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CONCLUSION

All in all, T believe the procedure speci-
fied in this bill would enable the prompt
and efficient establishment of appropri-
ate tolerances for pesticide chemicals
used in or on raw agricultural commodi-
ties. This would definitely be to the ad-
vantage of all concerned with the use
of pesticide chemicals. The food con-
sumer for the first time would be as-
sured that a tolerance assuring saft_at.y
has been established for every pesticide
chemical used in the production and
storage of the raw agricultural com-
modity. At the same time, chemical
manufacturers would have standards
upon which to base recommendations to
the grower in the use of these chemicals,
and the grower would not have his prod-
ucts confiscated because he did not know
the tolerance for the various chemicals.

The grower would be assured that he
would be in compliance with the law if
he followed the recommendations of
these agencies and of the manufacturer.
The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare would have a definite stand-
ard to carry on their enforcement re-
sponsibilities as regards to a safe food
supply under the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act.

In view of the urgency of this legisla-
tion and the expressed need for it, as
well as the complete agreement, I sin-
cerely hope early action will be given
this bill.

The Need for Increasing the Salaries of
Postal Workers

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT C. BYRD

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, January 11, 1954

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Speaker, I honestly
feel that the time has come when Con-
gress should reappraise the schedule of
salary payments made to postal employ-
ees with a view to adjusting these salaries
so that they will be more in line with in-
creases in the cost of living, continuing
heavy tax burdens, and those other fac-
tors which have eroded the substance of
postal employees’ take-home pay.

In my opinion, no other group of Fed-
eral employees enjoys as long a history
of service to our nation as the United
States postal workers. There is no
group of employees in or out of the Fed-
eral employees enjoys as long a history
with greater pride to its record of stead-
fast, loyal, and efficient service to our
nation. Unfortunately, too many people
seem to take the loyalty and devotion
to duty of our postal carriers for granted,
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just as they do so many other important
factors that join to make the American
way of life. I have been impressed
deeply by the famous words so often
used to personalize the postal service:
Neither snow, nor rain, nor heat, nor gloom
of night stays these carriers from the swift
completion of their appointed rounds.

How many people have considered just
what these words mean to us and to our
country? Because of this loyalty and
devotion, I feel that it is our responsibil-
ity in Congress to demonstrate to these
employees that we recognize and appre-
ciate their efforts and that every attempt
will be made to see that they are treated
as fairly as is possible.

I do not feel that it is necessary to
discuss at length increases in the cost
of living, increased taxes, reduced pur-
chasing power of the dollar, or increased
deductions for retirement; all of these
facts are well known to us. But it is
for other reasons also that I think an
increase in salaries of postal employees
is urgently required at this time.

Let us take, for example, the situa-
tion with regard to the increased pro-
ductivity per worker in the Post Office
Department. The type of activities en-
gaged in by most of these employees is
not too conducive to mechanization; be-
cause in sorting and handling mails and
packages, it is still necessary for the
human eye to differentiate between
various names and addresses in order
to assure that packages and letters are
forwarded to their eventual destination
with a minimum of delay. For this
reason, any increase in the output per
man-hour in the Post Office Depart-
ment is largely the result of increased
productivity on the part of these em-
ployees. During fiscal 1952, 49,740,510,-
000 pieces of mail were handled by the
Post Office Department—the largest vol-
ume in any year of postal history. This
was an increase of 6 per cent over the
1951 volume, and an increase of 32.9
per cent during the past 5-year period.
‘While the volume of mail was increasing
by over 30 per cent, the number of postal
employees increased by slightly over 11
per cent in the years from 1947 through
1952, indicating that the output per
man-hour must have increased consid-
erably.

It should be remembered that produc-
tion in a purely service institution of this
kind is not as controllable as in many
lines of business. The postal service does
not choose its customers; it does not con-
trol the extent, time, or place that the
patrons may hire its services. It cannot
allow demands for its services to accu-
mulate awaiting a time when facilities
and personnel may render performance
of duties under the most economical cir-
cumstances; neither can it stoekpile pro-
ductive effort to meet future increased
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or unusual demands. It must perform,
with all possible speed and dispatch,
when, where, and in whatever quantity
the public chooses.

Among many little known facts about
employees of the postal service, one is
that it is necessary for them to study
long hours at home on their own time in
order that they may do their job more
efficiently for the general benefit of
everybody in our country. They must
study changing schemes and transporta-
tion routing and destinations so that
your mail may arrive more quickly at its
appointed destination.

It would be possible to go into many
more reasons for increasing postal sal-
aries, but, unfortunately, our time here
is limited. So, may I simply state my
honest opinion on this matter. It isim-
perative that we in Congress enact pay
raise legislation for postal employees as
rapidly as possible to prove our trust in
them; to reward them for their loyalty
and devotion; to help them recoup a part
of their losses resulting from increased
prices and taxes, and decreased pur-
chasing power of their take-home pay;
to compensate their improved produc-
tivity; in short, because of the justice of
the case made for such an increase in
salary.

The Man Who Sentenced Beria

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. ALFRED D. SIEMINSKI

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, January 11, 1954

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, can
the man who sentenced Beria give us a
clue to what might happen in Russia?
Liquidation of the Bolshevik clique by
the professional military?

Reports indicate Beria was sentenced
to death by the man he made eat crow
in 1945-46, General Konev, Soviet op-
posite number to Gen. Mark Clark, on
the allied commission in Austria.
Konev, proud, oldtime professional, took
his orders from Zheltov, bullnecked
Beria hatchetman in Vienna.,

Konev, short, well liked by his troops,
was friendly to the West. He didn't
last long in Vienna. Zheltov saw to
that. Then, the tables turned. Stalin
died (?), Beria is tried. Konev sen-
tences him. Where's Zheltov?

Does this mean that the professional
military of Russia has had its fill of the
crum-bums in the Kremlin? Does it
spell a better break for the Russian, his
wife and family—for all the men and
women whose kin spilled blood in the
hopes of a better tomorrow? One
wonders. One hopes. One prays.

SENATE
TUESDAY, JANUARY 12, 1954

(Legislative day of Thursday, January 7,
1954)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, who knowest our frame
and the frailties of our dust, we turn to
Thee who alone canst fill our life with
holy purpose. In the stillness of this
hallowed moment we would bring to Thy

altar the ancient sacrifice of an humble
and a contrite heart. Breathe upon us,
breath of God, with Thy quickening
power restoring our souls, that we may
feel a renewed sense of privileze as we
enter upon the duties of yet another day.

We thank Thee for this new day, with
all its precious possibilities, for its fleet=
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ing hours waiting to be filled with honest
labor; but especially we are grateful that
it is an open door of golden opportunity
to serve Thee, our Nation and our fear-
haunted world. We pray that through
the turmoil of life we may find Thy peace,
that for all the challenges of life we may
find Thy strength and in the adventure
of death Thy rod and Thy staff in the
shadow of the valley. We ask it in that
Name that is above every name. Amen.

ATTENDANCE OF SENATORS

PAUL H. DOUGLAS, a Senator from
the State of Illinois, and IRVING M.
IVES, a Senator from the State of New
York, appeared in their seats today.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The Chief Clerk read the following
letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMFPORE,
Washington, D. C.,, January 12, 1954.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. WaLrace F. BENNETT, a Sen-
ator from the State of Utah, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
STYLES BRIDGES,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BENNETT thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. ENowLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
January 11, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immedi-
ately following the quorum call there
may be the customary morning hour for
the introduction of bills and joint reso-
lutions, and the insertion of matters in
the REcorp, under the usual 2-minute
limitation on speeches.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

REPORT ON INCLUSION OF ESCAPE
CLAUSES IN EXISTING TRADE
AGREEMENTS — MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore laid before the Senate the follow=
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ing message from the President of the
United States, which was read, and, with
the accompanying report, referred to the
Committee on Finance:

To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to the provisions of subsec-
tion (b) of section 6 of the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1951 (Public
Law 50, 82d Cong.), I hereby submit to
the Congress a report on the inclusion of
escape clauses in existing trade agree-
ments.

This report was prepared for me by
the Interdepartmental Committee on
Trade Agreements.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE Housk, January 11, 1954.

(Enclosure: Report on trade agree-
ment escape clauses.)

REPORT ON FOREIGN SERVICE
RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY
FUND — MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the
United States, which was read, and, with
the accompanying report, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report by the
Secretary of State, showing the condi-
tion of the Foreign Service Retirement
and Disability Fund for the fiscal years
ended June 30, 1952 and 1953, in ac-
cordance with section 862, Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946 (Public Law 724), 79th
Congress.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE Housk, January 12, 1954.

(Enclosure: Report Concerning Re-
tirement and Disability Fund, Foreign
Service.)

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indi-
cated:

CONSTRUCTION OF AERONAUTICAL RESEARCH
FACILITIES

A letter from the executive secretary, Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
Washington, D. C., transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to promote the national
defense by authorizing the construction of
aeronautical research facilities by the Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics
necessary to the effective prosecution of aero-
nautical research (with an accompanying
paper) ; to the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF GEORGETOWN BaARGE, DOCK,
ELEVATOR & RAILWAY Co.

A letter from Frederick 5. Hill, attorney
at law, Washington, D. C., transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the annual report of the
Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator & Railway
Co., Washington, D. C. (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

RECOMMENDATIONS ON FREEING THE INDIANS
oF TExAs FroM FEDERAL SUPERVISION

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to House
Concurrent Resolution 108, a report of rec-
ommendations for such legislation as may be
necessary to free the Indians in the State of
Texas from Federal supervision and control
and from all disabilities and limitations spe=-
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clally applicable to Indians (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs,

THOMAS BARRON v. THE UNITED STATES

A letter from the Clerk, United States
Court of Claims, transmitting, pursuant to
law, and Senate Resolution 216, 82d Congress,
1st session, a certified copy of that court's
opinion entered in the case of Thomas Bar-
ron v. The United States (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SALE oF POSTAGE-DUE STAMPS FOR PHILATELIC
ES

A letter from the Acting Postmaster Gen-
eral, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the sale of postage-due
stamps for philatelic purposes (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

RESOLUTIONS OF NATIONAL COM-
MITTEE OF AMERICANS OF POLISH
DESCENT, INC., CLEVELAND, OHIO

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp, resolutions adopted at the
12th annual convention, National Com-
mittee of Americans of Polish Descent,
Inc., at Cleveland, Ohio, relating to the
freedom of Poland, and so forth.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT 12TH ANNUAL CoN-
VENTION, NATIONAL COMMITTEE OF AMERI=
cans orF Porisg DesceNT, INc.,, CLEVELAND,
OHIo, OCTOBER 24, 1953
The convention of the National Commit-

tee of Americans of Polish Descent held on

the 24th and 25th of October 1953, in Cleve=
land, Ohio, voted the following resolution:

“1. The National Committee of Americans
of Polish Descent for 11 years has been active
in behalf of the liberty and security of the
United States, stronghold of democracy and
rights of the free world threatened by So-
viet Russia. Keeping in memory the heavy
toll of American lives taken by the war
against Germany and recently in Korea, the
committee sees with deep concern the grow-
ing dangers threatening the future of the
world and of this country. It Is also with
grave concern that the committee looks at
the tragic fate of the peoples behind the
Iron Curtain enslaved by communism, and
particularly at that of Poland, the father=-
land of our ancestors. The national com=-
mittee wishes to express its deepest belief
that there cannot be free and secure United
States without Poland and other countries
of Central and Eastern Europe enjoying free-
dom.

*2, Contrary to the pledges given last year
during the election campaign, and contrary
to the statement by President Dwight Eisen=
hower included in his declaration of Feb-
ruary 2, 1953, the new administration did
neither repudiate nor invalidate the Yalta
Agreement. Contrary to the same pledges,
the program of liberation of mnations sub-
Jugated by Soviet Russia did not find any
practical expression in the policy of the
United States, and it is still limited to verbal
declarations of the administration’s rep-
resentatives, who at the same time prepare
a plan of nonaggression pacts with the So-
viet Union. Under these circumstances we
regret to state that the change of adminis-
tration at the beginning of this year not
only did not bring any improvement as far as
our policy in respect to Poland and other
countries behind the Iron Curtain is con-
cerned, but there are grounds for fearing a
further deterioration in that field. We feel

regretfully obliged again to object to the
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policy of our administration as we have been
doing for the past 10 years in connection
with the policy of the previous administra-
tion which was based on principles accepted
at Yalta.

“3. We are strongly against any attempts
at reaching agreement with the Soviet Union,
which, after the death of Stalin, continues
to constitute a menace to the free world’s
security and to that of our country. We
warn that any temporary agreement with
Russia will be used by her only to strengthen
her military, economic, and political po-
tential so as to better prepare for a final
surprise attack against the free world.

“4, In accordance with the opinion which
we have been expressing for over a decade,
we consider that the only solution to the in-
ternational situation lies in a steady and
extensive strengthening of the United States
of America as the foremost power capable to
eliminate the Soviet Communist danger.
The ultimate goal of American policy should
be to take the initiative in her hands in
order to liquidate Soviet terror and oppres-
slon and so to liberate the world and our
own country from the constant threat of a
BSoviet aggression, and to liberate Poland and
other subjugated countries from Moscow’s
oppression, thus restoring in the whole
world the respect for the principles of free-
dom and democracy. The United States
should accomplish this task even at the
price of heavy sacrifices, since what is at
stake is no less than the highest values of
our civilization and culture, the liberty of
the United States and of the whole world.

*“5. Any attempts at solving those prob-
lems by restoring and rearming Germany not
only are bound to fail, but also create a
source of new dangerous complications hard-
1y less serious than the Soviet danger. There
are in the past history plenty of proofs that
a restored German imperialism could not be
expected to stop a prescribed limit but would
again undertake plans of domination of Eu-
rope if not also other parts of the world,
bringing new bloodshed and conflicts. The
economic and political potential of Ger-
many ought to be so limited as to enable
her to take a suitable place in Europe on
the basis of equality with other countries
of that continent, but not to become a basis
of a revised German imperialism. As Ameri-
cans of Polish extraction we firmly oppose
any tendencies aiming at restoring to Ger-
many any part of Poland's western provinces
which must be considered and remain an
integral part of Polish territory.

“6. We express our strong protest against
the persecution of the Catholic Church and
other Christian denominations in Poland by
a regime of foreign agents. In connection
with the illegal demotion of the Primate
of Poland, Stefan Cardinal Wyszynski, we
denounce that act of Soviet terrorism perpe-
trated against the highest representative of
the church’s hierarchy in the enslaved coun-
try. We pay our highest tribute to the
Polish people and their magnificent stand
against their invaders. We appeal to the
Polish people to remain calm and at the
same time we appeal to the free world to
raise a unanimous voice of protest against
Soviet terrorism directed against its defense-
less vietims behind the Iron Curtain.”

Henryk Liwacz, Chairman; Stefan EKo-
zlowskl, Secretary; Resolution Com-
mittee: Z. Dybowskl, Cleveland, Ohio;
E. Kleszezynski, New York, N. Y.; A.
Szczepanik, Detroit, Mich.; A. Nabozny,
Buffalo, N. Y.; T. Napiorkowski, Chi-
cago, Ill.; A. Buczek, Philadelphia,
Pa.; G. Rowinska, Jersey City, N. J.

The convention of the National Committee
of Americans of Polish Descent, held in
Cleveland, Ohio, wishes to draw attention to
certain anti-Polish activities in some Ameri-
can circles,
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The book Poland: White Eagle on Red
Field, by Samuel Sharp definitely falls into
that category. The author of this book
tendenciously and maliciously distorts Po-
land’s past history as well as her present sit-
uation, while endeavoring to induce the pol-
icy of the United States of America to adopt
toward Poland an attitude of complete de-
tachment and indifference. The book was
written by a Washington professor and pub-
lished by the Harvard University; it was re-
ceived approvingly and almost enthusias-
tically by the leading newspapers such as
the New York Times and the New York Her-
ald Tribune. These facts prove that there is
nothing incidental in the publication of
such a book in this country, a book which is
devoid of any scholarly objectivity, which
distorts well-known historical facts and en-
deavors to influence and mislead American
opinion in a way definitely unfriendly to
Poland, while at the same time purporting
to represent the expression of scientific opin-
ions of American scholarly circles.

We express our deep regrets that this anti-
Polish, prejudiced, and hardly objective book
was published by Harvard University, and
warmly received by two leading papers.

The convention of the National Commit-
tee of Americans of Polish Descent, held in
Cleveland, Ohlo, wishes to draw attention to
an improper approach of certain American
circles to the Polish problems and the Polish
community,

Into that category falls the case of the
creation by the National Committee for a
Free Europe of a special commission for
study and preparatory work for a future co-
operation of the liberated countries of Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe with a united West-
ern Europe. Without consulting any of the
Polish political responsible quarters, the Na-
tional Committee invited an alleged Polish
representative who, together with other simi-
larly selected representatives of other East
European countries, is presumed to deal with
matters of vital importance for Poland and
other countries of the above-mentioned area.

We consider such a method to be contrary
to the prineiples of democracy and smacking
of the methods used by Communists in im-
posing to the Polish people their alleged rep-
resentatives without the consent of Polish
independent political circles.

We strongly protest against such methods
and we state that we consider them incom-
patible with the best American traditions.
It is obvious that a body assembled in such
a way can by no means represent the inter-
ests and opinions of the emigration circles
of the subjugated countries. Thus nomi-
nated, the Polish representative in the above
named commission has no right to represent
the Polish interests and opinions.

Henryk Liwacz, Chairman; Stefan
Kozlowski, Secretary; Resolution
Committee: Z. Dybowski, Cleveland,
Ohio; E. Kleszczynski, New York,
N. ¥.; A. Szczepanik, Detroit, Mich.:
A. Nabozny, Buffalo, N. Y.; T. Na-
piorkowski, Chicago, Ill.; A. Buczek,
Philadelphia, Pa.; G. Rowinska,
Jersey City, N. J.

RESOLUTION CONCERNING CARDINAL WYSZYN-
SKI's ARREST VOTED AT A PUBLIC MEETING
OF THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE OF AMERICANS
OF POLISH DESCENT IN CLEVELAND, OHIO
At a special session held on October 25,

1953, in Cleveland, Ohio, Americans of

Polish descent and Poles in United States of

America express their solemn protest against

the act of terrorism committed on the pri-

mate of Poland, Stefan Wyszynskl by the

Communist regime in Poland. They also

protest against the arrests and trials of

Bishop Czeslaw Kaczmarek, Archbishop

Eugeniusz Baziak, Archbishop Stanislaw

Rospond, Bishop Stanislaw Adamski, Bishop

Herbert Bednorz, Bishop Juliusz Bieniek,
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Bishop Lucjan Bernacki, and Bishop Antonl
Baranlak.

The assembled protest before the free
world against the persecution of the Cath-
olic Church in Poland, against the arrests
and sentences directed against the physical
and spiritual freedom of the Catholic clergy
in Poland.

Paying homage to the victims of Commu-
nist terror, we appeal to all Catholics in free
countries, to the Catholic bishops and
priests in the whole world, and particularly
in United States of America, to all free men
and women of any religion, asking them to
raise a unanimous voice in protest against
these religious persecutions.

Should such acts of terror and oppression
remain unanswered, the atheistic rulers of
Soviet Russia would see in it a proof of the
passitivity and complacency of the Catholic
world, remaining inactive in face of Soviet
attempts at the destruction of the Catholic
faith behind the Iron Curtain.

We solemnly warn against such a com=-
placency. We firmly believe that the Cath-
olics in this country and all its free citizens
will undertake a unanimous campaign of
mass protests, dencuncing the acts of vio-
lence and terrorism committed by Soviet
Russla and its subjugated countries.

The free world is directly threatened by
Soviet aggression. Any agreements or pacts
concluded with Soviet Russia, any abandon-
ment of the great idea of liberation of
peoples oppressed and terrorized by Commu-=
nists in consequence of Yalta agreement,
would be in flagrant contradiction with the
spirit of the American tradition of freedom.

STEFAN SLIWINSKI,
Chairman.

PARITY FOR THE FARMER—RESO=-
LUTIONS OF MERCHANTS OF KILL~-
DEER, N. DAK,

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp, a resolution adopted by the
merchants of Killdeer, N. Dak., relating
to parity for the farmer.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorb, as follows:

“PARITY FOR THE FARMER,” Say Town
BUSINESSMEN

Since the State of North Dakota is a major
agricultural State, the businessmen of this
city feel that it is most imperative that we
work side by side with all those who are at=
tempting to maintain a farm program which
will enrich and develop the agricultural ac-
tivities wherever they are a major industry or
source of livelihood. In view of the above
conclusion, the Killdeer merchants have
adopted the following resolution:

“Resolved, That we go on record condemns=
ing any effort on the part of any Congress-
man, the Department of Agriculture, or any
agency for attempting to disrupt the pres-
ent farm stabilization program, affecting all
basic farm commodities.

“We further resolve that Congress shall
not only maintain 90 percent of parity, but
shall endeavor to establish 100 percent
of parity for basic farm commodities. We
do not favor any tendency toward flexibility
of price support, but urge Congress to main-
tain a production control program which is
essential in order to have stabilized price

support.
“We further resolve to condemn any form

of prosperity based on war and bloodshed,
but favor a genuinely sane and sound eco-
nomiec program, particularly for the pro-
ducer, which shall be based on industry,
security, and individual initiative.
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“We further urge all business groups in
other cities of this State as well as those of
other agricultural States to go on record
favoring similar resolutions.”

Killdeer Merchants: Roy A. Boomer,
Manager, Motor Implement Co.; May-
me Patton, Kildeer Hotel; Bernard
Eruckenberg; Fred Hollingsworth,
Killdeer Drugs; Schmidt Standard
Service; Hansen Implement; Clifford
Wing, Wing Electric; Anton Wetsch,
Wetsch Bros.; John J. Zimbrick, Zim-
brick De ent Store; Adamski
Chevrolet Co.; Robert R. Rychmer;
Glen Lawhead; Joseph J. Wetch, Va-
riety and Confectionery; Douglas
Swenson, Doug's Meat Market; Irene
C. Trinka, Shannon Hotel; Peter
Goetz, Occldent Lumber Yard; Forest
M. Gunwall, Manager, FU Oil Co.; Ed's
Club; Marvin Holt, Occident Elevator;
Victor H. Fraase; R. T. Dullum, Chuck
Wagon; James Bank, Killdeer Willys
Motors; Killdeer Milling Co.; Karey
Motor Sales; Joseph Dolezal; M. E.
Anderson; H. M. Weydahl; Ernest
Churchenko, Ernie's Bar; Jerry EKa-

drmas; Geo. L. Grayson, Grayson
Trucking; Jimmy Olynyk; Woll &
Weidner; E. S. Hoflman; Ambrose

Stroh; Earl's Hardware; Pat Woods;
Irene Stoll; Felix Dauenhauer, Hap's
Bar, Patton Electric Service; Carl An-
derson; Lloyd Dahl; Senester Ander-
son, all from Killdeer, N. Dak,

TREATIES AND EXECUTIVE AGREE-
MENTS—RESOLUTION OF FOURTH
STUDY CONFERENCE ON THE
CHURCHES AND WORLD ORDER,
CLEVELAND, OHIO

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in Octo-
ber 1953 there was convened the Fourth
National Study Conference on the
Churches and World Order in Cleveland,
Ohio.

I have before me the report of that
conference, as published by the famed
Department of International Justice and
Goodwill of the National Council of the
Churches of Christ in the United States
of America.

It is a pleasure to read this inspiring
report. Included in it is the message of
greeting by the President of the United
States to Mrs. Douglas Horton, chairman
of the National Study Conference.

Also included are quotations from the
comments of the distinguished president
of the National Council of Churches,
Bishop William C. Martin, calling the
conference together.

The resolutions adopted by the various
sections of the conference are extremely
stimulating and valuable. One such
resolution which I should like to present
to the Senate at this time relates to
treaties and executive agreements, The
resolution confirms the forthright posi-
tion of leading churchmen in the United
States in opposing any constitutional
amendment which would hamper our
Government amidst its present grave
foreign-policy responsibilities.

I present the resolution for appropri-
ate reference and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

TREATIES AND EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS

The principle of cooperation and mutual
concern implicit in the moral order and
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essential to a just and durable peace calls
for a true community of nations. The
United States can best insure its own peace
and security by strengthening, and not weak-
ening, the processes by which our Nation
exercises its rightful influence within the
family of nations.

The power of our Government to negotiate
treaties and to make executive agreements
should be so maintained as to insure (a)
that the United States will not be hampered
in taking expeditious and effective action in
fulfilling our responsibility as a member of
the world community of nations and (b)
that the United States should be in a posi-
tion to make its full contribution to the con-
tinuing development of international law
and to bring international relations into
greater harmony with the moral law. Con-
vinced that adequate safeguards respecting
the making of treaties and executive agree-
ments are already provided, we express our
opposition to any constitutional amendment
which would hamper our Government in
carrying forward and making effective a
responsible foreign policy.

DEVELOPMENT OF HYDROELECTRIC
PROJECTS —RESOLUTION OF
DAIRYLAND POWER COOPERA-
TIVE, LA CROSSE, WIS.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a resolution
adopted by the Dairyland Power Cooper-
ative concerning Federal Government
policy as it relates to the development
of hydroelectric projects, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

RESOLUTION UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED AT THE
12TH ANNUAL MEETING OF THE MEMBERS
OoF THE DARYLAND POwWER COOPERATIVE
HELD AT THE VOCATIONAL AND ADULT SCHOOL,
La Crosseg, Wis., o WEDNESDAY, JUNE 3,
1953

Whereas during these, the most critical
times ever faced by our Nation, it is im-
portant to combat the insidious effects of
communism not only on the international
front but also here at home by preserving
and building stronger the basic economic
and political institutions upon which our
country has been founded. To successfully
resist Communist military attacks from
without and Communist infiltration from
within our democratic way of life must be
fully nurtured and at the same time pro-
tected from private interests which are will-
ing for purely selfish reasons to make in-
roads upon our democratic way of life under
false propaganda and name calling in order
to destroy and impede progress accomplished
through democracy in action; and

Whereas it has always been the funda-
mental purpose of our democracy to have
the Government assist the people in doing
those things together which either could
not be accomplished at all or not as well by
the people acting individually, and through
such governmental assistance it has been
possible to accomplish the enviable record
of the best standard of living for our peo-
ple generally the world has ever known. In
addition to our fine educational system, good
roads, postal system, and public health the
standard of living for whole segments of
our population and geographical areas has
been raised through such agencies as Rural
Electrification Administration, and TVA in
a system in which the Government has
helped the people to help themselves on a
dignified basis of self-liquidation of those
projects; and

Whereas a vicious and well-subsidized
propaganda program is being carried on today
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which through the use of a debased name-
calling scheme labels such outstanding ac-
complishments as "‘creeping socialism" all for
the purpose of attempting to acquire mo-
nopolistic control of the remaining natural
resources with an electric power potentiality,
and to prevent electric cooperatives from
generating their own power or buying power
at cost from Government dams: Now, there-
Iore, be it

Resolved, That the delegates to Dairyland
Power Cooperative in its 1953 annual meet-
ing assembled, go on record as urging the
Congress—

1. To proceed in developing the natural
resources of the country in a manner cal-
culated to aid and benefit all the people by
developing available water power projects
in such manner as to obtain maximum bene-
fits from flood control, soil conservation, and
the development of low cost power.

2. That such developments be made upon
the basis of the overall river basin develop-
ment with the reservoirs capacity con=-
structed at public expense utilizing Govern-
ment power projects from which revenue can
be obtained to properly contribute to de-
fraying the expense,

3. That to permit construction of private
profit power projects as parasites upon the
reservoirs capacity investment of the Gov-
ernment is atrocious.

4. That to force sales of the electricity at
the dam to a single purchaser at forced
prices of whatever the monopolistic pur-
chaser will pay is a surrender of the people's
rights to have the electricity made available
by the Government at places where the
people need it and where the Government
can obtain a full and fair price through the
action of the demands of diverse users.

5. That for the Government to fail to
build all necessary transmission lines to
market the power is analogous to turning all
bridges over to private companies to take
whatever toll they wish to tax upon the
public road system; and be it finally

Resolved, That the secretary be and the
same is hereby authorized and instructed
to send a copy of this resolution (1) to each
of the dairyland member distribution co-
operatives, and (2) to each Senator and
Congressman representing the States of Wis-
consin, Minnesota, Iowa, and Illinois in
which Dairyland Power Cooperative operates.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. IVES:

8. 2671. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of male citizens as nurses in the Army,
Navy, and Air Force, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. IVES (for himself and Mr.
BouTtLEr of Maryland) :

S.2672. A bill providing relief against cer-
tain forms of discrimination in interstate
transportation; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BUSH:

S.2673. A bill for the relief of Frank M. S,
Shu; and
_ S.2674. A bill for the relief of Moxon J.
van den Abeele; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BUSH (for himself and Mr.
PURTELL) :

5.2675. A bill to authorize certain beach
erosion control of the shoreline of the State
of Connecticut from the Housatonic River
to Ash Creek; and

S.2676. A bill to authorize beach erosion
control of the shoreline of the State of Con-
necticut from New Haven Harbor to the
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Housatonic River; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. GRISWOLD:

S.2677. A bill for the rellef of Michlo Ya-
mamoto; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

¥ By Mr, SMITH of New Jersey:

S.2678. A bill for the relief of Liselotte
Warmbrand; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

S.2679. A bill for the relief of Ahti Jo-
hannes Ruuskanen; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

S.J.Res. 114. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President of the United States of
America to proclaim October 11, 1854, Gen-
eral Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observ-
ance and commemoration of the death of
Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. SALTONSTALL when
he introduced the above joint resolution,
which appear under a separate heading.)

GENERAL PULASKI MEMORIAL DAY

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
introduce for appropriate reference a
joint resolution authorizing the Presi-
dent of the United States to proclaim
October 11, 1954, General Pulaski Me-
morial Day for observance and com-
memoration of the death of Brig. Gen.
Casimir Pulaski.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 114)
authorizing the President of the United
States of America to proclaim October
11, 1954, General Pulaski’s Memorial
Day for the observance and commemo-=
ration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir
Pulaski, introduced by Mr. Saltonstall,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
under the terms of the joint resolution,
the President would be directed to call
upon officials of the Government to dis-
play the flag of the United States on all
governmental buildings on that day and
to invite the people of the United States
to observe the day in schools and
churches. Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski
died on October 11, 1779, from wounds
received 2 days earlier at the siege of
Savannah, Ga., in the Reyolutionary
War.

It is especially fitting that we should
commemorate the death of this great
soldier for freedom. He was a true pa-
triot, both of the newly created United
States and of his native land of Poland.
That land today suffers under Commu-
nist enslavement, and his memory is an
inspiration to those who keep alive the
spirit of freedom not only in Poland but
in all the other oppressed countries be-
hind the Iron Curtain,

ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL AND
FUNDS FOR COMMITTEE ON GOV-
ERNMENT OPERATIONS

Mrs. SMITH of Maine, from the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, re-
ported the following original resolution
(S. Res. 184), which was placed on the
calendar:

Resolved, That in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by subsections (g) (1)
(B) and (2) (C) of rule XXV of the Stand-
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ing Rules of the Senate, the Committee on
Government Operations, or any duly au-
thorized subcommittee thereof, is author-
ized during the period beginning on Febru-
ary 1, 1954, and ending on January 31, 1955,
to make such expenditures, and to employ
upon a temporary basis such investigators,
and such technical, clerical, and other as-
sistants, as it deems advisable.

