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SENATE 
FRIDAY, MAY 18, 1956 

(Legislative day of Monday, May 7, 1956) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Merciful Father, whose faithfulness is 
constant, with all our fickleness, whose 
forgiveness outlasts all our transgres
sions against Thy holy love, we bemoan 
the delusions which so often have led 
us to mistake shadows for substance; we 
confess that by false pride in our own 
achieving we have been lulled into cush
ioned optimism. Now, with jarred and 
jolted minds, we see the whole circle of 
the world grown somber and terrible with 
suspicion and conflict, with rumors of 
war, and with the smoke of a judgment 
which engulfs us all. 

In this testing day when Thou art 
sifting out the souls of men before Thy 
judgment seat, give us that penitence 

. for our own sins, that contempt for our 
own prejudices, that hatred for our 
own hate, that shall enable us to put on 
the whole armor of God as we fight 
for the emancipation of the downtrod
den and exploited, and against the 
rulers of the darkness of this world, 
against spiritual wickedness in high 
places. We ask it in the dear Redeem
er's name. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D. C., May 18, 1956. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS, a Senator 
from the State of Mississippi, to perform the 
duties o-f the Chair during my absence. 

WALTER F. GEORGE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. STENNIS thereupon - took - the · 
chair · as Acting ,President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, May 17, 1956, 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. 

MESSAGE FROM THE ~OUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, notified the Senate that Hon. 
JOHN w. McCORMACK, a Re_presentative 
from the State of Massachusetts, had 

been elected Speaker pro tempore dur
ing the absence of the Speaker. 

The message announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 3073) to 
provide for an adequate and economi
cally sound transportation system or 
systems to serve the District of Colum
bia and its environs, and for other pur
poses, with amendments, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also . announced that 
the House had passed, without amend
ment, the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
166) to designate the dam and reservoir 
to be constructed on the lower cumber
land River, Ky., as Barkley Dam and 
Lake Barkley, respectively. 

The message further announced that 
the House insisted upon its amendments 
to the bill <S. 2972) to punish the willful 
damaging or destroying of aircraft and 
attempts to damage or destroy aircraft, 
and for other purposes, disagreed to by 
the Senate; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
Mr. HARRIS, Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi, 
Mr. WILLIS, Mr. WOLVERTON, and Mr. 
CRUMPACKER were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Th.e message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his .signature to the 
enrolled bill (H. R. 7186) to provide for 
the review and determination. of claims 
for the return of lands, in the Territory 
of Hawaii, conveyed to the Government 
during World II by organizations com
posed of persons of Japanese ancestry, 
and it was signed by the Acting President 
pro tempore. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the follow
ing committees were authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today: 

The subcommittee of the Committee 
on the Judiciary considering Senate bill 
3143. . . 

The Subcommittee on the Air Force 
of the Committee on.Armed Services. 

~The· Internal Security -Subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The Subcommittee on Health of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presf

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business, 
and act on nominations on the Execu
tive Calendar under the heading "New 
Reports." 

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting several nominations, which 
were ref-erred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there be no reports of commit
tees, the nominations on the Executive 
Calendar, under the heading "New Re
ports" will be stated. 

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING 
COMMISSION 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Walter Bedell Smith, general, United 
States Army, retired, to be a inember of 
the National Security Training Commis
sion. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is confirmed. 

IN THE ARMY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Army. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations in the Army be considered 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations in the 
Army will be considered en bloc, and, 
without objection, they are confirmed. 

IN THE NAVY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Navy, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I make the same request with re
spect to nominations in the Navy. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions in the Navy will be considered en 
bloc, and, without objection, they are 
confirmed. 

N:OMINATIONS PLACED ON THE VICE 
PRESIDENT'S DESK 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
nominations in the Regular Army of the 
United States, in the Regular ·Air Force, 
and in the Navy, -reported from the Com
mittee on Armed Services, and placed on 
the Vice President's desk without being . 
printed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions will be considered en bloc, and, 
without objection, they are confirmed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask that the President be imme
diately notified of the nominations to
day confirmed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate resume the 
consideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration or 
legislative business. 
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COMMITTEE SERVICE 
On motion of Mr: JOHNSON ·of TeX¥, 

and by unanimous consent, it was 
Ordered, Th.a~ ' the ·sen~tor from Illinois 

[Mr. ·DouGL'A~] be ·excused from further serv
ice as a member of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, and that he be assigned . 
to service on the Committee on Finance; and 

That the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LoNG] be excused from further service as a 
member of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and that he be assigned to 
service on the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE BUSINESS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be the usual morning hour for the 
presentation· of petitions and memorials, 
the introduction of bills, and the transac
tion of other routine business, subject to 
a 2-minute limitation-on statements. 

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore laid before the Senate the following 
letters, which were referred as indicated: 
AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVEL• 

OPMENT AND AsSISTANCE ACT OF 1954 
A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to . amend the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amend
ed, so as to increase the a~ount authorized 
to be appropriated for purposes of title I 
of the act, and for other purposes (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

REPORT OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT 
STATIONS 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on the agricultural experiment sta
tions, for the year 1955 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

VALIDATION OF PAYMENTS IN SETTLEMENT OF 
ACCRUED LEAVE MADE TO CERTAIN MEMBERS 
OF ARMY AND Am FORCE 

uary 1 to March 31, 1956 (with an accom
panying report); to the· Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 
REPORT ON BACKLOG OF PENDING APPLICATIONS 

AND HEARING CASES, FEDERAL COMMUNICA
TIONS COMMISSION . 
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Com- . 

m.unications Commission, Washington, D. C., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on . 
backlog of pending applications and hearing 
cases in that Commission, as of March 31, 
1956 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALmNs 

Three letters from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta
tion of certain aliens, together with a state
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions of 
law as to each alien, and the reasons for or
dering such suspension (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT 

RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS 
Two letters from the Commissioner, Im

migration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders issued granting the 
applications for permanent residence filed by 
certain aliens, together with a statement of 
the facts and pertinent provisions of law as 
to each alien, and the reasons for granting 
such applications (with accompanying pa
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIQNS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions. etc., were laid before the . 

Senate, or presented, and referred as in
dicated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore: 

A resolution adopted by the Florida South 
Chapter of thE_J_ American Institute of Archi
tects, Miami Beach, Fla., protesting against 
the enactment of legislation to alter the cen
tral portion of the Capitol Building in Wash
ington, D. C.; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

A resolution adopted by the Holy Name So
ciety of St. Jerome's Roman Catholic Church, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring the enactment of 
the so-called Bricker amendment, relating 
to the treatymaking power; ordered to lie on 
the table. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 

Armed Services, without amendment: 
H. R. 8904. A bill to amend certain laws 

A letter from the Secretary of the Air 
Force, transmitting a draft of proposed legis• 
lation to validate certain p ayments in set
tlement of unused accrued leave heretofore 
or hereafter made to certain members of the 
Army and the Air Force, and for other pur
poses (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

AUDIT REPORT ON ARMY INDUSTRIAL FUND, 
DIAMOND ORDNANCE FUZE LABORATORIES 

· relating to the grade of certain personnel 
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 
Corps upon retirement (Rept. No. 2019). 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, .an audit report on the Army Industrial 
Fund, Diamond Ordnance Fuze Laboratories, 
Washington, D. C., Ordna.nce Corps, Depart
ment of the Army, for the period September 
27, 1953, to" June 30, 1955 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov- ·· 
ernment Operations. 

REPORT OF MARITIME ADMINISTRATION., 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

A letter· from the Secretary of COnup.erce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the Maritime Administration, Department of 
Commerce, on activities and transactions of 
that administration under the Merchant 
Ship Sales Act of 1946, for· th~ period Jan: 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with amendments: 

S. 1637. A bill to extend the time limit 
within which recommendations for and 
awards of certain military decorations may 
be made (Rept. No. 2020). . 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with an amendment: 

S. 1961. A bill to provide for the convey
ance of part of Ethan Allen Air Force Base, 
Colchester, Vt., to the State of Vermont, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 2021). 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee -on 
Armed Services, with amendments: 

H.J. Res. 261. Joint resolution authorizing 
the Secretary ·or the Army to make such 
transfers of supplies and equipment as may 
be available to The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. · 
(Rept. No. 2018). 

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, · with amend
ments: 

S. Res. 250. Resolution prohibiting. the in-·· 
troduction of bills or joint resolutions by 
two or more Senators jointly (Rept. No. 
2022). 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the. Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: · 

H. R. 11177. A bill making appropriations 
for the Department of Agriculture and Farm 
Credit Administration for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes · 
(Rept. No. 2023). 

AUTHORITY TO SUBMIT A REPORT 
BY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIA
TIONS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that I be . 
permitted to submit a report from the 
Committee on Appropriations on the bill 
<H. R. 10721) making appropriations for 
the Departments of State and Justice, 
the judiciary, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and 
for other purposes, not later than Mon
day midnight, May 21. 

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

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first ' 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the · 
second time, and ref erred as f ~llows: 

By Mr. MURRAY: 
S. 3878. A bill directing the Secretary of · 

the Interior to convey certain land situated 
in the State of Montana to Theresa Brost; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for himself, Mr. 
MONRONEY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. HEN• 
NINGS, Mr. NEELY, and Mr. PAYNE): 

S. 3879. A bill to supplement the antitrust 
laws of the United States, in order to balance 
the power now heavily weighted in favor of · 
automobile manufacturers, by enabling fran- · 
chise automobile dealers to bring suit in the · 
district courts of the United States to re
cover twofold damages sustained by reason of 
the failure of automobile manufacturers to 
act in good faith in complying with the terms 
of franchises or in terminating or not renew
ing franchis·es with their dealers; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

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

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S . 3880. A bill for the relief of Richard S. 

Wolffers; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GREEN: 
S. 3881. A bill authorizing the demolition 

and removal of greenhouses and other struc
tures, and the replacement thereof, at the 
Botanic Garden, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administra- · 
tion. 

By Mr. BEALL: 
S . 3882. A bill to revise and modernize the 

fish and game laws of the District of Colum
bia, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. · 

By Mr. EASTLAND: 
S. 3883. A bill for the relief of Jew Gim 

Gee; 
S . 3884. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Seto 

Shun Yee; and · 
S. 3885. A bill to provide for jury trials in 

condemnation procee?ings in United States . 
district courts; to the Committee on the 
JudiciarY,. 
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By Mr. NEELY ( by request) :. 

S. 3886. A bill concerning gifts of securities 
to minors in the District of Columbia; 

S. 3887. A bill to amend the act entitled 
'•An act to provide that all cabs for hire in the 
District o:t: Columbia be compelled to carry 
insurance for the protection of passengers, 
and for other purposes," approved June 29, 
1938; 

S . 3888. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to provide additional revenue for the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes," 
approved August 17, 1937, as amended; 

S. 3889. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act · to grant additional powers to the 
Conim.issioners of the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes," approved December 
20, 1944, as amended; and . . 

S. 3890. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to create a Board for the Condemna
tion of Insan1tar.y Buildings in the District of 
Columbia, and for other ·purposes," approved 
May 1, 1906, as amended; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN (by request) : . 
S. 3891. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of i954 to · provide that the tax 
on admissions shall apply only with respect 
to that portion of the amount paid for any 
admission which is in excess of $1; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

- By Mr. GOLDWATER: 
S. 3892. A .bill for t_he relief of Mrs. Jytte 

Stare! Synodis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLEMENTS: 
S. 3893. A bill to authorize the furnishing 

without charge therefor, from data collected 
by the Bureau of the Census, of data neces
sary or useful to individuals who have filed, 
~r who_ des.ire to file, application , for old
age assistance benefits; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

A BILL TO GIVE AUTOMOBILE 
· DEALERS Timm DAY IN COURT 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
am about to introduce a bill, and I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be· al
lowed to npeak on it in excess- of the 2 
minutes allowed under the order which 
has been-entered. 
· The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senator 
from Wyoming may proceed. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MONRONEY], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY]. 
and· the Senator from · Maine [Mr. 
PAYNE], I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to supplement the antitrust 
laws of the United States, in order to 
balance the power now heavily weighted 
.in favor of automobile manufacturers, by 
enabling franchise automobile dealers to 
bring suit in the district courts of the· 
United States to recover twofold dam
ages sustained by reason of the failure of 
automobile manufacturers to act in good 
faith in complying with the terms of 
franchises or in terminating or not re
newing franchises with their dealers. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3879) to supplement the 
antitrust laws of the United States, in 
order to balance the power now heavily 
weighted in favor of automobile manu
facturers, by enabling franchise auto
mobile dealers t_o bring suii in the dis-

trict courts of the United States to re
cover twofold damages sustained by rea
son of the failure of automobile manu
facturers to act in good faith in comply
ing with the terms of franchises or . in 
terminating or not renewing. franchises 
with their dealers, introduced by Mr. 
O'MAHONEY (for himself and other Sen
ators) , was received, read twice by its 
titl~, and r"eferred to the Committee ori 
the Judiciary. · · . 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. 1'4r. Pr-esident, let 
me say that some of the sponsors of the 
bill are members of the Judiciary Com
mittee's Subcommittee on Antitrust and 
Monopoly, on the one hand, and .others 
are members of the Interstate Commerce 
committee's sul;>committee headed by the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 'MoN
RONEY], which carried on the investiga
tion of the practices of the automobile · 
industry in interstate commerce. This 
bill is intended to supplement the anti
trust laws of the United States, so as to · 
balanc·e the power now heavily weighted 
in favo:i; of automobile manufacturers, by 
enabling local auto dealers-to bring suit 
in the· United States district courts to 
recover twofold damages · sustained· by 
reason of the failure of automobile man
ufacturers to act in good· faith in ter
minating or not renewing their fran
chises. 

was a system, the effect of which was to 
make the dealers independent in name 
only, and to deprive them of the right to 
sue for justice in the courts established 
under the American Constitution. 
NEITHER GOVERNMENT NOR INDUSTRY HAS POWER · 

TO CONTROL FREE ENTERPRISE 

The men who established our form of 
Government deliberately undertook to 
frame a Constitution which would pre
serve the individual from arbitrary con
trol by Government. An industrial sys
tem ·'Yhich makes the dealer the 'pawn · 
of the manufacturer is in complete con~ 
flic~ with the ideal of impartial justice 

· established by the Founding Fathers: 
· .To ·make sure that the Government 
could not ·control the people, the Con- : 
stitution divided the powers of Govern:. 
ment. To Congress it gave the exclusive 
power .to make the laws. To the Presi
dent; it gave the executive power to carry · 
out the laws made -by Congress. · To the 
courts, it gave the independent power to 
adjudicate all cases arising under the 
Constitution and the laws. . 
· The history of the automobile dealer · 
franchise has demonstrated the com-

. plete inability. of ·the dealer to obtain re
dress for any of his grievances with the 
manufacturer. The hearings · dealing · 
with General Motor~ last fall highlighted 
the one-sided character of the franchise. 

DEALERS_ UNDER CONTROL OF MANUFACTURERS These hearings revealed that the auto-
The investigations conducted in 1955 mobile manufacturers have used their 

by Senator MoNRONEY for the Automo:.. superior power and bargaining strength 
bile Marketing Subcommittee and by with individual dealers so as to require 
myself for the senate Judiciary Subcom- dealers; as ·a condition of doing business. 
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly have to enter into one-:sided agreements in 
already produced far-reaching promises which -.the automobile manufacturer ob-. 
of improved relationship between manu- tained many rights. and benefits without 
facturers and dealers in the automobile assuming any of the obligations. 
industry. It was clearly demonstrated The evidence produced at the hearings 
by the facts and admissions developed over which ·Senator MONRONEY and I pre
under oath in the: two investigations that sided made it perfectly clear that the 
local dealers in automobiles have. for manufacturers wanted to hold in their 
years been completely under the actual · own hands complete control over the 
control of the manufacturers, and. that dealers. If the framers of the Constitu
they have been subjected to coercion and tion were careful to provide that the 
intimidation which have deprived them Government itself has no power to con
of economic freedom. trol the people, then surely it must be 

Although the dealers have invested plain that no industrial corporation, -
their own capital in the establishment however big it may be, has the power of 
of their local facilities and in the pur- control which the people denied to the 
chase of the ·cars and equipment they Government. 
were expected to sell, they were not their That the automobile manufacturers 
own masters in their own shops. On -the want this power has been clearly demon
contrary, they were under the domina- strated by what has happened since the 
tion of the manufacturers and agents hearings of the two committees. The 
and representatives of the 'mariufactur- spokesmen for both General Motors and 
ers and had no public forum in which Ford have made.it plain that they want
their disputes could be adjusted except . aj no United States court sitting in judg
in those provided .by the manufacturer-. ment between themselves and their deal
The individuals before whom they were ers. Because of what was revealed at 
required to take their pleas for the ad- our hearings they have made many con
justment of grievances were not impar- cessions with respect to the franchises 
tial because they were the paid employ- to be issued by the dealers. But with all -
ees of the manufacturers. the concessions that they have made as 

So far as the automobile industry was a result of the public hearings of Con
concerned big business had established gress, they are still attempting to retain 
its own judicial system to handle the for themselves the final power to adjudi
complaints of the dealers. This was a cate disputes and _cancel franchises. 
system wholly out of harmony with the There is a string attached to every con:.. 
American system of adjudicating con- cession they have promised; and unless 
flicts arising out of contracts. It was the doors of the Federal courts are 
a system which, if fallowed by all big opened .to the automobile dealers; they 
business, would have ·destroyed com- will continue to remain the pawns of the 
pletely the procedure established under. manufacturers. 
the Constitution of the United States for. This our bill does. It opens the door. 
the adjudication of such prcblems. It of the Federal cow·t to the local .dealer. 
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It provides, under the United States Con
stitution, a system which will deal justly 
with both the manufacturer and the 
dealer. It gives the Government no con .. 
trol over the contracts, but it does de
prive the manufacturers of the control_ 
they will continue to exercise, even
though the concessions promised are 
granted. 

The bill I introduce today, therefore, 
is one which should appeal to the manu
facturers as well as to the dealers, be
cause it places the adjudication of dis
putes, not in the hands of an arbiter 
selected and paid by the manufacturer, 
but in the hands of the judges appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate, under the American system. 

GOOD-FAITH PRINCIPLE OF ANCIENT ORIGIN 

The good-faith principle had its origin 
ln ancient days when, in a dispute over a 
contract, the courts looked beyond the 
terms of the contract which the parties 
had made; and when it appeared that 
one of them was obliged to sign, the 
courts applied the principles of equity, 
in order to protect the party· which had 
been subjected to coercion. These 
courts of . equity realistically appraised 
the differences in the bargaining posi
tion of the parties, and concluded that 
if the evidence showed that one of the 
parties was under coercion or intimi
dation by the other, or was the-victim 
of the superior power of the other,. there 
should.be imposed by law upon the party 
possessing such power an obligation to 
treat fairly with the other. This is the, 
purpose of this bill. . . 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
may be printed in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
3879) was ordered to be printed in the' 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enaqted, etc.-
SEC. 1. As used in this act- . 
(a) The term "automobile manufacturer"· 

shall ·mean any person, partnership, corpo
rcation, association, or other form of lausiness• 
enterprise engaged in the manufacturing or: 
assembling of passenger cars, trucks, station1 
wagons, or other automotive vehicles, in-· 
eluding any person, partnership, or corpora
tion which acts for such manufacturer or 
assembler in connection with the distribu
tion of said automotive vehicles. 

(b) The term "franchise" shall mean the 
agreement, contract; ·understanding,; or ar
~angement between any automobile 1nanu-
facturer ·and any automobile dealer which, 
purports to fix the legal rights. and liabilities
of the parties to _such agreeµient, contract; 
understanding, or agreement.· . 
· ( c) The term "automobile dealer" shall· 
mean a ny person, partnership, corporation, 
association, or other form of business enter-: 
prise operating under the terms of a fran
<,hise and engaged in the sale or distribution 
of passenger cars, trucks, station wagons, or 
other aut omotive vehicles. 

(d) The term "commerce" shall mean 
commerce among the several States of the 
Unit ed -States or with foreign nations, or in' 
any Territory of the United States or in the 
District of Columbia, or among the Terri
tories or between any Territory and any State 
or foreign nation, or between the District of 
Columbia and any State or Territory or for
eign nation. 

(e) The term "good faith" shall mean the 
duty of the automobile manufacturer, ,its 
officers, employees, or agents to act in a fair, 
equitable, and nonarbitrary manner so as to 
guarantee the dealer freedom from coercion, 

intimidation, or threats of coercion or in• 
timida tion, and in order to preserve and pro-" 
tect all the equities of the automobile dealer 
which are inherent in the nature of the rela-· 
tionship between the automobile dealer and 
automobile manufacturer. 

SEC. 2. Any automobi~e manufacturer en
gaged in commerce who makes or grants any 
franchise to an automobile dealer, shall have 
the duty to act in good faith in all dealings 
or transactions with such dealer. · 

SEC. 3. An automobile dealer may bring 
suit against any automobile manufacturer 
engaged in commerce, · in any district court 
of the United States in the district in which· 
said manufacturer resides, or is found, or 
has an agent, without respect to the amount 
in controversy, and shall recover twofold the 
damages by- him sustained and the cost of· 
suit, including a reasonable attorney's fee, by 
reason of the failure of said automobile man
ufacturer to act in good faith in performing 
or complying with any of the terms or pro
visions of the franchise, or in terminating, 
canceling, or not renewing the franchise with 
said dealer. 

REVISION OF CIVIL SERVICE RE
TIREMENT ACT-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr.' President, I submit an amendment.
intended to ·be proposed by me, ·to the· 
bill (S. 2875) to revise the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, and request th.at it be 
printed and lie on the table. 

The proposed amendment establishes
a threefold ceiling on the amount of an
nual benefits which ·may be paid ·to sur
viving children. 
· First. The amount to any one child 
may not exceed $600. 
· Second. The total · benefit to one or: 

more children may not exceed 40 percenb 
of the deceased employee's average 
salary. . 

Third. The total may not. exceed 
$1,800 irrespective of the fact that 40 
percent of the deceased employee's salary 
might be in excess of such an amount. 

The above limitations apply in the case. 
of surviving children with one _parent 
~till living. In the case of children with 
neither parent living, the ceilings are· 
approximately 20 percent higher. 

In no· event could total family bene
fits-widow plus children-exceed 80 
percent of a deceased employee's average 
salary. The earned annuity of . an em-. 
ployee cannot exceed 80 percent of his· 
average salary. In the· event of his. 
death, his widow receives · 50 percent of 
his earned annuity, thus in no case could· 
her benefits be in excess of 40 percent of 
the employee's average salary which to
gether with the 40-percent limit on bene
fits to children would make. a total not in. 
excess of 80 percent. It should be ap-· 
preciated that it would take a combina-· 
tion of, first, long years of service on the· 
part of the deceased employee; and, sec
ond, a large n\lmber of surviving chil-, 
dren for the total family survivorship 
benefits to even -approach the SO-percent 
:figure. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be received, 
printed, and will lie on the table. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I also submit amend
ments, intended to be proposed by me, to 
the bill (S. 2875) to revise the Civil Serv
ice-Retirement Act, which I request may 

be printed and lie on .the table. These 
amendments are of a perfecting nature, 
to correct typographical, grammatical, 
an·d other errors of a like nature. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The.amendments will be received, 
printed, and will lie on the table. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 
1956-AMENDMENT 

Mr. KERR submitted an amendment, 
intended to be proposed by him, to the 
bill (H. R. 10660) to amend and supple
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act approved 
July 11, 1916, to authorize appropria
tions for continuing the construction of 
highways; to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to provide additional 
revenue from the taxes on motor fuel, 
tires, and trucks and buses; and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I submit 
amendµlents, intended to be proposed by 
me, to House bill 10660, the Federal-Aid 
Road Act. I ask unanimous consent that 
a statement prepared by me relative to 
the amendments may be· printed in the 
RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendments will be received, 
printed, and :will . lie on the table; and; 
without objection, the statement will be 
printed in the RECORD. 
· The statement presented by Mr. 
CHAVEZ is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHAVEZ - . 
SAFETY PROGRAM 

- It apparently is the feeling of the Bureau
of J;>ublic Roads t.hat the authorization in the. 
195~ act was not sufficiently broad to permit 
~hem to undertake ·a comprehensive study ·of, 
all phases of traffic safety. They have made . 
studies which relate to the engineering and 
physical characteristics of highways, but they. · 
~ave not undertaken a study of uniformity 
of motor vehicle laws a~d regulations; law_ 
~nforcement, traffic control, driver behavior, 
"haracteristrcs of motor vehicles, etc. · 
· It would seem that the attached amend

ment, which is similar to that proposed by 
Congressman BLATNIK, would clarify the in
tent of Congress in the field of safety and 
tnigh t be advanced as a committee amend
inent to S. 10660. The amendment proposed.: 
'by Senator HUMPHREY is along the same lines.
but it may ·.not clarify the intent of Congress, 
to the Bureau of Public :a.oads_ It seems that, 
it w~n1ld be desiral;>le to specify the studies 
desir~d and also the monetary limitations. 
· Section 14 of the Federal Aid Highway Act 
of 1950 authorized the Commissioner of Pub-· 
lie Roads to assist in carrying out the action. 
program of the President's Highway Safety. 
Conference and to cooperate with State high
way departments and other agencies . in a 
program to advance the. cause of safety on· 
streets and highways. There was authorized. 
not to exceed $75,000 annually for this , 
purpose. 
· Section 9 of the Highway Act of 1952 con
iinued the authorization as contained in the · 
1950 act and increased the authorization for 
funds to $150,000 annually. 

Section 10 (a) of the 1954 act authorized 
the Secretary of Commerce to engage in re
search on all phases of highway construction, 
reconstruction, modernization, development .. 
design, maintenance, safety, financing, and 
traffic conditions, including testing, etc. The 
funds required were to be taken out of the 
administrative and research funds. 
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RULES OF INTERPRETATION GOV

ERNING QUESTIONS. OF . EFFECT 
OF ACTS OF CONGRESS ON STATE 
LAWS-ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
OF BILL 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the names 
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN
NER] and the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. WoFFORDJ may be added as co
sponsors of the bill <S. 3143) to estab
lish rules of interpretation governing 
questions of the effect of acts of Congress 
on State laws. 

The ACTING PR~SIDE~T _ pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous consent, 

addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · · 

By Mr. ELLENDER: 
Address delivered by him at New Orleans, 

La., on May 12, 1956, at the 57th annual 
meeting of the Rice Millers Association. · 

By Mr. BIBLE: 
Statement by him on observance of Armed 

Forces Week and the National Broadcast
ing Co.'s Wide, Wide World television pro
gram of May 13, 1956. 

By Mr. HRUSKA: 
·statement prepared by him relative to 

Rumanian Independence Day. 

TWO GREAT AND DISTINGUISHED 
CHAIRMEN RETIRE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as 
eloquently stated on numerous occasiqns 
in the past week, it was with a sense of 
deep sadness that the Senate of the 
United States learned that our distin
guished colleague and friend the senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] had 
announced that he had decided not to 
run for reelection, and that he would be 
relinquishing his post as "dean of the 
Senate," chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, and adviser and 
counselor to all, on both sides of the 
aisle. 

I know that the people of Georgia will 
miss him in the Senate, the people of 
the Nation's Capital will miss him, but, 
above all, the people from all parts of 
the United States will miss him. Sen
ator GEORGE has filled the capacity of a 
Senator at large for the entire Nation, a 
·recognized leader of national standing. 

The people of my· State of Montana 
will miss the . senior Senator from 
.Georgia, a man so distinguished in 
affairs of state, both domestic and inter
national. Montanans have paid tribute 
to the President pro tempore in the edi
torial columns of the State's newspapers. 

At this point in my remarks I ask 
unanimous consent that 2 editorials be 
printed, 1 from the Daily Missoulian of 
May 11 and 1 from the Billings Gazette 
of May 12. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Daily Missoulian of May 11, 19561 

TtmN OF THE POLITICAL WHEE~S 
WALTER F. GEORGE, of Georgia, has been a 

constructive Member of the United States 

Senate for a very long period, politically 
speaking. . . . . . 

He arrived in the Senate on November 8, 
1922, just after election to fill a vacancy 
created by death . . He was then 44. Now, 
at 78, he announces that "for good and suffi
cient reasons" he will not be a candidate for 
renomination in Georgia's Democratic pri-: 
mary this year. · 

One of those reasons undoubtedly is the 
senatorial aspirations of 42-year-old Herman 
E. Talmadge, a former governor . who for 
months has. been stumping the State with a 
view to replacing Mr. GEORGE when his term 
expires next January. · 

Some of the things Talmadge says about 
the veteran GEORGE, now the dean of the 
Senate, have a familiar ring. He pounds 
hard on the theme GEORGE has been in the · 
Senate so long that he has lost touch with 
Georgia, and that he is more interested in 
national and international affairs than the 
welfare of the people of Georgia. 

Probably every year since he arrived in 
the Senate, back in 1922, Mr. GEORGE has seen 
colleagues edged out on such premises. 

One of the Senate veterans when Mr. 
GEORGE was sworn in was Senator Porter J. 
Mccumber, of North Dakota, then chairman 
of the blue ribbon Finance Committee
through which must pass all tax and other 
revenue raising measures. But as GEORGE 
went in Mccumber was on his way out. In 
his 24th year as a Senator, a few months 
earlier Mccumber had been defeated for 
Republican .renomination on the contention 
that he had been away from North Dakota 
too .long. The primary victor, who also won 
the November gene~al election, :was Lynn J. 
Frazier, a former governor who at the time 
was the idol of the Nonpartisan League. 
Eighteen years later Fraizer was ushered out 

.of the Senate in the ·same way, by the voters 
in the Republican primary of 1940. 

HARRY FLOOD BYRD, of Vil'ginia, now is one 
of the Senate's pillars, its fourth ranking 
Member in point of seniority. But a quar
ter of a century ago he was like Herman 
Talmadge, of Georgia, a former governor with 
a good record and a strong statewide follow
ing--eager to break into the Senate. 

The obstacles were the Virginia incum
bents, Claude A. Swanson and his veteran 
junior colleague, Carter Glass. Swanson had 
been consecutively Representative, Governor, 
and Senator since 1893. The span was 
snapped at the end of 40 years-with BYRD 
as his successor in the Senate-when Mr. 
Swanson resigned to accept a 1933 appoint
ment as President Franklin D. Roosevelt's 
Secretary of the Navy. 

That probably averted a Byrd-Swanson 
clash in the 1934 Virginia primary, just as 
GEORGE'S current abnegation has erased from 
the 1956 political schedule a much heralded 
George-Talmadge contest in Georgia. 

Along the way Senator GEORGE has over
come many obstacle in retaining his seat, 
among them a purge attempt by President 
Roosevelt ·in 1938. Senator GEORGE, yielding 
to the inevitability of time and the tide 
of eve.nts, is bowing out of the Senate with 
the same serene dignity with which in his 
heyday he turned back the unseating effort 
of President Roosevelt. 

[From the Billings Gazette of May 12, 1956) 
Er.DER STATESMAN RETIRES 

Senator WALTER GEORGE, of Georgia, has 
announced that he will not be a candidate 
at the forthcoming election to succeed him
self. While this decision not to run again 
will be regretted, it is probably a wise one, 
from the standpoint of the aged salon's per
sonal welfare. The Senator was 78 years old 
last January. He has said t~at his health is 
not too robust, and he doubtless feels thai 
he is not up to making another hard cam
paign. Although former Gov. Herman Tal
madge had not filed as a. candidate for the 

Democr~tic nomination against GEORGE, it 
was common knowledge that he has intended 
to make the race. · 

In a. contest ·against Talmadge the odds 
would have been in favor of the younger 
man. A defeat would have left a blot on one 
of the most distinguished records ever com
piled by a Member of the United States Sen
ate. First elected in 1922 to fill out the un
expired term of Senator Tom Watson, who 
died in office, Senator GEORGE will have·served 
continuously in that position for 35 years 
when his present term expires next January. 
During that long period of service his inde
pendence, intellectual integrity, and talents 
for statesmanship have won the increasing 
admiration of all his colleagues. 

Because he could not conscientiously sup
port some of the measures of the New Deal · 
program; President Franklin Roosevelt placed 
the name of the Georgia Senator on the list 
of those Members of Congress he wished to 
purge in 1936. He went down to the Sena
tor's home State and delivered a speech at
tacking GEORGE, but to no avail. The voters 
rallied to the support of their leader and re
elected him by an increased majority. 

Ever since our Government has become 
ever more deeply involved in world affairs 
Senator GEORGE has been an influential fac~ 
tor in the development and conduct of for
eign policies. President Eisenhower and Sec
retary of State Dulles have sought and relied 
upon his support in the managament of the 
administration's foreign relations. He has 
never hesitated to disagree with them, but · 
his disagreements have never once been mo
tivated by partisan political considerations. 
The high regard in which he. is held by the 
President is evidenced by the latter's prompt 
statement, upon learning of the Senator's 
decision to retire, that he hoped to find some 
congenial position in the Government serv
ice that· will enable him to have the advan
tage of frequent consultation with the vet
eran l~islator on matters affecting the ad
ministration's foreign policy .. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President;the 
only consolation, and it is a sound one, 
in the Senator's departure from the Hill 
is that he will continue to serve this 
country as the President's special am
bassador to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. I sincerely hope that he 
will return from time to time, enabling 
those of us in the Congress to have the 
benefit of his advice and counsel. 

Mr. President, not only is Congress 
losing one great statesman, but the Hon
orable JAMES P. RICHARDS, chairman o! 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
has also announced his intention to re
tire from Congress at the end of the 
present . term after 24 years of service. 
DICK RICHARDS and his charming wife, ' 
Katharine, have decided to go back home 
to their farm in South Caroli_na, where 
they plan to spend their remaining years. 
It will be difficult for Mrs. Mansfield 
and me, as well as for our colleagues, 
to see them leave the Washington scene, 
but I am sure they will be back many 
times in the days to come to visit with 
us and to give us the benefit of their 
sound advice, which has been such a 
tower of strength in the past. 

I served with Mr. RICHARDS on the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and I can 
say without qualification that seldom 
have I worked with a man of such un
tiring energy, wise statesmanship, and 
sound understanding, a man so con
stantly devoted to his duties as a rep
resentative of the people from his State 
and the Nation. His years as chairman 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee have 
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been marked by a wise and sane leader
ship in a time when there has been and 
is constant turmoil in our international 
affairs. · 

The loss of these two chairmen of the 
congressional committees concerned 
with American interests in world affairs 
will create vacancies difficult to :fill. The 
record and standards set down in the 
:field of world affairs by these two great 
statesmen will make the task somewhat 
easier. Again, I say we in Congress will 
be most fortunate in having access to 
their advice and knowledge in the years 
to come. 

The Congress, the Nation, and the free 
world are the better off because of the 
accomplishments of these two great 
Americans from Georgia and South 
Carolina. Chairmen GEORGE and RICH
ARDS have left their imprint on the 
course of history and both will be re
membered with gratitude and affection 
in the years ahead. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at this point in my remarks 
I may have printed in the RECORD a news 
article from the New York Times of Fri
day, May 18, 1956. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoiln. 
·as follows: 
MAN IN THE NEWS-A QUIET CONGRESSMAN: 

JAMES PRIOLEAU RICI-IARDS 
WASHINGTON, May 17.-The Pittsburgh 

Pirates lost a budding prospect for the-ir out
field a few decades back when JAMES PRIO
LEAU RICHARDS chose law over baseball. 

As a result of that decision, Mr. RICHARDS 
now is winding up 23 years in Congress in a 
style that can only make the Republican ad
ministration wish he had stayed with base
ball. 

Today, as chairman of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, Representative RICHARDS 
was in the vanguard of congressional forces 
that dealt the President's foreign-aid pro
ponals a severe defeat. President Eisenhower, 
who was a pretty good pitcher at West 
Point, might well be wishing tonight that 
Mr. RICHARDS had accepted that offer from 
the Pirates. 

The foreign-aid action and the coming 
fight on the House floor will be Mr. RICHARDS' 
curtain bow on the congressional stage. He 
is quitting this year and going back to South 
Carolina to practice a little law, hunt, fish, 
and tend to his cattle. 

Though his position makes him one of the 
most important men in the House of Repre
sentatives, he remains relatively unknown 
compared to his compeer, Senator WALTER 
F. GEORGE, of Georgia, chairman of the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee. 

RICHARDS' ANGER RECALLED 

The reasons for this are two: 
First, Mr. RICHARDS, a persuasive southern 

internationalist of judicial training, is not 
given to the political grandstanding of which 
Washington headlines are made. 

Second, the House committee never has 
attained the pivotal importance of the Senate 
group, largely because the Constitution 
charges the Senate with th·e greater respon
sibilit y for overseeing the conduct of for-
eign affairs. . . . 

On occasion, the administration tendency 
to tre-at the House group as a poor cousin of 
the George committee has moved Mr. RICH
AnDs to jealous defense. Last Febru!U'y, for 
example, he denounced the administration 
for treating the House like a "weak-minded, 
illegitimate son" and got an apology from 
the St ate Department. 

The Capitol consensus is that the House 
committee has gained fresh prestige under 
his direct ion, ' , 

Mr .. R.IC"llARDS, 'bot....n in Liberty Hill, S. C., 
in 1894, is now a robust 61 years old.. He is a 
big man, tall and powerfully built, and his 
carriage still is that of the athlete. A fuU 
shock of silvery gray hair and a deep ruddy 
complexion round out the picture of a poli-, 
tician who even now would not look out of 
place in the role of baseball manager. 

He began as a farm boy and took a year. 
at Clemson College with the idea of mas
tering the agricultural sciences. At the end 
of the year he was interested in law and 
shifted to the University of South Carolina. .. 
_ By 1921 he was in _practice back in Lan
caster, near his home, and a year later he. 
was launched into politics as county probate 
judge. He held that office until South Caro..: 
Una sent him to Congress in 1933. 

In World War I he enlisted a few days. 
after President Wilson'.s declaration, served 
in France with a trench mortar battalion, 
and rose from private to second lieutenant. 

His app.ointment to the Foreign Affairs 
Committee came in 1935. As chairman he 
shares with Sena.tor GEORGE the chief burden 
of congressional responsibility for this 
country's international affairs. The posi
tion also calls for him to share in the formu
lation and development of foreign policy 
through prior consultations with the execu-, 
tive branch. · 

The job is a full-time one and leaves little 
leisure for the hunting and fishing that are 
his "favorite pastimes. He lives with his 
wife, Mrs. Katharine Wylie Richards, in 
Georgetown, and has a son and a daughter 
in college and another son practicing law in 
South Carolina. 

He has not been entirely lost to farming. 
When he leaves Washington this summer 
he will divide his time between law practice 
and his cotton and cattle farm in Heath 
Springs, near Lancaster. 

An old friend, summing him up today, 
said: · · 

"He's just a real old down-to-earth South 
9arolinian who loves to hunt and fish, loves 
his farm, and loves his cows." 

EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1948-
. CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro
ceed for 5 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
·pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator from Mon
tana may proceed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
note, in looking at the RECORD, that on 
yesterday the conference report on the 
extension of the Sugar Act of 1948 was 
_agreed to. I am indeed sorry I was not 
on the floor at that time, because there 
were some remarks I had ir..tended to 
make then which I shall make now. 

I had occasion during the debate on 
the sugar bill to call the attention of this 
body to the statement made by an old 
friend and colleague in Congress, Gen. 
Carlos P. Romulo, Ambassador of the 
Philippines to the United States. In that 
statement he pointed out that under 
the bill we were about to pass, the Phil
ippines were singled out, among the ma
jor areas, for exclusion from the benefits 
·of increased consumption of sugar in this 
country. · 
: I am told that this was done in accord
ance with the recommendation of the 
State Department that any . increase in 
the Philippine sugar quota be considered 
when the sugar legislation is next amend
·ed, and when the Philippine sugar had 
become subject"to our customs duty. · 

· Mr. President, sugar from the Philip
pines this year begins to pay 5 percent 
of our duty under the Revised Trade 
Agreement with the Philippines, so that 
it has met one of the conditions men
tioned by the State Department. I wish 
to state now that I believe the Philippines 
has not been given a square deal in this 
pill, and that it is my hope that this in
justice can be corre·cted at an early date. 
. Mr. President, we must not allow a. 
country such as the Philippines, which 
has been such a loyal and courageous ally, 
to be the victim of discriminatory legis
lation .on our part. We must correct the 
lnjustice as soon as possible, and I hope 
that when next the sugar bill comes up 
for consideration, the Congress will give 
serious consideration to the needs of the 
Republic of the Philippines. 

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

Mr. · MANSFIELD. I yield. 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. I- am sure there 
was no intention or desire on the part of 
the American Congress · to discriminate 
against perhaps one of our oldest friends 
in the Pacific, the Republic of the Philip
pines. It was pointed out on the floor 
yesterday by the -distinguished Senator 
from Georgia, the chairman of the Com-· 
mittee on Foreign Relations [Mr~ 
GEORGE], and other Senators, in the col
loquy which took · place, that our rela
tions with the Philippines with ref er
ence to sugar were governed by treaty, 
and that it- was not appropriate, under 
the circumstances, to deal with the mat
ter in this particular legislation. As 
the Senator from Montana knows, in any · 
event there was no method of amending 
the conference report in order to take 
care of the situation about which Am
bassador Romulo and others had ex
pressed concern. 

I am sure that the long history of the 
friendly relationships between the Re
public of the Philippines and the United 
States of America will work toward 
the solution of any problem along this 
or any other line, so that an equita
ble adjustment may be brought about. 
I would not want. the impression to be 
received in either that part of the world 
or elsewhere that there was an act of 
discrimination by the United States Con
gress, because I am sure that was not 
intended, and I am sure the Senator 
from Montana fully agrees that there 
was no intent to discriminate. 
. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
answer to the distinguished minority 
leader, let me say that I am in full 
accord with his remarks. I realize there 
was no chance on yesterday to amend 
the conference report, and I am heart
ened, and I know the Republic of the 
Philippines will be heartened, as well, by 
the assurances he has given on the :floor 
this morning to the effect that in the fu
ture the Philippines will receive full and 
complete consideration in connection 
with any legislation of this kind enacted 
by Congress. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION THREAT
ENED BY RISING POWER COSTS 

· AND INADEQUATE POWER SUPPLY 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, on 

May 20, 1936, 20 years ago this month, 
President Franklin· D. Roosevelt signed 
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the Rural Electrification ·Act. - Known 
as the Norris-Rayburn Act, after its · 
sponsors-Senator George W. Norris, of 
Nebraska, and Representative SAM RAY
BURN, of Texas-the act formally wrote 
into the law the rural electrification : 
program begun a year earlier, in May 
1935, when President Roosevelt had es
tablished the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration by Executive· order. · 

Public Power magazine is the official 
publication of the American Public 
Power Association, a national manage
ment organization representing over 800 
publicly owned electric systems through
out the country. The current issue of 
this -magazine contains an article by Mr . . 
John M. Carmody, a former Adminis
trator of the Rural Electrification Ad
ministration, which deserves careful · 
reading and thoughtful consideration by , 
everyone who believes that farm families 
are entitled to the continued benefits of 
low-cost electricity. Mr. Carmody writes 
from first-hand knowledge of the early 
struggles of REA against the private 
power monopoly, _and warns of the pres
ent dangers to · the REA movement. He · 
says: 

Finally, the basic difference between the 
crises that nearly killed REA off in its earliest 
days, and the pres~nt one, is that neither 
investment bankers, discredited by the 
Hoover depression nor the private · utilities 
which had not yet recovered from the Insull
Hopson scandals, had powerful friends in 
liigh places in: the Roosevelt administration. 
Their friends in Congress were few. 

The situation is very different today. 
Bankers and private utilities not only have 
powerful friends in high administration' 
places but they themselves occupy some of 
thos~ places. They writ~ their own tickets. 

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr. 
Carmody's article printed in the RECORD 
at ·the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in-the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
POWER SUPPLY. SEEN GREATEST WEAKNESS 

SINCE EARLY DAYS OF REAPROGRAM . 
(By John M. Carmody) 

Rural electrification has had such phe
nomenal growth during the past 20 years that 
one hesitates at this late date to review some
of the difficulties that nearly choked the 
young Rural Electrification Administration 
program to ·death before it really got its roots 
down. I do it only because I see a relation
ship between those earfy days and present 
moves to cripple rural electric cooperatives. 

Some of those early troubles were external, 
some internal. REA passed through and sur
vived at least two serious crises. One w.as 
during its first year, when the organization 
was flirting with private utilities in the hope 
that they would borrow cheap money and 
build rural extensions to their lines. The 
other crisis came almost immediately after 
REA was transferred, by ·unfortunate con
gressional action, to the Department of Agri
culture. That one lasted nearly 2 years. The 
record of that_ bungling; internal crisis is so 
clearly stated by published reports that I 
shall do no more than mention it here. 

Now, in my view, REA is faced with another 
crisis, this time external, with an internal 
assist called by the teasing name of "partner
ship." Recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission, if approved by the Congress, 
would drive these splendid farmer-owned 
electric cooperatives, which already have sur
vived two crises, into the clutches of New 
York investment bankers for control by them 
·and their private utility clients. Could any
thing be worse? 
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Investment bankers and private utilities 
already have demonstrated their influence-
Vlitness attacks on TVA, the Dixon-Yates 
s<::heme, the abandonment of Hells Canyon, 
aJ)ominable restrictions by the Department of 
the Interior and a general softening on essen
tial REA generating plants and transmission 
lines. Only separately and through their own 
organization can the REA eletric cooperatives 
weather this attack. It is because this attack 
is related in some respects to an earlier crisis 
in REA that I think it useful to relate some 
of REA's early history. 

The program started simply enough, Morris 
Llewellyn Cooke, appropriately the first ad
ministrator, for many years had needled pri
vate power companies to extend electric serv
ice to more farm families. The Giant Power 
Survey sponsored by him and Gov. Gifford 
Pinchot, of. Pennsylvania, in the early 1920's, 
a project to encourage generation of elec
t~icity at various coal mines to transmit 
epergy by wire rather than by railroad cars, 
was one phase of this endeavor. Subse
quently, when Gov. Franklin Delano Roose
velt, of · New York, appointed Mr. Cooke, a 
Pennsylvania Republican, to be a member or
the New York State Power Authority he was 
a.ble to pursue his studies into the cost and 
feasibility of providing rural service. . 

Incidentally, by way of momentary digres
sion and because it has a bearing on the 
origin of REA, Mr. Cooke was the first person 
to say to me, long before speculation became 
general, "Governor Roosevelt will · be the ' 
next President of the United States." We 
were sitting together at dinner at Princeton 
U;niversity where John D. Rockefeller III, a 
Princeton graduate, was addressing a dinner 
meeting during a management conference · 
that both of us were participating in. I re
call it distinctly because it was a new thought 
to me, in view of Mr. Roosevelt's invalidism 
and because it was long · in advance of the ' 
Chicago convention. I mention it here be- -
cause it was President Roosevelt who started 
REA on its way with Mr. Cooke as the first 
·Administrator, 2 years after he had approved 
Senator George Norris' plan for TVA. . 

At the time of the Princeton. dinner, Mr. 
Cooke was still a member of the New York 
S tate Power Authority, and I was editor of· 
a :management journal in New York. Both 
of us were active in the affairs of "the Taylor 
Society, a widely known management society 
which later merged with the Society of In
dustrial Engineers, of which I was president, . 
to become the present-day so·ciety for the 
Advancement of Management. 

Neither of us could know, as we listened 
to young Mr. Rockefeller at Princeton and· 
talked about Governor Roosevelt's future· 
that both of us were later to be active in a 
:(abulous new organization, REA. Mr. Cooke 
was the first Administrator, and I was Dep
uty Administrator briefly, and later Mr.· 
Cooke's successor as the second Administra
tor. 

I have said the program started simply. 
enough. ·Mr. Roosevelt became President, as 
Mr. Cooke had predicted. As President, he 
approved and encouraged a broad river basin 
study of the Mississippi River Valley, that 
Mr. Cooke promptly proposed. That study 
furnished further evidence of the need for 
increased rural electric service. 

The study and report came at a propitious 
time. Relief funds were available to put 
idle men to work if worthy projects could 
be found. Why not electrify more farms? 
Mr. Cooke suggested an answer: set aside 
some of the available recovery funds for that 
purpose. 

It was on May 11, 1935, that President 
Roosevelt issued an Executive order that 
made $100 million available for rural elec
trification. Rural electrification, therefore, 
has 2 birthdays, 1 to commemorate this event 
~nd another to mark the passage by the 
Congress on May 20, 1936, of the Norris
Rayburn Act. It was this act that definitely 
provided for preference in loans to eoopera
ti ves, municipalities, and other public.bodies. 

. To implement the Executive order of May 
11, 1935, a · small statl' was assembled, chiefly 
engineers and lawyers. If private utilities 
borrowed the new, low-cost money, as was 
expected, a few persons experienced in the 
utility field would suffice. The program was 
started on that basis. It seemed logical 
enough at that time. The private utilities 
had the facilities and the know-how. Cheap
er money than they normally borrowed was 
being offered to them. 

Conferences were held with many private 
utility executives. Discussions went on for 
J:I?.Onths. Applications for loans were piling 
up. Farm men and women were growing 
impatient. They began to organize their 
own cooperatives. Farm Bureau groups in 
some States, Indiana and Ohio particularly, 
set up their own rural electrification organ
i~ations to assist their members in getting 
l9ans and in doing the necessary planning, 
s~rveying, engineering, and construction. 
S!)me loans were made to these groups. REA 
engineers did a splendid job of developing 
totally new standards for rural construction 
that cut costs materially, thereby giving bor
rowers many more revenue miles per dollar 
cost. 

But discussions with private power com
panies went on. The hope that they would 
borrow this low-interest money, build ex
tensions to existing lines, reduce rates and 
provide real rural service on an area coverage 
b;;i.sis died hard with sturdy individualists on 
the staff who were shaping policy. Con
vinced finally, however, that the private pow
er companies had no intention of taking ad
vantage of his generous offer, with appro
priate conditions attached, the :Administra
tor turned to the cooperative method, as 
several members of the organization had been 
recommending. A whole year had passed, 
and, although several loans had been ap
proved, only $5 million had been paid out for 
actual construction of approximately 5,000 
miles of line--a drop in an oaken bucket. 
· Mr. Cooke saw the handwriting before 

some of his close associates and advisors, 
especially the chief counsel and top consult
ipg engineer, an oldtime utility operator. 
'l'he Administrator was aware of the defi
ciency in line construction, but he did not 
wish to let the President or Senator Norris 
down. He was tired. He needed a rest. He 
wanted to resign. When I told him I was 
leaving the National Labor Relations Board, 
of which I was one of the original members, 
he asked me to come in as Deputy Adminis
trator, with the understanding with him and 
with President Roosevelt that I would suc
~eed him as Administrator when his resigna
tion became effective. I accepted. 

Mr. Cooke has been criticized for offering 
the new program with its low-cost money to 
private utilities and especially for not realiz
ing earlier in the long, drawn-out negotia
tions that. the private utilities had no inten
tion of meeting his terms-lower rates and 
area coverage. I think it should be said, in 
~efense of that position, that it seemed 
more important to him and to some of his 
(!lose advisers that rural areas get electricity 
than how they· got it. They knew no other 
way than to have existing private compa
nies do the job. Those closest to him at 
that time distrusted cooperatives, even 
When he began to see them as the way. 

I believed REA cooperatives would pro
vide the answer to the farmers' need for elec
tric service; I gave recalcitrant private utili
ties no quarter. Honest indignation some
times is a useful administrative instrument. 

The long debate had been costly. Much 
precious time had been lost. The worst fea
ture o! the resultant delays, however, was 
the opportunity given to and seiZed upon 
by many private power companies to build 
spite lines. In some cases, in this cream
~kimming process, embryonic electric cooper
atives were completely destroyed, leaving 
large numbers of. farm families completely 
without service. Some of them. may never 
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get it. That was the unfortunate, destruc
tive side of the program. 

It had another side, a constructive one. 
The tough fight led to the development of 
even stronger electric cooperatives than 
might otherwise have been built on · a wide 
scale. But here we have the real heart and 
strength of the REA program. · Spite lines 
and vicious propaganda backfired. 

Farm men and women are building and 
operating their own lines which they will 
own ultimately. They are in business for 
themselves with their neighbors. They live 
together, they work together, they fight to
gether for their common interests and the 
common good. REA has grown up, thanks 
to the devotion rural men and women have 
given it. It will live if these men and 
women do not forget its early struggles. It 
will live if they do not go to sleep and per- . 
mit the Hoover Commission proposals
sweetly worded proposals· to destroy them
to prevail with the Department of Agricul
ture, the Administration and Congress. . 

Finally, the basic· difference between the 
crises that nearly killed REA off in its earliest 
days, and the present one, is that neitlier 
investment bankers, discredited by the 
Hoover depression nor the private utilities 
which had not yet recovered from the Insull
Hopson scandals, had powerful friends in 
high places _in the Roosev~lt a9-IDinistration. 
Their friends in Congr~ss were few. 
· The situation is very different today. 
Bankers and private utilities not only have 
powerful friends in high administration 
places but they themselves occupy some of 
those places. They write their own tickets. 

I did not · learn of the internal schism 
between private company operation ~nd co
operatives .until I was pitched into it as I 
began to get hold of operating problems. 
That was September 1936, more than a year 
after the executive order establishing REA 
and 4 months after the Congress had passed 
the Nonis-Rayburn Act. The fight was still 
on. As so frequently happens . in such in:- . 

, ternal organizational disputes, clashing 
personalities as m'l}ch as .Principl~s kept the 
pot boiling. It was just as well, I think as 
I look back, ·that my colleagues did not kn·ow 
that I knew private utility philosophy and 
practice from· away back. I had followed the 
Federal Trade Commission's investigation 
into private utilities in the 1920's carefully 
and knew their tricks. Mr. Cooke's general 
counsel, for instance, told me, "We do not 
intend to build any generating plants." This 
was after the first cooperative project in 
Pennsylvania had been nearly snuffed out 
by "spite lines" built by nearby private util
ities whose quoted wholesale rates were so 
outrageous that only a generating plant or a 
threat to build one would bring them to _ 
their senses. In this case, the mere threat 
to build one did just that. 
. We really got rolling early in 1937. All 

hope that private power companies would 
do more than a "dog in the manger, spite 
line" job was abandoned. The REA organiza
tion concentrated on organizing and serving· 
farm electric cooperatives in every appro-
priate way. , 

The program was alive. Enthusiasm ran 
high in REA and throughout rural areas. 
Buried projects were dug out of many desks. 
The status of every project from application 
to construction was put on the table in full 
view of the entire staff for examination and 
reexamination at what we called our weekly 
production meetings. There were no pri
vate decisions. Every delay in any depart
ment had to be explained. 

The weakest thing about REA then and 
now, in my view, is the necessity to depend 
on private power companies for energy. 
Even now, when private utilities find this 
REA business so profitable as to offer whole
sale rates greatly reduced from those early 
antisocial, holdup days, it still constitutes 
a. weakness. 

Further development of two sources of 
energy may fill this gap; I refer to solar en
ergy, still over the horizon, and atomic en
ergy, on the brink of practical usefulness. · 
After the Government has spent billions to 
bring atomic energy within reach of all of 
our people, private utilities are scheming 
desperately to grasp monopoly control ·of 
nuclear generation of electricity. 

Here lies a new challenge to rural electric 
cooperative members to protect their invest
ment and their successors. · 

Those early .excessively high wholesale rates 
constituted a form of robbery. With the ex
ception of Michigan, after Frank Murphy be
came Governor, and Pennsylvania where 
Richard Beamish was a member of the public 
service commission, almost every public serv
ice commission gave REA a hard time. I 
am aware of all , the weakness of regulation 
generally, a . sort of captive operation, but I 
never understood the cruel a_ttitude of reg
ulatory agencies toward farm gro:i.ips ·wpo 
only wanted electricity. They were not ask
ing special privileges. · Few State legisla·
tures were friendly to cooperatives. 

The first REA generating plants were built 
in 1937, soon after I became Administrator. 
We should have built them earlier, and more 
of them, but these first ones had a whole
some. effect immediately on wholesale rates 
in many places. Others followed, but I al
ways have regretted we did not build more 
of them. I always have felt that some of 
the municipals missed an opportunity to tie 
town and country closer together at that 
time. 

I cannot "warm up" to the new-fangled, 
phony "partnership" plan, nor can I belie.ve 
that the best interests of REA electric co
operatives are served by throwing th.em to 
the private utility wolves on any pretense 
of saving money or getting ~etter manage
ment. Plenty of lip service, but the knife 
has a keen edge. 

. THE LATE DAVID P. CONNERY 
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, yes

terday there · was laid to final i:est a 
man who was much more to me than 
my administrative assistant. He was my 
friend. 

David P. Connery was my friend for 
many years. In January of 1955, he 
and I came to Washington-two men, 
not so young in years, but young in the 
ways of the United States Senate. To
gether, we worked to make the best con
tribution possible to this great body, to 
the people of Michigan, and to our coun
try. The very fact that I became a Mem
ber of this body was due in large meas~ 
ure to Dave Connery, who was a tire
less worker in my campaign. 

Dave Connery was a man of kindness 
and courage. His kindness was evident 
in every act. He loved people. And all 
of us who knew him and worked with 
him returned that love and respect. 

His great courage was never more evi
dent than in the final months of his life. 
Dave Connery, at the age of 60, died of 
cancer. Yet, from the time he first was 
hospitalized last July, he never gave up 
hope or the fight for life. At the Na
tional Institutes of Health, where he 
finally passed a way last Sunday, the doc
tors have utilized every bit of medical 
knowledge in their possession, not only 
to save his life, but the lives of count
less others victimized by cancer. I know 
that Dave would salute them for their 
valiant efforts, and he would hope that 
what they learned · from him will aid 
others. 

Dave Connery was a Canadian by 
birth. He chose newspapering as a ca
reer, eventually serving for many years 
as city editor of the Windsor Star in 
Windsor, Ontario. He was a friend of 
the working people, serving at one time 
as assistant to the Ontario Minister of 
Welfare and the president of the United 
Auto Workers. 

It is impossible to say in words how 
we will miss Dave Connery, but I know 
that I have benefited immeasurably from 
knowing him. 

Personally, and on behalf of the mem-
, bers of my staff, I extend our deepest 

sympathies and condolences to his 
widow, Mrs. Dena Connery, his son, 
Lance, and the other members of his 
family. 

Mr. President, I ask that several mes
sages be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. · 
· There being no objection, the messages 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1956. 

Hon. PATRICK McNAMARA, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D . a. 
DEAR PAT:, Please accept the heartfelt sym'." . 

pathy of Maurine and me-and of all my 
staff-upon the untimely and tragic death 
of your administrative assistant, David P. 
Connery. All of us liked and respected Dave, 
and he had made himself a part of the Senate 
community in a very short time. John Jones, 
who had worked with Dave, partiqularly asks 
to join in this brief expression of sympathy. 

I do hope you will extend our condolences 
on to that very attractive woman, Mrs. Con
nery, and also please accept them for your
self for we know how much you relied on 
Da.ve for friendship and for assistance, 

With an good wishes, I am, 
Sincerely, 

RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, 

MAY 15, 1956. 
Mrs. DAVID P. CONNERY, 

3636 16th Street NW., 
Washington, D. a. 

DEAR MRS. CONNERY: The news of Dave's 
passing has just reached me, and I find words 
are inadequate to express how I feel. 

Please accept my heartfelt sympathy in 
your hour of bereavement. 

With every good wish, 
Sincerely, 

MARTH!\ W. GRIFFITHS, 
Member of Congress. 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 
Senator PAT McNAMARA, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. a.: 

We share your sorrow in the loss of David 
Connery. It was a privilege to have known 
him and we highly valued, as we will always 
cherish the memory of his friendship. Mrs. 
Diggs .and my congressional staff join me in 
expression of our deepest sympathy. 

CHARLES C. DIGGS, 
Member of Congress. 

OscoMMON, MicH., May 17, 1956. 
PAT McNAMARA, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The sad news about Dave has just reached 
me. His host of friends in party have come 
to respect and admire him deeply. All of us 
will miss him and join with you in your loss. 

NEIL, 

, MAY 15, 1956. 
DEAR SENATOR McNAMARA: I was so sorry 

to learn in this morning's Free Press that 
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you have lost your helper, associate, and ' aid 
through the ravages of cancer. It must be 
very sad indeed to have the ·years of interest 
and compatability severed so painfully and 
sadly. My sympathy is for you, as well as 
for Mr. Connery's family. 

I shall write you again with happier sub-
jects in mind. · 

Yours, · · · · 
SALLY BUTZEL LEWIS. 

BIRMINGHAM, MICH. 

IDAHO POWER RATES 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
the other day my attention was attracted 
by material placed in the body of the 
RECORD purporting to compare the cost. 
of electricity to customers of rural elec
tric cooperatives in sections of Idaho and 
Tennessee with the price to rural cus
tomers of the Idaho Power Co. The 
:figures selected f.or comparison were in
triguing, not because of what they told,_ 
but what they did not reveal. 

For instance, the so-called statistics 
failed to disclose that the Idaho Power 
Co., a blue-chip utility blessed with low 
production costs because of highly favor
able sites and stream-flow on the Snake 
River, has an established policy under 
which new farm customers may be re
quired to pay powerline construction 
charges exceeding a minimum figure. 
Thus, a farmer might be required to pay 
hundreds of dollars before he could avail 
himself of the company's so-called busi
ness-managed kilowatts. 

Nor did the selective and partial sta
tistics disclose that the co-ops selected 
for comparison serve some of the most 
rugged and sparsely populated sections 
of the West, where construction costs are 
high and operating conditions difficult 
when compared with Idaho Power's more 
compact service area. Nor did the fig
ures explain why the co-ops came into 
existence in the first place, namely, be
cause the private company did not want 
to add these areas, believed to- be _ un
profitable, to its system. Growth of the 
rural cooperatives in the last 20 years 
is a revealing indictment against the pri
vate utilities' lack of real free enterprise. 
A vast market for sale of electricity 
existed in rural America, but the utilities 
chose to ignore the demands of farmers 
to share in the age of electric conveni
ences. When the utilities failed to ade
quately extend service to rural districts; 
farmers were forced .to undertake the 
task themselves through formation of 
cooperatives. Yet, since the financial 
success of the rural electric cooperative 
program has been proved, spokesmen for 
private utilities brand as "creeping 
socialism" this program to relieve farm
ers and farm housewives of some of the 
former drudgery of rural life. 

The utilities had the freedom to be 
enterprising, but they failed . to use it. 
As a result, the great rural-electrification 
program came into being, fathered by 
the late Senator George Norris. Would 
critics of the co-ops_ have the farm wife 
return to the days of kindling splitting 
by hand for cooking, and nursing of sick 
children by the light of kerosene lamps? 

The REA program gave a greater boost 
to farm livlng standards than any single 
developme~t of the last ~a.If cent~ry. 

Its usefulness and benefits cannot be dis
paraged or discounted by handpicked 
statistics which attempt to compare in- _ 
comparable objects. 

I have asked the National Rural Elec
tric Cooperative Association, an organi
zation dedicated to promoting the inter- · 
ests of the consumer-owned, nonprofit 
rural utilities, to analyze the statement 
and comparisons recently placed in the 
RECORD by the distinguished junior Sen
ator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]. 
The statement prepared by NRECA ex
plains in detail the true meaning of the 
figures used. I think it would be well 
to look behind the statistics. I ask 
unanimous consent to have the material 
prepared by the NRECA printed at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT ON IDAHO POWER RATES BY NA-

TIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE Asso
CIATION 
The Idaho Power Co. makes its service 

available to farms in its service area at its 
standard residential and domestic rate. A 
farmer purchasing 6,428 kilowatt-hours per 
year, as apparently the average large farmer 
served by the Idaho Power Co. system did in 
1953, would pay an average r~te of 1.71 cents · 
per kilowatt-hour. However, in 1953, only 
27.3 percent of all the residential type cus
tomers served by the Idaho Power Co. were 
reported by that company to the FPC as farm 
consumers. The other 72.7 percent, which 
are ordinary residential users, might pur
chase lesser quantities of energy each year 
at an appreciably higher rate. 

In fact, the publication Typical Residen
tial Electric Bills for 1953, published by the 
Federal Power Commission, shows that the 
small city consumer, purchasing 1,200 kilo
watt-hours a year from the Idaho Power Co., 
paid an average rate of 3.4 cents per kilowatt
hour in 1953, or twice as much as the farmer 
paid. By comparison, a small consumer 
using 1,200 kilowatt-hours per year in Chat
tanooga, Tenn., pays only an average rate of 
2.5 cents per kilowatt-hour, 26 percent less 
than the Idaho Power Co. rate. The rate to 
the small city consumer using 1,200 kilowatt
hours per year in Boise, Idaho, Nampa, Idaho, 
Twin Falls, Idaho, and several other cities 
in that State ls 3;4 cents per kilowatt-hour: 
In Knoxville, Tenn., Nashville, Tenn., and 
many other cities in that State, the average 
rate for the small city consumer is $2.50, and 
in some cases as low as $2.25. In Jefferson 
City, Tenn., the rate is $3 .50. That city is 
served by the Appalachian Electric Power Co. 

Thus, it ls easily seen that the Idaho Power 
Co. can offer a low rate to 27.3 percent of its 
customers comprising its farm service, if the 
other 72.7 percent pay a higher rate. 

