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

Father of all, whose righteous laws 
condemn and will at last break whatso­
ever bars Thy children from abundant 
life: In these days freighted with destiny, 
for whose decisions the future will judge 
us, by Thine enabling might may Thy 
servants here in the ministry of public 
affairs maintain their integrity unsullied 
by personal .animosities, prejudices, or 
selfish ambitions. May they always re­
gard public office as a sacred trust. As 
our fallible hands have a part in the 
shaping of the world that is to be, grant 
us the vision, the wisdom, 'and the cour­
age that will make for both justice and 
lasting peace. We ask it in the dear 
Redeemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL ' 
On req-:rest"'Of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes­

·day, March 12, 1958, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages 1n writing from the Presi­

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be­

fore the Senate messages from the Presi­
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

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

STAY OF REDUCTIONS IN PRICE 
SUPPORTS AND ACREAGE ALLOT­
MENTS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 

Senate Joint Resolutions 162 and 163, 
concerning reductions in support prices 
or acreage allotments on certain agri­
cultural products, were reported, under 
an order of the Senate, on March 7, dur­
ing an .adjournment of the -Senate. "They 

-are shown as having been read twice 
and placed on the calendar. 

CIV--264 

I wish to make this announcement. It 
has been called to the attention of the 
minority leader. It is agreeable to him. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is 
agreeable to the minority leader. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM-ORDER 
FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 
A. M. TOMORROW 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

desire to notify the Senate that the ses­
sion today will last until a late hour; 
tomorrow the session will last until a late 
hour; and there will be a session on Sat­
urday. 

I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 10 a. m. to­
morrow. 

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

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un­
der the rule, there will be the usual morn­
ing hour, for the introduction of bills and 
the transaction of other routine business. 
In that connection, I ask unanimous con­
sent that statements be limited to 3 min­
utes. 

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

REPORT ON 0VEROBLIGATIONS OF 
APPROPRI.A:TIONS 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
reporting, pursuant to law, on the overob­
ligations of appro.priations in the Depart­
ment of Commerce; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 
REPORT ON RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPO• 

RATION LIQUIDATION FuND 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas­
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
Liquidation Fund, for the quarter ended 
December ·31, 1957 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

EXTENSION OF RENEGOTIATION ACT OF 195_1 
A letter from tne Secretary of ·.Defense, 

transmitting a. draft of proposed legislation 
to extend the Renego'tiation Act of 1951 for 
2 years (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Finance. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF SELECTED ACTYVITIES OJ' 

.GOVERNMENT ·OF THE VmGIN ISLANDS 

A letter from tne Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, a report on review of selected activities 
of the Government of the Virgin Islands of 
the United States, for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 1957 (with an accompanying re­
port); to the Committee on Government Op­
erations. 

REPORT ON SPOKANE VALLEY PROJECT, 
WASHINGTON 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the Spokane Valley project, Washington, 
dated August, 1956 (with an accompanying 
11eport); to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 
SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENs- -

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra­
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, withdrawing the name of Ether 
Kwang-Tzu Yang from a report relating to 
aliens whose deportation has been suspended, 
transmitted to the Senate on January 15, 
1957 (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT OF WOODROW WILSON CENTENNIAL 

COMMISSION 

A letter from the Chairman, Woodrow Wil­
son Centennial Celebration Commission~ 
Washington, D. C., transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report of that Commission, dated 
December 28, 1957 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA 

A letter from the Chief Scout Executive, 
National Council, Boy Scouts ofA America, 
New Brunswick, N.J., transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report of that organization, for the 
year 1957 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel­
fare. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

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

the District of Columbia, with an amend­
ment: 

S. 532. A bill to revise and modernize the 
fish and game laws of the District of Colum­
bia, and for other purposes (Re_pt. No. 1388). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with 
an amendment: 

S. ·a10o. A bill to provlde transportation 
on Canadian vessels between ports in south­
e.astern Alaska, and between Hyder, Alaska, 
and other points in southeastern Alaska. or 
the continental United States, either di­
rectly or via a foreign ·port, or for any part 
of the transportation (Rept. No. 1389). 