Szc. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution, which shall not exceed
the unexpended balance of the amount au-
thorized under Senate Resolution 656, 83d
Congress, 1st session, agreed to on February
20, 1953, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee or sub-
committee, as the case may be.

EMPLOYMENT OF TWO CLERICAL
ASSISTANTS BY COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS—REFER-
ENCE OF RESOLUTION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, yesterday
I reported from the Committee on For-
eign Relations an original resolution,
Senate Resolution 179, continuing the
authority of the committee to employ
two additional clerical assistants. The
resolution was placed on the calendar,
but it should be referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, and
I ask unanimous consent that that be
done.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the resolution
will be referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting several nominations, which
were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

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

ANSWERS BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE TO QUESTIONS RE-
LATING TO THE FARM PROGRAM
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Agriculture has prepared a
set of questions and answers on the new
farm program recommendations em-
bodied in the President’s message of yes-
terday to the Congress. I ask unani-
mous consent to have these questions and
answers printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the ques-
tions and answers were ordered to be
printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D. C., January 1954.
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON NEwW FARM
PrROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

Following is a series of questions and an-
swers which give information on the chief
provisions of new farm program recommen-
dations covered in a special message to the
Congress from President Eisenhower on Jan-
uary 11, 1954:

Question. Why is a new farm program
needed?

January 12

Answer. Because the present farm program
is proving unworkable. Huge surpluses are
mounting steadily. At the same time, farm
purchasing power has dropped in spite of
aggressive application of price-support laws
now on the books.

The Commodity Credit Corporation's in-
vestments in surplus commodities have more
than doubled in the past year alone. Jump-
ing from $2 billion in October 1952, to $1.5
billion in October 1953, the CCC's finanecial
obligations now are pressing hard against the
$6.75 billion Ilimitation of its borrowing
power.

Acreage allotments and marketing quotas
have spread to wheat and cotton for the 1954
crops. Acreage allotments for corn seem
certain. And millions of acres diverted from
these crops can be expected to cause serious
trouble with the supplies of other crops.

But even with the application of price-
support pregrams, farm income has gone
down. Thus a new program—an improved
program—is needed.

Question. Is the new program entirely
different?

Answer, There are a number of new fea-
tures. But in general, the program would
retain successful features of past programs,
strengthen others, and replace the least suc-
cessful portions.

Question. What are the most important
features of the new program?

Answer. These features stand out:

A flexible (rather than rigid) price-sup-
port program, adjustable according to the
supply of the respective commodities.

A modernized parity formula, permitting
the price-support program to reflect the ever-
changing pattern of farm costs as farming
methods are improved.

A “freezing" of excess commodity reserves,
isolating these stocks for emergency use, and
other uses outside regular channels, thus
preventing them from having a depressing
effect on the market or handicapping the new
program with burdensome stocks accumue
lated under present high rigid price supports.

High level trade missions and a conference
with ministers of agriculture and food of
other countries to discuss the stabllization of
prices for farm products moving in interna-
tional trade and the utilization of accumu-
lating supplies of food and fiber.

An increase in the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration’s borrowing authority to $8.5 billion
to cover present price-support commitments
for 1954 crops.

In addition, the program would provide an
entirely new program for wool. It would
continue virtually unchanged the programs
for tobacco, meat animals, dairy products,
poultry and eggs, fruits and vegetables, sugar,
and feed grains other than corn. Except for
tobacco, the basic commodities would be
placed under the adjustable provisions of the
Agricultural Acts of 1948 and 1949. Potato
growers would be given the same price-sup-
port assistance as the growers of other fruit
and vegetables, on a permissive bagis. And
mandatory price supports would be discon-
tinued for tung nuts and honey, which would
be placed in the category for which price
supports are permissive.

Question, What is the new program de-
signed to do?

Answer. These are some of the goals:

Protect farm prices and income.

Avoid bullding up burdensome surpluses.

Give farmers freedom to increase efficiency
and adjust production to changing consumer
demand.

Enable consumers to buy food and other
farm products at prices reflecting available
supplies.

Allow American agriculture to operate on a
flexible, rather than a rigid basis.

Minimize the problem of diverted acres
and production curbs.

Restore the rewards for good farm manage=
ment to those who earn them.
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Increase incentives to conserve and im-
prove the soil.

Provide long-range planning for efficient
production and marketing.

Open new markets both at home and
abroad.

Improve international relationships.

Question. How was the new program
worked ocut?

Answer. Through the most thorough
study of farm problems and governmental
programs ever undertaken. Participating in
the study were congressional committees,
the farm organization, the National Agricul-
tural Advisory Commission, the departmental
agencies, scores of producer, processor, and
trade groups, the agricultural colleges, 500 of
the best qualified and best known agricul-
tural men in the country, and countless indi-
vidual farmers and interested citizens.

Question. What are the advantages of
flexible price supports?

Answer. They are the only type of supports
which promote shifts in production and sup-
ply to meet changes in demand. They do this
by allowing for modest price fluctuations
which provide incentives for farmers to ad-
just their production. The present system of
rigid supports, in contrast, perpetuates sur-
pluses and unbalanced production. It also
results in lower farm income when artificially
high prices result in lost markets. Flexible
supports, on the other hand, can produce
larger income because they permit larger
production—farm income being the product
of units sold multiplied by the price received.

Question, How would flexible supports
operate?

Answer. They would operate as set forth in
the agricultural acts of 1948 and 1949. Under
this law—which was amended to postpone
the flexibility features from becoming effec-
tive until 1955—the level of price support on

.basic commeodities would vary between 75
and 90 percent of parity, depending on the
level of supply. Here is what the act pro-
vides:

“Support shall be at levels not in excess of

.80 percent of the parity price and for some
products not less than the levels called for by
a minimum support schedule ranging from
75 to 90 percent of the parity price, according
to the relationship of total supply to normal
supply.

“That minimum support schedule in gen-
eral declines 1 percent for every 2 percent
increase in the total supply. If the supply
is abundant, a lowered price stimulates con-
sumption and discourages production. If
the supply is short, an increased price sup-
port level encourages production. Fluctua-
tion in price and supply tend to offset one
another, and to stabilize income.”

Question. What are the advantages of the
modernized parity formula?

Answer. It permits parity to reflect
changes in farm costs as farming methods
are improved. It also takes account of the
consequences of changing trends in demand
for different farm commodities and products.

Question. What effect would the modern-
ized parity formula have?

Answer. First, it would place all price-
supported farm commodities on a fair basis,
ending the present situation in which some
commodities come under the new parity cal-
culation while others are exempt. The basic
commodities are exempt until 1956, their
computations being based either on the old
or new formula, whichever is higher. The old
formula is based on the conditions of the
1909-14 period and does not allow for in-
creased production efficiency or changes in
consumer demand. The modernized formula
is based on a progressive 10-year average.

Second, it would provide support for all
commodities at a realistic level, in keeping

: with -present-day conditions. For example,
in 1950 it took wheat farmers an average of
only 26 hours to produce a hundred bushels
of wheat as compared with 106 hours in
1910-14, Thus parity for wheat under the
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new formula is 15 percent lower than under
the old. For peanuts parity is 23 percent
lower. For corn it is 10 percent lower. And
for cotton it Is 4 percent lower.

Question. How would the changeover to
the new formula be made?

Answer. The exemption from the modern-
ized parity formula now granted the basic
commodities would be allowed to expire as
scheduled on January 1, 1956. Following
this, the changeover would be made gradually
by dropping the parity level not more than
b percent per year until the new formula is
completely in effect.

Question. What are excess reserves?

Answer. Excess reserves are the surplus
farm commodities left over after the Nation’s
normal reserve needs have been filled. The
normal reserve includes sizable quantities
of some farm products for use in the event
of war, drought, famine relief, and other do=-
mestic and foreign-aid programs. When
these needs have been filled reserve supplies
still on hand are designated excess reserves.

Question. What would freezing excess re-
serves accomplish?

Answer. It would isolate present excess re-
serves of wheat, cotton, vegetable oils, and
possibly dairy products from the market in
order to give the new program a chance
to work.

The farm problem today is not so much
one of overproduction as it is a problem of
unbalanced production. It is this problem
which the new farm program is designed to
solve. However, it cannot be expected to
work effectively if excess reserves of varlous
commodities are allowed to hang over the
market where their presence would have the
effect of depressing prices or necessitating too
much of a decline in the level of price
supports.

Question. How would the freezing be ac-
complished?

Answer. It is recommended that up to $2.5
billion be used for the setting aside of re-
serves from present CCC stocks. Deteriora-
tion and loss of guality would be held to a
minimum through rotating stocks where
necessary.

Question. How would frozen stocks be
moved?

Answer. Broad discretionary authority
would be granted the President and Secretary
of Agriculture to dispose of the commodities
in a way that would not disturb normal
trade. Likely outlets would be foreign aid,
new foreign markets, barter, and disaster
and famine relief.

Question., Why should CCC's borrowing
authority be increased?

Answer. Because its financial obligations
are now pressing hard against the $6.75 bil-
lion limitation on its borrowing authority.
An additional authorization to $8.5 billion is
necessary to cover price-support commit-
ments for 1954 crops alone.

Question. How would the new program
affect major farm commodities?

Answer. Wheat: The provisions of the
Agricultural Acts of 1948 and 1940 would
apply, with the price-support level to depend
upon supply. The computation of parity for
wheat would be modernized beginning Jan-
uary 1, 1956.

The authority for acreage allotments and
marketing quotas would be continued, but
lower support levels would take away some
of the incentive to grow wheat on land better
suited for pasture or other crops. It would
also open new market outlets. There would
be less need to restrict production as the
Nation moved away from fixed supports at
90 percent of the old parity.

It is recommended that a sizable portion
of the wheat surplus be frozen. This
reserve would not be considered as part of
the total supply used in determining price
support levels and acreage allotments,

Cotton: Price supports between 75 and 90
percent of parity, dependent upon supply,
would go into effect as set forth in the

legislation.
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Agricultural Acts of 1948 and 1949. Mod-
ernized parity would become effective as
scheduled on January 1, 1956, the difference
involved being less than 4 percent.

Under the proposed program, Congress
would repeal the provisions which require
that production controls be fully applied
before there can be any reduction of the
price-support level.

A part of the cotton carryover mow in
prospect would be frozen effective January
1, 19556. The new program could then be-
come operative without the burden of the
present excess reserves.

Corn: Support would range from 75 to 90
percent of parity, according to the relation-
ship of total supply to normal supply. Under
the 194849 law the level of price support
would drop 1 percent for each 2 percent in-
crease in supply.

Under the proposed program, Congress
would take several steps to amend existing
One would prevent a decline of
more than 5 percent in the support price on
corn in any single year as a result of the
transition from the old to the new parity
formula. Another would provide that the
Agricultural Act of 1949 become effective as
scheduled for the corn crop of 1955 and sub-
sequent crops. A third would provide a de=-
crease of 1 percent in support price for each
1 percent increase in supply, instead of 1
percent for each 2 percent increase in supply.
This change would give greater flexibility to
corn support prices and help prevent the
building up of surpluses, A fourth legisla-
tive change would raise the normal carry-
over allowance for corn from the present
level of 10 percent to 15 percent of domestic
disappearance plus exports. A fifth would
make the modernized parity formula effec-
tive January 1, 1956. And a sixth would
suspend requirements for marketing quotas
on corn because they cannot be effectively
enforced.

Corn stocks would not be frozen. Since
there is little hope for a substantial export
market for corn, our large stocks can be
used as feed for livestock and poultry and
our growing population.

Other feed grains: The present program
would be continued for oats, barley, and
grain sorghum. The Agricultural Act of 1949
authorizes price support for these nonbasic
crops at not to exceed 90 percent of parity.
The amounts, terms, and conditions of price
support operations and the extent of such
operations is determined by the Secretary
of Agriculture.

Wool: An entirely new program is recom=
mended for wool. Under it, domestically
produced wool prices would be permitted to
seek their own level in the market, compet=
ing directly with other fibers and with im-
ported wool. Then domestic producers
would receive direct payments.

These would equal the difference between
the average market price for the season and
90 percent of parity. In other words, these
payments, when added to the average market
price for the season, would raise the average
return per pound to 80 percent of parity.
Each producer would receive the same sup-
port payment per pound of wool, no matter
how much he received for his wool in the
market place. This would allow each grower
his reward for efficient production and
marketing.

This system would not require Government
loans, purchases, storage, or any other inter-
ference with the market. Funds for the
direct payments would come from the general
revenue within the amount of unobligated
tariff receipts on wool.

Meat animals, dairy products, and poultry
and eggs: Present price-support legislation
would be continued for all these products.

Support for meat animals is authorized
at levels not to succeed 90 percent of parity.
Such support is permissive, not mandatory.
The same is true for poultry and eggs.
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Price support for dairy products is manda-
tory between 75 and 90 percent of parity.
In addition to continuing such support, a
part of the carryover might be frozen.

Peanuts: The Agricultural Act of 1940
would become effective January 1, 1955, to
permit price adjustments when the supply
changes. In addition, modernized parity
would become effective for peanuts begin-
ning January 1, 1956, as now scheduled. A
transitional provision also would be provided
which would limit the decrease from the old
parity to not more than 5 percent per year.
The old parity is 23 percent higher than the
new parity.

Tobacco: The price-support program for
this commodity would be continued in sub-
stantially its present form. The level of
support to cooperators is 90 percent of the
parity price in any year in which marketing
quotas are in effect.

This program is being continued because
producers and processors are generally satis-
fled with it and tobacco farmers have dem-
onstrated their ability to hold production
in line with demand at the supported price
without loss to the Government.

Rice: Mandatory price support at 90 per-
cent of parity would be allowed to expire for
rice after the 1054 crop. With the supply
situation as it is now estimated, the 1955
crop would probably be supported at about
00 percent of parity.

Although no difficulty has been experienced
in supporting the price of this crop, the
time to make a change is before trouble
occurs. Mandatory supports at 90 percent
of parity could prevent an adjustment for
rice, if one should be needed, just as they
prevented the adjustment for wheat, when it
was needed.

Oil seeds: The provisions of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 would apply for soybeans,
cottonseed, and flax. Price support is au-
thorized at not to exceed 90 percent of the
parity price. In addition to continuing such
support, the new program would freeze a
large quantity of vegetable oils, effective
January 1, 1955. It is estimated that at that
time the surplus will be over 1 billion pounds
valued at about $200 million.

Fruits and vegetables: Present provisions
for the use of section 32 funds in behalf of
fruits and vegetables would be continued.
These funds taken from tariff receipts are
used in case of market distress for limited
purchases of market surpluses, for diverting
products from normal marketing channels or
into export outlets, and for similar purposes.

Marketing agreements also would be con-
tinued, but would be liberalized in several
ways: First, to Include additional commodi-
ties to which marketing agreements are suita-
ble. Second, to enlarge and clarify the au-
thorization for agencies established under
marketing orders to engage in or finance,
within reasonable limits, research work from
funds collected under the marketing order.

Third, to provide for the continuous opera-
tion of marketing agreements, despite short-
term price fluctuations, where necessary to
assure orderly distribution throughout the
marketing season. And fourth, to obtain
congressional approval for enlarging and
clarifying the authorization for the use of
marketing orders to promote marketing
efficiency, including the regulation of con-
tainers and types of pack for fresh fruits and
vegetables,

In addition, the new program would also
require legislation to allow assistance to
potato growers in the same manner as is
avallable for producers of other fruits and
vegetables. All price-support assistance to
potato growers was removed several years
ago when difficulties arose involving much
waste and expense, The new proposal would
not restore the old program, but would sim-
ply give potato growers the same type of
assistance that is available to other producers
of fruits and vegetables.
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Sugar: The sugar program would be con-
tinued in essentially its present form. The
Sugar Act was extended in 1951 by unani-
mous vote in the House of Representatives
and by a T2-to-4 vote in the Senate.

COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES IN
COMMEMORATION OF FOUNDING
OF CITY OF NORTHAMPTON,
MASS.

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 987) to authorize the
coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemo-
ration of the tercentennial celebration
of the founding of the city of North-
ampton, Mass.

Mr. WILLIAMS obtained the floor.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,

‘the unfinished business is Senate bill 987,

to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces
in commemoration of the tercentennial
celebration of the founding of the city
of Northampton, Mass. So far as I
know, there is no objection to the hill.
Because I must preside at a committee
meeting early this afternoon, I ask the
Senator from Delaware if he will permit
the Senate to take action on the bill at
this time.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, T am
glad to accommodate the Senator from
Massachusetts.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The first committee amendment
will be stated.

The first amendment of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency was, on
page 1, line 5, after the word “exceed”,
to insert “one million.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 2,
line 1, after the word “coinage”, to in-
sert a colon and the following proviso:
“Provided, That the initial number of
such pieces coined shall not be less than
one hundred thousand.”

The amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page
2, line 8, after the word “coins”, to
strike out “Not less than five thousand
such coins shall be issued at any one
time, and no such coins shall be issued
after ——M8 —.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That concludes the committee
amendments. The bill is open to further
amendment.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I offer the amendment which I send to
the desk and ask to have stated. :

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment offered by the
Senator from Massachusetts will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, at
the beginning of line 5, it is proposed to
strike out “1953” and insert in lieu there-
of “1954.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That In commemora-
tion of the tercentennial celebration of the
founding of the city of Northampton, Mass.,
10 be held in June 1954, there shall be coined
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not to exceed 1 million silver 50-cent pieces
of standard size, weight, and composition,
and of a special appropriate design to be fixed
by the Director of the Mint, with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury; but the
United States shall not be subject to the
expense of making the necessary dies and
other preparations for such coinage: Pro=-
vided, That the initial number of such pleces
coined shall not be less than 100,000.

Sec. 2. The coins herein authorized shall
bear the date 1954, shall be legal tender to
the amount of their face value, and shall be
issued only upon the request of the city of
Northampton, Mass., or its duly authorized
agent, upon the payment by it of the par
value of such coins. Such coins may be dis-
posed of at par or at a premium, and the net
proceeds from the disposition of such coins
shall be used for such purposes related to the
observance of such tercentennial celebration
as the city of Northampton, Mass.,, shall
direct.

Sec. 3. All laws now in force relating to the
subsidiary silver coins of the United States
and the coining or striking of the same,
regulating and guarding the processes of
coinage, providing for the purchase of mate-
rial, and for the transportation, distribution,
and redemption of coins, for the prevention
of debasement or counterfeiting, for the
security of the coins, or for any other pur-
pose, whether such laws are penal or other=
wise, shall so far as applicable apply to the
coinage herein authorized.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point as a part of
my remarks, a statement which I have
had prepared relating to the bill just
passed by the Senate.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

On February 18, 1853, I introduced S. 98T,
a bill to authorize the coinage of 50-cent
pleces in commemoration of the tercenten-
nial celebration of the founding of the city
of Northampton, Mass.

This bill is to celebrate the tercentenary
of Northampton, Mass., which is one of our
fine and old industrial communities. It is
also a fine residential community. It re=-
celived its charter as a city in 1654, when there
were probably less than 75,000 settlers in the
New World.

Northampton Is the home of Smith College
for Women, which is famous throughout our
Nation. It was established in 1875, and until
very recently was the largest college for
women in the world. Smith College was
selected by the Navy Department as the site
for its WAVES Officer Training School.

Northampton is the home of Mrs. Calvin
Coolidge, widow of our 30th President.
Clarke School for the Deaf, founded by John
Clarke, a Northampton citizen, is known all

-over the world due to the fact it teaches lip-

reading exclusively. Mrs. Coolidge once
taught in Clarke School and was later presi-
dent of its board of trustees.

One of the oldest newspapers in the coun-

- try with continuous circulation—the Hamp-

shire Gazette—was established in Northamp-
ton in 1786.
Northampton is a city of many fine publie

parks. It has an outstanding library—Forbes
Library—containing over 250,000 volumes,
which in point of size among city libraries
ranks 4th in Massachusetts, and 40th among
the 7,000 libraries in the United States, a fact
which is a striking tribute to the cultural
traditions of this comparatively small com-
munity.

Northampton has been the cradle of many
outstanding Americans throughout the

years. It has produced 1 President of the
_ United States, 1 Vice President, and a grand-
“son of a Northampton citizen became Vice
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President. Four members of Presldential

Cabinets, 4 United States Senators, 3 Con-

gressmen, 2 Governors of the Common-
wealth, and 9 attorneys who were appointed
to either the supreme or superlor court were
all residents of Northampton,

Calvin Coolidge was 29th Vice President
and 30th President of the United States.
Franklin Pierce, 14th President of the coun-
try, received his legal education in North-
ampton at a law school established by Judge
Samuel Howe and Senator Elijah H. Mills,
Aaron Burr, the third Vice President of the
United States, was a grandson of the Rev-
erend Jonathan Edwards, a noted preacher
of Northampton.

The four United States Senators from
Northampton were Caleb Strong, Eli P. Ash-
mun, Elijah H. Mills, and Isaac Bates.

Elijah H. Mills, Isaac C. Bates, and Charles
Delano were Congressmen from Northamp-
ton to the United States House of Repre-
sentatives.

Caleb Strong served as Governor of Massa-
chusetts for 12 years—f{rom 1800 to 1807 and
again 1812 to 1816. Calvin Coolidge
served both as Lieutenant Governor and
Governor of the Commonwealth.

The Marquis de Lafayette, Henry Clay,
Danlel Webster, Jenny Lind, Oliver Wendell
Holmes, Willlam Lloyd Garrison, Ralph
Waldo Emerson, Horace Greely, Wendell
Phillips, P. T. Barnum—to mention only a
few—were among the many distinguished
visltors to Northampton. Presldent McKin-
ley visited the city in the early 1900's.

The U. 8. 8. Northampton, now on active
duty, is the second cruiser to be named for
this Massachusetts community.

I believe it very fitting that the tercen-
tenary of this fine Massachusetts city should
be commemorated by the 50-cent pieces
which are authorized in S. 987.

STRANGE IMMUNITY FROM PROSE-
CUTION OF FRANK CAMMARATA

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on
previous occasions I have called the at-
tention of the Senate to the strange im-
munity from prosecution which certain
members of the underworld had under
the previous regime of the Treasury De-
partment.

Among those enjoying this special
protection were such notorious charac-
ters as Frank Costello, Ralph Capone,
the members of their gangs, along with
many others of the country’s most dan-
gerous criminals.

The record, as documented at that
time, plainly showed that these gang-
sters were not being made to pay their
taxes, nor was there any serious attempt
being made to prosecute them. Their
criminal cases were pigeonholed and
their tax liabilities settled for an insig-
nificant fraction of the assessment.

Today I shall outline another case
which, if possible, is an even more dis-
gusting example of gangster coddling.

In this instance the racketeer was
caught in a clear-cut violation of our
Federal income-tax laws. For a period
of 7 years, 1939 to 1946, he admitted
having willfully failed either to file his
returns or to pay any Federal income tax.

This case,involyving Frank Cammarata,
alias Sam Commarata, alias Sam More-
cia, alias Frank Camarati, FBI No. 9739,
was reported to the Treasury Depart-
ment, and their attention was called to
the fact that the individual involved was
a dangerous criminal.
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Upon receiving this information the
Treasury Department ordered an inves-
tigation, and the agents’ report con-
firmed the fact that Frank Cammarata
did willfully fail to pay any income taxes
for the period 1939 to 1946.

‘What happened? He was allowed to
file belated tax returns for the 7 years
involved. His case was dropped and
there is no record of any effort being
made to bring criminal prosecution
against this notorious racketeer. Fur-
thermore, as of today there is no criminal
action pending by the Treasury Depart-
ment.

There are, however, two civil cases in
the Tax Court against Frank Camma-
rata for the years 1949 and 1950 in the
amounts of $5,916.64 and $3,334.68, re-
spectively, but still no evidence of any
criminal prosecution. The fact that
these two civil cases are pending merely
shows that even after having success-
fully fixed his tax obligations for the
1939-46 period he still did not recognize
his responsibility to pay taxes as is re-
quired of the average American citizen.

Of course, that attitude is easily under-
stood in the light of his past experience
with the Treasury Department.

The following is a chronological record
of this case, along with a background of
the racketeer involved.

The police files show that Frank Cam-
marata’s operations extended through-
out several Midwestern States, centering
principally in the Michigan area.

Frank Cammarata, in addition to hav-
ing a rather notorious criminal record
of his own, is also listed in the police
files of Youngstown, Ohio, as being a
brother-in-law of the notorious Pete
Licavoli, the reputed head of the Detroit
Purple Gang. The police record of his
brother-in-law contains 3 charges of
armed robbery, 2 involving kidnapping,
and 3 charges of murder.

Frank Cammarata was also charged
with illegal entry into this country.

He was convicted of bank robbery in
Detroit in 1931 and was sentenced to 15
to 30 years in the Michigan State Peni-
tentiary.

The Bureau of Immigration then took
cognizance of the fact that Frank Cam-
marata was not a desirable American
citizen and deportation proceedings were
instituted. He was paroled December
16, 1936, by the Michigan authorities for
the purpose of being deported back to
Sicily.

In 1946 the Immigration authorities

discovered that shortly after his depor-
tation, Frank Cammarata had, some
time during 1939, been smuggled back
into this country and that he had been
hiding out in Ohio.
- The Michigan State authorities sought
to have Mr. Cammarata brought back
to that State as a parole violator to serve
the remainder of his sentence. The
Immigration Bureau likewise brought
charges of illegal entry against this
racketeer and again asked for his depor-
tation as an undesirable alien.

The efforts of the Immigration Bureau

-to deport this criminal were blocked,

‘however, by the introduction in Congress
of three different bills, the purpose of
which was to delay deportation proceed-
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ings and to give protection to Frank
Cammarata.

Those three private bills were as
follows: H. R. 6286, introduced April 20,
1948; S. 2587, introduced April 30, 1948;
H. R. 3890, introduced March 29, 1949,

Thus we find at this point the follow-
ing situation:

The State of Michigan was attempting
to have Frank Cammarata brought back
from Ohio for the purpose of serving the
remainder of his sentence as a parole
violator. This action by the Michigan
authorities was being contested and de-
layed in the Ohio courts by Mr. Cam-
marata. The Immigration authorities
had been stopped in their effort to deport
this undesirable character by the intro-
duction of the three private bills referred
to above.

It was at this point that the Treasury
Department moved in.

An investigation soon developed the
fact that during the interval between
1939, the date when Frank Cammarata
was smuggled back into this country,
until his discovery by the Immigration
authorities in 1946 he had failed either
to pay or to file any income-tax reports.

It should be noted that the failure of
a racketeer to file proper income tax re=
turns has always been considered as one
medium whereby the Federal authorities
could prosecute these undesirable char=
acters. However, in this instance rather
than take advantage of an opportunity
to remove this man from decent society,
the Treasury Department allowed this
gangster to file belated tax returns for
each of the years involved and dropped
all efforts for prosecution.

Just who in the Treasury Department
is responsible for this extreme leniency
to another racketeer is a question which
thus far I have been unable to obtain;
however, it is one to which the American
people should be given an answer.

I have been advised by the Treasury
Department that due to the fact that I
do not have any official committee status,

. section 55 would preclude their giving

me information regarding this member
of the underworld.

I do find, however, that the Michigan
State authorities on July 2, 1953, were
finally successful in their effort to have
Mr. Cammarata brought back to Mich=
igan where he is presently serving the
remainder of his previous term. How=
ever, it should be noted that Frank Cam=
marata is in jail today in spite of and not
as the result of any action taken by the
United States authorities.

Thus far I have been unable to find
any explanation whatever for the reason
that the Treasury Department in 1948
deliberately gave this whitewash to the
8-year tax delinquency of a notorious
criminal, particularly when that rack-
eteer was during the period involved
living in our country illegally.

I do know this much, however, such
leniency was not extended by the same
authorities to the average American citi=
zen.

I have been advised that the Depart-
ment of Justice now has an outstanding
deportation warrant lodged with the
Michigan authorities as a detainer to be
executed at the time Frank Cammarata
is released from prison,
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I know of no better way to express my
opinion of the Treasury Department’s
handling of this case than to quote Mr.
Edward J. Allen, former chief of police,
Youngstown, Ohio:

It would be interesting to learn how such
a character who has shown nothing but con-
tempt for our laws, and is himself an alien,
can flout the Income tax laws for so many
years and then get it “fixed up.”

At this point I ask unanimous consent
to have incorporated in the REcorp as a
part of my remarks, Frank Cammarata's
criminal record.

There being no objection, the record
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

CRIMINAL RECORD OF FRANK CAMMARATA (FBI,

No. 9739) As COMPILED BY THE DEPARTMENT

OF JUSTICE

February 13, 1921 Detroit, Mich., dis-
orderly person; discharged.

November 29, 1922, Detroit, Mich., rob-
bery, armed; discharged .

September 23, 1923,' Detroit, Mich., rob-
bery, not armed; discharged.

February 10, 1924,' Detroit, Mich., dis-
orderly person; no disposition.

March 10, 1924, Hamtramck, Mich., dis-

orderl on; no disposition,

Aprﬂ rﬁfswﬂ,‘ Detroit, Mich., disorderly
person; discharged.

May 6, 1924," Detroit, Mich., investigation;
discharged.

November 7, 1924, Rochester, N. Y., investi-
gation; released.

November 7. 1924 Detroit, Mich., rob-
bery, armed; forfeited bond.

March 22, 1925, Detroit, Mich., violation
Drug Act; turned over to Department of
Justice.

March 30, 1925, Detroit, Mich., robbery,
armed; discharged.

April 26, 1925, Detrolt, Mich., violation
Dyer Act; discharged.

June 15, 1925 Detroit, Mich., robbery,
armed; discharged.

June 15, 1025, Detroit, Mich., violation of
Dyer Act.

August 29, 1925, 8t. Louls, Mo., concealed
weapon; discharged.

August 20, 1925, Detroit, Mich., robbery,
armed; discharged.

October 6, 1925,) Detroit, Mich., carrying
offensive weapons; discharged.

May 24, 1926,' Detroit, Mich., robbery,
armed; discharged.

March 31, 1927, Detroit, Mich., robbery,
armed; discharged.

May 15, 1927, Detroit, Mich., disturbing
the peace; $5 or 10 days.

August 8, 1827, Windsor, Ontario, posses-
sion of offensive weapons, 3 years; served
30 months.

May 19, 1930, Watertown, N. Y., violation
National Motor Vehicle Act; turned over to
Detroit court, Detroit, Mich.

February 26, 1931, Jackson, Mich., rob-
bery, armed; 15 to 30 years.

December 15, 1950, Youngstown, Ohio, vio-
lation of parole.

Mr. LANGER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may be permitted to ask a question of
the senior Senator from Delaware.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Senator from North
Dakota may proceed.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Delaware stated a
few moments ago that he was unable to
get a report on Frank Cammarata from

1These arrests are unsupported by finger-
prints in the Department of Justice files.

.
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the Treasury Department because the
Senator is not a member of a committee.
Frankly, I do not understand the situa-
tion. I always understood that any
Member of the Senate could at any time
write to any member of the Cabinet and
get a reply.

1 should like to inquire what the situa-
tion is in this case and why the Senator
cannot get a reply with reference to this
particular racketeer case.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
that I can get a reply from the Treasury
Department, but as to getting certain
information I had asked for I cannot get
it. I should like to read to the Senator
from North Dakota excerpts from a let-
ter which I received from the Treasury
Department with reference to the case.
I had asked certain questions, such as
who had settled the case, what the proce-
dure was, the amount of tax delin-
quency, as well as terms of settlement.
I quote from the reply which I received
from the Treasury Department:

Specifically, we can tell you, in response
to your first questlon. that Cammarata did
fall to file income-tax returns for the period
you mentioned.