The cooperatives of Idaho do not have the 
advantages of a diversified customer group. 
They do not serve a single town with a popu
lation of 2,500 or over, according to FPC fig
ures. The area served by the cooperatives is 
sparsely settled. They encounter a density 
of 2.4 consumers per mile of line and sell 
approximately 10,800 kilowatt-hours per mile 
of line per year. The Idaho Power Co., · by 
comparison, enjoys a consumer density of 
8.85 consumers per mile of line, and sells 
152,000 kilowatt-hours per mile of line per 
year, or 14 times the kilowatt-hour sales 
density of the cooperatives. 

Fifty-three percent of the total energy sold 
by the Idaho Power Co. goes to industrial 
and commercial consumers. 

By comparison, only 21.9 percent of the 
cooperatives' kilowatt-hour sales are in the 
industrial and commercial category. 

There is also one additional fact that was 
completely ignored in the statistics presented 

by the junior Senator from Arizona. The 
Idaho Power Co. has on file with the FPC a 
statement of policy which provides that the 
company will not build additional line or add 
capacity to existing line to serve farm con
sumers unless the estimated construction 
cost of such line is less than 10 times the 
estimated annual revenue from it. If the 
estimated construction cost is more than 10 
times the annual revenue, then the customer 
desiring service must make a cash payment 
to the company to cover a portion of the 
construction cost, or guarantee a minimum 
monthly payment for 10 years. The annual 
sum of such minimum guaranteed monthly 
payment must be one-twelfth of the esti
mated construction cost of the new line. In 
other words, the customer desiring such serv
ice must guarantee to pay in revenue to the 
company 83.5 percent of the cost of such line 
within a 10-year period, whether he uses the 
electricity or not. 

Let us assume that a farmer who lives 1 
mile away from an existing line of the com
pany desires to take service. 

Let us assume that his immediate need 
for electricity is 3,214 kilowatt-hours per 
year, about one-half of the average of all 
the other farms in the Idaho Power Co. 
service area. This is a reasonable situation 
because the load of the normal farmer grows 
each year and a new farmer coming on the 
line would not have many appliances. It 
costs about $1,700 to build a mile of line. 
Our farmer, in order to get service, would 
have to guarantee to pay the Idaho Power 
Co. $141.50 per year for a 10-year period in
stead of the $80.60 which would be his bill 
under the normal rate schedule. In other 
words, such a farmer would pay 4.4 cents per 
kilowatt-hour for his energy, or 76 percent 
above the normal rate, simply because his' 
farm is difficult to serve. 

It ls just such policies as this that have 
brought the rural electric cooperatives of 
Idaho into existence. It is a long-standing 
policy of REA cooperatives to strive for area 
coverage, that is, to serve all farms within 
their service area. The cooperatives must 
build many long lines to serve a few farms, 
but all farmers served enjoy the same rate 
schedule. A rural electric cooperative serves 
a predominantly farm load in a sparsely set
tled area as a general rule. An investor
owned utility company serves the heavily 
settled urban and suburban areas and all 
the industrial and commercial aspects of 
such areas. To infer that the rates charged 
by each should be equal ls to admit ignor
ance of the basic difference between them 
or to be victimized by misleading statistics. 
Now a word about taxes. 

The material inserted into the RECORD by 
the junior Senator from Arizona correctly 
shows that the Idaho Power Co. paid $7,823,-
072 in taxes during 1953, amounting to about 
3.51 mills per kilowatt-hour. However, 
$4,113,600 of this amount was Federal in
come tax and $253,700 was State income tax. 
The rural electric cooperatives are not sub
ject to either State or Federal income taxes 
because they operate on a cost-of-service 
basis and earn no net income. The Idaho 
Power Co. would not pay income tax either 
except for the fact that it enjoys a sub
stantial net income each year. 

The cooperatives of Idaho paid $93,016 in 
taxes during 1953, which amounted to about 
1.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. Certainly no 
one could suggest that an organization 
which does not earn income should pay an 
income tax, or that the taxes paid by such 
an organization would be comparable to 
those paid by the large investor-owned, 
profit-earning corporations. Such a com
parison is analogous to saying that the taxes 
paid by a man earning a salary of $5,000 per 
year are comparable to those of a person 
earning $100,000 per year. 

If the taxes paid by the Idaho Power Co. 
and by the cooperatives of that State are 
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. placed on a comparable basis, by excluding 

income tax, the figures show that the com
pany paid $3,455,772, or 1.66 mills per kilo
watt-hour in taxes, exclusive of income taxes, 
compared to the cooperative payment of 
$93,016, or 1.4 mills per kilowatt-hour in 
taxes. Here then is a little difference, especi
ally considering that the cooperatives own 
only distribution lines and own no generat
ing facilities of their own. 

If they generated their own power, the 
increased taxes would likely result in their 
nonprofit taxes actually being higher than 
Idaho Power Co. taxes. 

EQUITY INVESTMENT IN UNITED 
STATES AND FOREIGN CORPORA
TIONS 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the · eyes 

of the Nation and the world have been 
on the Senate Foreign Relations arid 
House Foreign Affairs Committee as they 
have cpntinued their review of the ad"." 
ministration's proposals fpr mutual-se
curity assistance in the 1957 fiscal year. 

Meanwhile, however, an increasing 
number of _Americans are fortunately 
giving their attention to ways and means 
of encouraging to a larger extent, pri
vate i_nvestment abroad. 

I am sure it is the consensus of the 
Congress and of our people, as a whole 
that, to the most feasible extent, · we 
should rely in the future upon the move
ment of private capital, rather than o~ 
governmental assistance. 

PREVIOUS COMMENTS BY SENATOR WILEY 

On a good many occasions on the Sen
ate floor, I have developed this theme
stressing the role of American private 
investment overseas, the role of American 
banks, investment trusts, other financial 
institutions like the •International Bank, 
the Export-Import Bank, the Interna
tional Finance Corpora.tion, and others. 

MY QUESTIONS 0N PRIVATE INVESTMENT 

As the m1,1tual-security bill has . been 
reviewed, I have asked questions repeat
edly of administration witnesses, regard
ing the extent to which foreign countries 
are or ·are . not improving the climate 
for American investment. 

PRIVATE EQUITY SHAJI.ES 

One of the phases of considerable in
terest to me has been the climate and 
conditions for an increasing amount of 
ownership of Americans in foreign en
terprises through the purchase of equity 
stock. 

As everyone is aware, there is always 
obviously a certain risk in stock pur
chases, even .in the ·best · so;:.called blue 
chips here at home. 

But in the United States, in this great 
. country of ours, we have seen how the 

willingness of millions of investors· to 
risk their savings has be.en responsible 
for making America emerge as the great:;. 
est, richest, most powerful, freest na
tion on earth. 

It is our hope that conditions will be 
such in foreign lands as to attract more 
and more equity capital from Anierica
not, · I emphasize, on a wild speculative 
basis, of course, not on a get-rich.:.quick 
basis,-but ·on a sound, sensible, continu
ing, partnership basis. 

For capital to go abroad; whether .it 
is in the form of private direct· invest-

ment in a factory or a mine or a mineral, 
or in any other form, there must be still 
more opportunity, more possibility · of 
financial return--considering the larger 
risks inevitably involved-than there 
might be in our own country. 

That is why foreign governments and 
peoples have a heavy responsibility to 
create and maintain conditions which 
will attract capital which might other
wise be expended in the enormous oppor
tunities here in America. 

Foreign governments must help cut 
red tape, nuisance restrictions, unfair 
taxation which impede private invest
ment. Basically, they must keep their 
financial house in order. ' 

Time after time, United States bankers 
and other financial leaders have been 
repelled from investmen.t by loose or ar
bitrary fiscal practices abroad, incom
patible with free enterprise. 

·' Thus far, only a fractiop of the United· 
States investment · potential abroad has 
been achieved. 
ONE BILLION FOUR HUNDRED MILLION INCREASE_ 

IN 1954 

According to the Department of Com
merce for the year for which statistics 
are most recently available, in 195( there 
was however, an increase of $1.4 billions 
in the value of United States private in
vestments in foreign securities, and short 
and· medium term credits ·and assets 
abroad. · 

Of that amount, $860 million resulted 
from net capital flow from the United 
States. The remainder reflected im
proved market values for the dollar bonds 
and local currency bonds and equity se
curities of foreign countries. · . 

Incidentally, in our own country, the 
amount of foreign-owned investment 
and assets increased by $3 billions dur
ing 1954. The largest component of 
that sum consists -of foreign-owned short 
term dollar assets, inciuding obli.gations 
of the United States Government. But 
most of the increase represented the 
sharp rise in the market value of United 
States corporate stocks. 

Since America is the world's greatest 
:financial power, the capital flow will 
basically be from our shores. 

Numerous proposals have been ad
vanced, therefore, for bringing larger 
numbers of both large and small p:i:ivate 
investors into ownership of foreign se
curities. 

Lest they get "burned" however, on 
relatively unfamiliar foreign economic 
.details, particular .care and discretion 
must-always be· exercised by. the investor; 

. And care must be taken by: official regu
latory authority as well, while allowing 
the free enterprise system to oper_ate . 

MY REQUEST ON SEC 

-Recently, I called upon the ·Securities 
and Exchange Commission for infor
mation with regard to the registration 
of new foreign issues on American ex
changes. I believe that the recent pat
tern of such registration· has been a 
healthy one, being pursued ·on a ·sound 
basis by the New York and the American 
Stock Exchanges. 

I serid to the desk the text of the in-
formatfon supplied by the SEC. . 

· And as background, · I append the text 
of ·an article which was published in the 

October 8, 1955, issue of Business Week. 
I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this materialbe printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Private, long-term portfolio capital move

ments 1Jy type and area, 1951-55 
[Millions of dollars; capital outflow] 

1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 

--· ------
All areas, by type _____ -437 -214 185 -225 -92 
New foreign securities. -491 -286 -270 -309 -116 
Amortizations and re-

demptions _______ ___ 
'l'ransactions in out-

113 66 139 124 203 

standing issues, net_ 25 131 223 76 -9 
Banking and commer-

-125 cial loans, net _______ -84 93 -116 -170 
Canadian capital 

movements by 

N ~~;ec~i!fas= = = = = = = = 
-232 -30 -1 67 173 
-302 -158 -203 -167 - 38 

Amortizations and re-
38 demptions __________ 88 108 89 160 

Transactions in out-
standing issues, net_ -20 100 } Banking and commer- 94 145 51 
cial loans, net __ _____ 2 -10 

All capital move-
. men ts, by area, 

Canada, total. ___ ___ -232 -30 -1 67 173 
Latin American Re-

publics, totaL ______ 30 34 34 -89 -195 
Europe, totaL ________ -35 -90 209 85 3 
Other countries, total. -47 -10 4 -124 -48 
International institu-

tions, totaL ________ -153 -118 -61 -164 -25 

B~~~~~;: Department of Commerce, Survey of Current 

Foreign bonds listed on New York Stock 
Exchange ' · 
(In millions] 

Num- Num- Par Market Date ber of ber of 
issuies issues value value 

------
Dec. 31, 1953 _____ 25 55 $607. 734 $506. 7 
Dec. 31, 1954 _____ 36· 76 609. 831 531. 3 Dec. 31, 1955 _____ 35 74 567. 867 484.2 

Foreign. stocks . (common)" listed on New 
York Stock Exchange 

!In millions] · 
.. 

Num- Num- Number Market Date ber is- ber is-
. suers sues shares value· 

--- - ·-----
Dec. 31, J.953 _____ 19 17 74.1 $1,915. 3 
Dec. 31, 1954 _____ 20 18 77.0 3,065.1 Dec. 31, 1955 _____ 22 20 87. 6 4,093.2 

Foreign stocks ( common and preferred) listed 
on. New York Stock Exchange 

Date :~f :~r Number Market 
issuers issues shares value 

-------------------
Millions Millions 

$1, ~43: 3 
3,097.2 
4,124.1 

Dec. 31, 1953_· ___ _ 19 
20 
22 

20 74. 6 

B:~: ~~: mt~~== 21 . 77. 6 
23 88. 2 

Foreign companies registered under the Se
curities Act of 1933, calendar years 1954 and 
1955 

Number of statements filed (see list of names attached) ______________________ _ 

EFFECrIVE REGISTRATIONS 

Number of statements __________________ _ 
Number of issues ________________________ _ 
Dollar amount (millions ·or dollars) ______ _ 
Cash account of -issuer: · Number of statements ______________ _ 

Number of issues ________________ ~·--·--
Dollar amount (millions of dollars) __ _ 

1954 · 1955 

22 24 

17 17 
18 20 

162. 9 297. 3 

-14 
·14 

152. 5 

14 
15 

171. 2 
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Foreign companies registered under the Se

curities Act of 1933, calendar vears 1954 
and 1955-Continued 

1954 1955 

Cash account of issuer-Continued 
Mining: 

Number of issues_________________ 8 6 
Dollar amount (millions of dol-

lars)____________________________ 10. 9 7. 7 
Manufacturing: 

Number of issues_________________ O 4 
Dollar amount (millions of dol-

lars)____________________________ _______ 53. 3 
Investment companies: 

Number of issues________ _________ 6 5 
Dollar amount (millions of dol-lars) ____________________________ 141. 7 110 .. 2 

Other: Dollar amount (millions of dol-
lars)____________________________________ 10. 4 126.1 

Foreign companies registered under the 
Securities Act of 1933, calendar year 1954 
SEC file No. 11252: Philippine Long Dis

tance Telephone Co. 
SEC file No. 10704: Scurry Rainbow 011, 

Ltd. 
SEC file No. 1196: Canadian Delhi Petro-

leum, Ltd. . 
SEC file No. 10764: De Von Le Due Oils, 

Ltd. (Withdrawn August 1954.) 
SEC file No. 11308: Investors Group Can

adian Fund, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 10921: Scudder Fund of Can

ada, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11036: United Funds, . Canada, 

Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11045: Canada General Fund, 

1954, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11050: New York Capita.I Fund 

of Canada, Ltd. 
SEC file No_. 11060: Lake Lauzon Mines, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11191: Templeton Growth 

Fund of Canada, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11242: Stancan Uranium Corp. 
SEC file No. 11335: Canada General Fund, 

1954, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 10903: Trican Petro Chemical 

Corp. 
· SEC file No. 11074: Keystone Fund of Can
ada, Ltd. 

SEC file No. 11315: Aluminum, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11322: Canada Petrofina, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 10828: Pan Israel Oil Co., Inc., 

VT and Pan Israel Oil Co., Inc. 
SEC file No. 10829: Mediterranean Petro

leum Corp., Inc., VT and Mediterranean 
Petroleum Corp., Inc. 

SEC file No. 11159: Israel Mediterranean 
Petroleum, Inc., VT and Israel Mediterranean 
Petroleum, Inc. 

S]t:C file No. 11160: Pan Israel Oil Co., Inc., 
VT and Pan Israel Oil Co., Inc. 

SEC file No. 11262: Rhodesian Selection 
Trust, Ltd. 

Foreign companies registered under the Se
curities Act of 1933, calendar year 1955 

SEC file No.11817: Northwest Nitro Chemi
cals, Ltd. 

SEC file No. 11928: Home Oil Co., Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11545: De Von Le Due Oils, 

Ltd. · (Withdrawn June 1955.) 
SEC file No. 11349: Nipissing Mines Co., 

Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11383: Consolidated Fenimore 

Iron Mines, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11393: · Consolidated Subury 

Basin Mines, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11427: Southern Union Oils, 

Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11520: Wilrich Petroleum, Ltd. 

(Withdrawn April 1955.) 
SEC file No. 1152.3: Dyna Mines, Ltd. 

(Withdrawn April 1955.) 
SEC file No. 11560: New Bristol Oils, Ltd, 

(Withdrawn May 1955.) . 
SEC file No. 11580: Stancan Uranium Corp. 

(Withdraw:µ November 1955.) 
SEC file No. 11613: Peruvian Oils & Min-

erals, Ltd. · . . , . · 
• ~- , t ~; l • / t' ' '!,;id I l,; I. 

SEC fl.le No. 11619: Saxon Uranium Mines 
Lt~ , 

SEC fl.le No. i1804: -Scudder Fund of Can
ada, Ltd. 

SEC file No. 11858: Yellowknife Uranium 
Corp. (Withdrawn November ·1955,) 

~EC file No. 11999: Canuba Manganese 
Mmes, Ltd. (Withdrawn January 1956.) · 

SEC file No. 12127: Canada General Fund 
1954, Ltd. 

SEC file No. 12175: Algoma Central & Hud
son Bay. Railway Co., first-mortgage bond
holders committee. 

SEC file No. 11618: Bonnyville 011 & Re
fining Corp. 

SEC fl.le No. 11620: North Penn Gas Co. 
SEC file No. 11807: Canadian Petrofina 

Lt~ ' 
SEC fl.le No. 11456: Israel Pecan Planta

tions, Ltd. 
SEC file No. 11939: "Isras" Israel Rassco 

Invest. Co., Ltd. 
SEC file No. 12020: Industria Electrica de 

Mexico, S. A. (Electrical Industry of Mexico, 
Inc.), 

Additional and new foreign issues listed on New York and American Stock Exchanges; 
1954 and 1955 

Effective Issue 

NEW YORK STOCK EXCHANGE 

Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 50 Guilder par ordinary shares 
Co~monwealth of Australia 3¾ percent bonds due 19691 -------------
Belgium 4 percent bonds due 1964 1 ------------------

United Steel Works (?orp., in liquidation-participating-certIBcates--in-

July 15, 1954 4,200,000 shares. 
Jan. 5, 1955 $25,000,000. 
Jan. 21, 1955 $15,000,000. 
Mar. 6, 1955 $21,500,000. 

bonds of 9 German issuers.I ' 
Norway 4¾ percent bonds due 1965 1 
Rhodesian Selection Trust Ltd., ADR's-rep~ese;_ting-5-shillings-par ______ _ 
Frankfurt-On-Main refunding 4¼ percent bonds due 1973 1 _________ -------

May 19, 1955 $7,500,000. 
June 28, 1955 21,176,000 AD R's. 
Oct. 28, 1955 

AMERICAN STOCK EXCHANGE 

U~!~~d Rayon Mfg. Corp. (AKU) AD R's for ordinary shares, 1,000 HFL Jan. 29, 1954 

San Carlos. Milling Co. Ltd ., $8 par capital stock__________________________ May 9, 1954 
ls:~~:"1ed1terranean Petroleum, Inc.-American VTO for 1 cent par com- Nov. 1, 1954 

2,057,230 ADR's. 

:fs:~~i~s. 
Pa1;1~Isr'.1el Oil Co., _Inc., American VTC for 1 cent par common ________________ do__ _ 
Phil1ppIDe Long Distance T elephone Co __________________________________ June 21;1955-

1,593,000 VTC's. 
1,358,000 VTC's. 

1 Additional issues, other new issues. 

WALL STREET GOES FOREIGN Now 
"London has had its day as the world's 

banker. It is New York's turn now." 
If you heard this sentiment once in Wall 

Street back in the fall of 1945 you heard it a 
dozen times. That was before even the 
wisest of New York's international bankers 
realized that the postwar reconstruction job 
would take about 10 years-a decade during 
which Uncle Sam, rather than the private 
financial institutions of either London or 
New York, would in one guise or another 
play the role of world banker. 
. Now you are hearing the same refrain 
again. And this time what starts it going is 
_not ju~t a gleam in a New York banker's eye, 
as it was in 1945. Hard cash is being put on 
the line by leading investment banks, by 
some of the big commercial banks, and by a 
number of brokerage houses that have been 
specializing recently in foreign securities. 

These institutions-and those interested 
aren't all in New York-think that the time 
has arrived to add a new dimension to United 
States banking operations-the sharing of 
ownership in foreign enterprises by the pur
chase o~ equity stock. This would suppie.:. 
ment the outward flow of dollar funds that 
already comes from (1) direct investments 
abroad by big United States manufacturers, 
oil companies, and mining firms; and ( 2) 
loans made by the World Bank and the Ex
port-Import Bank. 

I. HOW IT'S DEVELOPING 

There is little or nothing to resemble the 
1920's in the current "go foreign" flurry in 
Wall Street. There has been plenty of in
terest in foreign securities, especially British 
and Dutch industrial blue chips. But you 
don't hear even a whisper about the kind of 
European and South American bonds that 
whetted the United States investor's appetite 
in the twenties and then soured him on for
eign securities for a generation. 

In the picture: Here are some of the devel
opments that make up the present flurry: 

New York's Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and First 
Boston Corp. joined hands this week with 
s: ' G.-· warburg & Co., Ltd., of London, to 
form a new.$10 million international invest
·~ent 'fu:m-Transoceanic Development Corp., 
jf) ,; ;j 1 !, t, 'I ~ • 

Ltd.-to acquire equity investments in for
eign countries other than Canada. A dozen 
United Sta~es banking and brokerage firms, a 
dozen British and continental investment 
banks, and one Canadian bank are in Trans
oceanic (a Canadian company) as partici
pants. Some United States and foreign 
financial institutions are complaining this 
week about being left out. 

The Chase Bank, affiliate of New York's 
Chase Manhattan, has in the works a similar 
investment banking operation intended to 
finance and develop new enterprises both in 
Canada and abroad. A Canadian corporation 
already has been.formed for this purpose. 

Set to get in on the act is the Inter-Amer
ican Capital Corp., backed by Time, Inc., and 
a New Orleans group. This outfit, which 
will be managed from New York, will devote 
itself exclusively to pushing investment in 
Latin America. 

Plans are on foot for extending the mutual 
funds idea into the foreign field. One big 
contender (BW-Aug. 2'0, 1955, p. 141) is 
the International Resources Fund, Inc., 
managed by Capital Research & Management 
Co., of Los Angeles, which is planning -to 
float a stock issue this month through New 
York's Kidder, Peabody & Co. and others. 

There is talk in Wall Street that in the 
foreseeable future several of the blue-chip 
British and continental industrial corpora
tions might sell a portion of any new stock 
issues in the New York market. That pros
pect is one of the things that led Lazard 
Freres & Co. and Lehman Bros. last month 
to buy a 10-percent interest in the Medio
banca of Milan, Italy. 

Adding up: In some Wall Street circles 
these developments add up to ( 1) the re~ 
vival of an international capital market; 
and (2) the emergence of New York as an 
international investment banking center 
potentially as the world center. ' 

. But you_ will find some "streeters" who 
h .ave their fingers crossed on both counts 
even assuming healthy economic condition~ 
here and abroad. And there are others who 
take such a dim view of market prospects 
here in New York that they think the whole 
business will prove to be a . bubble that will 
burst, they say, just as soon as the bears take 
oyer in Wall Stre__et, 
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II. WHAT'S BEHIND IT? 

There is not much disagreement, though-, 
about the things that have produced the 
go-foreign mood on Wall Street. What you 
have had in the past year is the conjunction 
of favorable developments abroad, favorable . 
by postwar standards, and a changing invest
ment climate in the United States. 

On the foreign side there has been ( 1) the 
easing of cold-war tension, which has made 
the wark risk look a lot more remote; (2) the 
economic upsurge in Western Europe, which 
has brought the lowering of exchange re
strictions; and (3) the eagerness of. many 
underdeveloped countries to speed therr eco
nomic growth. 

PotentiaI: The United States, potentially, 
at least, has still untapped resources of in
dustrial know-how and capital. New York 
bankers will tell you of the flood of foreign 
visitors, from Africa and Asia as well as Eu
rope and Latin America, which they have 
been receiving this year. 

These visitors come to New York, as they 
used to go to London, looking for know-h_ow 
or capital or both. Though London remams 
the biggest single source for trading funds
used to finance the trade of the sterling 
area-it hasn't anything like the potential 
New York has for providing private invest
ment funds. 

On top of that, American investors are 
looking this year for greener pastures than 
Wall Street has been able to provide (Busi
ness Week, June 4, 1-955, p. 130). The dif
ference in yields between New York and Lon
don tells a good part of the story. Late in 
September (just before President Eisen
hower's illness) the average gross yield for 
the Financial Times industrial index was 
5.1 percent against 4 percent for the Dow
Jones industrial average. 

m. NEW DIMENSIONS 
Even the enthusiasts don't say that total 

United States private investment will sud
denly shoot up as a result of this new inter
est in foreign equities. All they are claiming 
is that a new dimension is being added to 
the picture. And they don't for a minute 
belittle the importance of what the big 
United States corporations have done during 
the postwar period by way of direct invest
ments abroad and what the World Bank has 
done with its loans. 

Actually the World Bank has been tapping 
some of the investment funds that Wall 
Street now hopes to draw on. The bank has 
sold some $500 million worth of its own bonds 
in the United States market. And soon a 
subsidiary of the bank-the International Fi
nance Corporation (Business Week, Sept. 10, 
1955, p. 105 )-may be doing very much the 
same kind of job as the new Transoceanic 
Development Corporation. 

Perhaps just as important, the bank has 
helped reestablish some order in postwar in
ternational financing-something that pri
vate banks probably couldn't have achieved 
in the shaky postwar years. 

A natural: Transoceanic Development 
Corporation is an entirely new departure for 
Wall Street. But Kuhn, Loeb and First Bos
ton Corp. think it's a natural for today's 
world. Its aim is to provide new capital for 
the expansion of mining, manufacturing, 
and commercial enterprise in any foreign 
country that provides attractive investment 
opportunities. 

In exploiting ~ch opportunities, Trans
oceanic has the advantage not only of S. G. 
Warburg's international connections but, of 
its own relations with a dozen top-flight 
British, Dutch, German, and French invest
ment banks. Then on the United States side 
it gains the same kind o~ depth from its 
American participants. 

Setup: Transoceanic's Initial paid-In capi
tal is $5 million, of which three-fifths has 
been taken up by United States and Ca
nadian participants and two-fifths by Euro-

pean participants. The flnn has no present . Around the table I have been glad to dis
intention of going to the public for more tribute tearsheets of my remarks-page 8340 
capital. It feels that its resources are mo~e of the May 17 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
than adequate for the kind of operations it 
plans for the near future. 

Here's the way it might operate: 
Normally, Transoceanic won't b_e making 

big dollar investments in new foreign enter
prises or the expansion of existing ones. 
For example, one of its numerous pr?j_ects 
calls for only a 3- to 5-percent participa
tion by Transoceanic. The rest of the re
sources would come from United States and 
European participants and their clients. 
The idea is to provide funds when they 
are needed as a catalyst to get promising 
foreign projects off paper. 

Transoceanic set up shop in Canada for 
two reasons: (1) The tax advantage it c~n 
gain there; and (2) the preference ~f its 
European participants to handle their fi
nan cing through Canada rather than New 
York. 

Another direction: A d ifferent kind of op
eration is involved in the recent Lazard
Lehman deal with Italy's Mediobanca. Pre
viously, Lazard had been buying into a 
French bank or two, with the idea of gain
ing a . strong position in French overseas 
banking operations. Then Lazar~ hook~d 
up with Lehman to get an operatmg posi
tion in Italy. 

The Mediobanca, which was formed in 
1946 by three of Italy's leading banks, virtu
ally dominates the investment banking bu~i
ness in Italy. Most of Italy's big industn~l 
corporations use it to handle their publlc 
issues. Undoubtedly, if firms such at Fiat, 
Pirelli, or Montecatini should want to sell 
part of an issue in New York, Lazard and 
Lehman would get the business. 

Uncertainties: According to Wall Street 
rumor, there is still some uncertainty as ~o 
whether International Resources Fund will 
go ahead with its plan for a public issue 1;1 
October. Capital Management, the funds 
manager, says it is 99 percent sure the iss~e 
will hit the market in mid-October. If it 
does investors will be able to buy into a 
mut~al fund whose securities will be split 
roughly 50-50 between United States corpo
rations with foreign interests and foreign 
enterprises. 

All this new activity involving foreign se
curities hinges on a healthy stock market 
here in the United States. If the market 
turns really sour, as a few "streeters" now 
predict, much of the current flurry might 
soon look like no more than a bubble. These 
"streeters" say it has always been hard to 
sell even high-grade Canadian securitie~ _in 
a declining market, and European securities 
would be likely to suffer even more. 

ASIAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE ON 
CULTURAL RELATIONS 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, yester
day, as is shown at page 8340 of the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, I spoke about the 
conference on Asian-American cultural 
relations. Today it was my privilege to 
speak to the participants in the confer
ence who are mentioned in yesterday'~ 
statement, at a luncheon in the Vanden
berg room in the Capitol. 

In my remarks I said: 
I want to convey warmest greetings to our 

visiting friends of Asia. 
Today, on Capitol Hill, they are climaxing, 

I believe, a 4-week tour of the United States,, 
which started in San Francisco, and which 
has continued through the Midwest and the 
East. 

COMMENTS IN CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
YESTERDAY 

Yesterday, on the Senate fl.oar, I was 
pleased to convey my initial word of greeting 
to you. 

WELCOME TO ASIAN AND UNITED STATES GUESTS 
We are pleased to welcome each of you 

here. We are pleased, too, to welcome the 
distinguished men and women in universi
ties, the State Depart~ent, and elsewhere, 
who have helped make your visit to the 
States and to Washington, in particular, re
warding, I trust. 

VOICES OF EAST WELCOME 
Yesterday, we, in the Congress, had the 

privilege of hearing from the distinguisbed 
President of Indonesia, Sukarno--a great 
voice from the East. 

Today, in our midst, we are pleased to 
have the president of the University of Indo
nesia, Dr. Djohan, as well as our other fine 
friends. 

We are happy to get to know you better, 
and we know that you want to get to know us 
better. 

OUR DIFFERENT CULTURES 
We want to learn more about your culture, 

your ancient, rich heritage and tradition. 
Each of you come from heritages which 

are obviously somewhat different from ours
Hindu, or a Moslem, or Buddhist, or other; 
but we share the same love of liberty, and the 
same belief in the human personality and 
human dignity. 

OUR BASIC QUEST.ION-HOW TO IMPROVE 
RELATIONS 

The question which I should like to sub
mit to our friends from Asia is a positive 
question, an affirmative question. 

It is this: In your travel throughout the 
United States, what has impressed you most 
in American culture? 

What are the points of agreement between 
our cultures, and how may we strengthen our 
cultural ties? 

Each of our friends from Burma, Cam
bodia, Ceylon, India, Indonesia, Laos, 
Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand, and 
Vietnam responded to the question. 
They spoke of their impressions gained 
from the 4 weeks they had spent in 
America, and they mentioned many 
points of agreement between the cultures 
of their lands and our own. 

Also present at the luncheon and ad
dressing the group wer~ the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
and Representatives FULTON and JunD. 

It is such meetings as these which 
break down ban·iers of misunderstand
ing. Everyone present felt that there 
should be more such visitations among 
the citizens of the various countries. 

ORDER FOR CALL OF THE CALEN
DAR ON MONPAY 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that , on Monday 
next, immediately following the conclu
sion of the morning hours, there be a call 
of the calendar for the consideration of 
measures to which there is no objection, 
,beginning at the point where the previ
ous call ended. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. As the Chair understands, the re
quest should also include , a request for 
the consideration of Calendar No. 1874, 
House bill 3054, a bill for the relief of 
Allen Pope, his heirs or per,sonal repre
sentatives, wqich bill was carried over 
from the previous , call of :the calendar 
with the agreement that it would be 
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called at the next succeeding call of the 
calendar. 

Mr. BIBLE. That is correct; and my 
unanimous-consent request should be 
amended to that extent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Nevada? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Is there further morning business? 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, of course, 

the farm bill is the unfinished business. 
The Senate is operating today under a 
unanimous-consent agreement for limi
tation of debate. In order to give all 
Senators the opportunity of making in
sertions in the RECORD, I think it might 
be in the interest of order and expedition 
in connection with today's proceedings 
to suggest the absence of a quorum at 
this time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The absence of a quorum is sug
gested. With the understanding that 
morning business is not closed, the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

MEDICAL CARE FOR DEPENDENTS 
OF MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED 
SERVICES 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern

pore laid before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives an
nouncing its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9429) to provide medical care for de
pendents of members of the uniformed 
services, and for other purposes, and re
questing a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I move that the Sen
ate insist upon its amendment, agree to 
the request of the House for a conference, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Acting President pro tempore appointed 
Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. SALTONSTALL, and Mr. BRIDGES 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

SUGGESTIONS BY DEMOCRATIC 
PARTY IN MONTANA FOR A NA
TIONAL FARM PROGRAM 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, while 

the President's veto of the first farm bill 
makes it clearly impossible to write an 
adequate farm program into law this 
year, I think it is appropriate to place in 
the RECORD at this time a yardstick of 
what farmers need and want. 

The Democratic Party in Montana re
cently has developed specific suggestions 
for a national farm program. These 
suggestions · represent a summation of 
ideas and conclusions reached by 23 re
gional farm forums held in Montana un
der the sponsorship of the Democratic 
Party of the state. Each of the 56 
counties was represented at these for
ums. More than 800 farmers and stock-

men participated in the discussions. · At 
the summation meeting, consultants 
from Montana State College and Repre
sentative LEE METCALF participated. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
material printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MONTANA DEMOCRATIC PARTY SUGGESTIONS FOB 

A NATIONAL FARM PROGRAM 

We, the undersigned, recognizing need for 
a sound farm program in order to safeguard 
the economy of our State have selected from 
those ideas submitted at the farm forum 
meetings the following propositions as a sug
gested farm program for Montana. 

We believe that a farm program to be suc
cessful must be administered at the State 
and local level embracing sufficient flexi
bility to readily conform with the problems 
of each individual State. 

Regional chairmen: Senator William Groff, 
Victor; Representative Arnold Rieder, 
Boulder; Edward V. Kottas, Lewistown; Les
ter Butledge, Big Sandy; A. A. Healow, · 
Billings; Representative Lloyd Barnard, Saco; 
Representative John J. McDonald, Jordan. 

County committee members: Clarence 
Bick Ronan; Alfred Anderson, Hamilton; 
Boyington Paige, Philipsburg; Farmer Bean, 
Gold Creek; Ulrich W. Deschamps, Missoula; 
Paul K. Harlow, Thompson Falls; Tom Am
brose, Big Fork; Carl Starbakken, Libby; 
Leslie Staudemeyer, Dillion; Clark Raymond, 
Sheridan; Hugh J. Murphy, Butte; Al Donich, 
Deer Lodge; Robert Hensley, Townsend; Paul 
Ringling, White Sulphur Springs; J. Rogan, 
north of Helena; Paul Hodge, Moccasin; Paul 
Holzer, Benchland; Elden Freed, Winnett; 
Francis Manley, Cut Bank; Shade Denson, 
Shelby; Robert Elings, Conrad; Orval Brain, 
Chester; Senator Gordon McGowan, High
wood; Raymond Lenhart, Havre; John R. 
Hoehn, Chinook; Merrill Plummer, Fairfield; 
Allen V. Chesbro, Jr., Belt; Nobel Meisdalen, 
Malta; Lovitt Westlake, Bozeman, W.W. Pep
per, Wilsall; Claude Gray, Big Timber; John 
Reitz, Harlowton; Nat Allen, Ryegate; Frank 
V. Oset, Roundup; Adolph Schaak, Billings; 
Karney J. Redman, Wyola; Robert Brastrup, 
Joliet; Jake Frank, Park City; Ronald Oster
berg, Glasgow; Alton Wesen, Glasgow; Sid 
Cotton, Glasgow; J. E. Carney, Scobey; Henry 
Crohn, Dagmar; C.R. Casterline, Culbertson; 
Frank Daniels, Sidney; Bob Dever, Glendive; 
Martin Beck, Vida; L. P. Larson, Wibaux; 
Glen Edsall, Brusett; Janet McDonald, For
syth; Senator Dave Manning, Hysham; Mar
cus Tonn, Miles City; Rudolf F. Lutts, 
Carlyle; Ben Jurica, Powderville; John H, 
Walling, Ekalaka; Gottlieb Ulrich, Marsh. 

Respectfully submitted. 

MAY 5, 1956. 

LEsTER RUTLEDGE, 
Chairman. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR NATIONAL FARM PROGRAM 

1. Responsible Department of Agriculture 
officials should furnish information to the 
public to show the American farmer in his 
true light as a modern businessman requir
ing special skill in his job in safeguarding 
this keystone of America's economy. 

2. Adequate reserve of farm commodities 
should be set aside for national protection in 
case of war, drought years or other emer
gency on the national level. The cost of 
maintaining such a reserve should not be a 

. charge against agriculture but against na
tional defense. Such reserves should not 
be marketed excepting in times of national 
emergency. 

3. More research into livestock diseases in
cluding beef and dairy cattle. 

4. More research looking for a better and 
more profitable utilization of byproducts of 
farm products and livestock. · 

· 5. Representatives of the Department of 
Agriculture should go to foreign countries 
and search our new markets for our farm 
commodities. 

6. Greater effort should be made to sub
stitute food for money in aiding foreign 
nations. 

7. Need is seen for the Department of Agri
culture to take a realistic modern approach 
to the changing course of agriculture and to 
problems peculiar to the various regions in 
the United States. Much can be done with 
existing laws to bring about a greater pros
perity in our agricultural industry which 
will benefit both producer and consumer. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FARM PROGRAM FOR 
MONTANA 

Livestock 
1. There should be regulations preventing 

diseased cattle from being butchered and 
used for human consumption, and to per
mit sale of such cattle for animal food only. 
If necessary a compensatory payment should 
be made to producers. 

2. It is suggested a compensatory payment 
should be provided on heifers weighing up 
to 800 pounds. This will tend to reduce num
bers. The compensatory payment could be 
based on a fluctuating price that protects 
the producer so he will realize an adequate 
but not excessive return on his investment. 
Payment should be direct to the producer. 
Payments could be stopped when consump
tion reaches a desired level with cattle num-
bers. · 

3. It ls thought greater consideration 
should be given to a food stamp plan for 
State and Federal institutions and welfare 
agencies to increase consumption of beef. 

4. Expanded use of beef in school lunch 
programs. 

Dairy 
1. Continuation of the milk control law. 
2. Consideration of increased parity for 

producers. 
Sheep 

1. Continuation of present compensatory 
payment law. 

Sugar beets 
1. We endorse the recent Senate bill as 

passed giving us 55 percent o! the popula
tion increase. 

Wheat 
1. Agricultural programs should be ad

ministered by farmer committees elected by 
farmers at community meetings. The dele
gates elected at these meetings would elect 
the county committees and overall State 
committee. Such groups would work with 
the Department of Agriculture and prob
lems could be met on a regional basis. Pro
visions of programs should be presented for 
discussion at community farmer meetings 
and opinions expressed by the farmers at 
these meetings given consideration. 

2. Price supports should be based on a 
parity formula which would stabilize the 
price of wheat and other farm commodi
ties in terms of what it will buy of goods 
used in operation of the farm. 

3. We feel regulation should be on a bushel 
allotment, rather than on an acreage al
lotment basis. In effect it would mean mar
keting control rather than production con
trol. There would be consideration given 
to some control over feed grains, keeping in 
mind the relation of feed grains to live
stock production. 

4. Issuance of a marketing card for the 
maximum bushels an operator can sell at 
100 percent of parity as his share of the 
domestic market, export market, etc. 
This amount can be determined by the past 
history of the farm. 

5. If the price at the elevator for such 
maximum bushels is below 100 perc~nt of 
parity the Government should make up the 
difference. 
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6. Maximum bushels of production for in

dustrial size farms should be on a sliding 
scale basis. 

7. It is suggested there should be strict 
compulsory controls, with all producers 
either coming under the controls or being 
subject to severe penalties. 

8. Parity should be increased as maximum 
bushel production is reduced. 

9. Stricter regulation of imports of farm 
commodities, particularly those which are 
below parity or in surplus. 

10. Continue program to provide credit to 
farmers for needed expansion to secure a 
family-size farm and for building storage 
space for surplus products. 

11. The Northwest States were on a 50-50 
basis (summer fallow and crop) when the 
program was started and these States thereby 
were penalized because they had to reduce 
again on this half of their acreage. This 
acreage was lost to other States where corn, 
cotton, tobacco, etc., acreage was diverted 
to crops which the Northwest States had 
produced. 

12. Encourage on the farm rather than 
commercial grain storage. This would effect 
a considerable saving to the Government and 
reduce criticisms of the program by the 
consumer. 

13. Smaller on-the-farm producers should 
be protected, with stricter regulations for 
industrial-size farms. 

14. Penalties for violations should be on 
both the seller and buyer. 

15. Higher sanitary and grain-mixing 
standards are urged for grains to attract 
foreign buyers and expand domestic use. 

16. Food-stamp plan for underprivileged 
people. 

17. Expanded school-lunch program. 
18. Expanded use of surplus foods in pub

lic institutions. 
19. Extra bushels from overproduction 

stored on farms at farmers' expense as insur
ance against crop failure years. 

20. Surplus farm commodities in the Gov.; 
ernment's possession should not be offered 
for sale in the domestic market at less than 
parity. 

21. Soll conservation should be expanded 
to bring about as far as possible wise use of 
the soil to maintain and increase-its fertility 
for future generations. -

22. Marketing quotas should ·be on a; slid
ing scale to favor the family-size farm. 
· 23. -More research for improving quality 
and safeguarding Montana crops. 

Feed grains 
1. Parity for feed grains should be based 

on corn parity in same ratio as feed value 
of such grains is to corn. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Is there further morning busi
ness? If not, morning business is closed 
and the Chair lays before the Senate th~ 
unfinished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 10875) to enact the 
Agricultural Act of 1956. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate is operating under a 
~nanimous-consent agreement. The bill 
1s open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed--

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. · -

Mr: BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The bill is open to amendment. 
. Mr. ,YOUNG. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment, identified as "5-17-
56-H." 
_ The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will state the amend
ment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
on page 42, between lines 6 and 7, to in
sert the following new section: 

SALE OF WHEAT FOR FEED 

SEC. 213. Section 407 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof, the following: "Not
withstanding the foregoing restrictions, the 
Corporation may sell annually riot to exceed 
100 million bushels of less desirable milling 
quality wheat for feeding purposes: Provided, 
That in establishing the sales price of such 
wheat due consideration shall be given to 
the feeding value of wheat and to the effect 
that such sales of wheat will have on the· 
price of feed grains." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from North Dakota 
has 30 minutes on the amendment, and 
the majority leader has 30 minutes on 
the other side. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes, or as much as is neces
sary. · 
. The amendment embodies a provision 
requested by President Eisenhower in his 
message to Congress earlier this year. It 
was a provision contained in the agri
cultural bill introduced by our colleague, 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 
It would permit the Secretary of Agri
culture to dispose of up to 100 million 
bushels of wheat a year for feed or other 
purposes, without regard to the present 
provision of the law which requires Wheat 
to be sold at 105 percent of the prevailing 
price support level. 
. The Government has about 900 million 
bushels of wheat on hand, about a year's 
supply-considering our own domestic 
needs, wheat for seed purposes, and for 
export needs. Some of this wheat is get
ting old. I think the Secretary of Agri
culture should be given the tight to sell; 
if he deems it advisable, up to 100 million 
bushels of wheat per year under limita
tions of this amendment. 

I believe the amendment itself is very 
simple, and that the explanation I have 
made is sufficient, unless there are some 
questions. 

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

Mr. YOUNG. iyield. 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I wish to say to the 

distinguished Senator from North Da
kota that I am glad he has offered this 
amendment. I wish to say for the record 
that on the 16th day of May of this year 
I had an identical amendment printed. 
It is identified as "5-16-56-A." I am 
happy to join with the Senator from 
North Dakota in the amendment he has 
offered, because I think it is worthwhile, 
and takes care of a situation which needs 
alleviation. As the Senator has stated, 
the President recommended it in his mes
sage to Congre~s. Moreover, the Sec
retary of Agriculture, in his letter dated 
July 1, 1955, to the President of the 

United ·states> made this recommenda
tion, in paragraph 4: 
- We recommend that the Congress give 
consideration to legislation that would au
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to dis
pose ·of not to exceed 100 million bushels 
annually of low:-grade wheat for feed at 
prices 10 percent above the support price 
tor corn. 

The amendment which the Senator 
from North Dakota has called up is 
identical with the amendment I had in
tended to·offer. I am happy to join with 
him. I think it is a desirable amend
ment, and that the Senate ought to adopt 
it, in fairness, in view of the other pro
visions of- the agricultural bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How 

much time does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Ver
mont? 
- Mr. AIKEN. I request 2 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the pro
posal is in accord with the original rec
ommendations of the President. At that 
time there was a fear on the part of some 
that it would interfere with the market
ing of corn and other feed grains. Since 
that time corn has been protected by a 
minimum support price of $1.25 a 
bushel. Furthermore, it will be noted 
that the amendment-does not require the 
Secretary to dispose of 100 million bush
el~ of wheat a year for feed, and cer
tainly he would not be expected to do so 
if it would break the market. I know 
that no one would expect him to do that 
and -certainly the Senator from North 
Dakota would not intend that. 

I see no objection to the amendment. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the senior Senator from Lou
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. 

The ACTING .- PRESIDENT pro tern .. 
pore. Th~ , Senator from Louisiana is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
. · Mr.· ELLENDER. ~Mr. President, the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
did not consider this amendment in con
µection with H. R. 10875 and did not 
have any testimony with respect to it. 

I merely wish to point out that if the 
amendment is adopted, I am quite cer
tain that it will adversely affect the price 
9f feed grains. Under the law as it now 
stands, the Secretary has authority to 
sell feed grains if such sales will not sub
stantially impair any price-support pro
gram. If he finds, for instance that 
there is a shortage of corn, the Sec~etary 
now has authority to dispose of feed 
grains along the line suggested in the 
pending amendment. 

But, as I understand it, the amend
ment would permit such sales even 
though the Secretary might be unable to 
determine that they would not substan
tially impair the price-support pro
gram-and even though such sales would 
have an unfortunate impact on that pro
gram. 

Mr. President, it is my considered 
judgment that with a new 51 million 
base acreage for corn fixed in the bill, 
plus a provision permitting the Secre
tary of Agriculture to support corn 
g~own by farmers who do not comply 
with acreage allotments, this year we 
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shall have com running out of-our ears; 
and I presume the Government will, 
under the program, purchase a good 
deal of the corn. If we compound this 
situation by increasing the feed supply 
even more-and that is what would 
happen if the Secretary sells 100 mil
lion bushels of wheat without taking 
into consideration the effect of that 
sale of wheat on support prices, the 
Government will have to take over even 
more corn. 

In .addition I understand an effort will 
be made sometime during the day to 
change the provisions of the small
grains section of the bill, thereby re
ducing price supports proposed for such 
grains. 

As I _pointed out in the debate when 
the Senate bill was substituted for 
H. R. 12, if it were possible for the Secre
tary of Agriculture to limit the produc
tion of small grains-,-that is, he could 
fix a base acreage upon the average of 
the land planted in 1953, 1954, and 
1955-and to say to producers of small 
grains, "We will support ·your produc
tion at a higher price if you participate 
in the soil bank program, and if you 
plant· only 85 percent of your base 
acres," the supplies .of feed grains would 
be reduced without a reduction in the 
income of feed-grain producers. But if 
the present support levels for corn
both compliance and. noncompliance
are retained and if small-grain produc- . 
tion is not controlled and reduced, I am 
sure we are going to have feed grains in 
huge surplus at the end of this year. 
To further aggravate this situation by 
adding a tremendous amount of wheat. 
to this over-supply of feed would, in my 
opinion, result in chaos. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. · .The time granted the Senator 
from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I am very 
happy to yield an additional 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Louisiana. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Louisiana may
proceed. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do 
not know what the Senate is going to do 
in respect to those provisions of the bill 
pertaining to small grains. I under
stand a compromise is in the offing. As 
chairman, my primary purpose is to pro
tect the provisions of the Senate com
mittee bill. Of course, if a new and 
better program for feed grains can be 
placed before the Senate, I would be one 
of the last to oppose it. 

I merely wish to point out that if this 
amendment is adopted, in my humble 
judgment, it will further depress the 
price of grain, which, of course, is what 
many areas of the · country desire. 

The main opposition to the so-called 
small-grains amendments, as included 
in the pending bill, is that they will raise 
the price of these grains; and raise the 
prices of poultry and cattle feed, par
ticularly in the Northeast. If, as is con
templated, we change the provisions of 
the pending bill in such a way as to per
mit farmers · to plant whatever acreage 
to grain they desire, and support pro
duction at 76 percent of parity, and then 
direct the unrestricted sale of 100 mil-

lion bushels of wheat for feed, it is my 
judgment that the hog producers who 
do not grow their own teed, the cattle 
feeders, the poultry producers of the 
Northeast, and the dairy farmers will 
get cheap feed at the expense of the 
Federal Government. . 

Mr. President, I thought I would sub
mit these views to the Senate before it 
votes on the amendment. I believe that 
Senators who are sincerely interested in 
the growing of corn-Senators from the 
corn-producing States-particularly my 
friend, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER], and others in a similar 
situation-Should be made aware of the 
implications of the amendment. . 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the· 
S.:mator from Louisiana yield to me? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
. Mr. DANIEL. Has it been the observa

tion of the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana that when there is cheap grain 
the prices of livestock also go down? 

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt 
of it. 

Mr. DANIEL. Has the Senator from 
Louisiana ever heard of our having a 
good livestock market when there was 
cheap grain? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I never have. In 
my humble judgment, this amendment 
will be more or less a bonanza for the 
sections of the United States in which 
the producers are able to protect by mar
keting agpeements and other means the 
prices of their commodities, as is done 
in the Northeast. The producers in the 
Northeast can enter into marketing 
agreements and sell their milk and 
milk products on a protected marlrnt; 
and, of course, the people of that area 
want cheap grain. They are opposed to 
the provisions of the pending bill affect
ing small grain. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator from 
Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield :5 additional minutes to 
the Sena tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. If we have a 76-
percent support price on all small grains 
without acreage control, and if next year 
we should have the -same program in 
effect, that is, a price support without 
acreage controls, we would further aggra"'! 
vate the price structure of all the pro
tected grain commodities, particularly 
corn. Corn is bound to suffer. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. My major purpose in 

offering this amendment is to afford some 
relief to certain areas of the United 
States, particularly the Pacific North
west. Farmers in those areas are not 
buying all their feed grains from United 
States farmers. For example, the Pa.: 
ciflc Northwest is a feed-deficit area, and 
there is a great deal of low-grade wheat, 
the condition of which is bound to de
teriorate. The farmers of that area are 
not permitted to use it. They are im
porting large amounts of feed grain from 
Canada and elsewhere. It is not my 
purpose in offering the amendment to 
depress the price of feed grains, because 
I agree with the chairman that cheap 

feed grains mean cheap hog prices, and 
cheap prices for other commodities. · But 
so long as there is this grain which is 
bound to deteriorate and which will have 
to be sold later, why not sell some of it 
now, when it can be sold to good advan
tage without destroying the market? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator will re
call that when we held hearings in the 
Northwest the wheat growers stated that 
they would like to use some of their own 
wheat for feed, but they were obtaining 
most of their feed from Iowa, North Da
kota, and South Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. They can buy it cheaper 
in Canada now. 

Mr. ELLENDER. · What will happen, 
of course, is that the price of feed grains 
will be further depressed. The Senator 
knows that. The prices of oats, barley, 
and other grains are bound to be de
pressed when as much as 100 million 
bushels of wheat are put into feed con
sumption channels. 

Mr. YOUNG. Would not the Senator 
agree that much of the wheat is bound to 
deteriorate, and will have. to be disposed 
of anyway? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Secretary has 
authority to dispose of it now. We do not 
need this amendment to permit the Sec
retary to dispose of that wheat, but, un
der existing law, he must not undertake 
such a program if it would substantially 
affect the prices of other supported 
grains. 

Mr. YOUNG. No. He must sell it at a 
higher · price. Under this provision, he 
could sell it at a lower price than is pos
sible in the present law, and before it 
goes out of condition. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What does the Sen
ator mean by the following language in 
his amendment: 

Provided, That in establishing the sales 
price of such wheat due consideration shall 
be given to the feeding value of wheat and to 
the effect that such sales of wheat will have 
on the price of feed grains. 

There is such a provision in the law 
now, and I do ·not see any reason to re
peal it. 

Mr. YOUNG. As the Senator knows, 
the present law provides that the Secre
tary may not sell wheat or any other 
grain unless it is going out of condition, 
except at a stipulated price, namely, at 
the price support level plus 5 percent. 
This amendment would permit him to 
sell it at a somewhat _lower price before 
it goes out of condition. Of course, when 
it goes out of condition he can sell it for 
any price he can get for it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sure the Sen
ator is familiar with section 407 (c) of 
the present law, which contains the fol
lowing language: 

Sales for seed or feed, if such sales will not 
substantially impair any price support pro-
gram. · 

The present law does not say anything 
about whether or not the commodity is 
deteriorating; it gives the Secretary au
thority to sell wheat for fe_ed, provided 
5uch sale does not affect the price support 
program for other grains. 

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator knows that 
there is another provision in the law un
der which the Secretary may not sell 
such grain for less than the price support 
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level plus 5 percent . . over the past sev- . 
eral years . a great deal of corn was. dis
posed of because it was going out of con
dition. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator from 
Louisiana has again expired. 

Mr. BIBLE. I yield 5 additional min
utes to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. YOUNG. Why not permit the 
Secretary to sell a little of the wheat in 
areas where it is badly needed, and where 
it will not affect the price of other feed 
grains. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Has not the Sec
retary now the authority--

Mr. YOUNG. No; he has not. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Has not the Secre

tary the authority at present to sell · 
grains which have deteriorated? 

Mr. YOUNG. He has authority to sell . 
grains which have deteriorated, but this 
amendm.ent would give. him .permission. 
to sell the grain before it goes out of con
dition. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What the Senator 
wants to do is to dispose of grain bef o.re 
it goes bad. 

Mr. YOUNG. To dispose of low-grade 
wheat, which is not suitable for milling 
and be! ore it goes out of condition. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I merely wished to 
bring the situation to the attention of 
the Senate. As chairman of the com-. 
mittee, I should like to point out that the 
committee did not consider the amend
ment.in connection with the pending bill. 
No witnesses testified as to the· effect of 
the proposed amendment on other price 
~-upporte.d grains. . . I argue the question 
from the standpoint .that, with .noncom-. 
pliance corn. produce.:r:s able . to p~ant
and I am sure they will plant--:-all the 
corn they c~n and still receive price sup
Por.~. we .can expect more corn this year, 

' than we have ever had in the history of· 
our country . . 

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator knows 
that this amendment was considered-by 
the committee earlier this year. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It was proposed. in
a bill which was introduced on behalf of 
the administration by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. However, as the 
Senator knows, we did not hear complete 
testimony on it. · I heard every weird of 
the testimony during the farm-bill hear
ings, but I do not recall much mentioned 
in connection with the unrestricted sale 
of 100 million b:ishels of wheat. 

Mr. YOUNG. Which indicates that 
there was not much objection to it. 

Mr. ELLENDER.· · If there had been 
no objection to it, _we ,would have put it 
into the bill; but the fact is that we did 
not do so. · · · 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 
.. Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe I heard the 
distinguished chairman just state that 
this amendment was not considered by 
the committee. Is that correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct-
that is, by way of receiving testimony 
thereon. It was in a bill introduced by 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont 
t>ut it was not even brought up in con
nection with H. R. 10875. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
further yield, does not the Senator re-

member that the entire question of feed 
grains was a subject which occupied by 
far the largest part of the committee's 
attention? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have so stated 
many times on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does not the distin
guished chairman know that members 
of the committee who have not too much 
at stake in the final passage of the bill, · 
one way or the other, have been working 
for days to find some kind of solution 
of the feed-grain situation, which will 
be mutually acceptable, · without having 
any knowledge that this amendment was 
to be offered? 

Mr. ELLENDER. To be frank, I have 
not been included in the councils of those 
who are trying to offer a substitute for 
the freed-gflain provisions of the · bill. 
However, I do know that some work has 
been done. I know that quite a number 
of. Senators are now engaged in that 
endeavor. . 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator .will 
yield very briefly, it seems to me .that 
the Senator from Louisiana very prop
erly takes the position that it is his duty 
as chairman of the committee to stand 
by the committee's recommendations. 

Mr. ELLENDER: That is correct. 
. Mr. HOLLAND. But, nevertheless, he 

has been kept advised from day to day, 
for the past several days, of the very
strenuous effort which is· being made to 
compose the differences on the feed- · 
grain problem. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is cqrrect. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator 

note, from the date of 'the amendment, 
that it- was submitted for printing only 
ye~terday? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I learned about .it 
this morning. I made inquiry about it. 

· I did not know of · the existence of the 
amendment until it· was brought to my 
attention today. 

The .ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-· 
pore. · The acting majority leader has 
used 20 minutes of his time. 

Mr. BIBLE. · Mr. President, I yield 5 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Will the Senator 
from Louisiana yield further? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. , 
Mr . . HOLLAND. I should ·merely. like 

to say that we are hopeful that we have 
worked out a satisfactory agreement. 
We have worked very hard on such an 
agreement, and have done so without 
any knowledge of the fact that this 
amendment was _about to be proposed. 
It does inject . a new aspect. It brings 
up the question of 100 million bushels 
of wheat, ·to be disposed of at a reduced 
price-:-at some price not even men
tioned-for.feed purpases, which means, 
of course, that such wheat would be com
petitive with all other feed grains. 

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt 
about that. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Therefore we hope 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
committee will insist that the amend
ment be rejected. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator ·yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. · Will the amend

ment lielp the wheat farmer in connec-, 

tion with this. year's crop, and will it 
raise or lower the price of wheat? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It will not help him 
because wheat production is controlled 
and wheat farmers have a price support 
program, insofar as they comply with 
acreage allotments. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the amend
ment directly or indirectly have the 
tendency to raise the price of wheat or 
to lower it? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The price to whom? 
Mr. CAPEHART. To the farmer. 
Mr. ELLENDER. No; it will not. I 

say that because the wheat farmers are 
now growing wheat under allotted acres 
at a fixed support price of about 82.7 per
cent of parity. Therefore the amend
ment would not affect the price of wheat 
they produce. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It will not affect 
. the farmer who comes under the price 

support provisions. However, I am talk- · 
ing about the farmer who does not 
comply. 

Mr~ ELLENDER. If he does not com
ply, he gets no .price support. 
· Mr. CAPEHART. Would the amend
ment have a tendency to increase or de
crease the free, open market price? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It would decrease it. 
Mr. CAPEHART. It would decrease 

the price for free open-market wheat? 
. Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. Take, for ex
ample, the small 15-acre wheat farmer. 
He sells his wheat to his neighbors; he 
does not comply with acreage allotments, 
and he is not penalized. If 100 mil
lion bushels of wheat are put on the 
matket, as proposed by the amendment, 
the market is bound to be affected. 

Mr. CAPEHART. In the Senator's 
opinion it would decrease the free open
market price of wheat? 

Mr. ELLENDER. · It would, in µiy 
opinion. 

Mr. CAPEHART. And it would have a 
tendency to decrease the free open-mar
ket price of corn and oats and rye and 
barley, and other feed grain. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. EI;,LEND·ER. There is no question 
about it. It would increase the free mar
ket supply and thereby decrease the 
price. As I said, it would further aggra
vate the situation. 
- ·Mr. President, I relinquish the remain-
der of my time. . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Louisiana has 2 
minutes remaining, 

Mr. ELLENDER. I relinquish the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, . may I in
quire . whether any other Senators desire 
to speak in opposition to the amendment? 
Apparently not at this time. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

My amendment does not require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to sell 100 mil
lion ·bushels of wheat. It merely gives 
him permissive authority to sell it. He 
would sell the lower quality feed wheat, 
which we now have in storage to the 

· extent of 900 million bushels. That 
wheat would be absorbed by a market 
which is now being supplied to consid
erable extent by Canadian grg.wers. The 
biff provides further that the Secretary 
shall not · dispose of it if such dfsposi:. 



',...;::.'. l ' ,-,.....-..-, 

1956 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 8465 
tion would have any adverse _effect on 
other grain markets. . 

We are disposing of, and have be.en 
from time to itme, a large amount of 
corn. Some of tbat corn I do not be~ 
lieve was out of condition. Historically, 
the wheat farmers have supplied a large 
part of the feed market. They have now 
lost it. , 

I believe the corn interests here are 
being a bit unreasonable, if they feel 
that they should have four separate price 
supports for corn this year and then 
refuse to permit the Secretary to dis
pose of some surplus wheat. 

I believe the amendment is entirely 
reasonable. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senate will not adopt the amend
ment. The Senate, in its consideration 
of the original farm. bill, the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and 
the House in their actions this year have 
shown that they are trying to do some
thing which will assist the feed grain 
producers in meeting the problem with 
which they are confronted. 

It appears to me that if we adopt the 
amendment and provide that 100 million 
bushels of wheat may be sold for feed, 
we will further depress the open market 
price of feed grain and corn and wheat. 
The adoption of the amendment would 
further complicate the problem which 
confronts us in our effort to do something 
about putting feed grain on a comparabl~ 
basis with corn in the price support 
program. 

I regret that I must differ with the 
distinguished author of the amendment, 
because I know he is interes.ted, and has 
always been interested, in trying to enact 
legislation which would assist the feed 
grain producers. From what I have 
heard on the floor of the Senate this 
morning, the amendment would have an 
adverse effect, even though I know the 
Senator from North Dakota does not in
tend that his amendment should have 
that effect. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. I am one Member of the 

Senate who is certainly opposed to cheap 
feed grains. It is my firm belief that 
cheap feed grains mean cheap prices for 
pork, beef, dairy products, and so forth. 
If the effect of the amenciment was to 
hurt these producers I certainly would 
not propose it. I would not propose it 
if I thought for a moment that it would 
have any adverse effect on the market 
of grain or other commodities. 

However, we cannot seal up forever all 
the wheat and not let some of it be used 
for feed purposes. I do not know of 
any reason why the Secretary of Agri
culture should not be given permissive 
authority to sell some of the stored 
wheat. Why encourage the production 
of more corn and then not permit the 
sale of any wheat for feed purposes. 

Mr. DANIEL. From what I have 
heard other members of the committee 
say on the floor and from what I have 
otherwise learned ·of the amendment,. I 
believe it would further depress the feed, 
grain market. . · · · · · ' · 

The . ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator from 
Texas has expired. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Texas._ ~ _ _ . 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I hope_ 
the Senate will follow the advice of the 
chairman of the committee and of other 
members of the committee, and vote to 
reject the amendment. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, one of the most difficult 
tasks in connection with the farm pro
gram was that of trying to work out a 
satisfactory solµtion of the small feed 
grain problem. The pending amend-. 
ment, in my opinion, would upset the 
whole applecart, so to speak. The 100 
million bushels of wheat which would be 
disposed of would be in competition with 
other small feed grains. There can be no 
question about that. That would be the 
effect if 100 million bushels of wheat 
were thrown into the corn and other feed 
grains markets. Of course, the effect also 
would be to depress the market in the 
fields of other small feed grains. 

The amendment was not considered 
by the committee. We did not study it. 
Naturally, as one member of the com
mittee, I would hesitate to vote for .it, 
much as I admire the Senator from 
North Dakota who submitted the amend
ment, b·ecause he and I generally see 
eye-to-eye on farm problems. _ 

I believe if the amendment is adopted 
we will have undone all the work of the 
committee in the effort to solve the feed
grains problem. For that reason, I hope 
the Senate will not .adopt the amend
ment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair will state that those op
posing the amendment have 3 minutes 
remaining. Those proposing the amend
ment have 24 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, if there are 
no further requests for time, I am pre
pared to yie1d back the remainder of our 
time, if the .proponents of the amend
ment will yield back the remainder of 
their time. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I do not 
desire to say anything further on the 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair understands that all 
time has been yielded back on the 
amendment. The question is on the 
adoption of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
that the time be not taken out of either 
side. 

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

The clerk will call }he roll. . 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes on the bill to the Sena- . 
tor from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPERJ. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Iowa is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I am sorry that I have to oppose this 
amendment. I shall try in 2 minutes to 
state my reasons. 

The whole purpose of our action on the 
agricultural bill is to assault the problem 
of surpluses at the source. There may 
be some disagreement as to the best 
method of accomplishing this objective. 
While I realize that the amendment does 
not provide a compulsory dumping of 
100 million bushels of wheat a year, it is 
permissive, and the pressure would be 
tremendous to compel any Secretary of 
Agriculture to do that, and we could look 
forward to the probability that he would 
do it. · 
· In effect, Mr. President, it would add 
to the already overburdened surplus of 
the total feed supply. That is what is 
depressing the market at this time. The 
adoption of the amendment would only 
compound the difficulty, in my view. 
While I have every sympathy with the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr: 
YoUNG], and I am sorry I must oppose 
this amep.dment, for the reasons stated 
I think it would not contribute to reliev
ing the surplus feed supply but would 
contribute to the overburden and bring 
upon us more trouble. · 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Iowa yield? · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. If it would compound 

farm difficulties, why did President 
Eisenhower and Secretary Benson ask 
for it? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not know 
why. I have not talked to either of them 
concerning it. I am looking at the ques
tion from my standpoint and from the 
standpoint of adding more cheap feed 
to an already overburdened supply. 

That is my position, Mr. President. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG]. [Putting 
the question.] 

