
the payroll tax-paid by the employer 
only-will be paid on earnings up to 
that amount. 

G. Beginning June 1, 1959, the payroll 
tax on railroad employers was increased 
from 3 percent to 3% percent, the new 
maximum rate provided by the new law. 

The increase in the retirement tax 
rates and the taxable base are now con­
sidered to be adequate to pay for the to­
percent increase in benefits and also to 
eliminate the deficit in the railroad re­
tirement account which amounted to 
over $200 million annually. There is 
assurance that the railroad retirement 
system is now actuarially sound. 

It is my sincere hope and prayer that 
the benefits of Public Law 86-28 will 
afford adequate security for the rail­
roaders and their families for some time 
to come. 

The Postmaster General Is Commended 
for Preventing Obscene MaHer From 
Going Through the Mail 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD H. REES 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
join millions of American fathers and 
mothers in congratulating Postmaster 
General Summerfield on his forthright 
and public spirited action in banning 
this book, - called ''Lady Chatterley's 
Lover," from the U.S. mails. This 
is in the highest tradition of the 
performances by our Postmasters Gen­
eral of their legal duty to protect the 

public by closing our great postal com­
munications system to peddlers of smut 
and filth. 

I have devoted much of my time and 
attention, during my entire service in 
Congress, to the maintenance of a clean 
mail postal system. To me, the most 
significant factor in the Postmaster Gen­
eral's action is his recognition of the 
underlying principle that the test of ob­
scenity in matters of this kind is 
whether, in applying "contemporary 
community standards," the dominant 
theme as a whole appeals to prurient in­
terests. Few if any Americans would 
want to acknowledge that the moral 
standards of their community are such 
as to condone use of the mails to distrib­
ute this type of book. The subject of 
the Postmaster General's ban is so vile 
and filthy-so altogether repulsive-as 
to offend the sense of decency of every 
right-thinking American. A calculated 
appeal to immorality of this kind cannot 
be glossed over and made less lewd by 
any artistry of rhetoric or prose. It is a 
misuse of languages toward an end con­
trary to all the finer ideals and stand­
ards of civilized mankind. 

.The Postmaster General is to be 
strongly commended for his alert and 
effective action to protect the public by 
forestalling this latest effort to open the 
mails for tramc in obscenity, pornog­
raphy, and other illegal matter. This 
book not only should be excluded from 
the mails; it should be banned from 
newsstands, stores, and all other places 
of sale or distribution. 

National Safe Boating Week 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA'l'IVE:J 

Thursday, June 11, 1959 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, 
in the 85th Congress, it was my pleasure 
to sponsor a joint resolution authorizing 
the annual observance, by Presidential 
proclamation, of National Safe Boating 
Week during the week which contains 
the Fourth of July. This legislation was 
approved in time for the first Presiden­
tial proclamation to be issued last year. 

I am happy to report that the 1958 
National Safe Boating Week was an un­
qualified success in its objective of fo­
cusing attention upon the potential 
~angers-and the need for safe boating 
practices-in this fast growing recrea­
tional field. 

On Saturday, June 27, this year's Na­
tional Safe Boating Week will get under­
way. It is estimated that since the 1958 
week some 9 million more Americans 
in a million more boats have taken up 
the sport. That rate of increase is show­
ing few signs of diminishing, and only 
emphasizes the growing importance of 
boating safety work by numerous boat­
ing and yachting clubs, marine manu-
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facturers and dealers, and safety asso­
ciations. 

Coordinating these activities are the 
U.S. Coast Guard and its civilian arm, 
the Coast Guard Auxiliary, the volun­
tary organization which was author­
ized by act of Congress some 20 years ago 
for the purpose of promoting safety in 
the small boating field. 

These organizations, I should empha­
size, work the year around to make boat­
ing a safer recreation. The auxiliary, 
which is open to all citizens over 17 years 
old and own a 25 percent interest in a 
boat, plane or amateur radio station, 
now numbers nearly 17,000 members 
from the Atlantic coast to Hawaii, in­
cluding Alaska. 

I was privileged recently to attend the 
May 6 opening day of the Coast Guard 
Auxiliary's national conference in New 
York City, where I gained further in­
sight into the valuable work of this or­
ganization. 