The letter goes on to say:

An investigation covering most of the years
you mentioned was made in 1948. We are
securing additional details about the case
from our field office. As soon as we receive
this information, we will be in a position
to reply more fully to some of your remaining
questions. To what extent we can furnish
you with information as to how the case was
finally adjusted and settled, and the amounts
involved, cannot be definitely stated at this
time since section 556 will have some perti-
nence with respect to this type of data.

I may say further to the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota that it is
the typical situation which a Senator
encounters when he does not enjoy offi-
cial committee status. That was the
reason I had asked for a special sub-
committee, so that I could follow through
on these cases. The complete answer
should be obtained and given to the
American people.

However, it has been definitely es-
tablished that Cammarata did not file
tax returns, for the period indicated.
He was not prosecuted.

COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES TO
COMMEMORATE THE TERCEN-
TENNIAL OF THE FOUNDING OF
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 719,
S. 2474, to authorize the coinage of 50-
cent pieces to commemorate the tercen-
tennial of the founding of the city of
New York.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Secretary will state the bill
by title for the information of the
Senate.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill ¢S.
2474) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent
pieces to commemorate the tercentennial
of the founding of the city of New York.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from California.
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The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I hope
the bill pending before the Senate will
be passed. This year New York City will
celebrate the 300th anniversary of its
founding. A committee composed of
distinguished citizens of New York has
been appointed to conduct the anniver-
sary celebration in a manner consistent
with the dignity and stature of the great
city. The event will serve to demon-
strate to the people of our country and
peoples abroad the tremendous impor-
tance of New York City both in domestic
and foreign affairs.

I wish to point out that the passage
of the bill will cause no substantial ex-
pense to the United States. The bill defi=-
nitely provides that the expense of mak-
ing the models for master dies or other
preparations for this coinage shall not
be borne by the United States, and that
such coins shall be issued only upon pay=
ment of the face value of the coins by
the committee which is in charge of the
celebration.

New York City is not only the largest
city in the State of the New York but is
also the oldest. It is certainly the largest
city in the United States, and, with the
possible exception of London, the largest
city in the world.

New York City has for three centuries
played a very prominent part in the
history of our country. It has been a
Dutch city, a British city, and for the
past 180 years an American city. It has
been active in industry and commerce
and in the cultural, educational, and
spiritual life of the Nation. The issuance
of the special coinage is a small but very
appropriate recognition of the great
part which New York City has played in
the life of our Nation and of the free
world.

Mr. BEALL., Mr. President, the senior
Senator from New York [Mr, Ives] is
not on the floor. I should like to call
the attention of the Senate to the fact
that the senior Senator from New York
is a cosponsor of the bill, and that he
filed the report of the subcommittee, of
which I was the chairman, and he also
filed the report of the committee. I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
report be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the report
(No. 724) was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

The Committee on Banking and Currency,
to whom was referred the bill (S. 2474) to
authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces to
commemeorate the tercentennial of the foun=
dation of the city of New York, having con-
sidered the same, report fsvorab}y thereon
without amendment and recommend that
the bill do pass.

The bill authorizes the Director of the
Mint, in commemoration of the tercenten=
nial of the foundation of the city of New
York, to coin not to exceed 5 million silver
50-cent pieces, However, the initial number
of such pieces to be coined would not be
less than 200,000, which is slightly less than
1 week's production of coins on 1 press and
is sufficiently large that it precludes the
issue from acquiring an artificial-scarcity
value.

Your committee wishes to emphasize that
provision is made in the bill that the ex=-
pense of ma.kmg the models for master dies
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or other preparation for their coinage shall
not be borne by the United States.

The Treasury Department is authorized to
issue to the Committee for New York City's
Three Hundredth Anniversary Celebration
the commemorative coins upon payment of
the face value of such coins. The colns
are to be issued in such numbers and at
such times as shall be requested by the
above-mentioned committee. The commit-
tee is, of course, a nonprofit organization,
and any proceeds from the sale of the coin
above par shall be used only for the pur-
poses of participating in the tercentennial
celebration of the foundation of the city of
New York.

Your committee is fully aware that the
Treasury Department for a number of years
has consistently objected to the enactment
of legislation authorizing the issuance of
commemorative coins; and, while recogniz-
ing that there is much to be said for the
objections which are raised to the policy of
authorizing commemorative coins, it is your
committee’s considered judgment that ex-
ceptions should be made to the general
policy when the event to be celebrated is,
in the opinion of the Congress, of such
magnitude and of such historical impor-
tance in the life of our country and its
institutions that it deems the event should
be commemorated.

The possible small additional cost to the
United States in the issuance of the com-
memorative coin which this bill authorizes
and which from time to time the Congress
may authorize is, in your committee’s opin-
ion, far outweighed by the benefits that re-
dound us as a people and a Nation. Our
history, our traditions, our institutions are
historic benchmarks in the development of
the Nation, and their commemoration is
symbolic of the spiritual and political de-
yvelopment of the Nation, and they help as
does our flag, to instill in the minds of
our people that patriotic and spiritual fer-
vor, without which we as a Nation cannot
survive, We must be just as vigilant—in
fact, more vigilant—about maintaining and
encouraging the spiritual resources of the
Nation as we are about the preservation and
development of our physical and economic
resources. The material resources of a na-
tion can be dissipated or destroyed; the
spirit, tradition, and sacred history of a
nation, if reasonably protected and devel-
oped, will not only never die but will serve
also to make it strong physically and eco-
nomically.

With this in mind, your committee be-
lieves that the foundation of the city of
New York is of such genuine natlonal and
historical interest that it is fitting and
proper that a coin be issued in commemo-
ration of the 300th anniversary.

THE FOUNDATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

When Peter Stuyvesant and his council in
1653 proclaimed a grant of municipal gov-
ernment, placing city affairs In charge of 2
burgomasters (mayors), 5 schepens (coun-
climen), and a “shout” (prosecutor), west-
ern democracy was born in America. That
municipal council was the first democratic
institution on this continent. It, therefore,
is your committee’s belief that the celebra-
tion of the tercentennial of the foundation
of the city of New York exceeds the bound-
aries of New York City.

In fact, the celebration of the foundation
of the city of New York is of international
importance. In 1783 negotiations started
between the Dutch and the Continental
Congress, which led to a loan of 5 milllon
guilders for what is now the city of New
York. It was in the city of New York that
a farmer by the name of Klaes Martensen
van Roosevelt arrived in the year 1650. He
became the common ancestor of seven Presl-
dents of the United States—James Madison,
Martin Van Buren, Zachary Taylor, Ulysses

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

8. Grant, Willlam H. Taft, Theodore Roose-
velt, and Franklin D. Roosevelt.

The city of New York, thus, historically
and today is truly one of the first cities,
not only of the State of New York but of
the United States. It is our largest city,
and its size, its importance, its tremendous
development, and, to a very large extent, its
history is dependent and inextricably tied
to the history and development of our Na-
tion.

It is therefore fitting that the 300th anni-
versary of the foundation of this great city
be commemorated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to amendment.
If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That to commemorate
the 300th anniversary of the foundation of
the eity of New York, there shall be coined
by the Director of the Mint not to exceed
5 million silver 50-cent pieces of standard
size, weight, and fineness and of a special
appropriate design to be fixed by the Direc-
tor of the Mint, with the approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury: Provided, That
the initial number of such pieces shall not
be less than 200,000: Provided, That the
United States shall not be subject to the ex-
pense of making the models for master dies
or other preparations for this coinage.

SEc. 2. The coins herein authorized shall
be issued at par, and only upon the request
of the Committee for New York City's Three
Hundredth Anniversary Celebration.

SEc. 3. Such coins may be disposed of at
par or at a premium by banks or trust com-
panies selected by the Comnrittee for New
York City’'s Three Hundredth Anniversary
Celebration, and all proceeds therefrom sghall
be used for the purposes of such committee
in connection with the observance of said
tercentennial.

Sec. 4, All laws now in force relating to
the subsidiary silver coins of the United
States and the coining or striking of the
same; regulating and guarding the process
of coinage; providing for the purchase of
material, and for the transportation, distri-
bution, and redemption of the coins; for the
prevention of debasement or counterfeiting;
for security of the coin; or for any other
purposes, whether sald laws are penal or
otherwise, shall, so far as applicable, apply
to the coinage herein directed.

Sec. 5. The coins authorized herein shall
be issued in such numbers, and at such
times as shall be requested by the Comnrit-
tee for New York City's Three Hundredth
Anniversary Celebration and upon payment
to the United States of the face value of
such coins: Provided, That none of such
coins shall be issued after the expiration of
the 2-year period immediately following the
enactment of this act.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY DR. JOHN
ZIGBDIS, MEMBER OF THE GREEK
PARLIAMENT

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of my colleague [Mr. SMATHERS]
and myself, I am happy to announce to
the Senate that we have as a guest in
the Senate Chamber, Dr. John Zigbdis,
a member of the Greek Parliament for
4 years, and formerly Minister of In-
dustry in the Greek Cabinet.

I am sure that our colleagues are
happy to welcome Dr. Zighdis as a rep~
resentative of a courageous and friendly
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nation, and I hope as many Members as
can do so will come and greet him.
[Applause.]

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, it
had been my intention to move that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of Calendar No. 730, H. R. 1917, to au-
thorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces to
commemorate the sesquicentennial of
the Louisiana Purchase; but, at the re=
quest of the minority, because both Sen-
ators from Louisiana are at present ab-
sent from the floor, I shall not move the
consideration of the bill at this time.
Instead, I shall move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar No. 831, S. 2643, to amend the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended. However, as soon as the Sen=
ators from Louisiana enter the Chamber,
I shall ask that the agricultural bill be
temporarily laid aside so that the Senate
may extend the same courtesy to the
Senators from Louisiana with respect to
the coinage bill which was extended to
the other Senators with reference to the
other coinage bills.

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
now proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 831, Senate bill 2643, to amend
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the bill by
title for the information of the Senate.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
2643) to amend the Agricultural Adjust=
ment Act of 1938, as amended.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from California.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=
pore. The Secretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for a gquorum call be rescinded,
and that further proceedings under the
call be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
cotton-acreage proposal contained in the
bill does not alter the permanent legis-
lation which is now on the statute books.
All through the bill, as it comes before
the Senate, an effort is made to provide
temporary legislation for the 1954 grow=
ing season. If, subsequently, it is de=
sired to make changes, that can be done
after hearings have been held and an
opportunity given to all persons fo be
heard upon it. That is why a great many
things which might have been considered
in the bill have been postponed for sub=
sequent action.

It is extremely important that the cot-
ton farmers know what their allocations
for 1954 are going to be sufficiently early
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so that they may make their plans for
their planting.

The planting season for cotton varies
greatly among the States now receiving
quotas under the law. There are States
where the planting will start early in
February or probably late in January.
There are other States which do not need
to know their quotas until perhaps March
or April, but, nonetheless, if the bill is
to pass, it should be passed immediately
and the Secretary of Agriculture, at the
earliest possible moment, should give to
the States an opportunity to know what
their quotas are going to be.

The bill does 3 or 4 things. It starts
by providing that the acreage allotment,
which is at present restricted to a suffi-
cient number of acres to produce 10 mil-
lion bales of cotton, which the Secretary
of Agriculture has determined to be
17,910,000 acres, may be increased to a
minimum of 21 million acres. That is
the first temporary relief which the bill
provides.

I may say that that temporary relief
is based upon the fact that the present
acreage is somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of 26 million. It might normally
come down to 18 million acres if the
10-million-bale limitation should be en-
forced, and this bill is a halfway step
toward what the final limitation would
be. It gives the farmer 2 years in which
to adjust, rather than a single year, and
for that reason seems to be desirable.

While the bill does not exactly follow
the recommendations the Secretary of
Agriculture announced some time ago, it
does come to about the same figure, be-
cause he said he would make a recom-
mendation that acreage be increased to
21 million acres, once the first step had
been taken.

Then the bill contains a provision for
some hardship acreage, which runs to a
total of 315,000 acres. One-half of that
has been allotted to the States of Cali-
fornia, Arizona, and New Mexico, and
one-half to the other States, excluding
those which receive minimum allotments
under the so-called minimum production
plan. For example, the State of Nevada
gets a minimum allotment, which is not
necessarily taken care of by this special
arrangement,

There is an additional provision that
the acreage of no State shall be cut more
than 34 percent. That applies specifi-
cally and only to the State of Arizona and
California. Since those States have an
irrigated cotton situation, it is extremely
difficult to cut back the acreage very
rapidly. Farmers, perhaps realizing that
there were no quotas last year, went
ahead and planted to cotton a rather
large number of acres during 1953.
Some of that acreage is within old, well-
established areas that would get quotas,
but when farmers have gone to the ex-
pense of installing pumps and various
other appliances required for cotton
farming on irrigated land, it is extremely
difficult to cut back quotas suddenly,
though it was felt that it may be pos-
sible gradually to take care of this sit-
uation. So there is special consideration
given to those two States for the year
1954 only,
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I say special consideration is accorded
to those two States for the year 1954
only, because by 1955, the quota which
may be established for 1955 will take
into consideration the very high plant-
ings in the States of Arizona and Cali-
fornia. It is my belief, and I am certain
it is the belief of others, that after 1954
the cCalifornia and Arizona situations
will be taken care of by the history which
those States have.

The allotments are made to the other
States on the basis of their history for
the last 5 years. Taking into considera-
tion 1951, 1952, and 1953, those States
would be given this year a great deal
more acreage for cotton than they would
otherwise be entitled to receive. This
temporary adjustment is to be for the
sake of those States for this 1 year.

Those are the three main provisions
as they relate to cotton. Undoubtedly
there will be guestions raised with re-
spect to those provisions.

Two subsequent items are covered in
the bill, which I desire to mention briefly
before returning to the main items of
the bill.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. From the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, I de-
sire to report a committee amendment to
the bill. The amendment is offered by
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
STENNIS].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the amend-
ment will be received, printed, and will
lie on the table.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, sec-
tion 2 also contains a provision which
relates to cotton. It is in rather general
terms, but is confined to a given area
and to cotton only. It relates to a situa-
tion where a major flood control reser-
voir has been constructed. Obviously,
it would not be fair to cover by reservoir
such a cotton-producing area which had
brought a cotton-producing history to
the State, and which could be used sub-
sequently for that purpose, and not allow
land somewhere else to be utilized for
the production of cotton. So section 2
is simply an amendment to the law so as
to permit that to be done.

In section 3 there is a complete change
in what is covered by section 334 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act. When-
ever, after investigation, it is determined
that a substantial difference exists be-
tween the usage and the marketing out-
lets of certain kinds of wheat, the Secre-
tary may authorize expansion of the
acreage devoted to such wheat. That is
illustrated by the situation with relation
to durum wheat.

Durum wheat is produced in three
States only, namely, North Dakota, South
Dakota, and Minnesota. But actually
the growing of durum wheat is almost
entirely confined to the State of North
Dakota. The acreage in both Minnesota
and South Dakota is small. At present,
there is not sufficient durum wheat pro-
duced in the United States to take care
of the market needs. Manufacturers of
macaroni and products of that nature
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need and require the production of
durum wheat. Present limitations are
such that not enough durum wheat is
being produced, and the price of such
wheat is considerably above support lim-
its and the market price of other types
of wheat.

We would be placing ourselves in a
ridiculous position if, when there is al-
ready a scarcity of durum wheat, we
chould continue fo clamp down on dur-
um-wheat acreage and impose restric-
tions that would make it impossible to
grow even the small quantity now pro-
duced,

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
yield?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from New Mexico
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ANDFERSON. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator from New
Mexico has made a very fine statement
for the wheat amendment. I wonder if
the Senator would permit me to insert
in the REcorp several telegrams and com-
munications I have received from the
Farm Bureau, the Farmers' Union, and
other organizations and individuals on
behalf of the amendment.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I should be
very happy to have them placed in the
Recorp; and the Senator from North
Dakota may make any further statement
he wishes to make on the subject. How-
ever, I am trying to assure the Senator
that the provision I am now discussing
relates to a local situation only, where,
without the provision in the bill, we
would be restricting the production of a
commodity already in short supply. It
would not help farm production gener-
ally to be doing that sort of thing. By
the proposed amendment, we would be
making it possible to increase the supply.

Mr. YOUNG. There is presently only
a 40-percent supply of durum on hand
to meet the requirements of macaroni
makers.

At present, durum wheat is selling for
about $4 a bushel, or double the amount
good spring wheat is bringing. That is
due almost entirely to a bad rust situa-
tion. Our present varieties of durum
wheat are no longer resistant to a new
type of rust known as 15B, and until we
can find a new variety of rust-resistant
durum, we shall have a hard time pro-
ducing enough durum wheat to meet our
domestic requirements. I think it would
be most unfortunate to reduce the acre-
age of durum wheat now, when we ought
to be increasing it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. Without objection, the material
submitted by the Senator from North
Dakota will be printed in the REcorp.

The material is as follows:

AMBER MILLING DIViSION,
FArRMERS UNION GRAIN
TERMINAL ASSOCIATION,
St. Paul, Minn., December 24, 1953.
To: M. W. Thatcher.
Re 1954 durum acreage.

The present durum supply is so inadequate
it is necessary for the durum mills to grind
a mixture of 50-percent durum and 50-per=
cent hard wheats.

In spite of the short durum supply in the
United States and in other countries, under
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present law a further reduction in acreage
will be forced in our North Dakota durum
territory. We believe such a decrease in acre-
age Is against the public interest, as well as
against the interest of the durum producer.
It is desirable to have a 19564 durum acreage
of at least 3 million to 3,500,000 acres. To
get this acreage, the present law must be
amended. We believe this objective can be
best reached by removing entirely restric-
tions on the acreage of durum in the main
producing counties of Pembina, Cavalier,
Towner, Rolette, Bottineau, Walsh, Ramsey,
Benson, Pierce, Wells, Eddy, Foster, Nelson,
Ransom, and Sargent, all in the State of
North Dakota.

If this cannot be done, then each durum
grower's allotment should be set at the
highest acreage of durum wheat he planted
in any one of the last 5 years, with the
allotment in no case to be less than his 1953
durum acreage.

If neither of the above methods of relief
can be put into effect, then each durum
grower should have as his allotment his
full average durum wheat acreage, but in
no case should his allotment be less than
his 1953 acreage.

If restrictions are not removed on durum
acreage in the above mentioned counties,
the durum acreage will probably be greatly
reduced and that of hard wheat increased,
because hard wheat is regarded as a surer
crop. Hard wheat is in plentiful supply.

Any increase in durum acreage will result
in a corresponding reduction in the acreage
of hard wheat, barley and flax, all of which
are in plentiful supply.

We believe that the removal of restrictions
on durum will not result in a burdensome
supply of durum, for the following reasons:

1. Without restrictions, the acreage of
durum wheat has exceeded 3,500,000 acres
only once in the last 15 years and then only
slightly.

2. Durum is particularly susceptible to
15-B stem rust because of its longer growing
season; therefore, many growers will not
plant durum.

3. Durum wheat planted on summer fal-
low, especially fertilized summer fallow, has
been hardest hit by rust. In 1954 more
durum will be seeded on second year and
unfertilized land, which will result in low
vyields unless the season is exceptionally
favorable.

4. By the time another durum crop is har-
vested, the pipelines will be empty both as
to durum and durum products.

5. There has been a steady increase in con-
sumption of macaroni products made from
durum wheat, both per capita, and in total
tonnage.

6. There should be an export demand for
at least 5 to 10 million bushels. Canada, in
the past, has been the major supplier to the
export market. The Canadian acreage has
declined year after year, mainly because
durum does not command a premium there.

7. There is a short world supply of durum.
The Swiss Government recently issued reg-
ulations requiring the mixing of hard wheat
with durum ground, to conserve their durum
supplies.

Other wheats do not produce macaroni
with guality equal to that made from durum.
Even macaroni made from the 50-50 blend,
while the best available, is of unsatisfactory
quality. The short supply of durum has
resulted in very high prices, and the cost
of macaroni to the consumer is the highest
in history. The public, therefore, is forced
to pay high prices for food of unsatisfactory
quality. This condition can be corrected
only by an adequate supply of durum wheat.

Attached hereto are durum acreage and
production stati since 1940.

Yours very truly,

D. J. Cooxr.
JULE WAFER.
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Harvested
Production aores
Millions of
bushels Thousands
103530 average. ... ... .. .. 26.3 2, 601
1940 32.3 3, 029
40.7 2,524
41.3 2,109
435 2,078
29.7 2,057
428 2, 004
35.8 2,453
44.3 2,48
4.7 3,187
38.8 3,525
a7.2 2, 829
.8 2,518
21.4 2,153
13. 4 1, 865
DURUM USE

Mill grind, 24 to 26 million bushels; cereal
and other uses, 1 to 2 million bushels; seed,
31, to 4 million bushels; export, 5 to 10
million bushels; total, 331 to 42 million
bushels.

Price SvurprorTts—ExcerPT FroM 1954 REsoLU-
TIONS OF NORTH DAKOTA FARM BUREAU

Since our 1953 platform was approved in
November 1952, there have been no efforts
made to introduce the factor of guality into
the support program, to make realistic reduc-
tions in production of basics or to take any
other realistie steps to put the support pro-
gram in a sounder postion.

Therefore we urge Congress to enact ex-
tension of the amendment to the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, providing for a minimum
support of 90 percent of parity on the basic
commodities.

We ask that this extension be for a pe-
riod suitable in length to enable proper re-
duction of national wheat acreages and of
other basic acreages where surpluses exist.

We will accept marketing quotas and acre-
age restrictions to accomplish this goal of
matching production with demand.

With shrinkage of the present wheat sur-
plus we ask Congress and the industry to
work toward our common goal of full 100
percent of parity income in the marketplace.

In view of the present short supply of good
amber durum for milling purposes, and the
necessity of increasing that supply in order
that the industry may continue to manu-
facture high quality durum wheat products
such as the American consuming public de-
mands, we, the members of the Towner
County Crop Improvement Association, do
propose that wheat acreage allotments for
1954 be increased by 30 percent for any
durum grower who can produce evidence of
having marketed amber durum during each
of the past 3 years and will seed at least T0
percent of his wheat acres to amber durum
in 1954.

TownNER COUNTY CROP IMPROVEMENT
ASSOCIATION,
R. E. PrLE, President.

DuruM WHEAT—EXCERPT From 1954 RESOLU-
TIONS OF NORTH DAKOTA FARM BUREAU

Our own industry, particular to North Da-
kota, in which we supply the macaroni in-
dustry with durum wheat, is in serious
trouble due to a combination of rust and
drouth.

The trouble arises from an Inability to
supply the demand and this can result in a
halt in the growth of macaroni consumption
by the United States public. Efforts by
the industry to use substitutes have failed.

Therefore we ask for prompt legislation
by Congress to permit any farmer (with a
previous durum history in 1951, 1952, or
1953) who plants 40 percent of his 1954
allotted wheat acres to durum, to be per=
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mitted to seed to durum additional acres
to bring his total wheat and durum acres
up to his total farm wheat base acreage.
This formula will apply to the 1954 crop
year only and does not apply to red durum,

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 8, 1954.
Hon. Mmwron YoUNG,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Earnestly request your support amendment
to cotton quota bill to include durum wheat
which will permit the Secretary of Agricul=-
ture to exclude durum from acreage allot-
ment. Present extreme shortage durum
wheat harms consumers, processors, and pro=
ducers. Acute durum wheat shortage cer-
tain to prevail for many years even without
acreage restrictions.
F. PEAVEY HEFFELFINGER.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 6, 1954.
Senator MLton Youna,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The durum wheat industry is in a eritical
condition because of destructive stem rust
epidemics during 3 of the last 4 crop seasons.
Normal annual durum grind for domestic
consumption in the United States requires 25
million bushels. My recent survey indicates
less than 10 million bushels millable durum
avallable after deducting 1954 seed require-
ments, purchases by puffers and other users.
Macaroni products now made from durum
wheat are an economical and Important part
of our national diet. Durum wheat is a
speclalized crop grown to produce a high
quality specific product. Durum never
should have been included with other wheats
under the acreage allotment program for it
is used for another purpose and does not
compete with them on the market. In addi=
tion it is in short supply and apt to remain
in that condition for some time, even if
acreages of former growers were unrestricted.
The reason is the lack of resistant varieties of
durum to race 15B of stem rust. Consumers,
processors, and producers are seriously af=
fected by the present situation. We urge
that you speed action to correct acreage
allotment restriction on durum production
in present durum area.

DoNaLp FLETCHER,
Secretary, Rust Prevention Association.

MinNeAPOLIS, MINN., January 6, 1954,
Senator MmwtoN R. Youna,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Durum 1is a specialty erop. The 1953 crop
of 13 million bushels is not half enough to
provide the consumers demand for macaroni
products. There will be no carryover in
1954. The removal of durum acreage re-
striction for durum growers should help to
increase the 1954 durum supplies.
Henry O. Purnam,
Ezxecutive Secretary, Northwest Crop
Improvement Association,

MiNNEAPOLIS, MINN,, January 6, 1954,
Senator MiToN R. YOUNG,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We urgently need larger amounts durum
wheat for milling for macaroni trade. Prior
advent durum wheat into T, 8. A, nearly all
macaroni products were imported. Now
domestic macaroni sales exceed $197 million
annually. Must have durum wheat to pro=
tect this business. Urge no restrictions
planting durum wheat by farmers with his-
torical record of durum growing in prior
years.

H. H. EmNc FLour MiLLs, INC.
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St. PavuL, MINN,, January 5, 1954.
Hon. MmiwtoN R. YOUNG,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Endorse your effort secure durum exemp-
tion from acreage allotments provided con-
fined to farms having recent durum acreage
history and limited to average acreage on
thoce farms seeded to durum since 1850.
Closing market today No. 2 durum 58 to 59
pounds, 11 percent protein, $3.74. If heavy
No. 1 amber durum available it would bring
$4, and several cars 1952 durum have sold
for over 84 during December. Production of
14 million bushels this year satisfies only
40 percent of present domestic demand.
Durum acreage has receded for several years
with result that 1953 seeded acreage at aver-
age yield 15 bushels would not have met
demand. Adulteration of semolina flour with
Farina has resulted distinctly inferior prod-
uct. Strongly urge regulations be tailored
permit North Dakota to produce require-
ments for this unique and easily identifiable
wheat.

J. W. Haw.

PALATINE, ILL., January 6, 1954.
Senator MinToN R. YOUNG,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Macaron!l manufacturers and durum mill-
ers urge every consideration be given relaxa-
tion of wheat guotas on durum which is in
very short supply. Your cooperation with
Agriculture Committee will be most appre-
ciated.
RoserT M. GREEN,
Secretary, National Macaroni Manu-
facturers Association.

8r1. PavL, MinN., January 7, 1954.
Hon. MiutoNn R. Youne,
Senate Office Building:

The durum milling industry is faced with
a critical shortage of durum wheat. Our
normal durum grind is 24 to 26 million
bushels annually. Production of millable
durum this year was less than half that
amount. Carryover from previous crops was
very small. There will be no carryover to
next crop.

The semolina and durum flours ground
from durum wheat are required by the man-
ufacturers of macaroni and noodles for the
manufacture of high-quality products. An
adequate supply of durum wheat is neces-
sary to maintain the gquality of these im-
portant foods and to permit consumers to
purchase them at reasonable prices.

Because 90 percent of all milling durum
production is in the “durum triangle" of
North Dakota, our industry and the maca-
ronl industry and the American consumer
are entirely dependent upon the farmers of
that territory for durum supplies. Since
durum wheat is in critically short supply
rather than in a surplus position, durum
wheat acreage in the durum triangle of
North Dakota should be excluded from the
acreage allotment program. We urge, in the
interest of consumers, producers, and proc-
essors, that you seek exclusion of durum
wheat from acreage allotment restrictions
in the durum territory.

JULE M. WABER,
Chairman, Durum Committee, Mill-
ers’ National Federation.

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree completely
with the Senator from North Dakota.
For that reason, although the committee
tried to restrict the bill and to make it
an emergency measure affecting cotton,
we felt this matter ought to be dealt with
now, so that the farmers, in planning
their spring plantings, could make sure
of large plantings of durum wheat.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sena-
tor from New Mexico if it is true, even
with the acreage of 21,315,000 acres
which will be allowed under the bill, that
it will result in the withdrawal from cul-
tivation of about 4 million acres pres-
ently devoted to the production of
cofton?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; it will result
in a reduction of about four or five mil-
lion acres now planted in cotton. If the
experience of the 1949 law can be used
as a guide, it might result in a still fur-
ther reduction in acreage. That is im-
possible to predict. However, Congress
passed a law in 1949, and then subse-
quently amended it in 1950 to cover
hardship cases. The hardship amend-
ment would have permitted about 21,-
708,000 acres of cotton. I do not exactly
guarantee that figure, but it is close.
There was a planting of 21,600,000 acres
of cotton. Actually, the farmers har-
vested only about 18 million acres of cot-
ton, because of a great deal of so-called
cutting back of cotton quotas, after sev-
eral years when cotton had not been
under quotas.

We do not have exactly the same situ-
ation at present, but we have very much
the same situation. This allotment of
21,370,000 acres could result in the plant-
ing of perhaps only nineteen or twenty
million acres of cotton.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I may ask a fur-
ther question of the Senator, are any
restrictions placed in the bill on the uses
to which the land thus withdrawn from
the production of cotton will be devoted?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. There has
been a great deal of discussion on that
point, and suggestions have been made
that a law should be passed strictly pro-
viding for the disposition of this acreage.
That comes under the head of perma-
nent legislation, and we would have been
here a very long time if we had tried to
enact such legislation.

A very fine farm organization, with
which the Senator is familiar, has rec-
ommended that all acres diverted from
the production of crops, such as wheat,
corn, and cotton, that may be taken out
of production because of acreage limita-
tions, should not be allowed to be put
into certain other types of crops, such
as soybeans, in which the Senator’s State
is very much intersted. That farm or-
ganization has recommended that those
acres be used to restore fertility to the
soil; that the farmer be required to plant
crops which will increase the fertility of
the land and then plow those crops un-
der. However, it would be a very drastic
remedy fo be prescribed until we can
ascertain what it will mean State by
State.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not possible that
in improving the condition of the cotton
farmers by restriction of the acreage,
with a consequent higher unit price than
would otherwise be obtained, and a total
higher gross income, nevertheless, by di-
verting acreage to other crops we would
worsen conditions in other sections of
the country?
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Mr. ANDERSON. I say to the able
Senator from Illinois that that always is
a consideration which is present in these
limitation-of-acreage bills. I will say,
however, that when acreage limitations
were put into effect in 1950 they did not
result in the dislocation of all or any
large segments of American agriculture.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. The same reasoning
would apply to wheat or corn, would
it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. EASTLAND. The same question
was not raised when the wheat bills were
under discussion. The Senator did not
raise the question then.

Mr. ANDERSON. I may say that in
the case of wheat and corn we had in
mind the fact that a great deal of pas-
ture land in States such as Ohio, Indiana,
Illinois, and Jowa had been ripped up
during the war, The wheat and corn
bills gave the farmers opportunity to put
that land back into pasture. It is a fine
soil conservation practice, but to encour=-
age it is one thing and to require it is
quite something else. Many times, while
it is encouraged, there is no requirement
to do it by proper legislation.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my good
friend the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi that I was not proposing any
provision as to cotton which should not
apply to other crops, but this is the first
of the farm bills we are to consider, and
we are going to have the same problem
in connection with future farm bills,
namely, what is to be done with the
acreage which will be withdrawn from
cultivation in supporting erops on which
marketing quotas and acreage restric-
tions have been imposed? It seems to
me it is important to settle this question
from the beginning, rather than to make
no limitations on certain crops, or to in-
troduce a system for corn and wheat
which is different from the system in the
bills which provide for cotton.