On this vote the Chair is in doubt. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask for a division. 
The Senate proceeded to divide. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 

the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Case,N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 

Chavez 
Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Flanders 
Frear 
George 
Goldwater 
Green 

Hayden 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kerr 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Laird 
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Langer Neuberger 
Long O'Mahoney 
Magnuson Pastore 
Mansfield Payne 
Martin, Iowa Potter 
Martin, Pa. Purtell 
McClellan Robertson 
McNamara Russell 
Millikin Saltonstall 
Monroney Schoeppel 
Mundt Smathers 
Murray Smith, Maine 

Smith, N. J, 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wofford 
Young 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ERvmJ, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Fut.BRIGHT], the Senators from 'Tennes
see [Mr. GORE and Mr. KEFAUVER], the 
senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsEJ, the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. NEELY], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ScoTT] are absent 
on official business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I annoµnc~ 
that the Senator .from K~ns~s [Mr. 
CARLS.ON] and the Senator from Nevada 
[_Mr. MALONE] are absent on o:tilcial busi
ness. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] is detained on official business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. A quorum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
this amendment, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the junior Sena
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Yo.UNG], 
which will be stated. · · 

The LEGISLATIVE .CLERK. On page 42, 
between lines 6 and 7, it is proposed to 
insert the following new section: 

SALE OF WHEAT FOR FEED 

· SEC. 213. Section 407 of the 'Agricult'ural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof, the following: 
"Notwithstanding the foregoing restrictions, 
the Corporation may sell annually n9t to 
exceed 100 million buspels of less· desirable 
milling quality wp.eat for fE;Jeding purpose~: 
Provided, That in establishing the sales price 
of such wheat due consideration shall be 
given to the feeding value of wheat and· to 
the effect that such sales of wheat will have 
on the price of feed grains." · 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The y·eas and nays having been 
ordered, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. . . . 

-Mr. MURRAY <when. pis name ma~ 
called). On this vote I have a pajr with 
the distinguished. senior ~enator from 
West Virginia [Mr. NEELY]. If he were 
present and voting, he would vote "yea." 
If I were permitted to vote, ·t would ·vote 
"nay." I therefore withhold my vote: -

Mr. SMATHERS <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MORSE]. _If he were pres~nt 
and ·voting, he would vote "yea." If I 
were permitted to vote; I would vote 
"nay." , I therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ERYIN], the Senator from Arkansas rMr. 
Fm.BRIGHT], the Senators from Tennes
see [Mr. GORE and Mr. KEFAUVER], the 

Senator from Massachusetts CMr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Monsii:J, the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. NEELY], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ScoTT] are absent 
on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] is paired with the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
North Carolina would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Arkansas would vote 
"yea." 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE
FAUVER] is paired with the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDYJ. If pres
ent and voting the Senator from Ten
nessee would vote ''nay" and the Senator 
from Massachusetts would vote "yea." 

The Senator from New York [Mr. LEH
MAN] is paired with the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ScoTT]. If present 
and voting, the Senator froni New York 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
North Carolina would vote "nay," 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] 
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA
LONE] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL
KER] is necessarily absent. 

The Seriator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the · Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would 
each vote "yea.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 31, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Case, N. J. 
Case, S. Dak, 
Chavez 
Cotton 
Curtis· 
Duff 
Eastland 
Flanders 

Anderson 
Bender 
Bible 
Bricker 
Capehart 
Clements 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dworshak · 
Ellender 

ca.rlson 
-Ervin,· 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Kefauver 

YEAS-49 
Frear 
George 
Green 
Hill 

• Hruska 
Ives 
Jackson 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Laird · 
Langer 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Martin, Pa. 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Mundt 

NAYS-31 

Neuberger 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith,N.J, 
Sparkman 
.Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

Goldwater Martin, Iowa 
Hayden McNamara. 
Hennings Monroney 
Hickenlooper O'Mahoney 
Holland . Robertson 
Humphrey Stennis 
Jennet: Symington 
Johnson, Tex. Thye_ 
Johnston, S. C, Wofford 
Kerr . . 
Long 

NOT VOTING-15 . 
Kennedy 

. Lehman 
Malone 
McCarthy 
Morse 

Murray 
Neely 
Scott 
Smathers 
Welk~r ' 

So Mr. YOUNG'S amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment identifl,ed as "5-16-
56-C." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment of the ~enator 
from Ve_rmont will be stated._ . , . . 
· The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 69, 
·beginning with line 22, it is proposed to 

strike out all ·down through line 8, on 
page 70. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Vermont is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would strike out a provision 
of the bill which would partially restore 
one of the provisions of the bill passed 
earlier in the year, · and to which the 
President objected in his message. The 
provision of the bill which this amend
ment would strike out does not fully re
store the dual-parity formula; it freezes 
transitional parity at its present level, 
not only for this year, but for 2 more 
successive years. 

I realize as well as anyone else that a 
parity formula which is designed to meet 
conditions in one year may not be work
able a few years later; and I freely admit 
that it probably needs some revision. I 
understand that the Department of Ag
riculture already is starting work on a 
revision of the parity formula which it 
can recommend to Congress. That work 
will take some time; but it will not take 
2 years. Neither is it necessary to freeze 
the present transitional parity level 
where it is. There are only 3 crops, of 
approximately 160, which would benefit 
by such a freeze. Corn, wheat, and pea
nuts would receive slight benefits. They 
are already getting the benefit of a tran
sitional parity price this year, but we 
should not freeze it at the same level for 
another 2 years following the calendar 
year 1956. -

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Vermont yield to the Senator from 
North Dakota? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. I may say that the 

whole purpose of freezing the . tra]}si
tional parity formula where it is is to 
prevent the modernized parity formula 
from · going into effect until a new and 
fair parity formula can be enacted into 
law. 

The Senator from Vermont knows that 
the dairy gr.oups and alma.st all other 
farm groups believe that the modernized 
parity formula does not represent a fair 
parity value. · 

My purpose in freezing it for 2 years 
was to enable the Department of Agricul-

. ture to make a study of parity formulas 
and to make recommendations thereon 
to Congress so that Congress could pro
vide for a new parity formula. 

I believe perhaps that could be accom
plished in a year. _Although I should like 
to see 2· years allowed, if the Senator 
from Vermont will modify his ameng.
ment ,so as to have it provide th~t th~ 

. transitional parity formula shall · apply 
for only 1 additional year (1957), and 
with the provision that the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall be required to study 
these formulas and to make recommen
dations to Congress early next year, I 
will be willing to accept the amendment 
as thus modifie~. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I have 
said, I think the parity formula needs a 

· rather generous and thorough . review. 
and possibly an· overhaul. In fact, I do 
not believe we can establish today a par-

•{ .. 
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ity formula . which will hold good and 
equitable even 10 year's from now. I 
thoroughly approve Q.f the proposal of 
th~ Senator from North Dakota that the 
parity formula be studied, with a view to 
revising it, so as to . bring it more nearly 
upto date. 

As the situation is today, the producers 
of certain commodities can make sub
stantial profits by producing on the basis 
of 60 percent or 65 percent of parity, 
whereas other ·producers-and the Sen
ator from North Dakota mentioned the 
dairy farmers-will very little more than 
break even at 100 percent of parity. I 
do not · know where the producers of 
grain crops fit into the picture. 

Today, we are trying to work out a 
farm bill which has many very fine fea
tures in it. 

If it is agreeable to the Senate, I do 
not believe any great damage would be 
done by continuing the present transi
tional parity for 1 year more. I think 
that if we were to continue it for 2 years 
more we might just make a bad matter 
worse. If we restrict the time to 1 year, 
I think we are more likely to get a good, 
thorough review and recommendations 
for a new formula, than if we were to let 
it remain in effect for any additional 
time. 

I would change the amendment so as 
to meet halfway the Senator from North 
Dakota. It was his proposal to put that 
in the Senate version of the bill. I 
would be glad to do that. I do not think 
the administration would be very happy 
with it. 

Mr. YOUNG. I would not be entirely 
happy with it, either. 

Mr. AIKEN. But in a spirit of com
promise, I think that would be meeting 
each of the two points of view halfway. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield to me? 

Mr. ·AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. I am very pleased to have 
the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture· and_ Forestry 
state that he is willing to accept a com
promise on this amendment. 

I had studied the amendment, and had 
reached the conclusion that I would have 
to oppose it, because I felt definitely that 
to go through with the full transitional 
parity and take the loss involved in the 
case of both the dairy commodity pro
ducers and the wheat producers, would 
be an injustice to agriculture; and I felt 
that the Department of Agriculture 
should make a study. 

There is no reason why the Depart
ment cannot complete the study within 
a year's time and submit to Congress a 
recommendation and· a complete expla
nation of what the parity equivalents are 
with respect to the various commodities 
and products. Then we can act intelli
gently in the following year. 

So long as the ranking Republican 
member of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry is willing to 
modify his amendment, I think we have 
arrived at a good compromise, and have 
reached a solution which will not require 
a yea-and-nay vote on· the amendment. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, :wm the senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I ·yield. 
, , I : 1,t, i • ~ •. Ii ! ,,}°},I 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am 
happy to see this problem approachfog a 
solution. However, I think there is a 
slight conflict in the language which ap
pears in the bill, as between the title and 
the text · of the bill. Perhaps there is 
some technical feature which I do not 
understand. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
the fact that, on page 69, lines 22 and 23 
constitute the heading "Transitional 
Parity for Basic Commodities Frozen 
During 1957 and 1958." 

As I understand the colloquy, it is the 
Senator's intention to strike out, on page 
70, in lines 2 and 3, the words "or 1957 ." 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, to meet 
the views which have been represented 
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YOUNG] and other Senators, and in the 
spirit of compromise and endeavor to 
obtain a good bill, I wish to modify my 
amendment by striking out the language 
of the amendment and proposing that 
there be stricken out, in line 23 on page 
69 of the bill, the words "and 1958"; 
and, in lines 2 and 3 on page 70, the 
words "or 1957." 

I modify m,y amendment accordingly. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has a right to modify his amend:. 
ment. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont, as modified. 

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

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. As I understand, the 

amendment would provide that transi
tional parity be carried forward 1 more 
year, through 1957. 

Mr. AIKEN. Through 1957 instead of 
through 1957 and 1958. 

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

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. As I understand, that 

would allow a full year for congressional 
study. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. 
Mr. MUNDT. It would enable Con

gress to make a careful study of · the 
parity situation while the transitional 
parity remained in effect. 

Mr. AIKEN. It would give Congress 
the remainder of this year and a,nother 
year in which to thoroughly overhaul 
the parity formula. 

Mr. MUNDT. I think that is very sat
isfactory, and a constructive compro
mise. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I.lis
tened to the discussion between the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont and 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota. As I understand, the language 
in the bill would remain the same, ex:
cept that the transitional parity would 
be frozen for 1 year instead of 2. 

Mr. AIKEN. It would be frozen where 
it is -for 1 year instead of 2. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator · from Vermont yield· back 
his remaining time? · 

~ "Mr. AIKEN". I yield back the remain .. 
der of my time . · 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President,·1 yield 
back ·my rema~ng time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been used or yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
modified amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

The amendment, as m.odified, was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE 
in the chair). The amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Dakota will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 30, 
after the period in line 12, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

Nothing contained in this section shall 
prevent the production of such crops on na
tional wildlife refuges under cooperative per.
mits where such production is necessary to 
ma.Intain satisfactory wildlife populations, 
especially of waterfowl for beneficial use. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, if I may 
have the attention of Senators, I think 
this amendment can be disposed of in a 
great deal less time than the 30 minutes 
allotted to me. This is one of the happy 
situations in which I am proposing what 
I hope is a noncontroversial amendment 
to the agricultural bill. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
called to my attention the fact that, 
without the definitive amendment which 
I have proposed, it would have to dis
pense with the established practice of 
providing feed for migratory waterfowl 
on wildlife refuges. The practice which 
is being fallowed at the present time, and 
which has been followed for many years, 
is that the Fish and . Wildlife Service 
makes a sharecropping contract with 
farmers of the area, whereby they permit 
a considerable portion of their grain to 
remain unharvested and available for the 
birds, whereas if we were to insist upon 
the language of the bill, without this in
terpretive amendment, the Department 
of Agriculture would then require the 
Fish and Wildlife Service itself to oper .. 
ate these farm tracts and would bar these 
wildlife refuges from raising price-sup .. 
ported crops. 

Section 125, if not amended, would 
leave the Department of Agriculture au
thority to restrict cultivation of lands 
lying within wildlife refuges. Such an 
order would have a devastating affect 
upon the national wildlife refuge ·pro·
gram and would probably destroy the 
progress in this conservation field made 
over the past two decades. My amend
ment specifically denies such authority 
to the Department of Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture pro .. 
posed in an administrative letter of Feb
ruary 10, 1956, to the President to strin:
gently regulate the leasing of Govern .. 
ment land for cultivated crop use. There 
is no reason to believe the Department of 
Agriculture has substantially altered its 
position at this date. The present Ian .. 
guage of section 125 leaves the Depart .. 
ment of Agriculture a · free hand to im
plement its administrative intention of 
earlier this year and the section should 
be amended because: 

First. It would result in the closing of 
oµr wildlife refuges. av.er $70 millio~ 
have_ been devoted to the management 
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and development program to preserve our 
continental waterfowl resources. 

During the calendar year 1954, 597 
individual permittees farmed 32,163 acres 
of Government-owned land for them
selves and 26,255 acres for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of 
the Interior. By sharecropping the 
Service has been able to maintain a 
minimum continental waterfowl popu
lation in the face of the thousands of 
acres lost through oil and gas pollution, 
salt water infiltration of intracoastai" 
canals and waterways, sulfur and other 
mining polution, and the tremendous ac
celeration of marsh and pothole drain
age in the United States. By their share
cropping program the Fish and Wildlife 
Service has found it can increase the 
carrying capacity of our original refuge 
lands nine times. The Service has ad
vised me that sharecropping is the only 
hope of preserving the waterfowl popula
tion and that it cannot continue the 
operation of important waterfowl ref
uges if sharecropping is not permitted. 

Second. Production of price supported 
commodities now in surplus supply on 
wildlife refuges is not statistically im
portant. In 1954 the 597 permittees op
erating within Federal wildlife refuges 
harvested 562,851 bushels of grain for 
their own use. In doing so they made 
available to waterfowl 500,408 bushels 
of grain and 9,524 acres of green forage. 
If the Fish and Wildlife Service were 
required to operate themselves the farms 
presently operated on a sharecropping 
basis it would require additional appro
priations of $5 million and 1,000 new 
personnel. This would be manifestly 
impossible from the standpoint of the 

-Federal budget. 
The 562,851 bushels of grain raised 

by producers for themselves on wildlife 
refuges is statistically unimportant and 
indeed not a significant factor in the 
overall accumulation of surpluses. 

Third. Approval of the section as it 
now reads would seriously damage the 
good name of the Government. In the 
purchase of each refuge project, some 
farms had to be purchased or con
demned outright, and very few of the 
farmers bordering upon the approved 
boundaries escaped without some sev
erence of their holdings. They were 
assured that, having sold their land to 
the Government and suffered such dam
ages, grazing and farming opportunities 
on refuge lands in connection with the 
waterfowl food production program 
would be given first to them, on a share 
crop basis. 

Mr. President, as a former State 
president of the Izaak Walton League 
in South Dakota and as one who for 
more than 6 years served on the South 
Dakota Game and Fish Commission, I 
know how hard it has been to bring 
back satisfactory duck populations in 
this country. Surely we do not want 
to take a backward step now that our 

. constructive efforts have begun to bring 
gratifying results. 

I have discussed this amendment with 
the chairman of the committee. . I hope 
he will join me in-making this amend
ment a part of the proposed legislation. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, sec
tion 125 of this bill, which is now sought 

to be amended by the distinguished Sen
ator from South Dakota. is a s·ection 
similar to the one which was incorpo
rated in H. R. 12, which was vetoed by 
the President. When that section was 
presented to the committee, it was 
worked over very carefully by the various 
departments of Government · involved. 
They took the position, after a study of 
the question, that the bill should be 
amended so as to assure the maintenance 
of a satisfactory wildlife population in 
our national wildlife refuges. Since that 
is the purpose of the Senator in offering 
this amendment, I shall have no objec
tion to the amendment. As I understand, 
the purpose of the amendment is to make 
section 125 of the bill-which prohibits 
leasing of Government lands for the pro
duction of surplus price-support crops
inapplicable to crops produced on na
tional wildlife refuges under cooperative 
permits where such production is neces
sary to maintain satisfactory wildlife 
populations. Section 125, as it appears 
in the bill with the committee amend
ment, is identical to a similar section con
tained in H. R. 12, the language of which 
was supplied to the conferees by the 
executive branch, and which had been 
prepared as a result of lengthy study by 
an interdepartmental committee. I have 
been advised by the Department of the 
Interior that section 125, as it appears 
with the Senate amendment, will permit 
production on national wildlife refuges 
where necessary to maintain satisfactory 
wildlife populations. 

Mr. MUNDT. The purpose is to place 
the support of Congress behind tne prac
tice which already prevails and to make 
clear by the legislative history of this bill 
that Congress intends that the prevailing 
practices be continued. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection 
to the amendment, Mr. President. 

Mr. MUNDT. I should like to add that 
the chairman of the committee is cor
rect when he says that an amendment 
similar to this amendment was contained 
in the vetoed bill. However, I wish to 
make it clear in the ·RECORD that the 
President raised no objection in his veto 
message to this particular section. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that 
to be the fact. I did not mean to inf er 
that there was any objection on the part 
of the President. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. My reason for wishing to 

be recognized, Mr. President, was merely 
to state that in my opinion the pending 
amendment is a good amendment. I 
wish to commend the author of the 
amendment for having offered it. I be· 
lieve it improves the bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator, 
both for his words of commendation and 
ior his .support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
. in opposition to the amendment is in 
control of the minority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield back the 
time in opposition. 

Mr. _MUNDT. I yield . back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING·OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is 

on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT]. . 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 

call up my amendment, which lies on the 
desk, to insert certain language on page 
4, line 24. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec
retary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
line 24, after the word ''grazing.", it is 
proposed to insert the fallowing: 

In the event that the Secretary determines 
that there has been a violation of this pro
vision prohibiting the grazing of reserve acre
age during the time such producer has con
trol of the farm and that such violation is 
of such a substantial nature as to warrant 
termination of the contract, the producer 
shall forfeit all rights to further payments 
or grants under this contract, shall refund 
to the United States all payments and grants 
theretofore received by him thereunder dur
ing the crop year in which the violation oc
curred, and shall forfeit all, none, or such 
part of such price support benefits he may 
otherwise be entitled to receive for such year 
under the provisions of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended, and shall refund to the 
United States all, none, or such part of such 
benefits theretofore received by him under 
the provisions of said act during the crop year 
in which such violation occurred, as the Sec
retary may determine to be appropriate. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The proposed 
amendment is substantially the same 
amendment which was offered by my 
colleague the senior Senator from Wy
oming [Mr. BARRETT] when the former 
farm bill was under consideration by the 
Senate. It was worked out by us gen
erally in connection with representatives 
of livestock growers throughout the 
country, and constitutes an effort to ap
ply a penalty to prevent the gvazing of 
soil-bank reserve land, so that the soil 
bank will not increase the supply or pop
ulation of livestock in the United States 
as a result of that provision, and thereby 
create a livestock problem· more serious 
than the one which now confronts the 
industry. 

The amendment was adopted by the 
Senate when it considered the previous 
farm bill, and it was sponsored by the 
following Senators: BARRETT, AI.LOTT, 
BIBLE, CASE of South Dakota, BEN
NETT, CURTIS, DANIEL, DWORSHAK, GOLD
WATER, HRUSKA, KUCHEL, LANGER, MAGNU• 
SON, MALONE, MURRAY, MANSFIELD, 
WATKINS, WELKER, and myself. That 
indicates the bipartisan character of the 
Senators backing the amendment. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
. Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. BARRETT. Is the amendment 
substantially the same as that which 
was adopted by the Senate on the farm 
bill that was previously before the 
Senate? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct. 
Mr. BARRETT. The purpose of the 

amendment is merely to make certain 
that lands which are diverted under the 
two different provisions of the soil bank 
will not be used for grazing purposes. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct. 
Mr. BARRETT. I can see no reason 

why the langauge, having been 0tccepta• 
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ble before, should not be acceptable to 
the Senate at this time. 

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. I desire to make my Po

sition well known on this amendment. 
Having joined in sponsoring a very sim
ilar amendment during the considera
tion of the previous farm bill, it seems 
to me that such a provision as is con
tained in the amendment is almost a 
necessary part of any farm legislation 
which may be passed. 

Therefore, I appreciate the opportu
nity to express my support of the amend
ment. By all means it should not be 
omitted as a part of the new act. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that there are two re
serve programs contained in the bill, a 
similar amendment should be added on 
page 15, line 8. If there is no objection, 
I should like to state that amendment 
and ask that the Senate adopt both at 
the same time. 

I offer an amendment on page 15, line 
8, after the word "contract," to add the 
following words: "including the prohibi
tion of grazing of conservation acreages." 

I believe there is no opposition to the 
amendment, and I hope it may be 
adopted. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I merely wish to 
state that, as the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY] has just pointed out, 
the two amendments were adopted unan
imously when the bill was considered by 
the Senate several weeks ago. In con
ference, both amendments were modified 
to the extent of a 50-percent penalty to 
be applied to violators. I have no objec
tion to the adoption of the amendments 
and to taking them to conference in an 
effort to work out satisfactory provi
sions. 

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

Mr. O'MAHONE'Y. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. The Western Livestock 

Association of North Dakota and the 
livestock men of my State generally are 
unanimously in favor of the amend
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
in opPosition to the amendment is in 
control of the minority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield back my 
time. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been used or yielded back. The 
question is on agreeing, en bloc, to the 
amendments offered by the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment "5-17-56-I." 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec

retary will state the amendment. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 

lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to strike 
out the words "and the provisions of sec
tion 344." 

On line 23, after the figure "1956", 
strike out the comma, insert a period, 
and strike out the remainder of the para
graph. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
language now contained in the bill, al-

though it appears to be an attempt to 
carry over the 1956 acreage into the 
years 1957 and 1958, rather effectively 
repeals the provisions now in the Cotton 
Acreage Act which relate to the prin
ciple of growth. 

I say that because cotton acreage his
tory will be based upon a five-year 
period. If we freeze in the States the 
1957 and 1958 allotments at the level of 
the 1956 allotment, we shall have suc
cessfully frozen them for 3 of the 5 years, 
and thereby shall have made it possible 
to freeze them for the rest of the his
tory of cotton growing in this country, 
unless the law is :finally repealed or some 
other adjustment made. 

I do not believe that was the purpose 
of the amendment of the committeei 
which my amendment proposes to strike 
out. I believe it is possible that those 
who sponsored it thought it could be 
adopted and that it would not affect his
tory. But we cannot have a provision of 
this nature in the bill and expect any
one who comes from the States of Cali
fornia, Arizona, New Mexico, or Texas to 
vote for the bill on final passage. This 
would be the worst thing that could ever 
happen to agriculture in those States. 
There must be some recognition taken 
of the fact that it would defeat every
thing that was written into the Cotton 
Acreage Adjustment Act of 1949. 

Mr. President, I have great respect for 
my able friend from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS]. He would like to have me 
withdraw my amendment until there is 
an opportunity to consider some alter
nate language which is being proposed. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
withdraw my amendment at this time 
without sacrificing my right to present 
it subsequently for consideration with
out the time being taken from either side. 

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

The bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I of

f er the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 50, 
it is proposed to strike out line 7. 

Beginning on page 51, with line 19, 
strike out through line 19 on page 54. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of my amendment is very sim
ple. It merely strikes out of the bill all 
those provisions which would for the 
:first time extend mandatory support 
prices to barley, grain sorghums, oats, 
and rye. Under the existing law, sup
port prices have been given to those 
commodities only at the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. This bill 
would compel the Secretary of Agricul
ture to support those products at 76 per
cent, or an increase of about 10 percent. 

As evidence of what is already being 
done under the existing law with refer
ence to those commodities, I point out 
that in the first 7 months of the current 
fiscal year, the Government has already 

lost $30,014,254 on barley; $36,915,655 
on grain sorghums; and it has sustained 
a loss of $11,118,217 in supporting oats 
and $5,894,803 in supporting rye. 

This bill now proposes to write into 
the law a mandatory provision whereby 
the Secretary of Agriculture would be 
compelled from now on not only to con
tinue to support these commodities but 
also to continue to support them at an 
even higher level than that which was 
obtained in the past. The loss would be 
almost beyond estimation both from the 
standpoint of the Federal Treasury and 
from the standpoint of the feeders of 
livestock and poultry. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. I will then 
be willing to yield to any Senator who 
wishes to speak on this amendment. 
The question involved is merely whether 
or not for the first time we are going to 
extend mandatory support prices to 
those feed grains. 

Mr. President, I ask that the yeas and 
nays be ordered on this amendment. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I re

serve the right again to ask for the yeas 
and nays. · 

At this time I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, ordinar
ily I would support the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Delaware. I 
think the amendment provides for 
something that should be done. I am 
practical enough, however, to know that 
it cannot be done. I also know that 
many of us, and many Department of 
Agriculture officials, administration rep
resentatives, and others have been work
ing to find a mutual ground on which 
we can get together and obtain legisla
tion which will not be harmful to any 
of the States of the Union and which 
will benefit many of them. 

The proposal which we will make will 
be offered by the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HOLLAND] in an amendment relat
ing to the support prices for corn and 
feed grains. I shall strongly support the 
proposal of the Senator from Florida 
when it becomes the pending question be
fore the Senate. I agree with the Sen
ator from Delaware that, from the point 
of view of our sections of the country, 
his amendment would be the best thing. 
However, I am practical and, in order 
that New England and the northeast part 
of the country do not get something 
which is very bad such as the feed-sup
port provision of the House bill, I feel 
that I must support the amendment to 
be offered by the Senator from Florida. 
which I shall join him in offering. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Vermont will agree with 
me, will he not, that the rejection of 
my amendment would be injurious both 
to the dairy industry and to the poultry 
industry in that it would raise the feed 
cost far above that which prevails under 
the existing law? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think anyone 
can answer that question. We know 
that the great abundance of feed grains, 
and their low cost, have encouraged 
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many people to go into livestock and 
poultry production thereby increasing 
the .competition and depressing the 
markets for our northeastern producers. 
I do not think anyone can say what the 
ultimate advantage or disadvantage 
would be. 

I will say, however, that if I were not 
trying to view the farm bill objectively, 
and to work out the best possible bill, 
my inclination would be to vote for the 
Senator's amendment. But I think, 
under the circumstances, it is better to 
support a proposal which I feel can be 
approved and which will result in ob
taining legislation which will be of bene
fit to nearly all the people of the United 
States and detrimental to almost none 
of them. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator realize 

that in the original farm bill the Senate 
expressed itself in approving much 
higher support prices? . 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; and the Presi
dent vetoed the bill, and I agreed with 
him. I recognize that the amendment to 
be offered by the Senator from Florida is 
better than the provision already in the 
bill; however, I do not believe in com
promising until we have been defeated. 
I believe in first ascertaining whether we 
have enough votes, and in this instance I 
feel confident of victory. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the yeas and nays be ordered 
o~ my amendment. ~ 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to. object-and I shall not 
object-I think the Senator from Dela
ware and Senators from areas like · his 
.own are entitled to have a chance to go 
.on record in this ,matter, and the time of 
the Senate will be saved if we proceed 
in this way, rather than to have every 
Senator aff eoted make a speech, or to 
have a quorum call and another request. 

However, I must say that I think the 
amendment offered.· by the Senator from 
Delaware goes much further than the 
Senate would po~sibly go, in view of the 
expressions heretofore made on the floor 
during the debate on the previous bill, 
and also in view of the fact that since 
that time price supports have been 
granted for noncomplyi~g corn in the 
commercial corn areas, which make even 
more serious the plight of the small grain 
producers. 

So while I am not at all agreeing with 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware, I feel that his 
request is meritorious, and I hope it will 
be granted. 

Mr. DANIEL. M1:. President, I wish 
to make the record clear that my fail
ure to object to the unanimous-consent 
request a moment ago was simply to ex
pedite the matter. I shall not object to 
the unanimous-consent request, but I 
certainly oppose the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware because .I 
think it would do great harm not only to 
the proposed legislation, but also to the 
farmers of the country who 1·aise corn 
and other feed grains. 

· Mr. CAS:m of South Dakota. Mr. 
President---

Mr. WILLIAMS. My request is merely 
to have a record vote on the amend~ 
ment. I do not see how there could be 
any objection to that. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, reserving the right to object, 
I had hoped to ask the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] what the alterna
tive was. I have heard rumors that an 
alternative amendment would be offered 
fallowing whatever action might be 
t aken on the amendment offered by the 
Senator from · Delaware. I was won
dering if we would save time by having 
a record vote if the amendment is doomed 
to failure. I do not know whether it is 
or not; I have heard rumors that it was. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The only thing 
which would cause·the amendment to be 
doomed to failure would be that it did 
not receive enough votes to be adopted. 
We will not know about that until we 
have had an opportunity to vote on it. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. How Sen
ators might vote on the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware might be 
affected by what the alternative proposal 
might be. If another amendment is to 
be offered, perhaps we should know 
something about it before we commit 
ourselves on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, sim
ply for the information of the Senator 
from South Dakota, the Senator will find 
on his desk a mimeographed copy of the 
amendment which will be offered after 
the disposition of the pending amend
ment--that -is, if the pending amend
ment be defeated by a vote of the Sen:. 
ate. The amendment proposed to be 
offered by the Senator from Florida for 
himself and on behalf of other Senators, 
including the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN], will by no means strike 

.from the bill all provisions favorable to 
the small grain producers, but will afford 
far better treatment of them if the bill 
shall be passed. 

The amendment offered by the Senator 
.from Delaware would, in effect, strike 
from the bill entirely provisions affect
ing the producers of small grains, and 
leave them subject to the conditions of 
the present law. 
· I hope the vote may be taken prompt
ly; and then, if I am permitted to do so, I 
shall be glad to offer my amendment; a 
copy of which is on the desk of all Sen
ators. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If the 
·amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware should be rejected, would there 
then be any occasion to offer the amend
ment which the Senator from Florida 
intends to propase? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes of the Senator from Delaware 
have expired. Does the Senator from 
Delaware yield himself additional time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do 'not yield time 
to Senators to debate the amendment if 
they are opposed to it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
·yield 5 minutes to -the Senator from 
F4orida. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, may 
we have the yeas and nays ordered on 
my amendment?. 

. The .. PRESIDING - "OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has previously 
made a unanimous-consent request that 
the yeas and nays be ordered on his 
amendment. Is there objection to that 
request? -

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I do not think I am being arbi
trary or unreasonable in trying to ascer
tain whether or not we shall be fore
elosed an opportunity to vote on another 
amendment in connection with this mat
ter. The Senator from Florida was 
about to answer that question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida will state it.-

Mr. HOLLAND. If the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Delaware, 
which is now under consideration, should 
be rejected by the Senate, would not the 
Senator from Florida have a right to 
off er his amendment, a copy of which has 
been printed and is lying on the desk of 
each Senator, and which relates to a 
much more definite treatment of the 
problem than does the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator -from Florida- may off er his 
amendment. 

The Senator from Florida was recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I simply wanted to 
bring out that fact, which I think was all 
that stood in the way of the granting of 
the request of the Senator from Dela
.ware for a yea-and-nay vote. 

I am perfectiy · willing to discuss my 
amendment now, but I do not think this 
is the proper time to do so. The Chair 
has advised the Senate that in the event 
of the rejection of the pending amend
ment offered by the Senator from Dela-.. 
ware, the -Senator · from Florida could 
offer his amendment. I hope that that 
ruling will now lead to a granting of the 
request of the Senator from Delaware. 
. Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In order 
to clarify the record, there is pending a 
unanimous-consent request by the Sena
tor from Delaware that the yeas and 
nays on his amendment be ordered. Is 
there objection to that request? If not, 
the yeas and nays are ordered. 

Is there any further request for time 
on the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Delaware? 

The time in opposition to the amend
ment is in control of the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
indicated earlier during the debate on 
this measure, I do not suppose there is a 
provision in the bill which has given us 
more difficulty than has · the provision 
affecting feed grains and corn. I can
not believe that the Senate will refuse to 
enact some kind ·of legislation-which will 
protect -the feed grain producers, -in the 
light of what has been done for the pro
ducers of corn. 

- I understand there is in the offing a 
compromise amendment which will be 
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offered by the Senator from Florida. So 
far as I am concerned, as chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, I, of course, will try to maintain 
those provisions which were incorporated 
in the bill by the committee. But if the 
compromise is acceptable to the sena
tors from the grain States, and an agree
ment can be reached, . the fight I intend 
to make for the committee provisions on 
feed grains will undoubtedly be fruitless. 
I realize that. 

However, I am very hopeful that the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware will be rejected, 
so that in due time the Genate may have 
an opportunity to consider the small 
grains sections, as provided in the bill, 
or as may be provided by the amend
ment which I understand is to be offered 
by the distinguished Senator . from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
proponent of . the amendment, the Sena
tor from Delaware, yield back the re
mainder of his time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am ready for a 
vote on this amendment unless some 
other Senator wishes to spea!L 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there may be a quorum call, 
with the time for the quorum call not 
being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the roll, with the un
derstanding that the time for the quo
rum call will not be charged to either 
side. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
-the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I was 
,wondering if the Senator from Louisiana 
wished to discuss the amendment fur
ther. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The at
tention of the Senator from Louisiana is 
called to the inquiry of the Senator fFom 
Delaware. The question is, Does the 
Senator from Louisiana care to discuss 
the amendment further? 

Mr. ELLENDER. No, Mr. President. 
If the Senator is willing to yield back 
his time, I shall do likewise. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I shall 
yield back the remainder of my time, 
but first I should like to take about 1 
minute in further explanation. The 
issue here is very simple-it boils down 
to the question as to whether or not the 
Senate wants to authorize mandatory 
support prices for all types of feed 
grains. The adoption of this new prin
ciple will substantially raise the feed cost 
to all poultry and dairy farmers without 
any corresponding benefits. This year 
we have already lost $30 million on bar• 
ley, $36 million on grain sorghums, $11 
million on oats, and $5 million on rye. 
How much more do the producers of 
these commodities want? 

Let us not write into the law that the 
Secretary shall hav..e to continue to sup
port these commodities, not at his dis
cretion, but at mandatory _price sup
ports much higher tban. at present. 

CI~ ___ 53~ 

I-am confident ,that such action would 
seriously affect both our poultry indus• 
try and the dairy industry in the North
east. I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment. . 

Mr. President, I yield back the remain-
der of my t'ime. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Does 
the Senator from Louisiana yield back 
the remainder of his tune? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time on the amendment has been yielded 
back. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the . Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Case, N. J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
.Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 

Frear Millikin 
George Monroney 
Goldwater Mundt 
Green Murray 
Hayden Neely 
Hennings Neuberger 
Hickenlooper O'Mahoney 
Hill Pastore 
Holland Payne 
Hruska Potter 
Humphrey Purtell 
Ives Robertson 
J ackson Russell 
Jenner Saltonstall 
Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Johnston, S. C. Smathers 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Knowland Smith, N. J, 
Kuchel Sparkman 
Laird Stennis 
Langer Symington 
Long Thye 
Magnuson · Watkins 
Mansfield Wiley 
Martin, Iowa Williams 
Martin, Pa, Wofford 
McCarthy Young 
McClellan 

. McNamara 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE 
in the chair). A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As I understand, 
the pending amendment is the so-called 

. Williams amendment, designated as 
"5-17-56-G." Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The parliamentary 
inquiry is this: Should the Williams 
amendment be agreed to, would the 
Aiken-Holland compromise amendment 
then be in order, or would the so-called 
Daniel amendment, dealing with the sub
ject of feed grains, then be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that if the Williams 
amendment were agreed to, an amend
ment offered. by the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HOLLAND], or any other Senator -on 
the same subject matter could not be 
challenged on the ground of inconsist
ency with the action taken in agreeing to 
the Williams amendment. . A point of 
order would not lie against such an 
amendment. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment off eted by the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
all time has been used or yielded back, 
and -the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. On this vote I ha"f-e 

a pair with the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE]. If he were present and 
voting he would vote "nay." If I were 
at liberty to vote I would vote "yea." I 
therefore withhold my vote. . 

Mr. HILL. On this vote I have a pair 
with the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. SCOTT]. If he were present and vot,
ing he would vote "nay." If I were nt 
liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that tlle 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGH'l:], 
the Senators from Tennessee [Mr. GORE 
and Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], and 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ScoTT] are absent on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] is paired with the 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN}. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Arkansas would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from New York would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER] is paired with the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Tennessee would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from Massachusetts would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] 
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
is necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. CARLSON] is paired with the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. CARLSON] would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would 
vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 39, 
nays 44, as foilows : 

Allott 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Case, N. J . 
Cotton 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bible 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Clements 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Georg.e 
Hayden 
Hennings 

YEAS-39 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Flanders 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Green 
Ives 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Magnuson 

Martin, Pa. 
Millikin 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N. J, 
Watkins 
Williams 

NAYS-44 
Hickenlooper Monroney 
Holland Mundt 
Hruska Murray 
Humphrey Neely 
Johnson, Tex. Neuberger 
Johnston, S. C. O'Mahoney 
Kerr Schoeppel 
Laird Smathers 
Langer Stennis 
Long Symington 
Mansfield Thye 
Martin, Iowa WUey 
McCarthy · Wofford 
McClellan Young 
McNa...mara 
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NOT VOTING-12 
Carlson Kefauver Morse 
Fulbright Kennedy Scott 
Gore Lehman Sparkman 
Hill Malone Welker 

so Mr. WILLIAMS' amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi• 
dent, I move that the Senate reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment of• 
fered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] was rejected. 
. Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move to lay the motion to reconsider on 
the table. 

1 The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL· 
LENDER], 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
, Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
send forward amendments and ask that 
they be stated. I ask that the amend
ments be considered en bloc. 
, The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Florida? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. The Secretary will 
state the amendments. 
· The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
beginning with the word "other'' in line 
24, it is proposed to strike out down to 
and including "oats," in line 1, on page 4. 

On page 8, beginning with line 4, 
strike out through line 5 on page 10. 

On page 12, line 21, strike out "other 
feed grains, $175,000,000." 
• On page 25, beginning with the comma 
in line 1, strike out to and including 
"1956" in line 4. 

On page 51, beginning with line 19, 
strike out down to and including line 19 
on page 54 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

may request that the yeas and nays · be 
ordered? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask for the yeas and nays on this amend· 
ment. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, at 

the proper time I shall suggest the ab· 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair). The Senator from 
Florida is recognized. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered on behalf of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and 
myself. It has been generally discussed 
with all Senators with whom we have 
been able to discuss it this morning, be
cause it represents a very serious and de
termined effort to bring together the 
thinking of the Members of the Senate 
on the important feed grain question on 
which it has just been demonstrated 
there is considerable division in the Sen
ate. 

Mr. President, the reason why there 
are several amendments incorporated 
into one is that it is necessary to make 
various places in the bill conform to the 
purposes of the amendment. 

The purposes of the amendment, if I 
may outline them in three brief sen
tences, are these: 

First, to fix a price support for the 
1956 crop of grain sorghums, barley, rye, 
and oats, respectively, at 76 percent of 
parity price for the commodities as of 
April 15, 1956. 

To explain that provision, Mr. Presi
dent, the intent is to put the small feed 
grain producers on a parity with the pro
ducers of corn, the noncomplying pro
ducers of corn, in the commercial corn 
area, who were granted a price support 

. (d) Notwithstanding any other provision on April 15, 1956, so that there will be 
of law, (1) the level of price support for the 
1956 crop of grain sorghums, barley, rye, and given by that provision of the amend
oats, respectively, shall be 76 percent of the ment, as we believe, equality this year as 
parity price for the commodity as of April between corn and small grains, so far as 
15, 1956, (2) the level of price support for that can be done by legislation. 
corn produced outside the commercial corn- The second provision of the amend
producing area, for any crop for which base ment is applicable to the corn produced 
acreages are in effect ( except as provided in in the noncommercial area. It follows 
(3) below), shall be 82½ percent of the 
level of price support for corn in the com- the same philosophy as that expressed in 
mercial corn-producing area to producers the first provision which I have just men
complying with acreage limitations, and (3) tioned. 

ject, and I shall do my best to explain 
it clearly. I ask that the Senator from 
.Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], and other 
Senators who are quite familiar with the 
subject matter follow my explanation. 

The present law provides for corn pro• 
ducers in the noncommercial areas a 
price support at 75 percent of the pre
vailing price support given to compli
ance corn in the commercial areas. 

Mr. KERR. On the allotted acres? 
Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct. 

The effort is to work out some kind of 
parity of treatment between corn in the 
noncommercial areas and the noncom
plying corn producers in the commercial 
areas who never had a price support until 
it was recently announced by the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield for another 
question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. Is the Senator saying that 

if his amendment is adopted all corn 
producers in the noncommercial areas 
will have a support price at the same 
level as that of the noncomplying corn 
producers in the commercial areas? 

Mr. HOLLAND. They will have sup
port at the level of about five-sixths of 
the support level for complying produc
ers in the commercial areas, and that 
will amount to almost the same thing 
which the Senator has said. 

Incidentally, we followed the same 
philosophy as that which was followed 
in fixing 76 percent in the first branch 
of the . amendment which I have just 
mentioned, because there it was a matter 
of making the pric.e supports for small 
grains as nearly as possible the same as 
were granted to the noncomplying corn 
producers in the commercia.1 corn areas. 

Mr. KERR. If I read the language 
correctly, it leaves a different impression 
with me. As I read it in paragraph (d), 
subparagraph (2), it provides: 

( 2) The level of price support for corn 
produced outside the commercial corn-pro
ducing area-

l take it, that is in States other than 
the corn-producing States. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In counties not. in 
the commercial areas. 

Mr. KERR. I read further-if price support is made available for the The price support for noncomplying 
1957 crop of corn in the commercial corn- corn producers in the commercial area, for any crop for which base acreages are in 
producing area to producers not complying · · effect 
with acreage limitations, price support shall when it was fixed, established a new prin- . 
be made available for the 1957 crop of grain ciple which had not been effective there- Have there been base acreages in ef• 
sorghums, barley, rye, oats, and corn pro- tofore. The amendment provides that feet in the noncommercial corn-produc
duced outside the commercial corn-produc- noncomplying corn producers in the ing areas? 
ing area, respectively, at a level, not less than commercial area will be placed on the Mr. HOLLAND. The amendment 
70 percent of the parity price as of the be- same basis as corn producers outside the represents an effort to give comparable 
ginning of the marketing year, determined commercial area. So, the second pur- treatment to noncommercial corn to 
by the Secretary to be fair and reasonable 
in relation to the level at which price sup- pose of the amendment is to grant 82½ that which is given small grains on 
port ts made available for corn in the com- percent of the level of price supports for which the price support is fixed at 76 
mercial corn-producing area to producers not grain in the commercial corn-growing percent of parity. 
complying with acreage limitations, taking areas to the corn producers in the non- Mr. KERR. I understand that, but 
into consideration the normal price relation- commercial area. That is about five- I am trying. to get it clear as to whether 
ships between such commodity and corn in sixths of the support price. if the producer of corn in the noncom
the commercial area, the feed value of such 
commodity in relation to corn, the supply of Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the mercial areas is to receive the benefit 
such commodity in relation to the demand Senator from Florida yield? ·of this amendment he must observe 
therefor, the ability to dispose of stocks of Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. acreage limitations. 
such commodity acquired through price-sup- Mr. KERR. I do not quite understand Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
port programs and such 0ther factors as he the explanation which the Senator has the Senator from Florida yield?. , , ,~ , 
deems pertinent. . d given with reference to corn in non• Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. ', ;},'·"'·1'~ 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President-- commercial corn States. · Mr. ANDERSON. I think the an-
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will Mr. HOLLAND. ! Mr. President, I rec- swer to the question of the Senator from 

the Senator ·from. Florida yield so that I ognize that this is a very complex sub- _ Oklahoma is that the producer would 
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not have to observe acreage limitations 
at all. The reference to. the crop which 
is under acreage limitation is an effort 
to relate back to corn. Corn in the com:. 
mercial areas will be under acreage 
limitations, but areas outside the com
mercial areas need not be under acre
age limitations,. under the language of 
the amendment. 

Mr. KERR. In other words, the pro
ducer in the noncommercial areas would 
have acreage limitations but would re
ceive approximately the same support 
level as would the corn producer in the 
commercial areas? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 
The corn producer outside the commer
cial area is not complying with acreage 
limitations, and the corn producer in
side the commercial area is not com
plying. Therefore, they would receive 
the same support. 

Mr. HOLLAND. One of the reasons 
for the provision is that another por
tion of the bill allows the corn produc
ers in the commercial areas the right 
by referendum to vote whether to ter
minate acreage control. If acreage con
trol is applicable in the commercial 
areas and noncompliance corn is sup
ported, then the treatment, which we 
have discussed, is to be given corn in 
the noncommercial areas. . 

Of course, if there is no price support 
there, there is not going to be any corn 
price support anywhere. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield further? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. Then, as has been stated 

by the Senator from New Mexico, the 
real effect with reference to support 
prices is to put the producer of corn in 
the noncommercial areas in the same 
position as the noncomplying corn pro
ducer in the commercial areas? 

Mr. HOLLAND. As nearly as may be; 
and in doing that, we are following the 
precedent of the first part of the amend
ment with reference to treatment given 
to the producers of small grains. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres

ident, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. My 

understanding is substantially the same 
as that stated by the Senator from Flor
ida. Translating it into dollars and 
cents, my understanding is that the corn 
of noncompliers in the commercial areas 
would be supported at the $1.25 national 
average. Applying the five-sixths for
mula to 86 ½ percent would mean that 
the corn producer would be supported 
this year, in noncommercial areas, at 
about $1.24.. So that makes the price 
substantially the same. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It sounds like that 
arithmetically, but the way it would be 
applied, it would not exactly equal that. 
I confess that the experts on the Depart
ment staff would have to explain that. 
But it comes very close to the figure 
which the Senator from South Dakota 
has stated. 

Mr.. CASE of South Dakota. I think 
-an amendment of this nature is needed 
to avoid chaos and confusion, particu
larly in States which have counties 
which are in a commercial corn area, and 

counties which are not in a commercial 
corn area. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The question of the 
Senator, as to whether the amendment 
relates to 1957 must be answered in the 
affirmative, but it also, I understand, ap
plies to later years. This provision of 
the amendment is a permanent change 
in the law and will apply to later years. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. But 
would it require in 1957, a producer of 
feed grain or corn in a noncommercial 
corn county to put some land into the 
soil bank? 

Mr. HOLLAND. This particular 
amendment would not. I have said 
earlier that this particular amendment, 
if adopted, would eliminate the acreage 
reserve provisions of the soil bank in 
their application to small grains. 

The amendment would leave effective 
to small grains the conservation reserve 
provisions. 

A sizable number of Senators have 
worked out this amendment together, 
and we are fully persuaded that, in view 
of the scarcity of data, now available, 
and of the indicated attitude of the ad
ministration not to approve an addi
tional 100 million acres of land under 
any control basis, the allowing of 2 years, 
at least-1956 and 1957-to work out a 
better program, with the other provi
sions, as described, is the very best that 
we can hope to obtain in this situation. 

We have conferred not only with one 
another, not only with Senators who are 
strongly for higher price supports for 
small grains, as, for instance, the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], and others, but we have con
ferred with the Department of Agricul
ture experts and directly with the Secre
tary of Agriculture, in an effort to get 
any suggestions we could from him. We 
have tried to save as much as possible 
for the small-grain producers. We think 
that there is no indication whatever that 
a sound program can be worl{ed out for 
acreage reserve participation by the 
small-grain producers in the first 2 years. 

If the developments in 1956 are quicker 
than are anticipated, Congress can take 
additional action early in 1957. As I see 
it now, this is the best that can be done 
at this time to take care of the small
grain producers. 

I do not have to call to the attention 
of the Senator from South Dakota the 
fact that the sponsors of this amend
ment opposed the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware, which was just 
rejected, which would have entirely 
eliminated the possibility of giving any 
relief at all to the producers of small 
grains. We are trying to get for them 
everything we think it is reasonable for 
them to have, based upon the present 
data available and considering the pres
ent confused situation. 

The fact that corn is divided artificially 
into two areas, a commercial area and a 
noncommercial area, and that that di
vision does not adapt itself readily to any 
of the small grains, makes the problem 
a very complicated one to work out. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It is ·a 
very complicated problem, particularly 
in a-State like mine, where a portion of 
the State· has counties in the commer
cial corn areas, while immediately adja-

cent there are counties which are not. 
We have three classes for corngrowers. 

I think an amendment of this kind is 
necessary, regardless of how one stands 
on the question of high or low price sup
ports. If there is to be a corn-support 
program, it is necessary to have an 
amendment such as this to preserve the 
relationship between corn grown on un
allotted acres, unrestricted, and the 
small grains, which can be used as a sub
stitute for corn as feed. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I share that convic
tion, and so do the other Senators who 
have collaborated in this matter. We are 
glad to have our purpose so clearly stated 
and approved by the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I think the Senator 

from South Dakota [Mr. CASE] made a 
very good statement just now, when he 
said this is the sort of amendment which 
could be supported regardless of whether 
one favored high supports or :flexible 
supports or rigid supports, because the 
amendment would provide an opportu
nity for the Department of Agriculture 
to keep careful track of the acreage al
lotted to oats, rye, barley, and grain sor
ghums for the growing years 1956 and 
1957. That ought to provide sufficient 
information to allow these grains to come 
under the acreage reserve program by 
1958. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I hope 
there will be a record vote on the amend
ment, because I think the votes of Sena
tors on the previous amendment might 
be misunderstood. 

The Senator from Florida will recall 
that prior to the other vote I reserved 
the right to object in order that the Sen
ate might be assured that the amend
ment now pending would be offered, and 
there would be no alternative. I think 
the votes of some Senators on the other 
amendment might be misunderstood un
less an opportunity were afforded to re
cord their votes on this amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from South Dakota; I think he has made 
a good point which ought to be consid
ered. 

The third objective of the amendment 
is that if price support is made avail
able for the 1957 crop of corn in the 
commercial corn-producing areas to pro
ducers not complying with acreage limf
tations, price support shall be made 
available for the 1957 crop of grain sor
ghum, barley, rye, oats, and corn pro
duced outside the commercial corn-pro
ducing area respectively, at a level not 
less than 70 percent. The price shall 
never go to less than 70 percent, and it 
shall be fixed in the same way as 76 per
cent was fixed for this year, namely, by 
relating that price support to the price 
support which is given to the noncom
plying corn in the commercial areas. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I should like to add a 

word to what the Senator from Florida 
is saying. I was one who helped to pre• 
pare the amendment. I believe it will 
work no hardship on anyone, but will 
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be h'elpful to many feed grain producers Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
in the country. In fact, I think it will Senator yield? 
leave the price of feed grains about Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena-
where it is now on the open market, al- tor from North Dakota. 
though I cannot be exactly sure of that. Mr. YOUNG. I think this amendment 
The price of . feed should stay approxi_• represents a fair compromise. I would 
mately where it is now. If it goes higher, have much preferred to have seen higher 
it will not be because of the amendment, price supports provided for feed grains. 
but because of market trends. The price I firmly believe that cheap feed grains are 
seems to be at a fairly good level at detrimental to the dairy industry, to the 
present. If it can be maintained at cattle industry, to the hog industry, and 
nearly that level, I believe it will be help- to the poultry industry. So I was 
ful, and will assure the feed grain pro- strongly for the original provision in the 
ducers of America of a good price. Also, bill which was vetoed by the President 
it will not be harmful to the livestock, recently. 
dairy, and poultry producers. Under the provision in the original bill, 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the there were 90 percent supports. The feed 
comment by the Senator from Vermont. grain producers would have received 85 
I think every Senator has received tele- percent supports, which is 15 percent 
grams from producers in the field of higher than they are getting now, which 
dairy products, in the field of livestock, is 70 percent. In order to get that higher 
and in the poultry field who are disturbed percentage, they would have had to put 
about the provisions in the bill, but not into the soil bank program 15 percent of 
about this amendment, which I feel is the acreage they normally plant to feed 
moderate enough to give grave concern grains. It would not have been easy for 
to none of them. . the feed grain producers to put that 

One purpose of the amendment, extra acreage into the soil bank, but I 
among others, is not to permit the small- thought it would be worth while for them 
grain producers to slide down, down, since they would get 15 percent higher 
and down to deeper distress, but to give supports. 
-them fair treatment, as we see it, along Under the pending proposal feed grain 
with the corn producers. producers will get 76 percent of parity 

Mr. AIKEN. The livestock and poul- for this year's crop which is 6 percent 
try producers were understandably dis- more than the scheduled 70 percent sup
turbed about the provisions of the House ports. 
bill which raised the supports much Mr. HOLLAND. That is for 1956. 
higher than the amendment which is Mr. YOUNG. For 1956. For 1957 
now being offered by the Senator from they will get a minimum of 70 percent. 
Florida, and also perpetuated high feed- Under the House provision and the 
grain supports by tying them to the sup- provision which it is now proposed to 
port price for commercial corn. The 
compromise offered is a considerable re- strike from the bill, feed grain producers 

would get 5 percent less than price sup
duction from the supports which were ports for corn in the commercial area, if 
required by the House bill. they put 15 percent of their acreage into 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from the soil bank. So next year, if price sup
Vermont is correct. ports for corn should be 80 percent of 
. I now yield to the Senator from New parity-and I think that is probably all 
Mexico, after which I shall yield to the they will be, with corn production in
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from creasing-feed grain producers would 
get only 75 percent of parity. But in 

Vermont has not asked me to say this. order to get that 75 percent of parity, 
I hope that if I misstate his position, he they would have to put 15 percent of their 
will correct me. There might be some acreage into the soil bank program. That 
persons who would wonder why the Sen- would mean . additional regimentation 
ator from Vermont, on the last vote, and land measuring, and I do not think 
voted "no" on the Williams amendment. it would be worth while to get that little 
I assume he voted ''no" on that amend- higher support price in return for the 
ment because he knew that this perfect- regimentation to which they would . be 
ing amendment, which he was offering subjected. 
jointly with the Senator from Florida, 1 think the compromise is the best we 
would be called up next. 

Under the circumstances, 1 think the can get through Congress this year. 
Senator from Vermont acted very gen- Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap
erously in trying to get these provisions preciate greatly the statement of the 
before Congress, and those areas which Senator from North Dakota, because if 
produce feed grains are indebted to the · anybody has fought, clear up to the high
able Senator from . Vermont for taking est requirement of courage, to have 
the position which he did on the adopted a conviction held by him that 
Williams amendment. high price supports should be provided, 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator he has done so. I want it to appear in 
from New Mexico. . the RECORD that I appreciate his state-

Mr. President, I wish to say that the ment, because I think it is in line with 
amendment now being offered by the . the fact that the pending proposal is a 

· fair compromise. Senator -:from Florida is as fair a propos_i- -
tion, both to the consumers and pro- Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
ducers of grain, as we can work out. It the Senator yield for a request that the 
is better to have it come about this way yeas and nays be ordered. · 
than in a one-sided manner, .where one ·'- Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
type of pr.oducer might make gains tern- }J Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President
porarily, but a year or two later migh1 r Mr. KNOWLAND. The request, · tf 
wake up and find he had , lost 3 good ~ granted, will . not foreclose the , offering 
share of his market. · of a substitute, as I understand. 

Mr. DA~. l\fr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. . 

The .PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair). l:be SEmator will 
state it. 

Mr. DANIEL. Is the minority leader's 
interpretation correct that ordering the 
yeas and nays will _ not forego any 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed that is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Florida I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Florida yield to me? 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had 

agreed to :yield to the senior Senator 
from North Dakota. May I ask the 
chairman of the committee. to be pre ... 
pared to grant me more time from the 
time on the bill, because I am approach
ing the end of my allotted time, or per
haps I may have time granted by the 
minority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
shall yield 5 additional minutes to the 
Senator from the time on the bill, if he 
needs it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I now 
yield to the senior Senator from North 
Dakota. _ 

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator please 
state for the RECORD the difference be
tween the House provision for price sup
ports and the pending amendment? . -

Mr. HOLLAND. I have been working 
so hard to bring about a compromise 
affecting certain provisions of the S.en
ate committee bill that I have probably 
forgotten the details of some .of the orig
inal provisions in the House bill. I 
should prefer to have the chairman of 
the committee, the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. ELLENDER], answer that ques
tion, and I ask unanimous consent that 
I may yield to him. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I shall give an 
answer to that question in a short .while. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The chairman of the 
committee has assured me that he can 
answer the question and will do so later 
in the debate. In our committee we 
made a great many changes in the pro
visions of the House bill. We have been 
discussing for a long time changes pro
posed to the bill as reported by the Sen
ate committee. I would not care to try 
to state with complete accuracy the pro
visions of the House bill. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Under the present 
support program as defined by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, corn in the com
mercial corn-producing area, where there 
is compliance, is supported at $1.50 a 
bushel. If the farmer does not wish to 
comply, he can plant all he wishes, and 
the Secretary of Agriculture, for the first 
time, rewards noncpmpliance by sup
porting that corn at $1.25, whereas 
farmers outside the commercial corn area 
have a support price of only $1.12. 

. Mr. HOLLAND. Seventy-five percent 
of the prevailing price support in the 
comm~rcial area. . 
.. -Mr, -:RUSSELL, The Secretary· -not 
only rewards noncompliance in the his-
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torically Republican farm Corn Belt 
States, where there have been reports 
of some disaffection, but he discriminates 
against producers in the noncommercial 
area by allowing them only $1.12 a 
bushel. 

Does the amendment perpetuate that 
injustice, or discontinue it, or deal 
with it? . 

Mr. HOLLAND. The amendment cor
rects the injustice. 

In the second provision of the amend -
ment, to be found at about the eighth 
line down, the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia will see that the level of 
price support for corn produced outside 
the commercial corn-producing area is 
fixed at 82 ½ percent of the level of price 
support for corn in the commercial corn
producing area, when there · is compli
ance. Eighty-two and one~half percent 
is about fi-ve-sixths. One dollar and 
twenty-five. cents is five-sixths of $1.50. 
So it seel{s to give equal treatment ... 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is for 1956. How 
about 1957? 

Mr. HOLLAND. For 1957 the same 
provision is continued. It will be a per
manent change in the law. 

Mr. RUSSELL. This. is the first time 
any Department of Agriculture or Sec
retary of Agriculture has sought to re
ward noncompliance with the laws en
acted by the Congress. I am glad this 
amendment seeks to correct that injus
tice. Once the election to take place 
next November is behind us, I hope the 
Secretary of Agriculture will go back to 
the previous philosophy, and not reward 
noncompliance, but place all commodi-

, ties on the same basis; . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from · Florida has 
expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I was 
assured of additional time from the 
minority leader. 
. Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, does 

the Senator from Florida heed addition
al time on the bill? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes. 
Mr. BRICKER. Will 5 minutes suf

fice? 

for the sorghum grain producing areas 
and the areas which were very badly dis
turbed about the situation which hereto
fore existed. I think the amendment 
constitutes a fair compromise and a fair 
approach to a solution of the problem. 

I should like to have the Senator from 
Florida know that I hope the amendment 
will prevail, because.:__as the Senator 
from North Dakota has said-it will 
permit the farmers affected to get away 
from many of the unfortunate and un
pleasant details involved in working out 
the situation. So I feel that the farmers 
could live with this amendment, and· 
that they will be satisfied with it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin
guished Senator; and on behalf of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and 
other Senators who sat in on the at
tempt to reach this compromise, as well 
as on behalf of myself, I accept the com
pliment he has gjven. We are grateful 
to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. DANIEL. I also wish to compli

ment the Senator from Florida and the 
other Senators who have worked on this 
provision, although it is less than some 
of us feel should be adopted. 

As a matter of fact, some Members of 
this body, including the junior Senator 
from Texas, have prepared an amend
ment to increase the support price with 
acreage limitations. 

I should like to refer to the last part 
of the amendment submitted by the dis-· 
tingtiished Senator from Florida. . It 
seems that his ·amendment would pro
vide that in the future the Secretary 
would support small grains on ·a com
parable basis with corn, but the last part 
reads: 
• Taking into consideration the normal pri.ce 

relationships between such commodity and 
corn in the commercial area, the feed value. 
of such commodity in relation to corn, the 
supply of suc;h commodity in relation to the 
demand therefor, the ability to dispose of 
stocks of such commodity acquired through 
price support programs, and such other fac
tors as he deems pertinent. · · Mr. HOLLAND. That will be sufficient 

at this time. 
Mr. BRICKER. 1 yield 5 additional As I understand, all that.language, ex-

minutes to the Senator from Florida. cept the last eight words, is included in 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- the provision of the present law concer11;

ing factors to be considered by the Sec
a tor from Florida is recognized for 5 retary in :figuring price supports. ls that 
additional minutes. correct? · 

Mr, SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the senator from Florida yield to me? Mr. HOLLAND. Yes, that is correct; 

Mr. HOLLAND. 1 yield. . . in the existing law there are eight differ-
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Regarding . th~ ent factors, and all of ·them are repre

amendment submitted by . the Senator sented in the smaller number stated in. 
this amendment. ~ However, the Senator 

from Florida, I wish to say that; having from Texas is also correct in'stating that · 
been . ip the Chamber and having lis- the last eight words of the amendment, 
tened to the remarks of the distinguished namely, "and such other factors as he 
Senator from North . Dakota [Mr. deems pertinent," ·are .not found in ·ex-· 
YouNG], I certainly concur in the posi-
tion he has taken in reference to this iSt ing law. 
amendment. Mr. DANIEL. It seems that those 

I desire to state to the distinguished eight words, which are new to this type 
Senator from Florida that, originally, in of legislation, would ·allow the Secretary 
view of the situation which has existed to take into consideration factors not 
in the sorghum grain areas and in some specified by the ,Congress. So those 
other areas in respect to the .related. eight words might constitute very broad· 
grains, I had some misgivings about what authority. 
the bill proposed. I wonder whether the Senator from 

I realize ·that this amendment pro- Florida would have any objection to the 
vides certain equitable considerations· elimination of those words, or whether-

th_ey pJay ·any important part in his 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. So far as I am con
cerned, it seems to me that they do not 
play an important part; but on this point 
I yield to the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON], who is quite familiar 
with these provisions. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I was 
going to suggest to the Senator from 
Florida that he strike them out, and that 
he add the word "and" in the third line 
above, preceding the words "the ability 
to dispose of stock.", and so forth. 

I think the Secretary of Agriculture 
has sufficient discretion as regards the 
other factors, and I do not believe he 
needs to take into consideration "and 
such other factors as he deems perti
nent." 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the expression on the part of the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

I should also like to have the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] express him
self on the proposed deletion of the last 
eight words, which I think can be deleted. 
without doing violence to the purpose of 
those of us who worked on the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN
RONEY in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Florida has expired. 

Mr. :BRICKER. Mr. President, I yield 
an additional 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Fiorida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I had not 
considered this matter before. However; 
ceFtainly the last eight words of. the 
amendment are ·not the meat of the 
amendment; and it seems to me that un
doubtedly the amendment would be fully 
effective-if those words were omitted. I 
would have no great feeling about the 
matter either way. 
· · Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Vermont. That is 
my own feeling about it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Certainly more respon
sibility would be put on the Congress, and 
less on the Secretary. 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes. In view of that, I 
wonder whether the ··Senator from Flor
ida would consider modifying his amend
ment by striking out the last eight words 
thereof. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, with 
the consent of the Senator from Vermont 
and the Senator from New Mexico, I am 
glad to- inodify· my .amendment by strik
ing out the last eight words and by in
serting· a new word-the word "and''-= 
between the . word·s "therefor" and 
"-the", which are the first two words in 
the thir~ line f~om: . the . bottom of my . , , 
amendment. I so modify my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Inas
much as the yeas and nays have been 
ordered on the . question of agreeing to 
the amendment of - the Senator from 
Florida, unanimous consent will ·be re
quired in order to modify the amendment 
at this time . . 
. Is there . objection to the proposed 

modification of the . amendment· of the 
Senator -from Florida? 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President~ I hope 
there will be no objection. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. With
out objection, the amendment of the· 
Senator from Florida is modified accord-· 
ingly, 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
outlined the meaning of the amendment 
as fully as I could. It is submitted in a 
sincere desire to bring together those 
who feel there should be no legislation 
in this field and those of us who feel 
that the producers of small grains ·are in 
a very distressed situation and that their 
situation should not be ignored at the· 
time of passage of this bill. 

The Senate has already gone on record 
by a very considerable vote. in favor of 
giving more relief than this amendment 
would give these producers. The bill 
reported by the committee would give 
them more relief. But I believe this 
amendment is the most we can hope to 
get together on; and I say that after 
having discussed the matter with many 
Members of various points of view; as 
well as with those in the administrative 
branch of the Government. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield 1 minute to 
me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I think we must also 

take into consideration· the fact that it· 
has been reported by some Members of 
the House that if the modifications made 
to the bill by the Senate are not too far 
out of line with the thinking of the 
House, our amendments might b~ ac-. 
cepted by the House, rather than to have 
the bill go to conference, and thereby · 
entail a long delay. I cannot conceive 
that any amendments or changes thus 
far made by the Senate in the bill would 
warrant any long delay in presenting the 
bill to the President and having it enact
ed into law. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution; and I join him in 
the sincere hope that the bill, as passed 
by the Senate, will be acceptable to the 
House, and will be enacted into law 
without the necessity of a conference. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator. 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I had to step off the 
floor for a moment, and I wish to be sure 
about two things: As the amendment is 
drawn, it will not require the producers 
of small grain to comply either with an 
allotment system or with the acreage. 
reserve; is that correct? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Colorado is correct. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. 
very much. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield , 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The time 
of the Senator from Florida has expired. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment identified as "5-17-56-
K"--

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield for a moment· 
to me? The distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] promised to· 
answer a question I' asked a ·while ago. 