Under leave to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD, I include the auxiliary's re­
port on the conference from its monthly 
digest, "Under the Blue Ensign," and 
also the announcement of the 1959· Na­
tional Safe Boating Week by Vice Adm. 
A. C. Richmond, commandant of the 
U.S. Coast Guard, in which he clearly 
sets forth the objectives of this special 
observance, and the President's procla­
mation, as follows: 

UNDER THE BLUE ENSIGN 
(Monthly digest of the U.S. Coast Guard 

Auxiliary) 
The annual national conference of the 

Coast Guard Auxiliary, recently held at the 
Hotel Astor, New York City, was the largest 
and one of the most successful held thus 
far. Members returned to their units 
throughout the country, Alaska, Hawaii, and 
Puerto Rico, confident that with the plans 
for future activities, this, the 20th anniver­
sary of the auxiliary, will be a banner year. 

After convening the conference, Capt. 
Harold B. Roberts, chief director of the 
auxiliary, turned the presiding gavel over to 
National Commodore Charles S. Greanoff. 
The principal speaker for the opening ses­
sion was Congressman CHARLES E. CHAMBER­
LAIN, Republican of Michigan, who sponsored 
the National Safe Boating Week legislation. 
The Congressman stated that the fine repu­
tation of the Coast Guard and the auxiliary 
was a tremendous assist in getting congres­
sional approval of the Presidential procla­
mation. He expressed his availability to fur­
ther aid in the promotion of safety, feeling 
that we must arouse a high degree· of safety 
consciousness among boat operators com­
parable to that which has been done with 
automobile operators. 

·At the Commodores' Luncheon, honoring 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, Vice 
Adm. A. C. Richmond recalled that he had 
helped frame the original regulations for the 
organization in 1939, and thus took a certain 
personal pride in now viewing its steady 
growth and its fine record of accomplish­
ments, especially in recent years. He stated 
that there is an even greater need for its 
services in public education and assistance 
·to the Coast Guard. The commandant 
cautioned that the Boating Act of 1958 will 
not permit "resting leisurely on the oars"; 
_education not regulation is the primary 
answer to safey afloat. In addition, the 
Coast Guard will still enforce the law on 
Federal waters, although it wm coordinate 

its activities, wherever possible, with States 
providing adequate enforcement. 

Certainly, if a State moves into the law 
enforcement field and if it is effectively en­
forcing its own State laws with respect to 
small boats, the· Coast Guard, having limited 
facilities, will use those facilities in other 
States that are not enforcing the law or do 
not have comparable law enforcement pro­
visions. But, this in no way relieves the 
Coast Guard of the responsibility of discharg­
ing the Federal functions. 

At the conclusion of the luncheon, the 
Commandant presented certificates of office 
to each of the 12 district commodores in an 
installation ceremony. 

The 4-day conference concluded with a 
windup dinner-dance. Assistant Secretary 
of the Treasury A. Gilmore Flues told the 
assembled members and guests that the 
auxiliary, like its parent service the Coast 
Guard, has a growing responsibility and im­
portance in problems of peacetime activities. 
Mr. Flues observed that the auxiliary has 
assisted the boating public immeasurably by 
the promotion of safe boating through its 
educational and courtesy motorboat exami­
nation programs. He pointed out that if a 
maximum safety program, through a blend­
ing of law, . regulation and education is 
achieved, much of the credit for its success 
will belong to the Coast Guard Auxiliary. A 
highlight of the evening was the special 
honor paid to Capt. and Mrs. H. B. Roberts 

·by the officers of the Auxiliary National 
Board in behalf of the 17,000 members. The 
chief director leaves shortly to assume new 
duties as captain of the port, San Francisco. 

This year, for the first time, a press con­
ference was lield for reporters and writers 
representing the newspapers and boating 
magazines. National Vice Commodore Bliss 
Woodward presided over the group and in­
troduced Congressman Charles E. Chamber­
lain; Chief Director Capt. H. B. Roberts; 
National Public Instruction Officer Joseph V. 
Day, of Chicago, Ill., and National Publi­
cations Officer Robert J. Boyle, of Montrose, 
Calif., who outlined Auxiliary activities and 
the educational and courtesy motorboat ex­
amination programs. This group also had 
an opportunity of viewing the posters, pub­
lications, and other materials used by the 
aux1liary. 