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like to say,
in reply, that we are all desirous of en-
acting appropriate temporary legisla-
tion which deals with the farm problem,
but I do not think it is possible to an-
swer, and I think we will get into serious
trouble if we try to answer every one of
these questions immediately and try to
handle the complete farm program as a
whole.

When the wheat acreage bill comes up,
I shall be in favor of giving some tem-
porary relief. I introduced some bills
on the subject, and pointed out that it
was not necessary to plant or harvest a
single kernel of wheat in 1954 to take
care of our domestic needs. The same
thought applies to cotton and other
crops. I am very much in favor of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry trying to work out a permanent
program for handling aecres diverted
from excess crops, but I do not think the
enactment of temporary legislation is
the way to handle it.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.
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Mr. EASTLAND. If I may reply to the
Senator from Illinois, he said we should
adopt the proposed program as a he=
ginning. This is not the beginning. We
have passed a wheat bill which provided
for acreage reduction, and under which
acres diverted from wheat are already
planted to oats, rye, barley, and other
grain crops.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I should like to say that
in my opinion the question of dealing
with diverted acreages is one of the most
serious problems of the entire farm pro-
gram, so serious that in the President’s
message on agriculture yesterday he
called special attention to it, and indi-
cated what the 25 million acres diverted
this year from cotton and wheat should
be planted to. I noticed that the Presi-
dent estimated that 3 million acres could
be planted to soy beans, which would
have a very definite efflect on the State
of Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Very much so. Soy
beans are an important crop in Illinois
and we will be injured if erstwhile cotton
acreage is turned to soy beans.

Mr. AIKEN. The acreage diverted
from wheat undoubtedly will be planted
to oats, barley, and a good many other
similar crops, which will nullify the
effect of acreage allotments on corn.

The situation is such that if we are to
continue the practice of controlling acre-
age which can be planted to certain
crops, we most certainly will have to
find some means of controlling the acre-
age taken out of such crop production.

As the Senator from New Mexico has
said, we would be engaged in discus-
sion for a long time if we undertook to
do that through a temporary relief
measure; and the pending bill is a re-
lief measure. The Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranpl, and
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE],
as many of our colleagues know, com-
prise the subcommiitee which has been
working on the cotton-acreage problem
for the last 8 or 9 months. They did
not get anywhere with its last summer,
and, as Senators recall, after Congress
adjourned the rains came and several
million more bales of cotton wers pro-
duced than we expected there would be
when Congress adjourned in August.
The Senators from the other cotton-
growing States, the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Hoey], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JoENSTON],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLanD],
and the Senator from California [Mr.
KucHEL], although he was not a mem-
ber of the committee, have all worked
diligently in an attempt to agree on as
fair a bill as possible. No one claims the
pending bill is a perfect measure. Any
Senator from a cotton-growing State can
find something to object to init. He can
probably point out something in the bill
that is unfair to his State. But time is
of the essence. What would result under
the bill as a whole would be much better
for the cotton growers than the situation
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was before the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Awnperson], the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Eastranp], the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. KucsHEeL],
and others undertook to do something
about it.

In the main, the pending measure is
a l-year bill, and I hope it may be passed
in such shape that it can become law
and afford genuine relief to the hun-
dreds of thousands of small cotton
farmers in all the States where cotton
is produced.

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry. I am happy
he mentioned the very hard work done
by both the senior and junior Senators
from Mississippi, the Senator from
Florida, the Senator from California,
and the Senators from Texas. All these
Senators have been trying hard to pre-
pare a measure which can be passed and
which will afford a degree of assistance
at the earliest possible moment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON., I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the dif-
ficulties under which the committee has
been working, and I, too, am grateful
for their energy and devotion in seeking
to meet the situation. But the question
as to what should be done with the acre-
age taken out of cultivation is an
extremely important one.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr, President, will the Senator from New
Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, if the Senator
will wait a moment.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
merely desire to answer the question of
the Senator from Illinois, and to explain
something along the line of his question.

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
should like to say to the Senator from
Illinois that if legislation such as that
now proposed is not enacted, there will
not only be a reduction to 21,600,000 or
21,700,000 bales, but there will be a reduc-
tion to 17,900,000 bales. In that event
the Senator from Illinois would be com-
plaining a great deal, I believe, about the
diversion of so many acres—many more,
I believe, than would be diverted under
this particular amendment.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, Mr. President;
I wanted to say the same thing a moment
ago to the Senator from Illinois. I was
looking to the Senator from Arizona and
the Senator from California; and I was
realizing that if the original allocation
made by the Secretary of Agriculture
had gone into effect, the acreage in
California would have dropped from ap-
proximately 1,406,000 acres to approxi-
mately 700,000; and the acreage in
Arizona would have dropped from ap-
proximately 660,000 or 630,000 acres to
approximately 300,000. Those 700,000
eliminated acres in California and 300,-
000 eliminated acres in Arizona consist of
irrigated land that is extremely produc-
tive, could go into the production of other
crops; and if that much of a change were
made quickly, it would tend to destroy
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certain other segments of our agricul-
tural economy.

For example, at one time the State of
California had to reduce sharply its cot-
ton acreage and go into the production of
tomatoes; and as a result, for a long
time the Department of Agriculture was
purchasing great quantities of tomatoes.

Similarly, there could be an enormous
increase in the production of potatoes, as
occurred some time ago, and thus cause
great difficulty to the potato producers of
Maine, Idaho, and many other States.

So the problem is a very large one. We
are trying to reduce it a little. However,
it would be much worse to proceed in the
way the Senator from Illinois suggested
as the Senator from South Carolina
has pointed out.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, do I
correctly understand that the Senator
from New Mexico is still proceeding?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If he will yield to
me, let me say that what he and the
Senator from South Carolina are saying
is, “If we do not pass this bill, conditions
will be worse.”

Mr. ANDERSON. Exactly.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the real gues-
tion, however, is whether we cannot
make this bill better by providing for a
better use of the acreage which is taken
out from the production of cotton.

I should like to suggest, for consider-
ation at least, that there be included in
the bill an amendment to provide that
the acreage withdrawn from cultivation
shall be devoted to soil-building pur-
poses, whether by the planting of le-
gumes which are nitrogen fixing or by
devoting the acreage to pasturage, or
by other methods.

I say very frankly that by means of
this present measure we shall be estab-
lishing a precedent which may very well
continue in other agricultural bills. If
we withdraw 4 million acres from the
production of cotton, and if later other
acreages are withdrawn from the pro-
duction of other crops, and if such with-
drawn acreage is devoted to the grow-
ing of vegetables, or soybeans, or other
crops, we shall merely be transferring
the problem from one group of farmers
to another group of farmers.

In view of the fact that the soil of the
Nation needs to be built up, what objec=
tion is there to providing that the acre-
age thus withdrawn shall be devoted to
soil-building purposes?

That is the proposal of the President
in his farm message of yesterday. I
think this would be an excellent time
for us to evidence a little cooperation
with the administration.

So I offer this amendment as one
which is submitted in the hope, at least,
that our friends across the aisle will rise
to its support.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, if the Senator from New
Mexico will yield further to me——

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
1 should like to answer the suggestion of
the Senator from Illinois by saying that
we had to take into consideration a
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great many of the small farmers.
When we consider the fact that 39,145
farms in South Carolina plant less than
5 acres to cotton, and that in my State
only 845 farms plant more than 99 acres
to cotton, we realize that if all those
farmers are forced to engage in soil-
building practices and soil conservation
or soil preservation instead of the grow-
ing of cotton, we would penalize and
hurt very badly a great many of the
small farmers.

Mr. DOUGLAS and other Senators
addressed the Chair.

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield briefly, first,
‘to the Senator from Illinois; and then
I shall yield to others of my colleagues.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
would not object to a classification sys-
tem which would provide that farms of
less than a given number of acres should
not be made subject to the amendment
1 suggest, but that in the case of farms
of more than the given acreage the
amendment would apply. It seems to
me that the proposed amendment em-
bodies a proposal which might well be
considered.

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield now to the
Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, if I
may be permitted to do so, I should like
to commend the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpeErsoN] and
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry for preserving and protecting the
cotton acreage in Kansas. I notice that
previously 88 acres in Kansas were
planted to cotton, and that now we are
to be allowed to have 80 acres planted
to cotton. I thank the Senator very
much. [Laughter.]

Mr. ANDERSON. Of course, Mr.
President, the time may come when cot-
ton will become an important crop in
Kansas.

I yield now to the junior Senator from
California [Mr. KucHEL].

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish
to make a very brief statement.

As a result of the allocations which
were prescribed by the Secretary of Agri-
culture under the present law, I believe
jt is the unanimous opinion of all indi-
viduals familiar with conditions in the
States in the Cotton Belt and the South-
west that an emergency situation has
been created, and that if the cotton pro-
duction of those States is to receive any
assistance whatsoever from this Con-
gress, it is necessary that Congress pass
a law in the nature of an emergency
measure, and do so now. I believe it is
agreed that we need to pass such a law
now.

I do not think any comment need be
made regarding the merits or demerits
of the suggestion made by the able Sen-
ator from Illinois; but if it is true that
there is an emergency—and I believe
people generally concede that there is
one—then we are faced with an emer-
gency piece of proposed legislation which
is in the nature of a compromise, and
which should not be the vehicle for any
such recommendations as those just
made by the Senator from Illinois, no
matter how potentially meritorious those
recommendations may be,
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield to
me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bar-
RETT in the chair). Does the Senator
from New Mexico yield to the Senator
from Florida?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am very glad to
yield to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to com-
mend very strongly the subcommittee
which has worked out this measure in
the main, and which is entitled, I believe,
to great credit. I should also like to
invite the attention of all Senators pres-
ent, including the able Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Doucras]l, to the table on
page 3 of the committee report, which
shows, with reference to my own State,
the highly critical condition now exist-
ing, and which must be corrected by early
action or else not be corrected at all,
because the planting in my State will
have to take place within the next 3 or
4 weeks, at the latest.

My colleagues will note that the plant-
ing in the State of Florida—and while
Florida is not a large factor in the cotton
industry, yet, to each individual there
who is engaged in producing cotton, it
is a very important matter—last year
was 71,000 acres, whereas the recent
allocation or allotment made by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under existing law
allows our State only 33,122 acres, or
less than half the acreage planted last
year.

If the remedial action proposed to be
taken by means of this bill is not taken
speedily, so far as we in Florida are con-
cerned, there will be no purpose in tak-
ing it at all, because our cotton has to
be planted within the next few weeks.

The second point I should like to
make—and again, I hope the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras] is following this discussion—
is that in the State of Florida, at least,
most of the acreage of cotton is pro-
duced by tenant farmers, and it is gen-
-erally produced on small acreage; fre-
quently 3 or 4 or 5 acres will be the
average planting. Both because it is a
tenant-farmer operation and because it
is such a small operation, it is obvious
that any attempt to write on the floor
legislation which would force conserva-
tion practices in that kind of situation
would be bound to be hurtful, rather
than helpful.

I desire to assure the distinguished
Senator from Illinois that I join him in
the feeling that the permanent legisla-
tion whieh should be enacted must deal
with the important question he has men-
tioned. I felt so last year when we
handled the emergency wheat problem,
which, by the way, reduced the wheat
acreage from 78,500,000 to 62,000,000;
and that reduction was so great as to
make it of vastly greater consequence
than anything that is provided for in
the measure now before the Senate.

But it would still seem obvious that
without extensive hearings which would
take into consideration the differences
in soil and in conservation practices and
the differences in landowner operations,
tenant operations, and the like, it would
be impossible to bring forth any sound
legislative proposal in these fields,
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The distinguished Senator from Illi-

nois has made a very fine suggestion, in

which I join him, with respect to a per-
manent program. I shall insist, with
him, that something be done to make
sure that when, under permanent legis-
lation, we reduce an important acreage
we shall not aggravate the problems of
producers of other products.

Nevertheless, I hope that he will not
insist upon any amendment to this hill,
because, in the very nature of things, it
is an emergency measure which must be
passed at once. It could not be passed
if it were to have added to it on the floor
a poorly considered conservation-prac-
tice amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, this is much needed emer-
geney legislation. In considering this
question the committee tried to iron out
the features which might stir up too
much controversy, in order that, when
the measure reached the floor of the
Senate, it could be passed. We all re-
alize that it is not perfect by any means.

It will be recalled that on December
15, 1953, the Secretary of Agriculture
called for a vote upon acreage control.
At that time in South Carolina 98 per-
cent of the cotton farmers voted for it.
They did so in the expectation that the
Congress would make some adjustments
in the legislation which are badly needed
by the cotton farmers of my State. The
same is true of the cotton farmers of
other States.

Senate bill 2643 makes some adjust-
ments, but they fit mainly the irrigation
sections of the Western States. Further-
more, they take away a share of the
cotton market from the farmers of my
State and place it in the hands of giant
cotton factories in States where per
capita farm income is already among
the highest in the Nation.

I went along with this bill in commit-
tee in the interest of harmony. How-
ever, it must not be considered as a
precedent for legislating economic ad-
vantage from one area to another.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the fact that of 90,811 farms with cotton
allotments in 1950, 39,145 had 5 acres or
less. Of 51,666 remaining, only 845 had
allotments of 99 acres or more.

Mr. President, I believe it must be
agreed that the 13,470 farms on which
cotton was grown in California, New
Mexico, and Arizona are faced with less
drastic hardship from necessary cotton
reduction than are the farmers of South
Carolina, many of whom are finding it
most difficult to keep going finaneially in
the face of the increased prices which
farmers must pay for the things they
must buy.

There are several changes in the law
which are not embodied in Senate hill
2643, but which are badly needed as the
law affects the southeastern cotton grow-
ers. I shall not offer any amendments
at this particular time, but I ask that
they be printed in the ReEcorp. It is my
understanding that they are embodied
in House bill 6665, which passed the
House of Representatives. They should
be included before the pending legisla-
tion becomes law.
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Mr. President, I send to the desk the
various amendments to which I have
referred. I do not ask that they be con-
sidered at this time, but I ask that they
be printed in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks.

° There being no objection, the amend-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

PERMANENT-TYPE AMENDMENTS TO SECTION
344, AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
1938, As AMENDED, WHICH SHOULD BE ADDED
TO SENATE BILL 2643

SEec. 5. Section 344 of the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act of 1938, as amended, is further
amended as follows:

(a) The proviso in section 344 (e) of the
Agricultural Act of 1938 is amended by in-
serting before the period at the end thereof
a comma and following: “or to correct in-
equities in farm allotments and to prevent
hardship.”

(Explanation: Sec. 344 (e) provides that
not to exceed 10 percent of the State acre-
age allotment (15 percent in Oklahoma)
may be set up in a State reserve. The use
of this acreage is now limited to making
adjustments in county allotments for trends
in acreage, abnormal conditions affecting
plantings, or for small or new farms. By
adding the words “to correct inequities in
farm allotments and to prevent hardships,”
to this section, the State committee will
then have the additional latitude needed to
place acres where they can do the most good.
As the law is now written, unless a farm
falls in one of the specified categories, it is
ineligible to receive help from the State
reserve.)

(b) Section 344 (f) (3) is amended by
striking out the colon before the word “pro-
vided"” and inserting in lieu thereof a comma
and adding “or in making adjustments in
farm acreage allotments to correct inequities
and to prevent hardships.”

(Explanation: Sec. 344 (f) (3) deals
with use of the county reserve acreage. The
proposed amendment would liberalize the
use of such reserves, thereby helping to pre-
vent hardships at the farm level.)
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(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, and
beginning in 1955 and continuing therefrom,
if the county committee recommends such
action and the Secretary determines that
such action will result in a more equitable
distribution of the county allotment among
farms in the county, or among farms in ad-
ministrative areas, the county acreage allot-
ment, or that of administrative areas, less the
acreage reserved under paragraph (3) of this
subsection, shall be apportioned to farms on
which cotton has been planted in any 1 of
the 3 years immediately preceding the year
for which such allotment is determined, on
the basis of the acreage planted to cotton on
the farm during such 3-year period. If the
acreage allotment is apportioned among the
farms of the county or administrative area,
in accordance with the provisions of this
paragraph, the acreage reserved under para-
graph (3) of this subsection may be used to
make adjustments so as to establish allot-
ments which are fair and reasonable to farms
recelving allotments under this paragraph in
relation to the factors set forth in paragraph
(3).

(Explanation: This provision would give
county committees the authority to select
the method that will more nearly fit local
conditions in distributing acreage from the
county level to the farm. The law as now
written provides that acreage will be distrib-
uted to farms on a percentage of cropland
factor basis. This provision will allow the
county committees, in 1955 and thereafter,
to either distribute acreage allotments on
either a percentage of cropland factor basis
or an individual farm history basis. BSen-
ate bill 2643 makes this provision for 1954
only, however, so it is important that pro-
vision should be made for such an optional
feature on a long-term basis. The individual
farm history method of distributing acreage
to the farm level will, in most instances, more
nearly fit the needs of the Southeastern
States. However, the percentage of cropland
factor method more nearly fits the farm pat-
tern in other areas. By glving county com-
mitteemen the authority to select the method
of distribution, local requirements will more
nearly be met.)
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(d) In determining the national acreage
allotment for cotton for 1955 and thereafter,
the Secretary shall give due consideration
to acreage normally underplanted and aban-
doned.

(Explanation: This provision will allow the
Secretary of Agriculture to take into con-
sideration normal rates of abandonment and
underplantings in setting the level of al-
lotment for any particular year. The pres-
ent law, section 344 (a), states: “The na-
tional acreage allotment for cotton shall be
that acreage, based upon the national aver-
age yield per acre of cotton for the 5 years
immediately preceding the calendar year in
which the national marketing quota is pro-
claimed, required to make available from
such crop an amount of cotton equal to the
national marketing quota.” Section 342
states that the national marketing quota
shall not be less than 10 million bales or
1 million bales less than the estimated do-
mestic consumption plus exports, which-
ever is smaller. For 1954, the marketing
quota would therefore be 10 million bales.
The 5-year rate of abandonment is 215 per-
cent. In 1853, the rate of abandonment was
3.7 percent. In 1950, the last year of allot-
ments, underplantings amounted to nearly
16 percent. Had the Secretary been able
to take these facts into consideration, he
could have set a national allotment in the
neighborhood of 1914 or 20 million acres,
The Solicitor ruled, however, that the Sec=-
retary did not have the authority to take
these facts into consideration.)

Mr. ANDEREON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp at this point a table showing
allocation of State acreage allotments
for cotton under the provisions of Sen-
ate bill 2643. This table is a corrected
copy of the table contained in the com=-
mittee report, which failed to show Ne=
vada’s full allotment of 2,289 acres with
the error of 289 acres being distributed
to other States.

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

Proposed State allotmenis for 1954 upland cotion and relaled dala

1954 State State shares | State adjustments on basis | State acreage | State acreage
1052 planted 1953 acreage “; % of national of 5-year average ? added by added by Proposed
P 1 in eultiva- alalgtmgnts allotment of reason of reason of | State acreage
State ACToaEs tion July 1 | %010%s 21,000,000 66 percent | 15 percent | allotments
Y acres ! 157,500 157,500 provision 4 provision
(¢)] 2 @) )] ® (® (] ® (0]
Acres Acres Acres Acres
Aabamas. oo oo e 1, 605, 000 1, 630, 000 1,139,121 X 4m
Arisond. - 627, 000 643, 2 413,815
rk Fi- 2, 040, 000 2,112, 000 1, 562, 634 1,847, 036
California 1, 418, 800 1,381, 600 , 806 936,
Florida..o.o.-. 56, 800 71, 33,122 44,116
CGeorgia. 1, 479, 930 1, 387, 000 1, 005, 862 1, 188, 894
Tllinols 2,750 2,400 54,000 & 4, 000
Kansas_._. [ Bl SRR TS 880 530
Kentucky. .. 10, 500 10, 500 9,136 10, 799
isi: = 900, 000 054, 000 634, 906 750, 436
2, 435, 000 2, 554, 000 1,759, 641 2,079,833
525, 000 570, 000 391, 396 462, 617
1, 950 2, 000 § 2,289 2, 239
238, 000 301, 200 167, 243 218, 42
i 763, 000 781, 000 528, 638 4, 624, 831
Oklahomn____ 1, 310, 000 000 929, 202 B, 736 1, (98, 283
Bouth Caroli 1, 160, 000 1, 181, 000 786, 006 7,390 929, 030
g 865, 000 000 675, 891 675, 268 5,415 s 680, 653
Texas__ il 12, 287, 965 9, 656, 400 7,376, 858 8, 640, 817 o e e ] S P e e 8,719,178
Virginia 5 1, 000 344 21, 510 > by gl SolACTARL S 0 IR AR B RS oy D e LB 21,
United Btates. v cccaemeas, 27, 805, T30 25, 284, 600 17, 610, 448 21, 000, GO0 157, 500 157, 500 58, 374 4, 968 21,379, 342

1 Acreage in cultivation July léuglus abandonment prior to July as estimated by
tural Marketing Serv
Iused in establishing allotments shown

the Crop Reporting Board, Agri

ice.

m’ :(\ﬂp;;g)rtioncd to States on basis of

* 157,500 acres apportioned to California, Arizona, and New Mexico on basis of
base one to the other. 157,500 acres apportioned to remaining States

their 5-year

(except Nevada, Kansas, and Illinois) on basis of their 5-year base one to the other,

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
join in what the distinguished junior
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JorNsTON] has just said, This is an

emergency bill. It should not and will
not establish a precedent for the legis-

lation of economic advantage from one
I advantage from this bill.

section of the country to the other.

4 Minimum State allotments, Public Law 272, 81st Cong.
® Acreage required to increase State acreage allolment to not less than 66 percent
of the 1952 planted acreage.

Prepared by: Cotton Division, Commodity Stabilization Service. USDA.

believe that the South—and I am frank
to say that that is where my main in-
terest lies—would receive a considerable
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In the State of Mississippi there are
18 counties which did not have a suffi-
cient cotton allotment to give the little
5-acre farmer the minimum allotment
to which he was entitled. In 50 coun-
ties in the State of Mississippi there
were a great many farmers whose cot-
ton acreage was reduced 50, 60, 70, 80,
or 90 percent. I know of one man, at
one time editor of a farm publication,
who in 1953 had 300 measured acres in
cotton. His acreage allotment for 1954
was 40 acres. There are thousands of
instances in the State similar to the
case of a man at Utica, Miss., who had
280 acres in cotton last year, and re-
ceived an acreage allotment of 67 acres
for the next year. He would have to
turn his tenants out. They have a right
to make a living.

The purpose of the pending bill is fun-
damentally to remove such hardships
and inequities, so that people can make
a living in the production of cotton. The
bill provides that the acreage shall go
to the State on the basis of cotton pro-
ducing history, and that the State com-
mittee shall have the first call on that
acreage, to build up to 65 percent each
farmer who has been reduced below that
figure for the past 3 years of his average
planting. I think it is a very wholesome
measure.

In Mississippi we will get approxi-
mately 320,000 acres. It will require
150,000 acres to build up the allotments
of farmers whose allotments have been
reduced, to 65 percent of the average of
their past 3 years planting.

Under the terms of the amendment
submitted by my colleague [Mr. STEN-
nis]l and myself, the next call on each
State’s additional acreage will be used
to build up to 5 acres the allotment of
the 5-acre farmer who did not secure
sufficient acreage to give him the ex-
emption to which the law declared he
was entitled, In Mississippi that would
require, roughly, 11,500 acres. In ad-
dition, there would be more than 100,-
000 acres for general distribution to the
farmers of the State.

I think the bill would do a great
amount of good. It would prevent the
bankruptey of thousands of farmers in
the hill area of the State of Mississippi.
While I do not go along with the idea of
legislating economic advantage from
one section of the country to the other,
I was willing to support this proposal in
order to relieve hardships in the case of
thousands of growers in my own State.

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. EERR. Am I correct in under-
standing the distinguished Senator to
say that under the increased allotment
provided in the bill it would be possible,
in the State of Mississippi, to give the
farmers in the State sufficient additional
acreage so that they would all have 65
percent of their 3-year average?

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes.

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator not feel
that there should be provision in the bill
to do the same for other historic cotton
producing States?

Mr. EASTLAND. It is a question of
what has been learned from history.
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With respect to the State of Oklahoma,
which is so ably represented in part by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Oklahoma, the figures show that last
year Oklahoma harvested 993,000 acres
of cotton. In 1954 Oklahoma gets an
allotment of 1,098,000 acres of cotton.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of
the fact that, on the one hand, a part
of it cannot be used, and, on the other
hand, the State would have to have an
additional allotment of approximately
25,000 acres over and above what it will
receive under the terms of the bill, in
order for the same situation to prevail
in Oklahoma as my good friend has in-
dicated will prevail in his State?

Mr. EASTLAND. I do not know the
facts about Oklahoma; but I know that
if there is an allotment, it can certainly
be used. Oklahoma secures an allot-
ment roughly 100,000 acres greater than
the acreage on which it harvested cotton
last year,

Mr. KERR. Of course the Senator is
aware of the terrific drought in Okla-
homa in 1953, which prevented the har-
vesting of many acres of cotton which
had been allotted and planted.

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; I know about
the drought. I also know there was a
drought in Mississippi, and I believe
there was a drought in most of the other
Southern States. The point is, even
though they all suffered droughts, all of
them have taken terrific reductions.
Nevertheless the Senator's State gets an
increase of 100,000 acres.

Mr. KEERR. I desire to express my
appreciation to my good friend from
Mississippi for his statement. I am
happy that the great State of Mississippi
is faring as well as it is under the bill,
because I would be just as much inter-
ested in the State of Mississippi as I am
in the State of Oklahoma.

Mr. EASTLAND. Certainly we are
also interested in the State of Oklahoma.

Mr. KEERR. However, I have the feel-
ing that there is just as much reason why
the bill should contain a provision which
would permit the farmers of Oklahoma
to have the two-thirds of the 3-year
average, as there is for the other States.

Mr. EASTLAND. Every State has
earned its allotment on the basis of his-
tory. Every Southern State stands on
the same footing. Mississippi earned its
acreage by planting it.

Mr. KERR. Iam not objecting to Mis-
sissippi’s allotment. Iam merely asking
that Oklahoma be as well off as is Mis-
sissippi, on the basis of the individual
farmer.

Mr, EASTLAND. Historically that is
the case.

Mr. EERR. It might appear so from
what the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi has stated and believes to be
the fact. However, from the standpoint
of the individual allotments which have
been made to the farmers and which
will be followed under the bill if enacted
into law, it does not work out that way.

Mr. EASTLAND. There are three
States which certainly should have no
complaint under the bill. One of the
States is Oklahoma. Another is Arkan-
sas, which last year harvested 1,849,000
acres of cotton. Under the pending bill
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Arkansas would be allotted 1,847,000
acres, which is a reduction of 2,000 acres.
The remaining State is Missouri, which
last year harvested 494,000 acres. In
1954 it would get an allotment of 462,000
acres.

Mr. EERR. Is the Senator from Mis-
sissippi taking the position that the al-
lotment for this year is based solely upon
the amount of acreage the farmers were
able to harvest in 1953?

Mr. EASTLAND. No; I am not taking
that position. It is based on history. It
is based on what the States earned under
the formula contained in the pending
bill. There is one exception. It is the
provision that no State shall be reduced
more than 34 percent.

Mr. KERR. I understand. However,
there is a further provision contained in
the bill which, as I understand, would
give to the individual farmer an amount
equal to two-thirds of his 3-year average.

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; if the acreage
for the State will justify it; that is, if
the State has earned sufficient acreage
to justify its being done. In such a case
the gadget is effective. :

Mr. KERR. My good friend from
Mississippi bases his statement on the
record of 1953, which was adversely af-
fected by one of the worst droughts
Oklahoma has experienced, instead of
the 3-year average, which is the basis of
the allocation to the individual farmer.

Mr. EASTLAND. If Oklahoma is en-
titled to more acreage under the formula,
Mississippi is also entitled to more acre-
age, as is Alabama, Georgia, and South
Carelina.

Mr. KERR. I shall offer an amend-
ment which will give additional acreage
to Mississippi and Oklahoma and
Georgia and Alabama.

Mr. EASTLAND. If the Senator does
so, it will probably result in a veto of
the bill. When we were meeting with
representatives of the Department of
Agriculture we were given to understand
that the proposed agreement is one
which the administration will approve.

Mr. KERR. I appreciate the Sena-
tor’s point of view, but so far as the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is concerned, he
shall try to have enacted a bill which
will take care of the situation in Okla-
homa, even though the bill may be ve=
toed by both California and the White
House.

Mr. EASTLAND. I do not know any-
thing about that; but I do know that
Oklahoma fares as well under this bill
as does any other Southern State.

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like to
point out the fact that on July 1, 1953,
according to the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, which is the only authority
we have on the subject, Oklahoma had
1,158,000 acres of cotton in cultivation.
Under this bill it gets 1,098,283 acres.
Perhaps that is not as much acreage as
Oklahoma would like to have, but it is
fair and reasonable on the basis of what
all the other States had.

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

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. DANIEL. The junior Senator
from Texas would like to associate him=-
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self with the remarks made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Eastranp] and the distinguished Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. JoHN-
stoN]. I wish to congratulate the Sena-
tor from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
and the committee on the bill which
they have brought to the Senate. At the
same time I wish to state, as has been
stated by the Senators from South Caro-
lina and Mississippi, that there are some
provisions in the bill which we in Texas
do not like. We hope the conference
committee can make some improvements
in it relating to the distribution within
States and counties. However, because
it is an emergency measure, and because
of the fact that it has added to the total
allotment in our State approximately
1,300,000 acres, I believe it to be in the
best interest of the Senate to enact the
bill and then permit the matters in dis-
agreement to be worked out in confer-
ence, The junior Senator from Texas
will support the pending legislation, and
he congratulates the commitiee on the
fine work it has done.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like to
say that I had hoped to mention the
concluding sections of the bills and then
to have statements by other Senators
follow. It is difficult to yield back and
forth during a discussion of the bill.
However, I am glad to yield to my friend
from Arkansas,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like tfo
comment on one statement made by the
senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastzAND]. According to the report of
the committee, on July 1 the acreage
planted in Arkansas during 1953 was
2,112,000 acres. Under the bill the al-
lotment to Arkansas would be 1,847,000
acres.

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; but Arkansas
harvested 1,849,000 acres; as did Okla-
homa.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with what
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KErr]
said with reference to our having suf-
fered the misfortune of a severe drought.
The Senator from Mississippi and other
Senators have apparently made special
dispensation for the benefit of the Far
West. I should like to ask the Senator
from New Mexico what the justification
for it is. What is the justification for
the two different gadgets in the bill, giv-
ing added acreage to his own State and
to his neighbors, Arizona and California?
In other words, why is not the bill based
on the history of cotton production in all
the States? Why did not the committee
merely provide that the acreage which
has been stated by the Secretary of
Agriculture as being permitted—and
there is some difference of opinion as to
the interpretation—is hereby raised to
21 million acres, and the distribution
would be followed upon the basis of
history?

Mr. ANDERSON. I can give only my
own answer to the Senator’s question,
and I shall not presume to speak for
the States of Arizona and California.
If the Secretary of Agriculture wishes to
take Public Law 272, which was Senate
bill 1962, as introduced by me in the Sen-
ate in 1949, and which became the law
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of the land, and will follow its provisions
exactly in the 1954 growing season, I
would support him, and so would the
farmers in my State. It would mean a
reduction in the production of cotton
this year by approximately 2'2 million
bales, and would give an opportunity for
quotas to be taken off by the end of 1955,
and possibly by the end of 1954.