I ask unanimous consent that he be al
lowed to answer that question at this 
time. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. I intended to say a 
few words in respect to the amendment 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Florida. Will the Senator from Texas 
withhold the offering of his amendment?· 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes. I yield to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-· 
ture and Forestry with the understand-· 
ing that I may have the floor after he 
completes his discussion on his own time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the· 
Senator from Louisiana control time 
against the amendment? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana is recognized. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 15 

minutes. 
As I have stated on the floor of the 

Senate on various occasions, I do not 
know of any subject which came before 
us that · required more time anci 
prompted more delay than the proposed 
legislation dealing with corn and the 
various small-grain crops. The com
mittee worked hard and earnestly in 
order to place in the bill a provision 
which would be acceptable. I believe we 
succeeded in that by incorporating in the 
bill the language which now appears. 

I am a realist. In the light of the 
recent vote upon the Williams amend
ment, I fear that the language which is 
now· in the Senate bill will in all prob
ability be deleted and the so-called Hol
land amendment substituted. 

I point out to the Senate that the 
House bill provided mandatory supports 
for feed grains, which would include oats, 
barley, rye, and grain sorghum; but to 
qualify for such supports the farmer who 
produces small grains would have to 
plant only 85 percent of his base acreage. 

Because the President, in his veto mes
sage, directed the Secretary of Agricul
ture, to support noncompliance corn in 
the commercial area, the committee felt 
justice required that similar treatment 
be accorded the producers of small 
grains. So, the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry placed the 
small-grain grower in the same category, 
as nearly as possible, as the producers 
of corn in the commercial area who do 
not comply with base acreages. For 1956 
they would be entitled· to support at the 
same percentage of modernized parity 
as noncompliance corn, and would not 
be subject to acreage requirements. 
What we did for 1957 was simply to pro
vide that in order for a producer of small 
grains to obtain price support, as fixed 
in this bill, it would be necessary for him 
to place in the soil bank an amount equal· 
to 15 percent of his feed grain base acre
age. This is the same treatment as is 
now accorded corn. 

As Senators know, the bill would in
crease the total base acreage for corn 
from 43.3 million to · 51 million acres; 
farmers in the commercial corn area can 
plant· their entire base acreage, and ob
tain price support at 86.2 percent of 
parity, provided, -of course, ·that they 
place the equivalent of 15 percent of· 
their base acreage in the soil bank. Of 
course, they · could participate iri the 
acreage reserve, only if the Secretary of j 

Agriculture this ·year placed· that pro
gram, in effect, for corn. 

Since the corn grower is able to get 
price support at 86.8 percent of parity, 
or $1.50 a bushel on production achieved 
on his entire base a.creage, we felt that, 
in justice to the producers of small 
grains, they should have similar treat
ment, that we should, in a measure, re
late their price-support program to that 
of corn. That is all the bill does. Since 
the corn growers, under the provisions 
of the bill as now presented to the Sen
ate, can plant 100 percent of their corn 
base, and get the full 86.2 percent price 
support, provided they plac·e the equiv- · 
alent of 15 percent of their' corn base in 
the soil bank, I felt, and the majority· 
of the committee felt, that similar treat
ment should be accorded to the small-
grain grower. -~ .. , 

What do we have in the amendment · 
which we are now considering? The 
amendment would strike out the pro
visions for . a feed. grain acreage reserve 
program; and would take away manda
tory price supports for feed grains in 
19'57 unless support is made available 
for noncompliance corn. It would re
tain the price support of small feed 
grains at 76 percent of parity in 1956, 
which is the equivalent of the price-sup
port accorded noncompliers in the com
mercial corn area. It would also retain' 
in the bill the same price-support level 
for corn in the noncommercial area, as 
provided in the House bill, which is 82 ½ 
percent of the commercial corn level, 
but it would make it applicable .to 1958 · 
and 1959, as well as 1956 and 1957. 
Finally, it provides price support for feed 
grains and noncommercial area corn at 
not less than 70 percent of parity in 1957 , 
if in that year corn producers not com
plying with their acreage limitations are 
given price support. 

As I stated on several occasions when 
H. R. 12 was still before us, it is my con
sigered, judgment that we shall have less 
feed grain produced only if acreage is: 
curtailed-if those who produce feed 
grains are required to place a certain per
centage of their land in the soil bank. · 
Under the committee amendment dur- · 
ing 1957, those who produce small grains 
would be encouraged to restrict their 
pl~ntings, The amendment now pro
posed would remove any incentive for 
acreage reduction in 1957. 

Without acreage controls in 1957, the
cost to the Government for these pro
gra~s will be much more than if we said· 
to the producer of the small grains, "In 
order to make yourself eligible for .price 
support,. you have to place in the soil 
bank the equivalent of 15 percent of your 
base acres." 

We fix in the bill what the base acres 
would be, the average of the years 1953, 
1954, and 1955. 

As I recall the figures, this would mean 
an average planting of all the small 
grains of about 63 million or 64 million 
acres. When, in 1953 and 1954 the ad
ministration set price support for small' 
grains at 85 percent of parity, the acre
age was around 61 or 62 million· acres. 

Last year, the support price for small' 
grains was cut back· from 85 percent to 
70 percent ot·parity. Under th'e theory 
of flexible price supports, one would con-· 
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elude that the farmers would plant less 
acreage, since the price of the feed grains . 
was reduced. I say the farmers do not 
seem to practice what Mr. Benson 
preaches; instead of reducing acreage, 
they increased their acreage by some 7 
million acres. 

What we are doing now is making the 
sky the limit for the planting of small 
grains all over the country. 

With price supports in effect for pro
ducers of corn in the commercial area, 
whether they plant within their allotted 
acres or not, we are going to have so 
much feed grain produced that I predict 
there will not be enough storage facilities 
to take care of the vast amounts which 
will be placed under law. 

Mr. President, as I have said, I am a 
realist. I know that since the Williams· 
amendment was defeated by only 5 or 6 
votes, the Holland amendment will prob
ably be adopted. 

However, let us remember that under 
the Holland amendment the producers 
of small grains will have no incentive to 
do other than plant all the acres they 
desire and still receive a support price 
of 76 percent in 1956 and possibly an 
even higher support level in 1957. · 

I would say that the House of Rep
resentatives is adamant in its desire to 
sustain the provisions now carried in the 
House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has ·30 minutes available. He 
has · yielded himself 15 minutes, which 
have now expired. Does he desire to 
yield himself additional time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 5 ad
. ditional minutes. 
· ' The adoption of the Holland amend
ment· will place the whole ' question fn 
conference, and we may end up with 

· a conference provision ·that will ·permit 
excess planting . . 

Under the provisions of· the House 
bill-which I pref er-for a grower of a 
grain to be able to get price support, 
he must plant only 85 percent of his base 
acreage. The Senate bill has changed 
that to 100 percent, provided the farmer 
places the equivalent of 15 percent of 
his base acreage in the soil bank. 

Mr. President, I have attempted, as 
chairman of the committee, to explain 
both the House version and the Senate 
version of the feed grain :rrovisions, so as 
to make the record clear why I believe 
that fewer acres will go into the soil 
bank under the Senate bill. The House 
provisions make it mandatory for at least 
15 percent of a farmer's base acres to go 
into the soil bank, and further, that his 
total feed grain plantings not exceed 85 
percent of his base acreage. · Under the 
Senate bill he can plant 100 percent of 
his base acreage. Under the Holland 
amendment, the sky will be the limit as 
far as feed grain plantings are concerned. 
I predict that next fall or next spring 
someone will come to Congress and ask 
for more money with which to build 
warehouses in order to store the enor
mous amounts of grain that will be pro
duced under the Holland amendment. 

I am not trying to infer that Senators, 
in voting for the amendment, are moti
vated by selfish reasons. However, 
everyone knows that the poultry produc
ers are very eager to have cheap feed 

grain. The .dairy producers are very The amendments offered-by Mr. DANIEL 
eager, also, to -have .cheap feed. The for himself and other Senators are as 
dairy producers, particularly those who follows: 
operate in the northeastern part of the on page 3, beginning with line 24, strike 
country, are able to protect the prices of out "other feed grains (corn produced out
their milk under marketing agreements side the commercial corn-producing area, 
and orders. Of course, they want cheap grain sorghums, barley, rye, and oats)." 
feed; it means that much more profit to On page 4, line 7, after the comma insert 
them. "and for th~ 1956, 1957, 1958, and 1959 crops 

of feed grains ( corn produced outside the 
If the Holland amendment is adopted, commercial corn-producing area, grain sor-

it-together with the Young amendment ghums, barley, rye, and oats (also herein
that was adopted a few minutes ago, after referred to as 'the commodity') ) ." 
dumping onto the market 100 million On page 8, lines 4 and 5, strike out "each 
bushels of wheat-! eed grains will be year in which an acreage reserve program will 
cheap, and those people will be the bene- be in effect for. corn" and insert in lieu.there
ficiaries of a windfall, wheat that has of "each of the years 1956, 1957, 1958, and 

1959." 
cost the Government as much as $2,50 a · on page 8, lines 14 and 15, strike out "1957 
bushel will be sold at the price of other and subsequent years in whic:\'.} an acre!),ge re
feed gr.ains, or. about $1.50 a bushel. serve program will be in effect for corn," and 
. That is what will happen, Mr. Presi- . insert in lieu thereof "each of the years 1957, 

dent. I -have worked with the wheat- 1958, and 1959." .... 
growers, and I want to help them. There On page 51, lines 19 to 21, in lieu of the 
is an International Wheat Agreement by . matter printed in linetype . insert the fol
which .much wheat has been disposed lowing: "for each 9f the year!;! 1956 and 1957." 
of-I have supported that program. On page 51, lines 21 to 23, strike out the 

matter printed in italic. 
Here, there is another gadget which has on page 52, · strike out the matter printed 
been proposed · by the administration, to in italic in lines 1 to 6. · 
make it possible to dump 100 million On page 52, line 14, strike out the matter 
bushels of wheat on the market in com- printed in italic. . · 
petition with corn and other feed grains. · On page 52, lines 15 and 16, strike out "corn 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MON- produced outside the commercial corn-pro-
RONEY in the chair). The time of the du~t~:;:\;, line 16, strike out "and oats" 
Senator from Louisiana has expired. He and insert in lieu thereof "oats, and the 1957 
has 10 minutes remaining which he crop of corn produced outside the commer-
can use. cial ·corn-producing area." · · 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I should On page 52, line 23, restore the matter 
like to call up an amendment for the pur..: printed in linetype. 
pose of offering it as a substitute for the On page 53, lines 6 to 16, in lieu of the mat-
Holland amendment as modified. ter printed in linetype, insert the .following: 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The "Notwitb,standing any othel'. provision hereof, 

· the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
Chair will advise the Senator from Texas make ·· avaiiable price support for the 1956 
that all time has not been used in oppo- crop of' each c>!'the commodities, grain sor-· 
sition . to the amendment which · is ' now ghums, barley, rye, and oats at 76 percent of 
pending~ If the Senator from Loujsiana the parity price for the commodity to any 
will yield back his remaining io min- producer who ,meets the requirements o:E ~li
utes- gibility therefor where (A) such producer 

does not meet the additional r~quirements 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I for price support prescribed by this subsec

yield back the remaining time at my dis- tion, or (B) there is no acreage reserve pro
posal on the Holland amendment. Am I gram i1: effect for sue~ crop." 
to understand that I will still have more 
time after the- · distinguished Senator The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
from Texas offers his amendment? ator from Texas is recognized for 30 

minutes. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I shall 

Senator from Louisiana will have only not take anywhere near that much time. 
the time allotted on the final passage of I merely wish to say to the Senate that 
the bill. · my amendment would be more in line 

Mr. ELLENDER. Will not the Senator with the provisions written into the bill 
from Texas have 30 minutes on his sub- as it was passed by the House and sent 
stitute amendment? to the se~ate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is My amendment would establish a price 
correct. support for grain sorghums, barley, oats, 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what I have and rye at 5 percentage points less than 
in mind, Mr. President. I yield back the for corn in the commercial corn-produc
remaining time available to me. ·ing area during each of the years 1956 

The PRESIDING OFFICER'. The and 1957, for those- farmers who place 
Senator from Texas has been recognized. 15 percent of their base acreage into the 

Mr .. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask soil bank. . 
unanimous consent that I may explain In other words, Mr. President, · the 
my amendment without its being read by principal feature of this amendment is 
the clerk. what bas already been explained by the 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there Senator from Louisiana, in that it would 
objection to waiving the reading of the require 15 percent of the base acreage 
amendment offered by the Senator from heretofore devoted to those grains to be 
Texas? . The Chair hears none. Without placed in the soil bank program and, 
objection, the amendments will be con- thereby, reduce the production of grain. 
sidered en bloc as a substitute for the The amendment changes the commit .. 
pending amendment of the Senator from tee bill by making the same provision 
Florida, and the amendments of the Sen- applicable to both years instead of only 
ator from Texas will be printed in the to 1957, and by requiring an acreage 
RECORD. reserve program for feed grains without 

.. 
I 
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regard to whether one is made effective 
for corn. 

In substance, the amendment would 
restore the House language with respect 
to feed grains except that during 1956 
farmers who do not place 15 percent of 
their base acreage into the soil bank 
would receive 76 percent of parity, the 
same as for corn farmers who do not 
comply with acreage allotments this 
year. 

Mr. President, I, too, am a realist and 
understand from the vote taken on the 
Williams amendment that the attitude 
of the Senate, perhaps, is to vote for and 
to support the Holland amendment. I 
hope, however, that when the bill goes to 
conference, the conference committee 
will consider trying to work out a pro
gram affecting small grains which will be 
more nearly in accord with the House 
provisions; that is, similar to the amend
ment which I have offered in the nature 
of a substitute for the Holland amend
ment which would provide for an in
creased percentage of parity this year for 
farmers who reduce their base acreage 
15 percent. If that is not possible, I trust 
provision will, at least, be made for · a 
reduction of acre-age next year and an 
increase in the percentage of parity, 
which will be an incentive for the grain 
farmers to reduce their acreage. 

Mr. President, I agree with most of 
what the Senator from Louisiana has said 
concerning the merits of the Senate com
mittee version, and, certainly, with what 
has been said in the House report con
cerning the merits of the small-grain 
provision contained in the House bill. I 
realize that the Senate will probably not 
adopt my substitute, but I am offering it 
on behalf of myself, the senior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON], the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], and the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], in 
order that it may be in the record, so the 
conference committee may consider it, 
and in the hope that when the bill is 
finally passed the provision with refer
ence to feed grains may be nearer to 
what the House has provided. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. · 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. DANIEL] as a substitute for the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], as modified. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Florida, 
as modified. 

All time has been used or yielded back, 
and the yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bender 

Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 

Byrd 
Capehart 
Case, N. J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Clements 

Cotton 
CUrtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 
Frear 
George 
Goldwater 
Green 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Ives 

Jackson Neely 
Jenner Neuberger 
Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Kefauver Payne 
Kerr Potter 
Knowland Purtell 
Kuchel Robertson 
Laird Russell 
Langer Saltonstall 
Lehman Schoeppel 
Long Smathers 
Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Mansfield Smith, N. J. 
Martin, Iowa Sparkman 
Martin, Pa. Stennis 
McCarthy Symington 
McClellan Thye 
McNamara Watkins 
Millikin Wiley 
Monroney Williams 
Mundt Wofford 
Murray Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] for himself and 
the.Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 
The amendment will be stated by the 
clerk for the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
beginning with the word "other" in line 
24, it is proposed to strike out down to 
and including "oats) ," in line 1 on page 4. 

On page 8, beginning with line 4, it is 
proposed to strike -out down to and in~ 
eluding line 5 on page 10. 

On page 12, line 21, it 'is proposed to 
strike out "other feed grains, $175,000,-boo:·· · · · · · · · 

On page 25, beginning with the comma 
in line 1, it is proposed to strike out down 
to and including "1956" in line 4. 

On page 51, beginning with line 19, it 
is proposed to strike out down to and in
cluding line 19 on page 54 and insert in 
lieu thereof the fallowing: 

( d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, (1) the level of price support for the 
1956 crop of grain sorghums, barley, rye, and 
oats, respectively, shall be 76 percent of the 
parity price for the commodity as of April 
15, 1956, (2) the level of price support for 
corn produced outside the commercial corn
producing area, for any crop for which base 
acreages are in effect ( except as provided in 
(3) below), shall be 82½ percent of the level 
of price support for corn in the commercial 
corn-producing area to producers complying 
with acreage limitations, and (3) if price 
support is made available for the 1957 crop 
of corn in the commercial corn-producing 
area to producers not complying with acre
·age limitations, price support shall be made 
available for the 1957 crop of grain sorghums, 
barley, rye, oats, and corn produced outside 
the commercial corn-producing area, re
spectively, at a level, not less than 70 percent 
of the parity price as of the beginning of the 
marketing year, determined by the Secretary 
to be fair and reasonable in relation to the 
level at which price support is made avail
able for corn in the commercial corn-pro
ducing area to producers not complying with 
acreage limitations, taking into consideration 
the normal price relationships between such 
commodity and corn in the commercial area, 
the feed value of such commodity in relation 
to corn; the supply o! such commodity in 
relation to the demand therefor, the ability 
to dispose of stocks of such commodity ac
quired through price-support programs and 
such other factors as he deems pertinent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays having been ordered, the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], and the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ScoTT] 
are absent on official business. 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] would each 
vote "yea." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsEJ is paired with the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ScoTTL 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Oregon would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from North Carolina would 
vote "nay.'' 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] 
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA
LONE] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL• 
KER] is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], the Sena
tor from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would 
each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 73, 
nays 14, as follows: 

Alken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Case, N. J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Flanders 
George 
Goldwater 

Beall 
Butler 
Chavez 
Clements 
Daniel 

Carlson 
Fulbright 
Gore 

YEAS-73 
Green Murray 
Hayden Neely 
Hennings Neuberger 
Hickenlooper O'l\l(ahoney 
Hill Pastore 
Holland Payne 
Hruska Potter 
Ives Purtell 
Jenner Robertson 
Johnston; S. C. Russell 
Kefauver Saltonstall 
Knowland Schoeppel 
Kuchel Smathers 
Laird Smith, Maine 
Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Long Sparkman 
Magnuson Stennis 
Mansfield Symington 
Martin, Iowa Thye 
Martin, Pa. Watkins 
McCarthy Wiley 
McClellan Wofford 
McNamara Young 
Millikin 
Mundt 

NAYS-14 
Ellender 
Frear 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 

Kerr 
Langer 
Monroney 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-8 
Kennedy 
Malone 
Morse 

Scott 
Welker 

So the amendment offered by Mr. HOL
LAND for himself and Mr. AIKEN was 
agreed to. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3073) 
to provide for an adequate and economi
cally sound transportation system or sys
tems to serve the District of Columbia 
:and its environs, to create and establish 
a public body corporate with powers to 
.carry out the provisions of this act, and 
for other purposes, which were to strike 
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out all -after the enacting -clause and 
insert: 
Repeal of certain provisions of law so as 

to permit continuance of operations; effect 
of rates 
SECTION 1. (a) Section 14 of the joint reso

luction entitled "Joint resolution to author
ize the merger of street-railway corporations 
operating in the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes," approved January 14, 
1933 (47 Stat. 752), as amended (Public Law 
389, 84th Cong.), is hereby repealed. 

(b) The act entitled "An act to amend the 
joint resolution entitled 'Joint resolution to 
authorize the merger of street-railway cor
porations operating in the District of Colum
bia, and for other purposes,' approved Janu
ary 14, 1933, and for other purposes," ap
proved August 14, 1955 (Public Law 389, 84th 
Cong.), is hereby repealed, except that the 
rates established under such act shall remain 
in effect as provided in section 2 (c) of 
this act. 

Establishment of rates; system rate base,· 
rate of return; services 

SEC. 2. (a) For the purpose of determin
ing the rates of f.are to be charged by the 
Capital Transit Co. to passengers within the 
District of Columbia, · the PubliC' Utilities 
Commission of the District of Columbia shall 
use the system rate base of such company 
comprising its net investment in property, 
plant, and equipment as of July 31, 1955, 
which is hereby fixed in the amount of $20,-
256,678.76, subject to adjustment for all prop
erty additions and property retirements sub
sequent to July 31, 1955, used and useful in 
the conduct of public transportation; minus 
the net depreciation reserve accrued per 
books applicable to property, plant, and 
equipment subsequent to July 31, 1955; plus 
the sum of $1 million for cash working cap
ital; plus a reasonable allowance for mate
rial and supplies. In the determination of 
depreciation on that part of the property, 
plant, and . equipment of the company ac
quired on or be.fore July 31, 1955, such de
preciation shall be that computed by and 
taken by the Capital Transit Co. on the orig
inal cost thereof at the rates of depreciation, 
established. by the Public Utilities Commis
sion of the District of Columbia, which were 
in effect on July 31, 1955. · 

(b) It ~s .hereby declared as a matter of 
legislative determination that a . return of 
6½ percent on the system rate base, as de
termined in accordance with subsection (a), 
is the fair and reasonable return which the 
company shall be afforded the opportunity 
of earning. 

(c) The rates established for the 0 9.pital 
Transit Co. under the act of August 14, 1955 
(Public Law 389, 84th Cong.) on August 
21, 1955, shall remain in effect as the sched
ule of rates for the transportation of pas
sengers within the District of Columbia by 
such company until August 15, 1957, and 
shall continue in effect thereafter until 
superseded by a schedule of rates which be
comes effective under this subsection. 
Whenever en or after August 6, 1957, the 
Capital Transit Co. files with the Public 
Utilities Commission of the District of Co
lumbia a new schedule of rates, such new 
schedule shall become effective on the 10th 
day after the date of such filing, unless 
the Commission prescribes a lesser time 
within which such new schedule shall go into 
effect, or unless prior to such 10th day the 
Commission suspends the operation of such 
new schedule. Such suspension shall be for 
a period of not to exceed 90 days from the 
d a te such new schedule is filed. If the 
Commission suspends such new schedule it 
shall immediately give notice of a; hearing 
upon the matter and, after such hearing and 
within such suspension period, shall deter
mine and by order fix the schedule of rates 
to be charged by the Capital Transit Co. If 

the commission does -not enter an order, to .Capital Transit Co. is exempt from such taxes 
take effect at or prior to the end of the immediately prior to the effective date of 
period of suspension, fixing the schedule of this section under the provisions of the 
rates to be charged by the Capital Transi-t act of Juiy 1, 1902, as amended. 
Co., the suspended schedule filed by the Motor vehicle fuel taxes 
Capital Transit Co. shall go into effect at id d 
the end of such period, and the Commission SEC. 4. (a) Except as hereinafter prov e , 
shall not thereafter issue any order based on .the Capital Transit Co. shall not, with re-

spect to motor fuel purchased on or after 
such proceeding. September 1, 1956, pay any part of the motor 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of the vehicle fuel tax. levied under the act entitled 
joint resolution entitled "Joint resolution to "An act to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle 
authorize the merger of street railway cor- _fuels sold within the District of Columbia, 
porations operating in the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes," approved and for other purposes," approved April 23, 
January 14, 1933 ( 47 Stat. 752), and para- 1924, as amended (D. C. Code, title 47, ch, 

graph 13 of the unification agreement in- _rn~b) As soon as practicable after the 12-
corporated therein, the Public Utilities Com- month period ending on August 31, 1957, and 
mission of the District of Columbia shall 
have the power to fix reasonable charges for, .as soon as practicable after the end of each 
and rules and regulations concerning, the subsequent 12'-month period ending on Au
issuance by the Capital Transit co. of trans- gust 31, the Public Utilities Commission of 
fers between vehicles operated by the com- the District of Columbia shall determine the 
pany within the District of Columbia. company's net operating income for such 12-

. ·month period and the amount in dollars by 
(e) The schedule of routes and services . which it exceeds or is less than a 6½ percent 

furnished by the Capital Transit Co. for 
transportation within the District of co- rate of return on its system rate base for such 
lumbia which is in effect on the effective 12-month period. In such determination the 
date of this section shall remain in effect Commission shall include as an operating 
until changed in accordance with procedure_s expense the full amount of the motor-vehicle 
and practices of the Public Utilities Com- fuel tax which would be due but for the pro
mission of the District of Columbia pursuant visions of this section on the motor fuel 

. to the provisions of section 8 of the act of purchased by the company during the 12-
March 4, 1913 (37 stat. 974), as amended. month period. The Public Utilities Commis-

(f) The provisions of this section shall .sion shall certify its determination to the 
supersede section 8 of the act of March 4, Commiraioners of the District of Columbia 
1913 (37 Stat. 974), as amended, the joint or their designated agent. If the net operat
resolution entitled "Joint resolution to au- ing income so certified by the Public Util
thorize the merger of street railway cor- ities Commission equals or is more than a 
porations operating in the District of ·6½ percent rate of return on the Capital 
Columbia, and for other purposes,'' approved Transit Co.'s system rate base, the company 
January 14, 1933 (47 stat. 752), as amended, shall be required to pay to such Commis
and any other provision of law, to the extent sioners, or their designated agent, the full 
of any conflict therewith. amount of the motor-vehicle fuel taxes due 

on the purchases of motor fuel made by the 
Exemption from gross receipts tax; con- -company during such 12-month period. If 

tinued exemp~ion from mileage and cer- the net operating income so certified is leEs 
tain other taxes than a. 6½ percent rate of return on such 
SEC. 3. (a) As -Of June 30, 1956, paragraph rate base, the company shall pay to such 

numbered 5 of section 6 of the act entitled Commissioners, or their designated agent, in 
"An act making appropriations to provide full satisfaction of motor vehicle fuel tax for 
for the expenses of the government of the such period an amount, if any, equal to the 
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end- full amount of said motor-vehicle fuel tax 
ing June 30, 1903, and for other purposes", reduced by the amount necessary, after tak
approved July 1, 1902, as amended (D. C. ing into consideration the effect of the Dis-

- Cod.e, sec. 47-L701}, is . amended by striking trict of Columbia franchise tax levied upon 
out the third and fourth sentences and in- corporate income and of Federal income 
serting in lieu thereof the following: "Each · taxes, to raise the company's rate of return 
gas, electric-lighting, and telephone compa- -on its system rate base to 6½ percent for 
ny shall p ay, in addition to the taxes herein said period. Within 30 days after being noti
mentioned, the franchiEe tax imposed by the :fled by the said Commissioners or their desig-

. District of Columbia. Income and Franchise nated agent of the amount of the motor 
Tax Act of 1947, and the tax imposed upon vehicle fuel tax due under this section, the 
stock in trade of dealers in general merchan- Capital Transit Co. shall pay such amount to 
dise under paragraph numbered 2 of section 6 the said Commissioners or their designated 
of said act approved July 1, 1902, as agent. 
amended." (c) If not paid within the period specified 

(b) As of June 30, 1956, the first proviso in subsection (b), the motor-vehicle fuel tax 
of subparagraph (b) of -paragraph 31 of sec- payable under this section and the penalties 
tion 7 of the act approved July 1, 19Q2, as thereon may be collected by the Commis
amended (D. C. Code, sec. 47-2331 (b) ) , is sioners of the District of Columbia or their 
amended to read as follows: "Provided, That designated agent in the manner provided by 
the provisions of this subparagraph shall not law for the collection of taxes due the Dis
apply at any time to any company which was trict of Columbia on personal property in 
operating both street · railroad and bus force at the time of such collection; and 
services in the District of Columbia on July liens for the motor-vehicle fuel tax payable 
1, 1956:". under subsection (b) and penalties thereon 

(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and may be acquired in the same manner that 
(b) of this section, the Capital Transit Co. liens for personal property taxes are ac
shall continue to be exempt from the fol- quired. 
lowing taxes: · (d) Where the amount of the motor-vehl-

(1) The gross sales tax levied under the cle fuel tax payable under subsection (b), 
District of Columbia Sales Tax Act; or any part of. such amount, is not paid on 

(2) The compensating use tax levied un- or before the time specified therein for such 
der the District of Columbia Use Tax Act; payment, there shall be collected, as part of 

(3) The excise tax upon the issuance of the tax, interest upon such unpaid amount 
titles to motor vehicles and trailers levied at the rate of one-half of 1 percent per 
under subsection (J) of section 6 of the Dis- month or portion of a month. 
trict of Columbia Traffic Act of 1925, as (e) The Commissioners of the Dtstrrct of 
amended (D. C. Code, sec. 40-603 (j) (4)): Columbia. or their designated agent are 
and hereby authorized and directed to issue to 

(4) The taxes imposed on tangible per- the Capital Transit Co. such certificates as 
sonal property, to the same extent that the may be necessary to exempt it from p aying 
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any importer the motor-vehicle fuel tax im- the past year. A conference committee 
posed by such act of April 23, 1924, as now will have the task of compromising 
amended, or as hereafter amended. two diametrically opposed views. 

snow removal The only conclusion I can reach is 
SEC. 5. (a) The capital Transit Co. shall that the Capital Transit crowd is deter

not be charged any part of the expense of mined to create so much confusion that 
removing, sanding, salting, treating, or han- it will win back its disreputable franchise 
dling snow on the streets of the District of by default. one move in this direction 
Columbia, except that the Capital Transit was the timing of a so-called proposal 
eo. shall sweep the streetcar tracks at its by one part of the Capital Transit gang 
0
~)ex~~s~aragraph which begins "Here- to buy out the other. The net result 

after every street railway company" which would be the same poor service to the 
appears under the heading "Streets" in the customers. 
act entitled "An act making appropriations I will not go so far as to say this offer 
to provide for the expenses of the govern- was a phony. But I believe it was made 
ment of the District of Columbia for the with $3 bills, and I do not have much 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for faith in the value of $3 bills. The people 
other purposes," approved June 26, 1912 th All th 
(D. c. Code, sec. 7-614), is hereby repealed. of Washington do not, ei er. ey 

want is a good transit system, and they 
Conversion to bus operations will not get it under the Capital Transit 

SEC. 6. It shall be the duty of the Capital gang, no matter what smokescreen is 
Transit co. to initiate and carry out a plan raised. 
of gradual conversion of its street railway Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
operations to bus operations in general con-
formity with the economic concepts con- that three editorials on the transit mat
tained in the report of w. c. Gilman & Co., ter from the Washington Post anc:. Times 
dated September 26, 1955, on file with the Herald be printed in the RECORD at the 
Public Utilities Commission of the District conclusion of m_y remarlcs. 
of Columbia, There being no objection, the edi-

Evidences of indebtednesft torials were ordered to be printed in the 
SEC. 7. Notwithstanding the provisions of RECORD, as follows: 

paragraph 6 of the unification agreement [From the Washington Post and Times 
incorporated in the joint resolution entitled Herald of May 16, 1956] 
''Joint resolution to authorize the merger of 
street railway corporations operating in the IssuE BEFORE THE HousE 
District of Columbia, and for other pur- Daniel W. Bell's letter to Chairman HARRIS, 
poses," approved January 14, 1933 (47 Stat. of the House Commerce Subcommittee, once 
752), as amended, evidences of indebtedness more revives hope of continued private op
of the Capital Transit Co. payable within eration of Washington's transit system. As 
1 year or less shall not require approval of president of the American Security & Trust 
the Public Utilities Commission of the Dis- co., Mr. Bell is a man of substantial influ
trict of Columbia. ence in the community. His proposal that 
Notification of acceptance by the Capital Capital Transit be reorganized, that the 

Transit Co.; effective date of the foregoing Wolfson stock be purchased by local interests 
provisions at a reasonable price, that the company's 
SEc. 8. (a) The preceding sections of this franchise be restored, and that it continue 

act shall not become effective unless prior to to provide transit service under local private 
August 14, 1956, the Capital Transit Co., after management will have a strong appeal to 
taking such action as may be appropriate many groups. Much experience in recent 
under its charter and bylaws, has notified ·. months, however, has emphasized the vast 
the Public Utilities Commission of the Dis- gulf that separates hopes and plans from ac
trict of Columbia in writing that it will con- tual achievements in this sphere. 
tinue to engage in the transportation of The unfortunate thing about Mr. Bell's 
passengers within the District of Columbia plan is that it is so tardy and that it is vague 
after August 14, 1956, under its franchise on a number of essential questions such as 
as previously granted and as modified by the purchase price. Despairing of continued 
the provisions of this act. private operation of an acceptable transit 

(b) Subject to subsection (a), the pre- system here, the Senate recently passed a 
ceding sections of this act shall take effect bill to create a public transit authority. The 
on August 14, 1956. House is scheduled to vote today on a meas

ure to restore the Capital Transit franchise 
And to amend the title so as to read: and set up a new regulatory system. It is 

.. A bill to make provisions for continued obvious from his letter that Mr. Bell in
operation by the Capital Transit Co. tended to bolster the flagging support for 
after August 14, 1956, under a revised that bill or something similar to it. Yet 
franchise, and for other purposes." Members of Congress cannot intelligently 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I move base their votes on a plan to which many 
that the Senate disagree to the amend- directly interested groups are not yet com-

mitted. 
ments of the House, ask for a conference on several occasions action on the public 
with the House thereon, and that the authority bill has been postponed by last
Chair appoint the conferees on the part minute efforts to find a private operator. 
of the Senate. In each case the results were disappointing. 

The motion was agreed to; and the As a result of this experience, the Senate 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McNA- modified its bill so as to create an interim 

M M M B M B public authority which would continue the 
MARA, r. ORSE, r. IBLE, r. ELL, search for a private operator while tem-
and Mr. CASE of New Jersey conferees on porarily providing transit service after the 
the part of the Senate. expiration of the Capital Transit franchise 

THE TRANSIT SITUATION IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, cer
tain developments have plunged the Dis
trict of Columbia transit situation into 
even greater gloom than it has been for 

in August. This bill has the great advan
tage of backing up the search for a private 
operator with authority for public operation 
if necessary. We cannot help thinking that 
the Bell plan is more compatible with the 
Senate bill than with the House bill coming 
up for action today. , 

The worst vice of the House blll ls its tend
ency to undermine utility regulation in the 

District. It would give Capital Transit a 
special standing before the Public Utilities 
Commission. It would freeze the rate base 
and the rate of return and enable the com
pany to frustrate efforts of the PUC to con
trol transit rates in the public interest. Re" 
gardless of who owns Capital Transit, Con
gress should not thus destroy effective tran
sit regulation. In fairness, it could not do 
so without giving similar privileges to other 
utilities, thus heading back toward the grave 
abuses of 50 years ago. 

Congress could reasonably relieve a reor
ganized transit company of the gross receipts 
tax, but other features of the existing House 
bill would not be acceptable to the Senate, 
the District Commissioners, or, in all prob
ability, the White House. Consequently, 
passage of the bill in its present form would 
serve only to delay an ultimate solution. 
Even if a restoration bill were desirable and 
could be passed in acceptable form, the com
pany could scarcely be reorganized in time 
to take over service by August 14. Several 
weeks will be required to finish legislative 
action, then 45 to 60 days would be required 
to get permission from the stockholders. No 
margin of time would be left to handle the 
many details that such transactions always 
involve. 

In our opinion, the Bell proposal should 
encourage the House to abandon the so
called restoration bill and accept the meas
ure already passed by the Senate. This 
would give an ample opportunity for Mr. Bell 
and his associates to work out the details of 
their plan and at the same time permit the 
proposed interim authority to provide trans
portation if necessary until a new privatd 
system is ready to operate. 

[From the Washington Post and Times Her
ald of May 17, 1956] 
THE WOLFSON BILL 

As debate on the Capital Transit restora
tion bill began in the House yesterday, it 
became increasingly clear that the measure 
offers no solution of Washington's transit 
dilemma. 'I'he whole purpose of the bill 
is to keep Capital Transit in operation and 
to give it assurance of highly preferential 
treatment as a public utility. Undoubtedly 
the bill has gained strength since Daniel 
W. Bell, president of the American Security 
& Trust Co., advanced a plan to buy the 
Wolfson interest in the company. But the 
Bell plan has not disposed of the basic issues. 

We begin with the assumption that the 
city would like to have a well-regulated but 
privately operated transit system freed from 
the control of Louis E. Wolfson. But we do 
not believe that the House bill would pro
duce this result. In the first place, it is 
tailor-made for the continuation of the Wolf
son management. Actually it is the transit 
company bill with some modifications. If a 
new private management is to take over, very 
different legislation should be passed. 

In the second place, there is no real pros
pect that this legislation could become law. 
One effect of the bill would be to undercut 
utility regulation in the District. We do not 
believe for a moment that this would be 
acceptable to the Senate, the President, the 
people of the District, or for that matter, to 
the people of the country. Congressmen de
lude themselves if they think that they can 
vote to hamstring regulation in the District 
and not have that public disservice jump out 
at them in their own constituencies. From 
the national as well as the local point of 
view, this bill is so bad that it must not be 
enacted whether or not Mr. Wolfson remains 
in the picture. 

If time were not of the essence, the House 
might begin afresh and write a new bill to 
encourage the Bell proposal. Unfortunately, 
however., further delay would plunge the 
Capital into another transportation crisis 
in August. Congress should not for a 
moment contemplate adjournment for the 
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political season without having settl~d this 
problem or having given the local authori-
ties the power to do so. ' 

One other factor must be carefully 
weighed. If Capital '.Transit should be con
tinued as a going concern, the community 
would lose the notable advantage of start
ing afresh with an all-bus system. Private 
buyers would presumably find it necessary 
to take over all Capital Transit equipment 
along with its obligations-including the 
obligation to repave the streets when the 
streetcar rails are removed. The cost to the 
city that would result from continuation 
of the present system is estimated as high 
as $17 million. Probably this is excessive, 
but the economic advantages of taking only 
that portion of Capital Transit equipment 
which would fit into a modernized system 
would certainly be substantial. 

The city might be willing to forego these 
possible economies if there were at hand 
some practical means to assure the reorgan
ization of Capital Transit and to avoid 
scuttling the regulatory system. But in the 
absence of some feasible plan for that pur
pose, the public interest points strongly in 
the direction of the Senate bill. Although 
that measure would set up an interim pub
lic authority, it would also be an invitation 
to private capital to take over the new 
system to be created by the authority. In 
our opinion, a group of Washington citi
zens could pick up from the interim 
authority with much better chances for 
succt!Ss than if they absorbed all the liabil
ities of the existing transit company. Per
haps Mr. Bell, who we are sure has the com
munity interest at heart, could revise his 
plans so as to make them conditional on 
the granting of a new franchise. 

In any event, the approaching emergency 
must be met, and the only feasible means 
of meeting it seems to be enactment of the 
bill already passed by the Senate. 

[From the Washington Post and Times 
Herald of May 18, 1956] 
POLES APART ON TRANSIT 

Passage of the Capital Transit restoration 
bill by the House throws a heavy burden 
on the conference committee which will 
try to reconcile this backward-looking meas
ure with the Senate bill for a public author
ity. Obviously no compromise between the 
two measures is possible in the ordinary sense 
of the word. You can't mix public and ·pri
vate operation in the same system. Yet some 
type of legislation will have to be forth
coming. Congress could not simply let 
these conflicting measures die because of 
the great difficulty of reconciling them. 

Two courses appear open to the conferees. 
They could agree to the Senate bill with 
some modifications. This would be Justified 
by the offensive nature of the bill passed by 
the House and by the 161-to-172 vote on the 
motion to send the bill back to committee. 
The strong vote for recommittal shows the 
repugnance felt by many Members of the 
House for an abject surrender to the Wolf
son interests as contemplated in the meas
ure that finally passed. In addition to re
storing the Capital Transit fran.chise which 
Congress revoked for compelling reason last 
August, the bill would lift the company vir
tually out of the regulatory orbit of the 
Public Utilities Commission. The Senate 
bill, by contrast, would enable local officials 
to meet the coming emergency through an 
interim authority, which could be supplanted 
by a private operator if one could be found. 
It offers a workable plan for both the imme
diate need and the long-range future. 

The alternative course would be to amend 
the House bill drastically so as to restore 
normal regulation of the transit system and 
permit a restoration of the franchise contin
gent upon reorganization of the company. 
This would be, of course, a bid for Daniel W. 

Bell to go ahead with his plan under which 
local investors would buy out the Wolfson 
interests. The trouble with this alternative 
is that it would carry no assurance that the 
Bell plan would be pushed to fruition and 
accepted by the stockholders. If the con
ference committee should turn to this course, 
therefore, it should certainly make allow
ance for the District Commissioners to meet 
any emergency that might arise through 
failure of the reorganization plan. 

This really points back to the interim 
authority of the Senate bill. How can a crisis 
for the city be avoided without some such 
agency to step into the breach while a new 
transit system is taking shape? Legislators 
on both sides of the controversy should be 
able to see this pressing aspect of the prob
lem and to make certain that it is met in 
any compromise that may be effected, 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956 
The Senate resumed the· consideration 

of the bill (H. R. 10875) to enact the 
Agricultural Act of 1956. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment, identified as 
"5-17-56-I.'' . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FREAR in the chair) • The amendment 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 
lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to strike 
out the words " and the provisions of sec
tion 344." 

On line 23, after the figure "1956", it 
is proposed to strike out the comma, in
sert a period, and to strike out the rest 
of the paragraph. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

I yield to the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STEJ.~NIS] such time as 
he may desire. 

Mr. ST.,ENNIS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the Senator's yielding to me. 
I asked him to yield for the purpose of 
offering a substitute to his amendment. 
The Senator from New Mexico offered 
an amendment striking out---

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the offering by the Senator 
from Mississippi of a substitute for the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico? The Chair hears none: 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
New Mexico offered an amendment with 
reference to certain features of cotton 
acreage. For myself and on behalf of 
my colleague [Mr. EASTLAND], I offer as 
a substitute for his amendment an 
amendment which will not change the 
history _of cotton acreage of any State. 
It will not take from any state any acre
age in either of the years 1957 or 1958, 
to which these amendments both apply, 
It merely provides that the cotton acre
age reduction within any State shall not 
exceed 1 percent for either the year 1957 
or 1958. There will be certain reduc
tions that will apply--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will ask the Senator from Missis
sippi if the amendment has been stated. 

Mr. STENNIS. It has not been read. 
I ask that it be read, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment of the 
Senator from Mississippi, which has 
been offered for himself and the senior 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] 
as a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out the matter printed in italics 
in lines 19 and 20, page 42; and in lieu 
of the matter printed in italics in lines 
23 and 24 on page 42, and lines 1 and 2 
on page 43, insert the following: 

Provided, That 1f the acreage allotment 
for any State for 1957 or 1958 is less than 
its allotment for the preceding year by more 
than 1 percent, such State allotment shall 
be increased so that the reduction shall 
not exceed 1 percent per annum, and the 
acreage required for such increase shall be 
in a~dition to the national acreage allot
ment for such year. Additional acreage ap
portioned to a State for 1957 or 1958 under 
the foregoing proviso shall not be taken into 
account in establishing future State allot
ments. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President con
tinuing, very briefly, with the expla.na
tion, I wish to say the only effect of the 
amendment is to provide that in the au
plication of the distribution of the na
tional acreage to each State for the years 
1957 and 1958, no State shall lose over 1 
percent of its State acreage. That means 
there will necessarily be some small in
c!ease in the total amount of acres, na
tionally. But for the 2 years added to
gether, in round numbers it will not be 
over 1 percent of the national acreage, 
which was the 1 percent discussed and 
more or less agreed on this year in the 
course of the debate on the preceding 
farm bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Mississippi 
yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How many 
acres will be involved over this period, in 
the 1 percent? 

Mr. STENNIS. In round numbers, 
175,000 each year, or 350,000 for the 2 
years. But when the amounts for the 2 
years are added together, by no means 
will the amount exceed 1 percent for 
each year. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The figure the 

Senator from Mississippi used was 175,-
000 acres. Actually, some of that acreage 
is acreage these States would normally 
gain. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The net amount of 

acreage which might be added is approx
imately 100,000 the first year and possi
bly 50,000 or 70,000 the second year. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Mississippi permit me 
to assure the Senate that the States of 
Texas, Arizona, California, and New 
Mexico would not lose any of the acreage 
they normally would gain or earn under 
the present law. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
New Mexico has correctly stated the 
situation, and that is clearly the language 
of the amendment, namely, those States 
would not lose any · of the acreage they 
-would normally gain under present law. 

Mr. ANDERSON. And the second 
aspect is that certain other States would 
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not be cut more than 1 percent; but the 
difference between what they are to be 
cut and what they would have been 
cut without the amendment would not be 
used in establishing history. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct; no 
history would be affected by adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carplina. 

Mr. President, I have talked over this 
matter with the Senator from Missis
sippi, the Senator from New Mexico, and 
some of the other Senators who are in
terested in it. In the committee, I sub
mitted an amendment calling for a 
freeze of acreage in 1956, 1957, and 1958. 
At this time I am ready to agree to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I th~nk the Senator 
from South Carolina, and I thank him 
for his work on this very important sub
ject matter. 

I also thank the Senator from New 
Mexico for his attitude toward this sub
stitute amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield fur
ther to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. When the Senator 

has used up the time available to him, 
I shall be glad to yield back the re
mainder of the time available to me, if 
either the majority leader or the minor
ity leader-whichever one has control of 

the time-is willing to yield back the 
remainder of the time under his control. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to yield back the remainder 
of the time under my control. · 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I -yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. As the Senator from Mis

sissippi knows, the State of Nevada has 
been vitally interested in the apportion
ment of 1,000 additional acres for cotton 
in the State of Nevada. Is there any
thing in the amendment which in any 
way would affect that particular appor
tionment? 

Mr. STENNIS. No; this amendment 
would not affect the situation in Nevada 
in reference to its acreage. · 

Mr. BIBLE. I thank the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time, if the remainder of the time under 
the control of the other side is also 
yielded back. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
· the Senator from Mississippi yield fur
ther to me? 

Mr. STENNiS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I ask unanimous 

consent to have printed at this point in 
the body of the RECORD, a table showing 
the effect of this amendment, so there 
may be no misunderstanding as to how 
it will work out. · · 

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

Estimated acres gained or lost in 1957 resulting from the proposed acreage amendments by 
States .. . . 

Acres gained Acres gained Acres gained or lost re-
Estimated or lost re- sultlng from In 1957 by Percent 

cotton acres Estimated sultlng from amendment operation of change in 
saved by acres saved freeze of that no State 1 percent acreage allot-

State holding na- by holding State allot- lost more amendment ment in 1957 

tional allot- State acreage ment com- than 1 per- compared retaining 
at 1956 level · E~~~~!l~~ with 1956 1956 national ment at 1956 for 1957 cent in 1957 allotment acreage level for 1957 national al- compared (17,391,304 allotment 

lotment with 1956 acres) allotment 

Alabama._________________ 88,613 +110, 638 +31, 025 -10, 251 20,774 -3. 03 
Arkansas__________________ 124,420 +153, 099 +28, 679 -14, 245 14,434 +5.11 
Arizona____________________ 32,195 +14, 645 -17, 550 +17, 550 None -2. 01 
California__________________ 72, 152 + 45, 111 -27, 041 +27, 041 None +3. 46 
Florida____________________ 3,338 +2, 863 -475 -475 None +1. 28 
Georgia____________________ 78,814 +97, 852 . +10, 038 · -9, 032 10,006 -:-2.11 

~!~~!~- :: __ ::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ------- None - :::::::::::::: 
Kentucky_________________ 670 +958 +288 -78 210 -3. 69 
Louisiana·--------------~-- 53,181 +67, 456 +14, 275 -6;109 8,166 -2. 34 
Maryland __ _______________ ----------- --- -------------- ---------- · ___ -------------- -------------- --------------
·Mississippi_ _______________ · 142,745 +187, 891 . +45, 146 -16, 466 28,680 -2. 74 
Missouri.._________________ 33,389 +36, 863 +3, 474 -3, 474 None -. 92 
Nevada ___________________ -------------- ------- ------- -· ------------ -------------- ------- ------- --------------
New Mexico______________ 16,380 +12, 005 -4, 375 +4, 375 None +2. 44 
North Carolina____________ 41,898 +55, 780 +13, 882 -4, 839 9,043 -2. 87 
Oklahoma_________________ 73,923 +oo, 219 +16. 296 -8, 456 1 7,840 -1. 93 
South Carolina____________ 63,559 +76, 709 +13, 150 -7, 262 5,888 -1. 81 
Tennessee.________________ 49,995 .+52, 605 +2, 610 -2, 610 NQne -. 46 
Texas______________________ 672,985 +533, 868 -139, 117 +139, 117 2 None +1. 88 
Virginia ___________________ 1,463 +2,158 +695 -171 524 -4.06 

1 21,000 acres in l!J58. 
2 36, 251 acres in 1958. 

NOTE.-Estimates based on 10,000,000 bale marketing quota for 1957. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to yield back the remainder 
of the time under my control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
maining time has been yielded back: · 

The question is on·agreeing to the sub
stitute offered by the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. STENNIS] for himself and 
his colleague [Mr. EASTLAND] to · the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. . [Putting the 
·question.] · 

The amendment to the ~~en~~~~t 
was agreed to: · · · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 

· Mexico, as amended-. 
The amendment, as amended, was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, I am submitting three amendments 
at the request of the State Department 
and the administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from _New Jersey wish to 
_have his amendments stated? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, the first amendment .J call up is 
identified as "5-15-56-F." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New Jersey will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 33, be
ginning with line 3, it is proposed to 
strike out down to and including line 4, 
on page 34. · 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself not to exceed 10 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, this amendment would strike from 
the bill the so-called Eastland amend
ment. · Inasmuch as I am a member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, I have 
been requested by the State Department 
to present the position of the State De
partment on the Eastland amendment, 
from the standpoint of possible interna
tional complications. 

To clarify the matter, I desire to read 
to the Senate the position of the State 
Department, as evidenced by a memo
randum sent by the Secretary of State 
to the President, at the White House, and 
approved by the President. The subject 
of the memorandum is "Section 203 of 
H. R. 10875." . 

The memorandum reads as follows: 
This section, if enacted into law, could 

seriously injure the economies of Mexico, 
· Brazil, Turkey, Pakistan, Peru, Egypt, and 
other countries, and hence would jeopardize 
our relations with them. 

Section 203 would require the sale of up
land cotton in world markets at prices no 
higher than those offered by other exporting 
countries for comparable quality. In no 

·. event could prices be higher than they had 
been under the 1-million bale program com
pleted earlier this year. 

The stated objective is to regain a fair 
share of the world cotton market. The re
sult, however, would almost surely be a 
progressive and severe decline in world prices 
for cotton. Other exporting countries are 

. unable to hold stocks. They would be 
obliged to dispose of their current produc
tion at almost any price. The United States 
would be required by law to follow prices 
downward . . 

The U.S. S. R. exports only a small amount 
of cotton which ordinarily does not affect 
·world market prices. ·section 203, however, 
would create a situation in which the U. S. 
S. R. could determine the world price. Small 
lots of Russian cotton sold ·at price re·duc
tions ·in Liver-pool, for example, could-force 
the United States to meet the Russian prices. 

l\{r. President, I may add_ parenthet
ic~lly , tnat recently .Russia ~as a.c.quired 
a ·great · deal more cottotC :frorii' Egypt 
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through barter for arms supplied to 
Egypt. The memorandum continues: 

Other countries perforce would have to 
follow the United States lead. Thus the 
cotton-exporting countries of the free world 
would be at the mercy of the Communists. 
Their resentment, however, with consider
able logic, could be directed toward the 
United States policy of meeting every reduc
tion in price, as specified in the proposed 
bill. 

Any attempt by other countries to escape 
the downward spiral by resorting to bilateral 
agreements, conducted without regard to 
market prices, would set back our hopes 
for a multilateral trading system-the only 
system which offers increasing opportunities 
for private trade and the exporting of a 
wide range of United States products. 

This section would make the prices under 
the I-million bale program a ceiling, even 
though substantial quantities of United 
States cotton are already being sold for 
export on a bid basis at considerably higher 
prices under the present program. Some 
224,000 bales have been sold on bids received 
last week at prices· several cents per ·pound 
higher than the ceiling which this section 
would arbitrarily impose. 

In view of the circumstances I have out
lined above, the Department of State has 
no other recourse than to protest vigorously 
against section 203. 

I submit the memorandum as a state
ment from the Department . of State, 
from the standpoint of our foreign policy. 

My amendment would strike out sec
tion 203 on page 33 of the . bill, f-rom line 
4 down through line 4 on page 34. This 
provision is known as the Eastland 
amendment. 

On this question I have been re
ques,ted to ask for th~ yeas and nays. 
Mr. President, I ask for . the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas ·and nays were not ordered. 
. Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum is suggested. 
Mr . . KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

withdraw the suggestion of the absence 
of a quorum, -and ask for the yeas and 
nays. · 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 

Senator from New Jersey completed his 
statement? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have 
completed my statement on this matter. 
I am glad to present it as the position 
of the administration, which I have 
che.cked carefully with the White House 
and the Secretary of State.' 

Mr. ELLENDER. . Mr. President, this 
amendment would strike out section 203 
of the bill, which provides for an export 
sales program for cotton and requires 
the Secretary to sell sufficie'nt cotton at 
world prices to restore the United States 
historical share of the world cotton mar
ket. For the marketing year beginning 
this August this section would require 
cotton to be offered at prices not in ex
cess of the minimum prices for which 
cotton was sold . under the export pro
gram announced August 12, 1955. The 
minimum sale price under the program, 
basis Middling fifteen-sixteenths of an 
inch at ports, wa"S 25:50 cents a pound. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con .. 
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point an excerpt from page 7 of the 
report of the committee. 

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

Export sales program for upland cotton 
(sec. 203): This section directs Commodity 
Credit Corporation to use its existing powers 
and authorities immediately upon enactment 
of the act to offer its cotton for sale at prices 
not in excess of prices at which other ex
porting countries are offering comparable 
qualities of cotton. It further provides that 
during the marketing year beginning August 
1, 1956, Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
offer cotton for sale for export at prices not 
in excess of the minimum prices accepted 
under the special cotton-export program an
nounced on August 12, 1955. The specia l 
cotton-export program provided for the sale 
of not more than 1 million bales of cotton 
having a staple length of fifteen-sixteenths 
of an inch and shorter. The first offers were 
opened on January 3, 1956, and the sale of the 
1 million bales was completed with offers 
opened on February 28, 1956. The minimum 
sale price, basis Middling fifteen-sixteenths 
of an inch at ports, was 25.50 cents per 
pound. Minimum acceptable prices for other 
qualities were also determined on a port 
basis and by using the premiums and dis
counts prevailing in the 14 designated spot 
markets, as follows: 

Offers opened January 3: August 1955 
through November 1955. 

Offers opened January 10, 17, 24, and 31: 
August 1955 through December 1955. 

Offers opened February 7, 14, 21, and 28: 
August 1955 through January 1956. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, sec
tion 203, under the heading "Export 
sales program for cotton," was offered in 
the committee by the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]. I 
now yield him 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I 
have listened with amazement to the 
brief filed by the State Department. · I 
have always known that it was an agency 
whose purpose it was to give away our 
country'. The statement it has filed to
day is conclusive proof. -

The -State Department begins by say
ing that this provision would cause a 
price war and would result in a drastic 
decline in world cotton prices. That is 
the first point that is raised. 

Recently, in a conference with the 
Secretary of Agriculture, at which a 
number of Senators were present, the 
Secretary of Agriculture stated that his 
limited one-million-bale export - pro
gram, similar to the program proposed 
in the bill, and which was in force in 
January and February, had actually sta
bilized world cotton prices. Anyone who 
knows anything about · merchandising 
must be aware that the one way to pre
.vent a price war is to tell foreign cotton 
producers, "We are going to meet your 
price." We started the 1-million-bale 
program the first of January, and the 
facts show that at its completion cotton 
prices were higher than they were when 
we started the program. 
· The •statement is made that Russia 
could ship a limited amount of cotton 
into tpe export market, that the United 
States would be bound to follow a small 

downward sale, and that Russia could 
therefore undermine the economies of 
friendly countries . . 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield to the Sen• 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wonaer if the 
Senator from Mississippi would be will
ing to agree to a slight modification in 
the language of section 203, to take care 
of the criticism which has been made. I 
personally feel that there may be some
thing to the suggestion of the State De
partment. I read from page 33, line 10: 
"to make cotton available at prices not 
in excess of the prices at which cottons 
of comparable qualities are being offered 
by other exporting countries." 

If we were to add two qualifying 
phrases, I think we could dispose of the 
State Department's criticism with refer
ence to the Russian situation. I wonder 
if the Senator from Mississippi would be 
willing to add, at the end of line 10, the 
words "level of", and in line 12 on page 
33, after the word "offered" to insert the 
words "in substantial quantities." 

With those changes, I think the provi
sion would be satisfactory. It would 
encourage the export of cotton by offer
ing to make the cotton available at prices 
not in excess of the level of prices at 
which cotton of comparable qualities is 
being offered by other exporting coun
tries-not isolated prices, but the general 
level of prices. 

Mr. EASTLAND. That was the inten
tion all along, and that is stated in the 
declaration of intent filed in support or 
the provision. 
· Mr. ANDERSON. If the words "in 
substantia.l quantities" were added, a 
small item or a piecemeal bid could not; 
upset the entire transaction. 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. A~ERSON. I have an amend

ment which I had intended to propose 
later. If the Senator from Mississippi 
will agree to the amendment which I 
have suggested, that will obviate the 
necessity of my offering my amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 'Mr. Pres
ident, what was the second change sug
gested. 

Mr. ANDERSON. On page 33, line 12, 
after the word "offered'', to insert the 
words "in substantial quantities." 

Mr. President, inasmuch as the yeas 
and nays have been ordered on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr .. SMITH], what I have in 
mind may not , be in order. · However, ,I 
ask unanimous co.nsent that section 203 
on page 33 may be amended as I have 
suggested. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the reCI,.uest of the Sen·ator . 
from ' New Mexico? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered . 

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Am I to understand that 

unanimous consent has been given to 
amend certain language in the bill in ac
cordance with the suggestions made by 
the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is cor-
rect. · 
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Mr. AIKEN~ Was wianimous consent by the amendmerit. I should like to call 
given? attention to the fact that under the mil-

not moving cotton when his hands are 
firmly tied under the law. · 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; unanimous lion-bale program there was fixed a price 
consent was given. of 25 ½ cents a pound. Nevertheless, a 

Mr. President, the third and last sug- great part of that cotton moved at 28.2 
gestion I have is this: The Commodity cents a pound. Last week, under the 
Credit Corporation ought not to be com- 27-cent floor a great deal of ·cotton 
pelled to· accept bids in excess of these moved at 29.23 cents a pound. 
prices unless they have accepted all the The reason for that is that American 
bids at lower prices. cotton is the only farm product which is 

I should like to suggest an amendment not priced competitively by the Com
on page 33, line 19, after the numerals modity Credit Corporation. 
"1955", to insert the following: There is no reason in the world why 

The commodity Credit Corporation may that situation should exist, and why a 
accept bids in excess of the maximum prices great segment of our agricultural pro
specified herein if it accepts all bids re- duction should not be priced at com-
ceived at such maximum prices. · petitive prices. 

In other words, I do not want the There are 4 or 5 international cotton 
commodity Credit corporation to be houses, with millions of dollars invested 
favoring anyone. At one time we had a in Latin America, and I am ashamed to 
rather extensive experience in the han- say that they have entirely too much in
dling of cotton. we have not moved as fluence with our State Department. 
much of it since as we moved at that Their whole purpose is to protect their 
time, but we moved more than 7 ½ mil- investments. 
lion bales of surplus cotton in about 14 I do not believe it is too much to ask 
months. We had the services of a com- that the American cotton farmer be per
petent group of cotton exporting firms, mitted to sell on a competitive basis. I 
and they had to follow a practice such do not believe it is too much to ask that 
as is ·outlined here. the Commodity Credit Corporation's 

I submit this language 'to the Senator stocks be priced competitively so as to 
from Mississippi and ask him if he sees enable us to retain a fair share of our 
any objection to it. export business. 

Mr. EASTLAND. I am familiar with The bill provides that only enough cot-
the language, and it is acceptable to me. ton shall be sold to reestablish the his-

Mr. ·ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask toric share of the American export cot
unanimous consent that, notwithstand- ton market for the American farmer in 
ing the fact that the yeas and nays have an amount to be determined by the Sec
been ordered on the amendment offered retary of Agriculture. 
by the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. The Secretary of Agriculture has al
SMITHJ, the language on page 33, line 19, ready determined, in his press confer
may be amended in the manner I have ence, when he announced the program, 
suggested. that 5 million bales of cotton is our his-

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re- toric share of the market. 
serving the right to object-and I shall Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
not objec~may we have the full Ian- the Senator yield? 
guage read by the clerk? Mr. EASTLAND. 1 yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Probably I have Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to say that 
been proceeding out of order. there will naturally be ·a good deal of 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. I think this criticism of the Secretary of Agriculture 
procedure is entirely in order, but in or- if he does not move the cotton. I am 
der that the Senate may be fully in- firmly persuaded that Secretary Ben
formed as to the amendment, I ask that son-and I am perfectly willing to put 
the language, as .amended, be read. this on any record-desires to move the 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The surplus cotton. I have participated in at 
clerk will read the language as amended. least two conferences with him on this 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 33, line 19, subject, and I believe that Secretary Ben
after the figures "1955", it is proposed to son, given a reasonable chance to do so, 
insert a new sentence, as follows: · will be able .to move the cotton. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation may ·r say very frankly that the reason why 
accept bids in excess of the maximum prices a former Secretary of Agriculture was 
specified herein if it accepts all bids received able to move cotton very quickly was that 
at such maximum prices. he had the advantage of a war trading 

Mr. ANDERSON. I ask unanimous act, which permitted competitive prices 
consent that, notwithstanding the fact in the world market. There was no great 
that the yeas and nays have been or- genius involved in it. He merely had the 
dered on the amendment offered by the -advantage of being permitted to sell the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], cotton. 
the language of the original bill may be The language we are· considering now 
amended to include the language just would instruct the Secretary of Agricul
read by the clerk. ture to move the cotton on a competi-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without tive basis.' 
objection, the amendment to the bill, of- Secretary Benson made the announce
fered by the Senator from New Mexico, ment that he thought he could move 5 
is agreed to. million bales. I, for one, am very anx-

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, that ious to permit him to move the 5 million 
language meets every objection that has bales. If he does not move them, per
been leveled at this provision. The haps I shall feel free to criticize him. In 
charge has been made that the bill places the meantime, although I am on the op
a ceiling on the price a-t which -cotton posite side of the political fence from · 
can be sold. That criticism is eliminated him, I do not intend to criticize him for · 

He was up against a good deal of oppo
sition on the 1 million bale experimental 
program. He moved those million bales 
satisfactorily, and he-did it without dis
turbing the world market. I think that 
fact ought to be put in the RECORD. 

Now he has asked for permission to 
move 5 million bales of cotton, and I be
lieve he ought to be given the chance 
to move them. 

I have tried to clarify the language a 
little, so that the law will make it a little 
easier for the Secretary of Agriculture 
to do it. I believe the Secretary of Agri
culture is entitled to have that oppor
tunity. It is hardly just to criticize the 
Department of Agriculture for . accumu
lating agricultural products when it can .. , 
not move them. ·when I was in the De
partment, I was subjected to page after 
page of criticism for not moving pota
toes, when the law would not allow me to 
do so. From that day on, I have been 
very sympathetic with anyone in that job 
who is asked to move a product when he 
cannot do so under the law. I believ~ 
the language we are proposing will per
mit the Secretary to move the cotton. 
Certainly I am in favor of giving him a 
chance to try to do so. 

Mr. EASTLAND. I thank the distin:. 
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON]. He made a very great rec
ord as Secretary of Agriculture. I be
lieve that Secretary Benson is anxious to 
move these surpluses, but I believe he is 
stymied by the State Department. 

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I am asking the Senator 

from Mississippi to yield because the 
matter under discussion--

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Mississippi, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am ask
ing the Senator to yield because I wish 
to make my own position clear on this 
subject, and I wish to have it plainly 
understood that my position is not that 
of the State Department or of the De
partment of Agriculture or of the admin
istration. I could not have supported the 
provision now in the bill, which was put 
in at the suggestion of the Senator from 
Mississippi. With the amendments sug
gested by the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON], I understand that the 
wording now does not require the. Secre
tary to sell cotton in the foreign market 
at any price which may be offered, but 
only to compete with those areas of the 
world which offer cotton in substantial 
quantities, as determined by the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

Those quantities may be 50,000 bales 
or 100,000 bales, or a million bales; how
ever, in no case would they be likely to 
be 20 bales or 50 bales. Is that correct? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Substantial quanti
ties. 

Mr. AIKEN. They must be substan
tial quantities. 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. AIKEN. I understand that the 

language in the bill as it now reads pro-
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vides that the Secretary may accept all 
the bids he can get above the maximum 
level which has been set, so long as he 
accepts all the maximum bids. In other 
words, if the maximum is set at 25.5 
cents he may accept bids at 28.5 cents, 
provided he accepts all such bids. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. EASTLAND; Yes; and he has 
been doing that. 