Also, for the first time, leading training 
aids and promotional exhibits from various 
districts were on display, and competed for 
national honors. First place was awarded 
to the third district (northern area), New 
York, with second place to the third district 
(southern area), Philadelphia, and third 
place to the second district, St. Louis. 

National Educational Research Officer Alan 
A. Atchison described new developments and 
projects and presented the latest edition of 
the public instruction course text, "Basic 
Seamanship and Small Boat Handling," 
formerly in eight separate pamphlets, and 
now combined into one booklet. It will be 
distributed when the remaining stock of 
separate pamphlets is exhausted. 

Culminating the business meetings were 
the reelections of National Commodore 
Charles S. Greanoff, of Cleveland, Ohio, and 
National Vice Commodore Bliss Woodward, 
of Mamaroneck, N.Y., by unanimous vote in 
recognition of their effective leadership dur­
ing the past year. 

Special acknowledgments were made to 
Rear Adm. H. C. Perkins, U.S. Coast Guard, 
commander, Third Coast Guard District, 
and Third District Commodore Lloyd A. 
Albin, and their respective staffs and com­
mittees, for their labors in arranging for the 
receptions, cruises, and other social events 
for the participants and guests. 

Other honored guests who attended the 
conference were: Rear Adm. I. E. Eskridge, 
chief, Office of Operations; Capt. W. P. 

Hawley, chief of staff, Third Coast Guard 
District; Capt. Richard Baxter, new chief 
director; and Chief Comdr. Lester c. Lowe, 
U.S. Power Squadrons. 

U.S. COAST GUARD. 
To All Boating Enthusiasts: 

I am pleased to announce that National 
Safe Boating Week will be observed June 27 
through July 5 under the direction of the 
National Safe Boating Week Committee. The 
committee is composed of representatives of 
industry, education, and sports groups who, 
together with the Coast Guard and Coast 
Guard Auxiliary, are concerned with recrea­
tional boating. 

Boating has become America's No.1 family 
recreation. With some 37 million Americans 
taking to the water in approximately 7 mil­
lion pleasure boats of every description, a 
special effort must be made to focus atten­
tion on the growing need to know and ob­
serve basic safe boating rules and regulations 
to maintain boating's outstanding record as 
one of the safest of all outdoor sports. This 
was the objective of the Coast Guard and the 
Auxiliary in originally sponsoring National 
Safe Boating Week. 

This is a tremendous assignment and ob­
viously is beyond the capabilities of any one 
organization, whether government or private, 
to carry out alone. If we are to make boat­
ing one of the safest outdoor activities, the 
National Safe Boating Week Committee must 
have the support and cooperation of the 
boating public and everyone interested in the 
safety of our citizens. Therefore, I call upon 
every boating enthusiast to join in this effort 
to advance the cause of boating safety. 

A. C. RICHMOND, 
Vice Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard, 

Commandant. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 24 1959. 
NATIONAL SAFE BOATING WEEK, 1959 

(Proclamation by the President of the United 
States of America) 

Whereas the waters of the United States 
provide recreation for many millions of our 
citizens during the boating season; and 

Whereas safe boating practices contribute 
to greater enjoyment of the sport by reduc­
ing loss of life and damage to property; and 

Whereas the Congress, by a joint resolu­
tion approved June 4, 1958 ( 72 Stat. 179), 
has authorized and requested the President 
of the United States to proclaim annually the 
week which includes July 4 as National Safe 
Boating Week: 

Now, therefore, I, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
President of the United States of America, do 
hereby designate the week beginning June 
28, 1959, as National Safe Boating Week. 

I urge all boatmen, boating organizations, 
the boating industry, State and Federal 
agencies, and all other groups interested in 
boating to join in this observance of Na­
tional Safe Boating Week; and I call upon 
them to exert greater effort during that week 
and throughout the boating season to keep 
boating safe and pleasant. 

I also invite the Governors of the States, 
the Territory of Hawaii, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, and the possessions of the 
United States to provide for the observance 
of this week to encourage nationwide inter­
est in safe boating practices. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused the Seal of the United 
States of America to be affixed. 

Done at the city of Washington this 24th 
day of April in the year of our Lord 1959, and 
of the independence of the United States of 
America the 18Sd. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
By the President: 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
Secretary of State. 
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