REPORT ENTITLED ''ADMINISTERED 
PRICES - STEEL" - INDIVIDUAL 
VIEWS (S. REPT. NO. 1387) 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, from 

the Committee on the Judieiary, pur­
suant to Senate Resolution 57, as ex­
tended, I submit a report entitled "Ad­
ministered Prices-Steel," together with 
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the individual views of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. I ask 
unanimous consent that the report to­
gether with the individual views and il­
lustrations, be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received and printed, as 
requested by the Senator from Tennes­
see. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. BUSH, from the Committee on 

Armed Services: 
Maj. Gen. Oliver S. Picher, Regular Air 

Force, to be assigned to positions of im­
portance and responsibility designated by the 
President, in the rank of lieutenant general; 
and 

Maj. Gen. James Francis Collins, United 
States Army, to be assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility designated by 
the President, in the rank of lieutenant gen­
eral. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr~ President, from the 
Committee on Armed Services, I report 
favorably a total of 1,112 nominations 
for appointment in the Regular · Air 
Force in grades of major and below and 
the nomination of Col. Robert F. Mc­
Dermott as permanent professor at the 
Air Force Academy. · 

All of these names have already ap­
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; so; 
to save the expense of printing ori the 
Executive Calendar, I ask unanimous 
consent that they be ordered to lie on 
the Vice President's desk, for the infor­
mation of any Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, the nominations will lie 
on the desk, as requested by the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

The nominations ordered to lie on the 
desk are as follows: 

Col. Robert F. McDermott, for appoii.ltment 
as permanent professor of the Unlted States 
Air Force Academy; and 

Robert 0. Amdall and sundry other per­
sons, for appointment in the Regular Air 
Force. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous · consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
S. 3467. A bill to make certain exceptions 

to the appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court of the United States and of the United 
States courts of appeals in actions relating 
to the public schools; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDERSON: 
s. 3468. A bill to provide for the construc­

tion and improvement of certain roads on 
the Navajo and Hopi Indian Reservations; 
and 

S. 3469. A bill to amend the act of of July 
31, 1953, relating to the Arch Hurley Con­
servancy District, Tucumcari reclamation 
project, New Mexico; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself and 
Mr. CHAVEZ) : 

S. 3470. A bill to provide for the construc­
tion by the United States of a sanitary sewer 

system for the Zuni Indian Tribe, Zuni, N. 
Mex.; and 

s. 3471. A bill to authorize the State of 
New Mexico to select certain public lands in 
exchange for land taken by the United States 
for military and other uses, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
S. 3472. A bill to encourage private United 

States investment in foreign countries by 
restricting the incidence of double taxation 
on taxpayers with gross income from sources 
outside the United States; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By'Mr. LANGER: 
s . 3473. A bill for the relief of Philip 

Chieng-Chung Wei; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE­
NUE CODE OF 1954, TO CORRECT 
UNINTENDED BENEFITS AND 
HARDSIDPS---AMENDMENT 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I sub­
mit, for appropriate reference, an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
me, to the bill <H. R. 8381) to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
correct unintended benefits and hard­
ships and to make technical amend­
ments, and for other purposes. 

The proposed amendment of section 
50 of H. R. 8381 is designed to correct 
a hardship situation arising under sec­
tions 1341 and 1481 of the Internal Reve­
nue Code. This matter was brought to 
my attention by an Ohio machine tool 
company. I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the RECORD at this 
point a brief memorandum explaining 
the amendment I have offered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
referred to the Committee on Finance; 
and, without objection, the memorandum 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

<The memorandum presented by Mr. 
BRICKER is as follows:) 
MEMORANDUM RE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 

SECTION 1341 OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE OF 1954 

objection of section 1341 in the followi-ng 
language: 

"Under present law if a taxpayer is obli­
gated to repay amounts which he had re­
ceived in a prior year and included in 
income because it appeared that he had an 
unrestricted right to such amounts, he may 
take a deduction in the year of restitution. 
In many instances of this nature, the de­
duction allowable in the later year does not 
compensate the taxpayer adequately for the 
tax paid in the earlier year." (P. 86, H. Rept. 
No. 1337, 83d Cong., 2d sess.) 