Mr. AIKEN. As I understand, too, he 
is not required to compete in the market 
with the lowest price which may be of
fered by producers in any foreign coun
try, but he is required to compete with 
the general level of the prices in the 
world market. Is that correct? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course, if there 
is an isolated sale of a small amount of 
cotton, that would not set the market. 
The bill provides "at prices not in excess 
of the level of prices at which cottons of 

' · comparable qualities are being offered in 
substantial quantities by other exporting 
countries." 

Mr. AIKEN. I also understand the 
Secretary is directed to recover only the 
Nation's traditional share of the world 
market, and that the Secretary . will de
termine what that is, whether it be 4 ½ 
million or 5 million bales. 

Mr. EASTLAND. He has already de
termined that. 

The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Mississippi has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point an explanation 
of the legislative intent of section 203 of 
House bill 10875. 

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

EXPLANATION OF LEGISLATIVE INTENT OF 

SECTION 203 OF H . R. 10875 
Section 203 contains three general intents. 

For this reason, this explanation of legisla
tive intent is divided into three parts. 

1. The first part directs the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to use its existing pow
ers and aut horities immediately upon enact
ment of the act to encourage the export 
of cotton by offering to make cotton available 
at prices not in excess of the prices at which 
cottons of comparable qualities are being 
offered by other exporting countries. 

With respect to this first part, it is the 
intent that the Commodity Credit Corpora- · 
t ion shall make cotton available at the level 
of prices at which cottons comparable to 
those produced in the United States are be
ing offered by other exporting countries in 
substantial quantities. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation, in 
making cotton available at competitive 
prices, could provide either for the sale of 
CCC cotton for export at competitive world 
prices or for a cash export subsidy on. United 
States cotton sufficient to make it competi
tive in world markets. 

It is also the intent of this part that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
make cotton available at competitive prices 
immediately upon enactment of this act, 
but that it shall be discretionary with the 
Secretary of Agriculture to withhold actual 
deliveries of CCC cotton until August 1, 1956. 

2. The second part provides that during 
the marketing year beginning Augµst 1, 1956, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation is fur
ther directed to encourage the export of cot
ton by offering -to make cotton available at 

prices not in excess of the minimum prices 
.at which cottons of comparable qualities 
were sold under the special cotton export 
program announced on August 12, 1955. 

With respect to this second part, it is the 
intent that under any Commodity Credit Cor
poration sales program during this period 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall ac
cept bids, if such bids are the highest re
ceived for any particular lot of cotton, which 
are equal to or above the minimum sales 
price of 25 ½ cents per pound, basis Mid
dling fifteen-sixteenths of an inch at ports, 
as established by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration under the special cotton export pro
gram announced on August 12, 1955, and 
completed on March 2, 1956. 

Under any Commodity Credit Corporation 
program for the sale of CCC cotton for ex
port at competitive world prices during the 
marketing year beginning . ~ugust 1, 1956, 
it is also the int~nt of this second part that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation is di
rected to accept all bids at prices ranging 
down to the previous "floor" price of 25½ 
cents. It is not intendE!d, however, that the 
Commodity Credit Corporation should not 
make cotton available at lower prices if it is 
necessary to meet competition. Neither does 
it preclude the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion from accepting the higher of several 
bids for the same particular lot of cotton 
above the •'floor" price of 25½ cents. 

Under any Commodity Credit Corporation 
program for the payment of a cash export 
subsidy on cotton exported during the mar
keting year beginning August 1, 1956, it is 
also the intent that the amount of such 
subsidy shall be not less than the spread 
between 25 cents (minimum sales prices at 
port of 25½ cents minus one-half cent al
lowance for average cost of transportation 
from interior origin points to port) per 
pound and the average price of Middling 
White fifteen-sixteenths inch cotton on the 
14 designated spot cotton markets. 

This section provides that for the marke.t
ing year beginning August 1, 1956, cottons 
of qualities other than those sold under the 
spe~ial CCC cottpn export program an
nounced August 12, 1955; shall be made 
available for export at the minimum prices 
at which cottons were sold under such pro
gram with appropriate adjustments for dif
ferences in quality. 

3. The third part provides that such quan
t it ies of cotton shall be sold as will reestab
lish and maintain the fair historical share of 
the world market for United States cotton, 
said volume to be determined by the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

With respect to this third part, it is the 
intent that the Secretary of Agriculture will 
take whatever steps are necessary to rees
tablish and maintain our fair historical share 
of the world market for United States cotton. 
The Secretary in statements to the press 
has indicated what our fair share of the 
world market should be, and it is the intent 
that -the Secretary of Agriculture should 
utilize all his powers to achieve such a goal 
as r apidly as possible and in an orderly man
ner. This goal, however, should be increased . 
proportionately as - world consumption o! 
cotton increases. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. For years we have had 

an International Wheat Agreement 
which permits United States wheat to 
meet . world competition. Also wheat is 
sold outside the wheat agreement by our 
Government on a competitive basis. If it 
were not for that · agreement, we would 
probably be in a price war at this time, 
and the wheat producers would have lost 
the world market completely. I think 

. cottorr farmers will be in the same situ-

ation, unless there is included some such 
provision as that which the Senator from 
Mississippi has suggested. We teach 
farmers in foreign countries how to raise 
cotton; we furnish them with machinery 
with which to do it. How can the 
American cotton farmers compete in 
such a situation? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I thank the Sena
tor from North Dakota. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I completely support 

the position taken by the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi, and I think it 
is in line with reason. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Mississippi has 
expired. 

Mr. ·· ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 more minutes to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If this country ever 
comes to the point where, as the owner 
of vast supplies of surplus agricultural 
property it is not willing to try to r·egain 
lost portions of our world trade at prices 
commensurate with and competitive 
with those received by other nations, we 
shall be a spineless, jellyfish sort of an 
entity instead of a progressive, aggres
sive, democratic Nation. I think any
one who finds fault with the program 
suggested by the Senator from Missis
sippi has not familiarized himself with 
what his amendment contains. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Florida for his 
able and appropriate remarks. 

I yield back the remainder of my·time. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr.' KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I . 

suggest the absence of a quorum, the 
time to be taken out of my time. 

The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the order for the quorum 
call be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in 
view--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
some Senator yield time to the Senator 
from Minnesota? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield the Sen
ator 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. · On the bill. 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in view of 

the compromise that was worked out on 
the pending amendment, I ask unani
mous consent that the order for the yeas 
and nays be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may I 
inquire why the Senator from Minnesota 
is making his request? 

Mr. THYE. Because a compromise 
was reached, and I cannot see the neces
sity of taking up the time with a yea
and-nay vote, because it is apparent that 
the objection to the amendment has been 
removed. I would have supported the 
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amendment, but in. view of the fact that 
a compromise has been reached which 
seems agreeable, at least to a vast ma
jority of us, I concluded to ask unani
mous consent that the order for the yeas 
and nays be rescinded. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, I admit my lack of detailed knowl~ 
edge of the ways and means of agri:. 
culture, and the prices of various agri
cultural - products, and I acknowledge 
embarrassment that the Senator from 
Minnesota should ask that the order fo·r 
the yeas and nays be rescinded, because 
I have been requested to have the yeas 
and nays taken. The administration 
feels quite strongly about the particular 
section involved, and I reserve the right 
to object, so as to have an opportunity 
to hear further comment on the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey objects. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No; I only 
reserved the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understood the Senator from New 
Jersey to object. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I feel I 
would be discharging my responsibility 
better if I carried through with what I 
was asked to do in regard to this section. 
I may say now that on other amendments 
I intend to offer I shall not ask for the 
yeas and nays, but it seems the issue in
volved in the section under discussion 
is one on which the administration wants 
to have an expression, arid I hesitate to 
.withdraw the request for a yea-and-nay 
vote. , 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield. 
· Mr. ANDERSON. Does not the Sena
tor feel that some Members on· both 
sides of the aisle will find themselves in 
an unfortunate position? The able Sen
ator from Vermont has stated his position 
on the -question. ·Frankly, I might have 
· suggested some language to amend the 
-section had I not thought the Senator 
from Vermont was correct in his posi
tion. I wonder if, having arrived at a 
·compromise, it would avail any good pur
pose to have a yea-and-nay vote. I feel 
lt would serve a useful purpose if the sug
gestion of the Senator from Minnesota 
could be adopted. · 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I was 
merely trying to keep the State Depart
ment out of the controversy. I did not 
think the State Department would like 
·a yea-and-nay vote in the Senate that 
would put every Senator on the spot par.:. 
ticularly after the provisions of the bill 
had been modified. · 

In the first place, the ostensible ob
jections which the ·state Department 
raised have been overcome by the modi
fications offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico. Whether those are the real 
reason why they oppose this provision is 
another question. I think the Depart
ment of Agriculture would like to sell 
the cotton. I am simply amazed that 
the Department of State insists that the 
Senate should have a yea-and-nay vote; 
That is ridiculous. · · 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The State 
Department has not insisted on a yea
and-nay vote since the modifications 
have been made, as they were unaware of 

any propased modification at the time 
they urged me to ask for a roll call vote. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. · 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am tak.:. 

· ing the responsibility and am simply 
· trying to present these views to my 
· colleagues. 
· In the light of what has been said, I 
withdraw the objection. 

Mr. AIKEN. The original language 
·was not satisfactory . . 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the only 
-reason why I asked that the yeas and 
nays, which had been ordered, be set 
aside was simply that so far as I could 
.see, . the objection which any Depart: 
.ment of the Government might have had 
to the amendment had been overcome 
.by the compromise agreed to by all con
cerned who took part in the discussion 
·of the provision. It was for that reason 
that I asked that the order for the yeas 
and nays be rescinded. I could see no 
.good to be accomplished by carrying 
through with the yeas and nays. 

I understand the distinguished Sen
ator from New Jersey has withdrawn his 
objection. 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. ts there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Minnesota that the order for the 
yeas and nays, previously entered, be 
rescinded? 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re
_serving the right to object, I feel that 
the issues have not been very clearly de
-fined. The bill has been amended on 
the floor, but it appears to me that there 
'is still a very large element of dump
ing--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
;my Senator in control of time wish to 
yield time to the Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
¥ield 2 minutes to the Senator from Illi
nois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I apologize to the 
'Chair for speaking without having had 
time' yielded to me. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois has been yielded 2 
minutes. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS . . As I read it I think 
the amendment in its present form still 
provides for dumping-not to such an 
extent as would have been possibie under 
the original words, but still a very large 
amount. I should like to hear the sub
Ject discussed in more detail as to the 
effect upon our international relations 
before I would feel justified in withdraw.;; 
ing objection. 

Mr. LANGER. . Mr·. President, I ob
ject to rescinding the order for the yeas 
and nays. It seems that Senators are 
afraid to have their votes recorded. I 
object. · · · . _ . 

_The P;RESIDING OFFICER.. Does 
the Seriator from New ·Jersey yield back 
the remainder of his time? 
. :M:r. S:M:ITH of New ·Jersey. I am glad 
to yield it back. · 

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

Mr. STENNIS subsequently said: Mr; 
President, I had prepared certain re
marks relative to the first amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH]. At the time the/ amend
ment was _under debate; the Senate was 
ready to vote, and I did not ask for time, 

. · ~I now ask unanimous ·consent tbat the 
statement be printed in the RECORD im
mediately . before the vote on the first 
amendmellt offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
_o_bj~ctiop.~ . The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The ·statement is as follows: 
STATE¥EN~ BY f:!~NATOR STENNIS 

OUR CRITICAL COTTON SITUATION 

' I rise in support of section 203 of the agri
·cultur'al bill wl:1-ich directs the Commodity 
'Credit Corporation to use existing authority 
.to export cotton at competitive world prices . 
In . discussing the importance of this provi
sion, I feel it must be made amply clear 
that cotton faces one of the most critical 
situations in its history. 

A. Fifteen million bale carryover August 1, 
1956 (our highest in history). 

B. Export market has dwindled to less than 
2 million bales ( and most of this has moved 
under Government-aided programs, such as 
;public Law 480 and special .1-million-bale 
export program for cotton). 

-C. Cotton acree.ge has decreased from 28.3 
million acres in 1953 to 17 .4 million acres 
in 1956 (without certain provisions contained 
in this bill, acreage would be reduced another 
1.5 million acres in 1957). 

D. Domestic markets are seriously threat
ened !>Y synthetic competition. 

IMPORTANCE Or' COTTON EXPORTS 

. Our export market. for cotton is the very 
heart and life of our cotton program. With
out· an export prcgram which will meet price 
competition and regain a fair share of our 
world market, means that we wiil continue 
to lose this market and if present trends 
_continue, we will find ourselves in a situa
tion whereby_ we will be producing for do• 
mestic market only. This will mean con
tinued reduction in acreage allotment, as 
well as an increase in surplus, and would 
in the end result .In qomplete failure of our 
entire cotton program, not to mention the 
serious. impacts on our cotton industry and 
total economy. . 

FAIL'URE TO INITIATE ADEQUATE EXPORT PROGRAM 

We have already waited too long to initiate 
a forward-looking cotton· export program and 
the time has come when we must take flrni 
and positive action. We have had a pressing 
need for a realistic and forward-looking pro
gram for the past 2 years. Last year we had 
high hopes that the Department of Agricul
ture would announce such a program, but 
when the final announcement was made, the 
program was limited to 1 million bales of 
low-grade short-staple cotton. This was in
deed disappointing and has failed to meet our 
critical situation. Again this year we had 

· high hopes that the administration would 
develop a realistic program to meet world 
competition and to regain a fair share of the 
cotton export market. 
. . ~ EXPORT PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENT VERY 

-DISAPPOINTING 

Cotton prices announced under the new 
USDA cotton export program are 3 to 4 ½ 
cents a pound above prices of principal com
peting cottons now be4J.g offered in volume 
µi forei~n _markets for shipment after Au
gust· 1, 1956. These prices are- 2½ to almost 
7 cents per. pound under prices of rayon in 
principal producing countries. This is cer
tainly · disappointing and particularly so 
when cotton is faced with one of the most 
serious problems of our time. 

I had visualized the new export program 
which the Secretary announced a few weeks 
ago as a determination .on the part of the ad
ministration to meet this critical situationr 
~y selling surplus cotton at competitive 
y.,orld prices with the primary objective of re
gaining a fair share of the wo:_ld mark~t. . I~ 
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the ~7½ cents per pound is set as a mtnin1um 
price for export, it will- be one of_ the .most 
disappointing developments o! our .agrlcul-·_ 
tural program. An aggressive long-range 
cotton export program designed to me!:lt price 
competition and to discourage foreign pro
duction is a pressing necessity. The regain
i,:ig of a fair share of this market 1s so very 
important to the actua,l exist~nce of our cot
ton industry that unless we move our surplus 
supply, which is the highest in history, in an 
orderly ·way over a period of 2 or 3 years, our 
cotton program is doomed to failure. The 
loss of our export market has , been · largely 
responsible for the continuing reduction in 
acreage allotments. While our cotton farm
ers have reduced their acreage in an effort to 
keep supplies within demand, foreign pro-_ 
ciucers have expanded their production to 
such an extent that their production is witll- . 
in 1 ½ to 2 million bales of supplying foreign . 
demands. · 
'UNCERTAIN UNITED STATES POLICY DEMORALIZED . 

EXPORTS 

· World trade In cotton -ls already badly de
moralized because of uncertainty in United' 
States policy and ·has been at almost a stand
still for the last year awaiting a decision on 
the United States pl~n. The setting of a 
price ftoor at the unrealistic level of only a 
few cents under the announced loan pro
gram for 1956 prices will cause greater con
fusion and uncertainties in world trade. If 
foreign price competition ls not met under 
the new- export program, the primary-pur
pose is defeated and the net result will be . 
a greater total loss to the Governme~t with
out actually increasing exports. Failure to · 
nieet our critical export program will re
sult in continued acreage ·cpntrol at leve)s 
far too low to give our farmers .a fair stand
ard of income. · 

petitive and to l~wet the ·present iniilimu.m· Smith, Maine Symington 
CCC sales price. The administration has Sparkman Thye 

Wofford 
Young 

not met this important criterion, and I urge- Stennis Wiley 
~be Senate to adopt t~~s export ame~dment. . NOT VOTIN0-11 

Bridges George Morse . The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The . Bush Gore Scott 
question is on agreeing to the amend-' Carlson · Kennedy Welker 
ment offered by the Senator fr.om New . l"ulbright Malone 
Jersey . • The amendment Will be stated · so the amendment offered by Mr. 
for the information of the Senate. SMITH of New Jersey was rejected. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 33,. . Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presl
begihning with line· 3, it is proposed to dent, I call up my amendment, identified 
strike out down to and including line 4 as 5-16-56-E, and I ask to· have the 
on page 34. amendment stated. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the ' The . PRESIDING· OFFICER. The 

Chair understands. the situation,. the yeas· amendment offered by ·the Senator from 
and nays have been ordered on · the New Jersey will be stated. 
mnehdment offered by the Senator from · The CHIEF CLERK. On page 32, begin
New Jersey. All time has been 'Yielded ning with line 7, it ls proposed to strike 
back. out down through line 2, on page 33. 
. 'The yeas and nays having been · Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

ordered, the clerk will call the roll. · · dent, I allow myself 5 minutes on the 
The Chief Clerk called the roll. - amendment. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Fur.BRIGHT], Senator is recognized for 5 minutes. 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE],"" _ Mr.SMITH of New Jersey. As in the 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoREl / case of the last amendment, I shall read 
the Senator from Massachusetts CMr. a memorandum from the Department of 
KENNEDY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. state, which I have been asked to pre- · 
MoRsEJ, and the Senator from North sent to the Senate. · 
Carolina [Mr. ScoTTJ are absent on offi- As stated previously, at the request of 
cial business. the Department of state ·and the admin-

I further announce that if present and istration, I want to call the attention of 
voting, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.- my colleagues to what the Department 
FuLBRIGHT], .the Senator from Georgia of State feels to be unfortunate with 
[Mr. GEORGE], the Senator from Tennes- regard to section 202. I read, for the 
see [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Mas- benefit of the Senate and the RECORD, a 
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator memorandum from the Secretary of 
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], and the Sena- State to the President, which the Presi-

MILLION-BALE EXPORT PROGRAM ANNOUNCED tor from North Carolina [Mr. SCOTT] dent has approved, on the subject of 
. LAST YEAR would each vote "nay." section 202 of H. R. 10875. The state-

Under the million-bale export program, -Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce ment is as follows: 
the minimum sales price was 2 cents a pound that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Peru in particular would be hurt by the 
below the minimum under the new program. BUSH], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. enactment of section 202, with the possibiUty 
CCC also included in the minimum price , CARLSON], ~and the ·senator from Nevada also of wide repercussiops elsewhere in Latin 
under the million-bale program the costs of [Mr. MALONE] .are absent on official busi- America. Section 202 would further restrict 
freight from interior locations to ports, and ness. our import quota on extra-long staple cotton 
the cost of standard compresslon, which to- · The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] and subsidize the export of such cotton-a. 
gether average about three-fourths cent per is necessarily absent. type which the United States does not nor-
pound. Under the million-bale pro_gram, the The Senator from New Hampshire many export. Under the circumstances, the 
procedure for arbitrating the quality of the Department of State must protest against 
cotton purchased from ccc was different, [Mr. BRIDGES] is detained on official busi- section 202. 
and had the effect of further reducing costs, , ness. 
compared to the · current program, another If present and voting, the Senator I have no further statement to make 
½ cent to. I cen.t per pound: In total, the from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], the Sena- except to reiterate the objection to this -
price of cotton to the shipper was 3¼ cents tor from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and the . section by the Department of State, and 
to 3¾ cents per pound less under the mil- , Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would I yield back the remainder of my time. 
lion-bale program than under the new pro- Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will · gram. each vote "nay," 

THE NEW PROGRAM The result was announced-yeas 13', the Senator yield? 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, I yield. The first sale under the new program re- nays 71, as follows: _ Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact that 

suited in the sale of 10 million bales at a YEAS-13 
price of ·27½ cents per .pound; a price of 26½ . the State Department has been doing 
cents per pound1would hiave sold1dso,hooo bale1sd, ~~~!r ~~~~f!nd i~ii~~~- J. mt<;>st otf thtis putoshinhg onMrthe Ncoatstsoenr sitthue-
and a slightly ower pr ce wou ave so Bricker Martin, Pa. _ Williams a 10n o ry s ow . , · 
300,000 bales. case, N. J. Millikin Prime Minister of Egypt, that we are 

The second sale made under the new pro- Cotton Payne anxious that he remain our friend? 
gram resulted in a sale of 200,000 bales of NAYS-71 And is not it also a fact that the smallest 
cotton, but most of this cotton was pur- Aiken Frear Long countries to be affected are the countries 
chased under unusual circumstances by Anderson Goldwater Magnuson d b th St t De t t? y t 
shippers· who had pressing commitments Barrett Green Mansfield name Y e a e par men · e • 
from domestic mills. Most of this cotton . Beall Hayden . Martin, Iowa with all the overtures,.money, and every-
was purchased and actually shipped to do- Bennett Hennings McCarthy thing else we have showered on Mr, · 

::;;~ a~~l:sA:g':itst ~~1;9~~- s~~~~;~~~~ t~~~ . ::l:r ·iite:~ooper E~:::~;!a !~!~!\f!~:lfh!h~a~~t~~~~/~;i:~~~ 
is not a true demand fo:r exports under the ~~~hart Hruska Mundt we saw only yesterday the fruits of his 
new program. case, s. Dak. Humphrey Murray friendship in his recognition of Red 

THE COb'T OF HOLDING CCC STOCKS 

The storage costs and interest charge on 
cotton now owned by CCC plus cotton which 
they expect to own by August 1, 1956, will . 
cost more than $100 million per year. 

This is a most serious and pressing prob
lem which should be met with full force 
of competitive prices. A simple and direct 
way is to make United States cotton com .. 

CII--533 

Chavez Ives Neely Chi 
Clements Jac'ltson Neuberger na. 
Curtis Jenner O'Mahoney It certainly seems to me that we have 
D;:mlel Johnson, Tex. Pastore gone far enough in appeasing Mr. Nasser, 
Dirksen Johnston, s. c. Potter w..tho trades Egyptian cotton, not on the Duff Kefauver Purtell 
nworshak Kerr Robertson open market, but at a secret price, in 
Eastland Kuchel Russell exchange for Russian Mig's and Russian 
Ellender Laird SaltonStau bombers, to strengthen his !)OSition in the 
;r::_ers t:~:n :~~t?!:

1 
Middle East. 
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In my opm1on, the responsibility for 
the amendment worked out by the State 
Department rests, not on Latin America, 
but on the Middle East, where the State 
Department hopes to appease Mr. Nasser, 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, I am entirely in accord with the 
expression by the Senator from Okla
homa of consternation over the recent 
action of Egypt. I feel just as strongly 
as he does about it. 

However, I do not consider that the 
objection by the State Department to this 
particular section is based on a desire 
to appease Egypt. I think it is based 
on the situation in Latin America. If I 
am correctly informed, some of the coun-· 
tries of Latin America have been troubled 
about the action which might be taken 
under this particular provision. I think 
that is the basic reason why the State 
Department has called this provision to 
our attention. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad 
to yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. Is it not a fact that in 
the case of this amendment, as well as 
the preceding amendment, there are 
other reasons for advocating the amend
ment, besides the bare wishes of the State 
Department? I am informed that in my 
State certain textile plants are adjusted 
to use the extra-long-staple cotton which 
must be imported. If those plants are 
deprived of an adequate supply for their 
manufacturing processes, it will work a 
hardship upon them. 

I am much more interested in that sit
uation than I am in soine of the philoso
phies of the State Department or in the 
attitude of Egypt from the point of view 
of our foreign relatidns. That statement 
applies also to the last amendment voted 
on. I am interested in the fact that 
when we dump cotton on the world mar
ket, it is promptly manufactured into 
cloth which can be imported into the 
United States and sold here in competi
tion with the cotton produced by our own 
industries. 

That is why I believe there are sound 
economic reasons for this amendment 
and the previous one, in addition to 
reasons which may be advanced by the 
State Department. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator from New Hampshire for his 
statement. I cannot join in the state
ment he has made, because I do not know 
the situation to which he refers. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield to 
me? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, let 

me say that I have very seldom been in 
agreement with the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY], but this is one 
time when I agree wholeheartedly with 
what he has said. I may say that I do 
not think the State Department should 
dictate to the Senate how the Senate 
should vote. I think it would be a great 
mistake for us to adopt the amendment · 
of the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, in answer to the Senator 
from Wisconsin, I wish to say that I do 

not think the State Department is at
tempting to dictate how the Senate 
should vote; but the State Department 
is objecting in view of the fact that, from 
its standpoint, the amendment would 
cause some international misunder
standing. I think that is a legitimate 
objection, or else I would not have 
brought the amendment to the atten
tion of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Jersey 
has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield myself 5 additional min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey is recognized 
for 5 minutes more. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
New Jersey yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

The Senator from New Jersey was asked 
about certain cotton mills in New Hamp
shire which need long staple cotton for 
their operations. A similar situation ex
ists in South Carolina. For that reason, 
there is written into the pending bill
the provision has been carried over from 
the conference report on the previous 
agricultural bill-the provision that-

such quota shall provide for cotton having 
a staple length of one and eleven-sixteenths 
inches and longer, and shall establish dates 
for the quota year which will recognize and 
permit entry to conform to normal market
ing practices and requirements for such 
cotton. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield 
further to me? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad 
to yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. If this section of the 
bill, including the provision mentioned 
by the Senator from South Carolina, 
remains in the bill, is it to be inter
preted as assuring the protection of the 
supplies essential for our own textile 
mills, in the case of this type of extra 
long-staple cotton? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is my understanding of the bill as 
it is written at the present time. The 
same situation exists in South Carolina. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina for his assurance. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New Jersey yield 
to me? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad 
to yield to the Senator from New 
Mexico-pardon me; I meant to say "the 
Senator from Arizona." I apologize for 
saying "New Mexico," although New 
Mexico is also a very fine State. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the Senator from New Jersey does not 
need to make any apology for · re
f erring to me as being from New 
Mexico; but the Senator from Arizona 
much prefers his own State. In fact, 
the junior Senator from Arizona wishes 
to talk for just ·a moment about his 
own state. 

This amendment would vitally affect 
the farmers of Arizona. I know that 
probably it is part of the job of the 

State Department to worry about the 
Peruvians and the Egyptians. However, 
it is the job of the junior Senator from 
Arizona to worry about the Arizonians. 
I think it is high time that the admin
istration began to be concerned more 
about the farmers and producers in the 
United States, along with their concern 
about international economic situations 
over which we have little control. Un
less we protect our own markets, in the 
interest of our own farmers and pro
ducers, the situation for them will be 
an impossible one. Certainly that will 
result if our markets are opened freely 
to all the other nations of the world. 

I wish to add my protest, too, to at
tempts by the State Department to in
timidate this body, by means of request
ing the yeas and nays on the question 
of agreeing to such an amendment, and 
to other attempts to influence the ac
tion taken by this body. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I wish to say that the State 
Department has not attempted to in
timidate the Senate. I asked whether 
they wished to have the yeas and nays 
on the question of agreeing to the 
amendment, and they said they did. 
There has been no attempt to intimi
date. 

Mr. CHAV.EZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey yield to me? . 

Mr . . SMITH of New Jersey. I yield. 
Mr. C_HA VEZ. I wish to add my word 

of protest. The Senator . from New 
Hampshire is worried about the supply 
of long-staple cotton. I wish to say to 
him that Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, 
and California can furnish all the long
staple cotton needed in the United States. 
So I wish to register my protest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Jersey 
has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this 
amendment would strike out section 202 
of the bill, which provides for. first, the 
inclusion of cotton stapling 11½.6 inches 
and longer in the quota applicable to 
cotton stapling· 11/s inches up to 11½.6 
inches; and, second, the sale at com
petitive world prices of Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks of domesti
cally produced extra-long-staple cotton. 
The section which would be stricken by 
this amendment was inserted in H. R. 12 
pursuant to an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY

DEN], and was care.fully considered and 
amended by the conferees. Cotton 
stapling 11½.6 inches and longer was 
originally included in the quota of 45. 7 
million pounds established on September 
20, 1939, under section 22 of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act. Because of 
special temporary needs for cotton 
stapling 11½.6 inches and longer, it was 
exempted from the quota on December 
19, 1940. The need which gave rise to 
this exemption no longer exists; and the 
extra cotton which is brought in on ac
count of the exemption competes with 
our domestically produced extra-long-
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staple cotton, which is already in over-
supply. · · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the portion of the committee 
report dealing with the part of the .bill 
now under consideration be printed at 
this point in the body of the RECORD, in 
connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the report <No. 1966), was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Extra-long-staple cotton (sec. 202): Sub
section (a) provides that the existing import 
quota on extra-long-staple cotton established_ 
pursuant to section 22 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1933 shall hereafter cover 
the same types of cotton included in the 
original quota. The effect is to remove the 
exemption of cotton having a staple length 
of 111;1.6 inches and longer to bring such 
cotton back within the quota. The quota is 
45.7 million pounds, or approximately 95,000 
bales. About 16,000 bales of 11½.6-inch 
cotton was imported in 1955. The section 
also requires that dates for the quota year 
conform to normal marketing practices. 
The present quota year is from February 1 to 
January 31. .Cotton stapling 11½.o inches 
and longer is harvested during the summer 
and is brought into the United States during 
the later summer and early fall. This section 
will require that appropriate provision be 
made so that importers of this type of <mtton 
will have equal opportunity to import cot
ton within the quota. 

Subsection (b) directs the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, beginning not later than 
August 1, 1956, to exercise its existing pow
ers and authorities to encourage the sale for 
export at competitive world prices, its stocks 
of extra-long-staple cotton. These stocks 
currently total about 97,000 bales. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr~ President, I 
shall try to use even less than that 
amount of time, in view of the fine state
ments which have been made by the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY], the junior Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GOLDWATER]. the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. McCARTHY], the senior Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAvEzl, the 
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY
DEN], and other Senators. 

Actually there are only about 30,000 
bales of this long staple cotton produced 
in all the United States. Egypt exports ' 
90,000 bales a year to the United States. 
It is not too much to give the farmers of 
America 30,000 bales out of a 130,000-
bale market. 

We have tried to be reasonable. There 
was some language which was objec
tionable to the very able Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JoHNsToNJ, who 
was speaking in the interest of a mill in 
his State. He took exception to that 
language. He was well within his rights. 
The Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, under the able leadership 
of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], recognized the situation and 
amended the language, which made it 
possible for the committee to agree upon 
the language.. 

As I recall, the veto message did not 
mention this particular section strongly 

if it mentioned it at all. I believe we 
would do well to vote down the pending. 
amendment, because the provision in the 
bill obtains for our farmers only a small 
share, not of the world market, but of 
the domestic market. Surely the Amer
ican farmer ought . to be entitled to a 
fourth of the domestic market. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the senior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I had 
intended to use a part of my time to read 
a paragraph from the committee re
port, but that paragraph has been in
serted in the RECORD by the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr, ELLENDER]. 

With regard to the use of this particu
lar type of cotton in manufacturing, the 
maximum amount of such cotton im
ported in any one year has been about 
15,000 bales. The bill adequately takes 
care of that supply. 

First. American grown long-staple 
cotton will satisfy all use requirements 
as well as Peruvian long-staple cotton, 
and will make better thread than Peru
vian long-staple cotton. Cotton import
ed from Peru is used in this country pri
marily to make fine shirting. It costs 
5 to 8 cents per pound less than Ameri
can long-staple cotton. The United · 
States does not grow cotton stapling 
11½_6 inches and longer because of high 
cost of production. 

Second. The import duty on Peruvian 
cotton is 1 ¾ cents per pound. The im- -
port duty on cotton of 11/8 to 11½.a inches 
long is 3 ½ cents per pound. There is a 
very low tariff rate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITHJ. Are Senators pre
pared to yield back their time? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back my remaining time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I , 
yield back my remaining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has been used or yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, I have one remaining amendment. 
It is designated "5-16-56-G." I offer the 
amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 58, 
beginning with line 9, it is proposed to 
strike down through line 20 on page -67. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, I should like to modify my amend
ment in order to limit it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has the right to modify his own 
amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The 
amendment as submitted would strike _ 
out all of title V. I find, on checking the 
request which the state Department 
made to me in this connection, that the 
objection to title V was due to some dis
crimination against Cuba. The feeling
was that this provision violated the 
most-favored-nation clause. 

I ask, therefore. that my amendment 
be modified as follows: On page 59 of the 
bill, line 25, strike out the words "or ex
ported to Cuba"; and on page 64, of the 
bill, line 20, strike out the words "other 
than CUba." 

That would simply place Cuba back on 
the same basis with other countries, with 
no discrimination against it. The first 
change made by my amendment is in 
section 380c, and the second is in 380k 
(c). 

In support of my amendment I wish to 
read a memorandum sent to me by the 
Secretary of State, and approved by the 
President, with regard to this particular 
amendment. The subject of the memo
randum is "Two-Price Plan for Rice, Pro
posed in H. R. 10875." The memoran
dum reads as follows: 

H. R. 10875 as reported by the Senate Agri
cultural Committee authorizes a domestic 
allotment program for rice, at the discretion 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. The bill 
provides, however, in section 380c and 380k . 
(c) of title V that the processed rice o! the 
United States, if this plan were instituted, 
would not be available to Cuba at the low 
price which would apply to exports of the 
same product to all other countries. 

This would be discriminatory against 
Cuba and would be contrary to the most
fa vored-nation principle, which is funda
mental to our international trade-policy. 

Nondiscrimination and equal access to re
sources in international trade are directly 
related principles. They have especially 
great importance to us in view of our de
pendence on foreign sources for many mate
rials of hlgh strategic value. 

The proposed violation of the most-fa
vored-nation principle would set a precedent 
(?f great danger for the future accomplish
ment of our objectives in international trade. 
We would be placed under obvious handi
caps if it became necessary for us to contend 
against violations by other countries of their 
commitments to us regarding most-favored
nation treatment. 

The problems which the proposed legisla
tion would create make it necessary for the 
Department of State to express 1ts disap
proval of sections 380c and 380k ( c) of 
title V. 

JOHN FOSTER DuLLEs. 

I have limited the application of my 
amendment to Cuba in order to prevent 
this discrimination. The remaining sec- · 
tions are not affected. 

Mr. ELt,ENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The original amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey would have de
leted the provision of the bill authorizing 
the Secretary to institute a 2-price pro
gram for rice in 1957 and 1958, or in 1958 
and 1959, if he determines that such a 
program is administratively feasible and 
in the best interests of rice producers 
and the United States. Except that it 
is discretionary, the 2-price program 
provided for by the bill is substan
tially identical to that approved by Con
gress when it passed H. R. 12. Initiation 
of the program would be dependent upon 
a determination by the administration 
that it is in the best interests of the 
United States. Two-price plans have 
been proposed for many years, and the 
only way that we shall ever determine 
their effectiveness is by putting such a 
program into operation. Because of the 
small number of States involved, and the 
small percentage of world production 
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represented by United States production, 
rice is the most suitable commodity for 
which an experimental program could be 
tried: The plan would become effective 
only if the Secretary determined it would 
be in the best interests of the United 
States, and then only for 2 years. 

With respect to the statement by my 
colleague from New Jersey with respect 
to Cuba, let me say that I have discussed 
the question with many Cubans; particu
larly those involved in the importing of 
rice. I have heard no objection to in
cluding Cuba in our primary market; 
in addition, as I have said, this plan is 
purely discretionary. · 

I hope the amendment will be defeated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New· 
Jersey [Mr. SMITHJ. Are Senators pre
pared to yield back the remaining time? 

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

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been used or yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I offer 

the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois will be stated. · 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out all of title V, on page 58," 
after line 8, through line 10, on page 69. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
not sure that the amendment will pre
vail, but I certainly would not like to 
see the consideration of the bill con
cluded without at least making a record 
on the rice title. 

I quite agree with my distinguished 
friend from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
that it is wholly permissive and in the 
hands of the Secretary of Agriculture 
whether such a program shall be insti
tuted. That is correct. 

However, the fact is that once it is 
incorporated in a statute it means that 
a great deal of pressure will be placed 
upon the Secretary of Agriculture. I 
doubt whether that ought to take place, 
particularly in respect of a two-price sys
tem on any commodity, for it is the 
opening wedge for other commodities, as 
we saw in our earlier deliberations on 
the farlli bill. 

It is a fact that rice production in the 
United States has doubled in the past 
10 years, and most of the increase, of 
course, has gone into the export market. 

However, just as soon as the Asian 
countries were able to resume their usual 
production, our real troubles began. 
During the war period I think the prices 
in the main were pretty well above sup
port levels. After the war they began 
to drop, and then our exports began to 
drop also. 

From 1953 until 1954 and 1955 the 
figures indicate that our exports dropped 
nearly 331/a percent. The net result is 
that beyond that we have the problem 

caused by increased war production. As 
I say, with a doubling of rice produc
tion over a period of 10 years, we can
not help but have a surplus problem 
with respect to this particular commod
ity. 

To indicate what is necessary, and in 
order to demonstrate the problem, the 
Department of Agriculture estimates 
that on the 1st of August we shall have 
in stock 30 million bags of rice. The nor
mal carryover was about 3 million bags. 
We will have at least six times the nor
mal carryover, and we will have enough 
in the carryover to provide a full year's 
consumption of rice. 

No one disputes the fact that a prob
lem exists. The question is how to solve 
it. I doubt very much whether this pro
posal will solve the main problem. What 
it proposes to do, in my judgment, is 
merely to freeze the wartime production. 
I do not believe that is the solution at 
all. If pressures can be exerted on the 
Secretary of Agriculture to go through 
with a plan of this kind, we shall have 
actually frozen the production at a high 
level. The problem then will be to get 
rid of it. 

There ls another amendment pending, 
proposed by the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], which 
provides in essence that the President 
shall make an effort to dispose of sur
plus rice to oriental countries. There 
is no escape clause in it. There is no pro
vision for consideration of the customs 
of other countries. Anyone who goes to 
the Orient and looks around will find 
warehouses up and down the Irrawaddy 
River in Rangoon filled with rice, and 
he will find that prices are going down 
and surpluses exist. However, the com
mittee amendment provides that the 
President must make the effort to seil 
our surplus rice to oriental countries. 

All that can come out of it, of course, 
is a great big international headache be
fore we get through. However, that is 
not all the committee amendment pro
vides. · It says that before any off er is 
rejected, the President must submit it 
to Congress. That is a sort of indirect 
veto upon the action of the Executive. It 
is an indication of the difficulties which 
will be encountered. 

If we are producing at the wartime 
level, and if we have 30 million bags of 
rice in the carryover, and if that is 6 
times more than our normal carryover, 
then, in my considered judgment, there 
is only one way to deal with the prob
lem, and that is to bring about an acre
age reduction, so that the production of 
rice will be geared to our needs and to 
a reasonable reserve and to the exports. 

The amendment which was offered by 
the distinguished Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. SMITHJ provided for the elimi
nation of Cuba as a part of the primary 
market. I believe it is astounding · to 
write into any piece of legislation a pro
vision that a sovereign foreign country 
like Cuba and a territorial possession like 
Puerto Rico shall be included in the pri
mary market, along with the domestic 
market of this country. What control do 
we have over Cuba? None at all. 

Therefore, as a matter of fact, it seems 
to me that we are going extremely far· 

when we include a ·sovereign country as 
a part of the primary market of Amer
ica. It can ·1ead to no end of trouble. 

As I sense this thing, in · the non
Cuban areas, in the Caribbean particu
larly, it would be possible, no doubt, to 
get hold of quite a good deal of rough 
rice, to mill it elsewhere, and then to 
dispose of it in rice-consuming areas. 
Then what starts out to be a primary 
marke_t becomes a secondary market be
fore we get through. 

There is another feature which should 
be mentioned. i refer to the provision 
that the value of the certificate shall 
be equal to the difference between 90 
percent of parity price of rice and the 
level of the price support. Perhaps that 
can be done, but the bill says nothing 
about the market price, so far as I can 
determine. We can very easily e])vision 
a situation in which rice in Cuba and 
in the domestic market will be selling 
at 100 percent of parity. It would ap
pear to me that indirectly, at least, we 
would be putting a rather interesting 
regressive tax on the modest consumers, 
the humble people, who are the real rice 
consumers of the country. 

There are a great many other things 
in the bill which I do not like. There 
is the provision, for example, for re
funds to the owners of rough rice. That 
will become effective on the last day of 
July. I do not know too much about 
the rice business, but I do know that 
the new year for rice begins on the 1st 
of August; and all the training I have 
had tells me that as we come to the 
end of a crop year, whether it is in fu
tures or in cash markets, the suppiies 
become a little slim, and prices go up. 
Therefore, if we provide on the last day 
of the old crop year that those who are 
the owners of rough rice shall get 35 
percent of parity, it looks to me as though 
we will have -additional trouble. 

There are many other things one could 
say about the bill. I have become very 
unhappy about a situation of that kind, 
with all the complications and difficul
ties of enforcement. 

Finally, of course, our whole hope has 
been to withdraw a few of the Federal 
controls and to leave agricultural pro
ducers with less instruction on the part 
of the long hand of the Federal Govern
ment. 

As I envision the administrative ma
chinery necessary to carry out the proc
essing tax which is involved, if this pro
vision should Lecome law, and if the 
program should be instituted by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, there will be other 
complications. 

Therefore I wish the RECORD at least 
to disclose my observations, and I hope 
that the Senate in its wisdom will strike 
out this title. I know that my distin
guished friend from Louisiana has la
bored long and earnestly with the prob
lem. I can understand that. However, 
this is once ·more a two-price system. 
If it starts, then, of course, it can move 
into any other commodity. Then we will 
simply be multiplying our problems, 
rather than qissipating them. 

Consequently, while my hopes are not 
too high that the amendment will pre
vail, I still believe the· record should be 
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made before our discussions of the bill 
have been concluded. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Title V as it appears in the bill has 
been approved by all segments of the rice 
industry. The rice industry would like 
to make the two-price plan mandatory. 
The reason for including this title in the 
bill was this: Two-price plans have been 
suggested for the past 15 or 20 years. 
I had occasion to talk to the Secretary 
of Agriculture about this subject. Al
though he did not say he was in favor 
of a two-price plan for rice, he indi
cated that since two-price plans have 
been talked about for so many years, it 
might be a good idea to try such a plan 
on a crop which is produced in only 4 
or 5 States and by only a few farmers. 

The consumer will not suffer, contrary 
to what was indicated by my friend from 
Illinois. 

Rice would be sold at whatever the 
market price may be. Assuming that 
the market price is 65 percent of parity, 
the millers of the rice purchased at that 
price would be required to purchase cer
tificates equivalent in value to 25 percent 
of parity before milling the rice which 
will be consumed domestically. 

Normally, a miller would not have 
more than 90 percent of parity invested 
in rice destined for domestic consump
tion. A farmer, on the other hand, 
would receive certificates equal to the 
difference between the supPQrt price in 
effect for that year's rice crop and 90 
percent of parity as to that portion of 
his production which would be consumed 
domestically. 

Mr. President, as I have stated, this 
authority to inaugurate the two-price 
plan is discretionary ori the part of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. · 

Since the bill will be late in its pas
sage, the committee decided that it 
might not be feasible to attempt to put 
the two-price plan into operation in 
1956, so it voted to give discretionary 
power to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
put the two-price plan into effect for 
1957 and 19!>8, or 1958 and 1959. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
reject the amendment proposed by the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
sensible of everything that my distin
guished friend from Louisiana has said, 
but I wish to leave this last thought with 
the Senate. 

Whenever we have been discussing an 
agricultural b.ill, if, for instance, . the 
Secretary of Agriculture may have said 
he did not have the requisite authori_ty 
to act, then, of course, there was an 
immediate search through the statutes to 
see whether the authority was there. 
Then the pressures began. 

What we are doing today, if this title is 
retained in the bill, is to confer author
ity upon the Secretary of Agriculture and 
leave it to him whether a two-price pro
gram for rice shall be initiated. If, per
chance, some difficulties arise with re
spect to this particular commodity, then 
all the pressures in kingdom come will be 
applied to an administrative official of 
the Government to induce him to place 
the plan into effect. 

I do not believe that is the salutary or 
happy way to .deal with a problem of 
this kind, because the implications are 
so great, and the possibilities applying 
the same principle to other fields are so 
great, that a two-price system would 
very probably disorganize and negative 
everything the Senate is trying to ac-
complish in the pending bill. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this 
is a provision which was placed in the 
bill because of the feeling of a great 
many persons that we ought occasionally 
to try to find new ways of dealing with 
agricultural surpluses which can get 
quickly out of line. 

The Senator from Illinois very correct
ly said there was virtually no carryover 
of rice for many years, but suddenly the 
carryover went up to 29 million bags. 

There is need under certain conditions 
and with reference to certain commodi
ties for a plan to dispose quickly of sur
pluses. I have in my own mind wondered 
whether we could do something about it, 
and, at the request of the able chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, I finally held some hearings 
with reference to the rice situation. We 
tried to find a good commodity on which 
to make the test. If a test is ever to be 
made of a two-price system I hope it 
will be made on som,e commodity like rice 
which has· a relatively small number of 
producers. It was for that reason that 
the provision was added to. the bill. 

I believe the chairman of the com
mittee came to the same conclusion. I 
hope the provision will remain in the bill. 
It does not thrust something down the 
throat of the Department of Agriculture. 
If the Department finds it desirable to 
try a two-price system it can try it on 
the one commodity on which it can be 
tried without too much damage to the ag
ricultural community. 

That is why I voted to put the provi
sion into the bill, but I voted against it 
as to wheat. Wheat can be grown in 
many States, but rice can be grown in 
only a small number of States. 

Furthermore, American rice produc
tion is approximately 1 percent of the 
world production. If I am incorrect in 
that statement, I hope the Senator from 
Louisiana will correct me. It is about 2 
percent of the world production; is it 
not? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is 1½ percent o! 
the total world production. 

Mr. ANDERSON. So, what we do does 
not affect the world price. It does not 
destroy the State of Burma, or Thailand, 
or any other nation. Therefore, Mr. 
President, I hope the provision will re
main in the bill so that the Department 
can test it and find out whether a two
price system will work on this commod
ity. If it will, it may work equally well 
for wheat, and we shall have found a 
method of handling some of our surplus 
commodities. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAIRD in the chair) . The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
[Putting the question.] The "nays'' ap
pear to have it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was re
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
den.t, I call up my amendment designated 
"5-16-56-B." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Iowa will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed, on 
page 50, line 22, after the period, to in
sert the following: 

For the purpose of ellglbi11ty !or price sup
port on the 1956 crop of corn, a producer may 
satisfy the requirement that he devote an 
acreage to the soil bank by entering into a 
contract under the conservation reserve pro
gram prior to December 31, 1956. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, this amendment was prepared after 
consultation with the Department of 
Agriculture in connection with the soil
bank proposal for this year. 

I wish to invite attention to the fact 
that corn is the only one of the basics 
which is required to contribute a portion 
of its allotment to the soil bank. Corn 
has assumed ·that oblig-ation. However, 
as the situation now stands, the Secre
tary of Agriculture is given discretion to 
deterz.nine whether •it is feasible to place 
an acreage · r'eserve program into effect 
this year with respect to the Corn Belt. 
There is some question about it. Per
sonally, my inexpert opinion in the mat
ter is that it could be put into effect. 
There are those who know a great deal 
more about the subject than I do who feel 
that it is not feasible to put an acreage 
reserve program into effect this year for 
corn. · 

It will be noticed in the bill-and my 
amendment does not change it except 
that it extends the time-that as a con
dition for eligibility for price support, a 
producer must do two things: First, he 
must devote an acreage of cropland tilled 
in normal rotation, at the option of the 
producer, and, second, he must not ex
ceed his farm base acreage 'for corn. · 

My amendment 'would not change 
either of those provisions. He must stay 

'. within his farm base acreage for corn. 
That is number 1. He must devote an 
acreage 'to either · the acreage reserve or 
the conservation reserve equivalent to 15 
percent of his base acreage allotment. 
That is number 2. 

My amendment is prepared against the 
possibility that it may not be feasible or 
practicable to install an acreage reserve 
program for corn this year. The amend
ment extends the period during which 
the farmer can qualify for eligibility for 
price supports this year, still keeping 
within his basic corn acreage. He may 
not exceed that. But the amendment ex
tends to December 31, 1956-this year
the period within which he can enter into 
a contract to go into the conservation 
reserve program. 
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tary of Agriculture were to establish the acres aside and began -the practices The proposal is ·this · simple: In many 
places; indeed, on the vast majority of 
the farms from, we might say, at least 
the Iowa line, or north from there, and 
from there southward, the crops are al
ready :.n. The planting is done. Unless 

· acreage allotments- which are called for under the contract. 

· the farmers plow up existing plantings 
and sustain the loss of their seed, and 
such other things as have gone into the 
planting, they may .find themselves un
able to cooperate in either the acreage 
reserve or the conservation reserve. 

My amendment merely extends the 
time by contract to the 31st of December. 
It does not reduce the requirement that ·· 
the farmers must contribute 15 percent. 
It does not reduce the requirement that 
they must remain in their acreage allo
cations. 

Again I point 0ut that corn is the only 
one of the basics which is not required to 
contribute to the acreage reserve or the 
conservation reserve. 

I hope the amendment will be adopted 
. as a clarifying amendment. I think it 

will be very helpful in enabling more 
farmers to come into the program and 
contribute the 15 percent in view of the 
lateness of the season. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. The only reason why corn 

has been singled out as one of the bas.ic 
crops which must comply with the acre-

. age reserve program is that it is still the 
season of the year when the crop is being 
planted, and the farmer can adjust his 
planting so as to comply. Either he must 
reduce his acreage planted to corn by 15 
percent or he must allow to lie idle an 
additional number of acres out of his 
available acreage. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor
rect; but I call the Senator's attention to 
the fact that the bill as it now stands 
provides that the Secretary of Agricul
ture shall have discretion as to whether 
or not he will establish an acreage re
serve program for this crop year, because 
of the lateness of the season and the 
time when the bill will go into effect. If 
the Secretary should determine that it is 
not feasible to establish an acreage re
serve program for this year, he will have 
a conservation reserve program. But 
there may be some serious complications 
involved, and some actual deterrents 
against the farmer complying with liis 
acreage allotment. 

The amendment extends the time, in 
view of the planting season, under which 
the farmer can contract to go into the 
conservation reserve on December 31, 
1956. 

Mr. THYE. This is an important 
question, because throughout the Corn 
Belt of the Nation the farmer this week 
is planting. Many a farmer is trying to 
ascertain through the channels of radio, 
television, and the new·spapers exactly · 
what Congress has done, and what the 
farmer may do to qualify himself to be
come eligible for the program. · 

It is for that reason that I have asked 
the questions. I want to make certa1n 
that we will h-elp the farmers to adjust · 
their operations to the legislative ma
chinery which we are trying to provide 
by the bill. If in -the event the Secre .. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. He will estab- - Mr. THYE. And "begin the practices" 
lish acreage allotments. but there is a would mean that the farmer could not 
question-- take a crop off that land in the calendar 

Mr. THYE. He will because the act year 1956; would it not? 
makes mandatory 51 million ac?s. Mr. HICK.ENLOOPER. Not if he 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. agreed to it immediately. But he would 
Mr. THYE. He has already set the have until December 31 to make a con

amount at 43 million acres, -and the tract. If he waited until that time, the 
producer has been informed of a num- · contract would be for the reduction in 
ber of acres which his farm will be elig-i- the next year. 
ble to have planted to corn. Mr. THYE. That would be for the 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. · 1957 crop; therefore, he would get no 
Mr. THYE. The Senator from Iowa · compensation in 1956. 

and I are endeavoring to legislate so as Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor-
to provide a 51 million acre base. That rect. 
would me~n that the permissible acres Mr. THYE. However, if the Senate 
would be mc_reased by that amount. passes the bill today, and if it should be-

The Secretary may state that the come law within the week then that pro
!armer would have to allow to remain ducer could very well say, "Rather tJian 
idle 15 percent of ~he number of ~cres to plant 15 percent of my tillable la_nd to 
plan_ted to corn, if the farmer is to soy_beans, I will let it lie idle and enter 
quallfy under the acreage allotment and into a contract with my Government not 
receive the $1.50 ceiling price. . . to produce soybeans or any other crop on 

Mr. HI(?KE~~LOO_PER .. The pamt is that 15 percent of my tillable land," and 
that the bill gives discret10n to the Sec- he could continue to qualify to plant his 
~etary and provides that if, in his_ opin- full quota of the ·51 million acres as will 
ion, an acreage reserve program is fea- be very soon designated by . the State 
sible, he can put it into effect. Of course, committee and the county committee as 
that is where the farmer has under- his individual quota. He could plant all 
planted allotted acres. If the Secretary of that to corn and be qualified to receive 
does not think such a plan is feasible, the $1.50 commodity loan on the 1956 
he does not have to p1,1t an acreage re- · crop. · 
serve program into effect, but the con- Mr HICKENLOOPER. That is cor .. 
servation reserve program will be in rect. · 
effect. Mr. ·THYE. For these reasons, I think 

_Mr. ~HYE_. That leaves the Secretary the amendment offered by the Senator 
with d1sc:etion as to . whether he puts from Iowa is reasonable and fair. It does 
the plan mto effect with the 195~ crop. not advance any -money . . n ' permits a 

Mr. mCKENLOOPER. That is cor- farmer, if he desires nqt to plant soy-
rect. . beans or some other kind of crop, to 

Mr. ~E. Tha~ is the r~ason why I - enter into a contract immediately and 
am s~ressmg the pomt. I wish to ma_ke - to qualify himself for payment this ye~r. 
certa1D: that we ourselves do not le~1s- But if his crop is already in, an(;! he 
late ~ithout completely ~nderstand~ng wishes to mal{e his plans and to desig
the issue and the question, assummg nate them to the· secretary by December 
that the Secretary doe~ not put the acre- 31 of this calendar year, and if he wishes 
age reserve program mto effect: If he to enter into a long-term contract, it will 
does not, then ~he acreage goes mto the be permissible for him to do so and still 
other conservat10n program. . qualify to receive loans upon his full 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- -
rect; and in most cases· the land which acreage allotment planted to corn. _ 
would normally go into the conserva- Mr. HICKENLO~P~R. ~e effect of 
tion reserve, cropland which has already the amendment will be felt m the _event 
been planted, is in the process of grow- tha~ 3:n ac~eage ~ese_rve_ program is not 
ing at this time. established ~or this p~rticular crop year. 

Mr. THYE. If that acreage is the The 01:_ily thmg left open would be a co~
acreage designated by the producer to . servat10n reserve prograffl:. If the acr~
be set aside, in a contract entered into _ age reserve program goes mto effect this 
with respect to it, that contract would year, then t?e farmer wo1:1ld have to 
have to be over a period of how. many underplant hls .corn acreage 1! he wanted 
years? to go mto the acreage reserve progr~m. 

Mr." HICKENLOOPER. Three years. Mr. THYE. That is correct. 
Mr. THYE. Not less than 3 years? . Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall not 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- labor the paint. The matter came up 

rect. yesterday. -Really, this is a suggestion 
Mr. THYE. The Senator states that .of the Department of Agriculture. It is 

under his amendment the farmer would not my original suggestion. I could see 
be eligible to designate acres any time · the justice of it. 
between now and when? I hope the chairman of the committee 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. December 31, will see fit to take this amendment to 
1956; conference. If there is ·something wrong 

Mr. TH'.YE.· He would draw his com- with it, it can be rejected-in conference. 
pensation at what time-? · If further examination shows merit and 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. He would be · necessity -for the amendment, then the 
eligible to draw his compensation under conferees may retain it. I believe it has 
the bill at the time he set the acr:es aside -merit. , l believe if an acreage reserve 
and began the practices which are called program is not ~onsidered feasible this 
for. That is, he would be eligible for year in the Corn ::a.elt, s<;>metniog like this 
annual compensation at the time he set amendment is needed in order to get the 
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necessary acreage into the reduction when we agreed to increase corn acre
program. ages from 43 million acres to 51 million 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the acres. We conditioned that 8 million-
Senator yield further? acre increase upon corn farmers putting 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. the equivalent of 15 percent of their base 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, what we acreage into the soil bank. Adoption of 

want to do is to get as · many acres out the pending amendment would simply 
of crop production in this calendar year mean that the farmers of Iowa and the 
as is possible, because what we are con- farmers of any other commercial corn
fronted with is surpluses. Surpluses are producing State would get a bonanza. 
not going to be reduced unless the num- This is just a rather concentrated dose 
ber of acres which are to be harvested is of the same kind of favored treatment 
reduced. If there is provided in a meas- commercial corn has already received 
ure an inducement not to plant and not in abundance. It would be possible for 
to have the crop to harvest, the overall a corn farmer to get price support in 
surplus will be reduced. With the 1956 by, in effect, merely promising to 
present corn allotment, as provided in participate in a 1957 soil bank:. He could 
the bill, at 51 million acres, and the pro- plant his full corn allotment, plant the 
vision to set aside acres and have them remainder of his farm to a secondary 
lie idle, and to compensate the farm- ,crop, harvest and sell that secondary 
ers for the idle acres, there is a basis for crop anytime before January 1 of 1957, 
having the feed producer, such as the and still get compliance price support. 
producer of sorghum grains, barley, rye, Not an acre would have been taken out 
and oats, obtain relief. There are going of production in 1956. 
to be considerable acres planted to corn. I submit this is not what was contem
There are going to be fewer acres planted plated by the Senate committee. Sur
to barley, oats, and sorghum grains, be- pluses cannot be reduced by merely sign
cause the producer of the latter crops ing a contract to perform some act in 
has the opportunity under the program the future. A contract should provide 
to be compensated for the acres he keeps that if a farmer desires to place any of 
idle. his cultivated acres into the soil ban}c, he 

In this calendar year there can very must agree not to plant anything on that 
well be accomplished a very great reduc- land-to not produce any feed, or other 
tion in the quantity of overall feed grains crop of any kind, in order to make him
which will be grown, and at the end of self eligible for payments. 
the calendar year there will be a much , As I understand the amendment, it 
improved surplus feed or commodity sit- would permit the Secretary of Ag-ricul
uation in this land. ture to consider as taken into the soil 

For that reason, Mr. President, I be- bank in 1956 acres that are planted to 
lieve that the amendment offered by the crops and from which crops have been 
Senator from Iowa will help us to; bring harvested. The difficulty is. that al
about -contracts with the Government though he d0es not set them aside, the 
whereby certain tillable acres will lie farmer merely designates them before 
idle, which will reduce the overall feed January 1, 1957 for the soil bank in 
supply or crop supply in the coming 1957 he has already produced on those 
calendar year. acres a crop .which he should not have 

I support the amendment. produced, if the soil bank theory, as I 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I understand it, is to be adhered to. 

hesitate to differ with my good friend Mr. President, the House has -voted 
from Iowa. As he well knows the com- down any proposal which smacks of ad
mittee discussed the question ~f whether . vance payments. I believe the proposal 
or not there should be advance payments was not submitted to the Committee on 
for soil-bank participation. I realize Agriculture and Forestry for the reason 
that the amendment which is proposed that it was known the committee was 
does not purport to deal with advance opposed--
payments. As I stated earlier, it is not Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
the purpose of soil-bank payments to in- dent, will the Senator yield? 

-crease the income of farmers per· se · Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a q'..les-
farmers could obtain the equivalent of tion. 
those payments· by planting their land Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I disagree 
instead of putting it into the soil bank. with the Senator on the matter of· the 
Thu.s, such payments would result in no proposal to the Senate committee. The 
increase in farm income. Too, if a Senator may not have been present at 
farmer received a payment in 1956 for the moment, but I offered in the com
soil-bank participation in 1957, · the mittee the amendment, which was called 
amount of that payment would be sub- the Hope amendment in the House, and 
tracted from his 1957 income. The soil which provided for advance payments. 
bank would permit farmers to take I withdrew that amendment, or the offer 
allotted and planted acres out of culti- of it, based on · the specific assurance 
vation; production would thus be re- which is contained in the report, not only 
duced-and surpluses reduced. of the House, but of the Senate, that 

If the amendment, as suggested, were payments would be eligible, under the 
adopted, what would happen? A grower language of the bill itself, when the land 
of corn could plant his base acres. He had been set aside and the practices had 
could use the remainder of his cultivated been begun-which to me was satisfac
acres to plant other crops which are now tory. 
in surplus. As soon as those crops were Mr. ELLENDER. I did not mean to 
gathered, he could say, "We will set aside say that the committee did not discuss 
these acres.'' He could do so anytime be- the proposal, but what I meant to say 
fore January 1. Certainly, this would was that the committee took no action 
not accomplish what we had in mind . on it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with 
the Senator on that phase of it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I apologize if I said 
anything different; that is the impres
sion I intended to convey. The Sena
tor recalls that we placed language in 
the report that a farmer would become 
eligible for payments, under the conser
vation-reserve program, in cases where 
he set aside that land but may not have 
the grass seed to grass the land, or may 
not have the trees to plant on those set
aside acres. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Not alone the 
. conservation acres, but also the acreage 
reserve. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. It 
is possible to do that; it is in the report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; it is in 
the report. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I hope the Secretary 
of Agriculture will be able to carry out 
both programs in the case of corn; and 
I think he can to a large extent-pro
vided we get the bill to the President, and 
provided he signs it, by Monday or Tues
day of next week. 

But the point I am raising here is that 
if we were to adopt this amendment, as 
I understand it, it would run counter to 
the soil-bank concept. Under this 
amendment, a farmer would sign an 
agreement to set aside acres in the fu
ture-acres on which he would now be 

. growing a crop. That is far beyond the 
concept of the soil bank. It is a concept 
which, in my humble judgment, is closely 
related to the advance payment idea 
which was so objectionable to the House 
or Representatives, and which certainly 
should be objectionable to the Senate. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President. 
will the Senator from Louisiana yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAIRD in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Louisiana yield to the Senator from 
Iowa? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I certainly as

sure the Senator from Louisiana that it 
is not my understanding that upon sign
ing a contract, advance payment would 
be given. I do not think there is in the 
amendment anything which would re
sult in that. I think the language is 
still the same-namely, that the land 

· mu.st be set aside and the practices under 
the contract must be begun before pay
ment can be ma.de. That we agreed to. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; but the land 
could be planted this year, and the crops 
grown thereon could be gathered, and 

· then the contract could be signed. As 
I understand the amendment of the Sen
ator from Iowa, that is what it would 
permit. 

I believe that under the language of 
the bill as it is now presented to the Sen
ate, ample opportunity would be given to 
any farmer to set aside a given number 
of acres for the conservation reserve. 
He could make up his mind now-as soon 
as this bill passes-to set it aside and not 
to plant crops on it. 

But as I understand the amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa, a farmer would 
have until December 31, 1956, to sign the 
contract, and in the meantime he could 
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put crops on those ·acres, harvest· those 
crops, and compete with many--

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But he would 
not get paid for it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. No; he would not 
get soil bank payments, but he would 
get increased price support. But why 
not let the soil bank remain as the com
mittee contemplated; why not have the 
contract entered into and the support 
available provided the farmer actually 

. sets aside that land, and provided the 
farmer does not devote those acres to 
any crop which will further aggravate 
our existing surpluses. 

I thought the Senator from Iowa was 
satisfied--

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. This amend
ment is offered only against the possi
bility that the acreage reserve may not 
be feasible this year. 

. Mr. ELLENDER. I thought the Sen
ator from Iowa was very well satisfied 
with the language which was placed in 
the bill. We ra-ised a pertinent question, 
I may say--

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am satisfied 
with the language in the bill and the in
terpretation in the report, which I think 
is clear-at least, to me-

Mr, ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But we did 

leave in the bill provision for the exer
cise of discretion by the Secretary as to 
whether the acreage-reserve program 
would be put into effect this year; and 
the fundamental reason for that was the 
question as to whether it would be fea
sible or workable. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I want to get 

as much acreage committed to either 
the acreage reserve or the conservation 
reserve as possible. 

Mr. President, I do not care to pursue 
the amendment any longer; I think all of 
us understand it. 