A strict application of that law would
very substantially reduce the amount of
cotton produced in a single year. The
Western States expand very rapidly in
their cotton production, because they
have a very easy way of producing it.
They have good, flat, level land and are
able to use cottonpickers and four-row
cultivators and many other devices, so
that the acreage expands rapidly in those
areas. :

But it was felt that the reduction was
too great. The Secretary of Agriculture
went to the conference of southern Gov=
ernors and said he would recommend
that the national acreage be increased
to approximately 21 million acres. We
felt that a bill which took a recognition
of the factor of growth in those western
areas was not an improper bill. The
original bill, introduced by the Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL], provided
that no cut should be more than 25 per-
cent, That matter went to a conference
of cotton-producing States and an at-
tempt was made to reach a compromise.
It was not agreed to at Fort Worth,
and it went before a meeting of the
American Farm Bureau Federation,
where a compromise was suggested that
no cut would be more than 272 percent.
All but two States seemed well satisfied
with the maximum of 27 percent.

The percentage mentioned did not ap-
ply to New Mexico because it has re-
duced its acreage as the Secretary re-
quested.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All the other
States did that.

Mr. ANDERSON. There were efforts
made to compromise it again, and a fig-
ure of 2915 percent was suggested. That
was provided, I believe, in the House
bill. The maximum cut that could be
made in any State was 29%2 percent.
Here the maximum cut is 34 percent,
which we thought was a very reasonable
and fair adjustment of the situation.

All I say is that if the proposed leg-
islation should be killed, no State would
be allowed to produce more than the
amount of cotton which is required to
make 10 million bales. I think approxi-
mately 17 million acres is more than
sufficient to produce 10 million bales. I
have never questioned it, but if the na-
tional acreage were cut down to 17,910,-
000 acres only for 1954, my State would
be highly pleased.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator ap-
parently did not understand me. I was
not making the point that it should not
be 21 million acres, although I think
there is doubt that that much is re-
quired. I am asking why California and
Arizona are given special consideration.
They are given a far greater participa-
tion than are the other States. I under-
stood the Senator to intimate a moment
ago that there were some special factors
making it difficult to reduce acreage in
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California. I want the Senator to ex-
plain why. I do not understand why it
is more difficult for California to reduce
acreage than it is for Arkansas and Mis-
sissippi to reduce acreage.

Mr. ANDERSON. We are getting into
questions that I did not think we would
get into.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
New Mexico is the most knowledgeable
man with reference to agriculture in the
Senate. If he cannot answer my ques-
tion, no one else can.

Mr. ANDERSON. A piece of land in
California on which water has not
previously been put can be irrigated so
that cotton can be grown upon it. Cot-
ton can be grown with an expenditure
of 215 acre-feet of water, whereas alfalfa
may require 3 or 4 acre-feet of water.
To cultivate alfalfa instead of cotton it
is necessary to redesign the pumps,
change the capacity of the concrete
ditches, and change the rapidity with
which the water flows across the land,
The cultivation of alfalfa is entirely dif-
ferent from the cultivation of cotton.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With reference to
cotton, the expenditures are made on a
basis wholly different from those made
in connection with some other crop.

Mr. ANDERSON. The situation in ir-
rigated areas is wholly different from
that in the rain belt. The question of
the size of the pump is involved, where
it should be installed, and how rapidly
the water should flow down the ditches
and onto the land. So it is a much more
expensive proposition. It requires a
very greatly increased initial invest-
ment. In the opinion of the farmers,
it is a very hazardous thing. One of the
reasons why I think the western farm-
ers are entitled to special consideration
is that if cotton quotas had been pro-
claimed for 1953 as the supply situation
seemed to require, many of these in-
vestments would not have been made.
They were made, and it is pretty serious
to impair them,

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. As soon as I have
concluded with the question asked by
the Senator from Arkansas,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That brings up a
question which I think the Senate ought
to know about. There is an implication
from the Senator’s remarks that there is
hardship on the farmers, as he calls
them. Is it not a fact that the largest
operators in California and Arizona are
not farmers in the sense of farmers in
my State, but are huge corporations? Is
it not a fact that a special tax dispensa-
tion was given to those corporations for
the very purpose for which we are now
proposing to reimburse them with extra
acreage? Were they not given special
tax dispensations, and is it not a fact
that the Anderson, Clayton & Co. and ifs
subsidiary, the Western Cotton Oil Co.,
have certificates of $15,791,000 for the
purpose of recompensing them for at
least a part of the expenditures which
the Senator has mentioned? Is not that
true?

Mr., ANDERSON. I think it is not
true.




172

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is in the record,
I believe.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not familiar
with the situation except to the extent
that I have been on the ranch in Cali-
fornia which was purchased by the
Anderson, Clayton & Co. I do not know
anything about the tax amortization.
The only tax amortization which they
could get would be for the construction
of gins or compresses to take care of the
cotton production of all California farms,
not only their own.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Can the Senator
tell me how many acres the Anderson-
Clayton Co. and its subsidiaries have?

Mr. ANDERSON, No; I cannot. At
one time I saw a news story in California
identifying me as a partner of Will Clay-
ton. I am deeply regretful that that
rumor is not correct. I do not know
anything about their income. I only
wish I had half of it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not see the
statement to which the Senator has
referred, but I certainly had no intention
of leaving any such impression. I have

" in my hand data which I believe to be
correct and which I shall offer for the
record a little later on, showing that
there was not a single tax dispensation
made in any State east of the Mississippi
River; at least, not in my State. The
only States given such special treatment
were Arizona, New Mexico, California,
and Texas. The certification was for a
total amount of more than $30 million.

I am not making an attack on New
Mexico. All I am trying to bring out is
the fact that there is no reason to give
special treatment to California and
Arizona, which are the principal bene-
ficiaries of this bill. I am not complain-
ing about the 21 million acres. I see no
justification at all for the special treat-
ment. They were given special tax
treatment for added expenditures they
made. Not only were they compensated
in that way, but we all know they have
had extremely profitable operations dur-
ing the past 3 years. We have only to
look at the Anderson-Clayton stock on
the stock exchange to see how it has
gyrated. X

In the State of California there are
only 8,000 farmers who produce cotton,
as compared with 100,000 in the State of
Arkansas. Yet, as the figures clearly
indicate, $30 million dispensations, $30
million tax certificates, were issued, and
$15,791,000 were to this one great cor-
poration.

Mr. ANDERSON. Every nickel of
that is for amortization on cotton gins
and cotton processing, and has nothing
to do with the business of farming. Not
a nickel of it went to a farmer in the
State of California.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think farmers in
the Arkansas delta would not agree that
cotton ginning has nothing to do with
cotton farming. I think the Senate
ought to be told how many acres in the
States receiving special consideration are
going to the large corporations, because
Congress legislates not simply for busi-
ness. It must take into consideration all
those who are engaged in this industry.
If it is only a question of the amount of
cotton which should be grown, I suppose
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we ought to abolish all the poor farmers
in the South. But that has not been the
purpose of such legislation in the past.
I do not see any justification for the
special acreage allotment to the 3 West-
ern States which are involved in 2 of the
gadgets in the pending bill.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not have the
floor.

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Am I to under-
stand the theory of the Senator from
Arkansas to be that the normal economic
development which has taken place in
various areas of the country should be
interfered with by Government action?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No, indeed. The
Senator from California completely mis-
understands my point. My point is that
a bill was agreed to by the people of the
Senator’s State and the people of other
States, setting up a formula for the allo-
cation of cotton planting. That was done
in 1950, and it is proposed to do it again,
but now it is desired to change the for-
mula. I see no reason why it is neces-
sary to change the formula. We have
already had interference with normal
cotton growing under the provisions of
the old bill. All I am complaining about
is that in so-called emergency legisla-
tion, which we have before us so sud-
denly, it is necessary to proceed to
change the fornmla.

The only fair way to proceed is to use
exactly the same basis for allocating
acreage, in this case perhaps 21 million
acres, as was provided in the previous
law, on which our cotton-producing his-
tory was built. Now it is proposed to
change the basis in so-called emergency
legislation. I can see no justification for
special treatment being given to 3 States,
especially to 2 of those States. I agree
that the State of New Mexico gets a very
very small bite under this proposal. The
greater part, of course, goes to Arizona
and California. I do not see any reason
forit. If there is economic justification,
or any other justification under the
basic history of the last 5 years, in due
course those States will get the benefits
for what they planted in 1953.

What is sought to be done by this bill
is to step up the benefits and to give spe-
cial privileges. I do not see the justifica-
tion for it. Certainly there is no jus-
tification from a humanitarian point of
view, the point of view of trying to help
people. The principal beneficiaries ob-
viously are huge corporations which
have gone into those States, and, be-
cause of their tremendous financial ca-
pacity, have been able to bring this acre-
age up from under 600,000 acres in 1950
to 1,400,000 acres. Compare that with
the acreage in the other States.

Who is it that is making the largest
contribution to the tremendous surplus
which is worrying everyone? It is the
same States who are the beneficiaries
of these special gadgets. I see no
reason to grant special privilege to in-
crease acreage for their benefit by the
terms of the bill.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I presume the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas knows
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that the State of California is taking a
most substantial cut under the whole
plan,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Not according to
the historical basis, but only when we
consider the production of last year,
which is not the basis of the legislation
oi. which we have been proceeding for
several years. In other words, by this
bill we are changing the basic rules.

Mr. ANDERSON. We are not chang=
ing a single basic rule. We are altering
for 1954 only the pattern, but the basic
law will remain the same. That is one
thing we are trying to preserve.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. 1 yield.

Mr. AIKEN. In view of the question
raised by the Senator from Arkansas,
does not the Senator from New Mexico
believe it would be a good idea to place
in the Recorp at this point the letter
addressed by the Secretary of Agriculture
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, under date of December 14,
1953, setting forth the Secretary’s rea-
sons for believing an increase of 3 mil-
lion acres planted in cotton would be
highly desirable?

I may say further that the bill was
written as it is because the committee
believed that a reduction of more than
34 percent in cotton acreage in 1 year
would be injurious to a number of States,
and no less injurious to California, New
Mexico, and Arizona than it would be to
South Carolina, Arkansas, Texas, or any
other State.

Speaking of special privilege, T may
further point out that there was an area,
including virtually all the State of Okla-
homa, portions of the Panhandle of
Texas, some of Arkansas, and possibly
portions of New Mexico, although I do
not believe there was much in New Mex-
ico, where in 1951 there was a heavy
abandonment of acreage of winter wheat,
and thousands upon thousands of acres
abandoned to wheat were planted to
cotton. Now we come to a year when we
have acreage allocations for both wheat
and cotton. Certain areas are privileged
to count the same acres twice in figuring
their allotments for both wheat and cot-
ton for this year. If we are going to do
away with all special privilege, we should
take care of such a situation as that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT., Am I to understand
that the Secretary of Agriculture recom-
mended a special privilege for California?

Mr. AIKEN. The Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry decided that 34 per-
cent——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No, no. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has a letter from the
Secretary of Agriculture. Did the Sec-
retary recommend a special privilege for
California?

Mr. AIKEN. So far as I know, the
Secretary of Agriculture has not recom-
mended special privileges for anyone.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not under-
stand why the committee has done so.

Mr. AIKEEN. The Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry has not done so.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is the justi-
fication for the California allocation? I
have not yet heard it.
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Mr. AIKEN. The Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry has great regard for
the economy of the entire country and
for the producers of every commodity,
wherever they may be located. Does the
Senator from Arkansas believe that re-
stricting cotton acreage reduction to 34
percent for any one area of the country
is wrong?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. California was
aware of the law, and agreed to it when
it was passed, and California was given
special tax dispensation for investments
made in facilities there.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
Arkansas advocate recommitting the bill
and letting the law stand as it is? Why
does not the Senator move to recommit
the bill and let everyone go back to the
present law if he likes it so well?

All the Senator needs to do is to move
to recommit the bill, and he will have a
law already in existence with which he is
perfectly well satisfied.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe
that is an answer to my inquiry with re=
spect to the justification of special acre-
age. If California is to take that atti-
tude, I think the Senator from Arkansas
is entitled to know what reasons moti-
vated the committee to grant this
privilege.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAr-
RETT in the chair). Without objection,
the request of the Senator from Vermont
tc have printed in the Recorp the letter
of the Secretary of Agriculture is
granted.

The letter is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, December 14, 1953.
Hon. GeorGE D. AIKEN,
Chairman, Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry,
United Staies Senate.

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: On October 9, pur-
suant to provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
Jjustment Act of 19838, as amended, I an-
nounced .a national cotton marketing quota
of 10 million (500-pound gross weight) bales
and a national cotton acreage allotment of
17,910,448 acres for the 1954 crop. I acted in
accordance with the legislative provisions of
the act and had no authority to adjust or
change the quota level or the acreage allot=-
ment specified to produce cotton at the
quota level.

On several recent occaslons I have ex-
pressed my great concern over this severe
production adjustment with its attendant
hardship on many farmers, and in fact on
the whole Cotton Belt economy. I have also
publicly indicated that I would urge Con-
gress to make a reasonable increase in the
minimum national marketing quota specified
in the act for the year 1954, so that the ad-
justment of cotton supplies could be spread
out over 2 or more years instead of attempt-
ing to accomplish it within a single year.

The basic work in establishing individual
farm cotton acreage allotments has proceeded
to the point where it is abundantly clear
that the currently announced national acre-
age allotment will result in grossly inequi-
table farm acreage allotments in many cases.
If the allotments remain unchanged they
will create undue hardship for many cotton
farmers, as well as other segments of the cot-
ton industry.

An appraisal of the program as developed
to date indicates that an additional 3 mil-
lion acres would make it possible to substan-
tially correct the more serious inequities in
individual farm acreage allotments, and to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

bring such allotments more nearly in line
with plantings in recent years. A national
allotment of this size, when adjusted for
historical underplanting and normal aban=
donment, could be expected with average
harvested yields of the past 5 years to pro-
duce about 10.5 million bales of cotton. A
crop of this size should result in a material
reduction in our cotton stocks. Thus, even
with the proposed increase in the national
allotment, a good start would be made
toward adjusting cotton supplies.

I, therefore, desire to recommend to the
Congress that action be taken at the earliest
possible date to increase the 1854 cotton
acreage allotment to 21 million acres, thus
providing latitude for correcting individual
farm hardship cases. I also recommend
that this additional acreage be apportioned
to farms in such a way as to correct sub-
stantially the more serious inequities in
individual farm acreage allotments.

I have expressed regret that producers had
not previously reached agreement on the
apportionment of an increase in the national
allotment, in order to facilitate the neces-
sary action by Congress. While I have not
had an opportunity to examine the proposal,
I understand that representatives of major
cotton producer groups have now reached
general agreement on these questions. This
is a very encouraging development and seems
to be very much in accord with our thinking
on the subject. The Department of Agri-
culture will support the provisions of such
an agreement if it will lessen the hardship
of severe acreage reductions, provide an
equitable basis for the apportionment of the
increased allotment among individual farms,
and still provide for a reduction in total cot-
ton supplies.

The Department is gathering detailed in-
formation on the currently authorized farm
allotments. It expects to be in position by
the time Congress reconvenes to recommend
specific amendments to the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act which will carry out the broad
policy recommendations made above.

Sincerely yours,
E. T. BENSON,
Secretary.

Mr., ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
now yield to the distinguished junior
Senator from Arizona, who has bheen
seeking recognition.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
an effort to attempt to answer some of
the questions propounded by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas, I
wish to state, with respect to Arizona,
if the matter were left to what the
Senator terms large cotton interests—
and he has not mentioned all of them—
those whom the Senator mentioned are
not land owners; they are ginners.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator
stating that they own no cotton-produc-
ing facilities?

Mr. GOLDWATER. They are not
large owners of cotton-producing facili-
ties.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Would the Sena-
tor place in the REcorp the number of
acres they control?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not have
that information.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then how does
the Senator know they are not large
producers?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am attempting
to answer the basic question of the Sena-
tor from Arkansas. If it were up to the
people who are termed large cotton
growers in the State, of whom there are
substantial numbers, I agree they would
be unanimously in favor of retaining the
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restriction of 17,900,000 acres, because if
they should go through, as they would be
able to do this year, with a low amount
of cotton planting next year, it would
bring a tidal wave of cotton in the
Southwestern area, and in the next
period of allocation the Southern States,
and the Senator's own State, would suf-
fer from it.

This action, of course, was asked and
suggested by the Farm Bureau, and
agreed to by the Senators and Repre-
sentatives from the States of New Mex-
ico, Arizona, California, and also Texas,
because there are a large number of
small planters in new producing areas
of those States. Consider, for instance,
the southwestern area of Arizona, under
the project called the Welton-Mohawk,
which came into being only last year.
We need 22,000 acres of land available
for cultivation this year.

We find in the southeastern section of
Arizona, in Cochise County, a similar
situation, where the cultivation of cotton
has a history of only a year or two. Ari-
zona, California, New Mexico, have had
a history of growing cotton that extends
back, in any substantial amount, only fo
about 1950. With the start of the war
our country needed more cotton than the
South and the State about which the
Senator from Arkansas is concerned
could produce, so the Government went
and urged the farmers to the west in in=-
crease the planting of cotton.

Our land can produce cotton at re-
markably low rates. In Texas it can be
produced at 13'5 cents a pound, in Ari-
zona at 20 cents, which is substantially
lower than it can be produced for else-
where in the United States,

Eventually, no matter how we may
word the law, no matter how much our
distinguished friends from the South like
it or dislike it, the production of cotton
is going to move to the Southwest and
the West because of the cheapness of
production costs. Likewise, we in the
West, who have been producing cattle
are resigned to the fact that ultimately
the rich States of the South will produce
much of the cattle we have been pro=-
ducing in our section.

I merely desired to explain that this
request for a small increase of acreage
is on behalf of the little growers in Ari-
zona and California.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
hope the Senator from Arkansas will not
have any confusion in his mind as to
what the bill would accomplish, and will
realize that every dollar of money he is
talking about relates to tax-amortization
concessions made in order to bring gins
and compresses into areas in the West.

The Anderson, Clayton & Co., as I re-
call the situation on the ranch referred
to, grows cotton on about 20,000 acres out
of 1,400,000 acres in the State of Cali-
fornia. If the cotton acreage should be
cut down greatly, as would be done un-
der the existing law, Anderson-Clayton
could stand it because it has many other
sources of income. But the small farm-
ers would be in trouble. I have met
some of the farmers in California in the
past few months—supplementing the re=
marks which the distinguished majority
leader [Mr. Knowranp] and the junior
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Senator from California [Mr. KucHEL]
have made—and I know that if the na-
tional quota is left at 10 million bales,
as the present law requires, the large
corporations that have one or two tracts
are not going to worry about it, but the
farmers who are in desperate need be-
cause they are small operators are going
to be in great distress.

I do not believe there is a dollar in
that list that the Senator from Arkan-
sas referred to that ever went into the
development of cotton acreage. The
money that Anderson-Clayton paid was
paid for a developed ranch, including
2,000 acres in melons, and that has noth-
ing to do with ginning operations.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, 58 of the gins of
the Anderson, Clayton & Co. and the
Western Cotton Oil Co. were, of course,
granted accelerated amortization. Of a
total of 133 for the States of California,
Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas, 58 were
granted to Anderson-Clayton and its
subsidiary, the Western Cotton Oil Co.,
which would indicate they have a very
substantial acreage. I have tried to find
out what the acreage is, but apparently
that is a great secret. In my opinion,
the committee ought to be able to tell
the Senate just what the situation is.

I am leading up to the point that Sen-
ators keep talking about the small farm-
ers in Arizona ancd California. Of
course, there are small farmers in Ar-
kansas, in Georgia, and everywhere else.
Does the Senator know what the average
acreage is per farmer or per voter in
California?

Mr. ANDERSON. No, but it is very
substantially larger.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is about four
times as much; is it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would not try to
give the figure, because I do not know it.
But I point out that the distinguished
junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
StENNIs] brought out before the com-
mittee a few days ago that there were
18 counties in his State in which not a
single farmer got more than the allot-
ment. That would be unheard of in the
West. In the State of California a man
who wanted to operate 5 acres would be
committed to an insane asylum.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think 35 acres
is the average in California, and 44 in
Arizona. Senators come before us and
base their case on the hardship imposed
on various farmers. Of course, condi-
tions are hard on everyone, but rela-
tively how do Senators make a case for
any special privileges to a State which
has an average of 44 acres per voter as
compared with a State with an average
of 5 acres, as I believe the figure is in
Mississippi? I think it is 12-plus, nearly
13, in Arkansas, That is a third or fourth
as many.

If we are to take action based on con-
cern for the individual, we can make a
better case. We can ask special privi-
leges in Arkansas. I am only opposing
giving special privileges and dispensa-
tions to States which need them least
of all. Based on the statistics and the
figures which I read in the hearings, the
last places which really need special
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privilege are California or Arizona.
They have already the largest cotton
acreage per person. As we have been
told just now by the Senator from Ari-
zona, they can produce cotton very eco-
nomically. There is some question
about that, incidentally. We have to
evaluate how much the Federal Govern-
ment has poured in. I would certainly
file a caveat that they cannot produce
it cheaper than it is produced in our
good delta country, if the special privi-
leges are equalized.

I am not trying to have taken away
from the States anything that belongs
to them according to the law under
which we have been living for the past
several years. The only thing I am ask-
ing is why they cannot live under the
same law. I think they can. I think
they are better off today per capita or in
any other way; I know they are. I have
not heard any justification in fact for
a special privilege to these three States.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, one
of the factors in the consideration given
Western States was that if we turn loose
a million acres in California and Arizona
of higher production land, and throw it
into alfalfa, we can calculate pretty well
what the alfalfa price will be across the
country. If we throw it into potatoes,
we know what would happen to the po-
tato producers across this Nation. Large
groups discussed this at Forth Worth
and Chicago, and what we did was based
on our desire to keep Arizona and Cali-
fornia from entering into competition
with the other States which are produc-
ing crops already near a surplus position.

I again wish to say that the whole
story of the acreage in California owned
by the large corporation would not be
very difficult to obtain. Although I do
not know the operations of Anderson,
Clayton & Co. as well as I should, yet
I feel reasonably safe in saying that
Anderson, Clayton & Co. do not plant
more than 20,000 acres of cotton in any
State. In all the States put together,
I believe the only large cotton plantation
they have is the one in California; and
I believe they bought it to keep that
cofton from going to a rival gin.

I yield now to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, first of
all, as a new Senator I should like to
tell my colleagues in the Senate how
deeply appreciative I am of the coop-
eration of the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERsSON], the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTranp]l, and the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE],
who formed a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry in
discussing and working on this entire
cotton question.

A year ago I infroduced a piece of
legislation at the request of the cotton
growers in California. They were ap-
prehensive that at the next planting the
Secretary of Agriculture would announce
an allotment which would restrict the
acreage in California perhaps by as
much as one-half. As a matter of fact,
when the acreage allotments were made,
the result was a cut of more than one-
half in California.
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At that time the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry considered the pro-
posed legislation I had introduced, but
did not approve if.

Meanwhile, with cotton quotas being
put into effect across the entire cotton
belt, the Secretary of Agriculture re-
quested emergency legislation at this ses-
sion. I believe I can tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent, that one of my memories of the
time I have spent in the Senate will be
that of sitting in a subcommittee, listen-
ing to the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AnpErson] and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastrArp] and seeing them write what
I am sure constitutes the best type of
compromise legislation in a very difficult
situation.

I listened to the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FoLericHT ] state a few moments
ago that the cotton acreage in California
was controlled by big business. I deny
that, Mr. President.

I wish to indicate one figure which I
believe will bear somewhat upon the sub-
ject. In 1950, when the Secretary of
Agriculture proclaimed cotton quotas in
the United States, 9,684 farms in Cali-
fornia were given allotments. One thou-
sand, two hundred and seventy-seven
farms of that number represented allot-
ments fo cotton farms of 5 acres or less,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield to me?

Mr. EUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Can the Senator
from California tell the Senate how
many acres Anderson, Clayton & Co. and
its subsidiaries farm and control in
California?

Mr. KUCHEL. Iregret tostate to the
Senator from California that I do not
have that particular statistic; but if he
deems it relevant, I shall be glad to ob-
tain it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do think it is
relevant. I tried to obtain it from the
Department of Agriculture, but no one
there could supply it.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, let
me say that I do not believe it is a
fieure with which the Department of
Agriculture concerns itself. The De=
partment does not go around inquiring
about the ownership of tracts of land.

But I believe that the Anderson=
Clayton firm owns and controls approxi-
mately 38,000 acres of land of all kinds
in California. Approximately 20,000
acres of it go into the production of
cotton; about 2,000 acres of it normally
go into the production of melons; and
the rest in alfalfa. That was the pat-
tern the last time I drove by the farm,
and I believe it is the only farm owned
by that company.

I have said that I know something of
the reason which compelled that com-
pany to buy that farm.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does that include
the Western Cotton Oil Co.?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, when
the allotments were made, acreage in
California was cut more than one-half.
I believe that represents a potential loss
to the economy of California of between
$150 million and $200 million.
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from California yield for a
question?

Mr. KUCHEL. No, Mr. President; I
prefer to conclude my very brief state-
ment. I shall not speak very long.

I am sure it seemed to the subcom-
mittee that it would not be proper to
prepare a bill under which some States
would suffer, as in the case of Arkansas,
approximately 10 percent, whereas other
States would suffer a vastly greater
amount.

Finally, on the recommendation of the
farmers of the United States, the sub-
committee recommended that no State
should be cut more than 34 percent.
And that is what the bill before the
Senate provides.

Only two States—namely, Arizona and
California—would benefit by that pro-
vision. That is another way of saying
that no State affected by the proposed
legislation with which we deal today
would have a cut of more than 34 per-
cent in its cotton economy.

Mr. President, how else can we find a
basis upon which to write a fair piece of
legislation of this kind? If anyone were
to object, if anyone were to offer amend-
ments to this bill, it seems to rhe it
should be either the Senators from Ari-
zona or the Senators from California,
the States that are cut 34 percent under
this measure. Yet I am glad to say that
the Senators from Arizona and the Sen-
ators from California are satisfied with
what is a fair and just compromise, and
will support it as a l-year emergency
stopgap bill. They hope that the amend-
ments which will be offered on the floor
will be rejected in their entirety.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator irom California yield at this
time for a question?

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator from New
Mexico has the floor.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a
moment ago the senior Senator from
Oklahoma attempted to ask me a ques-
tion. I must confess that subsequently
I forgot about it, and yielded to other
Senators.

At this time I am very glad to yield
to the Senator from Oklahoma for a
question, or I shall be glad to yield the
floor, as he may prefer.

Mr. EERR. I shall be glad to ask the
Senator from New Mexico a question or
two.

I should like to say that I am seeking
information. I tried to ask the Senator
from Arizona a question, but he declined
to yield. ThenI tried to ask the Senator
from California a question, but he de-
clined to yield.

So I am very grateful to the Senator
from New Mexico for yielding for a ques-
tion or two.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. EERR. In order that the REcorp
may be clear as to the meaning of cer-
tain provisions of the bill, I should like
to ask some questions relative to the
release and reallocation of acreage, both
as to the manner and as to the timing,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Beginning in line 20, on page 3 of the
bill, we find the following:

(2) Any part of any 1954 farm cotton acre-
age allotment on which cotton will not be
planted and which is voluntarily surrendered
to the county committee shall be deducted
from the allotment to such farm and may
be reapportioned by the county committee to
other farms in the same county receiving al-
lotments in amounts determined by the
county committee to be fair and reasonable—

On a certain basis.

Does the Senator from New Mexico
believe it is accurate to interpret that
provision to mean that such voluntary
surrender by one farmer to the county
committee may be made at any time up
to the end of planting time for that
county?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I will say to
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa that I so interpret it; and I would
call his attention to the fact that in
1950 an almost identical hardship provi-
sion was written into the bill then pend-
ing. Under its terms, several hundred
thousand acres of cotton land were tem-
porarily surrendered to the county com-
mittees, and were reallocated by the
county committees to farms requiring
additional acreage. No time limit was
specified in the bill then; and for the
sake of the legislative intent, let us say
that no time limit is specified in this
bill. It can be done any time by the
individual farmer surrendering the acre-
age to the county committee; and it may
be reallocated by the county committee
at any time prior to planting.

Mr. KERR. To other farmers within
the county.

Mr. ANDERSON. To other farmers
in the county having allotments.

Mr. EERR. I thank the Senator.

Reading further from page 4, begin-
ning aft line 5:

If all of the allotted acreage voluntarily
surrendered is not needed in the county,
the county committee may surrender the
excess acreage to the State committee to be
used for the same purposes as the State acre-
age reserve under subsection (e) of this
section.

I should like to ask the Senator from
New Mexico if he would interpret that
language to mean that the surrender
of unused acreage back to the State by
the counties, and the reallocation by the
State to other counties within the State,
would also be without time limit, in the
year for which the allocation is made.

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the
Senator from Oklahoma that that also
is without time limit. A special provi-
sion was written into the 1949 act for
the State of Oklahoma, because it had
an unusual problem. The planting of
cotton was shifting from one area of the
State to another, as the distinguished
Senator well knows. Had this provision
been in the law at that time, it would
not have been necessary to allow Okla-
homa to have a special 15-percent re-
serve, because counties not using the
acreage could have surrendered it, and
it could have been used by the other
counties. However, at that time this
provision had not been thought of, and
Oklahoma could not do that. Therefore
it was necessary to give Oklahoma spe-
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cial consideration, because of the trans-
fer of cotton production from one end
of the State to the other.

It is the intention of this provision
to make possible the very thing which
was needed in Oklahoma at that time,
and which, in my opinion, is needed in
Texas now. I do not think the Senators
from Texas agree with me completely
as to how much could be transferred, but
I think a fairly large acreage could be
transferred there. No effort is made to
establish any time limit whatever.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator for
his answer. I appreciate his tribute to
the distinguished former Senator from
Oklahoma who, in 1949, was a member
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. I mustsay thatin the opinion
of the present senior Senator from Okla-
homa, if we had a member on the Com=
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry in
1954, Oklahoma might come as near
being a special beneficiary of the act as
the senior Senator from Oklahoma
thinks California is. I was addressing
my questions to the meaning of the pro-
posed legislation in 1954, which, as I
understand, is applicable to all the
States.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask one
further question in that connection.

Mr. ANDERSON. I was not trying to
say that Oklahoma received preferential
treatment in 1949. It had a problem,
and the Congress tried very hard to meet
that problem by providing that Okla-
homa might set aside a 15 percent re-
serve, as against a 10 percent reserve
somewhere else, not as something which
was preferential, but something which
was required by the facts of life within
that individual State.

Mr. KERR. As I recall, under that
provision Oklahoma did not receive an
additional allotment not participated in,
on the basis of the historical back-
ground, by all other States.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask the
Senator a further guestion. Would the
Senator’s interpretation as to the sur-
render by farmers within the county for
reallocation within the county and also
by counties back to the States, followed
by reallocation by the State committee
within the State, apply equally to all the
cotton acreage allocated to the State, as
well as to the additional acreage provided
for in this bill?

Mr. ANDERSON. I have my own
opinion, and I am reinforced by the leg=
islative counsel for the committee. My
opinion is that it applies to all of it.

Mr., KERR. That is the opinion of
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. ANDERSON. If we are in agree=
ment on that point, we have almost fixed
the legislative history.