Refunds under price determination pro­
visions would seem to be excellent examples 
of the kind of problem aimed at by section 
1341; in point of fact, that section explicitly 
covers refunds or repayments made by a 
regulated public utility where the same are 
required to be made by a regulatory agency. 
Nevertheless, refunds made pursuant to 
price redetermination provisions are not 
subject to the relief afforded by section 1341 
because of the exclusion therein of income 
arising from the sale of inventoriable items. 
The result is that as between section· 1481 
and section 1341 there remains a significant 
area in which taxpayers who receive income 
in one year and who are required to repay 
it in another must suffer the consequences 
of distortion of income. 

The exception in section 1341 for lnven­
toriable items was apparently put in because 
it was felt that the abortive section 462 
would take care of situations arising with 
respect thereto. Section 462 was repealed 
retroactively in 1955, but the exception in 
section 1341 was left untouched. 

The proposed amendment to section 1341 
would eliminate the exception referred to 
above for all years covered by the 1954 code 
with respect to taxpayers who find them­
selves in the position described in this 

· memorandum. Specifically the amendment 
would apply only in czases where: 

1. A refund has been made pursuant to 
a price redetermination in a subcontract. 

2. The subcontract is for milltary items. 
3. The parties to the subcontract are un­

related. (For example, the amendment would 
not apply if one party was a subsidiary of 
the other.) 

4. No adjustment is · available under sec· 
tion 1481 of the 1954 code solely because the 
refund is not ultimately paid to the United 
States. 

Early in 1953 the company took a. sub- PRINTING AS A SENATE DOCUMENT 
contract from a. first-tier subcontractor. PAPERS RELATING TO THE LIFE 
The prime contract was with the Air Force AND CAREER OF THEODORE 
and called for the furnishing of military air- ROOSEVELT (S. DOC. NO. 82) 
craft. At the instance of the Air Force, the 
first-tier subcontractor included in the com- Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this year 
pany's subcontract a. provision for price re- commemorates the 100th anniversary of 
determination in favor of the first-tier sub- the birth of Theodore Roosevelt. The 
contractor. The subcontract was almost en- Theodore Roosevelt Centennial Commis-
tirely performed in 1953. bl ed 1 

The company included its 1953 profit . sion, esta ish by Pubic Law 183, 84th 
from the subcontract in its 1953 tax return. Congress, has compiled a number of 
In July 1954, the company and the first- documents which relate to the work and 
tier subcontractor concluded price rede- the effect upon the American people and 
termination negotiations, the company our national life of Theodore Roosevelt. 
being required to refund a substantial - Theodore Roosevelt was born at 
amount to the first-tier subcontractor. The Oyster Bay, N. Y., and we in New York 
two contractors are entirely unrelated to have a special interest in him. 
each other. 

Refunds pursuant to price redetermina- Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
tion provisions made under circumstances sent to have a compilation of papers re­
such as those stated above are considered by lating to the life and career of Theodore 
the Treasury not to be subject to a. tax Roosevelt printed as a Senate do_cument, 
credit under section 1481, since they are not with illustrations. The cost of the 
paid to the United states (see Rev. Rul. printing is estimated to be $528. I have 
54-82, 1954-1 c. B. 286) · been advised by the staff of the Rules 

Section 1341 was enacted to relieve the Committee that, since the publication 
taxpayer who, having received income under consists of only 36 pages, a formal reso­
a claim of right, paid a. tax thereon for the lution will not be necessary. I have also . year in which it was received, but who is 
required to refund such income in a. subse- consulted with the majority leader and 
quent year. The report of the Committee the minority leader, and there is no ob­
on Ways and Means states the underlying jection to the request. 
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· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from New York? The Chair 
hears none~ and it is so ordered . . 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI­
CLES, ETC .• PRINTED IN THE REC­
ORD 
On request, and by unanimous con­

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

By Mr. WILEY: 
Article entitled "Federal Drive on Rack­

eteers Starts in April," written by Harold 
L. Dutkin and published in the Washington 
Evening Star of March 12, 1958. 

NOTICE OF .HEARINGS BY SUBCOM­
MITTEE ON HOUSING 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Housing, I desire to give notice that it is 
planned to commence public hearings on 
April 15, 1958, at 10 a. m. in room 301, 
Senate Office Building, on the bills l_isted 
below and on bills that may be subse­
quently introduced and referred to the 
subcommittee. 