I merely suggest that the Senator from 
Louisiana take the amendment to con
ference; and if in conference, upon study 
and examination, it is considered that 
the amendment is not a sound one, the 
conference committee does not have to 
accept it. But if upon later examina
tion the amendment is considered to have 
merit, the conferees on the part of the 
Senate could insist upon it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the rules, if 
the Senate adopts an amendment, the 
conferees on the part of the Senate have 
to strive for its adoption by the confer
ence committee. Personally, as I under
stand the amendment, I cannot "go" for 
it; I shall be frank with the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. mcKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Louisiana has been in 
the Senate for many more years than I 
have, but I have seen many, many 
amendments taken to conference for 
examination, even though the chairman 
of the committee has stated that he did 
not particularly favor the amendment, 
but stated that he was willing to take it 
to conference, for study, and to examine 
it, as to its merits or demerits. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Iowa wishes me to take 
the amendment to conference, for study, 

I have no objection. But for the Senate ·have to keep within his allotment any
. to adopt the amendment, with the under- way. 
standing that the conferees on the part Mr. ELLENDER. That ·is, if he is to 

· of the Senate would work to have it in- receive the $1.50. · 
eluded in the conference bill, is some- Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; but not 
thing else. Personally, I would be op- if he is to receive the $1.25. This is not 
posed to it. I prefer to be frank with necessary if he is to receive the $1.25. 
my good friend, the Senator from Iowa. · But it does protect the conservation re-

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, serve. 
I appreciate the Senator's frankness. Mr. AIKEN. Under the present law, 
He is always frank in stating his position. the farmers would have to reduce to 
I am only attempting to say that this · 43 million acres this year. That was in
matter came up only yesterday evening, creased to 51 million acres, with the un-

. as a matter of fact. Frankly, I have not derstanding that the corn farmers would 
had time to look at all phases of the have to put an acreage equal to 15 per
matter. If there are contingencies-- cent of that ·in the soil bank. By means 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President-- of this amendment, we would give them 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 51 million acres on which to produce 

yield 2 minutes to the Senator from corn, and do nothing about placing acre-
New Mexico. age in the soil bank this year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. t 
WOFFORD in the chair). The Senator Mr. ANDERSON. That is exac ly cor-

f rcct. 
from New Mexico is recognized or 2 Mr. ELLENDER. As a matter of fact, 
minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I as I have pointed out, the farmer could 
have been trying to understand the plant the land and could gather the crop 

from it, and then could set aside 15 
· amendment. I understood that it was percent of the land from which he gath-

a Department of Agriculture amend- ered the crop in 1956. I find no essen
ment. I talked to the Secretary of Ag- tial difference between that and an ad
riculture, and I do not believe he is vance payment. · It is really an advance 

· familiar with the amendment. 
I have been handed, by the able Sen- payment. 

a.tor from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], an ex- Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not agree 
planation which he has received; and I that it is advance payment. However, 
wish to check it with the chairman of Mr. President, I do not care to discuss 
the committee. the matter further. I think the amend-

Mr. mcKENLOOPER. I have an ment has merit. I hope it can be taken 
explanation which comes from the De- to Conference and examined there. If 
partment of Agriculture. I do not know it cannot be, well and good. I am pre
whether the Senator got the explanation pared to have the Senate vote now on 
from-- . the amendment, and to yield back the 

Mr. ANDERSON. I got it from the time remaining under my control, if 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], and th0se on the other side are prepared to 
it is authentic. yield back the time remaining under 

Mr. AIKEN. They are identical, and their control. 
they were given to me by counsel for Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President--
the Department of Agriculture. Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- ·yield 5 minutes to the Senator from New 
dent, I do not know whether the Secre- Mexico. 
tary of Agriculture knows anything Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
about it, but certainly his agents know. wish to ask a question of the chairman 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, it is my of the committee. It has been said that 
understanding that the amendment will the amendment should be taken to con
permit the grower who keeps within ference, and that if in conference there 
his share of the 51 million acreage re- were objection to the amendment, it 
serve this year to qualify for the sup- could be taken out of the bill while the 
ports if he agrees before December 31, bill was in conference. 
1956, to put 15 percent of his cropland But what if the House accepts the 
into the reserve for the next year. Senate amendments, and does not re-

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; for the follow- . quest a conference? In that case, the 
ing year. amendment will be in the bill. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is car- I think the amendment is a dangerous 
rect. one, because I do not know what it would 

Mr. ELLENDER. But he is permitted do to other feed grains. I do not think 
to plant that acreage in 1956. it ought to be accepted. 

Mr. AIKEN. Up to 51 million acres. Mr. ELLENDER. Neither do I. 
Mr. ELLENDER. As to corn, yes; but Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

he woul~ also be abl~ to plan~ the land I am prepared to yield back the remain
he promises to put m the soil bank to der of my time. 
ot~;, c~oJtERSON. Mr. President, I ~r. ELLENDE:8-, I yield back the re-
wish to say that this amendment, if mamder of my time. . 
agreed to, would provide 25 cents a The PRESIDING. OFFICER. All time 
bushel more this year, for something has been use_d or_ yielded bac~. 
to be done next year. The quest10n 1s on agreemg to the 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is right. In amendment offered by the Senator from 
other words, it provides for an advance Iowa [Mr. HrcKENLOOPER] ·. 
payment. The amendment was reJected. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. No, Mr. Prest- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
dent I do not agree. The farmer will 1s open to further amendment. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I offer the 

amendment which I send to the desk and. 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Virginia will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of title 
3 it is propased to insert the following: 

WHEAT USED ON FARM WHERE PRODUCED 

SEC. 309. That -section 335 of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is further amended by adding a new _subsec
tion (f) after subsection (e) to read as fol- . 
lows: 

"(f) The Secretary, upon application 
made pursuant to regulations prescribed by 
him, shall exempt producers from any obli
gation under this act to pay the penalty on, 
deliver to the Secretary, or store the farm 
marketing excess with respect to any farm 
for any crop of wheat harvested in 1955 or 
subsequent years on the following condi
tions: 

" ( 1) That none of such crop of wheat 
is removed from such farm; 

"'(2) That such entire crop of wheat is 
used for seed on such farm, or is fed on such 
farm to livestock, including poultry, owned 
by any such producer, or a subsequent owner, 
or operator of the farm; 

"'(3t That such producers and their suc
cessors comply with all regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary for the purpose of 
determining compliance with the foregoing 
conditions. 
Failure to comply with any of the foregoing 
conditions shall cause the exemption to be
come immediately null and void unless such 
failure is due to circumstances beyond the 
control of such producers as determined by 
the Secretary. In the event an exemption 
becomes null and void the provisions of this 
act shall become applicable to the same ex
tent. as if such exemption had not been 
granted. No acreage planted to wheat in ex
cess of the farm acreage allotment for a crop 
covered by an exemption hereunder shall be 
considered in determining any subsequent 
wheat acreage allotment or marketing quota 
for such farm.' " 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this 
amendment was adopted by the Senate 
last year but was not concurred in by 
the House. It simply provides that when 
a farmer has excess wheat he may feed 
the excess wheat on his own farm, or may 
use it for seed or for any other purpose on 
the farm. In the valley of Virginia suits 
have been started by the Department of 
Justice against certain farmers to fine 
them because they are using their excess 
wheat to feed to their own stock. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
remove .any penalty from a farmer who 
raises excess wheat and feeds the wheat 
on his own farm. 

I believe the distinguished chairman 
of the committee has indicated that he 
would accept this amendment, because· 
it was adopted by the Senate last year. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The Senate has had under considera
tion the same provision in a separate 
Senate bill, and it was also included in 
H. R. 12. The Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry has passed upon it many 
times. My good friend from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITHJ had it adopted earlier this 
year. So far as I am personally con
cerned, I see no objection to it. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? -

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. If a farmer produces 
wheat for his own poultry or hogs or 
dairy cattle, there is no reason in the 
world why the Government of the United 
States should in any sense try to dictate 
to him. If he does not plant the land 
to wheat he is going to plant it to barley 
or some other grain which is adapted to 
the particular area. 
. I think the amendment is entirely 
proper. There is no reason in the world 
why a farmer should not be privileged 
to seed what he wishes to seed on his 
own acres, and to harvest the crop and 
use it on the farm as he sees fit, so long as 
he does not .put it into the channels of 
the market, or send it to be processed or 
traded with someone else to replace 
someone els.e's wheat. I think the 
amendment.is a good one. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator well 
knows, the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry has approved this very 
provision on several occasions, and I 
do not know of any opposition to it. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed in the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks an explanation 
of the amendment. 

There being no objection, the expla
nation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

This amendment 1s identical to S. 46, 
which was passed by the Senate on March 
28, 1955, but which- has not been reported 
by the House Committee on Agriculture. 
It would exempt wheat producers from· 
marketing penalties, beginning with the. 
1955 crop, if such producers used the entire 
crop produced on the farm for seed or feed 
on the farm. This amendment would be 
retroactive to forgive claims for marketing 
penalties under the 1955 crop. A provi
sion similar to this one was included in the 
Senate amendment to H. R. 12, but was re
jected in conference. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. As I understand, the 

farmer would still have to comply with 
his allotments, if any, 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; in order to re
ceive price support. 

Mr. ALLOTT. This amendment 
would apply only to the surplus stored 
on the farm. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It would apply only 
where the entire wheat production was 
used on the farm for feed or seed. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I wish to associate my
self with the remarks of the Senator 
from Louisiana and the Senator from 
Minnesota. I think the provisions of 
this amendment should be adopted. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been used or yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McCLEILAN. Mr. President, on 

behalf of my colleague [Mr. FULBRIGHT] 
any myself, I offer the amendment, which 
I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas will be stated. 

The Cm:EF CLERK. On page 34, be
tween lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

SALES 01' RICE UNDER PUBLIC LAW 480 

SEC, 204. (a) Section 101 of the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: ''The Presi
dent shall exert every effort to consummate 
agreements with oriental countries under 
this session for the sale of rice so long as 
rice remains a surplus agricultural com
modity." 

(b) Section 108 of such act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
"Each such report shall fully describe nego
tiations for agreements for the sale o! rice 
which have occurred since the last purchase 
report, and no offer by any country to enter 
into an agreement for the purchase of rice 
under this title shall be rejected until the 
details of such offer shall have been reported 
to Congress." 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have just offered on 
behalf of my colleague and myself would 
merely require the President to make 
every effort, under section 101 of Public 
Law 480, to consummate agreements 
with oriental countries for the sale of 
surplus rice for foreign currency. 

Section 101 of Public Law '480 author
izes the Secretary to enter into such 
agreements. This amendment would 
urge him to do so. It is our understand
ing that the State Department is cur
rently holding up such an agreement, 
and this amendment would encourage 
prompt consideration of that agreement. 

I have been asked whether it is manda
tory. It is not mandatory. It is merely 
an expression of urgency in an effort to 
try to consummate these agreements. 
The amendment would also require the 
President to include in his reports to 
Congress the facts concerning negotia
tions for agreements for the sale of rice, 
and to ·withhold the rejection of any 
country's off er to purchase rice until the 
details of such off er could be reported 
to Congress. I trust the amendment 
will be accepted. I have made the ex
planation of it according to the infor
mation I have received from the commit
tee as to what the effect of the amend
ment will be. 

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. Without any commit

ment as to my position on the amend
ment, I should like to invite the Senator's 
attention to the last page of the amend
ment on page 2, starting in line 2, ap
parently something has been omitted, 
because the last sentence does not make 
sense as it now reads. It reads: "and no 
offer by any country shall enter into an 
agreement for the purchase of rice," and 
so forth. An offer ·cannot enter into an 
agreement. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe that 
should refer to a country entering into 
an agreement. I ask unanimous con
sent to strike out the word "shall" in line 
3 of page 2 of the amendment, and to 
substitute the word "to." That part of 
the sentence would then read: ''and no 
. . 
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offer by any country to enter into an 
agreement for the purchase of rice under 
this bill shall be rejected," and so forth. 
I so modify my amendment, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The. 
Senator modifies his amendment ac,
cordingly. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question of the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas. Am 
I to understand that under the proposed 
section 204: (b) any agreement entered 
into between the President and any for
eign government would have to be sub
mitted to Congress, and no action could 
be taken on it unless Congress passed 
upon it? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; that is not 
correct. It provides that each report the 
President submits in connection with 
the negotiations shall describe the nego
tiations for agreements, and no offer by 
any country to enter into an agreemen~ 
shall be rejected until the details of the 
offer shall have been reported to Con
gress. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does that not in 
effect give Congress the veto power in 
such negotiations? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; it does not 
give any veto power to Congress. The 
power to reject is still vested where it 
is now, except that the details of an offer 
shall be reported to Congress, so that 
Congress may have information about 
the offer. Congress cannot veto it. It 
only gets a report. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. But it would give 
the Congress an opportunity to take leg
islative action, if it thought that nec
essary. I wonder whether the Senator 
would be willing to modify his amend
ment to make it more or less a directive 
to the President to dispose of this rice, 
and to strike out section 204 (b). I am 
afraid it might cause difficulty in the 
House, thus raising the possibility of de
lay in enacting farm legislation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator that the amend
ment as proposed, in subsection "a", 
makes it an urgent request to the Presi
dent. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand there 
is not much objection to that part of the 
amendment, but subsection "b" is the 
one to which I have heard determined 
opposition expressed: 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask my good 
friend to take the amendment to con
ference and there give it further study. 

Mr. ELLENDER. We are hopeful 
that it may not be necessary to have a 
conference on the bill, so that it may 
be enacted promptly without too much 
delay. That is the primary reason I ask 
the Senator to delete the second para
graph. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will say to my 
good friend that that is a very optimis
tic hope. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That may be; but 
it is possible that the bill may be en
acted without a conference. If the Sen
ator will simply make his amendment a 
directive to the President to make every 
effort he can to sell the surplus rice, and 
eliminate section 204 (b) I believe he 
would increase the possibility of the bill 
not having to got conference. 

Personally, I am in full accord with 
the Senator's view that as much rice as 
can be sold abroad should be sold. I 
think the administration has been drag
ging its feet in this matter, but-:-in all 
due regard to the Senator-I urge him 
to modify his amendment so as to in
crease the possibilty of this bill not hav
ing to be sent to conference. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, I wish 
to cooperate. I know the Senator is 
aware of that fact. If he believes the 
bill will not go to conference, and if he 
believes it will help to get the bill through 
1f I modify the amendment, of course I 
shall be happy to modify it. I am sure 
the Senator knows the conditions with 
respect to our rice surplus and how they 
have been aggravated, and the urgent 
necessity of trying to dispose of the sur
plus. 

We have seen instances in connection 
with amendments to the bill of a depart
ment of Government apparently pretty 
well dictating the policies of this coun
try with respect to foreign trade. I have 
had a little experience along that line re
cently in the course of my committee's 
investigations. I should like to have 
Congress make some expression in this 
regard, and I hope the Senator will take 
the amendment to conference. 

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
. Mr. HICKENLOOPER. , Did I under
stand the Senator to modify his amend
ment with respect to subsection (b)? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; I have not 
modified it as yet in that regard. I 
pointed out that the provision is not 
mandatory. I said that Congress does 
not have a veto power under that sub
section. 

Mr. HICKENWOPER. I shall wish to 
say something about that point a little 
later. However I suggest that beginning 
in line 4 on page 1 the Senator amend 
the sentence so to provide that the Pres
ident shall exert every reasonable and 
proper effort, instead of the present lan
guage, The words "shall exert every 
effort" are rather inclusive and manda
tory. It would seem to me that the 
President, under that language, would 
have to employ the whole machinery of 
Government if he were to make every ef
fort. It would appear to me that every 
possible effort would encompass every 
phase of the Government. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. · I believe that in 
the accepted use the term "every effort'' 
it is understood that the purpose is to 
urge the President to make every reason
able effort, of course. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the Sen
ator were to provide that the President 
shall make every reasonable, effort, that 
would be all right, I believe. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should think the 
words there would have that connota
tion. There is no other intention of 
course. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The words in 
the language now in the amendment are 
subject to the interpretation I have sug
gested. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator 
from Iowa would agree to the amend
ment with that modification, I would 
have no objection to modifying the lan .. 

guage to read that the President shall 
make every reasonable and proper effort 
in that connection. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe that 
that comes very much closer to what I 
consider the Senator's intention to be. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, the 
President does not have to make other, 
than a reasonable and proper effort. 
That seems to be implied. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to dis
cuss the latter part of the amendment 
also. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then I shall wait 
with my modification until the Senator 
has made his remarks. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not believe that the 
Senate should accept this amendment. 
It directs the President to do what the 
Secretary of Agriculture is already doing, 
This spring we sold about 10 million 
hundredweight of rice to Indonesia and 
Pakistan. There is a report current that 
India is in the market for a great deal 
of rice. I do not understand that to be 
the fact. I understand that India is in 
the market for other commodities, but 
that it can purchase rice from neighbor
ing Asian countries. 

Mr. LANGER. Our Ambassador to In
di,a, Mr. Cooper, said that India is in 
the market for wheat and cotton. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes; for wheat and cot
ton, and also for dairy products. I be
lieve some people have the mistaken 
idea that we can sell India some rice, 
when, as a matter of fact, if I am cor
rectly informed, the Indians·do not want 
to buy our rice, but want to trade with 
the neighboring countries of Burma and 
Thailand in order to get their rice. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, the sec
ond part of the amendment, stating that 
no offer by any country shall be rejected 
until the details of such offer shall have 
been reported to Congress, makes Con
gress the arbiter of every proposed deal 
where there may be a little difference of 
opinion as to the price. 

I do not believe Congress wants to 
make the determination of whether an 
offer for the purchase of rice from some 
Asiatic country, which might involve a 
great many technical details, shall be 
accepted or not. I do not believe we 
want to place Congress in that position. 

Why should we instruct the Secretary 
to do what he is already doing? He sold 
almost all the rice the Commodity Credit 
Corporation had, until the receipt of the 
new crop. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Sales of rice to ori

ental countries have to be made under 
one section of an act. Suppose someone 
offered each? I do not quite understand 
the purpose of the amendment. It pro
vides clearly that it must be done under 
the sof t_-currency section of the trade 
act. I do not understand it Mr. Presi-
dent. _ 

can the Senator from Arkansas ex .. 
plain to me wby we want to bar a coun .. 
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try from paying us dollars, if it can 
do fo? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Eresident, we 
do not bar them any more than we did 
in the original act. It is in furtherance 
of the policy in the original act. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But the President 
is supposed to exercise every effort--

Mr. McCLELLAN. To carry out the 
policy set forth in the original act. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But the particular. 
section of the act to which the Senator 
has reference provides for soft-currency· 
sales. Why do we want to do it under 
that section in preference to sales for 
dollars or sterling? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is a part of 
the policy of the act to which this is an 
amendment. The act declared it to be 
the policy of Congress to expand inter
national trade between the United States 
and friendly nations and facilitate the 
convertibility of currency, to promote 
the economic stability of American agri
culture and the national welfare, and to 
make maximum use of surplus agricul
tural commodities in furtherance of the 
foreign policy of the United States; also 
to stimulate and to facilitate. the ex
pansion of foreign trade in agricultural 
commodities produced by the United 
States by providing means whereby such 
surplus agricultural commodities in ex
cess of the usual marketing-of such com
modities may be sold through private 
trade channels and foreign currency ac
cepted in payment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This is the soft
currency section of the trade act. Sup .. 
pose someone wanted to buy some com
modity for hard cuuency. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There is nothing to 
prevent selling for cash. Toe original 
act does not say that a sale cannot be 
made for American dollars. 

Mr. A,NpERSON. It provides for soft 
currency or giveaways. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Where we cannot 
sell for cash. That is the whole purpose 
of it. We can sell for American dollars, . 
but the purpose is to try to get rid of 
the surplus, and, in this instance, to get 
rid of it for soft currency if we cannot 
get rid of it otherwise. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If it said ''If we 
cannot get hard currency"-- · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. This does not say 
that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It says: 
The President shall exert every effort to 

consummate agreements. 

Under this section--
Mr. McCLELLAN. Section 101. 
'Mr. ANDERSON. That is the soft 

currency section. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDERSON. But, why? 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Because he will not 

be able to get rid of the surplus for hard 
currency. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Prest .. 
dent, does the Senator from Arkansas 
modify his amendment as suggested a 
few moments ago? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
am willing to modify it if I know the 
amendment will be accepted. I do not 
like to eliminate anything unless I re
ceive something in return. 

· Mr. President, I am perfectly willing 
to· offer the modification.· I think the 
first part of the amendment should be 
modified by inserting in line 5, after the. 
word "every" the words ''reasonable and 
proper..'' . 

I think that is a proper-modification. I 
hope the amendment will be accepted; 

I further modify the amendment, Mr. 
President, by withdrawing subsection 
(b). With those modifications, Mr. Pres-
ident, I trust the amendment will be a.c
cepted. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!' 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Sena tor from Louisiana yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr~ KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest. the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas. [Putting the question.] 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
ask for a division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A di .. 
vision is requested. 

On a division, the amendment was re .. 
jected. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment, which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 49, 
between lines 8 and 9, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

VIRGINIA AND VALENCIA-TYPE PEANUTS 

SEC. 408. Section 358 (c) (2) of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by inserting after the second 
sentence thereof a new sentence as foliows: 
"The Secretary is authorized and directed to 
increase the allotment for any State produc
ing Valencia- or Virginia-type peanuts upon 
the written request of one or more processors 
within such State if such processors provide 
the Secretary with such assurances as he 
may deem necessary that the peanuts pro
duced on the additional acreage requested 
will be purchased by such processor or proc.
essors at not less than the parity price." 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, an 
amendment similar to this was adopted 
by the Senate when the last farm bill 
was passed. It has for its purpose pro
tecting the acreage of those States-and 
there are about 10 of them-which have 
less than 10,000 acres of peanuts in pro
duction. They are States like New Mex
ico, Texas, and eV,en Virginia. 

This type of peanut is very limited in 
its acreage. The amendment provides 
that the acreage which those States now 
have shall not be reduced any further. 
It used to be that New Mexico had as 
much as 12,000 acres. Now it has 5,600 
acres. We should like to have the 
amendment agreed to because we want 
to. protect the 5,600 acres. · 

' I hope the chairman of the commit
tee will take the amendment to confer
ence. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, an 
amendment similar to the amendment 
which has been offered by the distin~ 
guished Senator from New Mexico was 
adopted by the Senate and made a part 
of H. R. 12, but it was eliminated in con
ference .. A while ago, the Senator from 
New Mexico spoke to me about the 
amendment. I told him that the House 
conferees were against this provision, 
but that so far as I was concerned I 
would leave the question to the Senate. 
I doubt, however, that the amendment 
could be retained in conference, if we 
have a conference. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I know the Senator 
from Louisiana will do his utmost on 
behalf of the amendment. That is all 
I can expect. 

Mr. ELLENDER. There has been a. 
widespread expression of opinion by 
many Senators that the bill should not 
be overloaded with amendments, so as 
to perhaps avoid the necessity of a con
ference. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think the .protection 
of 5,600 acres of peanuts in my State is 
extremely important. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Mexico yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 

yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is. on agreeing to the amend .. 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHA'VEZ]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

President, I call up my amendment des
ignated "5-17-56-J" and ask that it be 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. - On page 56. 
beginning with line 16, it is proposed to 
strike otit down to line 8 on page 58. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania: Mr.· 
President, I yield myself 8 minutes. 

The amendment strikes out all of sec
tion 402 of H. R. 10875, relating to "For .. 
est products; price reporting; research:•• 

Section 402 would authorize the Sec
retary of Agriculture to: 

First. Establish a system of price re
porting in the marketing of' such prod
ucts; 

Second. Provide for expansion of re .. 
search in the marketing of such prod
ucts; and 

Third. Conduct a study of price trends 
and report to Congress within 2 years. 

Mr. President, the authorization to do 
all of these things has been in the hands 
of the Secretary of Agriculture for more 
than 25 years. Making it compulsory 
that these things be done will require 
thousands of woodlot and forest owners, 
loggers, and forest mills to file a set of 
Government reports at least four times 
a. year. 

In my remarks made on the floor on 
March 15, 1956, I included a list of cur .. 
rent sources of information on this sub .. 
ject. I shall not take the time of the 
Senate to read those sources now, but -I 
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refer Senators to page 4818 through page 
4823 of the RECORD of that date. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that for the convenience of the .Sen
ate the discussion of the·amendment ap
pearing · on those pages of the RECORD 
may be printed at this point in my re
marks. 

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

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Presi
dent, I call up my amendment designated 
3-7-56-N, which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will. 
state the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 48, begin-. 
ning with line 3, it is proposed to strike out 
over through line 20 on page 49, as follows: 

"FOREST PRODUCTS; PRICE REPORTING; RESEARCH 
"SEC. 602. (a) For the purpose of improv

ing the management and use of forest re
sources and in order to provide farmers and 
other owners of small forest properties with 
current information on markets and prices 
and to aid them in more efficiently and prof
itably marketing forest products, the Secre
tary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and 
directed to establish a price reporting service 
for basic forest products, including but not 
limited to standing timber and cut forest 
products such as sawlogs and pulpwood. 

"(b) The price reports made by the Secre
tary under subsection (a) shall be as to such 
species, grades, sizes, and other detail, and 
shall be made at such intervals, but at least 
quarterly, as he deems appropriate. Such 
reports shall be by State or forest regions or 
by such other areas as the Secretary consid_. 
ers advisable, and may, in his discretion, · be 
made as to one or more areas in advance of 
other areas. 

"(c) In connection with the gathering of 
price information and the dissemination 
thereof, the Secretary is authorized to coop
erate with the State foresters or other appro..; 
priate State officials or agencies, as well as 
with -private agencies, and under such condi
tions and terms as he may deem appropriate. 

" ( d) The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
make a study of price trends and relation
ships for basic forest products such as saw
logs and puipwood and within 2 years from 
the date of enactment of this act. shall sub
mit a report thereon to the Congress. 

" ( e )~ In the conduct of research activities 
under the act of May 22, 1928 (45 Stat. 699), 
and the act of August 14, 1946, title II (60 
Stat. 1087), the Secretary of Agriculture is 
directed to conduct and stimulate research 
and investigations aimed at developing and 
demonstrating standards of quality, collect
ing and disseminating useful marlcet infor
mation and developing methods for increas
ing the efficiency of the m;irketing and dis
tribution processes for forest products as a 
means of increasing returns to farmers and 
other owners of forest properties. 

"(f) The Secretary of Agriculture , is au
thorized to issue such regulations as he 
deems appropriate in carrying out the pro
visions of this section. 

"(g) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the purposes of this section 
such sums as may be necessary." 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
I suggest, if it ·be possible to do so, that the 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM
PHREY] be no,tifled that my amendment is 
under consideration, because I know he is 
interested in opposing the amendment. 

The ~RESIDING OFFICER . . The junior Senator 
from Minnesota ·wm be so notified. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have sent for him. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How much time 

does the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to 
himself? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield my
self 15 minutes, although I do not think I 
wm require that amount of time. 

Mr. President, this amendment proposes to 
strike out all of section 602 of S. 3183-, entitled 
"Forest Products; Price Reporting; Research." 

Section 602 would authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to-

First. Establish a system of price reporting 
on forest products and sales of standing 
timber; 

Second. Proviqe for expansion of research 
in the marketing of such products; and 

Third. Conduct a study of price trends and 
report to Congress within 2 years. 

I oppose this section for two very funda
mental reasons: 

First, because none of these proposals will 
provide any immediate or long-term benefits 
to farmers. 

Second, because section 602 is unnecessary, 
as Congress has alr~ady ,given the Secretary 
of Agriculture authority to perform the work 
provided in this section. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has had this 
authority for years-in the Organic Act of the 
Department of Agriculture of 1862, in the 
Mcsweeney-McNary Forest Research Act of 
1928, and the Research and Marketing Act 
of 1946. Section 602 implies that ' farmers 
and other sellers of forest products canno~ 
get prices or price information on forestry 
products. This is not the case. 

Many States already provide information 
on markets and prices fqr forest products. 
For the other States there is ample authority 
for cooperative agreements between such 
foresters and the Secretary of Agriculture 
to provide needed information. 

Economic information regarding forest 
products, and research to develop methods 
for accumulating market information, is al
ready being done. There is no useful pur
pose for duplicating authority or by com
pelling the Secretary of ·Agriculture to act 
when a more efficient action is being and 
can be taken by the States, in cooperation 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, if the 
States so desire. 

I have in my hand more than two dozen 
references to reports and publications which 
represent a small sample of the coverage 
of this field. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in my remarks, a 
listing of these publications and sources of 
information on the prices of forest products. 

There being no objection, the listing was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows: 

"LISTING OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON 
FOREST PRODUCTS PRICES 

"From the forest products industry 
"1. All farmers or other sellers of forest 

products may at any time learn the prices 
offered for forest products which they have 
to sell from any buyer,· dealer, pulp mill, 
sawmill, or other user of forest products if 
the latter is in the market and within an 
economical shipping range. Many mills post 
their prices in .newsp!l,pers, magazines, over 
the radio, mail out notices periodically, and 
otherwise make known to all who might be 
interested in their 'prices, specifications and 
needs as to volumes- of forest _products. 

"2. Prices for pulpwood, logs, and lumber 
are from time to time published in industri_al 
trade journals which reach in turn many 
branches of the United States Forest Service, 
and State forestry and extension services 
who have various publications or means of 
getting this information to farmers. ~nd 
other sellers of forest products. 

"3. Examples of articles or . tables of prices 
printed in trade journals are as follows: 

"A. Page 98, Pulp and. Paper magazine, May 
1955: Pulpwood Prices in Lower C_olumbia. 
River Area; Pulpwoo_d Prices in Lake States; 
Trends in Prices of Southeast Pine. 

'!B. ·Page 172, the Lumberman, 1955 Forest 
Industries Yearbook num_be.1.:: .,Volume _and 

Value of Timber Cut, According to Product, 
Southern Forest Region, July 1, 1953, to 
June 30, 1954. _. Page 17;3, _v91u~e and Value 
of · National Forest Timber Cut, 1905-54. 
Page 176, Comparison of Average Stumpage 
Prices, 1954, Forest Service Region 6; Volume 
and Value of Timber Cut From Department 
of Interior Lands. Page 178, Comparison of 
Averag·e Appraised and 'Bid Prices for Major 
Species, Regio~ 5; Comparison of Average 
Stumpage Prices, 1954, Forest Service Re
gion 1. Page 179, Comparison of Stumpage· 
Prices, Eastern Forest Service Region, 1954. 

"Page 180, Average _Stumpage Prices, South
west Forest Region, 1954. Page 183, Southern 
Pine Stumpage Prices, 1953-54, for Forest 
Service Region 8 ( all species of southern pine 
timber included together). Page 184, Com
parison of A,verage Stumpage Prices, 1954, 
Forest Service Region 3; Comparison of Av
erage Stumpage Prices, 1954, Forest Service 
Region 4. Page 183, Southern Pine Stump
age Prices, 1953-54, for Forest Service Re
gion 8 ( all species of southern pine timber 
included together). 

"C. From compilations of Southern Pine 
Association, New Orleans, La. (source: U. S. 
Forest Service, Atlanta, Ga.); Southern Pine 
Stumpage Costs Based on National Forest 
Timber Sales-~ 953. 

"D. Page 98, the Timberman, February 
1956, Log Prices Hold at Previous Levels. 

"E. Pages 134-135, the Lumberman, Sep
tember 1955; Log and Lumber Prices. 
"From extension foresters, State forestry 

colleges or departments 
"All State extension forestry departments, 

State forestry departments, forestry and ag
ricultural schools and colleges have some of 
the most significant data on hand concern
ing prices of forest products or are in a posi
tiL.n to advise farmers how to get prices. 
Some States issue periodic reports or occa
sional bulletins in this field, such as-

"A. Wisconsin Forest Products · Price Re
view; compiled in the extension forestry 
office, College of Agriculture, Univers~ty of 
Wisconsin, under the supervision of Fred B. 
Trenk, extension forester, the district for
esters of the Wisconsin Conservation Depart• 
ment, and the wood-using industries co
operating. 

"B. For.est Market Report, 1952; extension 
service in agriculture and llome economics, 
University of New Hampshire, in cooperation 
with the State forestry and recreation com.;. 

, mission. 
"C. Marketing Woodlot Products in the 

State of Washington; institute of forest 
products, department of conservation and 
development: 303 Anderson Hall, University 
of Washington, Seattle, Wash.; Bulletin No. 
15, 1954. 

"The United States· forest experiment sta. 
tions are constantly making st1,1c;Ue_$, do~ri,g 
research and issuing reports, notes, and ad
vice to farmers a:· l other forest owners. 
Examples of some of their work in this field 
are: 

"A. Southeastern Forest Experiment Sta
tion, Asheville, N. C.; Trends in the Price of · 
Southeastern Pine Pulpwood, 1938-52. 

"B. Southeastern Forest Experiment Sta
tion, Asheville, N. C.; Station Paper No. 57, 
Pine Sawtimber Stumpage Prices in South 
Carolina, 1948-54. 

"C. Southeastern Forest Experiment Sta
tion, Asheville, N. C.; Station Paper No. 43, 
Pine Sawmiiling Costs by Log Size. 

"D. Pulpwood and Log Production Costs 
in 1945 as Compared With 1940; R. P. Reyn
olds, forest e.conomist; Southern Forest Ex
periment Station. 

"E. Pulpwood Production Costs in South
east Arkansas, 1950; Southern Forest Experi
ment Station. 

"F_. Cost of Producing Pulpwood on Farm 
Woodlands of the Upper Connecticut Rive_r 
Valley, United States Departmen': of Agri_
cti.lture, Northeastern Forest Experiment 
Station, Yale. ,:University. 
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"From United States Forest Service, 

Washington, D. C. 
"For years the United States Forest Service 

has been making special studies and issuing 
technical bulletins such as TB No. 626. 
Stumpage Prices of Privately Owned Timber 
in the United States (July 1938). 

"It used to issue each year a statistical 
bulletin entitled 'Stumpage and Log Prices.' 
These were compiled from questionnail·es 
sent to thousands of buyers of forest prod• 
ucts and worked in cooperation with the 
Bureau of the Census. This series came out 
annually from 1928 to 1948 except for a few 
years. The service still collects information 
of this type quarterly but it no longer pub.; 
lishes these bulletins which could in the past 
be .obtained free or at a nominal charge by 
farmers or others interested. The service 
does not need any authorization to publish 
these bulletins, and should resume this serv· 
ice to tree farmers, foresters, and all buyers 
and sellers of forest products. 
"From United States Bureau of the Census 

"Some figures on the prices paid or costs 
of pulpwood, sawlogs, and other forest prod· 
ucts are collected and issued periodically in 
the United States Census of Manufacturers. 
These figures are, of course, available to all 
the previously listed sources of information 
that are in a position to get this to tree 
farmers, foresters, and others concerned." 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
the essentials of section 602 were contained 
in S. 2105, a bill introduced by my distin• 
guished colleagues, the Senator from Minne• 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], in the first 
session of this Congress. Without public 
hearings having been held, we ·now find the 
terms of S. 2105 appearing as section 602 of 
s. 3183. 

I am sure the matter was discussed in com• 
lllittee, but those who would object to section 
602 have riot been given an opportunity to 
be heard. 

It is strongly suggested that the purpose 
of section 602 ( d) , calling for a study, is a 
prelude to "recommending to the Congress 
within 2 years an appropriate formula for the 
establishment of parity prices on such prod· 
ucts." 

Mr. President, we are all interested in farm 
legislation, and we should concentrate on a 
solution of the problem of farm products 
prices and the increasing farm surpluses. I 
am opposed to extending this to forest 
products. 

I realize that the reference to parity prices 
ls not in section 602 now, but the study con• 
templated is still called for. 

We should see that this proposal, involving 
additional Federal expenditures and costly, 
unnecessary reports, in a field that has ·11ttle 
bearing on the farm problem, should have a 
full and complete hearing. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, wm the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield: 
Mr. ANDERSON. Did I understand the Sena• 

tor to say the text of S. 2105 was in section 
602 of the pending bill? 

~- MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Yes. I think 
that is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Is the Senator aware that 
S. 2105 was very drastically changed by the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and 
that what the Senator has been talking 
about is something that is not in that bill? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I beg to dis• 
agree with the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico. It does call for making these 
reports. 

Mr. ANDERSON. What ls wrong with the 
making of a report? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Referring to 
my own State, half of Pennsylvania is covered 
with woodland. Owners are now cutting 
second growth timber for pulpwood and 
chemical wood, and those small owners do 

not want to be worried with having to make 
these quarterly reports. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Secretary is the one 
who is going to make the reports, is he not? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. How will he 
get the information 1! he does not get it 
from· the owners? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Subsection (d) of section 
602 of the bill provides: · 

"The Secretary of Agriculture shall make 
a study of price trends and relationships for 
basic forest products and within 2 years 
thereafter he shall report thereon to the 
Congress." 

Does the Senator object to that? 
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Presl· 

dent, I have great confidence in the Senator 
from New Mexico, but I do not see how the 
making of such reports would be of any 
advantage to the owners of these small tracts 
of woodland which exist in mariy places in 
the United States. That is becoming quite 
an industry. In my own Stat-:i farmers farm 
their land during the agricultural season, 
and in the wintertime they cut timber for 
pulpwood and chemical wood. It used to be 
done for pit posts, but such use has been 
supplanted by steel. I think the making of 
the reports is an unnecessary expense to such 
owners. I do not see how it will be of any 
advantage, as far as the farm bill is con• 
cerned. 

Mr. ANDERSON. May I say to the able Sen· 
ator that timber is still a crop in many areas, 
and, therefore, is part of a farm bill. The 
committee from which the bill has been re· 
ported ls the Senate Committee on Agricul· 
ture and Forestry, and it seems to me that 
forestry is a part of the activities of the 
committee and that it belongs in a farm bill. 

I believe what the Senator has been object. 
lng to is something that was in S. 2105, but 
it was eliminated from the b1ll when it was 
before the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. I have· in · my hand a copy of S. 
2105, which the Senator has the privilege to 
examine, · if he wishes. The language in it 
was that the Secretary of Agriculture should 
collect all that information, and make his 
recommendations as to an appropriate for• 
mula for the establishment of parity prices 
for such products. 

That ls what stirred up a!l the protests 
from the sawmill operators, but when the 
language was changed by the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry so it bore no rela· 
tionship to that, I understand all those peo• 
ple withdrew their opposition to it. 

I am not sure the Senator from Pennsyl
vania has the latest information on the bill, 
because when we eliminated the provision 
requiring the persons affected to submit a 
report, the forest people agreed to it. I know 
the able chairman of the committee, the 
Senato:t from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] had 
protests from his State, but when the forest 
people found out that language had been· 
eliminated, they agreed that the bill was 
satisfactory. 

I wondered if there are operators in Penn. 
sylvania who object to the Secretary of Agrl· 
culture's making the report. We have taken 
out of the language the provision that the 
sawmill operators, generally speaking, ob• 
jected to, and that was arriving at a parity 
formula. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I agree fully 
that this is a matter for the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, because forestry, 
particularly what we in our State call small 
woodlots, is a very important segment of agri. 
culture. In my own State there is a payroll 
in the forestry industry which amounts to 
about a half million dollars. It has really 
become a big business. As I stated a moment 
ago, half of Pennsylvania is covered with 
woodland. With the exception of probably 
10,000 acres, the timber is all second growth. 
our people feel this is Just a step for requiring 
a quarterly forestry report, which will re• 
quire a great deal of effort. Farm people 

do not have the clerical help to make reports 
of this kind. 

In addition to that, lt seems to me it ln• 
valves an additional - expense. It probably 
means that the Secretary of Agriculture will 
have to have a payroll for additional em• 
ployees. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE in the 
chair). Does the Senator from Pennsylvania 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I am glad 
to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think my goc:1 friend, 
the Senator from Pennsylvania, has already 
made the point that-as has already been 
pointed out-the language to which we are 
now referring is not the language of the 
bill (S. 2105), to which there was objection. 
Instead, the Senator from Pennsylvania is 
speaking of the fear that these farmers will 
have to do considerable clerical work in mak• 
ing the reports. 

However, if the Senator from Pennsylvania 
will note subsections (b), (c), and (e) of 
section 602 of Senate bill 3183, the pending 
bill, as those subsections appear on pages 
48 and 49, he wm note in subsection (b) a 
provision that-

"The price supports made by the Secretary 
• • • shall be as to such species, grades, 
sizes, and other detail, and shall be made at 
such intervals, but at least quarterly, as he 
deems appropriate-" 

And so forth. Then ln subsection (c), we 
find that-

"(c) In connection with the gathering of 
price information and the dissemination 
thereof, the Secretary is authorized to co• 
operate with· the State foresters or other ap.· 
propriate State officials or agencies; as well 
as with private agencies, and under · such 
conditions and terms as he may deem appro• 
priate." 

So the entire purpose here is, as has bee.n 
stated by the Sena.tor from Pennsylvap.ia in 

· the course of his own argument, to provide 
to the very large number of small-timber 
farmers, accurate economic and statistical 
information in regard to current price trends. 
Throughout the Nation there are thousands 
and thousands of timber farmers who have 
no means at all of knowing what the overall 
market price for various types of timber is 
unless they obtain that information from 
the large timber companies. It seems to me 
that when statistical information is being 
presented by the Department of Agriculture 
in regard to practically every commodity one 
can think of, except timber--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 15 minutes 
yielded to himself by the Senator from Penn• 
sylvania have expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will the 
chairman of the committee yield some time 
to: me? ' 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 5 min• 
. utes to the Senator from Mi~nesota. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Senator ·fro.m 
Louisiana. 

Mr. President, it appears that, because o! 
the very lack of such information, there ls 
need for the compilation of such statistical 
and economic reports. 

The language of Senate bill 2105, to which 
there was some objection, required the.t the 
Secretary set up a formula for a parity-price 
structure. But that language has been 
stricken from the pending bill, Senate bill 
3183. 

The only purpose at all in this case is to 
give timber farmers a chance to market their 
products under conditions under whici1 they 
will know what the going market price is, 
rather than to have to have the big lumber 
companies say to them, "This is the price.•• 
No one in the world would want to operate 
on such a basis. The Department of Agri• 
culture, the Department of Labor, and the 
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Department of Commerce prepare statistical 
material on practically every conceivable 
subject, save timber. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania yield to me? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr: FLANDERS. The Senator from Pennsyl
vania has described a forest situation which 
1Seems to me to be almost a duplicate of that 
existing in my own State. 

What I do not understand is why that is 
not an argument for having price reports 
from the Department of Agriculture, for 
.somewhat tlle reasons as those stated by the 
Senator from Minnesota. I do not know 
what the purchasers of lumber in my State 
think about the matter; but I feel very safe 
1n saying that the producers of lumber from 
-small tracts would strongly welcome such 
price reports, and would be grateful for them. 

I hope we shall not make it impossible for 
them to take advantage of such reports. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. In answer 
to the distinguished Senator from Vermont, 
let me say that before he entered the Cham
ber, I submitted a long list of places in vari
ous parts of the United States where that 
information can be obtained. I have not 
received any complaint from a single small 
woodlot owner in my State that he has not 
'been able to secure this information. But I 
have received a considerable number of com
plaints that they are fearful that they may 
be required to make quarterly reports, and 
that this provision will be tbe first step in 
requiring them to do so. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania yield further to me? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I am glad 
to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In view of the market 
quotations the Department of Agriculture 
issues on milk products, on cereal grains, and 
:fruits and vegetables, and on practically every 
other commodity one can think of, I think 
it is fair to say that the farmers themselves 
are not required to make quarterly reports. 

Generally, there is cooperation by the local 
State marketing services, along with what
ever Federal agencies may be operating in 
the area--and with all of them directing 
their activities to the study of these par
ticular commodities, and working in coop
eration with the Department of Agriculture. 
I know that is the situation in our State, and 
I am sure it must be a rather universal situ
ation-namely, that a State agency ·works 
with the Federal agency, in connection with 
these marketing reports. 

Mr. AIKEN. Oh, yes. So far a·s I know, all 
the State agencies favor the issuance of this 
information. As I understand, the Forest 
Service now has authority to issue most of 
the reports contemplated by the section, but 
it never has had appropriations with which 
to do the work. 

The original proposal of the Senator from 
Minnesota contained a proviso for establish
ing parity prices for forest products. I think 
it would be almost impossible to do so, be
cause 1 stand of timber might be worth $25 
a thousand, and an identical stand only a 
mile away might not be worth $10 a thousand 
on the stump, because of the terrain. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As in the case of many 
proposals, when we get tllem under the light 
of examination, we find their weaknesses. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. "So we withdrew that 

provision; and the bill does not · now con
tain any direction at all for the establish
ment of parity prices for forest products. 
But the bill does contain a direction for the 
issuance of marketing reports, in the pro-

. vision on page 49 that-
"The Secretary of Agriculture is directed 

to conduct and stimulate research and in
vestigations aimed at dev~loping and dem

-onstrating standards o! quality, collecting 

and .dissemlnating useful market informa
tion, and developing methods for increasing 
the efficiency of the marketing and distri
bution processes for forest products as a 
means of increasing returns to farmers and 
other owners of forest properties." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the 
Sena tor from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield an 
additional 6 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes more. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I merely 
say that we are heTe dealing with two feat
ures of the bill. One of them calls for the 
preparation and issuance of marketing re
ports; the other relates to the stimulation 
of research and investigation-and I now 
read from the provision-"to conduct and 
.stimulate research and investigations aimed 
at developing and demonstrating standards 
of quality, collecting, and disseminating 
useful market information, and developing 
methods for increasing the efficiency of the 
marketing and distribution processes for 
forest products as a means of increasing 
returns to ! armers and other owners o! 
_forest properties." 

It seems to me that part of the bill has 
great economic value. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from Minne
sota is referring to section 601 and section 
602 of the bill, in title VI, beginning on page 
46--tb.e section relating to reforestation pro
grams, is he not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. That ls 
the proposal the Senator from Vermont 
sponsored-a proposal which I believe is long 
overdue; and I believe it may amount to one 
of the greatest advances in forestry that has 
been made in years. I refer particularly to 
section 602, under the heading "Forest 
Products; Price Reporting; Research." It 
deals with the marketing of forest products. 
, Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. My amend
ment proposes that all of section 602 be 
stricken from the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the Senator 
.from Pennsylvania and I have had some per
sonal conversations about this subject. 

Let me say, in passing, that I have just left 
the Senate restaurant, to return to the floor; 
and I left at my table in the restaurant a 
platter of wonderful roast beef. It is unfor
tunate to have to do that. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I am very 
sorry that occurred. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. However, let me say that 
I think the Senator from Pennsylvania and 
I understand each other's positions now, par
ticularly in light of the original proposal c;on
tained in Senate bill 2105, requiring the Sec
retary to set up a formula for a parity price 
structure. That provision of Senate bill 2105 
has been deleted from the bill which now 1s 
before us; but the pending bill-S. 3183-still 
contains the provisions to which we have just 
referred, namely, those dealing with price re
porting and research in the case of forest 
products. 

I have received telegrams and letters on 
that subject; and I have replied that the lan
guage calling for a formula for a parity-price 

· structure for forest products has been elimi
nated from this bill, and-that in the pending 
bill we have included provision for the mini
mum which should be done, namely, bring
ing up to date the reporting services of the 
Department of Agriculture. I hope that pro
vision will be left in the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
I may say that the principal objection ·1 have 
received to this part of the bill comes from 
our Pennsylvania Department of Forests and 
Waters. It claims that it already is giving 
this kind of service; and it says that this sec
tion of the bill will cali for ·a duplication and 

· for an additional payroll on the part of the 
Federal Government which will be unneces
sary. 

Mr. ANDERso~. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania yield to me? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Did I correctly understand 

the Senator from Pennsylvania to say that 
the Pennsylvania Department of Forests and 
Waters has been making a study of price 
trends and relationships for basic forest prod
ucts, such as is mentioned in section 602 of 
the pending bill? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Has that department pub
lished anything on that subject. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. It has issued 
bulletins; and any citizen of the Common
wealth has a right to get in touch with our 
department of forests and waters. That de
partment has been doing this work for sev
eral years . 

Mr. ANDERSON. It has been issuing reports 
on price trends? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. It studies all 
such matters, including the matter of addi
tional output for forest products. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator from 
Pennsylvania happen to have one of that de
partment's reports with him? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I do not, I 
am sorry to say. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It has been a well-kept 
secret. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. It has not 
been in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania yield to me? 

Mr . . MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Presi• 
dent, I yield myself 5 additional minutes. 

I now yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I wish to say to 
the Senator from Pensylvania that I desire to 
associate myself with him, in support of his 
amendment. 

In my State we have a pulp and paper in
dustry which has been struggling to hold its 
own for a long period of time. If section 
602 means anything, if it has any force or ef
fect, it will lead to the establishment of the 
kind of reporting service and the kind of in
vestigating service which will mean the re
.quiremen t of reports and statistics to satis
fy every snooper who comes along to get sta
tistics on everybody's business. 

My people are extremely apprehensive, not 
with respect to what section 602 provides on 
the face of it today, in this measure, but what 
it may lead to. If it is as innocuous as I am 
sure it is believed by its proponents to be, 
the service and the information can readily 
be obtained by the Department of Agricul
ture without the authority proposed to be 
written into this farm b111. If it bas any 
force or effect, it may lead to all kinds of 
reports. 

My people would have desired to appear 
before the committee with regard to this 
section if they. had been given the oppor
tunity. While I am sure that this provision 
was placed in the bill with perfectly good 

-intent, I must commend the Senator from 
Pennsylvania for his amendment. 

I think section 601 is thoroughly justified. 
In view of the fact that section 602 was not 
placed in the bill as the result of hearings, 
and in view of what it may lead to, I think 
section 602 could well be deleted without 
unduly weakening the effect of the bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will the S-en
ator from Pennsylvania yield so that I may 
ask the Senator from New Hampshire a ques
tion? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania.. I yield to 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

-"Mr. ANDERSON. Section 601 was also placed 
in the bill without hearings. Would not the 

· Senator like to strike that too? 
Mr. COTTON. No. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That gives the State some

thing. 
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Mr. Co'ITON. If something good is In the 

bill without hearings, I am for it. But if I 
am afraid of something in the bill, which 
has been placed there without hearings, I 
am against it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 3 min
utes to the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, with regard 
to the local sentiment with respect to the 
proposed operation, I think I can say confi
dently to the Senator from Pennsylvania 
that my own people in the State of Vermont 
have become increasingly interested in ob
taining a better commercial return from 
their hardwoods. They have just awakened 
to the fact that they live in one of the finest 
hardwood producing regions in the country, 
and that they have never been accustomed 
to making a business out of the exploitation 
of those hardwoods. From conversations and 

· correspondence which I have had, not di
rectly with relation to section 602, but with 
relation to the problem of getting a substan
tial return from one great natural resource, 
I feel safe in saying that the people of our 
State would be thoroughly in favor of section 
602. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield to me? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, how much 
time have I? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Louisiana has 20 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I merely 
wish to invite the attention of the Sena
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. COTTON] to 
the fact that under the terms of the bill the 
Secretary is not only authorized to estab
lish a price reporting service for basic forest 
products, but he is directed to do so. 

The opposition which I have encountered 
with respect to this section comes from the 

·1umber companies. I have received several 
letters and telegrams from that source. 
Some of the largest timber and lumber 
firms in America have their headquarters or 
their bases of operations in the State of 
Minnesota. I regret that they have not 
shown an interest in this reporting service, 
but I also say that the small timber farmer, 
who is an important part of the agricultural 
economy, is entitled to fair, prompt, accu
rate, econ'omic information as to his mar
ket prices. Today he is at the mercy of the 
purchaser, who will tell him what the price 
is, without any comparison whatever as to 
what is going on .in other areas or other 
regions. It is not right. 

The only purpose of this section is to bring 
economic information, on an area and re
gional basis, to the attention of the tim
ber farmers, so that they can see whether 
or not they are getting a fair price for their 
commodity. It is strictly an informational 
service. 

When we look at the basic law of the De
partment, we find that when tne Depart
ment was established the first thing the Seq-

. retary was directed to do was to supply and 
disseminate information. In this particu
lar section the single purpose, with the ex
ception of improving the research · in respect 
to the marketing of timber products, which 
surely is a desirable effect, is to see to it that 
information relating to quality and price of 
timber products, and all forms of forest 
products, is made available to the producers. 

While I do not wish to pit one a.rea against 
another, the commissioner of conservation 
in our State, and the State Forestry Service, 
have advised me this week that they are in 
support of a price-reporting system. 

We have 22 million acres of fprest land 
in the State of Minnesota, 11 million acres 
under State and Federal jurisdiction, and 11 
million acres privately owned. That seems 
to me to be a. substantial amount of terri
tory. 

If I thought this section would accom
plish anything more than the provision of 
economic information, I would say that it 
would merit prolonged consideration. But 
why deny to one group in our economy in
formation which another group receives? 
We have a Securities and Exchange Com
mission demanding information with re
spect to stocks and bonds-information as 
to price, and all other factors relating to 
stock certificates. Such information is made 
available to the public. That is a Govern
ment operation. 

We have a Bureau of Labor Statistics, fur
nishing information with regard to labor 
problems. -

We have a Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics, and a Marketing Service for agri
culture. However, strange as it may seem, 
we have no information on forest pro'ducts, 
yet forest products represent one of the 
great assets in the agricultural economy. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. If the Secretary is to have the 

authority, and is to be instructed to obtain 
this information, how does the Senator un
derstand he is to obtain the information? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The language in sub
section ( c) is as follows: 

"(c) In connection with the gathering of 
price information and the dissemination 
thereof, the Secretary is authorized to coop
erate with the State foresters or other ap
propriate State officials or agencies, as well as 
with private agencies, and under such con
ditions and terms as he may deem appro
priate." 

The Secretary may seek the cooperation of 
State agencies and private groups, large hold
ers of· timber, .and conservation, groups. He 
may use such sources of information as he 
chooses, with respect to any marketing con
dition. 

Mr. COTTON. Which impression does the 
Senator Wish to leave in the RECORD--that 
the Secretary will require the information, 
or seek it? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. He is authorized to co
operate with State foresters. That is the 
language of the subsection. 

Mr. COTTON. I assure the Senator that I 
am asking these questions for information, 
and not to be argumentative. 

Does this section contemplate giving the 
Secretary authority to require from private 
industries periodic reports, statistics, and 
information about their business? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the lan
guage says: 

"The Secretary is authorized to cooperate 
with the State foresters and other appropriate 
State officials or agencies as well as with 
private agencies, and under such conditions 
and terms as he rnay deem appropriate." 

Mr. COTTON. May we understand--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the 

Senator has expired. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 more minutes to 

the Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. COTTON. May we understand, and may 

the RECORD so show, that it is not the in
tention of Congress in enacting section 602 
to give the Secretary of Agriculture or any
one _else authority arbitrarily to force private 
operators to make reports on their business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would not want to say 
that. I do not know whether the Secretary 
would find it necessary to do so. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I believe I 
can answer that question. Perhaps I can 

. be helpful to the Senator from New Hamp
shire on that point. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. At the present time the 
Secretary of Agriculture has a right to gather 
current information on the markets and the 
prices of wheat. That does_ not give the 
Secretary authority to go to the Pillsbury 

Mills and say to them, "I want to know ex
actly how much money you are making every 
day of the year." 

That is not the intention of the provision. 
It should be remembered that farm forests 
are becoming extremely important in this 
country. In great areas of the South efforts 
have been made recently by hundreds of 
people to retire some land and put it into 
slash pine. We are short of newsprint and 
other types of paper. 

I believe it would be very helpful if we 
could get more information about that. The 
enactment of the provision would provide 
current information on markets and prices, 
and would aid in the more efficient market
ing of farm products. 

Mr. CoTTOl'J. 'If the section referred to be
comes law, is the information, so far as pri
vate operations are concerned, to be fur

. nished on a voluntary basis, or is it to be . 
on a compulsory basis? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sure it is purely vol
untary. It would be a request by the Sec
retary of Agriculture. He can make the re
quest, but there is no language in the pro
vision which says that he can order anyone 
to do it. It sayi;; he shall cooperate. He is 
authorized to cooperate, but he cannot de-
mand it. · 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
we are getting some very good information. 
I should like to comment on subsection (f) 
which provides: 

"The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 
to issue such regulations as he deems ap
propriate in carrying out the provisions of 
this section." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the 
Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 2 addi
tional minutes to the Senator from Minne
sota. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? · 

. Mr ' HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. As I understand, the regula

tions would pertain to administrative proce
dures only, and would not compel a mill 
owner or timberland owner to do this or that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should say so. The Sena
tor's explanation is correct. This is ordinary 
language. It would spell out the responsi
bility-and that language is always used
in order to authorize the Secretary to issue 
such regulations as he deems to be appro
priate in carrying out the provision of the 
section. That is the only way in which the 
Secretary could operate. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President-
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 

I should like to make a little further com
ment on subsection (f). It has very much 
to do with the intentions of this section. I 
wish to read it again: 

"The Secretary of Agriculture is author
ized to issue such regulations as he deems 
appropriate in carrying out the provisions of 
this section." 

Would not that language permit the Sec
retary to force every small timber owner in 
this country to make a report as to hd'w much 
acreage he has, how much he has sold during 
the year, what price he received for it, and 
so forth? Could not the Secretary of Agri
culture issue regulations of that character? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is not my under
standing, because the language in subsection 
(c) provides that the Secretary is authorized 
to cooperate, not directed to cooperate. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield on that point? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. It is a well-established 

practice of the Department of Agriculture 
that unless there is a penalty accompanying 
regulations for reporting, the Secretary can
not enforce it on anyone. That has been 
decided about five times. The question has 
been settled that unless there is a penalty 
provision attached, the Secretary cannot 
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compel anyone to do it. I! a smaller farmer 
does not wish to answer the inquiry of the 
Secretary, all he- need do is to write back 
and say, "It is none of your business." _ 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
in answer to that I should like to say that 
the farmers of Pennsylvania wish to comply 
with the law. If they get a request from 
any department of Government they .a,nswer 
it to the best of their ability. I do not want 
them to have the feeling that there is some
thing being held 'Over them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the 
Senator from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 2 min
utes to the senior Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have received 
quite a number of communications relative 
to section 602 of the act. I have made reply 
to them. There has been some apprehension 
on the pa.rt of those engaged in the produc
tion of pulpwood and in the harvesting of 
pu1pwood. They have had some concern 

· in connection with this section. I can as
sure them that their fears are groundless. 
There ls nothing in this section of the act 
that wlll make anything mandatory. 

I have a message from an association which 
'f;hought this would be a reestablishment of 
what was in the old NRA Act. Nothing could 
be further from the truth. I merely wish 
to say that crop reporting cards and live
stock reporting cards are sent out through 
regular channels of mail to producers, and 
they fill in those cards to show what their 
livestock is and what they anticipate will be 
the number of cattle and the number of hogs, 
and so forth. 

That is information which is of value to 
everyone in the production of agricultural 

· products and in the processing and purchas
ing of agricultural commodities. 

Therefore I would say that the timber 
price reporting we have provided for in the 
bill under section 602 will be a service to 
anyone engaged in forestry or pulpwood ac
tivities. It will be of benefit to the little 
farmer, who may have a few cords of pulp
wood or a few posts or a few telephone poles. 
He will know about national market trends 
and about values. 

For that rea1,on I wish to say to those who 
· have written· to me, if they will read the 

RECORD, that they need have no fears. I be
lieve it will be a valuable service to them. 
It will not be mandatory. It will not be a 
regulation which will compel them to fill out 
extensive questionnaires periodically. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 2 min
utes to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I merely wish to point out 
to the Senators from Pennsylvania and New 
Hampshire, who have a perfectly sound rea
son to question this matter, that the soil
bank provisions, on which we will vote soon 

· 1n connection with this bill, in section 224 of 
the bil1, provides: 

"The Secretary shall prescribe such regula
tions as he determines necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this act." 

I express the hope that we will not strike 
that provision from the bill. The Secretary 
of Agriculture must have the power to pre
scribe such regulations. Other agricultural 
laws contain similar -provisions. I! we go 
back to the original Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act of 1938, we find that 
it authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to 

· conduct surveys and investigations and re
search relating to the character of soil ero
sion and the preventive measures needed. 
The same provision is carried in other acts. 
I do not believe the Secretary of Agriculture 
will say to every farmer in the land; "You 
give me a detailed description as to exactly 
how much soil erosion exists on your land, 
or I will send you to jail." 

The Department of Agriculture does not 
work that way. The Secretary of Agriculture 
does not work that way. The Department of 
Agriculture tries to be friendly to the -farm-

-ers of this country, and tries to help them, 
The Department was established for the 
purpose of disseminating information, first 
to the agricultural colleges, then to the ex
tension agencies, and then on to the actual 
people who serve the farmers. 

- J: am glad we have had this discussion this 
. evening, because I would not want the Secre
tary of Agriculture to take any advantage out 
of this provision and try to destroy. what has 
been going on for years. I do believe that 
the committee, which considered this subject 
very carefully and which struck from it the 

. language that we regarded as objectionable, 
-has put the provision into such shape that 
we can safely adopt it, without doing any 

. damage to anyone. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 

. Louisiana is recognized. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 1 

minute to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President~ basically I 
share the solicitude of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania with regard to matters of this 
kind, but he will note that these functions 
cannot be exercised until a specific appro
priation is made. If the Senator's people 
wish to come before the subcommittee on 
agricultural appropriations, while I cannot 
speak for the chairman, I think I can say 
that they will receive a very good hearing, 

. and if there are any abuses_, the appropria
tion can be denied. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from Illinois 

was a member of the Appropriations Com
mittee of the House when I was in the De-

. partment of Agriculture, and he recognized 
the power of the purse, and if there was a. 
function which was going badly, he saw that 
it was trimmed down. That is what would 
happen under this provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania has 9 minutes remaining. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield. 
Mr. Co'lToN. I wish to say to the distin

guished Senator from New .Mexico that after 
he completed his assurance, a.11 that I was 
interested 1n was having ·the record clearly 
show that it was not the purpose of the 

· Congress to 1mpose a compulsory reporting 
system upon the farmers. 

I was a little bit disturbed by the remarks 
of the Senator from Illinois, because I do 
not like to have -the record indicate that 
the people have recourse to the Appropria-

. tions Committees to stop appropriations be
fore they are safe on this point. If the 
record clearly shows that nothing in the 
section is intended to make a compulsory 
reporting system incumbent upon the oper
ators, I am perfectly satisfied, and I thank 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The purpose of a section 
of this character is to establish the legisla
tive history, and I think that has been ade
quately done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator 
from Pennsylvania yield back the remainder 
of his time? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Yes, Mr. 
President. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time has been 
yielded back. 

The question ls on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, the Senate-House conference 
committee, after careful consideration, 
dropped the provision from the earlier 
farm bill. 

It adds nothing to the solution of the 
farm crop-surplus problems which are 
the indicated objectives of the Soil Bank 
Act. 

Prices of forest products, and particu
larly of forest stumpage, have local ap
plication only. Little inter-state com
merce is involved in the sale of primary 
·forest products, and no interstate com
merce is involved in stumpage sales
this in itself points to price reporting 
being a State or private responsibility . 

Any producer of primary forest prod
ucts may obtain price information by 
contacting the purchasing companies or 
consulting foresters. Such prices are 
current in application and much more 
significant than those obtained through 
reported averages of past transactions. 

Private-industry associations are al
ready reporting and publishing price in
formation. 

Mr. President, it seems to me this is 
an unnecessary provision, and I sincerely 
hope the Senate will strike it from the 
bill. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to 
the Sena tor from Maine? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. How 
much time does the Senator desire? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. A half min
ute. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield 
a half minute to the Senator from Maine. 

Mr.s. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I wish to associate myself with the able 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania and 
express my support of the remarks he 
has made. Section 402 would place an 
undue burden on the fores try industry in 
my State, and I feel that _the disadvan
tages would far outreach any benefits 
which might be derived. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the 
amendment to strike out section 402, 

· which provides only for forest products, 
price reporting, and research by the De
partment, was incorporated in the bill 
at the behest of the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. HtrMPHREYJ. The section does 
not impose any reporting requirements 
or obligations on the private trade. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Were 

any hearings held on this section of the 
bill? 

Mr. ELLENDER. ·- Not on the forest 
section. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. As I 
· understand, on this particular section of 
the bill there were no hearings by either 
the Senate committee or the House com
mittee. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct; 
there were no hearings on section 402. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 

· [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 

the ·senator from Minnesota yield for a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a 

few moments ago we tried to modify 
· some language in section 203. Appar

ently the language which I offered was 
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not proper. The Department of .Agri- ests were -depleted, and it was not un- · But, Mr. President, I have been as
culture has objected to it, and I think til Government, Federal and State, took sured that if the same conferees parti
their objectionis ·sound. · a l\and, that this tendency and trend of -cipate in the -conference on this biU, 

I ask unanimous consent to have the the destruction and depletion of our for- this provision will not be lost, because in 
language revised in accordance with the ests wa3 reversed. th-e conf erenee on the previous bill there 
language I am submitting. Fortunately, we have a good reforesta- was a misunderstanding as to the pur

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The · tion program · operating between Go;v- pose of the particular amendment which 
clerk will state the amendment. ' -ernment and private industry. That 'is now is represented by the section of the 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 33, as it should be. But here is the last op- bill to which the amendment of the Sen
line 19, a..fter the figure ''1955.1

', it is pro- portunity for the large manufacturer ator from Pennsylvania is directed. 
posed to insert: associations in the lumber business and Let me say that the purpose is clear 

The commodity Credit· Corporation may the large buyers of timber to have their and .explicit, namely, accurate marketing 
accept bids in excess of the maximum prices · way-namely, to have no accurate price information. I do not believe anyone 
specified therein, but shall not reject bids reporting. would wish to deny accurate marketing 
at such maximum prices unless a higher bid I should like to know, Mr. President, information to those affected by this 
is received .for the same cotton. · what wheat farmers would do if their amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That has been sub- Government-did not give them accurate · Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
mitted to the attorneys for the Depart- price reporting, I should like to know yield 3 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ment of Agriculture . . They withdraw · what cotton farmers would do if their a tor from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]. 
their objection to the other language, and Government did not give them accurate The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
are happy to accept 1t. price-reporting on the basis of grade and NAMARA in the chair). The Senator from 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quality. I should like to know what any Oregon is recognized for 3 minutes. 
question is on agreeing to the amend- other segment of American history Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
ment of the Senator from New Mexico . would think if th-ere were no statistical tor from Louisiana. 
[Mr. ANDERSON]. information available, of an economic Mr. President, .as o.ne who, in part, rep-

The amendment was agreed to. nature, relating to prices. They would resents the State which produces more 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I . be here demanding some help. lumber than does any other State in the 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen- · The provision under discussion was Nation, I think I can say that the pend
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. placed in the bill 'because the small tim- ing amendment to eliminate the price-

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the ber farmer is not well organized, and reporting provision of the bill in the 
provision to which the amendment of he needs someone to stand up for him. case of timber products is aimed at the 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. There are hundreds of small timber small owners of timber in the United 
MARTIN] is directed· is section 402. Of farmers in the State of Minnesota. States. 
course, the purpose of the amendment There are ,thousands of them through- I have before me the Timber Resource 
is to eliminate the provisi-on, and thereby out the United States. All in the world Review compiled by the United States 
to deny the timber farmers, who are this provision requires is simply that Forest Service. The review constitutes 
thousands in number, the opportunity to the Secretary of Agriculture shall pro- one of the most extensive surveys ever 
receive from the Government the same · vide current inf.ormation on marketing . made in the history of our forest re
kind of price information which practi- and price to aid these timber farmers, sources. It points out that in the United 
cally every other farmer in the United so they may more accurately market States there are approximately 3,400,000 
States receives. their forest products. forest ownerships on farms. 