Mr. KERR. I wanted to be sure that
the Recorp disclosed that that was the
interpretation of the committee.

Mr. ANDERSON. I assure the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Okla-
homa that that was the intent of the
committee.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator for
that answer.
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I should like to ask the Senator one
further question, which does not relate
to information about the bill.

The senior Senator from Oklahoma, in
listening to the junior Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GoLpwaTErR] a while ago,
thought he understood the Senator from
Arizona to say that the allocations in
this bill were as requested and agreed
to by the Farm Bureau Federation. Did
the Senator from New Mexico hear that
statement by the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. I heard the
statement. I shall not try to interpret
it.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator very
much.

Mr. ANDERSON. Asa matter of fact,
many conferences have been held.
There was a conference held at Fort
Worth, which was sponsored, I believe,
by the Farm Bureau Federation. There
was a subsequent conference to which,
for obvious reasons, I was not invited.
It was not held by Farm Bureau groups,
but by another group, who were trying
to alter some things which some of us
had planned. There was a subsequent
meeting held in Chicago by the Farm
Bureau Federation.

Many persons have tried their best to
arrive at a solution for this problem.
There was an approval of this particular
method by the Farm Bureau Federation.
I mention that fact because the distin-
guished senior Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EastLanDp], and I had some discus-
sion on the subject, and we arrived at a
formula not quite the same as that in
the bill. Our formula did not include
additional acreage for Arizona and Cali-
fornia by limiting reductions to 34 per-
cent. It is interesting to note that it was
as a result of efforts by Members from
Southern States that the decision to give
additional acreage to California and
Arizona was written into the act.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not quite un-
derstand the Senator’s statement. Does
he mean to say that the idea of a special
allotment for certain States originated
with Members from the Southern
States?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. Isaythatwhen
the distinguished senior Senator from
Mississippi, and I tried to reach an un-
derstanding, it was decided that there
would be 21 million acres, plus the hard-
ship allowance of 1'% percent. That de-
cision was transmitted to a meeting in
Chicago attended by Farm Bureau rep-
resentatives from all the cotton-produc-
ing States. The States of Arizona and
California were greatly outnumbered.
The proposal now before the Senate,
providing that there shall be no cut
greater than 34 percent, came out of that
meeting, in which, as I say, a great many
Southern States were represented. I
therefore feel that they were entirely
satisfied with that proposal.

I should like to conclude my discussion
with respect to section 4. Does the Sen-
ator from Arkansas have any questions
as to that section?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not wish to
have any misapprehension left in the
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Recorp. I wish only to say that I do not
believe that the cotton producers of my
State feel that they agreed to the pro-
vision with respect to a special acreage
for California, It is not my impression
that they feel they agreed. I do not
know whether the Senator is saying that
in his opinion they agreed.

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall be happy to
have the Senator correct me if my state-
ment is not accurate. I think the deci-
sion of the Farm Bureau meeting in Chi-
cago on this subject was unanimous.
There was no conflicting opinion when
they finally came fo the settlement of it.
Walter Randolph appeared before our
committee as the representative of the
Farm Bureau, and he voiced no objection
to this provision. In fact, he supported
it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. He is not from my
State.

Mr. ANDERSON. No. He is from
Alabama, but he represented all the
Farm Bureau organizations. I did not
mean to go into that question. I meant
only to say that there were Senators
from Southern States on the committee.
They tried to solve this problem in what
they considered to be an equitable
fashion.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. One point has
been mentioned by the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas which we have
failed to clear up, and which I believe
should be cleared up for the record.
There is the possibility that his remarks
with respect to tax amortization privi-
leges might be construed as applying to
the land. I should like to make it clear
that they do not apply to the land. Tax
amortization certificates have been is-
sued to cotton ginners and oil proces-
sors in the West. In the East similar
certificates have been issued applying
to other phases of agriculture. I did
not wish to leave any misapprehension
in the RECORD.

The distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas mentioned special privileges ac-
corded to cotton growers of Arizona,
California, and New Mexico. I did not
want the tax amortization privileges to
be included among them. The distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas has
visited Arizona repeatedly. He is one of
the most welcome visitors we have. I
am sure he refers to the special privilege
our farmers enjoy because of the de-
lightful sunshine, the fine weather, and
the pleasant and industrious people who
live in that State. I am sure he does not
intend at all to allude to any special
grants from the Government.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
should like to finish with section 4 of the
bill. Section 4 relates to the potato
situation. In a joint resolution passed
by Congress either in 1949 or 1950 pro-
vision was made that unless the potato
growers adopted a system of controls
they would not be eligible for price sup-
ports on potatoes. I must plead guilty
to having drawn up the original amend-
ment. It was offered by the former
Senator from Illinois, Mr. Lucas. It was
subsequently supported by many Sena-
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tors, and I believe the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horrann] finally introduced
the successful joint resolution.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
New Mexico is mistaken in that regard.
The distinguished senior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] introduced
the joint resolution. He was joined in
its introduction by the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. ANDERSON. I apologize to the
former chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry. However,
provision was made that price supports
could not be given fo the growers of
potatoes. In presenting the joint reso-
lution it was not the intention that the
Secretary of Agriculture should not have
the right to make use of section 32 funds.
We never dreamed that could happen
until an interpretation was made by the
Department of Agriculture to the effect
that the joint resolution forbade the use
of section 32 funds. Therefore, the
pending bill contains a provision making
it possible to use section 32 funds for
supporting the price of Irish potatoes.

Mr. KEERR and Mr. ELLENDER ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BarRreTT in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from New Mexico yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield first to the
Senator from Louisiana,

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, in-
asmuch as my name has been men-
tioned, I am sure the Senator from New
Mexico will recall that we tried to
amend the law so as to leave discre=-
tionary power in the hands of the Sec-
retary with respect to potatoes; but be-
cause of the insistence of the Senators
from the potato-growing States that a
mandatory provision should be enacted
into law, the joint resolution referred to
was finally adopted in the present form
of the law. We would have readily
agreed to discretionary power.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. KEERR. The Senator from New
Mexico referred to section 32 funds. Can
he tell the Senate how much money is
available in that fund?

Mr. ANDERSON. I will be able to
tell the Senator in a moment. I believe
it is approximately $400 million,

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator also able
to refresh our memory as to the percent-
age of that fund which the law pertain-
ing to it permits the Secretary to use
with reference to any commodity which
is available to be supported by such
funds?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not certain,
but I believe it is 25 percent.

Mr. EERR. Then under section 4 of
the pending bill the Secretary of Agri-
culture would be permitted to use up to
$100 million in supporting the price of
Irish potatoes. Is that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe that is
correct. However, he would be restricted
by the provision that he could buy only
what he could readily dispose of.
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Mr. KERR. Does the section provide
how the Secretary of Agriculture may
readily dispose of the potatoes?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. Ihave the an-
swer to the Senator’s previous question.
I have before me the Department of
Agriculture handbook. It states that
under section 32 the amount of money
available is $402,200,000. My answer
with respect to 25 percent is correct.

Mr. KERR. The bill contains the
provision that in 1954 the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to use $100,-
500,000 to support the price of Irish pota-
toes. Is that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe theoreti-
cally he could do so. I do not believe
that practically it could be done.

Mr. EERR. Will the Senator from
New Mexico explain why the Secretary
could not do so?

Mr. ANDERSON. Because I do not
believe any Secretary of Agriculture
would hold that he could buy $100 mil-
lion worth of Irish potatoes and dispose
of them advantageously.

Mr. KERR. But it would be within
his legal authority to do so if the bill be-
came law?

Mr. ANDERSON. If he should fol-
low the criterion set up in the bill, it
would be in his power to do so.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator from
New Mexico enlighten the Senate as to
what part of a cotton-emergency meas-
ure section 4 is, inasmuch as it author=-
jzes the Secretary of Agriculture to
spend $100 million in 1954 to support
the price of Irish potatoes?

Mr. ANDERSON. If is not a part of
the cotton-emergency measure. The
Senator is getting onto ground that
probably we should not be entering. I
suggested in eommittee the subject
should be treated in a separate bill. On
the other hand, the interpretation of the
Department of Agriculture was obviously
contrary to what Congress intended, so
I agreed with others to put it in this bill.
I firmly believe that the Secretary of
Agriculture has the authority now to
spend and can spend, up to $100 million.
The Solicitor General does not agree
with me. Realizing that he is a lawyer
and I am not, I thought it would be de-
sirable to correct the situation in the
pending legislation.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico admit that the
proposed section 4 has nothing whatever
to do with the emergency situation with
reference to cotton acreage and cotton
planting this year?

Mr. ANDERSON. I will admit it.

Mr. KEERR. Would the Senator feel,
insofar as germaneness and applicability
are concerned, that an amendment to
the bill requiring the Secretary of Agri-
culture to support the price of beef cat-
tle on the hoof at 90 percent would be
just as much a part of the cotton-emer-
gency bill as is the provision with refer-
ence to Irish potatoes?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I would not
agree, because I believe in my own heart
that Congress never intended to take
away from the Secretary of Agriculture
the right to use section 32 funds to sup-
port the price of Irish potatoes. I be-

lieve Congress did not intend to do it,
c—12
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and that the interpretation made by the
Department of Agriculture is a little bit
on the whimsical side, to say the least.
I thought perhaps it was desirable, if the
Secretary of Agriculture did not want to
do it, to say that he did not have the
authority. I believe he does have the
authority.

Mr. EERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa would like to aline himself with
the Senator from New Mexico in ac-
knowledging the possibility of whimsical
action on the part of the Department of
Agriculture as now constituted. How-
ever, I do not believe the Senator un-
derstood my question. If he understood
it, I do not believe he answered it. I
asked him, insofar as the provisions of
law are concerned, whether it would not
be just as applicable to amend the
emergency cotton acreage allotment bill
so as to provide mandatory provisions
to support the price of beef cattle, as it
is to authorize the expenditure of $100
million now on hand for the support of
the price of Irish potatoes?

Mr. ANDERSON. I tried to answer it
by saying that a proposal requiring the
Secretary of Agriculture in mandatory
fashion to support the price of beef cat-
tle at 90 percent of parity in my opinion
is quite different from a provision which
permits him to do what I believe he al-
ready has the power to do.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator admit
that such an amendment would be just
as much in order as section 4 of the
pending bill?

Mr. ANDERSON,
be in order; yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like to
yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND. Will the Senator per-
mit me to make a brief statement on
the background of the potato amend-
ment?

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico has asked that he
be allowed to yield the floor. I am per-
fectly willing to yield to other Sen-
ators, but I should like to complete my
statement.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wonder whether the Senator from New
Mexico would yield to me for two very
brief questions, which I believe he can
answer immediately. I should like to
have the answers for my own informa-
tion.

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be very glad
to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico yield; if so,

to whom?
I will yield first to

T believe it would

Mr. ANDERSON.
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be very happy
to yield to other Senators when I have
completed my statement.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr,
EvrenpEr] and I were the joint authors
of the amendment in its final form which
struck out the provision in the then
existing law for the support of Irish
potatoes.

It was our intention simply to strike
out the possibility of any further sup-
port-price program as that term is gen-
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erally recognized—a mandatory price=
support program or any other price-sup-
port program in the normal usage of the
term—and there was no intention what-
ever to strike Irish potatoes off the list of
agricultural commodities or to put them
under different treatment from other
commodities which are entitled to the
use of portions of section 32 funds when-
ever surpluses should justify that use
under other provisions of law.

So, Mr. President, when the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho [Mr.
WEeLKER] came before the commitiee,
stating that the potato producers of
Idaho did have surplus production of
potatoes this year which they wanted to
have handled under the school-lunch
program or some other similar program,
and had been confronted with a ruling
by a former solicitor of the Department
of Agriculture, to the effect that the
amendment of the Senator from Louisi=-
ana and myself was so broad as to pre-
vent that use, we both felt, and the com=~
mittee felt, that there was no such rea-
sonable interpretation to be placed upon
our amendment, and that by all means
Irish potatoes ought to be restored to
the list of agricultural commeodities and
be given the same right which every
other agricultural commodity has under
the law for the use, if needed, of portions
of section 32 funds.

Therefore, this amendment is in the
bill. It was simply to place Irish pota-
toes in the same position as livestock
and other agricultural crops. The larg-
est amount of recent use of such funds
has been for the livestock industry, and
the purpose of this amendment is to
permit Irish potatoes to regain and re=-
take their place in the list of agricul-
tural commodities which are entitled to
relief through section 32 funds.

As to the amount, every other agri-
cultural commodity stands on the same
basis, and there is no more reason for
assuming that the full $100 million, if
that is 25 percent of the total, would
be used on Irish potatoes than there
would be that it is to be used in full on
citrus or prunes or raisins or apples or
peaches or pears or any of the other
numerous commodities where section 32
funds have been used.

The whole result of the amendment
would simply be to restore Irish potatoes
to their rightful place with reference to
the use of section 32 funds in the family
of agricultural products, so that they
would at least have equal standing in
connection with the use of some of the
section 32 funds to relieve their distress.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not have the
floor.

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall be glad to
yield so that the Senator from Oklahoma
may ask a question.

Mr. KERR. As I understood the Sen-
ator from Florida, he said that section
32 funds were being used for the live-
stock industry.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator explain
what he had reference to, so that I may
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acquire some information which I do not
now have?

Mr., HOLLAND. I understood that a
very substantial amount of those funds
had been used with respect to the pur-
chase of canned meat for the direct pur-
pose of assisting the livestock industry.
I have in my office a statement of the
total amount used. I do not recall the
amount at the moment, but it was quite
large. My statement was to remind the
Senator from Oklahoma, if he had for-
gotten it, that the livestock industry is
already on terms of parity with every
other agricultural commodity, insofar as
the use of section 32 funds is concerned,
with the sole exception of Irish potatoes,
and the purpose of the amendment is to
restore Irish potatoes to the position
from which it should never have been
taken.

Mr. EERR. I should like to remind
the distinguished Senator that if he is
referring to the $100 million which the
Secretary has spent for hamburger meat
and canned meat, it has been for the
benefit of the packers and not for the
benefit of meat producers.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from
New Mexico will yield further, I should
like to say that I do not care to enter
into any argument with the Senator
from Oklahoma as to the result of the
investment of section 32 funds. My
statement was, and it continues to be,
that the largest amount of section 32
funds expended this past year have been
in the effort to help the livestock indus-
try in connection with products of the
livestock industry, and the result of the
amendment in the committee bill rela-
tive to Irish potatoes is simply to restore
Irish potatoes to a position of equality
with livestock and all other agricultural
commodities.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
promised to yield very briefly to the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
wanted to ask some questions in order
to be certain in my own mind on some
points.

First, if I have correctly read the pro-
posed legislation, the particular acreage
provided for would be sufficient to give
to every farmer the higher of 2 figures,
or 40 percent of the highest acreage dur-
ing any one of the years 1951, 1952, and
1953, provided the farmer did not exceed
50 percent of the cropland. Is that
correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is a rather
difficult question to answer in a brief
way. It is correct as to nearly every
State. It is not correct as to the State
of Texas and the State of Florida.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand Loui-
siana is short approximately five thou-
sand acres plus.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Would my state-
ment be correct so far as Alabama is
concerned?

Mr. ANDERSON. It would be correct
so far as Alabama is concerned and if
the figures supplied by the Cotton Pro-
duction Division are correct. It is just
barely correct as to Louisiana.

Mr. SPAREMAN. While I was in
Alabama during the adjournment of
Congress I inquired as to allotments

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

made under the existing law, and I heard
many complaints, One farmer came to
my office and stated that he had a farm
of 160 acres. There were 22 persons
living on it. Three acres of the 160
acres were allotted to the home place,
the house, barn, and outbuildings.
Some 50 acres were in pastureland, and
100 acres in cropland, 90 acres of which
were in cotton. Yet he had been as-
signed 22 acres. Is my understanding
correct that he would be allotted 50 per-
cent of the cropland, provided he did not
exceed one of the other figures?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; he would be
given the larger of 65 percent of the 3-
year average or 40 percent of his largest
planted acreage, but not more than 50
percent of his cropland. The 1954 Ala-
bama allotment would be approximately
a total of 1,346,401 acres.

Mr, SPARKMAN. That leads me to
the rnext question. If I understand cor-
rectly, from examining the figures, it
would make a minimum of 5 acres avail-
able to every cotton farmer. Is that
correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe it is left
to the county committee as to the use
to be made of the land.

Mr. SPARKMAN. But, as a matter of
fact, under the old allotment, in my
State every county except 12 received
5-acre allotments and those 12 counties
could receive such allotments if they
wanted to.

Mr., EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
State committee has power, in its dis-
eretion, to bring an exempt farmer up
to his exemption. I understand that only
3,500 acres will be taken in the State of
Alabama.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Does not the Sena-
tor mean 35,000 acres?

Mr. EASTLAND. No; 3,500.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I know it is not a
large amount, because only a few coun-
ties have been left out.

Mr. EASTLAND. Alabama has 12
counties affected; Mississippi has 18
counties affected.

Mr. KEFAUVER.
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON.
tor from Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. First, I wish to
join with other Senators in expressing
appreciation to the chairman of the
committee and to others Senators for
their expeditious reporting of the bill.
During my visits to the cotton-growing
sections of Tennessee during the past
summer and fall, no problem was more
pressing or about which there was more
concern than the allotment of cotton
acreage. It was realized by all cotton
growers that in order to work out mat-
ters for their best interests with regard
to planting, the whole question must be
settled quickly. The bill will give them
a better plan than would be the case if
the bill did not pass.

I wish to ask the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Mexico, in connection with
the 65—40-50 formula, set forth in the
bill, if, according to his records, there
would be sufficient to satisfy the farm
demands of Tennessee on that basis.

Mr. ANDERSON. I would say to the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee

Mr. President, will

I yield to the Sena-
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that the final allotment for Tennessee
under the bill will be about 680,000 acres.
The amount which Tennessee would
need to satisfy the 60-40-50 provision
would be 664,000 acres. So Tennessee
would get roughly 30,000 acres more
than would be needed for that purpose.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
New Mexico yield for a further question?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. However,
I may first say that I have now been ad-
vised that the Tennessee figure is 671,=
901 acres, so there would be even more
acreage than I at first stated.

Mr. KEFAUVER. It would be about
10,000 acres more than the amount nec-
essary to meet the formula?

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator 1s
correct.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Before the pending
bill was reported, I introduced a bill,
S. 2615, which I had intended offering
as an amendment, had not the bill con-
tained provisions, which set up 65 per-
cent of the average acreage, and also
provide a minimum of 45 percent, which,
I believe, was contained in the law of
1950. Is it the understanding of the
Senator from New Mexico that whether
it is 45 percent or 50 percent, the State
of Tennessee would not be materially
affected?

Mr. ANDERSON. The bill would not
materially affect the State of Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Many Tennessee
farmers, as apparently is true of farmers
in Arkansas and other States, have ex-
pressed a great deal of concern about the
increased allocation to California and
Arizona, not only with reference to this
vear, but also with reference to what
might happen in the future. Is there
any assurance, or can the Senator from
New Mexico express any opinion, as to
whether these increased allocations, un-
der the present formula, will be earried
out in the years to come, or whether
there will be new requests for additional
allotments to those States?

Mr. ANDERSON. I may say to the
Senator from Tennessee, as I tried to
say earlier, that by 1955, if quotas are
provided for 1955, the States of Cali-
fornia, Arizona, and New Mexico will
gain nothing by a 66-percent gadget.
Because of their large plantings in previ=-
ous years, no device of this special nature
will be needed for either California or
Arizona.

The cotton-producing history of Cali-
fornia and Arizona for 1948, 1950, 1951,
1952, and 1953, which will be the 5 years
under consideration, will be sufficiently
high so that those States will need no
special 34-percent gadget to take care of
them.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Is it the opinion

of the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico, and the opinion of other mem-

bers of the committee, that in the event
there is to be a cotton quota in years
to come, there will be necessity for some
special gadget or quota for California,
Arizona, and New Mexico?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am quite sure the
Senator is correct.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. Does the Senator
feel that in the years to come Congress
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will apply the principle to all the States,
including the Southern States and West-
ern States alike?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would not want
to try to commit Congress, but I think
that is probably what the facts will re-
veal at that time.

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is the Sen-
ator’s own opinion, and we consider him
to be a great authority on the problem
of agriculture.

Mr. ANDERSON. It is the opinion of
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. KEFAUVER. 1 thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. I wish to thank the
Senator from New Mexico for his ex-
planation of the bill. In the first part
of his statement, I noticed he made a
point that the bill is merely temporary
legislation on the subject of cotton-acre=
age allocation. However, the Senator
from New Mexico recognizes that there
are certain parts of the old law with
respect to administration that need some
continuing legislation for 1954. Is not
that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is not
saying to the Senate, is he, that the
bill covers all the problems, or even goes
into all the problems, that need atten-
tion?

Mr. ANDERSON. I may, say to the
distinguished junior Senator from Mis-
sissippi that the bill does not touch
many agricultural problems. The one he
has mentioned ought to be acted upon
only after notice has been given and
open hearings have been held. That is
why it is not touched in the proposed
legislation.

Mr. STENNIS. As I understand, the
present position of the Senator from
New Mexico is that that is an important
matter, and perhaps he would have liked
to go into it, but because of the time
emergency with reference to planting he
did not go into it and make a recom-

mendation.
Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is

correct.

Mr. STENNIS. Another point in-
volved is the broader use of power by
State and county committees in using
the reserves available to them. Is not
that another matter which needs some
continuing legislation beyond 1954?

Mr, ON. That is a matter
which I do not feel may need legisla-
tion, but it needs consideration by the
committee, and probably the committee
will recommend legislation.

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate having
the opinion of the Senator on these mat-
ters, because they are urgent and im-
portant.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Before the Sena-
tor from New Mexico leaves that ques-
tion, and on the same point, does he
mean that he does not believe the Senate
should consider what might be termed
permanent provisions in connection with
the bill?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Mississippi asked for my personal opin-
ion. I do not think they should be con-
sidered now, because if we go into mat-
ters of that kind, we might find that
we shall be here for many months.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 think such pro-
visions are included in the House bill.

Ngr. ANDERSON. The Senator is cor-
rect.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Mississippi asked for my personal opin-
ion, and I tried to give it to him. I am
not trying to speak for the committee.

I yield to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. The Department of
Agriculture has advised me that it will
be between 2 and 3 weeks after the bill
becomes law, if it becomes law, before
the Department can really give final
allocations for 1954. As I understand,
in some areas cotton planting will be
started in about 2 weeks from now. That
is the reason why we did not take up
some of the other matters we realized
ought to be considered. I can assure
the Senator from Arkansas that there
will be an opportunity to take up mat-
ters which pertain to permanent law. It
was after the Department told us they
would require 2 or 3 weeks following
the signing of the bill to place the law
into operation that the committee de-
cided to handle the matter on an emer-
gency basis.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. T yield.

Mr. STENNIS. With reference to the
matters not covered in the bill, for ex-
ample, the question of the Secretary of
Agriculture being permitted to take into
consideration the normal rate of aban-
donment and also underplanting, does
not the Senator believe that they are
matters which need the consideration of
Congress, in connection with continuing
legislation beyond 1954?

Mr. ANDERSON. Again I say to the
Senator from Mississippi that I am fairly
well satisfied with the pending bill, but
I recognize that there are many persons
who are not. I should be very happy to
have the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry take up the other mat-
ters, but they could not possibly be
handled in the pending bill.

Within 2 or 3 weeks farmers will begin
planting cotton in Texas and Florida,
and they are entitled to know as soon as
possible what the allotments will be. It
will take 2 or 3 weeks after the bill be-
comes law before the Secretary of Agri-
culture can advise the various States.
So we thought it best to act promptly on
this bill. As a matter of fact, not many
persons thought we could get a bill to
the Senate floor as quickly as this bill
got here, and I commend the leadership
for getting it here so guickly.

Mr. STENNIS. I desire to make it
clear that even though we pass over these
matters, it is recognized that they
should be considered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President——

Mr. ANDERSON. 1 yield to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sen-
ator for yielding to me. I have not

179

heard all the debate on the bill. Some
of the things in which I am véry much
interested have been covered in the Sen-
ator's remarks and in his reply to the
questions asked by other Senators. How-
ever, I was very much interested in the
questions of the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KerauviEr] and in the
replies to those questions, and also with
respect to the questions of the junior
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS],
with respect to the contention that the
bill is intended to be strictly a stopgap
measure for 1954,

Mr. ANDERSON. That is entirely
correct with reference to cotton.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Iam speaking with
reference to cotton.

I understood further that the passage
of the bill by the Senate in its present
form would not preclude the conferees
from considering some of the permanent
provisions which are in the bill as it
passed the House.

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not believe I
said that, but I agree that that is true.
The passage of the bill by the Senate in
its present form, if we strike out every-
thing after the enacting clause in the
bill as passed by the House, would not
preclude the conferees from considering
the House bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am trying to
differentiate between the bill we are con-
sidering now and the bill the Senate may
pass, for example, as a substitute for the
House bill.

The bill does not take into account, is
not intended to, and does not undertake
to enact, permanent legislation or to in-
corporate provisions which would extend
beyond 1954. The bill as it passed the
House does incorporate some such pro-
visions. There will be the opportunity in
conference to consider provisions which
some of us would like to have consid=
ered in conference and possibly have in=
corporated in the bill in its final form,
That opportunity is present, is it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; it is.

Mr. McCLELLAN. O that opportu=
nity will be present if the pending bill
is passed as a substitute for the House
measure?

Mr. ANDERSON. I may say to the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
that there has been a discussion of per-
manent changes. The bill provides only
for temporary legislation.

It was also pointed out that if we did
what it is proposed to do; namely, to
strike out all after the enacting clause
of the House bill and insert the Senate
bill as a substitute, these matters could
be considered. Many Members of the
Senate, including members of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
would like to consider these matters.
The conferees have the right to look
these provisions over.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. The bill provides
that the county committee shall have
three different methods of allocating to
individual farmers.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is a very im=
portant provision of the bill. The pro-
vision permitting the county committee




180

to use three different methods of allo-
cating to the individual farmers in the
county is not in the bill as it passed the
House, but is strictly a Senate provision.
It is intended as a stopgap measure only
for this year.

Mr. EASTLAND. I do not remember
whether that provision was in the bill
as it passed the House.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wanted to make
certain that the county committees had
such authority, and that that was the
intent of the provision. The county
committee, in its discretion, can use the
historic factor with regard to each farm
for making the county quota allocation
to that farm.

Mr. EASTLAND. I did not quite un-
derstand what the Senator said.

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I interpret the
provision, after the allocation of the in-
creased acreage is made to the State,
this bill increases the national acreage
allotment from 17,910,448 acres to 21
million acres, and for individual allot-
ments provides a formula of percentages
of 65, 40, and 50. After these allotments
have been taken care of, if there is acre-
age left over in a county for further
allocation to individual farmers, then
the county committee may, in its dis-
cretion, make allocations to individual
farmers, based on previous farm history.

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The county com-
mittee has the discretion to make the
allocations in any of those ways.

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then the county
committee can make further distribution
or allocation upon the basis of farm his-
tory, if it deems it wise to do so.

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. When the Senator
from Arkansas asked me the question,
he did not speak of the percentages of
65, 40, and 50.

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; I did not.

Mr. ANDERSON. I fully agree with
the Senator from Arkansas and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. The way the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has stated it is
correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The provision in
the bill is limited to 1954.

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If there are to be
any permanent features incorporated in
the legislation at this session, assuming
that no amendments are offered to cor-
rect some of the deficiencies we find in
the measure, they will have to be taken
from the bill as it passed the House or
the conferees will have to work out in
conference those provisions and the final
language of the bill.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The distinguished senior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
1AN] has already developed, more ably
than I could have done, the points I had
in mind. I should like to point out fur-
ther that I believe it is fair to say that
there is much sentiment among Sena-
tors for some of the permanent features
which are contained in the bill as it
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passed the House. Those provisions will
all be a proper subject for considera-
tion by the conference committee, and
it is the hope of the junior Senator from
Tennessee that the committee will give
consideration to them.

Mr. ANDERSON. I assure the Sena-
tor from Tennessee that they will be
fairly considered.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. Iam happy to yield,
or I shall be glad to yield the floor.

Mr. KNOWLAND. First of all T wish
to commend the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico for the presentation
he has made on the floor of the Senate
of the pending bill. It was because of
the emergency aspects of the measure,
which the Senator has pointed out, that
a general agreement was arrived at at
the several meetings to which the Sena-
tor referred, and because of the position
taken by the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry that a bill should be re-
ported that could be handled in an emer-
gency sort of way in order to meet the
dates which will soon face us, that the
majority leader, at the request of a num-
ber of Members of the Senate, especially
members of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, agreed to schedule
this bill ahead of several highly contro-
versial measures which will be facing
decision by the Senate in the immediate
future. Otherwise, had it not been given
the right of way, it might have gotten
behind several weeks of debate on other
measures, which would have adversely
affected the objective the committee was
trying to accomplish.

Mr. ANDERSON. I assure the major-
ity leader that those interested in the
bill appreciate very much the scheduling
of the bill at this time, because if it had
gotten behind several weeks of debate,
no good whatever would have been done
by the hill, because then action upon it
would have been too late.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first
committee amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3,
in line 17, after the word “section” and
the period, it is proposed to insert:

Before apportioning such unallocated
acreage to counties as prmrided in the fore-
going sentence, the State committee may,
if it determines that such action is required
to provide equitable allotments within the
State, apportion such unallocated acreage
directly to farms to the extent required to
provide each farm with the minimum allot-
ment described in subsection (f) (1) of this
section,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the committee.

Mr. EASTLAND obtained the floor.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield to
me?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the Senator
from Mississippi rise to explain the
amendment?

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; or if the Senate
is ready to vote, that is all right, and I
shall not explain the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should like to
have a little explanation of the amend-
ment,
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Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, this
amendment means that after acreage is
allocated from the State’s increased al-
lotment under the 65-40-50 provision,
then the State committee is authorized
to allocate acreage to the 5-acre man or
to the man who grows less than 5 acres
and who is exempt from acreage reduc-
tion, in order to bring up his allotment
to his exemption, which the law requires.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Mississippi will yield
to me, let me say that I do not quite
understand this amendment. I thought
the 5-acre man was already taken care
of.

Mr. EASTLAND. There are a great
many counties in the country where the
county allotment was not sufficient to
give the 5-acre man the 5 acres to which
he was entitled.

Mr. McCLELLAN. This amendment
is intended to insure, then, that each
man has at least 5 acres; is that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND. No; if the farmer
has grown 3 acres, he will get 3 acres.
If he has grown 4 acres, he will get 4
acres. If he has grown 5 acres, he will
get 5 acres. That is the maximum,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then, the purpose
of the amendment is to insure that if in
the past the farmer has grown 5 acres,
that much acreage will be assured to
him as the minimum, Is that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND., The amendment
provides that minimum in the State.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In the State or in
the county?

Mr. EASTLAND. In the State.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words,
this has to be done at the State level.
Is that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND. Certainly, because
under the provisions of this bill many
counties would not get sufficient acre=
age to be able to build up the 5-acre
farmers to that amount.

This amendment was presented to the
committee by my colleague the junior
Senator from Mississippi [Mr, STENN1S]
and myself.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield for a
question?

Mr. EASTLAND, I yield.

Mr. KERR. In the first place, this
amendment would not change the allo-
cation of acreage in the bill, as between
the States, would it?

Mr. EASTLAND. No, sir.