All persons who wish to appear and 
testify at this hearing are requested to 
notify Mr. Jack Carter, staff director, 
Subcommittee on Housing, room 15-A, 
Senate Office Building, telephone Capi­
tol 4-3121, extension 6348, as soon as 
·possible. 
· The bills presently pending before the 
subcommittee are: S. 2791, S. 2865, 
s. 2872, s. 2992, s. 3064, s. 3213, s. 3281, 

· S. J. Res. 153, s. 3351, S. 3398, and s. 3399. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION 
BEFORE COMMITTEE ON THE JU­
DICIARY 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 

following nomination has been referred 
to and is now pending before the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary: 

Pervie Lee Dodd, of Alabama, to be 
United States marshal for the northern 
district of Alabama, for a term of 4 years. 

On behalf of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in this nomination to 
file with the committee, in writing, on or 
before Thursday, March 20, 1958, any 
representations or objections they may 
wish to present concerning the above 
nomination, with a further statement 
whether it is their intention to appear at 
any hearings which may be scheduled. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA­
TION OF OLIVER D. HAMLIN, JR., 
TO BE UNITED STATES CffiCUIT 
JUDGE, NINTH CIRCUIT, VICE 
WILLIAM DENMAN, RETmED 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Committee on the Judici­
ary, I .desire to give notice that a public 
hearing has been scheduled for Monday, 
March 24, 1958, at 10 a. m., in room 424 
Senate Office Building, upon the nomina­
t ion of Oliver D. Hamlin, Jr., of Cali­
fornia, to be United States circuit judge, 

ninth circuit, Vice William Denman, re­
tired. 

At the indicated time and place per­
sons interested in-the above nomination 
may make such representations as may 
be pertinent. The subcommittee con­
sists of the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from Indi­
ana [Mr. JENNER], and myself, as chair­
man. 

CONSTRUCTION OF CERl'AIN PUB­
LIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HAR­
B~RS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
497) authorizing the construction, re­
pair, and preservation of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for navi­
gation, :flood control, and for other pur­
poses, which was, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

TITLE I-RIVERS AND HARBORS 

SEC. 101. Tllat the following works of im­
provement of rivers and harbors and other 
waterways for navigation, flood control, and 
other purposes are hereby adopted and au­
thorized to be prosecuted under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Army and supervision 
of the Chief of Engineers, in accordance with 
the plans and subject to the conditions rec­
ommended by the Chief of Engineers in the 
respective reports hereinafter designated: 
Provided, T!1at the provisions of section 1 of 
the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 
1945 (Public Law No. 14, 79th Cong., 1st 
·sess.), shall govern with respect to projects 
author!.zed in this title; and the procedures 
therein set ·forth with respect to plans, pro­
posals, or reports for works of improve­
ment for navigation or flood control and for 
irrigation and purposes incidental thereto, 
shall apply as if herein set forth in full: 

NAVIGATION 

Salem Harbor, Mass.: House Document No. 
31, 85t h Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,100,000; -

Boston Harbor, Mass. : House Document 
No. 349, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $720,000; 

East Boat Basin, Cape Cod Canal, Mass.: 
House Document No. 168, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $360,000; 

Bridgeport Harbor, Conn.: House Docu­
ment No. 136, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $2,300,000; 

New York Harbor, N.Y.: Senate Document 
No. 45, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,678,000; 

Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Md.: 
House Document No. 86, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $28,161,000. 

Herring Creek, Md.: House Document No. 
159, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$110,000; 

Betterton Harbor, Md. : House Document 
No. 333, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $78,000; 

Delaware River Anchorages: House Docu­
ment No. 185, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $24,447,000; 

Hull Creek, Va.: House Document No. 287, 
85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$269,800; 

Morehead City Harbor, N. C.: Senate Doc­
ument No. 54, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $1 ,197,000; . 

Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Mi­
ami, Fla.: House Document No. 222, 85th 
Congress, maintenance; 

Port Everglades Harbor, Fla.; House Docu­
ment No. 346, 85th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $6,683,000; 

Escambia River, Fla.: House Document No. 
75, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$61,000; 

Gulfport Harbor, Miss.: Senate Document 
No. 123, 84th Congress, maintenance; 

Barataria Bay, La.: House Document No. 
82, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,647,000; 

Chefuncte River and Bogue Falla, La.: 
Senate Document No. 54, 85th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $48,000; 

Pass Cavallo- to Port Lavaca, Tex.: House 
Document No. 131, 84th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $413,000; 

Galveston Harbor and Houston Ship Chan­
nel, Tex.: House Document No. 350, 85th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $17,196,000; 

Matagorda Ship Channel, Port Lavaca, 
Tex.: House Document No. 388, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $9,944,000; 

Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 
Tex.: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated 
February 10, 1958, at an estimated cost of 
$6,272,000; 

Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 
Tex., La Quinta Channel: Senate Document 
No. 33, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $954,000; 

Freeport Harbor, Tex.: House Document 
No. 433, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $317,000; 

Mississippi River between Missouri River 
and Minneapolis, Minn, damage to levee and 
drainage districts: House Document No. 135, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,-
476,000; 

Mississippi River at Alton, Ill., commercial 
harbor: House Document No. 136, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $246,000; 

Mississippi River at Alton, Ill., small-boat 
harbor: House Document No. 136, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $62,000: Pro­
vided, That Federal participation in the 
provision of the general navigation facilities 
shall not exceed 50 percent of the cost 
thereof; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, Iowa, Beaver 
Slough: House Document No. 345, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $241,000; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, Iowa, report 
on damages : House Document No. 412, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $147,000; 

Mississippi River between St. Louis, Mo., 
and lock and dam No. 26: Senate Document 
No. 7, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$5,802,000; 

Mississippi River between the Missouri 
River and Minneapolis, Minn.: Modification 
of the existing project in the Mississippi 
River at St. Anthony Fa lls, Minneapolis, 
Minn., House Document No. 33, 85th Con­
gress; 

Minnesota River, Minn.: Senate Document 
No. 144, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $2,539,000: Provided, That the channel 
may be extended five-tenths of a mile up­
stream to mile 14.7 at an estimated additional 
cost of $5,000; 

Vermilion Harbor, Ohio: House Document 
No. 231, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $474,000; 

Ohio River at Gallipolis, Ohio: House 
Document No. 423, 84th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $66,000; 

Licking River, Ky.: House Document No. 
434, 84th Congress, maintenance; 

Saxon Harbor, Wis.: House Document 
No. 169, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $393,500; 

Two Rivers Harbor, Wis.: House Document 
No. 362, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost . 
of $66,000; 

Port Washington Harbor, Wis.: House 
Document No: 446, 83d Congress, at an esti­
mated Federal cost of $1 ,760,000: Provided, 
That local interests shall contribute 43Y:, 
percent of the total cost of the project; 

St. Joseph Harbor, Mich.: Senate Docu• 
ment No. 95, 84th Congress~ maintenance; 
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Old Channel of .Rouge River, Mich.: 

House Document No. 135, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $101,500; 

Cleveland Harbor, Ohio; House Document 
No. 107, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $14,927,000; 

Toledo Harbor, Ohio: House Document No.. 
436, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$859,000; 

Irondequoit Bay, N. Y.: House Docu­
ment No. 332, 84th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $1 ,865,000: Provided, That 
Federal participation in the provision of the 
general navigation facilities shall not exceed 
50 percent of the cost thereof; 

Santa Cruz Harbor, Santa Cruz, Calif.: 
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Feb­
ruary 27, 1958, at an estimated cost of 
$1,612,000; 

Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg.: Senate 
Document No. 8, 85th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $19,800,000; 

Siuslaw River, Oreg.: House Document 
No. 204, 85th Congress, at an -estimated cost 
of $1,693,100. 

Port Townsend Harbor, Wash.: House 
Document No. 418, 84th Congress, at an es­
timated cost of $387,000; 

Bellingham Harbor, Wash.: Senate Docu­
ment No. 46, 85th 'Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $83,700; 

Douglas and Juneau Harbors, Alaska~ 
House Document No. 286, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $1 ,394,000; 

Dillingham Harbor, Alaska: House Docu­
ment No. 390, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $372,000; 

Naknek River, Alaska: House Document 
No. 390, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $19,000; 

Cook Inlet, navigation improvements, Al­
aska: House Document No. 34, 85th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $5,199,200; 