Arguments have been made against There has been lobbying. I should like I read from the Review: 
this provision of the bill on the ground to say to the Senator from Arkansas, Farm and other private ownerships con-
that it was not needed. ' I submit it is who has written to us as to whether or stitute a. large and heterogeneous group, 
needed, because the price reporting serv- not lobbyists have been working on us, comprised of cropfarmers and livestock 
ices which are presently available to "Yes, I have been lobbied on this amend- Tanchers, business and professional people, 
timber farmers are generally from the ment by the Lumbermen's Manufactur- housewives, wage earners, mining and land
buyers -0f timber, and, in some 11·m1·ted ing Association, and I do not like it." holding companies, and a wide variety of 

other miscellaneous owners. 
areas, from -Some State jurisdictions. I can say I have not been lobbied by 

Furthermore, Mr. President, there is a the small producers. We are going to 
growing need for .accurate information have to stand up and be counted as to 
as to prices of timber relating to the spe- whether we are going to deny the right 
cies and the type of timber which has of the timber producer to get accurate 
been or will be produced. informatlon, or knuckle down to the 

The bill provides a tremencious pro- lobbying of the Lumbermen's Manu
gram of reforestation. It provides for . facturing Association. 
tree planting, under its conservation re- Our own Government sells $100 mil
serve section. The growth of timber in lion worth of lumber a year, and it has 
this country has become a major farm to sell it at the mercy of the purchaser's 
production item. market. The Government does not even 

Mr. President,. I am not unaware of provide accurate marketing statistics for 
where the real opposition to this provi- its own timber, much less for that of the 
sion comes from. It comes from the small producer and independent farmer. 
timber interests, from the Lumbermen's The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
Manufacturing Association, from the of the Senator from Minnesota has ex
large users of timber. They have been pired. 
able to buy timber from farmers, most Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask 
of whom are small farmers, at the user's for 1 more minute. · 
own prices, · at their· own will, without Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the Senator 
any competent, accurate price reporting from Minnesota 1 more minute. 
available to the producers of the timber. Mr. HUMPHREY. I have been asked 

The timber barons of this country · by the able Senator from Mississippi 
have had quite a heyday. I do not in- whether the provision is in the bill or 
tend to make any prolonged speech on whether I wish to add it. The provision 
this subject at this time, but if it be- is in the bill. The amendment offered 
comes necessary, I shall do so. The tim- is to strike it out. It was in the bill orig
ber interests stripped our forests until inally passed by the Senate. An amend
the Government brought them into line. ment was offered to strike it, but it was · 
One of the great disgraces of this coun- defeated. The provision was lost, to be 
try was the manner in which our for- sure, in conference. 

CII--534 

These are the people who will be the 
principal victims if this amendment is 
adopted ; they will be forced to sell their 
products in the dark; they will not know 
what the prevailing price is, until it is 
too late for them to realize a fair price. 
Small lumber dealers and small timber 
operators, without their own reporting 
facilities, likewise will suffer if the 
amendment is adopted to eliminate a 
government price-reporting service in 
the realm of forest products. 

Those outside the Senate who want 
this amendment agreed to are the large 
timber operators who have gone around 

· buying up · the farm woodlots for token 
payments, for only a fraction of what 
they are really worth. What other rea
son is there for this amendment? 

It seems to me that if we are to safe
guard the 3,400,000 farm owners of tim
ber in. the United States, we need to re
tain in the bill the provision that our 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
has so wisely included in it. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Oregon 
yield to me? 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am in

clined to think that we should keep this 
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provision in the bill. A firm from Ore
gon came to the Black Hills of South Da
kota the other day and out-bid a local 
timber firm, and bought 30 million board 
feet of timber in the Black Hills. So I 
think it would be a good idea to retain 
this provision in the bill, so that our 
timber owners may have an idea of what 
their timber is worth, before they sell it. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, re
gardless of whether the timber purchaser 
referred to by the Senator , from South 
Dakota came from the Black Hills or 
from my State of Oregon or from New 
Hampshire--

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, will 
the chairman of the committee yield 2 
minutes more to me? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield an additional 
2 minutes to the Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. President, let me say that regard
less of where the timber purchasers may 
come from, if they benefit financially by 
not paying a fair price, that is against 
the public interest. -

Regardless of where timber owners are 
located in America, we should let them. 
have adequate knowledge of what their 
timber is worth, just as those who own 
cotton or any other product Should know 
what their commodity is worth. 

The Forest Service is established in the 
Department of Agriculture, because over 
the years Congress has regarded trees as 
a crop. Mr. President, if the Forest 
Service is to remain in the Department 
of Agriculture, as I think it should, the 
farmers who own woodlots are entitled to 
the same protection that is received by 
farmers who own fields of wheat or fields 
of cotton. Why favor price reporting for 
grain farmers or dairy farmers, and then 
oppose it for tree farmers? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres
ident, I think the persons to whom I re
f erred bid for the timber in open compe
tition. But apparently the Oregon firm 
could pay more than those in South Da
kota could pay. However, they were 
rather surprised, since that was a rather 
sizable sale, to have the Oregon firm 
outbid the local people. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. So far as competi
tive bidding is concerned, we have no 
control over that. The best price o:ff ered 
must· prevail. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the junior Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak briefly in support of this 
provision of the bill. I speak in support 
of it from the standpoint of the area 
I know best, namely, the New England 
States, particularly my own State of 
Vermont. 

On every farm there is a woodlot. In 
some cases, the woodlot is a major part 
of the farm. The aggregate of these 
farm woodlots amounts to an enormous 

acreage; and the value, particularly in 
the case of the hardwoods, amounts to 
millions of dollars, even though each 
woodlot is a small one. 

In marketing the timber, each owner 
of a small woodlot is dealing, not with 
his regular business of farming-pre
sumably, dairy farming-but, for the 
moment, with a matter in which he has 
not had a great deal of experience. Cer
tainly the value which can be realized 
by the farmers of my region, if they 
are given authentic information regard
ing the price of the wood they have to 
sell, will be very great. 

So I trust that the Senate will vote 
to retain this particular reporting pro
vision in the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President-
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to 

the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to belabor the point; but I 
desire to associate myself with the re
marks of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. NEUBERGER], and the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], in oppos
ing the amendment of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTINJ. 

In my State there are many, many 
small tree farmers. I know personally 
of instances in which they have not got
ten for their timber the · price they 
should have gotten. 

I think this provision can go a long 
way in giving them information regard
ing what their timber is really worth, so 
they may get a fair and square deal for 
the great amount of hard work they 
have put in on small tree farms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ·from Pennsylvania desire to 
yield back the remainder of the time un
der his control? 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, I yield 1 minute to the Sen
ator fr~m New Hampshire [Mr. CoTTONJ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is rec
ognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I think 
I shall need only half a minute. 

I wish to ask whether the wording of 
this provision is exactly the same as the 
wording of the similar _provision in the 
agricultural bill the Senate passed a few 
weeks ago; and I refer particularly to 
the discussion which occurred· on the 
15th of March. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, the 
corresponding provision of House bill 12? 

Mr. COTI'ON. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. COTTON. In connection with 

that bill, the legislative record which 
was made was that the compiling of this 
information could be done only in co
operation with the State authority, and . 
that the provision did not empower the 
Federal Government to require reports 
of statistics from individuals. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand the 
provision, it is not compulsory at all to 
make the reports. These reports would 
be in the same category as those on cot
ton, corn, and other commodities upon 

which the Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to make reports. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr: President, let me 
say that I feel deeply about this mat
ter. But in view of that assurance, I 
desire to associate myself, as I did be
fore, with the Senator from Pennsyl
vania and the Senator from Maine in 
their position on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield back 
the remainder of the time under his con
trol? 

Mr.· MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I do. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has either been used 
or yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Penn
sylvania. [Putting the question. J . 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, on this question, I ask for a 
division. 

On a division, the amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and my colleague [Mr. 
KERR], I call up my amendment which is 
at the desk; and I ask to have the amend
ment stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 17, 
after line 7, it is proposed to insert a 
new paragraph, as follows: · -

In addition .to the foregoing, the _Secre
tary is authorized and d irected to ·formulate 
and carry out during the years 1956, 1957, 
1958, and 1959 a conservation reserve pro
gram for -grazing lands· under which farmers 
or ranchers will be compensated for reducing 
their acreages of grazing lands and making 
a corresponding reduction in livestock units 
below a representative period designated by 
the Secretary. All the provisions of this title 
not inconsistent therewith shall apply to the 
grazing lands conservation reserve program. 

On page 14, in line ·g, after word 
"clover", insert "grazing lands." 

On page 21, in li,le 17, strike out "$450,-
000,000" and insert "$525,000,000, which 
shall include $75,000,000 for carrying out 
the conservation program for grazing 
lands." 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 1 
yield myself 5 minutes.· 

This amendment is similar to the pro
vision which was voted into the bill· in 
the House, except that it is carried for
ward in the conservation reserve program 
instead of. the acreage reserve program. 
Also it provides $75 million instead of $50 
million for allowing livestock raisers, 
those who raise cattle throughout the 
Nation, to participate in the soil-bank 
program. 

The raising of livestock is the only 
important or major part of our agricul
ture which is completely ignored and kept 
entirely out of participation in the soil 
bank; yet I feel that the facts, par
ticularly across the Great Plains area, 
will show that if the real purpose of 
the bill is to increase and improve the 
fertility of the land, our overgrazed and 

· wornout grasslands, which are being used 
today .for the overproduction of live
stock, are most in need of a conserva
tion program. 
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The purpose of the bill, as st1tted by 

its sponsors and by the administration. 
is to reduce overproducion, which is de
pressing the price of agricultural com
modities. A second purpose is to im
prove the fertility of the soil. We defi
nitely have a condition of overproduc
tion in the livestock industry. Whereas 
there were 76.8 million cattle on the 
ranges on January 1, 1947, on January 1, 
1956, there were 97½ million. We have 
seen these increased numbers give us the 
greatest losses, percentagewise, of any 
segment of the agricultural industry. 

No part of agriculture is suffering as 
much from the present depressed prices 
as is the livestock industry. The prices 
average only 70.25 percent of parity. 
When we consider that beef is selling at 
71 percent of parity. calves at 71 percent, 
sheep at 63 percent, and lambs at 77 per
cent, we get an average of 70.25 percent 
of parity. 

All other farm products combined have 
an overall average of 84.6 percent of par
ity. The-drop from 1951 to 1953 in the 
price range of livestock when it was 
brought to market was more than 50 
percent, and the shrinkage in the capital 
asset value of cattle on the range today 
repTesents a dmp in 1 year of nearly $100 
million, notwithstanding the increase 
of 409,000 head of cattle. If we· are go
ing to recognize the problems of over
production in respect to cotton, corn, 
wheat, small grains, and everything else, 
the livestock industry, which furnishes 
nearly 50 percent of the farm income of 
the Nation, should .have an opportunity 
to participate and to rest its grazing 
lands and build up their fertility. 

I invite attention to the fact that no 
. one can enter this program unless he 
agrees to meet the requirement of a pro
duction reduction in the number of cat
tle on the range, in a percentage com
parable to the amount of acreage being 
withdrawn. 

I know there will be some wisecracks 
made to the effect that cattle cannot 
read. We shall be asked, "What are you 
going to do'? You cannot fence in the 

· range." That same question might be 
asked with respect to every acre placed 
in the acreage reserve program or in the 
conservation reserve program, because 
cows cannot read tbose signs, either. 
Gates can be left open, and milk cows 
can graze on all the other acres pro
vided for in a $1,200,000,000 program. 
This industry would be far easier to po
lice, because of the location of th~ graz
ing lands, than all the other acreage in
volved in the remainder of the program 
relating to row crops. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield myself 1 
more minute. 

Inasmuch as the purpose of _the bill 
with respect to row crops is to build up 
pasturelands and put new ca~tle raisers 
in competition with existing .cattle 
raisers, the cattlemen ought to be en
titled to rest some.of their grazing land 
and conserve the grasslands, while the 
new subsidized competition being put 
into the cattle business at Government 
expense takes place. 

I should like to see this amendment, sump ti on of beef, and, as the telegram 
which is similar to the provision adopted says, to slug the market and depress the 

. by the House, enacted into law. price of cattle, to the detriment of our 
I yield 3 minutes to my senior colleague stock raisers. 

[Mr. KERR]. . Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the pur- Senator yield for a question? 

pose of the distinguished junior Senator The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
from Oklahoma and myself in support- time of the Senator from Colorado has 
ing this amendment is, first, to get more expired. 
productive land in the soil bank, in order Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
that the benefits of the soil bank may pe junior Senator from Oklahoma yield 1 
general in character, and therefore avail- minute to me in order that I may answer 
able to the producers of cattle. the question of the senior Senator from 

In the next place, the purpose of the . Oklahoma? 
amendment is to help bring about an Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 1 additional 
orderly reduction in the number of cattle minute to the Senator from Colorado. 
on the range in such a manner as not Mr. KERR. Mr. President, can the 
to have a depressive effect on the market Senator inform us as to what percentage 
or to add to the financial burden of the of the land grazed by the Colorado Cat
cattle producers. tlemen's Association is public domain, 

I hope the distinguished chairman of and therefore not the land of those using 
the committee will agree to accept the it, and consequently not eligible for soil
amendment, failing which I shall ask bank payments, if this amendment were 
for its adoption by the Senate. adopted? 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, I should Mr. ALLO'IT. No; I cannot give the 
like to ask the Senator in charge of the Senator that information offhand, but 
time for the opposition to yield to me 2 I shall be happy to procure it for him. 
minutes. Mr. KERR. Would the Senator say 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I that it is about three-fourths of the 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Colo- land? 
rado. · Mr. ALLOTT. It is my opinion that it 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I must is a smaller amount of land. 
rise in opposition to this amendment. i:t · Mr. KERR. What percentage of land 
is bad. The same questions involved in in Colorado is public domain? 
connection with this amendment were Mr. ALLOTT. Thirty-seven percent. 
discussed at length on the floor during Mr. KERR. Thirty-seven percent. I 
the debate on the first farm bill. thank the Senator. 

I should like to read into the RECORD a Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
telegram which I have received from the yield myself 3 minutes. I do not expect 
Colorado Cattlemen's Association, dated to go into detail with respect to the pend
May 9, 1956. The telegram refers to the ing amendment, except to say that, as 
Albert amendment. I believe that the will be recalled, the same kind of amend
position of the Colorado Cattlemen's As- ment was debated at length on the Sen
sociation is also the position of the ate floor when we considered the Senate 
American National Cattlemen's Associa- version of H. R. 12. I wish to say that 
tion on this subject, the only difference when the Senate Agriculture Committee 
being as to whether it applies to the con- considered the pending bill, we consid
servation reserve or the acreage reserve. ered whether or not we should retain a 
The telegram reads as follows: provision in the House bill similar to 

_ DENVER, CoLo., May 9, 1956. that now being proposed by the distin-
Senator GoanoN ALLOTT, guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 

United States Senate, MoNRONEY]. It was the unanimous de-
Washington, D. C.: cision of the committee to omit that 

It's Colorado Cattlemen's Association's un- part of the House bill. 
derstanding that there is being considered 1 hope the S-enate will defeat the 
for the -soil bank price supports on small 
grains other than wheat and corn. our as- amendment as it did in the case of a 
sociation opposes such an amendment, feel- similar amendment when the Senate ver
ing that it will only multiply the already sion of H. R. 12 was considered. 
serious problems of our feeders. If controls The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the 
accompany supports it will ultimately lead Senators prepared to yield back the re
to more land to grass and more cattle num- mainder of their time? 
bers in areas not now producing cattle, thus Mr. MONRONEY. I yield back the 
intensifying our cow numbers. Our board 
members, along with the 25 local association remainder of my time. 
presidents, -at meeting today in Denver, were Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re-
very relieved to hear that the Jennings mainder of my time. 
amendment. and the Albert amendment to The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
the soil bank were killed. We are particu- question is on agreeing to the amend
larly opposed to portion of the Albert amend- ment offered by the Senator from Okla
ment that would call for a reduction of cat-
tle numbers, feeling that such a move would homa [Mr. MoNRONEY]. 

· force marketing and slug market bringing The amendment was rejected. 
new low in prices. Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I call 

DAvm G. RICE, Jr., up ·my amendments "5-17-56-F,'' and 
Executive Secretary, Colorado Cat- ask that they be stated. 

tlemen's Association. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
In the opinion of the American Cat- Secretary will state the amendments. 

tlemen's Association, the Colorado Cat- The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, 
tlemen's Association, and many others, after the period in line 3, it is proposed 
the effect of ·this amendment would be to insert the following: 
to throw upon the market more cattle The compen~tion paid any producer for 
at a time when they are building the co:h.- - participating in the a_creage reserve prog:am 



8506 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE May 18 

with respect to land in any one State in 
any year shall not exceed $25,000. 

On page 17, after the period in line 7, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 

No annual payment to any person with 
respect to land in any one State shall exceed 
$7,500. 

On page 70, after line 8, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

SEC. 603. The Agricultural Act of 1949 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: . 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ob
ject to the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, inas
much as the amendment was adopted 
previously by a vote of 78 to 11, I cannot 
help thinking that it will be agreed to by 
the Senate again. Therefore, I shall 
submit it to a voice vote. If it is not 
agreed to, I shall suggest the absence of 
a quorum, and ask for a yea-and-nay 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the 
Senators prepared to yield back the re
mainder of their time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to state to my 
good friend from Delaware that, as -he 
will remember, there was a voice vote on 
his amendment in committee, and I 

kansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORE] the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]' the Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ScoTT], and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SMATHERS] are absent on official 
business. "SEC. 421. The total amount of price sup

port made available under this act to any 
person for any year through loans to such 
person, or through purchases made by Com
modity Credit Corporation from such person, 
shall not exceed $50,000. The term 'per
son' shall mean any individual, partnership, 
firm, joint-stock company, corporation, asso
ciation, trust, estate, or agency of a State. 
In the event of any loan to, or purchase 
from, a cooperative marketing association, 
such limitation shall apply to the amount of 
price support m ade available through such 
cooperative association to each person. The 
limitation herein on the amount of price 
support made available to any person shall 
not apply if price support is extended by 
purchases of a product of an agricultural 
commodity from processors and the Secretary 
determines that it is impracticable to apply 
such limitation." 

, think he wa-s the only one who voted for 
it. It is true that the Senate went into 
this matter at considerable length. 

On .this vote the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DOUGLAS] is paired with the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SCOTT]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Illinois· would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from North Carolina would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ments be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the ~mendments will be con
sidered en ploc. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, one 
phase of the amendments was adopted 
by the Senate when they were offered 
during the debate on the previous bi11, 
by a vote of 84 to 9. The amendments 
as modified and as now before the Sen
ate were approved by the Senate by a 
vote of 78 to 11. 

The purpose of the amendments is to 
put a limitation on the amount of pay
ments which can be made under the 
acreage-reserve program to any one indi
vidual or corporation, so that no pay
ment could exceed $25,000. Under the 
conservation-reserve program the limi
tation would be $7,500. It provides a 
limitation under the price-support pro
visions of the Agricultural Act of $50,000 
for any individual or corporation. 
· The amendments would prevent bene

fits of this $2 billion bill ending up as a 
bonanza for the corporate type of farm
ing or other large individual farming: · 

I pointed out in a previous discussion 
that if the amendment were not -adopted 
it would be possible under the provisions 
of the bill for one large wheat grower in · 
the Montana area, who has about 340,000 
acres of wheat, to put half of that under 
the acreage-reserve program and collect 
a check from the Government for 
$3,400,000 for doing nothing. 

Certainly it is not the intention of the 
Senate, and by a vote of 78 to 11 it re
pudiated that proposal. Unfortunately, 
the amendment did not hold up in the 
conference committee. However, I am 
hopeful that the conferees will feel more 
kindly toward it this time. I am asking 
whether the chairman of the committee 
will not agree to accept the amendment 
and avoid delaying the 'Senate further 
in the discussion of the bill; 

As chairman of the committee, when 
the matter first came up, I opposed it. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE] is paired with the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Oregon would 
vote "yea" and the Senator from Flor
ida would vote "nay." 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 

I am satisfied that if the provisions sug
gested are incorporated in the bill, we 
shall have to have a conference with the 
House. It is my opinion that the House 
will not approve a bill with these pro
visions in it. Therefore it would be an 
idle gesture for us to vote for the amend
ments. I hope the Senate will reject 
these amendments. 

· [Mr. NEELY] and the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] would each 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the 
Senators prepared to yield back their 
time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. If the Senator from 
Delaware yields ·back the remainder of 
his time, I shall be glad to yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. . 
. Mr. ELLENDER. I do also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. [Putting the 
question.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec
retary will call the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my suggestion of the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I object. 
Several Senators requested a division. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER.; As many 

. as favor the amendment will "rise a-nd 
· stand until counted. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres
ident, I asl{ unanimous consent that the 

· order for the quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask f 9r the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and 

the legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAsl, the Senator from AI· · 

vote "nay.'' 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BusHJ, the Senator from .Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON], ·and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. MALONE] are absent on official busi
ness. 
. The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]. 

the Senator' from New York [Mr. IVES], 
and the Senator. from Idaho {Mr. WEL· 
KER] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITHJ and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusHl, the Sen
ator from ~ansas [Mr. CARLSON], and 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] 
would each vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. · If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Idaho 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Wisconsin would vote "nay.'' 

'rhe result was: anl)ounced-yeas 44, 
nars 29, as follows: , 

Allott 
Barrett 
Beall · 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bridges 
Butler 
Case, l'T. J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Flanders 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bible 
Capehart 
Clements 
Daniel 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
George 

YEA&-44 
Frear 
Goldwater 
H'ayden · 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jenner 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Mansfield 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin. Pa. 
McCarthy 
McNamara 

NAYS-29 

Mundt 
Neuberger 
Payne 
Potter · 
Purtell 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Watkins 
Williams 
Young 

Hennings Long 
Holland Magnuson 
Jackson McClellan 
Johnson, Tex. Millikin 
Johnston, S. C. Monroney 
Kefauver Stennis 
Kerr Symington 
Knowland Thye 
Laird Wofford 
Lehman 
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Bricker Green 
Bush · Ives 
Byrd Kennedy 
Carlson Malone 
Chavez Morse 
Douglas Murray 
Fulbright Neely 
Gore O'Mahoney 

Pastore 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith,N.J. 
Welker 
Wiley 

So the amendment of Mr, WILLIAMS 
was agreed to. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The biil 
is open to further amendment,_ If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of 
the amendments and the third reading 
of the bill. , 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
tima · · 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I wish to 

make a statement in regard to the last 
amendment which was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from California yield time 
to the Senator from Vermont? · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 5 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. AIKEN. No one in the Senate fs 
more in favor of a limitation on the pay
ments to one individual farmer than am 
I. Under ordinary circumstances, I 
would have voted for the Williams 
amendment: -However, the adoption of 
that amendment assures the bill going 
to conference, from which it may never 
return. If it does return, it is likely to 
come back in such shape that it will be 
killed 'in one House or the other. 

We have not been any further from 
having a farm bill passed by Congress 
at any time since the veto of the first 
bill than we are right now. I think 
there are other Senators, probably, who 
voted against the amendment for the 
same reason I did. 

We have tried, month after month, to 
get a farm bill which would really be of 
benefit t_o .the farm populatiop of the 
country. We have worked all day in, I 
think, a statesmanlike manner; but at 
the last minute we have seen the Sen
ate take action which means that the 
soil bank and farm legislation seem very 
far away at this time. 

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

·Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I agree completely 

with what the Senator from Vermont 
has said.. I have taken the same view 
he has taken on some of these questions. 
I commend him, and I particularly wish 
to commend the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER], the chairman of the 
committee, with whom I disagree on 
many agricultural policies, but who has 
stood here today and tried to make cer
tain that the bill as passed by the Senate 
would be a bill which would not need. to 
go to conference. · 

The able Senator from Louisiana and 
the able Senator from Vermont have 
tried their best to make certain that we 
would not delay the possibility of obtain
ing a passable bill which would give · the 
farmer a chance to participate in in
creased benefits and in a soil bank this 
year. But· because someone believed it 
to be desirable to vote for :a "limitation on 

the payments, iil order to prevent a situa
tion which the smart· people know how 
to avoid; we kill ·the chance of getting a 
bill which does not have to go to confer
ence. 

This is a bad vote-a very bad vote, 
indeed. I commend the Senator from 
Vermont for calling it to the attention of 
the Senate. 

Mr. AIKEN. The amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware ordinarily 
would have been desirable; but used as 
a means of killing the bill, it is very 
harmful. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate reconsider the 
vote by which the last amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order that the bill has 
been read the third time, and that the 
motion of the Senator from Massachu
setts is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from Massachusetts moving 
that the Senate reconsider the action by 
which the amendments were ordered to 
be engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move that the 
Senate reconsider the votes by which 
the amendments were ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's motion is in order and he has 
30 minutes on the motion. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I made the motion after listening to the 
Senator from Vermont. I do not come 
from a State where farming is as impor
tant an industry as it is in some other 
sections of the country, I believe we 
should pass a farm bill. I do not think 
we should take any chance on having the 
bill killed by either House if there is an 
opportunity to have a bill passed without 
the necessity of having a conference. I 
therefore have made the motion I have 
made in order that the Senate may re
consider its action in the light of what 
was said by the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield 5 min
utes to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, there 
can only be one purpose of the soil bank, 
and that is to reduce production. That 
can be the only reason for it and its 
only purpose. There is only one way by 
which to reduce production, and that is 
to take out of production X number of 
acres. We in the Senate cannot shoot 
someone because he happens to have a 
large number of acres or a small number 
of acres. 

If we expect to help the small farmer, 
we can help him only by getting rid of 
the surpluses and reducing production, 
so that the market price will rise and 
the farmer will-get the benefit of higher 
prices in the market place. 

If we limit the number of acres which 
the so-called large farmer can take out 
of production, then he will not take them 
out of production, and we will be defeat..: 
ing the very purpose we are trying to 

achieve. I do not know why we want 
to do that. 

If we want to consider eliminating the 
soil bank entirely, that is one thing. If 
it is thought that the soil bank is no 
good, and it is desired to eliminate it, 
that is fine. But if we want to vote for 
a soil bank to try to help every farmer, 
and particularly the small farmer, to 
get higher prices, then it is necessary to 
obtain a reduction of production by the 
large farmer. 

I do not quite understand the reason
ing, unless it is simply desired to kill the 
whole bill. If that is the purpose, I am 
perfectly willing to vote to kill the soil 
bank, and the conservation acreage pro
visions, but I do not want to do it indi
rectly. 

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

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Did not the Presi

dent recommend a cutoff on price sup
ports? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not know 
whether or not he did. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In the same mes
sage in which he advocated the soil 
bank? 

Mr. CAPEHART. He may well have 
done so; but if he did, he was as wrong 
as he could be. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I simply 
wish to associate myself with the re
marks of the able Senator from Indiana. 
If ever a question was stated well, he 
stated it. What are we endeavoring to 
do? We are endeavoring to reduce the 
number of acres which will be harvested 
annually, That is the only way in the 
world by which we shall be able to reduce 
the surpluses of farm commodities and 
farm products. The distinguished Sen
ator from Indiana stated the case well. 

Mr. President, I have voted for and 
against amendments today in an at
tempt to obtain a bill which can be 
passed at this session of Congress. If 
this amendment prevails and the bill 
must go to conference, we may as well 
write "curtain" on trying to get a farm 
bill passed at this session of Congress. 

For that reason I oppose the amend
ment. I hope the motion offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] will prevail, and 
that we may have an opportunity to 
reconsider the vote, and pass a bill which 
can get through conference, if it has to 
go to conference. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President; I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFIGER. The 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this 
is a sad day in the affairs of the United 
States Senate if we have reached the 
point where we cannot vote on amending 
a major agricultural bill providing for 
$2 billion, without taking · into consid
eration the fact that ·the amendment 
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must be agreed to in some form accept
able to the House of Representatiyes. 
Why not delegate our authority, and 
send the bill back to the House, and tell 
them to write it? Certainly, every Sen
ator who answers to the rollcall will 
vote as he thinks about the amendment. 
The President, in his message in Jan
uary, asked for the same provision 
which we in the Senate approved by an 
overwhelming vote. The same provision 
was approved by a previous yea-and-nay 
vote of 84 to 11. 

There is only one reason why we 
would reconsider the amendment. It 
would be because the big landowners 
would blackmail the United States with 
a threat that "if you do not pay us bil
lion-dollar checks, or big checks, we will 
see that you cannot get any farm bill." 

There is certainly no argument which 
can be used that the bill will be vetoed, 
because of this provision, inasmuch as 
the President of the United States has 
asked for it. 

If Senators believe in the principle, 
if they want to support it, let them vote 
for or against it on its merits. '.I'hree 
months are left. There is not a feature 
of the agricultural bill which can go 
into effect in this crop year. We have 
plenty of time. There is no urgency 
about it. Certainly, there is plenty of 
time to consider the bill in conference. 
If the conferees do not want to accept 
the amendment, they can reject it, if 
they are afraid to accept it, or vote on it. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. JENNER. I cannot understand 

why this distinguished body, which over
whelmingly adopted the same amend
ment in the original consideration of the 
farm bill, by a vote of 79 to 11, though 
the bill was vetoed, should now take the 
attitude some distinguished Senators are 
taking. 

In the first place, the President of the 
United States says there must be some 
limitation on payments in this bill. 
Secondly, why should the United States 
Senate sit here tonight and authorize the 
payment to landowners -who own many 
thousand acres of $87,500 of the tax
payers' money for complying with this 
program? We are not here to sustain 
the man who owns 350,000 acres. We 
are not here to sustain the city farmer. 
We are not here to sustain corporation 
farmers. We are here to sustain family. 
size farmers, and not to protect the big 
landowners. We are here to protect the 
taxpayers' money which is paid into the 
Treasury of the United States. 

What is the urgency? Why are we 
afraid of a conference? The provision 
could not possibly go into effect this-year. 
A similar provision was in conference 
last year, but was taken out of the bill~ 
Let the House conferees refuse to agree 
to it again, if they want to do so; but I 
submit that the provision is for the pro
tection of the family-size farmers, .not 
for the corporate and city farmers, or 
for the man who owns ten, twenty, thirty, 
or forty thousand acres of land. He does 
not need the protection of the taxpayers 
of the country, 

Mr. WllLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion of the Senator 

from Massachusetts be laid on the table, 
unless he wishes to debate it further. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi
dent--

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr: President, I 
withhold my motion temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that such a motion 
would not be in ord-er until the time has 
been yielded back. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
how much time remains on the side of 
those in favor of the motion? 

last amendment to the bill just adopted. 
The President did not at any time make 
any recommendations as to limitations 
of payments on the conservation reserve 
or the acreage reserve. What the Pres
ident said on January 9, 1956, was 
this--and I read from his message: 

I ask the Congress to consider placing a 
dollar limit-on the size of price-support loans 
to any one individual or farming unit. The 
limit should be sufficiently high to give full 
protection to efficiently operated family 
farms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The The President asked the Congress to 
Senator from Massachusetts has 28 min- consider placing a limit on price-support 
utes remaining to him. loans, not on the conservation reserve or 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, the acreage reserve. · 
I yield 5 minutes to the senior Senator Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
from Oklahoma. the Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, it is not Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
often that the senior Senator from Okla- Mr. WILLIAMS. What the Senator 
homa has agreed with the Senator from has said is correct, but when the fJecre
Vermont on a farm bill. I have often tary of Agriculture, who is the spokes
found myself in disagreement with the man for the President, sent the original 
Senator from New Mexico with respect soil bank proposal to the President, there 
to a farm bill. But what those Senators was a limitation of $7,500 under the 
have said with reference to the amend- acreage reserve, exactly as the amend
ment is entirely correct. This amend- ment proposes, and it was favored by the 
ment will not be to the detriment of the Senator from Vermont. 
big farmer; it will be to the detriment Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. I would 
of the family-sized farmer. be for the amendment now, but I can-

The purpose of the soil bank is to take not vote for it as a means of killing farm 
acres out of cultivation. The family- legislation at this session. 
sized farmer is not going to take them Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the 
out of cultivation. The soil bank is a Senator yield? 
voluntary program. A man who has a Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
few acres and a large family is going to Mr. JENNER. This amendment pro-
cultivate every acre that is allotted to vi des for a maximum of $50,000 under 
him. He is not going to take a small price supports as a fair limitation. Does 
percentage of what he and his family the Senator know any family-sized farm 
can produce from an acre of cotton or which can draw $50,000 price supports 
corn or wheat or peanuts or rice or to- under any bill before t-he Congress? 
bacco, and take land out of cultivation Mr. AIKEN. I think there are many 
when he and his family can cultivate it of them. 
and get the full benefit of what it will Mr. JENNER. Are they family-sized 
produce. farmers? · 

Yet that small farmer's welfare rides Mr. AIKEN . . Yes. There are farmers 
on the reduction of acres. Then where in my community who produce more 
can we get a reduction of acres? Since than $50,000 a year. 
the program is voluntary,' and since the The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE 
small farmer cannot afford to reduce in the chair). The time of the Sena
further the limited allotment available tor from Vermont has expired. 
to him under the bill, and to take a small Mr. JENNER-. Mr. President, will the 
percentage of what he would get by cul- Senator from California yield 1 minute 
tivating his acres, the only chance we to me? 
have is to get them from the man who Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 1 minute to 
has many acres. When that is done, he the Senator from Indiana. 
is given a small percentage of what his The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
land would produce if it were in cultiva- Sena-tor from Indiana is recognized for 1 
tion, but a reinforcement is built under minute. 
the market for what is produced by the Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, in other 
small farmer. words, this amendment allows any one 

Therefore, as I said a while ago, often farmer in the United States $50,000 un
as I have disagreed with the distin- der the price-support features of the bill, 
guished Sena.tor from New Mexico and $25,000 under the acreage-control pro
the distinguished Senator from Vermont, visions, and $7,500 under the soil-con
they are entirely right in what they have· servation provisions of the bill. I wish to 
told us about the amendment. It does ask whether any Senator thinks there is 
not benefit the small farmer; it hurts in the country a family-sized farm which 
him. It does not promote the soil could draw $87,500 from the taxpayers in 
bank; it eliminates any possibility of connection with this program. 
the soil-bank program succeeding. This amendment is for the purpose of 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the preventing the making of these payments 
Senator from California yield me 2 min- to persons who do not need Govern
utes on the bill? " ment support, and is to protect and to 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 2 minutes help the family-sized farms. 
on the bill to the Senator from Vermont. Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President--

Mr. AIKEN. Several speakers have Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
stated that the President recommended the Senator from Massachusetts yield 3 
limitations such as were included in the minutes to me?. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 3 ·mih

utes to the Senator from Louisiana·. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
3 minutes. -

Mr. ELLENDER: Mr. President, I 
hope the motion made by the distin
guished eenator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL] will prevail. I fear 
that my good friends, the Senator from 
Delaware and the Senator from Indiana, 
do not understand the philosophy back 
of the soil bank. 

As was stated by my good friend the 
Sena tor from Oklahoma, the idea was to 
reduce production, so as not to aggra
vate further our surpluses. That is the 
proposal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana declines to yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. That is the reason 

and the purpose of the soil bank. 
Whether the reduction is made on a 

farm of 10,000 acres or a farm of 10 acres 
makes no difference; the bill will not 
give the producer additional income. 
All it will do is give him an amount equal 
to what he might have obtained for the 
use of his land if he had planted the 
acres. That is all the soil bank does. 

I want us to enact a farm bill, and I 
want us to get it to the President as soon 
as possible. As has been stated by my 
good friend the Senator from Vermont, 
if the bill is -loaded down with a great 
many amendments-amendments which 
will have to go to conference-we shall 
not have a bill in time to assist t!::e farm
ers this year. 

If the motion of the Senator from 
Massachusetts prevails, and if those of 
us who desire a farm bill this year can 
also prevail with respect to a motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] was agreed to-

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield to me? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I suggest that if the 

purpose of the proponents of the amend
ment is to limit the payments which can 
be made to any one farm, that can be 
accomplished in connection with the ap
propriation bill. 

Mr. JENNER. But that will be very 
difficult to accomplish. In fact-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. The Senator 
from Louisiana has the floor. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
have indicated, the purpose of the soil 
bank has been explained so often on this 
floor that I am surprised that some 
Members of the Senate apparently do 
not yet understand its philosophy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield two additional minutes to the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. President, the soil bank·provisions· 
will not enrich any farmer, because if 
he were to plant ·the acres that he may 
place in the soil bank, he probably could 
make more money. But if he does plant 
them, the result will further aggravate 
our surpluses. 

Let us bear in mind that the main 
purpose of the soil bank is not to further 
aggravate our surpluses, to reduce pro
duction, and to bring supply in line with 
demand. It is hoped that as a result, 
prices will rise, and the Government will 
be able to get out of the business of hav
ing to lend so much money on these com
modities. 

Mr. President, let us vote in favor of 
the motion to reconsider, and then let 
us vote to reject the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], 
and thereby have a bill which I believe 
the House of Representatives will accept. 
In doing so, we can have the bill on the 
President's desk probably Monday or 
Tuesday of next week. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield 1 min
ute to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 1 minute 
to the ·Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana has said that 
the Senator from Delaware and tbe Sen
ator from Indiana, in offering the 
amendment providing limitations on the 
acreage-reserve payments and soil-con
servation payments, did not understand 
the soil-bank plan and did not under
stand what they were doing. Included 
in that statement, the Senator from 
Louisiana should have said that Secre
tary Benson likewise did not understand 
what he was doing. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not mind in
cluding him, too. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The original soil
bank plan which was introduced in the 
Senate by the Senator from Vermont 
was sent here by the administration and 
called for a conservation-payment limi
tation of $7,500. I think the Senator 
from Louisiana was a cosponsor of a 
similar measure. The Senator from 
Louisiana may not have been a -cosponsor 
of it, -but it had 5 or 6 cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Delaware has 
expired. . 

Mr. · WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield 1 more 
minute to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield an addi
tional minute to the Senator from Dela
ware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
1 additional minute. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there 
is no question that the Secretary did 
urge that such limitation be imposed; 
and in his message to Congress the 
President of the United States recom
mended the other feature, namely, a lim
itation on the acreage-reserve payments. 

If there is no further debate on the 
bill, Mr. President, I should like to sug
gest that the remaining time be yielded 
back. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, time 
still remains for debate on the motion, 
does it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A mo
tion to lay on the table is not in order 
until all time has either been used or 
yielded back. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute on the bill itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the motion of the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
that the Senate reconsider, first, the 
action of the Senate in ordering the third 
reading of the bill. If that is done, the 
Senator from Massachusetts, as I under
stand, will then move that the Senate 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] was agreed to. 

I hope the motions to reconsider will 
be adopted by the Senate, for the rea
sons which have been stated by the Sena
tor from Vermont, the Senator from 
Oklahoma, and the Senator from Louisi
ana, the distinguished chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi
dent-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President-
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield 5 minutes to me? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Very well, Mr. 
President; I yield 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
5 minute1?. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish 
to call attention, first, to the fact that 
this point is not one which was over
looked by either the Senate committee 
or the conference committee. This mat
ter was very carefully considered in the 
Senate committee, and was attached to 
the Senate committee's report (No. 
1484) filed on the previous bill; and the 
subject matter was dealt with under the 
subject of proposed regulations. 

I read the following: 
2. Maximum and minimum participation 

(these should be administrative affairs, not 
specified in the law; also there should be 
discretion to take care of farmers who for 
reasons of sickness or disability may not 
wish to operate their farms). 

It was so left that in the case of sick
ness or disability, farms could be retired 
entirely from production, regardless of 
the amount involved, so as to better 
serve the soil-bank principle. 

In connection with the conference re
port, Senators will find similar state
ments on page 52. For instance, the pro
posed regulations, setting up the acreage 
reserve program for grains, would allow 
a maximum of "50 acres or 50 percent of 
allotment, whichever is larger," to be 
placed in the program and similar limi
tations are set out for every other kind 
of crop. 
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We have been through this matter in 

conference. We found that it was a sub-, 
ject matter on which we could not agree 
with the House conferees. If we place 
such provisioil5 in this bill, we are likely_ 
to have the same experience. Up to this 
stage we have not placed in the bill any
thing which we think would require a 
conference. We found that the Depart
ment of Agriculture was not at all ex
travagant in its ideas on this subject. 
Its testimony supported the statements 
we have made as . to the regulations 
which were intended, covering maximum 
and minimum figures, and similar 
matters. 

I voted against the amendment, be
cause I felt that the wise course was to 
make every effort to get a satisfactory 
bill, and to try to retire as much land 
as possible. I do not think we have an 
extravagant spendthrift occupying the 
office of Secretary of Agriculture. Un
der this report, if he were inclined to be 
such, he could not be and still comply 
with the suggestions of the Congress. 

I hope the motion to reconsider will 
be agreed to, and that we can go back 
and undo the wrong, and get a bill which 
can become law shortly, without the ne
cessity of being confronted by .some 
conferees who, I think, have no desire 
to see a soil bank bill enacted into law. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield 1 minute to the Senator from llii
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I in
tend to vote for the motion to recon
sider, but only for one reason. I would 
be the last person to deny to any Mem
ber of the Senate an opportunity to 
reconsider his vote, if he desired to do so. 
I shall vote precisely as I did before, but 
I am perfectly willing to see the amend
ment reconsidered. Then the decision 
will be up to the conscience and judg
ment of every individual Member of the 
Senate. So I sincerely hope that the 
motion to reconsider will be agreed to .. 
I trust we may have assurances that 
when the time comes there will be a yea
and-nay vote on the amendment. I 
would certainly not like to be foreclosed 
from that opportunity. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I am ready to yield back the remaining 
time on my side. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me 1 minute? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
voted against the amendment purely be
cause I sincerely and honest ly believed, 
from the top of my head to the bottom of 
my feet, that such action was to the best 
interests of the small farmer. That is 
the only reason I did it. I care nothing 
about the large farmers, except that I 
wish to see a reduction in production in
order to get the small farmer's prices 
back up where they belong. I voted as 
I did because I believed it to be in the 
best interests of the little fellow, and not 
the big fellow. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I am ready to yield back the remainder 
of my time, if the minority leader wishes 
to do likewise. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to say, in reply to the inquiry made 

by the Senator from Illinois, that, first 
of all, I hope the motion to reconsider 
will he agreed to. Personally, I shall 
vote to reconsider, and then vote in op
position to the amendment of the Sena
tor from Delaware. . Nevertheless, I give 
assurance, so far as I can, that I will 
support a demand for a yea-and-nay 
vote, in order that Senators may not be 
foreclosed from the opportunity to which 
the Senator from Illinois has referred. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from California yield back the 
remainder of the time allotted to him? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to yield back the remainder 
of the time allotted to me, and then I 
shall be prepared to suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has been usecl or·yielded back. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
. The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bridges 
Butler 
Capehart 
Ca se, N . J . 
Case, S . Dak. 
Clements 
cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 
Frear 

George McCarthy 
Goldwater McClellan 
Hayden McNamara 
Hennings Millikin 
Hickenlooper Monroney 
Hill Mundt 
Holland Neuberger 
Hruska Payne 
Humphrey Pot ter 
Jackson Purtell 
Jenner Robertson 
Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Kefauver Schoeppel 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Knowland Sparkman 
Kuchel Stennis 
Laird Symington 
Langer Thye 
Lehman Watkins 
Long Williams 
Magnuson Wofford 
Mansfield Young 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin, Pa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. At the present 

moment my motion is a motion to re
consider the action of the Senate in 
ordering the amendments to be en
grossed and the bill to be read the third. 
time. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 
· Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we 

all know what the issue a.t stake is. If 
it is agreeable to the Senator from Mas
sachusetts, I would have no objection to 
reconsidering the vote by which the 
amendments were ordered to be en
grossed and the bill ordered to a third 
reading, in order that he may make his 
motion directly on ·the-amendment, fol
lowing which I shall make a motion to 
table that motion, and we can have a 
direct vote. · 

. -The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that that can be done 
only by unanimous consent. 
.. Mr~RUSSELL. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
-~ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If that colfrse of ac
tion is followed, will there then be an 
hour's debate on the motion to recon
sider the vote by which the Williams 
amendment was. agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we do 
not wish to take too much time. I am 
wondering if we could not include in the 
unanimous-consent request a provision 
that there be no further debate, that the 
Senate proceed immediately to vote, and 
that the yeas and nays be ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I under
stand, if I now ask unanimous consent to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ments were ordered to be engrossed and 
the third reading of the bill was ordered, 
I can then make a motion to reconsider 
the action by which the Senate adopted 
the amendment of the Senator from Del
aware, and ask that all time on that 
motion to reconsider be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that the vote by 
which the amendments were ordered to 
be engrossed and the third readim of the 
bill was ordered be now reconsidered. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 
· Mr. RUSSELL. Would it be possible 

to include all of that in one unanimous
consent request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It could 
be done in one unanimous-consent re
quest. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I would object to its 
being done piecemeal. If it is all done 
at one time, and included in one 
unanimous-consent request, I have no 
objection to it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I adopt the suggestion of the Senator 
from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the re
quest of the Senator from Massachusetts 
is modified as suggested by the Senator 
from Georgia and the modified unani
mous-consent request is agreed to. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If it is now in 
order to do so, I yield back all my time. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understood that that 
was included in the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
a part of the unanimous-consent agree
ment. The question now is-- · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
p_arliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware will state it. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. As· I understand, 

the Senator from Massachusetts would 
still be permitted to make a motion to 
reconsider the vote whereby my amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; that has all been 
included in the unanimous-consent 
agreement which has been entered into. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
· has all been included in the unanimous
consent agreement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Would a motion to 
. lay on the table be in order at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
. Chair understands that the parliamen
tary position at this time is--

Mr; KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the com
bined unanimous-consent agreement 

· which has been entered into. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such a 

request is in order. The request is suffi .. 
ciently secondea, and the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JENNER. As I understand the 
parliamentary situation, since the Senate 
has adopted the combined unanimous 
consent request of the Senator from 
Georgia and the Senator from Massachu
setts, we are now back where we were a 
moment ago, and we are now voting on 
the original question, namely, on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware, and that the yeas and nays 
on that question have been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
parliamentary situation, as the Chair 

· understands it, is that the question now 
is on agreeing to the motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the Senate adopted 
the Williams amendment. The yeas and 
nays on that question have been ordered, 
and the clerk will -call the roll. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to be sure 
that I understand the parliamentary 
situation. As I understand, we are now 
voting on the motion of the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
to reconsider the previous action of the 
Senate in agreeing to my amendment. 
A "yea" vote will be against a limita
tion, as proposed in my amendment; and 
a "nay" vote will be for the action pre
viously recorded by the Senate. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the Senate 
adopted the Williams amendment. A 
vote "yea" is a vote in favor of recon
sideration. A vote "nay" is a vote 
against reconsideration. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion to recon
sider the vote by which the Senate 
adopted the Williams amendment. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
rolL 

Mr. BRIDGES -<when his name was 
called). On this vote I have pair -with 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST
LANDL If he were present and voting he 
would vote "yea." If I were permitted to 
vote, I would vote "nay." I withhold 

. my vote. 
The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA
VEZ], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS],, the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. E4STLAND], the Senator from -Ar
kansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. Go RE l, the Sena
tor_ from R.hode Island [Mr. GREEN], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr . 
MoRSE], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ScoTT], and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SMATHERS] are absent on official 
business. 

On this vote the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAs] is paired with the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ScoTT]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Illinois would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from North Carolina would vote 
''yea." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] 
is paired with the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SMATHERS]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Oregon would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from Florida 
would vote "yea." 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. NEELY] and the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BusH], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON], and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. MALONE] are absent on official busi
ness. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. IVES], 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL
KER] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and 

. the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] 
would each vote ''nay." 

On this vote the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Sen
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Idaho would vote "nay" and the Senator 
from Wisconsin would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 22, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bible 
Butler 
Capehart 

YEAS-49 
Case, N . J. 
Case, S . Dak. 
Clements 
CUrtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Duff 
Ellender 

Ervin 
George 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 

Humpprey· Long 
Jackson Magnuson 
Johnson, Tex. Mansfield 
Johnston, S. c. Martin; Iowa 
Kefauver McClellan 
Kerr McNamara 

· Knowland Millikin 
Laird Monroney 
Lehman Neuberger 

Allott 
Barrett 
Cotton 
Dworshak 
Flanders 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Jenner 

NAYS-22 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Martin. Pa, 
McCarthy 
Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 

Saltonstall 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wofford 

Robertson 
Russell 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-24 
, Bricker Fulbright Neely 
Bridges Gore O 'Mahoney 
Bush Green Pastore 
Byrd Ives Scott 
Carlson Kennedy Smathers 
Chavez Malone Smith, N. J. 
Douglas Morse Welker 
Eastland Murra.,. Wiley 

So the motion to reconsider was agreed 
to. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]. All time is yielded back, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BRIDGES (when his name was 
called). I have a pair with the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]. If he 
were present and voting, he would vote 
"nay." If I were permitted to vote, I 
would vote "yea." I withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 

Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from.Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], 
the Senator from Mississippi CM'.r. EAST• 
LAND], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE], the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. GREEN], the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MURRAY], the Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ScoTTl, and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] 
are absent on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DOUGLAS] is paired with the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SCOTT]. I! 
present.and voting, the Senator from n .. 

· unois would vote "yea," and the Senator 
from North Carolina would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE] is paired with the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], If present and 
voting, the Senator from Oregon would 
vote "yea," and the Senator from Florida 
would vote "nay.'' 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. NEELY] and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] would each vote 
"nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BusH], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON], and the Senator from Nevada 
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[Mr. MALONE] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]. 
the senator from New York [Mr. IVES], 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL
KER] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusHJ, the Sena
tor from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] 
would each vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from · Idaho 
would vote "yea," and the Senator from 
Wisconsin would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 28, 
nays 43, as fallows: 

Allott 
Barrett 
Case, S. Dak. 
cotton 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Flanders 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Humphrey 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett · 
Bible 
Butler 
Capehart 
Case,-N. J. 
Clements 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Duff 
Ellender 
Ervin 

YEAS-28 
Jenner 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Mansfield 
Martin, Pa. 
McCarthy 
McNamara. 
Mundt · 
Neuberger 
Payne 

NAYS-43 

Potter 
Purtell 
Robertson 
Russell 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Williams 
Young 

George Long 
Hayden Magnuson 
Hennings Martin, Iowa. ·. 
Hickenlo Qper McClellan 
Hill Millikin 
Holland Monroney 
Hruska. Saltonstall 
Jackson Sparkman 
Johnson, Tex. Stennis · 
Johnston, S. C. Symington 
Kefauver Thye 
Kerr Watkins 
Knowland Wofford 
Laird 
Lehman 

NOT VOTING-24 
Bricker Fulbright Neely 
Bridges Gore O'Mahoney 
Bush Green Pastore 
Byrd Ives · Scott · 
Carlson Kennedy Smathers 
Chavez Malone Smith, N. J. 

· Douglas Morse Welker 
Eastland Murray Wiley 

So Mr. WILLIAMS' amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. JENNER subsequently said: Mr. 
President-- · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
_ yield a half minute to the Senator fro~ 

Indiana. 
Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, follow

ing the vote just taken, I should like to 
have printed in the RECORD the yea-and
nay vote on the amendment when it was 
adopted originally, when H. R. 12 was 
under consideration, and also the first 
vote today on the Williams amendment, 
which has just been rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the votes 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 12, 

1956] 
The VICE PRESmENT. The question now re

curs on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], as 
amended. 

On this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered; and the Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the Sena

tor from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the San
ator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are ab
sent on official business. 

I further announce that, 1f present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE• 
FAUVER] and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
RoBERTSON] would vote "yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that the Sen
ator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] and the 

· Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. COTTON] 
, are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] 
is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. CoTToN] would vote 
"yea." ., 

The result was announced-yeas 78, nays 
11, as follows: 

Yeas-78: Aiken; Allott; Barkley; Barrett; 
Beall; Bender; Bennett; Bible; Bricker; 
Bridges; Bush; Butler; Byrd; Carlson; Case, 
New Jersey; Case, South Dakota; Chavez; 
Clements; Curtis; Daniel; Dirksen; Douglas; 
Duff; Dworshak; Ervin; Flanders; Frear; 
George; Goldwater; Gore; Green; ·Hennings; 
Hickenlooper; Hill; Hruska; Humphrey; Ives; 
Jackson; Jenner; Johnson, Texas; Johnston, 
South Carolina; Kennedy; · Kuchel; Langer; 
Lehman; Magnuson; Malone; Mansfield; 
Martin, Iowa; Martin, Pennsylvania; Mc
Carthy; McNamara; Morironey; Morse; 
Mundt; Murray; Neely; Neuberger; 
O'Mahoney; Pastore; Payne; Potter; Purtell; 
Saltonstall; Schoeppel; . Scott; Smathers; 
Smith, Maine; Smith, New Yersey; Spark_. 
man; Symington; Thurmond; Thye; Wat
kins; Welker; Wiley; Williams; Young. 

Nays-11: Anderson; Eastland; Ellender; 
. Fulbright; Hayden; Holland; Kerr; Know• 

land; Long; McClellan; ~tennis. 
Not voting-6: Capehart; Cotton; Ke

fauver; Millikin; Robertson; Russell. 
So Mr. WILLIAMS' amendment, as amended, 

was agreed to. 

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 18, 
1956] 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the 
legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Sena
tor from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], the Senator from 
Masachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from ·oregon [Mf MORSE], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from 
West Virgina [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]; the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], the Senate from, 
North Carolina [Mr. ScO'IT], and the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are absent 
on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DOUGLAS] is paired with the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. ScOTT]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois would 
vote "yea" and the· Senator from North 
Carolina would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MonsE] is 
paired with the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS.] If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Oregon wouid vote "yea" and the 
Senator from Florida would vote "nay." 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NEELY] and the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE] would each vote "nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that the sen
ior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and 

the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER] , the 
Senator from New York [Mr. IvEs], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are neces
sarily absent. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] 
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
are detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. BusH], the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE] would each vote "yea." 

On thi& vote, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] is paired with the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. If present and vot
ing, the Se:q.ator from Idaho would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Wisconsin would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 44, nays 
29, as follows: 

Yeas-44: Allott; Barrett; Beall; Bender; 
Bennett; Bridges; Butler; Case, New Jersey; 
Case, South Dakota; Cotton; Curtis; Dirk• 
sen; Duff; Dworshak; Flanders; Frear; Gold· 
water; Hayden; Hickenlooper; Hill; Hruska; 
Humphrey; Jenner; Kuchel; . Langer; Mans
field; Martin, Iowa; -Martin, Pennsylvania; 
McCarthy; McNamara; Mundt; Neuberger; 
Payne; Potter; Purtell; Robertson; Russell; 
Saltonstall; Schoeppel; Smith, Maine; Spark
man; Watkins; Williams; Young. 

Nays-29: Aiken; Anderson; Bible; Cape
hart; Clements; Daniel; Eastland; Ellender; 
Ervin; George; Hennings; Holland; Jackson; 
Johnson, Texas; Johnston, South Carolina; 
Kefauver; Kerr; Knowland; Laird; Lehman; 
Long; Magnuson; McClellan; Millikin; Mon
roney; Stennis; Symington; Thye; Wofford. 

?-:ot voting-22: Bricker; Bush; Byrd; Carl
son; Chave!?: Douglas; , Fulbright; Gore; 
Grei:m; Ives; Kennedy; Malone, Morse; Mur
ray; Neely; O'Mahoney; Pastore• Scott; 
Smathers; Smith,'New Jersey; Welker; Wiley. 

So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS was 
agreed to. 

. Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. . Mr. Presi
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by 
which the amendment of the Senator 
from Del.aware was rejected. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the motion of the 
Senator. from Texas. 

T~e motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments, and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to · be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was i:ead the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Shall the bill pass? 
Mr. WILLIAMS and other Senators 

requested the yeas and nays. 
· The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time is under the control of the majority 
leader and the minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON o~ Texas. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield a few minutes to the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, just prior to the vote on 
this bill, a statement that I have pre
pared, comparing the bill before us, H. R. 
10875, to the bill S. 2949, known as the 
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administration bill, introduced 'earlier 
this year. 

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

Herein is a list of the differences between 
S. 2949, which was prepared by the Depart
ment of Agriculture, and H. R. 10875 as re
ported by the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture. The differences are as follows: 

1. The declaration of policy in H. R. 10875 
takes wildlife conservation interests into 
account. 

2. H. R. 10875 includes in the acreage re
serve program, along with the commodities 
covered by S. 2949, the following: corn pro
duced outside the commercial area, grain 
sorghums, barley, rye, oats, peanuts, flue
cured tobacco, burley tobacco, Maryland to
bacco, dark air-cured tobacco, fire-cured to
bacco, Virginia sun-cured -t;obacco, cigar 
binder tobacco types 51, 52, 64, and 55, and 
Ohio cigar filler tobacco types 42, 43, and 44. 

'3. H. R. 10875 permits reserve acreage to 
be grazed, if necessary, to relieve disaster. 

4. H. R. 10875 provides specifically for in
clusion in the acreage reserve program of 
lands on which the 1956 r,rop is plowed under, 
or the reduction in acreage otherwise made, 
within 21 days after enactment of the act. 

6. Provisions for the control of noxious 
weeds have been specifically included in the 
acreage and conservation reserve programs 
by H. R. 10875. 

6. H. R. 10875 prescribes acreage reserve 
contracts containing penalties for violation. 

7. H. R. 10875 provides for a base acreage 
of 51 million acres for corn in lieu of an 
acreage allotment for 1956 and for 1957, 1958, 
and 1959 if producers vote for discretionary 
price support in lieu of acreage allotments 
and mandatory price support. 

8. H. R. 10875 contains price-support ·pro
visions for corn and feed grains. 

9. H. R. 10875 makes participation in the 
soil-bank program a requirement for price
support eligibility for corn and feed grains, 
and provides a oase acreage similar to an 
acreage allotment for feed grains·. 

10. H. R. 10875. restricts acreage-reserve 
payments in kind to payments made with re
spect to grains, limits the amount of grain 
which may be used for payments in kind, 
restricts the time for making payments in 
grain with respect to the normal harvesting 
season, provides that payments shall be such 
as to encourage underplanting allotments for 
more than 1 year, and requires the Secretary 
to make adjustments in yields for abnormal 
conditions in establishing rates of compen
sation. 

11. H. R. 10875 requires acreage-reserve 
compensation to be paid as soon as compli
ance with acreage-reduction requirements 
have been determined. 

12. H. R. 10875 imposes an annual limita
tion of $750 million upon the overall acreage
reserve program and individual annual limits 
on acreage-reserve programs for each com
modity. 

13. Section 106 of S. 2949, which authorized 
the sale of certain quantities of Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks at market prices 
without regard to the sales price limitations 
of section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
is omitted from H. R. 10875. 

14. H. R. 10875 provides for soil, water, 
wildlife and forest conserving uses on conser

. vation reserve lands. 
15. H. R. 10875 extends the conservation 

reserve program to lands devoted to such soil
conservation crops as tame hay which do not 
require annual .tillage. 

16. H. R. 10875 permits harvesting of tim
ber and wildlife or other natural products 
from conservation reserve lands. 

17. H. R. 10875 provides for inclusion in 
conseryation reserve contracts of a prohi
bition against diversion of lands from con
servation, woods, grazing ?r other use 'to any 

use specified by the Secretary as one which 
would tend to defeat the purpose of the con
tract. 

18. The penalty provisions applicable to 
soil bank contracts have been substantially 
modified to provide special penalties for graz
ing or harvesting, . to provide. different for
feitures for more serious violations, and to 
provide administrative and court review of 
contract terminations for serious violations. 

19. H. R. 10875 permits the Secretary to 
use advertising and bid procedure in deter
mining lands to be covered by conservation 
reserve con tracts. 

20. H. R. 10875 provides for the establish
ment of a conservation reserve goal and for 
its distribution among States on the basis 
of the needs of the country and of the va
rious States. 

21. H. R. 10875 provides for annual reports 
to Congress on the conservation reserve pro
gram. 

22. The limitation of $5,000 on annual con
servation reserve payments to any person 
with respect to land in any State is omitted 
from H. R. 10875. 

23. H. R. 10876 authorizes 15-year conser
vation reserve contracts for tree cover. 

24. The annual conservation reserve pro
gram would be limited to $450 million by 
H. R. 10875. 

25. H. R. 10875 authorizes the Secretary to 
produce, as well as purchase, conservation 
materials and services for the conservation 
reserve program. 

26. H. R. 10875 requires compliance with 
acreage allotments as a condition of eligi
bility for soil bank participation. 

27. H. R. 10875 prohibits the reapportion
ment of acreage allotments diverted from 
production as a result of soil bank partici
pation. 

28. Section 118 of H. R. 10875 provides for 
utilization of a number of Federal and State 
agencies. 

29. Section 119 of H. R. 10875 provides for 
the utilization of land use capability data: 

30. n. R. 10875 provides for the use of 
appropriated funds in carrying out the soil 
bank after June 30, 1957. 

31. Provisions for the protection of tenants 
and sharecroppers have been consolidated 
and substantially modified in H. R. 10875. 

32. H. R. 10875 prohibits the leasing of 
Government lands for the production of sur
plus price-supported crops. 

33. H. R. 10875 provides for pooling of con
servation-reserve land. 

34. H. R. 10875 provides for the orderly 
liquidation of CCC stocks and submission to 
Congress of surplus disposal, food stamp, and 
food stockpiling pr_ograms. 

35. H. R. 10875 brings cotton stapling 111,,1_6 
inches and longer within the quota appli
cable to cotton stapling 11/s inches or longer, 
and requires CCC to sell its current stocks 
of extra long staple cotton. 

36. H. R. 10875 provides for an export sales 
program for cotton. 

37. H. R. 10875 authorizes agreements lim
iting exports by foreign countries to the 
United States. 

38. H. R. 10875 authorizes $500 million to 
be appropriated annually to supplement sec
tion 32 funds. 

39. H. R. 10875 provides for transfer to the 
supplemental stockpile of other materials 
acquired through barter, as well as strategic 
materials so acquired, and authorizes appro
priations to reimburse the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for materials so transferred. 

40. H. R. 10875 increases the amount au
thorized to be appropriated under title II 
of Public Law 480 to $500 million, and au
thorizes payment by CCC of ocean freight 
costs on donations under title II of Public 
Law 480 and section 416 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949. 

41. H. R. 10875 provides for a bipartisan 
commission to recommend legislation for the 

increased industrial use .of agricultural prod
ucts. 

42. H. R. 10875 provides for food donations 
to certain penal institutions. 

43. H. Ii. 10875 prohibits extension of cer
tain benefits to crops grown on certain Fed
eral irrigation or drainage projects. 

44. H. R. 10875 authorizes the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to pay the cost of proc .. 
essing donated food commodities. 

45. The provision of S. 2949 for extension 
and enlargement of the special school milk 
program is omitted from H. R. 10875, having 
been taken care of by other legislation. 

46. The provision of S. 2949 changing the 
base grade of cotton for purposes of parity 
and price support is omitted from H. R. 
10875. 

47. The provision of S. 2949, reducing 
CCC's minimum general sales price for basic 
and storable nonbasic commodities to the 
current support price plus carrying charges, 
is omitted from H. R. 10875. 

48. H. R. 10875 provides for extension to 
the 1956 and 1957 wheat crops of the sur
render and reapportionment provisions ap
plicable to the 1955 crop. 

49. H. R. 10875 provides for minimum na
tional and State acreage allotments for cot
ton for 1957 and 1958. 

60. H. R. 10875 provides mandatory mini
mum cotton farm acreage allotments in all 
counties r including those on a historical 
basis) and provides 100,000 additional acres. 

51. H. R. 10875 provides minimum State 
rice acreage allotments for 1956 and mini
mum national and State rice acreage allot
ments for 1957 and 1958. 