Mr. KERR. In the second place, as
I understand the amendment, it does not
apply to a State with reference to which
the allocation in the bill is inadequate
to give the 65 percent of the 3-year
average to all the farmers in the State.
Is that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

This amendment does not add an acre
to this bill. The amendment purely has
to do with the distribution of each State’s
quota, after each State secures its quota.

Mr. EERR. The amendment has to
do with distribution within a State if
there is any surplus acreage left after
every farmer has received 65 percent of
the 3-year average. Is that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator from
Oklahoma is correct.
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Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the to that public law; and therefore there

Senator from Mississippi yield to me?

Mr. EASTLAND. 1 yield.

Mr. HILL., This amendment means
that in most of the States the farmer
who has had 5 acres will get his 5 acres,
does it not?

Mr. EASTLAND. As a practical
proposition, yes; the amendment will
mean that, except as to Florida and
Texas, which require approximately
80,000 acres.

Mr. HILL. But in all the other States,
as a practical operation this amend-
ment means that the farmer who has
had 5 acres will get his 5 acres this year,
does it not?

Mr. EASTLAND. It means that the
farmer in practically every State will get
the exemption to which the law says he
is entitled.

Mr. HILL. Yes; in practically every
State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, I wish to
say that I think this bill is a distinct
improvement over the orders issued by
the Secretary of Agriculture and the
allotment of 17,900,000 acres to all the
cotton-producing States of the Nation.
However, it appears to me that the bill
contains features which are discrimina-
tory and unjustified.

I believe the provision which provides
for 315,000 additional acres, and then
gives half of that acreage to 3 States
arbitrarily, and not on the basis of
permanent legislation which has been in
effect for years, is unjustified and con-
stitutes special privilege by legislation,
in favor of the beneficiary States, and
against the great majority of the cot-
ton-producing States.

I have been greatly impressed by what
has been said here about the emergency
features of the bill. I have been some-
what intimidated by the chairman of
the committee; who has dared Senators
to move to recommit the bill if it does
not suit them—in effect saying to them
that they will either take this bill or the
Benson order of 17,900,000 acres.

Mr. President, I respect the commit-
tee——

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. THYE. 1 did not quite under-
stand the Senator from Oklahoma when
he referred to “the Benson order.” He
means, does he not, that the public law
requires the cotton acreage to be that
much, unless Congress enacts the meas-
ure now before the Senate?

Mr. KERR. I understood there was
a man by the name of Benson, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, and that he had
issued an order about the cotton acre-
age allotments for 1954.

Mr. THYE. In order that we may be
certain we are not accusing one man,
let me say there is a public law which
this Congress or a previous Congress
enacted, and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture must follow that provision of law.
Therefore, in the event this Congress
does nothing about the pending measure,
the Secretary of Agriculture must revert

would be only 17,900,000-plus acres of
cotton to allocate to the States in accord-
ance with the historic base that each
State and each county had.

As a member of the subcommittee, T,
along with the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. AnpeErsoN] and the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLaND], studied
the question covered by the pending
legislative proposal. We studied it as
carefully as any three men could. We
were serving as a subcommittee of the
full Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry. This measure was the very best
we could possibly recommend to the full
committee and to the Senate.

The only reason why special acreage
allotments were provided for or taken
into consideration for Arizona and Cali-
fornia was simply that there is a growing
population in the Nation. No one can
deny that. California and Arizona had
some land come into production, through
irrigation; and some came into produc-
tion because of a military request or a
national-defense measure.

When the drastic cut-back occurred
because of a previous public law, the sub-
committee, acting for the full Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
arrived at the only possible sound rec-
ommendation, as embodied in the pro-
vision for Arizona and California. So
that the subcommittee would be correct
in its consideration, the question was
submitted to a farm organization repre-
senting the cotton-producing States of
the South, in order that they might as-
sist in advising us. This particular farm
group gave consideration and, according
to their best judgment, made to us a
recommendation which we embodied
along with the best judgment that those
of us serving on the subcommittee had;
and we submitted it to the full Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, and the
full committee finally acted. That is
the question before us.

With all due respect to my distin-
guished friend from Oklahoma, I ask
him not to refer to the law as one indi-
vidual's law, because the National Leg-
islature enacted the law to provide 17,-
900,000 plus acres as a cotton base. That
is what we shall have if we do not pass
some other measure,

Mr. EERR. Did the Senator name
the particular farm organization which
made the recommendation? If he did, I
did not understand it.

Mr. THYE. I shall be very happy to
name it. It was the National Farm
Bureau Federation, which happened to
consider the subject at one of its na-
tional conferences. I had met those
gentlemen before, not only in connection
with discussions of the cotton question,
but in the discussion of other agricultural
questions. I have found them to be a
pretty reliable body on which to lean.

Mr. KERR. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota for his confes-
sions and observations. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not recognize the Farm Bureau
Federation as the agricultural authority
for prescribing farm programs for the
State of Oklahoma. I recognize them
as a great organization. Their president
probably is the most powerful contribu-
tion that the Republican Party has made

181

to this administration. However, I do
not happen to agree with him on many
vital issues affecting the people of Okla-
homa. Nor do I permit him to speak for
me on this floor. Nor am I bound by
what he says when he speaks. If the
Senator from Minnesota wishes to be so
bound, that is his privilege; but I dis-
own it either as a privilege or obligation
of the senior Senator from Oklahoma.

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

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question.

Mr. THYE. The question I wish to
ask the Senator is this: Was not the
Senator mistaken when he referred to
a cotton-acreage allotment as one indi-
vidual’s proposal? Was he not mis-
taken when he referred to it as an order
of Mr. Benson rather than as a public
law on the statute books?

Mr. EERR. In that regard I will say
that I do not agree with the Secretary
of Agriculture in the interpretation
which he accepted, either from the Farm
Bureau Federation or from his Solicitor,
as to the amount of acreage that should
be allotted for the year 1954, under the
law then in effect. If the Senator from
Minnesota wishes to accept without
question the opinion of the Secretary of
Agriculture as to the meaning of law,
that is his privilege; but it is neither
my prerogative nor my duty. I disown it
and disclaim it and refuse to be bound
by it. I say that it was a Benson order.
I say that there are serious differences
of opinion as to whether or not the allot=
ment could have been anything else. I,
for one, am of the belief that it did not
have to be that figure. Its issuance by
Benson makes it neither legal, sacred,
nor above criticism or dispute, so far as
I am concerned. Does that answer the
question of the Senator from Minnesota?

: The Senator from Okla-
homa will still have to admit that it is a
public law.

Mr. KERR. No. The Senator from
Oklahoma proclaims that it was an order
issued by the Secretary of Agriculture,

Mr. THYE. Under a public law.

Mr. EERR. Based upon what he said
his concept of a public law was, yes;
with which concept I do not agree.

I do not acknowledge that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture can speak for the
Senator from Oklahomsa; and I wish to
say to my good friend from Minnesota
that he is free from any such bonds or
shackles, except as he chooses to accept
them.

I repeat that I prefer the provisions
of this bill, as reported by the committee,
to the Benson order. But I still agree
with the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas [Mr, FurLericHT] that the bill
contains provisions which constitute leg-
islative special privileges for certain
States and certain industries.

The provision with reference to au-
thorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to
spend $100 million to support the price
of Irish potatoes is no part of the emer-
gency cotton acreage situation which
confronts the Congress. I wish to say
to my good friend from Florida [Mr.
Howrranpl, for whom I have as much re-
spect and affection as for any other
Member of the Senate, that I could not
be in more complete disagreement with
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any man than I am with him when he
says that the Secretary of Agriculture
has spent money for the benefit of the
meat producers, in spending $100 million
to buy canned meat, hamburger, and
canned gravy from the packers. That
operation has left the producers where
it found them—broke—and it has re-
sulted, in 1953, in the packers having an
increase of 50 percent in their net profits
over the preceding year. It was an act
by the Secretary of Agriculture which
penalized the consumers, It raised the
price of processed meat on every meat
counter in America. He did not com-
pete with the packer for the live animal,
for the benefit of the producer. He com-
peted with the millions of consumers of
the country for the product, to the bene-
fit of the packers. Their financial re-
ports for last year reflect greatly in-
creased profits, brought about directly
by reason of the bonus with which the
Secretary of Agriculture provided them,
under the guise of an act on his part for
the benefit of the meat producers.

Let me say to the sponsors of the po-
tato amendment that if the Secretary of
Agriculture uses section 32 money for
the benefit of potato producers on the
same basis that it is claimed he used it
for the benefit of cattle producers, he
will spend the money buying potato
chips, French-fried potatoes, industrial
alcohol, and vodka, which are the prod-
ucts of the processors of Irish potatoes,
and which, I assure Senators, will lend
small comfort to the producers of the
potatoes.

Mr. President, this is an emergency
measure. I resent the fact that the
chairman of the committee has said to
the Senate, “Take it or recommit it.”
That is intimidation and coercion which
is unjustified and unwarranted.

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

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr, AIKEN. Will the Senator permit
the Senator from Vermont to accept the
compliment just paid him by the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma? The Senator from
Vermont is very happy to learn that he
can intimidate the Senator from Okla-
homa, but he is sure that he has not
rendered the Senator from Oklahoma
speechless.

Mr. KERR. I will say that if the Sen-
ator from Vermont is ever rendered
speechless, it will be a phenomenon
which I have never contemplated, and
the evidences of which I have yet to see.
I compliment his power, yes; but
neither his using it nor his parading it.
Perhaps the emergency is sufficient to
justify bowing to coercion and intimi-
dation, but I hope the day will never
come when those who represent the rank
and file of the cotton producers will be
in the position of intimidating or coerc-
ing anyone in order to obtain simple jus-
tice on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, I zall up an amendment,
on page 2, line 5.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuT-
Ler of Maryland in the chair). The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecisLaTivEé CLERK. On page 2,
line 5, it is proposed to strike the word
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“one-half” and insert in lieu thereof the
word “one-fourth.”

On page 2, line 6, it is proposed to
strike the word “one-half” and insert in
lieu thereof the word ‘“three-fourths.”

Mr. KERR. The effect of the amend-
ment would be to reallocate the 315,000
bonus acreage which is provided for in
the bill, and would distribute it one-
fourth to the 3 Western States and
three-fourths to the historic cotton-
producing States. I believe, in the in-
terest of equity and justice, and in order
to eliminate to some extent the discrimi-
natory features of the language of the
bill as written, the amendment should be
adopted.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the ef-
fect of the amendment would be to take
away from the States of New Mexico,
Arizona, and California an allotment of
cotton acreage which is absolutely essen-
tial if distress among numerous cotton
growers in those States is to be avoided.

So far as the large cotton operators in
my State are concerned—and I believe
the statement applies to California—
namely, those who are able to stand a
reduction, it would be much better for
them in the long run to allow nature to
take its course, so to speak; that is, to
allow the cotton to be produced in those
areas of the United States where a pound
of it can be produced at less cost than
elsewhere. That is the reason why there
has been an increase in the cotton acre-
age in New Mexico, Arizona, and Cali-
fornia. In those States cotton can be
produced at less cost—in fact, at about
half the cost—because they can produce
more pounds per acre.

If there were no action taken at all,
and the allotment remained at 17,900,000
acres, we would have to endure it only for
1 year, certainly for not more than 2
years, and even in the second year we
would get credit for the acreage history
which we would have made in 1953, and
that history would help us along.

There are those in the Western areas—
and I am speaking now about the large
growers—who, because of their financial
ability, would be pleased to see the allot-
ment remain as it is. But that would be
exceedingly hard on a large number of
people who have grown cotton only for a
short time, for they would be reduced to
practically no acreage at all.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arizona yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
Arizona understand that the acreage re-
ferred to is hardship acreage?

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. Where is the hardship?

Mr. HAYDEN. The hardship is in the
States to which the additional acreage
has been assigned by the committee bill.
) Mr. AIKEN. That is my understand-
ng.

Mr. HAYDEN. Hardship is the sole
reason for the assignment of the acreage.
The impression seems to have spread
that some very wealthy cotton producers
have gone into the cotton-growing busi-
ness in Arizona and California and that
they are the ones who would be bene-
fited by the provision referred to and
which the Senator from Oklahoma seeks
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to strike out. The provision was not put
into the bill for that purpose at all. It
was for the purpose of assisting the
smaller growers, namely, those who have
been planting cotton for only a year or
two. In two counties in Arizona, Yuma,
and Cochise County, cotton has been
planted only recently to any great extent.
They would have practically no oppor-
tunity to plant anything at all. They
would have to go out of the business.

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

Mr. HAYDEN. 1 yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is that because
they have been planting cotton for only
the past 3 years or so?

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. And because each
year they have doubled or tripled the
planting of the year before?

Mr. HAYDEN. They have planted
more acres to cotton. The result is that
they are building up a cotton history,
which they do not have now.

Such a history would be immensely
valuable to them. If we did nothing but
stand by what the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has done, those who could afford it
would be better off, because they would
have the benefit of the history which has
been built up in the past 2 or 3 years,
but which does not do them any good
now.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. On the face of if,
it looks like discrimination to place a spe-
cial provision in the bill to take care of
growers who just recently started to
plant and grow cotton, whereas the his=-
toric cotton-producing States, which
have grown cotton all the time, must
make a concession in order to aid those
States which just recently entered the
production of cotton. On the face of it,
it appears to be unfair to ask the older
States to make these tremendous sacri=
fices. I do not charge that to be a fact,
but I say, on the face of it, it looks as
though we are giving some special con-
sideration to States which have just
started the growing of cotton.

Mr. HAYDEN. Let me point out, first,
that the total increase in the bill is
divided between the old cotton-growing
States and the new cotton-growing
States, and that it is a provision by
which distress may be relieved.

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

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to make two
points: First, with respect to the new
cotton growers, the history is based upon
a 5-year period. The law refers to the
5 years preceding the year in which the
proclamation of quotas is made. That
means that on 1954 quotas, announced
in 1953, the years 1952, 1851, 1950, 1949,
and 1948. The Secretary of Agriculture
has ruled that since 1949 cannot be
counted, the year 1947 is to be used in=-
stead. The cotton growers in California
wanted to take the Secretary into court.
I believe they could take him into court
successfully, because the law calls for the
last 5 years. However, a 6-year period
is taken, with the year 1949 being
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dropped out because it was not to be
counted.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is being done
without any authority of law. Is that
correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.
The Secretary has made a very careful
study of it, but I know what we intended
to do, because I wrote that part of the
bill.

The second point I wish to make is
that cotton-producing States get credit
for other crops planted. In many States
during the war the farmers would stop
growing cotton for a few years and get
credit for the production of other crops.
We always carried the credits ahead,
and some States received dual credit, one
credit for wheat, for example, and an-
other for cotton, grown on the same land,
or they would get credit for cotton and
proceed to plant soybeans.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not believe the
Senator meant that it was done in my
State. :

Mr., ANDERSON. I am sure it was
not done in the State of Arkansas.

Mr. HAYDEN. Will the Senator from
New Mexico confirm what I say, namely,
that if it comes to choosing between the
provisions of the bill and standing on
the law as it reads today we in New Mex-
ico, Arizona, and California would be in
a far better position eventually if we
abided by the present law.

Mr. ANDERSON. There is no ques-
tion about it in my mind.

Mr. HAYDEN. Because we would gain
immediately under the historic basis, in-
asmuch as if we stopped production for
1 year we would get credit for the acre-
age. In other words, it is inevitable that
the growing of cotton will move west
where it can be grown at less cost a
pound.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the Senator
is entirely correct. I have been in a
cotton meeting in his State and sat right
beside him while the cotton farmers were
‘saying they would prefer to have the 17-
million-acre allotment stand for the next
vear, but I think that would work great
hardship across the country, and it would
work great hardship in the Senator’s
State. There were persons in the meet-
ing who could stand it, but the small
cotton farmer of Arizona could not stand
it.

‘Mr. McCLELLAN. I was about to ask
the Senator whether he considered the
provision to give half of the approxi-
madtely 300,000 acres special increase pro-
vided in the bill to the three States men-
tioned would be an advantage to those
States over the original allotment of
17,900,000 acres?

Mr. HAYDEN. They would have to be
balanced in order really fo determine
what would be best.

What I was trying to say was that in
Arizona, California, and New Mexico we
can grow cotton at less cost than else-
where in the United States. We can pro-
duce more pounds per acre at less cost
per pound. The grade of cotton we
grow by careful selection of seed is the
kind of cotton the manufacturer desires
to buy. Proportionately, in that there
are not so many pounds going into the
loan as in the South.
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Those are facts which cannot be over-
looked. It is clearly indicated that the
movement is to the West. While it may
be a disadvantage to the South this year
and next year, if the law operates as it
must, and we go along in the regular
way, we will continue to grow more cot-
ton in the western area, and as we build
up our acreage——

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator
means, does he not, that if there were no
controls the farmers would continue to
build up a cotton-producing history.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. Or, if we had
controls, we would still gain the advan-
tage of additional history made prior to
the controls. We have devoted much of
the land to cotton in the past 2 or 3 years,
and do not have a 5-year history,

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thought I under-
stood the Senator to say that without
this special increase and special alloca-
tion assigned to the 3 States men-
tioned, his State would really be better
off with an allocation of 17,900,000 acres
instead of one of 21,000,000 acres.

Mr. HAYDEN. The increased amount
provided for in the bill is divided between
the old cotton-growing States and the
new cotton-growing States. The old
cotton-growing States get as many addi-
tional acres as do the new ones. We
need to take care of the small grower,
not the large producer who could worry
along very well on the basis of 17,900,000
acres.

Mr. McCLELLAN. What I do not
understand is why the 3 States need
to take care of the small growers when
an overall increase of 3,000,000 acres is
provided above the 17,900,000 acres under
existing law.

Mr. HAYDEN. Because we do not
have the background of a cotton-growing
history. We would not have more than
10 or 15 percent of the acreage, because
cotton planting in the western area is
so recent. The provision is designed to
meet hardship cases.

Mr. McCLELLAN. T understood from
the junior Senator from New Mexico
awhile ago, in discussing the provisions
of the bill, that this is a stop-gap bill, a
measure to meet the emergency situation
of this year, because of the planting
season being right at hand, so that if any
legislation is to be enacted it must be
enacted quickly in order to make it effec-
tive for this year; but after this year, in
the general legislation which is to follow,
the overall farm program legislation,
such special features, such as this pro-
vision in the bill, will not be required.

Mr. HAYDEN. No; because, in the
meantime, we shall have built up our
history of cotton growing.

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is to enable the
farmers this year to build up their his-
tory so that next year in permanent
legislation they can be on an even basis
with the traditional cotton-growing
States without asking any special pro-
vision for increased acreage.

Mr. HAYDEN. I think the Senator
has stated it well.

There is one other matter I should
like to bring to the attention of the
Senate, with reference fo Anderson,
Clayton & Co. They are represented in
Arizona by a subsidiary which buys and
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gins cotton.- The only amortization I
know of was in connection with a com-
pany called the Federal Warehouse &
Compress Co., whose headquarters, I
think, are in Memphis. It is made up
of people from Arkansas and Tennes-
see who moved to Arizona and erected
some oil mills, My recollection is they
received tax amortization on three of
those mills. But that does not apply to
Anderson, Clayton & Co. The mills
were badly needed in order to take care
of the situation.

The same thing is true of compresses.
We needed them very badly, The nor-
mal market for the cotton produced in
that area before the war was Japan.
We hope that in due time the bales can
be compressed for shipment overseas.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate not
to adopt the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANpERSON], who has had charge of
the bill, has stated that the necessity for
the expeditious enactment of the bill as
proposed prevented the consideration of
some provisions which certainly some
farmers and those who represent some
of the farmers feel should be in inde-
pandent legislation.

I think we all realize the necessity for
expeditious action on this bill. Some
provisions which we may call long-term
provisions have already been adverted
to, but I desire to emphasize what I feel
to be the need for those provisions in
independent legislation by referring to
2 or 3 of them.

Specifically, I should like to call at=
tention to the fact that the authority for
the use of reserve acreage, both at the
county and State levels, should be
broadened. This would provide State
and county committees with the ma-
chinery to meet more adequately prob-
lems commonly referred to as “hardship
cases.” Local farmer-elected commit-
teemen are more nearly in a position to
judge the extent of hardships and should
have the latitude to meet local condi=
tions at the local level.

Secondly, while the percentage of
cropland factor method of distributing
acreage by the county to the farm, as
is now provided in the law, fits some
parts of the Cotton Belt, a farm history
method of distribution would more
nearly fill the requirements of other
sections.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL, I yield.

Mr, McCLELLAN. That is whatI was
particularly interested in, So, I in-
quired of the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANpERSON] regarding
the provisions of the bill on page 3, lines
14 to 19, inclusive, which were amended
a while ago by the committee amend-
ment offered by the senior Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. EasTLaND] which does
give the county committee discretion to
use 1 of 3 methods.

Mr, HILL. The Senator is correct.
I was going to invite attention to that
fact. The bill does give the county com-
mittees a discretionary power to make
the selection.




134

As T understand, this provision, which
is considered highly desirable, applies
only to 1954. As I said in the first in-
stance, I wish to call attention to what I
would call long-term provisions, which I
think ought to be included in any cotton
legislation, not merely for 1954, but also
for succeeding years. Thatis whatIam
calling attention to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I was particularly
interested in having the emergency leg-
islation give such authority and discre-
tion to the county committees, because I
feel that they know best what will fit
the local situations, and can more equi-
tably provide for the extra allotment or
distribution. In my opinion, although
there may be some exceptions, generally
the historical basis is the better way to
handle the matter.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator from
Arkansas for his contribution. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas and I find ourselves
in full accord. What I was seeking to
do was to emphasize that this provision
ought to be carried not only for 1954, but
should be written into the law for suc-
ceeding years.

Thirdly, the Secretary of Agriculture
should have the authority to take into
consideration mnormal underplantings
and abandoned acres in setting the level
of allotment for any particular year.

The 5-year rate of abandonment is 215
percent of the total acreage planted to
cotton. In 1953, the rate of abandon-
ment was estimated by the USDA at
3.7 percent.

In 1950, the last vear of acreage con=-
trols, underplantings amounted to more
than 10 percent of the total allotment.
The Solicitor of the Department of Ag-
riculture has ruled that the Secretary
does not have the authority to take these
important facts into consideration in
making his calculations.

The Secretary should be permitted to
use all of the information available to
him in arriving at an allotment figure.

Finally, S. 2643 provides that the ad-
ditional acreage allotted to States will
first be used by State committees to pro-
vide that all farms will receive an allot-
ment equal to the larger of 65 percent of
the average acreage planted to cotton on
the farm in 1951, 1952, and 1953, or 40
percent of the highest acreage planted
on the farm in any one of these 3 years,
provided that this acreage does not ex-
ceed 50 percent of the tilled land on the
farm. This 50 percent cropland limita-
tion more nearly fits the farming sys-
tem in irrigated areas.

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

Mr, HILL. T yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
believe that the committee of confer-
ence might properly consider these sug-
gestions?

Mr. HILL. The only reason I am now
addressing the Senate is that I very
much hope the committee of conference
will give these matters their earnest con-
sideration, and do some of the very things
I am certain the Senator from Arkansas
and I very much wish to see done, I
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agree with the position of the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope that when
the bill goes to conference, the conferees
will go thoroughly into the matters and
consider them ecarefully. I hope that
as many of these provisions as possible
will be written into the bill by the com-
mittee of conference.

Incidentally, the conference commit-
tee will have very wide latitude because,
as the Senator knows, there are 2 dif-
ferent bills, 1 passed by the House, and
the bill now before the Senate. So, un-
der the rules, the conference will have
very wide latitude.

Mr. HILL, Furthermore, this feature
would benefit most the farmers who have
helped to build the surplus by failure to
practice diversification and continuing
to plant a high percentage of their crop-
land in cotton. This extra benefit to
the high-planting farm would be at the
expense of the family farmer, who has
sought diligently to diversify his farm-
ing. A 40-percent cropland limitation
on hardship cotton acres would prevent
inequities on farms that have continued
high cotton plantings and, at the same
time, would assure a wider and fairer
distribution of the State’s additional cot-
ton allotment, thereby benefiting a
greater number of farms. This is the
same cropland limitation that was in ef-
fect in 1950, and I can see no reason why
it would not work equally well in 1954.

In conclusion, I wish to point out that
both the Senate and the House Commit-
tees on Agriculture spent many days,
during the summer of 1953, in hearing
and considering the problems of cotton
acreage and apportionment. If we fail
to act now upon these questions of tech-
nical administration, we are merely
postponing, for a few weeks or months,
problems that will again have to be con-
sidered at a time when the Members of
Congress will be much more deeply in-
volved in other pressing legislation.

The farmer's welfare and the welfare
of the whole Nation, so dependent upon
the economic well-being of the farmer,
demands that we act now.

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

Mr. HILL. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. I heartily favor the
40-percent limitation. I hope something
along that line can be worked out in con-
ference. The committee agreed to it,
but the solicitor for the Department of
Agriculture could not devise a gadget
that would work. He is now working on
one. If he can develop it, I think it will
be adopted.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator from
Mississippi. I am very much gratified
to know that he feels as I do about this
provision. I may say that I am also
very much gratified to know that the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi
will be on the committee of conference.
I know that the Senate can repose great
faith in him as a member of the con-
ference, feeling as he does with particu-
lar reference to this provision. As the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
suggests very frankly and very forth-
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rightly, we are relying on the Senator
from Mississippi.

I strongly feel ihat the provision to
which I have adverted should be includ-
ed in cotton legislation, not simply for
this year, but also for succeeding years.
I hope the committee of conference, rep=
resenting the Senate and the House, will
have the same desire to see this provi-
sion included in the bill and will report
to Congress proposed legislation con-
taining such a provision.

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

Mr. HILL. I was about to yield the
floor, but I am glad to yield to the Sena-
tor from California.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope that the
proposed legislation which has been pre-
sented to the Senate as meeting an
emergency situation, which I believe was
generally recognized as an emergency,
will not be so altered by the conference
committee as to change the equity of the
bill or the spirit in which it has been
presented to the Senate. It is expected
that permanent legislation will be re-
ported later, but I should not want the
statement to stand in the REcorp that
there was a general invitation so to
change the bill that it would come back
to the Senate not looking like the type of
equitable legislation pending before the
Senate today.

Mr. HILL. I may say to the distin-
guished majority leader that I think this
provision would not change the eguity,
the justice, or, I may even say, in many
ways the emergency nature of the bill.
I think these provisions would greatly
enhance and confirm the equity and jus-
tice of the bill.

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

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. AsIunderstand the
Senator from Alabama, he desires to
have in the bill a workable, legal provi-
sion to the effect that if the West wants
50 percent, it can have it; and if the
South wants 50 percent, it can have it.

Mr. HILL. If the South wants 40 per-
cent, it can have it.

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; the South may

have it. It must be worked out in a
legal manner,
Mr. HILL. I think that it can be

worked out in such a manner that it will
in no way change the fundamental char=
acter of what the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KnowrLAnp] has referred to
g§nthe equity or justice of the pending

ill.

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

Mr. HILL. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. It would seem to me
that if we could divide the 315,000 acres
in such a way that it meant about 13
and a fraction percent to the 3 West-
ern States and about 1 percent to
the other States, it ought to be possible
to split the cropland allotment in some
way that would do justice to the south-
eastern historic cotton-growing area, at
least.

Mr. HILL. As the Senator from Geor-
gia has so well suggested, I think there
is no danger of injustice in the proposal.
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On the other hand, I think the proposal
is shot through with justice.

- Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from Ala-
bama gave me the privilege of reading
portions of his statement before he de-
livered it in the Senate, so I am familiar
with it, althougsh I was not in the
Chamber at the time he delivered it.
The Senator from Alabama was refer-
ring to matters of administration and
changes that are needed in the law re-
gardless of what the acreage allotments
may be. Is not that correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is plead-
ing for permanent, continuing legisla-
tion in connection with the administra-
tion of the law. It will be needed as
much in future years as it is for the year
1954.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Missis=-
sippi is exactly correct. One of the pro-
visions is that the election shall be left
with the county committee as to which
method shall be used. That is written
into the 1954 allotment. I say that is
good. We ought to have it for 1954,
and we ought to have it for succeeding
years.

Mr, STENNIS. On that point, no one
needs to be disturbed about the equity
of the proposal.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wonder if the
Senator would enlighten me a little about
the question of the difficulty of adjust-
ment with the Western States. On page
174 of the hearings before the Senate
committee I find that in Alabama there
will be about 62 acres per voter, and
in California 35.1 acres. Why is it so
much more difficult for a man who has
a large farm to take a cut than it is for
the man with a small farm, and why is
that an argument for the added alloca-
tion to California?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, on the one
hand, I do not believe such an argument
is a good one, and on the other hand, I
think what we ought to do is to encour-
age, as much as possible, what we call
the family farm, a farm on which a man
and his family live. He and his family
not only vote there, but they run and
operate the farm. That is the type of
farm of which there are so many in
Mississippi, Alabama, and Arkansas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall vote for the pending bill
with a great deal of reluctance.

It is a measure which will create some
injustices. It will not, in every instance,
distribute the cotton acreage according
to strict standards of fairness.

Were there time, I would offer some
amendments. They would seek to meet
the peculiar conditions under which cot-
ton is planted in Texas—conditions
which are not duplicated on the same
scale in any other State.

Unfortunately, there is not time.
Amendments at this point would involve
time-consuming debate and study. They
would result in delay, and our cotton
farmers, particularly the cotton farmers
of Texas, cannot afford delay.
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Texas every year plants the first and
almost if not the last acre of cotton
planted in the United States. The
planting starts in south Texas and moves
gradually north.

A few of our farmers in South Texas
and the lower Rio Grande Valley will
start planting before the end of the
month. Large-scale planting will start
early in February.

Our south Texas farmers cannot plan
their operations with any confidence in
the future unless Congress acts speed-
ily. Without a law, they will not know
how much to plant.

I do not feel that their future should
be jeopardized by a prolonged debate
over a highly complicated issue. There
are more than 3,400,000 acres of cotton
land involved in this bill—some 1,300,-
000 additional acres for Texas. The
farmers of America are entitled to know
as soon as possible what they can count
upon as their share.

There is one other point I should like
to make. Between the Senate and the
House bills, there is sufficient leeway to
permit an adjustment that will go far
toward solving the situation. This ad-
justment can be reached in the confer-
ence committee, and I am assured by
some of my colleagues on the Agriculture
Committee who will be on the conference
that remedial language will be carefully
considered when the conferees discuss
both the House and Senate bills.

I am foregoing lengthy discussion now
on the unusual problems of Texas—prob-
lems complicated by geographical dis-
tribution and different types of farming.

I shall be ready fto assist the conferees
in any possible manner. It is a difficult
and complex issue and I hope it can be
solved in a spirit of reason. I also hope
there will come back to the Senate in a
conference report a bill which will assist
us in our State to make allotments di-
rectly to the counties on the same basis
on which the national allotments are
made to the State.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, it has
been stressed here again and again that
the pending measure is emergency legis-
lation, and is applicable only in the year

‘1954, and on that basis, and on that

basis alone, I have been able to bring
myself to support the bill.

I can see no justification for the great
increases that have been given to the
irrigated areas. In the division of the
extra 315,000 acres we find that 157,000
acres is given to 3 States which are com-
parative newcomers in cotton produc-
tion, compared with the 157,000 which
is allocated to the 11 or 12 other States
which have been engaged in the produc-
tion of cotton for many decades. More
than that, another gadget has been in-
serted in the bill which has the effect
of giving 59,000 acres to the States of
Arizona and California.