San Juan Harbor, P.R.: House Document 
No . .38, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $6,476,000; 

BEACH EROSION 

State of Connecticut, ar.ea '9, East River to 
.New Haven ·Harbor; House Document No. 
395, 84th Congress~ at an estimated cost of 
.12,000; 

Connecticut shoreline, areas 8 and 11, Sau­
gatuck River to Byram River: House Docu­
ment No. 174, 85th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $229,000; 

Fire Island Inlet, Long lsland, N. Y.: 
House Document No. 411 , 84th Congress, a.t 
an estimated cost of $2,724,000; 

Atlantic Coast of New Jersey, Sandy Hook 
to Barnegat Inlet: House Document No. 332, . 
85th Congress, at an estimated cost of $6,-
755,000; 

Delaware Coast from Kitts 'Hummock to 
Fenwick Island_. . Del.: House Document 
No. 216, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $28,000; 

Palm Beach County, from Lake Worth In­
let to South Lake Worth Inlet, Fla.: 
House Document No. 342, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $222,500; 

Berrien County, Mich.: House Docu­
ment No. 336, ~5th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $226,000; 

Manitowoc County, Wis.: House Docu­
ment No. 348, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost o.f $50,000; 

Fair Haven Beach State Park, New York: 
House Document No. 1.34, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $114,000; 

Hamlin Beach State Park, New York: 
House Document No. 138, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $404,000; 

Humboldt Bay, Calif.: House Document 
No. 282, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $38,200; . 

Santa Cruz County, Call!.: House Docu­
ment No. 179, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $516,000; 

San Diego County, Calif.: House Docu­
ment No. 399, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $289,000; 

Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay, Island 
of Kauai, T. H.: House Document No. 432, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$20,000; 

SEC. 102. That the Secretary o! the Army 
is hereby authorized to reimburse local in­
terests for such work done by them, on the 
beach erosion projects authorized in sec­
tion 101, subsequent to the initiation of the 
cooperative studies which form the basis 
for the projects: Provided, That the work 
which may have been done on these proj­
ects is approved by the Chief of Engineers 
as being in accordance with the projects 
hereby adopted: Provided further, That such 
reimbursement shall be .subject to appro­
priations applicable thereto or funds avail­
able therefor and · shall not take precedence 
over other pending projects of higher pri­
ority for improvements. 

SEC. 103. That pending fulfillment of the 
conditions of local cooperation for the Gulf 
lntracoastal Waterway, Algiers Canal, as au-

. ;thorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
March 2, 1945, appropriations heretofore or 
hereafter made for maintenance of rivers and 
harbors may be used for operation and main­
tenance of the railroad bridge over Algiers 
Canal for the period from September 1, 1956, 
to December 31, 1958. 

SEC. 104. That there is hereby authorized 
a comprehensive project to provide for con­
trol and progressive eradication of the water 
hyacinth, alligator weed, and other obnoxious 
aquatic plant growths from the navigable 
waters, tributary streams, connecting chan­
nels, and other allied waters in the States 
of North Carolina_. South Carolina, Georg.ia, 
Flor.ida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and 
Texas, in the combined interest of naviga­
tion, flood control, drainage, agriculture, fish 
and wildlife conservation, public health, and 
related purposes, including continued re­
search for development of the most effective 
and economic .control measures, at an esti­
mated additional cost for the expanded pro­
gram over that now underway of $1,350,000 
annually for 5 years, of which 75 percent, 
presently estimated at $1,012,500, shall be 
borne by the United States and 25 percent, 
presently estimated at $337,500, by local in­
terests, to be administered by the Chief of 
Engineers, under the direction of the Sec­
retary of the Army in cooperation with other 
Federal and State agencies in accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
published as House Document No. 37, 85th 
Congress: Provided, That local interests agree 
to hold and save the United States free from 
claims that may occur from such operations 
and participa. te to the extent of 25 percent 
of the cost of the additional program: Pro­
vided further, That Federal funds appropri­
ated for this project shall be allocated by the 
Chief of Engineers on a priority basis, based 
upon the urgency and need of each area, 
and the availab111ty of local funds. 