52. H. R. 10875 increases peanut marketing 
penalties to 75 percent of the support price. 

53. H. R. 10875 imposes interest at 6 per
cent on peanut marketing penalties, and im
poses a lien upon the crop until the penalty 
is paid. 

64. H. R. 10875 provides for the preserva
tion of the acreage history of unused allot
ments where proper notice is given to the 
county committee. 

55. S. 2949 contains special durum wheat 
provisions similar to those of Public Law 431 
of this Congress. 

66. S. 2949 would have reduced the size of 
the commercial wheat area. 

57. S. 2949 would have repealed the peanut 
minimum, national acreage allotment pro
vision. 

68. H. R. 10875 provides for assistance to 
States for tree planting and reforestation. 

59. H. R. 10875 provides for forest products 
price reporting and research. 

. 60. H. R. 10875 provides for a 2-price plan 
for rice. 

61. H. R. 10875 provides for support at com
petitive support levels for cottonseed and 
soybeans whenever the price of either is sup
ported. 

62. H. R. 10875 freezes the transitional par
ity price of corn, wheat, and peanuts at 95 
percent of old parity in 1957 and 1958, and 
provides for a study of the parity formula. 

63. S. 2949 provides for a gasoline tax re
fund. This has been passed by other legis• 
lation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time is under the control of the majority 
leader and the minority leader. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield to me for 
half a minute? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I ask unanimous 

consent that the bill be printed with the 
Senate amendments. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Del
aware. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in or
der that there may be no misunderstand._ 
ing, I merely wish to repeat what I said 
previously about the amendment which 
was just rejected. 

That amendment was recommended by 
the President to be included in the bill. 
and the Secretary of Agriculture testi
fied before the committee and urged the 
limitations provided by the amendment. 
It has been recommended by the admin
istration throughout; and the original 
bill which was introduced by the Senator 
from Vermont and practically every 
member of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry except myself included 
the same provision as has just been re
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators in control of the time yield back 
the remainder of their time? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am prepared to 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask several questions of the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Agriculture and For~try, on a 
matter of some importance. 

The first question is, Under the con
servation reserve program, is it intended 
to put land into trees and vegetative 
cover which might otherwise be used for 
producing field crops which are in sur-
plus supply? . 

Mr. ELLENDER. The answer is "Yes." 
Mr. NEUBERGER. The second ques

tion is, Would the fact that good, sound 
productive soil was once in trees and is 
now available for crop use rule out such 
land as being cropland eligible for the 
conservation reserve program? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The answer is "No.'' 
Mr. NEUBERGER. The reason I 

have asked the questions is that there 
are some areas of Oregon and Wash
ington which were planted in fine fruit 
trees, but, because .of a disastrous freeze, · 
they are about to be . used for the pro
duction of field crops. 

However, if the particular farmers can 
get some assistance under the conserva
tion reserve program, they will return 
the land to nursery stock and vegetative 
cover for a number of years, and thereby 
avoid increasing the production of crops 
in surplus supply. 

Does the language of the bill authorize 
the Department of Agriculture to in
clude such acreage in a conservation re
serve contract? Is that the opinion of 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry? 

Mr. ELLENDER. If the land is con
sidered as cropland it could be put in the 
conservation reserve and put into vege
tative cover or trees; but I doubt that 
it could be put into trees such as apple 
trees, or even nursery stock. In · my 
opinion, that could not be done within 
the purposes of the act. 

In other words, if the land that has 
been an apple orchard and crops have 
been regularly produced on it, the land 
could be put into the conservation re
serve program, but it could not be put 
back into apples or back into a producing 
crop, as I understand the bill. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. In other words, 1! 
it was used for nursery stock, it would 

not qualify under the conservation 
reserve. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. I 
do not see how it could be used for the 
production of any agricultural commod
ity and still meet the purposes of the 
act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is 
on the final passage of the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Shall the bill pass? 
The bill <H. R. 10875) was passed. 

GREAT LAKES BULK-CARGO 
VESSELS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 1896, 
Senate bill 3108. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
3108) to enc0urage the construction of 
modern Great Lakes bulk-cargo vessels. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Texas. 

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

CONFERRING JURISDICTION UPON 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
COURTS TO ADJUDICATE CERTAIN 
CLAIMS OF FEDERAL EMPLOY
EES-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. NEELY], I submit a report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 5862) to confer jurisdiction upon 
United States district courts to adjudi
cate certain claims of Federal employees 
for the recovery of fees, salaries, or com
pensation. I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration· of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE 
in the chair). The report will be read 
for the information of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report, as 
follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5862) to confer jurisdiction upon United 
States district courts to adjudicate certain 
claims of Federal employees for the re
covery of fees, salaries, or compensation, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as foi
low_s: In lleu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insel't 
the following: 

"That, notwithstanding any lapse of time 
or statute of limitations, and notwithstand-

1ng section 1346 ( d) (2) of title 28, United 
States Code, the United States district courts 
shall have jurisdiction of au civii actions or 
claims to recover fees, salary, or compensation 
for Official services of employees of the United 
States which were filed prior to October 31, 
1951, and were thereafter dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction as a result of the amend
ment made to such section by section 50 (b) 
of the act entitled 'An act to amend certain 
titles of the United States Code, and for 
other purposes', approved October 31, 1951. 

"Such cases which were pending in the 
district courts or in the courts of appeals 
on October 31, 1951, and which may have 
been dismissed by reason of the withdrawal 
of jurisdiction during their pendency, shall 
be restored upon petition to the appropriate 
court within 1 year after the effective date 
of this act." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
MA'ITHEW M. NEELY, 
PRICE DANIEL, 

.ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JAMES B. FRAZIER, Jr., 
WILLIAM TUCK, 
PATRICK J. HILLING$, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, the 
language of H. R. 5862 as it passed the 
House of Representatives and the lan
guage of the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute which w.as adopted by 
the Senate are designed to accomplish 
precisely the same purpose. For that 
reason, there is no disagreement on the 
purpose that is to be achieved by the 
proposed legislation. The conferees 
have agreed that the .language in the 
House version, so far as it adopted the 
form of temporary legislation rather 
than a permanent amendment to title 
28 of the United States Code, should be 
adopted. However, the conferees feit 
that additional language which was 
contained in the Senate version should 
be supplied to the House version to make 
clear that cases affected by this me:-,sure 
may be restored, by appropriate petition 
in the courts from which they were dis~ 
missed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE REPORT -OF A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, by unanimous con
sent, as in executive session, submitted 
the following favorable report of a nomi
nation from the Committee on the Ju
diciary: 

James R. Duncan, of Virginia, to be a 
member of the Subversive Activities Con
trol 'Board, vice Kathryn McHale, term ex
pired. 

NOMINATION OF SENATOR LONG TO 
· A THIRD TERM IN THE SENATE 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent I wish to congratulate our beloved 
friend and colleague, the Honorable Rus
SELL LONG, one of the youngest Senators 
ever to enter this Chamber, who today 

· has been nominated-the time for :filing 
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has closed without his having any oppo
nent-to his third term in the United · 
States Senate. · 

I believe the record will show that 
Senator LONG-is the youngest person ever 
to have been nominated to a third term 
and elected to a third term-nomination 
in this instance being equivalent, I am 
confident, to election. 

I know that all Senators share my very 
high regard and deep affection for Sen
ator LoNG. 

Earlier today an order was entei·ed 
upon the recommendation of the Demo
cratic steering committee, electing Sen
ator LoNG to one of the great committees 
of the Senate, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Senator LONG is the able son of worthy 
parents. Both his father and his mother 
served in this Chamber with distinction. 

I know all my colleagues will want to 
join with me in congratulating Senator 
LoNG upon this attainment of an honor 
which has come to few, if any, men in 
our history. 

PEOPLE'S CAPITALISM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

earlier this year under the auspices of the 
United States Information Agency, and 
based on a proposal of the National Ad
vertising Council, an exhibit called P~o- · 
ple's Capitalism was on display at the· 
Union Station. Certain aspects of this 
exhibit caused widespread concern, par
ticularly among observers who have con
sidered possible repercussions in Asia and 
Africa, areas sensitive to any representa
tion of the United States as a boastful, 
materialistic power. There was a feeling 
among many observers that People's 
Capitalism, as first displayed, presented 
a picture of an Amerfoa, proud only of 
its material achievements and largely de.:.. 
void of deeper ·spiritual or· philosophical 
foundations. . 

Typical of the reactions of many ob
servers are the comments of Mr. s. 
Douglas Cornell, executive officer of the 
National Academy· of Sciences in Wash
ington. I ask unanimous consent that a 
10-paragraph . description written by 
him of the People's Capitalism exhibit 
be inserted at this point in my remarks. 

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

PEOPLE'S CAPITALISM 

The People's Capitalism exhibit fills me 
with dismay. Dismay because it shows with 
all the terrible persuasiveness of the skilled 
professional salesman the stark materialis·m 
of America that many foreigners, in my 
opinion, fear for its emptiness of spiritual 
values even more than they envy for its ma
terial achievements. Dismay, too, because 
if that aspect of America is the best messi:1,ge 
for the world that public-spirited business 
organizations of the country, and the USIA, 
can prepare, then we are indeed in an era of 
spiritual poverty and we may well despair of 
America's willingness to find the humility 
and make the sacrifice that alone can bring 
an answer to.the.divisions within and outside 
our country. 

What is the exhibit designed to do? If ·it 
is to show what ·America has accomplished 
economically and industrially, then it does a 
splendid job. But I cannot see the relevance 
of that to other people's problems in the 
world today e~cept _ ins~far. ~s ~t . shows. the 

magni:tlcent physical equipment that we have . 
to help others. It fails to say how, or even . 
whether, we propose to use our wealth, our 
resources, our great good fortune, our .en
ergies, and our heart~ to help solve the 
world's problems. That is what would carry · 
a truly compelling message to other peoples. 

If it is intended to s:qow that the pros
perity we have gained is· what other nations 
should desire and could achieve if they 
emulated us, and that therein lies the answer 
for a groping, longing world, then it seems 
to me to be based on a fundamental fallacy. 
Other peoples will not be convinced. They 
know something of the extraordinary com
bination of natural resources, geography, 
transportation, communications, tempera
ment, energies, and talents that built our 
industrial civilization. Why should an ac
count of that kind speak persuasively to 
India, where there is no coal and millions 
lack the fuel to warm themselves or to cook 
their food? Or to China with teeming mil
lions in an agrarian culture? Or to Japan, 
crowded into a narrow strip of habitable 
land and heavily dependent on foreign 
sources for raw materials and even food? 
Or to Burma, or Indonesia, or Afghanistan? 

America cannot meet the deepest needs of 
people today by displaying the material re
sults of our particular combination of for
tunate circumstances, and saying, in effect, 
"You should be like us, and you can -be if 
you will work as hard and be as lucky." 
Many other people work harder than we do, 
and they haven't been as lucky. And many 
of them see us enthroning material prosper
ity as our standard and economic success as 
our god, and the wise among them don't want 
that. 

The exhibit is not an effective answer to 
Soviet propaganda. The Soviets already 
know what we have accomplished in indus
trial production; indeed, they keep saying 
publicly that tl;ley are striving to match our 
high performance. Everyone else knows it 
too. And the statistics of public participa
tion in our capitalism, no matter how 
heartening to us, won't mean much to the 
peasant who cannot comprehend them or 
to the intellectual who has learned to mis
trust all statistics, and especially "official" 
ones. 

What people everywhere need most to know 
is the answer to the question, "What is in 
America's heart?" Not the heart of an ad
vertising man alone, nor of a Government 
official, but in the hearts of the men and 
women who are America. There is fear that, 
as has been said recently by a Canadian 
philosopher, both America and Canada have 
pursued economic prosperity at the expense 
of everything else and have won exactly 
that-economic prosperity at the expense of 
everything else. 

America has a slumbering heart-a heart 
that once responded to the spiritual chal
lenge of a revolution fought to establish 
moral standards as the very basis of democ
racy and freedom. Our Founding Fathers 
understood these things with crystal clarity. 
In 1776 John Adams said, "There must be a 
positive passion for the public good, and pub
lic interest, honor, power, and glory, estab
lished in the minds of the people, or there 
can be no republican government, or any 
real liberty." And in his Notes on Virginia 
Thomas Jefferson wrote, "Can the liberties 
of a nation be thought secure when we have 
removed their only firm.basis, a conviction in 
the minds of the people that these liberties 
are the gift of God?" 

Where are those elements in the People's 
Capitalism exhibit? How does America pro
pose to use her good fortune to meet the 
world's needs? What is in America's heai:t..? 
If others already fear that we have subordi
nated the spiritual values that are the faun.: 
dation of our democracy to an economic and 
material god and to standards that . have 
nothing to dQ with moral conduct, then the 

People's Capitalism exhibit will go far to 
confirm those fears. 

Where is the exhibit that will speak to 
people because it shows evidence that we are 
striving to raise in the modern world that 
"standard to which the wise and honest can 
repair" that was enjoined on the Constitu
tional Convention 169 years ago by George 
Washington? 

I realize that these comments do not 
themselves offer constructive alternative ma
terial for an exhibit. The preparation of 
an exhibit for extensive overseas showing 
would require the greatest care and a ·search
ing effort to find the facets of American life, 
and the evidence of American convictions, 
that would carry a message of courage, 
strength, moral purpose, and faith in a fu
ture, to give to the peoples of the world. I 
should be glad to discuss these matters 
further. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
when the distinguished senior Senator · 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITHJ brought 
Mr. Cornell's analysis to my attention 
early in April, I wrote to the Senator 
agreeing with many of the criticisms 
which had been made of the People's 
Capitalism exhibit. 

I ask unanimous consent that perti
nent portions of my letter to the Senator 
of April 6, 1956, be inserted at this point 
in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the portions 
of the letter were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as fallows: 
The Honorable H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR ALEX: Thank you very much for your 
letter of April 2 and the enclosed copy of 
the letter you have written to Secretary 
Dulles about the exhibit, People's Capitalism. 
Alex, I agree with you completely and wan:t 
to endorse everything you said in your letter 
to the Secretary. I think that Mr. Cornell's 
account is also precisely in · point. Why is 
this point so hard for some people to grasp? 

I am sure that you were as distressed as I 
was to read in President Eisenhower's speech 
to the National Advertising Council on the 
same day that you wrote your letter, April 2, 
that the People's Capitalism exhibit seemed 
imaginative to him. I was even more dis
tressed to find him adding: "I don't know 
how many of you have seen it, but to me 
it is the kind of message that America ought 
to be carrying abroad. I would have liked 
to have seen some kind of adjective put be
tween 'people's' and 'capitalism,' • ~ • 
something of the order of 'competitive' or 
something of that kind." 

This statement by the President was all 
the more ironic because he went on later 
in his speech. to stress the importance of 
our belief in "the dignity of man, the inde
pendence of nations, the right of people to 
determine for themselves their own faith"
ra ther than stressing the 150 gadgets in a 
new American kitchen. 

I have lauded today the constructive ele
ments of the President's speech. I am at
taching a news release which says so in so 
many words. I wish I could similarly laud 
the President's endorsement of the People's 
Capitalism project and regret that I cannot. 

Sincerely, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, dur
ing recent weeks, I have '>een pleased to 
hear that the United States Information 
Agency was reconsidering some aspects 
of the People's Capitalism exhibit. This 
information was substantiated by an ar
ticle appearing in the Washington Star 
on May 16, 1956, entitled "USIA Revising 
Exhibit on People's Capitalism." I ask 
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unanimous ·consent that this article ap
pear at this point in my remarks. 

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

USIA REvlsING ExHIBIT ON PEOPLE'S 
CAPITALISM 

The United States exhibit designed to show 
people overseas how the American system of 
capitalism works for everyone ln this coun
try is undergoing changes in its individual 
displays. 

The exhibit, named People's Capitalism, 
is the work of the United States Information 
Agency. It was based on an idea offered 
by the Advertising Council. 

When it was given a trial showing 1n Wash
ington last February, President Eisenhower 
and thousands of Washingtonians and rep
resentatives of foreign nations visited it. 
The USIA solicited suggestions from all 
visitors. 

CHALLENGED BY EXPERTS 

One of the comments voiced by several 
local museum experts was directed against 
the opening display in the exhibit, a copy 
of an old home labeled "This is the way 
Americans lived in 1776." The experts said 
that many of the house's furnishings dated 
from a later period than 1776, some of them 
from the mid-19th century. 

One of the principal changes the USIA 
is making before sending the exhibit over
seas this summer is to change the designa
tion of the old house to read "This is how 
Americans lived in the time of Abraham 
Lincoln." 

Another change will double the space given 
to the section on the cultural and spiritual 
development of the United States. 

A third change is being made in the ex
hibit's final display, a prefabricated steel 
house designed to show how Americans have 
advanced through the benefits of capitallsm. 
A USIA spokesman said the house is being 
revamped to make it less slick and give it a 
lived-in look. 

GOING TO NEAR EAST 

The Agency plans to ship the exhibit to 
India and the Near East sometime in the 
middle of the summer. A spokesman said · 
the Agency hopes to line up appearances at 
a series of trade fairs in Asian countries. 

He said USIA was not disturbed by the 
sometimes caustic criticism aroused by the. 
exhibit here, especially concerning the old 
house. 

"Our purpose in· showing the exhibit in 
Washington was to provoke reaction, so we
would know what to do with the show before 
we sent it overseas," he said. He said the 
problem of the date of the furnishings of 
the old house had been solved by simply 
updating the house to a later period. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at 
this point, Mr. President, none of us has 
any way of knowing whether these re
visions will be major or minor, but I do 
hope that appropriate officials in the 
USIA will consider the considerable crit
icism which has been directed to the 
exhibit, and that they will redesign it so 
that it will give a meaningful representa
tion of American life to the people over
seas who are often more interested in 
democratic ideas than in refrigerators 
and bathtubs. 

POLITICAL PROBLEMS GREATER 
THAN MILITARY P;.=tOBLEMS 

Mr. HUMPimEY. Mr. President, 
Secretary of Defense Wilson and Adm. 
Arthur ,Radford, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, testified earlier this 

week before the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee. I ask unanimous con
sent that an article about the hearing by 
Doris Fleeson entitled "Radford Points 
to Worry Area,'' be inserted at this point 
in the RECORD. 
- There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a.s follows: 
RADFOlU> POINTS TO WORRY AREA-ADMIRAL 

SAYS- OUR POLITICAL PROBLEMS AR.E GREATER 
THAN MILITARY ONES 

Adm. Arthur W. Rad!ord, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, has lent his great pres
tige to those who contend that the Russians 
are beating the United States on the political 
and diplomatic fronts of the cold war. 

The admiral expressed satisfaction with the 
country's military posture. He said that 
since 1950 we had generated a very great 
military strength which had prevented the 
spread of the Korean war and an attack on 
the United States. But he added: 

"It is in the political and diplomatic field 
that we have to worry. The new Russian 
approach, their ability to talk sweet and dis
arm criticism, poses new problems for us in 
critical areas. There our troubles are great
er than in the military field.'' 

Answering a question by Senator HUM
PHREY, he said he knew of no promise of 
aid to any nation made by the Soviet Union 
that it did not keep. He said he hoped the 
Russians would run into trouble as they ex
pa.nded their promises, but he agreed with 
Mr. HUMPHREY that it would be an unwise 
assumption to suggest that they coui:dn't de
liver on their commitments. 

More reporters than spectators were in the 
caucus room when Foreign Relations Com
mittee Senators questioned the Nation's top 
military man and his civilian boss, Secretary 
of Defense Wilson. At issue is the adminis
tration's . expanded foreign-aid bill of •4.9 
billion. 

It is now admitted that cuts in the pro
gram during the past 2 years were achieved 
by emptying the pipelines. Now they have 
to be filled again, hence the increase. 

Senators recalled that the famous old 
hearing room was jammed to capacity and 
had a waiting line outside when Senator 
HUMPHREY heard witnesses recently on his 
bill to enforce humane slaughter upon the 
Nation's packinghouses. In past years for
eign aid and military figures of Radford's 
eminence also have attracted crowds when 
they discussed the American position as com
pared to Russia. 

Present apathy may in part be due to the 
fact that Americans now accept foreign aid 
as one of the disagreeable necessities of life 
in a cold war era. 

It i-s also illustrative of the role the Amer
ican Presidency plays 1n the creation and 
expression of the national will. So long as 
the President refuses to admit concern the 
public refuses to get excited. This is espe
cially true of President Eisenhower in the 
military-foreign affairs. realm where his ex
perience has been so great. 

A parade of witnesses has been appearing 
before congressional committees on the topic 
of countering the changed Russian policy, 
the successful Russian penetration of the 
Middle East and Africa, and Russian progress 
in nuclear weapons and general technology. 
That parade is growing very long. 

Its message remains rather simple. The 
Russians are doing fine with their new line. 
We have still to devise a product to outsell 
theirs. Nor are all military leaders in accord 
with Admiral Radford that the Pentagon is 
more than holding its own. 

Perhaps Secretary Wilson, whose natural 
candor occasionally bursts the confines of 
the teamwork imposed on all the Eisenhowe.r 
administration, has given the answer to the 
lack of a creative new program. In so many 
words he told the Senators that the admin-

18trat1on recognizes the new trend but hasn't 
bee.n able to make up its mind where the 
trend is carrying us. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr& JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent. on Monday there will be a call of 
the calendar. 

Then it is proposed to consider the 
Great Lakes bulk ~argo vessels bill, pro
vided the Senators who are interested 
in the bill are present. That bill will 
be followed by the retirement bill. We 
have an agreement that speeches may 
be made on the :retirement bill, but there 
will be no yea-and-nay votes on that bill 
on Monday. We hope the retirement 
bill can be acted on Tuesday, and that we 
can then take up the agricultural ap
propriation bill. 

The agricultural appropriation bill 
will probably be followed by the housing 
bill, and that will probably be followed 
by the highway bill. 

We ought to consider all those bills 
next week, although they may not be 
considered in the order I have stated. 

We also expect the Senate to consider 
the State-Justice-Judiciary appropria
tion bill sometime next week. 

I am informed that there will be re
ported to the Senate during the week, 
very probably, the District of Columbia, 
the general government, the independ
ent offices, and the Commerce Depart
ment appropriation bills. 

So I want the Senate to be on notice 
that we shall consider perhaps 4 or 5 
appropriation bills during the coming 
week and perhaps the early part of the 
next week. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What 
is the pleasure of the Senate? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent,. if there are no further statements 
to be made by any Senator, I move that 
the Senate stand in recess until Monday 
next at 12 o'clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o'clock and 1 minute p. m.> the Senate
took a recess until Monday, May 21, 1956, 
at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate May 18 (legislative day of May 7), 
1956: 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

T. A. M. Craven, of Virginia, to be a mem
ber of the Federal Communications Com
mission for a term o! 7 years from July 1, 
1956, vice Edward Mount Webster, term ex
piring. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Frederick Van Pelt Bryan, of New York, to 

be United States district judge for the south
ern district of New York, vice William Bondy, 
retired. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed ·by 

the Senate May 18 (legislative day of 
May 7), 1956: 

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 

Walter Bedell Smith, general, United States 
Army, retired, to be a member of the Na-
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tional Security Training Commission for a 
term of 5 years; expiring June 19, 1961. 

IN THE ARMY 
APPOINTMENT AS CHIEF OF FINANCE, UNITED 

STATES ARMY, AS MAJOR GENERAL IN THE REG• 
ULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, AND AS 
MAJOR GENERAL (TEMPORARY), ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
SECTION 206 OF THE ARMY ORGANIZATION ACT 
OF 1950 AND SECTIONS 513 AND 515 (C) OF 
THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947 

Brig. Gen. Harry Weils Crandall, 016238, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U. S. 
Army). 

The following-named officer under the pro
visions of section 504 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 to be assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility designated by 
the President under subsection (b) of section 
504, in rank as follows: 

Lt. Gen. Cortlandt Van Rensselaer Schuy
ler, 014905, Army of the United States (major 
general, U.S. Army), in the rank of general. 

The officers named herein for promotion as 
Reserve commissioned officers of the Army 
under the provisions of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954, Public Law 773, 83d 
Congress. 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. Henry Kimmell Fluck, 0415805. 
Brig. Gen. Henry Kirksey Kellogg, 0286132. 
Brig. Gen. Ralph Julian Olson, 0232882. 
Brig. Gen. Joseph John Scannell, 0350527. 
Brig. Gen. Edmund Robert Walker, 0291567. 
Brig. Gen. Edward Otto Wolf, 0298530, 

To be brigadier generals 
Col. Noah Dwight Allison, 0278182. 
Col. Cllff. Frederick Beyers, 0267530, 
Col. Francis Halsey Boland, Jr., 0233853. 
Col. James Charles Cairns, 0285315. 
Col. Leona.rd Nichols Dunkel, 0178133. 
Col. Gilbert William Embury, 0233743. 
Col. Leslie Lee Evans, 0246332. 
Col. John Simon Gleason, Jr., 03989Q9. 
Col. William Joseph Hixson, Jr., 0302021. 
Col. Graber Kidwell, 0295004. 
Col. John Martin McGreevy, 0278060. 
Col. Eugene Maier, 0270647. 
Col. Theodore Henry Marshall, 0235213. 
Col. Leon Lewis Mathews, 0255628. 
Col. Fernando C. Mencaccy, 0278275. 
Col. William Eugene Miller, 0283629. 
Col. George Poindexter Munson, Jr., 

0257114. 

Col. Edward Anderson Pagels, 0318906. 
Col. William James Sutton, 0263659. 
Col. Harley Bruce West, 0268317. 

RETIRED LIST 
Gen. Anthony Clement McAuliffe, 012263, 

Army of the United States (major general, 
U. S. Army), to be placed on the retired list 
in the grade of general under the provisions 
of subsection 504 (d) of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947. 

The following-named officers for temporary 
appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grades indicated under the 
provisions of subsection 515 (c) of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947: 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. Conrad Stantion Babcock, 

016104. 
Brig. Gen. William Everett Potter, 017098. 
Brig. Gen. Carl Henry Jark, 017556. 
Brig. Gen. John Elliot Theimer, 017566. 
Brig. Gen. Henry Ray McKenzie, 017623. 
Brig. Gen. Barksdale Hamlet, 018143. 
Brig. Gen. James Lowell Richardson, Jr., 

018232. 
Brig. Gen. August Schomburg, 018422. 
Brig. Gen. Edwin John Messinger, 018503. 

To be brigadier generals 
Col. Jacquard Hirshorn Rothschild, 018077, 

United States Army. 
Col. John Anderson Berry, Jr., 018473, 

United States Army. 
Col. Gunnar Carl Carlson, 018515, United 

States Army. 
Col. John Chandler Steele, 018668, United 

States Army. 
Col. Robert Augur Hewitt 018713, United 

States Army. 
Col. Ray Joseph Laux, 042102, United 

States Army. 
Col. Joseph Edward Bastion, Jr., 019162, 

United States Army. 
Col. Chester Braddock DeGavre, 019262, 

United States Army. 
Col. William Beehler Bunker, 019402, Army 

of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. John Lathrop Throckmorton, 019732, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U. S. Army). 

The nominations of Julian Leo Abell and 
356 other cadets, United States Military 
Academy, for appointment in the Regular 
Army of the United States, effective June 1, 
1956, upon their graduation, in the grade 

of second lieutenant, under the provisions 
of section 506 of the Officer Personnel Act 
of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.), sub
ject to physical qualification, which were 
received by the Senate on May 7, 1956, and 
which may be found in full in the Senate 
proceedings of the .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for that day, under the c~ption "Nomina
tions," beginning with the name of Julian 
Leo Abell, which is sho-m on page 7581, and 
ending with the name of Martin B. Zimmer
man, which occurs on page 7583. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The nominations of Francis Marshall and 

422 other persons for appointment in the 
Regular Air Force, which were confirmed to
.day, were received by the Senate on May 9, 
1956, and appear in full in the Senate pro
ceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
that day, under the caption "Nominations," 
beginning with the name of Francis Mar
shall, which is .shown on page 7797, and 
ending with the name of Marie L. Killwey, 
which occurs on page 7798. 

IN THE NAVY 

To be admiral 
Vice Adm. Robert P. Briscoe, United States 

Navy, to have the grade, rank, pay, and al
lowances of admiral while serving in com
mands and other duties designated by the 
President. 

To be vice admirals 
The following officers to have the grade, 

rank, pay, and allowances of vice admiral 
while serving in commands and other duties 
designated by the President: 

Vice Adm. William M. Callaghan, United 
States Navy. 

Re~r Adm. Carl F. Espe, United States 
Navy. 

RETIRED LIST 
Adm. William M. Fechteler, United States 

Navy, when retired, to be place on the retired 
list with the rank of admiral. 

The nominations of Asher P. Seip, Jr., and 
1,051 other persons for appointment in the 
Navy, which were confirmed today, were re
ceived by the Senate on May 7, 1956, and may 
be found in full in the Senate proceed
ings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
that day, under the caption "Nominations," 
beginning with the name of Asher P. Seip, 
Jr., which appears on page 7583, and ending 
with the name of John B. Wyatt, which 
occurs on page 7586. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Observance of Armed Forces . Week and 
National Broadcasting Co.'s Wide, Wide 
World Program 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALAN BIBLE 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, May 18, 1956 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the week 
from May 14 to 20 marks this country's 
observance of Armed Forces Week. I 
want to call the attention of the Senate 
to an outstanding tribute paid to our sol
diers, sailors, marines, and airmen on 
Sunday, May 13, by the National Broad
casting Co.'s Wide, Wide World televi
sion program. 

Conceived on the theme of power for 
peace, this program inaugurated Armed 
Forces Week, and enab~ed some 35 mil-

lion viewers from coast to coast to ob
serve nationwide demonstrations by the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, 
and Coast Guard. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD some further observations 
of niine about this program and Armed 
Forces Week which I believe are timely. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BmLE 
Using some 83 television cameras, the 

largest number ever assembled for one pro
gram, Wide, Wide World established the 
dedicated theme of Armed Forces Week when 
Dave Garroway, the narrator, said: 

"There's nothing free about freedom. We 
don't inherit it as we would a building and 
just move in and live • . It has to be bought 
and cherished and maintained. Each of us 
can add to the strength of the Nation
morally, economically, politically, and mili• 
tarily.· And out of this strength will come 
power--out of this power will come peace." 

In presenting the various services, Wide, 
Wide World first introduced the Chiefs of 
Staff and Commandants of all our Armed 
Forces at the Pentagon. They, in turn, ex
plained to the viewers the role played by 
each service in the defense of this country 
and as a deterrent to war, later presenting 
their commanders in the field in live dem
onstrations of "power for peace." 

Through the eyes of television on last 
Sunday afternoon, the viewers of this Na
tion were able to see an Army demonstra
tion from Fort Benning, Ga., an infantry
tank-artillery demonstration team in action, 
showing modern techniques and weapons 
used by today's Army and also, an airborne 
assault where the viewer was present with 
live cameras in the plane as the paratroopers 
prepared to jump and actually took part 
in the jump as one of the men carried a 
portable signal corps television camera with 
him in a graphic exhibition of combat tele
vision. 

The Navy's participation included a spe
cial run by the U. S. S. Albacore off Long 
Island with live cameras above and below 
decks, a visit to the aircraft carrier Essex 
off San Diego as a parade of Navy Jets were 
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brought up from below d~ks and launched 
lnto the air. ) 

At Quantico, Va., the Marine Corps por.a. 
trayed its newest assault methods of verti.;. 
cal envelopment, as helicopter assault units 
flew over simulated. beach defense areas and 
selzed. vital points of land with concen~ 
trated. firepower. 

The Wlde Wide World cameras again wen~ 
into action at San Diego, this time showing 
the Coast Guard's watch on sea. and shore 
to protect the lives and the property of our 
countrymen. Here th~ viewer:s participated 
1n an air-sea rescue mission. 

The pentagon of power needed to keep 
our country strong and :free was completed 
from Eglin Field, Fla., where the Air Force 
paraded before this great television audience 
the plane designed to give this country the 
superior global airpower on which the se
_ curlty of the free world depends. · The Air 
Force also showed how planes are tested 
under Arctic conditions. 

To complete this American story of "power 
for peace," the live television cameras al
lowed the mmions of viewers to pay their 
first visit to the Combat Operations Center 
of the Continental Defense Command in 
Colorado Springs. This dedicated defense 
mission portrayal was climaxed with a train
ing mission in which an unidentified plane 
was intercepted at sea and d<;>wned by 
rocket power. 

This week marks the seventh year tbat ,we 
have celebrated Armed Forces Day and ap_,. 
propriately enough through the live · tele
vision ·cameras of NBC's Wide Wide World, 
millions of Americans were able to particf
pate in this salute to the meri and women 
of our Armed Forces. These men and women 
and their comrades ln arms · stationed all 
over the world are America's visible 
strength. . . . 

Together they make up the ultimate all:
American -team in maintaining power for 
peace. 

Rumanian Independence Day 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROMAN L. HRUSKA 
OF. NEBRASKA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, May 18, 1956 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement 
which I have prepared relative to Ru
manian Independence Day. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HRUSKA 

May 10 was, in brighter years, the most 
hallowed national holiday to Rumanians. 
May 10 is Rumanian Independence Day, the 
anniversary of Rumania's uniting her prov
inces into one nation and declaring her 
independence. 

May 10 ls no holiday on the Communist 
calendar. There were no celebl'ations, no 
ceremonies, no reminders of this revered 

-holiday. But no communistic rule will ever 
stamp out the heritage and meaning of this 
independence day. 

Rumanian Independence Day ls being 
perpetuated in the hearts of freedom-loving 
Rumanians now living un<ier the Communist 
yoke. It ls to them another inspiration to 
sustain them to the day of liberation. A 
people who has known freedom cannot for
ever be kept in bondage with chains n-o mat
ter how strong, or with a police state no mat
ter how ruthless. 

Americans of Rumanian descent continue 
to keep alive the spark of freedom behind 
the Iron .Curtain. Ma..y 10 was- marked in 
the United States by traditional ceremonies 
and celebrations as were held in Rumanla 
before the Communist aggressor subjected 
this gallant nation. It . was an inspiration 
to hear an outstanding Rumaniiµi-Amerlca.n, 
the Reverend Father Eugene Lazar, pastor of 
the Rumanian Orthodox ·church, Gary, Ind., 
deliver the -opening -prayer as · the United 
States Senate convened. on May 10. Its text 
is as follows: 

"O Heavenly King, spirit of truth, who 
art pre·sent everywhere, treasure of blessings, 
and bountiful giver of life: Come Thou and 
abide among us, as we pray that unto our 
,God-fearing President, and the Members· of 
this House, and all civil authorities, and our 
-Armed Forces, Thou ·wnt · grant· a peaceful 
life, health, salvation, and conquest over 
the enemies of these United States of 
America. 

"O Almighty God, our help and refuge, 
fountain of wisdom and -tower of strength, 
who know~th that we can do pothing with
~mt Thy guidance, direct us to· divine wisdom 
and power, that we may accomplish whatever 
task we may undertalte, faithfully and dili
gently, as we beseech Thee, O Master, to 

' remember those who liye in oppression an:_d 
fear, in countries ·behind the Iron Curtain, 
as they seek the same ,freedoms Thou ha§t 
bestowed upon us so generously, wl;lo are 
judged and condemned to prison and exl!e 

_- and bitter slavery, an,_d who _have n~ed. of 
Thy mercy. . . 

"As Thou de~lrest._ :O Lord, that all peo
ple be free, we ask that Th.au especially 

·remember the God-feari!).g people of the 
Kingdom of Rumania, on this me.morabte 
day, and as in the past they found and en
joyed the gift of freedom, assist them to find 
the same road to recovery, to liberation, and 
to freedom from injustice and the yoke of 
tyranny, and that Thy blessings be upon 
them as upon us in this hour. 

'This we ask in the name of the Risen 
Christ our Lord and Saviour. · Amen." 

Rice Production 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON.ALLENJ.ELLENDER 
OF LOUISYANA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, May 18, 1956 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an address de
livered by me at New Orleans, La., op 
May 12, 1956, at the 57th annual meet
ing of the Rice Millers' Association. 

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

- ADDRESS DELIVERED BY SENATOR .ALLEN J. Er..
LEN:DER OF LOUISIANA, A~ NEW ORLEANS, Lf., 
ON MAY 12, 1956, AT THE 57TH ANNUAL 
MEETING OF THE RICE MILLERS' ASSOCIATION 

It is indeed a privilege and a pleasure to be 
present here with you today. It is a priv'
llege, because I can always be sure when I 
am with this group that I will come away 

'from your meeting having learned a great 
deal; it is a pleasure to be with you because 
I count so many of you among my personal 
friends. Those of you whom I do not know 
personally, I hope to meet and chat with ltt

. formally some time in the near future. I in
vite all of you to visit me should you come 
to Washington. 

May I say that I am very much pleased 
to be . away from Washington, 1f .only. for a 
few short hours, to discuss with you a subject 
in _wh~cl:J. . we. al_l _h~re a· great . and abiding 
r1nterest-rice. 1 

: I am pot going to g~orlfy ric;e today; the 
,good Lol'd aµd you folks who grow, ip.111, and 
,market rice haye already done that. On the 
_otp.er hand, I am _not going· to gloss over the 
problems our rice industry faces this year, 
and prol;>ably in th_e year to come. Instead, I 
want ta talk to you · straight from the 
shoulder. ' 
· - Just a little more- than 5 months ago I had 
the opportunity of visiting throughout the 
·Louisiana ·Rrce Belt . . As a matter of fact, 
during last fall I visited almost every agri;. 
·cultural belt" in our country, talking with 
·farmers, and getting their views in an effort 
-to help draft . a. farm program which would 
halt the drastic decline in farm income. Net 
farm 1ncoine in. "1.951 was $14.8 bllllon and 
as of the last quarter of 1955, it had fallen 
to $10.3 billion or a net.decline .of $4.5 billion 
over the last 4 years. Falling farm income 
· has become an infectious disease, one which 
· is gnawing away at the economic health of 
.our _en.til:e Nation, Farm income has fallen 
even as corporate and labor income have 
continued to reach record highs-this in 
spite -of the fact that agriculture is basic-

. that it is t .he single most important segment 
· of our en tire economy. · 

To a very large extent, the hearings· I held, 
as chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Ag:riculture and Forestry-he~rings _ wh_lch 
drew farm opinion from every major agri
cultural region of this fertile country-were 
the basis of the President's farm message of 
January 9. They provided the. raw material 
from which Congress drafted, approved, and 
sent to the White House a farm bill which 
the President promptly vetoed. 

As you are well aware, among the provi
sions of this bill was a two-price plan for 
rice, a program which you, the rice mlllers, 

-and other segments of the rice industry sug
gested and helped us draft. It was aimed 
at three specific objectives: First, to make 
available to the American consumer an 
abundant supply of rice at reasonable prices; 
second, to increase the income of rice farm
ers an!f protect them against further drastic 
cutbacks in acreage; and, third, to restore 
the American rice industry to its traditional 

' competitive position in world markets. 
The two-price plan for rice was · your in

dustry's idea; it had its genesis at the- grass
roots of the American rice-producing States. 
It was, I believe, a sound, forward-looking 
approach-a new look in agriculture. It 
has been vetoed, but the fight is not yet over. 

As a matter of fact, the :fight has only be
gun. Just the day before yesterday, the Sen
ate Agriculture Committee reported a new 
farm . bill, one which contains a soil bank. 
But, even more important, it contains pro
visions which are designed ·to return eco
nomic vigor to the American rice industry. 

One of the new rice provisions empowers 
the Secretary of Agriculture to institute a 
2-year trial -of a 2-price plan for rice before 
1959. The Secretary could declare that the 
2-price program would go into effect in 1957, 
to run through 1958; he could,- in the alter
native, choose 1958 as the initial year, and 
operate the 2-price plan over the years 1958 
and 1959. 

In the meantime, rice acreage for 1957 and 
1958 would be frozen at present levels; this 
freeze would affect not only the national 
rice acreage allotment, but the State allot-

· ments as well. No State would have to suffer 
. an acreage reduction over the next 2 years. 

There is also one other little gadget in 
. the new bill, one which was in the measure 
President Eisenhower vetoed, and one which 

. I think ls a must. That provision specifies 
that no rice-producing State's 1956 acreage 
allotment would be less than 85 percent of 

· its 1955 allotment. 
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Of course, there are still three big hurdles 

for us to jump. First, the Senate must pass 
our committee's bill; second, we must pre
serve in conference our amendments, par
ticula.r.ly those affecting rice, such as the'. 
minimum rice acreage and optional two-price. 
plan provisions. Third, the President of 
the United States must sign the bill. 

Perhaps I am an optimist, but I think 
that if the President will just sit down and 
read the b111 himself-if he wm just give it a 
little more lndependent thought than he 
gave the first farm bill, he will sign the 
measure into law. 

Several weeks ago I took time off from my-
regular work on the Senate Appropriations 
and Agriculture Committees to talk a little 
commonsense to the Secretary of Agricul
ture and to President Eisenhower. 
. I told them this: 
. I said it was unfair, unwise, and plain 

l;mllheaded for them to come to Congress with· 
a straight soil-bank bill and expect · us to, 
approve it as submitted, with nothing else 
in the way of relief for the rank and file 
farmer. I told them I thought it was un
conscionable for them to expect the Con
gress to become a rubberstamp. As chair
man of the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, I am more than willing to meet 
the administration halfway in an. effort to 
bolster farm income now, immediately, this 
year. But I am going to insist upon one 
overriding objective. I want :to see all Amer-· 
lean farmers treated as equally as we can. 
I want to see tha;t no area, no commodity, 
rio orie group of farmers, gets the cream while. 
the rest get whatever happens to be left 
over. 

Therefore, I want to assure you that be
fore I cast my vote on final passage of a soil
bank bill, I am going to do my utmost to see. 
that it contains the two-price plan and 
minimum rice-acreage' provisions voted by 
the Senate Agriculture Committee. I want 
to see all- commodities given a square deal. 

I announced this position several weeks
ago. Subsequently, some of my Republican 
colleagues came to me and said: "Senator;· 
what are you trying to do? . We do n·ot know. 
what you mean about treating commodities 
equally. Did the President not treat them 
equally, even after he vetoed the bill?" 

My answer to that was "No-emphatically 
no." 

Let me tell you why I think President· 
Eisenhower's veto of the farm bill was a 
political veto, that it was directed not at the 
merits or demerits of the bill, as it pur-
ported to be, ·but, rather, was aimed first 
~nd foremost ~t capturing votes in the No
vember elections. 
· I have never undertaken to speak harshly. 
6f President Eisenhower · before. On the, 
other hand, I think that you, as vital mem
bers of the American rice industry and the· 
American agricultural economy-I believe 
that each of our citizens, everywhere-should 
be familiar with the President's veto message, 
what it meant, and what it,acconiplished. I 
think it should be understood that the veto. 
message was a sham, a collection of plati-
tudes, generalities, inconsistencies, and mis
statements of ,fact. The message demon
strates that the President of the United 
States neither studied nor understood the 
bill he vetoed. 

Let me brietly review· some of. the reasons: 
the President gave for .vetoing the farm 
bill. Let us see how these so-called reasons 
meas1:1r~ up_ V.:itb the facts, and with actions· 
subsequently announced by the President., 

Ff1:st, President Eisenhower said that the 
farm bill's 1-year, 1-shot, :eme:i:gency 90 per
cent of parity price suppqrts :tor , the basics 
would have· increased agricultural produc- . 
tion. -- . · : 
· The bill woulci not have ' Increased produc
tion;. you know-It,. l know.it.- and Pres~dent 
Eisenhower should know .it. The Senate tiin
re~nstated .90 percent of parity price sup
ports for 1 ·year, 1956. ~cr-e-age · allotments 
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for 1956 had been promulgated, distributed, 
and placed in effect as of the time the bill 
was passed. Many of these allotted acres had 
been planted at that time. Our biil pro
vided for no increase in acreage; it provided 
·only that on basic crops produced from al
lotted acres, farmers would receive price 
support of 90 percent of parity, for 1 year 
only. There was no possible way for the 
farm bill, the bia vetoed by the President, to 
have increased production of the basic com
modities. 
· Of course, Secretary Benson has theorized 
that if price supports are increased, if com
modity prices are raised, then farmers will 
pour - the fertilizer to their land. He has 
said 90 percent of parity price supports will 
inspire farmers to coax maximum production 
from each acre they are _permitted to plant. 
This may sound good to an arm-chair, ivory
tower farm expert, but let us look at it from 
the point of view of the dirt farmer. 
, Put yourself in a typical farmer's shoes. 
Imagine that your acreage allotment for rice 
is 100 acres. You know that you are going 
to have to wring from that 100 acres enough 
income to pay your fixed operating costs, to 
buy your food, to clothe your children, to· 
meet your mortgage payments. If you must 
produce 2,300 hundredweights of 90 percent 
of parity rice to break even, then if price 
supports are reduced 15 percent, you will 
coax 15 percent more production from your· 
100 allotted acres. You wm do your best 
to produce 2,645 hundredweights of 75 per
cent of parity rice. This is more than just" 
human nature, it is practical business sense. 
When Ford or General Motors or Chrysler 
find themselves with a surplus of automo-· 
biles, they don't cut prices; no indeed, they 
cut back on production. Ladies and gentle
men, the whole Benson philosophy is fal
lacious; it has dragged American agriculture 
to the brink of ruin. If General Motors has 
found that price cutting is no solution to. 
overproduction, then the American farmer 
is certainly in the same boat. Here is one 
time when. I agree that what is good enough· 
for General Motors should be good enough 
for the farmer. 

Not only has the American farmer found 
that price cutting-income cutting-is no 
way to increase farm profits, but the Presi
dent of the United States seems to be con
vinced, _as well, for he has thrown the Ben
son sliding seal" right out the White House 
window. 
, You will recall that in vetoing the farm 

bill, President Eisenhower said that the con
f.erence farm_ bill .was. a. step backward from, 
and I quote, "the sound and forward-looking. 
l_egislation tn the Agricultural Act of 1954." 
I do not concede that the 1954 Agricultural 
Act is either sound or forward looking; how- . 
ever, if President Eisenhower thinks it is, 
he should establish price-support levels 
which are consistent with his convictions: 
}:iaving declared that the only way to solve 
our farm ills is to move ahead under the 
f1liding scale-since he has stated . that the 
new farm bill had to be vetoed because it 
contaj.ned rigid price supports-it is incon
ceivable that, in almost the same breath; 
President Eisenhower. would . abandon the· 
flexible price-support program. 
, But that is precisely what he· did. Presi

dent Eisenhower vetoed the f.arm b111 be-· 
qause it reinstatE)d rigid price supports .for. 
i year, yet, in that same message he ~n
nounced that the Secretary of Agriculture. 
would place in effect his own systelll of rigid 
price. supports for :1956. 

How,-you ·may ask, did he manage to do . 
this since the 1954 flexible price-support law 
~pecifies _tha_t ~ .. s1:ll'pluses, µicrease, support 
l_e':els ~us_t fall? . . . -
.. In almost every law, particularly one as 

complicated ~nd complex as the agriculturaI 
support program, there is at ·1east one loop
hole. The President and Secretary Benson 
{ound :this loqphole a_nd lost no time.scooting· 
through 1t, like mice after cheese--or like 

politicians after votes. That loophole ln the 
Farm Act now on the books provides, in 
effect, that whenever any commodity impor
tant to the national welfare is not bringing 
the price it should under the sllding scale, 
then the Secretary can fix a new support 
price. Of course, this is what the Secretary 
of Agriculture and President Eisenhower did. 
I wonder, however, how Mr. Benson must 
have felt when his boss told him to do so; I 
wonder, because only 2 years ago the Secre
tary was making speeches to the effect that 
the six basics were receiving preferential 
price-support treatment. He even had his 
Department print up a little booklet stating 
that only about 25 percent of our total farm 
income is derived from the basic commod
ities. Suddenly, however, Mr. Benson· has 
seen the light; he has discovered that this 
25 percent has such a far-reaching effect upon 
the national economy that he must invoke 
a:uthority ~ontained in one of the sliding
scale loopholes in order to ;raise support 
levels. It evidently took a Presidential order 
to force Mr. Benson to recogn_ize something 
you and I have known for a long, long· 
t1me-that the six basic commodities are, 
indeed, basic to our farm economy. 
- Acting under this emergency authority, the . 

Presiden:t had Secretary Benson institute his' 
own program of rigid price supports. In lieu. 
of 1-year, rigid legislative price supports, the 
President decreed 1-year, rigid, lop-sided ad
ministrative price supports. He supported 
cotton at rigid 82½ percent of parity; wheat 
at rigid 84 percent of parity, peanuts at rigid. 
86 percent of parity, tobacco at rigid 90 p~r
cent of parity, and rice at rigid 82.7 percent 
of parity. 
· Here is the lnteresttng part, however. Corn,. 

the sixth basic, gets a little different treat
ment. Corn eats high on the hog. Corn gets 
not just a single rigid price s1,1pport, not just 
a two-price program, but corn gets a rigid, 
three-price program for 1956. · 

Under the support schedule announced by 
t,he President in his veto ·message, corn in. 
the nop.commercial corn area will be sup-, 
ported at about 64.6 percent of parity. 

Corn In the commercial corn area ·wm be 
supported at two levels. First, for those· 
corn farmers who comply with their - acreage-
allotments, support will be available at 86.2-
percent' of parity. However, for producers, 
who choose to not comply. and who decide · 
fu overplant th~ir allotme;nts, price support 
will still be available at 72 percent of parity. · 
.. Compare this with rice, where pr~ucers, 
must content themselves wit}?. support at 
82.7 percent, provided they comply with. 
acreage allotments. If they do not comply,· 
t'hen they are _penalized. Rice farmers who: 
overplant their allotments do not receive 
price support on production derived from· 
lands over and above their allotted acres. 
In addition, they are penalized .50 percent of 
the parity price for eacil hundredweight so 
produced. Corn farmers in the commercial 
bel~. however, get price support. at .86.2 per
cent of parity if they remain within 'their 
allotted acres. · They can -also ·get support at 
72 percent of parity on all the corn they
desire to produce, from all the land they 
9esire to plant. They are eligible for this· 
support level with no controls, no quotas, · 
:i;io ~llotments, no marketing penalties, no 
nothing. 

For the first time in the history of our 
farm program, noncompliance corn in the· 
commercial area is to be eligible for price· 
suppor.t. Why? Is acreage planted to corn. 
going to hit an all-time low? It is not. 
Quite the contrary is true. 
. In tt!stimony before the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, during an executive session on· 
the .farm bill, Department of Agriculture 
experts predicted that corn farmers in the 
commercial corn belt would probably plant· 
56 . million acres this year. This compares 
with a national acreage allotment of 43 mil·· 
lion . acres.. Boiled down, this means corn 
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farmers are expected to overplant their acre
age allotments by at least one-third. 

Let us consider another inconsistency in 
the veto message. President Eisenhower said 
he veoted the farm bill because it would 
have supported feed grains at 86 percent of 
parity. Yet, as a result of his veto, feed 
grains are now supported at 70 percent of 
parity. This 15 percent drop in feed grain 
supports will not reduce production. The 
conference bill, on the other hand, would 
have cut production. Under our bill, if a feed 
grain producer desired the 86 percent of 
parity price support, he would have been re
quired to reduce his base acreage by 15 per
cent and, in addition, put the equivalent of 
15 percent of his base acreage into the soil 
bank. Now, however, feed grain supports are 
set at 70 percent of parity on unlimited pro
duction. The sky is the limit on this year's 
production of corn and feed grains, with price 
support available nevertheless. 

I am convinced that the present corn and 
feed grain support programs will increase 
the production of both; feed grain and corn 
prices will be kept low. · 

Who will this program benefit? 
The Government? Of course not; we will 

end up this year with corn and feed grains 
coming out of our ears. 

The feed grain producers? I do not believe 
so, because they are going to have to work 
off their surplus sometime in some way. 

The feeders? Of course, they will benefit. 
They will be able to buy feed at cheap prices. 

Do the commercial area corn producers 
benefit? Certainly. They can flip coins with 
the Government and be assured they will 
always win--86.2 percent of parity on allot
ted acres, or 72 percent on all-out produc
tion. 

The President's farm program, as an
nounced in his veto message, creates an agri. 
cultural "elite"; corn stands out alone; it 
receives treatment head and shoulders above 
that given the other p roducers. The feeders, 
too, get a bonanza. They are assured of cheap 
feed, the market is assured of an eventual 
oversupply of meat, and the Government is 
assured of having to undertake another 
costly meat purchase program. 

I have never been one to engage in po
litical prognosticating, but I have a hunch 
that the President's farm program-a pro
gram which is designed to benefit principally 
the corn producers and the cattle feeders
was hatched in the fertile minds of the 
Washington lobbyists for one national farm 
organization-the only major farm organi
zation which sought a veto of the farm 
bill-the only farm organization for which 
the welcome mat is always out at tlle White 
House and Mr. Benson's office. 

This national organization, it should be 
noted, draws almost one-half of its total 
membership from 12 farm States-all of 
which are corn St ates, and all of which are 
cattle feeding States. The President's farm 
program is a support program by corn, for 
corn and of corn. Everybody ~lse gets a 
"sop." 

Despite this sorry picture, the President of 
the United States has piously announced 
that he does not believe in playing politics 
with the welfare of our farmers. Well, let 
us look a bit deeper into the President's veto 
message and see who is playing politics with 
what. 

The President stated in his veto message 
that the two-price plans for wheat and rice 
would bring hardship upon our consumers 
and would injure our foreign relations. 

Would the rice program have injured the 
consumer? It most emphatically would not. 
You, as millers, would have bought rough 
rice at the market price. Before you milled 
the rice, you would have purchased from the 
Government a marketing certificate equal 
to the difference between what you pald on 
the market and 90 percent of parity. No 
miller would have had more than 90 percent 
of parity invested in the rice he milled. 

Of course, the President might say that 90 
percent of parity raises consumer prices. 
But, if he does, what happens to his often
expressed objective of farmers obtaining 100 
percent of parity in the market place? How 
does he square his veto message with the ob
jective of the soil bank, which is, as I un
derstand it, to create artificial shortages, 
raise prices, and increase farm income to as 
near parity as possible? Parity is parity, 
whether it be achieved by way of price sup
ports, in the market place, or through the 
soil bank. It is unbelievable that the Presi
dent vetoed the two-price plan for rice be
cause it might have cost consumers 10 per
cent less than his avowed objective of 100 
percent of market place parity. This does 
not make good sense, but then, neither does 
the President's veto message. 

Would a two-price plan hurt our foreign 
relations? Well, it might hurt some feelings 
in a few Far Eastern countries, but it would 
also bring us some friends, particularly in 
Japan, the Philippines and Indonesia, to 
name only three. It would certainly improve 
the competitive position of American rice. 

Since 1953, the Department of Agriculture 
and the administration have been preaching 
that farm commodity prices must fall before 
American agriculture can once again com
pete in world markets. Yet, when we at
tempt to make our farm exports competitive 
without further bankrupting our farmers, 
we find the administration saying "No." 

I think it is high time we began to put our 
own welfare first, to ignore the extremely 
sensitive feelings of our foreign competi
tors-feelings which become sensitive only 
when we cut off our gifts or seek to compete 
on equal terms in world markets. It is time 
for rice, cotton, wheat, and other farm com
modities for which there is export demand 
to compete on equal terms with foreign prod
ucts. We must permit American rice to be 
sold where we can find buyers. 

You know and I know that the State De
partment does not like this idea. Not long 
ago I discussed the problem of foreign rice 
sales with a gentleman in the Department of 
State. He was most emphatically opposed 
to our selling rice to Japan, to the Philip
pines, and other deficit areas on the basis of 
the best price getting the business. He 
said that the Department preferred placing 
the rice we shipped abroad, so that we would 
not injure the feelings of a few neutralist 
countries. The administration, of course, 
prefers to sell rice under Public Law 480 so 
they can use local currency proceeds for 
economic aid. This is one means of bypass
ing Congress. 

If the alternative to having a few injured 
international feelings is the creation of a 
huge, centralized, Government selling 
agency-if we must buy foreign friendships 
by slashing our domest ic agriculture to the 
bone and bleeding our farmers white-if the 
basic theory of competitive selling is to be 
abandoned in favor of an all-powerful pro
gram of foreign sales, handled by Federal 
bureaucrats-then I think a two-price plan 
for rice is necessary for another reason. We 
need it to bring commonsense and free en
terprise back into our Government opera
tions. 

Recently, national news magazines quote 
Prime Minister Nehru of India as stating that 
he liked to deal with the Russians because 
they had something to sell, not to give away. 
He said the Russians "drove a hard bargain." 

Let us, then, begin to do the same. Why 
should we not obtain some of this same 
friendship and respect by selling rice instead 
of giving it away. If the neutralist nations 
like to deal on a business basis, let us deal 
with them as businessmen. Let us turn off 
the spigot which has poured billions of dol
lars of American tax money into their treas
uries. Let us abandon the philosophy which 
has funneled our rice production into ware
houses because selling it abroad might make 
somebody mad. 

I have had my fill of this administration 
preaching the virtues of increased competi
tion, only to find that when the Congress 
takes steps to make farm products competi
tive, the administration has its veto stamp 
ready for immediate use. 

I have taken up much of your time, but 
before I conclude, I want to mention the soil 
bank. The soil bank, you will recall, is 
something the President said he desired very 
much. Of course, he vetoed a bill that had 
the Eisenhower soil bank in it, but he still 
wan ts a soil bank this year. 

The President has said that quick action 
on a soil bank will permit him to increase 
farm income by a half-billion dollars this 
year, by paying farmers in 1966 for soil bank 
participation in 1957. This, ladies and gen
tlemen, is poppycock. Soil bank advance 
payments will not increase farm income
they will only increase farm debt. The en
tire purpose of the soil bank is to pay a 
farmer who does not plant his land about 
the same net amount he would have earned 
had he put that land into production instead 
of the soil bank. The soil bank theory is 
not complicated. Under it, production will 
be cut; artificial shortages will eventually be 
created; prices will rise; surpluses will be 
reduced, and farm income will increase. Let 
no one be fooled, however; farmers could, 
generally speaking, obtain Just as much in
come from planting their land as putting it 
in the soil bank. Therefore, when the Presi
dent of the United States speaks of increasing 
farm income by soil bank payments, he is 
talking through his hat. 

Paying farmers in advance this year for 
soil bank participation next year will not 
help raise income; it is simply another form 
of Government loan, because any advance a 
farmer might receive in 1956 will be deducted 
from his 1957 earnings. 

Let me tell you this, and I hope somebody 
sends Ike a copy of this speech: 

The entire program announced by the 
President in his veto message was a political 
farm program, designed to benefit, first and 
foremost, a favored few, principally the pro
ducers of corn. The President"s plea for an 
advance-payment soil bank was an outright 
admission that the Chief Executive neither 
understood nor appreciated the purpose or 
operation of the soil bank program. 

Within a very few days, the President will 
have on his desk a new farm bill, one which 
is aimed at strengthening our sagging farm 
economy, and restoring to our farm price 
programs the concept of equal treatment for 
all farm commodities. 

I hope it will contain the rice acreage 
freeze, and, in addition, the optional two
price plan for rice. I am going to do every
thing in my power to see that these pro
visions stay in the bill. I am also going to 
leave no stone unturned to see that the bill 
finally approved by the Congress provides 
for a similar freeze on cotton acreage at the 
State level. 

I am going to continue my fight to elimi
nate at least the major portion of the favored 
treatment accorded corn under the Presi
dent's administrative support plan. I want 
to see feed grain producers given a fair 
program, one which is workable, and one 
which will not further aggravate our surplus 
of these commodities. Corn produced in the 
noncommercial corn area, such as the corn 
grown here in Louisiana, should be given a 
little fairer treatment. 

We have tried to achieve these objectives 
in the Senate version of the bill. It is not my 
personal idea of perfection, particularly with 
respect to its corn and feed grain provisions, 
but it is a fair compromise. As such, it 
should be acceptable to the President--pro
vided, of course, he is desirous of helping our 
farmers. 

I want to serve notice on the President, on 
his Secretatry of Agriculture, and on anyone 
else who may be pressing for some kind of 
pay-in-advance soil bank that I am not going 
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to support any such scheme. °fhe pay-in
advance proposal is an attempt to use soil
bank payments as political propaga:p.da, to 
turn the soil bank into an installment-plan 
vote-buying device. . 

I hope that as I wage this battle, I am going 
to have the support of the rice industry; I 
hope that as I continue to fight for increased 
rice exports, you, the millers, are going to be 
at my side, as you have been in the past. 

I worked long, long hours on the farm b111 

SENATE 
MONDAY, MAY 21, 1956 

<Legislative day of Monday, May 7, 1956) 

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

Rev. Gerald V. Case, pastor, Second 
Presbyterian Church, Boise, Idaho, of
fered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, as we pause for this mo
ment to address Thee in prayer, may we 
recognize Thy sovereignty over all of 
ill~ I 

Wilt Thou bless these servants of Thine 
in the field of government, that all of 
their actions may be in accordance with 
Thy will. May our country . continue to 
be blessed with the good things of life, 
and may we be faithful in our steward
ship of them. 

Bless now this session of the Senate, as 
it convenes for its labor of the day. 

In the name of Christ Jesus our Lord 
we pray, Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TE:MPORE 

The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D. C. May 21, 1956~ 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen
ate, I appoint Hon. ALBERT GORE, a Senator 
from the State of Tennessee, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

WALTER F. GEORGE, 
President pro tempore. 

that was vetoed by the President; I have done 
the same on the new bill. I have done my 
level best to keep our farm program out of· 
politics and to keep politics out of the farm· 
program. I want you to know that I shall 
continue to do so in the future. 

We are faced with a serious crisis in agrl.; 
culture. Our farmers are in precarious eco
nomic health. You, as millers, know that if 
our farm economy ls permitted to deteriorate 
further, the end result will be chaos for y~u. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there may be 
the usual morning hour for the presen
tation of petitions and memorials, the 
introduction of bills, and the transaction 
of other routine business, and that 
statements made in connection there
with be limited to 2 minutes. 

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate proceed to the consider
ation of executive business, for the pur
pose of considering the new report on· 
the Executive Calendar. 

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

WITHDRAWAL OF NOMINATION
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern• 

pore laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States, 
withdrawing the nomination of Fred A. 
Lemm, to be postmaster at Schiller Park, 
in the State of Illinois, transmitted to 
the Senate on January 25, 1956, which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there be no reports of com
mittees, the clerk will proceed to state 
the new report on the Executite Calen
dar. 

Mr. GORE thereupon took the chair as- SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
Acting President pro tempore. BOARD 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BIBLE, and by unani

mous consent, the reading of the Journal 
of the proceedings of Friday, May 18, 
1956, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
May 18, 1956, the _ President had ap
proved and signed the following acts: 

S. 419. An act for the relief o! Eli E. Hood; 
S. 885. An act !or the relie!: of Allee Eliza

beth MarJoribanks; and 
S. 2851. An act to transfer certain lands 

from the Veterans' Administration to the 
D.epartment of the Interior !or the benefit of 
the Yavapai Indians of Arizona. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of James R. Duncan, of Virginia, to be 
a member of the Subversive Activities 
Control Board. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is confirmed. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President be· 
notified forthwith . of this confirmation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SF.SSION 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate resume the considera
tion of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; an,d the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

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

for the national economy, for the Nation as 
a whole. I feel very deeply that the very 
roots of our American way of life are found 
on our farms. We must keep these roots 
strong and healthy we must shield them from 
the blight of partisan politics-we must 
guard them against economic stagnation
we must make them immune to the dry rot 
of unrestricted "bigness." 

Thank you for inviting me to speak here 
today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern

pore laid before the -Senate the follow
ing letters, which were referred as indi
cated: 
ExTENSION OF TEMPORARY PROMOTION ACT OF 

1941 TO THE COAST GUARD 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 

Treasury, transmitting a draft o! proposed 
legislation to extend the existing applica
tion of the Temporary Promotion Act of 
1941, as amended, to the Coast Guard, and 
for other purposes (with accompanying 
papers) : to the Comm! ttee on Armed 
Services. 
REPORT ON MILITARY PRIME CONTRACTS WrrH 

BUSINESS FmMS FOR WORK IN THE UNITED 
STATES 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on military prime contracts with 
business firms for work in the United States, 
tor the period July 1, 1955, to March 31, 
1956 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
AUDIT REPORT ON THE GOVERNMENT OJ' THE 

VmGIN ISLANDS 

A letter from the Comptroller General o! 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an audit report on the Government of 
the Virgin Islands of the United States, for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1955 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Commit
tee on Government Operations. 

REl'oRT OF DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

A letter from the Secretary o! Labor, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report o! the 
Department of Labor, for the fiscal year 1955 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
TEACHING HOSPITAL FOR HOWARD UNIVERSITY-

TRANSFER OF FREEDMEN'S HOSPITAL TO How
ARD UNIVERSITY 

A letter from the Secretary, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to estab
lish a teaching hospital !or Howard Uni
versity, to transfer Freedmen's Hospital to 
the university, and for other purposes (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN APPROPRIATIONS, 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

. A letter from the Chairman, Atomic En
ergy Commission, Washington, D. C., trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend Public Law 506, 84th Congress, 2d 
Session, authorizing appropriations to the 
Atomic Energy Commission for acquisition 
or condemnation of real property or any 
fac111ties, or !or plant or facility acquisition, 
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