It may well be that in the economic
shifts which have occurred in the life
of this land there has been a shift in
the production of cotton from the his-
toric areas where it was produced for so
long, areas which produced cotton and
exported it to the markets of the world
in sufficient gquantity to maintain a fa-
vorable balance of trade for our country

185

for more than 80 years by the sale of
that commeodity alone, It may be that
cofton can be produced in the irrigated
States of the West cheaper than in the
South, and that the old cotton States
will be forced out of the cotton business.
If that is to happen by economic forces,
there is nothing that can stop it. But,
I certainly do regret that it is found
necessary to accelerate that program on
the basis of gifts such as will be awarded
under the proposed law.

My support of the pending bill on the
1-year basis certainly cannot be taken
as a precedent for the future when cotton
legislation is before this body for con-
sideration.

There are some provisions in the bill
that will prevent a great many hardships.
The additional acreage involved is neces-
sary because of a very patent failure in
the basic law which provides for the
distribution of cotton on the basis of
historical production as between the
States, which instructs the States to allo-
cate it as between the counties in the
States on the basis of historical produc=
tion, and then in the counties themselves,
where the base has been established it
is distributed on the basis of cropland.

That has brought about a great dislo=
cation on many farms. They were pre-
pared to produce cotton. They had the
labor available. Anyone who is familiar
with agricultural life in America knows
that it takes more downright back-
breaking hand labor to produce cotton
than it does to produce any other com-
modity with the possible exception of
tobacco.

The bill does eliminate that inequity by
giving the increased acreage on the 65,
40, and 50 percent basis.

In passing I wish to say to the Senators
who have spent so much time on the bill
and who will serve as conferees that I
hope that some arrangement can be
worked out that will retain the 40 percent
basis, at least for the Southeastern
States.

Another great advantage of the bill is
that it helps to cure the basic weakness
in the original law, which distributes the
cotton acreage on the basis of cropland
rather than on the historic basis. It is
very helpful to have in the proposed bill
a provision which permits any farmer
to turn in to the county committee for
redistribution any acreage allotment
which he will not use. That will go a
long way in remedying some of the more
acute conditions and preventing a dislo=
cation of many farmers.

If some relief is not afforded such as
is provided in this bill, hundreds of the
poorest people in this land, those who
have the lowest income in the Nation,
tenant farmers and sharecroppers, will
practically be put “in the road,” because
there will be no work for them on many
farms where the original allotments are
so small.

I share the hope that the conferees
will devise ways and means of providing
permanent legislation that will establish
a fairer and more equitable basis for the
distribution of our basic national allot-
ments when it comes to the distribution
within the county to the individual
farms. It should be done on a historic
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cotton-acreage basis rather than on
cropland.

Mr. President, I hope that the bill will
eliminate the many very great hardships
that would have been prevalent under
the failures and weaknesses of the basic
law. It is a 1-year bill. I hope that
the conference committee will devise a
fairer measure than either the House or
Senate bill. If one is proposed which is
a fairer one than either the temporary
legislation or the permanent legislation
proposed in the House bill, I shall give it
my support.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator recog-
nizes the fact that we are confronted
with an emergency situation?

Mr. RUSSELL. As the Senator knows,
if time were not of the very essence, the
measure undoubtedly would be on the
floor of the Senate for 2 or 3 weeks, dur-
ing which time we would thresh out once
and for all some of these very important
questions regarding the allotment of
cotton acreage. I regret that time does
not permit the writing of a more equita-
ble bill. However, we know that a delay
in the Senate means no law at all can be
enacted.

I desire to congratulate my friends
from the wheat-producing areas for
having been able, last year, to get
through legislation relating to wheat al-
lotments, and not be confronted with
the condition in which those of us who
came from areas that are primarily de-
voted to the production of cotton find
ourselves today.

Mr. McCLELLAN. T wish to say that
the Senator from Georgia has very ably
expressed my sentiments regarding this
bill. We are here confronted with such
a situation that obviously we cannot take
time to try to solve these problems and
at the same time meet the urgency that
is upon us.

Mr. RUSSELL. We are confronted
with a very grave condition, and we are
operating with a very tight time limita-
tion. For that reason alone I can jus-
tify my support of the pending bill.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield to me?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The distinguished and
able junior Senator from Georgia has
voiced the thought in my mind more ably
than I could have done, with respect to
the shift, by means of legislation, in the
production of a basic commodity from
a historic area of production to a new
area of production.

Will not the Senator from Georgia,
with his great ability, also indicate to the
Senate his agreement with me, if he
entertains it, that in an area where the
production is the product of many
hands, many small homesteads, such a
shift of production will occasion far
greater human hardship than will be re-
lieved by granting additional acreage to
certain production areas where the land
is owned in large tracts and is irrigated,
thereby bringing in great production?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Tennessee well knows that particularly in
the hill areas of his State and my State
and all the other historic cotton-pro-
ducing States, the average cotton farm
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is very small, sometimes having only 3,
4, or 5 acres, Cotton produced there is
tediously dug out of the ground—and the
hill country is more often than not rocky
ground—with hoes and pony plows.
This cotton is picked by the fingers of
women and children and placed into
bags swung from their shoulders. It is
carried long distances on weary backs
before the cotton is weighed and sent to
the gin.

This tremendous shift in cotton to the
high producing irrigated areas is a great
blow to thousands of small family-sized
farms. The large number of cotton
farms in any one of the historic cotton
producing States as compared with the
small number of cotton farms in the
States that have only lately come into
the field of cotton production with irri-
gated lands will demonstrate that when
we speak in terms of human beings, hu-
man welfare, and human values, we are
adversely affecting the lives of thousands
of poor people by reducing the only cash
income they have when we take cotton
away from the historic cotton producing
States. In the new irrigated areas farm-
ing is mechanized, and in most instances
these large farms are owned and oper-
ated by corporations.

These shifts in production depress the
already low standards of living of the
very poorest people of the Nation. Any
table of statistics relating to national
income which can possibly be produced
will show that the lowest annual income
goes to the small cotton farmers of the
historic Cotton Belt.

These people who are already our
poorest will be further disadvantaged by
shifts in production to the corporate
farms in irrigated areas. To deny them
the opportunity to produce a few pounds
of cotton, which is their only source of
cash income, is a serious matter. They
are so poor it gets down to a question
of being able to provide shoes for their
children. Reductions in their income
involves real hardship and privation.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, be-
fore a vote is taken on amendment B, I
hope the Members of the Senate will
realize that the amendment only re-
duces the acreage for the State of New
Mexico. The amendment is supposed
to reduce by one-half the hardship acre-
age for the States of Arizona and Cali-
fornia; but those States get back that
same acreage under the 34 percent
gadget.

I am trying to say that neither Arizona
nor California would lose one acre of
production, under the provisions of the
amendment. The only State adversely
affected by the amendment would be the
State of New Mexico, which would lose
11,000 acres.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield for a
question?

Mr., ANDERSON, I yield.

Mr. KEERR. Does the Senator say
that this bill is written in such a way
that if an amendment would change the
discrimination visited in one paragraph
upon these States, they would regain
that acreage by other provisions in other
paragraphs of the bill?
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Mr. ANDERSON. I only point out
that the amendment as now written
would cut 11,000 acres from the allot-
ment for the State of New Mexico. The
amendment would not touch the acreage
in Arizona; it would not touch the acre-
age in California. It would add approxi-
mately 50,000 acres to be divided among
all other States.

I point out to certain Senators that I
have tried to be fair with reference to
this legislative proposal.

I know the Senator from Mississippi
tried very hard to have a provision writ-
ten into the bill concerning total crop-
land, and he found that I tried my very
best to find a legal basis upon which it
could be put into the bill. The same
statement applies to many other recom-
mendations which came before the com=
mittee.

I think it is a little severe to cut 11,000
acres from the allocation for New Mexico,
which did not have to have another gad=
get in order to keep its acreage in line,

If the Senator from Oklahoma wishes
to have the acreage given to the States,
of Arizona and California reduced, he
has to do it by amending the 66 percent
gadget.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, with
great reluctance I withdraw the amend-
ment. I say to the Senator from New
Mexico that it was not intended to take
11,000 acres from New Mexico and give
it to the historic cotton-producing
States; but it was intended to take half
of 157,500 acres from California, Arizona,
and New Mexico, and reallocate it to the
historic States.

Mr. ANDERSON. Iknow that wasthe
Senator’s intention; but because of the
66 percent limitation, I know the amend-
ment would not affect California or
Arizona. It would affect only New
Mexico.

Mr. KERR. What the Senator from
New Mexico has said indicates that in
this bill there are gadgets and devices of
discrimination beyond those which I
thought I had discovered in the limited
time available to me to study the bill.

On that basis and on the basis of the
withdrawal of this amendment, I should
like to have inserted in the REcoRD
amendment A, the purpose of which
would have been to increase the 21 mil-
lion-acre allocation to a 21,500,000-acre
allocation. I shall not urge the amend-
ment at this time. I now ask that
amendment A be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorDp, as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by
Mr. KErr to the bill (S. 2643) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, viz: On page 1, line 9, strike the

word “twenty-one” and insert in lieu thereof
“twenty-one million five hundred thousand.™

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I join
other Senators who have here expressed
the wish that the discriminations in this
bill, reinforced and safeguarded by gad-
ets and language in various provisions of
the bill, will be found by the conferees,
and that in the conference committee a
meeting ground will be found between
the provisions of this bill and those of
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the House bill, that will, in the spirit of
real equity and justice, accomplish and
be consistent with the principle ex-
pressed by the senior Senator from
California [Mr. KnowLaND], but by find-
ing a different objective than the one he
outlined.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
should like to associate myself also,
along with the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, with
the remarks made by the distinguished
junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
seLL], I was not present to hear pre-
vious debate. No doubt there are other
Senators with whom I, representing in
part the cotton growers of the State of
Missouri, would also like to associate my-
self.

Mr. President, I have a short state-
ment to make with respect to the prob=
lem of the cotton growers of Missouri.

Responsible cotton-producer repre-
sentatives from Missouri and other
States have informed me they cannot
support the bill in its present form.

They state this bill tends to promote
sectionalism; also that thousands of
farm families in the old-established cot-
ton-growing areas, such as Missouri, will
be penalized at the same time that spe-
cial acreage is given to Western States.
That would seem most unfortunate.

Missouri has a relatively small cotton-
growing area—seven counties to be ex-
act; but there are more cotton farms in
Missouri than the combined total of cot-
ton farms in 3 large cotton-producing
States of the West to which first 157,500
acres, and then 59,000 more, are given.

These 3 States already have an allot-
ment of 1,153,262 acres for 1954. Mis-
souri has an allotment of 391,396 acres.

In other words, Missouri farmers have
approximately one-third the allotment
per farm as have these western farmers.
These same Western States have 108,465
more acres than they had under allot-
ments in 1950.

Missouri, on the other hand, has 71,443
acres less than the 1950 allotment.

‘Will this shift bring about a need for
additional foreign workers to be im-
ported? Figures from the Department
of Labor show that in 1952, the latest
figures available for a complete year, one
Western State imported 22,539 foreign
workers, another 57,407, another 19,352.

In 1952, Missouri used 1,790 foreign
workers.

Do the western growers need the acre-
age from the South and the East to pro=
vide employment for citizens of other
countries?

For the answer to this question I now
refer to a telegram received on January
8, last, by the Missouri Cotton Producers
Association. This telegram is signed by
a Mr. William H. Tolbert, chairman of a
western labor users committee. It reads:

Suggest Joint resolution Senate and House
Agriculture and Appropriations Committees
to expand authority of Departments Labor
and Justice to continue Mexican national
supplementary labor program and supply of
funds for activities for remainder fiscal year.
California crops in jeopardy due inability to
obtain workers now. Appreciate any influ-

ence brought on conmmittees involved for
affirmative action.
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It is my understanding the old growers
one time agreed to give up 157,500 acres
with the expectation of more reasonable
amendments to the current law. These
amendments for the old growers are not
in S. 2643, and if not inserted, either here
or in conference, Missouri would face
the same situation later in the year.
Missouri cotton producers representa-
tives have been here for days trying to
have these amendments included.

Would it not be possible to insert these
amendments in the bill; and thereby
recognize the serious problems of the lit-
tle farmers in the old cotton-growing
States?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I am a
member of the Senate Commiftee on
Agriculture and Forestry. That com-
mittee has given this bill very long, care-
ful, and painstaking consideration. It
is not by any means a perfect bill; but
I am in favor of the bill because I be-
lieve it is absolutely necessary to have
some increase in acreage unless we are
to impose tremendous hardships upon
the farmers throughout the cotton-
growing States?

I opposed some of the provisions of
the bill in committee, but after full and
detailed discussion on the part of the
committee certain amendments were
adopted and some others were defeated.
Some of them relate to the mechanism
of the bill. I think they could very well
be taken care of in conference. The
subject has been discussed by a number
of Senators, who have already spoken
to the effect that the conference is the
proper place to make certain adjust-
ments. However, I think we should dis-
abuse the public mind of the notion that
this is not a pretty good bill in most
respects. The bill has so many features
that will help the cotton-growing
States that I do not think we could af-
ford to jeopardize its passage by delaying
methods or by undertaking to insert
amendments which would be destructive
of the context of the bill.

I think the committee has done a very
good job. I believe that with the pos-
sibility of some changes being made in
the mechanics of the bill in conference,
we can go back to our people and say
that this bill represents a distinet im-
provement over what we would have if
we were to allow the present law to
apply, with a restriction to 17,910,000
acres.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the pending
business before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is Senate bill 2643.
The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I had thought that
there was an amendment pending before
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] was withdrawn.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Ishould like to make
a statement preparatory to offering an
amendment.
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The bill as presently written would
withdraw approximately 4 million acres
of land from the production of coffon
but would impose no limit upon the uses
to which the 4 million acres of land thus
withdrawn might be put.

‘We know quite well what will happen
in the absence of any such limitation.
The farmers will naturally be anxious
to increase their incomes, and they will
use the land for the production, in the
main, of other ecrops. The result will
be an increase in the planting and pro-
duction of soybeans, as well as an ine
crease in the production of soybean oil.

We shall also have an increase in the
planting of vegetables, and we shall have
an increased quantity of potatoes, let-
tuce, celery, tomatoes, and so forth.
This last may be particularly the case in
areas in the West where cotton is grown
under irrigation. The acreage with=
drawn from cotton will be diverted into
other channels.

While we deal with the question of
surpluses in cotton, we shall be increas-
ing the problem of surpluses in other
commodities. It seems to me that we
should deal with this issue in this initial
bill, and that we should provide that
the acreage which is thus withdrawn
shall be devoted to soil-conserving pur-
poses, and employed in soil-conserving
practices. In other words, alternative
crops—at least cash crops—should not
be planted on the land thus withdrawn,
but instead there might be a planting of
the nitrogen-fixing plants, the legumes,
lespedeza, clover, and alfalfa, in par-
ticular, which are soil-building plants
taking nitrogen out of the air and put-
ting it into the soil. In many cases, also,
this land might be used for pasturage
purposes.

I know that if we produce more clover
and alfalfa and pasture more cattle,
that this will not be a complete with-
drawal from use, because it will increase,
directly and indirectly, the production of
beef cattle and dairy products. But at
least we shall be putting something back
into the soil, instead of further taking
valuable natural elements out of the
soil. The entire problem will face us
when we come to deal with other farm
commodities—when we withdraw, if we
do, 16 million acres of wheat land, and
when we withdraw many million acres
of corn land. The question will arise as
to the alternative uses of these soils. If
we do not make any attempt whatso-
ever to deal with this question, what
we shall do will be to improve the posi=
tion of the producers of the so-called
basic crops, but worsen the condition of
the producers of other crops.

It is in a sense, I think, somewhat
shocking that we must deal with the
problem of farm surpluses at all, in a
world where there is still hunger. I
hope very much that we can devise meth-
ods to get so-called surplus food prod-
ucts into the stomachs of hungry peo-
ple, and surplus cotton on the backs of
ill-clad people. We obviously now have
the problem of what is called over-
production with respect to these com-
modities, and we are not helping the
national interest when we transfer the
problem from one crop to another. So,
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T shall offer an amendment, as an addi-
tion to line 23 on page 4.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Illinois will be stated.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4,
line 23, it is proposed to add the following
proviso:

Provided further, That acreage which Is
withdrawn from the cultivation of cotton
in excess of 3 acres per farm shall not be
devoted to the production of other cash
crops but shall be used for soil-conserving
practices such as the growing of legumes
and other nitrogen-fixing plants, for the
pasturing of cattle, and for other appropriate
means.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I wonder whether the Senator would
be agreeable to adding wheat to his
amendment. I believe that ought to be
done.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam perfectly willing
to have that principle carried out with
respect to wheat and corn.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Wheat should be added to the Senator’'s
amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The pending bill
deals with cotton. When we come to
consider wheat and corn I shall be glad
to offer such an amendment.

Mr. E . Does the Senator
realize that the pending measure con-
tains a wheat amendment?

Mr. ANDERSON. We have already
taken care of wheat.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I would suggest that
we try first to obtain agreement on the
amendment which I now offer.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator from I1-
linois add an amendment providing
compensation to the farmer for thus
putting his acreage into use and provid-
ing a cash income for him and his family,
so that there will be adequate incentive
to carry out the provisions of the amend-
ment?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not believe that
it is necessary at present to give a bonus
for that purpose. The use of the pro-
posed practice will build up the soil in
itself. We want the South to prosper.
We want the position of the cotton
grower to be protected. However, we
are well aware of the fact that the great
increase in the production of soybeans
in the South will worsen the position of
the Middle West. I am perfectly willing
to apply the same principle when we
come to a consideration of corn and
wheat.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. In order that the legisla-
tive history may be clear, will the Sena-
tor agree, after the word “cotton,” to
add the words “or wheat or corn”?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to do
so when we consider wheat and corn.

Mr. LONG. I am sure the conferees
would understand the meaning of the
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amendment and would endeavor to work
out the purpose of the Senate.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senafor says
he will be glad to offer such an amend-
ment when we consider wheat. I call
the Senator’'s attention to the fact that
the pending bill is a wheat bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is only by a great
stretch of the meaning of the bill that
wheat has been tacked on. It is in the
form of a vermiform appendix.

Mr. EASTLAND. Such an amend-
ment would certainly be germane.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Obviously, the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Illinois would change the basic
character of the pending bill. It raises
some very vital questions which would
adversely affect and would certainly
have great repercussions upon those
whose acreage would be taken out of
production. It is not the type of amend-
ment that should go into emergency
legislation, A situation has arisen
which needs quick attention. If the
farmers are to obtain relief, they must
get it quickly. I refer to the farmers
in the South and in the West. In my
opinion, an amendment of this kind
would kill the legislation. I hope the
amendment will be defeated.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not correct fo
say that the President of the United
States in the message which was read
to the Senate yesterday recommended
that land which is withdrawn from culti-
vation should be devoted to soil-con-
servation practices? Is that not cor-
rect? I read from his message:

When land must be diverted from produc-
tion it is essential that its use be related to
the basic objectives of soil conservation—to
protect and to improve that land.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is
correct, but we have——

Mr. DOUGLAS. I can hardly believe
it possible that the majority leader
should now be opposing on the floor of
the Senate a proposal advanced only
yesterday by the head of his own ad-
ministration. It is extraordinary that
it falls on the shoulders of Senators on
this side of the aisle to take on the armor
and do battle for the administration—
against its own supposed leaders.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois is trying to get a
laugh. He knows that the proposal of
the President of the United States re-
lated to a permanent farm program. We
have before us a piece of emergency leg-
islation designed to meet a critical sit-
uation in the South and in the West. It
is a situation which, if we are to meet it
at all, we must do it immediately. The
amendment which the Senator offers,
for the first time on the floor of the Sen=-
ate today, has not had the consideration
of the committee. It has far-reaching
consequences. The Senator from Illi-
nois knows as well as the majority leader
this is not the type of amendment that
should be added to the bill, and in my
opinion, the effect of adding it to the
bill would be to kill it.

January 12
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to point
out that the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois does not conform to the
recommendations of the President. The
recommendations of the President, as I
recall them, were that when the land
was taken out of cultivation from one
crop and devoted to soil conservation
practice, ACB payments should be made.
I am sure he recommended payment.
The Senator from Illinois is unalter-
ably opposed to any payments being
made, as I understand. Therefore, his
amendment does not conform to the
more liberal recommendations of the
President of the United States.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Both the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois and
the proposal of the President of the
United States will be given time to be
considered by the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry and by the Senate.
Such an amendment does not belong on
the pending bill.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
me_-nt. offered by the Senator from Illi-
nois.

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote!

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr., President, I
ask unanimous consent that prior to the
vote on the cotton-acreage bill there
may be inserted in the REcCorRD messages
and telegrams which I have received
with reference to that measure.

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

The messages and telegrams pre-
sented by Mr. HUMPHREY are as follows:

EasT Granp Forks, MINN.,
January 11, 1954.
Senator HUBeErRT HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building:

Strongly urge passage of Welker rider pro=
viding for use of section 32 funds for diver=
slon of potatoes.

FARMERS C0-OP POTATO MARKETING

ASSOCIATION,

HerMAN SKYBERG, President.
T. P. FREDRICKSON, Manager.

ParaTiNg, Iun, January 8, 1954.
Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Macaroni and noodle industry is faced with
critical shortage of durum wheat raised in a
small section of North and South Dakota
and Minnesota. We urge your support of
the amendment removing durum acreage
allotments in Senate bill 2643 in the best
interests of the growers, processors, and con-
suming publie.

RosErT M. GREEN,
Secretary, National Macaroni Maniu=
fJacturers Association.
Janvary 11, 1954,
RoBerT M. GREEN,
Secretary, National Macaroni Manufac=
turers Association, Palatine, Ill.:

You can count on my support for efforts
to exempt durum from acreage allotments.
Letter follows.

Huserr H. HUMPHREY.
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BT. PaUL, MINN,, January 8, 1954,
Hon. HueerT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The durum milling industry is faced with
a critical shortage of durum wheat. Our
normal durum grind is 24 to 26 million
bushels annually. Production of millable
durum this year was less than half that
amount. Carryover from previous crops was
very small. There will be no carryover to
next crop.

The semolina and durum flours ground
from durum wheat are required by the
manufacturers of macaroni, spaghetti, and
noodles for the manufacture of high quality
products. An adequate supply of durum
wheat is necessary to maintain the guality of
these important foods, and to permit con-
sumers to purchase them at reasonable
prices. .

Milling durum is a highly specialized crop.
It is produced only in 2 small territory in
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minnesota.
The macaroni industry and the American
consumer are entirely dependent upon the
farmers of that small area for durum sup-
plies. Since durum wheat is in ecritically
short supply rather than in a surplus posi-
tion, durum acreage in the durum territory
should be excluded from the acreage allot-
ment program. We urge in the interest of
consumers, producers, and processors that
you support the section in Senate bill 2643
dealing with durum acreage allotments,

JULE M. WAaBER,
Chairman, Durum Committee, Millers
National Federation.

JANUARY 12, 1954,
JULE M. WABER,

Chairman, Durum Committee, Amber
Milling Division, Farmers Union Grain
Terminal Assoctation, St. Paul, Minn.:

You can count on my support for eflorts
to exempt durum from acreage allotments.
Letter follows.

Husert H, HUMPHREY.

- Mr. AIKEN. After the bill has been
read a third time, I propose to move to
substitute the wording of the Senate bill
for the language contained in H. R. 6665.
I do not want the bill to be passed before
that is done.

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

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

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of House bill 6665.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(H. R. 6665) to amend certain provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, relating to cotton
marketing quotas.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I move
that the House bill be amended by strik-
ing out all after the enacting clause and
inserting in lieu thereof the text of the
Senate bill, as amended.

The motion was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

. The bill was read the third time and
passed,

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I move
that the title be amended so as to read:

An act to amend certain provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ment, request a conference thereon with
the House of Representatives, and that
the Chair appoint the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. AIKEN,
Mr. YOUNG, Mr. THYE, Mr. HICKENLOOPER,
Mr. MuNDT, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. SCHOEP~
PEL, Mr. WELKER, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr.
Hoey, Mr. JorNsTON of South Carolina,
Mr. HoLLAND, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. EaAsT-
LAND, and Mr. CLEMENTS conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, Senate bill 2643 will be in-
definitely postponed.

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOP-
MENT CORPORATION

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 442, Senate
bill 2150.

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the bill by title for
the information of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERR. A bill (S. 2150)
providing for the creation of the St. Law-
rence Seaway Development Corporation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from California.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

Mr. ENOWLAND. I should like to
say for the information of the Senate
that what I have in mind is to bring up
the bill for consideration and make it
the unfinished business. I would not
propose at this hour that the Senate pro-
ceed with debate on the measure.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have dis-
cussed the matter with 1 Senator who
desires to make more than 2 speeches,
but not at length, if the parliamentary
situation is such that he may make 2
brief speeches. For that reason, I wish
the Senator from California would not
make his motion at this time but wait
until I ean further discuss the question.
We should like to make it possible for
one of the Senators to make more
speeches than he would ordinarily make
under the rules of the Senate.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am merely trying to expedite the busi-
ness of the Senate. For over a week I
have given advance notice that we would
take up these bills in orderly sequence.
There was no attempt to bring them up
without prior notice to the Senate. Un-
der the circumstances, we should have
unfinished business before the Senate.
The orderly procedure would be to bring
the bills up, and a Senator could submit
a request to make six speeches if he so
desired.

Mr. LONG. 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. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
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for a quorum call be rescinded and that
further proceedings under the call be
suspended.

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. For the informa-
tion of the Senate I should like tc say
that I have just had a discussion with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long], and
the Senator from Maryland for whom
the Senator from Louisiana had spoken,
and it is agreeable to them, as I under-
stand, that the quorum call be dispensed
with and that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Senate bill 2150, with
the understanding that the debate will
proceed tomorrow,

I renew my motion that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar No. 442, Senate bill 2150, providing
for the crzation of the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from California.

The motion was agreed to: and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(8. 2150) providing for creation of the
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration to construct part of the St,
Lawrence seaway in United States terri-
tory in the interest of national security:
authorizing the corporation to consum-
mate certain arrangements with the St.
Lawrence Seaway Authority of Canada
relative to construction and operation of
the seaway; empowering the corporation
to finance the United States share of the
seaway cost on a self-liquidating basis;
to establish cooperation with Canada in
the control and operation of the St. Law-
rence seaway; to authorize negotiations
with Canada of an agreement on tolls;
and for other purposes.

COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES IN

COMMEMORATION OF THE LOUI-
SIANA PURCHASE

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business be temporarily laid aside
and that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 730, House
bill 1917, which is the only one of the
three coinage bills which has not been
acted upon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state “he title of the bill.

The CHrer CLERK. A bill (H, R. 1917)
to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces
to commemorate the sesquicentennial
of the Louisiana Purchase.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have a
series of amendments at the desk which
I desire to call up at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendments offered
by the Senator from Louisiana.

The Cuier CLERK. It is proposed, on
page 2, to strike out all in lines 7 through
13 ana insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: “Such coins shall be disposed of at
par by banks or trust companies selected
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by the Louisiana Purchase One Hundred
and Fiftieth Anniversary Association, or
the Missouri Historical Society.”

On page 2, line 24, to strike out “1953"
and insert in lieu thereof “1954.”

On page 3, beginning with the semi-
colon in line 16, to strike out all through
the word “sesquicentennial” in line 19
and add a period.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are agreed to
er bloc.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this bill
authorizes the coinage of a certain num-
ber of 50-cent pieces in commemoration
of the 150th anniversary of the Louisiana
Purchase. There have been celebrations
in States which were originally a part of
the Louisiana Purchase territory. The
Presiden: of the United States partici-
pated in these celebrations, as did the
Ambassador from France.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment, the question
is on the engrossment of the amend-
ments and third reading of the bill

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS
REFERRED

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am about to move that the Senate take
a recess until noon tomorrow, but I shall
be glad to withhold my motion if there
be any further business to be transacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuT-
LEr of Maryland in the chair). The
Chair lays before the Senate certain
nominations, which will be referred to
the appropriate committees.

RECESS

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move that the
Senate stand in recess until 12 o’'clock
noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 46 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, January 13, 1954, at 12 o’clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate January 12 (legislative day of
January 7), 1954:

UNITED STATES MARSHALS

Vernon Woods, of Illinois, to be United
States marshal for the eastern district of
Illinois, vice Carl J. Werner, resigned.

George M. Glasser, of New York, to be
United States marshal for the western dis-
trict of New York, vice Raymond A. Morgan
whose term has expired.

Emmett Mitchell Smith, of Texas, to be
United States marshal for the southern dis-
trict of Texas, vice Clifton C. Carter whose
term has expired.
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SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 13, 1954

(Legislative day of Thursday, January 7,
1954)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our shelter from life’s stormy
blasts and our eternal home: We come
with confidence, not in our feeble hold
of Thee but in Thy mighty grasp of us
as we trust the love that will not let us
go. Gird, we beseech Thee, with a
strength and power which is not their
own Thy servants in the ministry of pub-
lic affairs, who, in this temple of the
people’s hope, give their consent to enact-
ments expressing the inflexible creed
that human tyranny is an offense to the
Creator and that by divine decree man-
kind everywhere is crowned with infinite
worth and dignity, the right to abundant
life and abounding freedom.

We humbly pray that Thou wilt use
us in these decisive days as Thy instru-
ment to bring to naught the evil schemes
of all who, at home and abroad, deny the
fundamental faith which flames in
splendor at the heart of a democracy
which shall at last redeem all the sons
of men and make them the sons of God.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. KnowLaNnD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
January 12, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. FREAR was excused from at-
tendance on the session of the Senate
tomorrow, Thursday, January 14, 1954,
in order to attend to official business in
the State of Delaware.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MarLong, and by
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs was authorized to hold a hearing
beginning at 2 o'clock this afternoon.

On request of Mr. McCarTHY, and by
unanimous consent, the Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations of the
Committee on Government Operations
was authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Friday next.

January 13

‘ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immedi-
ately following the quorum call there
may be the customary morning hour for
the introduction of bills and joint reso-
lutions, and the insertion of matters in
the REecorp, under the usual 2-minute
limitation on speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Aiken Griswold McCarran
Anderson Hayden MeCarthy
Barrett Hennings McClellan
Beall Hickenlooper Millikin
Bennett Hill Monroney
Bricker Hoey Morse
Burke Holland Mundt
Bush Humphrey Neely
Butler, Md. Hunt Pastore
Butler, Nebr. Ives Payne
Byrd Jackson Purtell
Carlson Jenner Robertson
Case Johnson, Colo. Russell
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Clements Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel
Cordon Kefauver Smathers
Daniel Eennedy Smith, Maine
Dirksen Kerr Smith, N. J.
Douglas Kilgore Sparkman
Dufl Enowland Stennis
Dworshak Euchel Symington
Eastland Langer Thye
Ellend Leh Upton
Frear Lennon Watkins
Fulbright Long Welker
George Magnuson Wiley
Gillette Malone Williams
Goldwater Martin Young
Gore Maybank

Mr. SALTONSTALL. TIannounce that
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces], the Senator from Indiana [Mr,
CapenART], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CooPER], the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. FErcuson], the Senator from
New Jersey |Mr. HENDRICKSON], and the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. PoTTER] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Franpers] is absent on official business.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GreEN] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murray] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFierp] is absent because of illness,

The VICE PRESIDENT., A quorum
is present.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT OF CHESAPEAKE & Poromac TELE-
PHONE Co.

A letter from the Vice President, Chesa=
peake & Potomac Telephone Co., Washing-
ton, D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report of that company, for the year 1953
{with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.
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