SEc. 105. That for preliminary examina­
tions and surveys authorized in previous 
river and harbor and flood-control acts, the 
Secretary of the Army is hereby directed to 
cause investigations and reports for navi­
gation and allied purposes to be prepared 
under the supervision of the Chief of Engi­
neers in the form of survey reports, and that 
preliminary examination reports shall no 
longer be required to be prepared. 

SEC. 106. That the improvement of Apala­
chicola Bay, Fla., authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act of 1954: in accordance with 
the recommeadatlons of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 156, 82d Con­
gress; and the improvement of Apalachicola 
Bay, Fla., channel across St. George Island, 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act .of 
1954, in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 557, 82d Congress, are hereby 
modified to provide that the Secretary of 
the Army shall reimburse local interests for 
such work as they may have done upon the 

projects insofar as this work shall be ap­
proved by the Chief of Engineers and found 
to have been done in accordance with the 
projects adopted by the act of 1954: Pro­
vided, That reimbursement shall be based 
upon the reduction, in the amount of mate­
rial which will have to be removed to pro­
vide project dimensions at such time as Fed­
eral dredging of the channels is undertaken: 
Provided further, That such reimbursement 
shall be subject to appropriations applicable 
thereto and shall not take precedence over 
authorized Federal improvements of higher 
priority. 

SEC. 107. That the improvement of Pas­
cagoula Harbor, Dog River Cutoff, Miss., au­
thorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
"1950, in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 188, 81st Congress, is hereby 
modified to provide that --the Secretary of 
the Army shall reimburse local interests for 
such work as they may have done on this 
project, within the limits of the Federal 
portion of the project, over and above any 
items required as a part of the local coop­
eration for the project, insofar as the same 
shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accord­
ance with project modification adopted in 
said act: Provided, That such payment shall 
not exceed the sum of $44,000: Provided fur­
ther, That such reimbursement shall be sub­
ject to appropriations therefor and shall not 
have precedence over authorized Federal im~ 
provements of higher priority: And provided 
further, That no reimbursement ·to local in­
terests shall be made until they have met all 
the requirements of local cooperation in the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 188, 81st Congress. 

SEc. 108. That the Federal project struc­
tures, appurtenances, and real property of 
the Upper F'ox River, Wis., shall be dis:. 
posed of in accordance with the provisions 
of this section: Provided, That au or any 
part of the right, title, and interest of the 
United States to any portion of the said 
property may, regardless of any other provi­
sion of law, be conveyed, upon such terms 
.and conditions as may be advisable: Pro­
vided further, That, if the State of Wiscon­
sin offers to take over said property under 
the terms and conditions hereinafter pre­
scribed, the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
authorized to convey by .quitclaim deed to 
.said State, without monetary consideration, 
all such right, title, and interest of the 
United States in said property, and the 
United States shall thereafter have no fur­
ther obligations with respect to the property 
so conveyed. In consideration of the State 
accepting such conveyance, and assuming 
responsibility for said property, there 1s 
hereby authorized to be expended from ap'­
propriations hereafter made for civil func­
tions administered by the Department of the 
Army toward the work of placing the proj.ect 
facilities in a condition suitable for public 
purposes, not to exceed $300,000. The Chief 
of Engineers is authorized to enter into 
agreements with the duly authorized rep­
resentatives of the State with respect to 
the details of the work to be performed and · 
transfer of the property. If the State fails 
to present a satisfactory offer within two 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, said property may be disposed of pur­
suant to the provisions of existing law and 
upon such terms and conditions as may be 
determined to be in the public interest: 
And provided further, That, after acceptance 
of said property by the State of Wisconsin, 
the Federal laws, other than the Federal 
Power Act, governing the protection and 
preservation of navigable waters shall not 
apply to the reach of the upper Fox River, 
Wis., above lts jUncture with the mouth of 
tbe Wolf . River. 

SEC. 109. The projects for the Illinois 
Waterway and Grand Calumet River, lll., and 
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Ind. (Calumet-Sag navigation project), au­
thorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 
24, 1946, is hereby modified in acordance with 
the recommendations in House Document No. 
45, 85th Congress, insofar as they apply to 
existing highway bridges, in part I, Sag Junc­
tion to Lake Calumet, at an estimated addi· 
tional cost of $9,884,000. 

SEc. 110. (a) The Secretary of the Army 
hereby is authorized to acquire on behalf 
of the United States the fee simple title in 
and to the lands in the lake (known as 
Sinnissippi Lake) created by the Govern­
ment dam constructed across Rock River be­
tween Sterling and Rock Falls, Ill., and over 
which the United States now holds :flowage 
rights or easement, and in and to all other 
lands upon which the United States has 
rights or easements used for the purpose 
of an appurtenant to the operation of the 
Federal project known as the Illinois and 
Mississippi Canal (which lake, canal, feeder, 
and appurtenances thereto are referred to 
collectively in this section as the canal) in 
the State of Illinois; said fee simple title to 
be acquired subject to the continuing right 
of access to Sinnissippi Lake by the ripar­
ian owners whose land adjoins and abuts 
said lake. Such acquisition may be accom­
plished by purchase, acceptance of donation, 
exchange, exercise of the power of eminent 
domain, or otherwise. 

(b) The Secretary of the Army further is 
authorized out of appropriations hereafter 
made for civil functions administered by the 
Dapartment of the Army, to cause the canal 
to be repaired and modified for the purpose 
of placing the same in proper condition for 
public recreational use other than through­
navigation, including (but not limited to) 
the repair or reconstruction of the aforesaid 
Government dam across Rock River; the re­
pair or reconstruction of retaining walls, 
embankments, and fixed portions of the lock 
and dam structures, on both the feeder and 
the main portions of the canal; the removal 
of presently existing lock gates and the con­
struction of fixed dams in lieu thereof; the 
repair of culverts, drainage ditches, fences, 
and other structures and improvements, ex­
cept bridges and roads, which the United 
States has maintained or has been obligated 
to maintain; the replacement of aqueducts 
with inverted siphons or :flumes; such other 
repair, renovation, or reconstruction work 
as the Chief of Engineers may deem neces­
sary or advisable to prepare the canal for 
public recreational use other than through­
navigation; and the sale or other disposition 
of equipment, buildings, and other struc­
tures, which are designated by the State of 
Illinois as not suitable or needed for such 
use. The work of repair and modification 
shall be performed by the Corps of Engineers, 
and upon completion thereof the Chief of 
Engineers shall certify such completion to 
the Secretary of the Army. The work of re­
pair and modification authorized in this 
subsection, as well as the land acquisition 
authorized in the preceding subsection, shall 
not be commenced prior to the approval by 
the Chief of Engineers and the responsible 
State representative of the agreement au­
thorized in subsection (e) which shall in­
clude assurance from the State of Illinois 
that it will accept the conveyance of all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in and 
to the canal. Upon such conveyance the 
United States shall have no further obliga­
tion with respect to the canal. 

(c) Upon the request of the State of Illi­
nois and of any corporation owning a rail­
road which crosses a bridge over the canal, 
the Secretary of the Army is authorized to 
convey to said corporation, at any time be­
fore the conveyance of the canal to the State 
of Illinois as provided in subsection (d) of 
this section, all right, title, and interest of 
the United States in and to such bridge, and 
the delivery of any such bridge conveyance 
shall operate as a complete release and dis-

charge of the United States from all further 
obligation with respect to such bridge. If 
the request also provides for the replace­
ment of such bridge with a land fill, the 
Secretary of the Army further is authorized 
to permit the said corporation to make such 
replacement, but shall require adequate pro­
vision for culverts and other structures 
allowing passage of the waters of the canal 
and necessary drainage, ·and for right-of­
way for necessary and appropriate road 
crossings. 

(d) The Secretary of the Army further is 
authorized and directed, upon execution of 
the foregoing provisions of this section, to 
convey and transfer to the State of Illinois, 
by quitclaim deed and such other instru­
ments as the Secretary may deem appropri­
ate, without further consideration, the prop­
erty of the canal; and to execute such other 
documents and to perform such other acts 
as shall be necessary and appropriate to 
complete the transfer to the said State of 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to the canal. Upon and after 
the delivery of such deed, the State of Illi­
nois is authorized, at all times, to use such 
quantity of water drawn from Rock River at 
Sinnissippi Lake, as is adequate and appro­
priate to operate the canal for public recre­
ational use other than through navigation. 

(e) In the execution of the provisions of 
this section, the Chief of Engineers is au­
thori-zed to enter into agreements with the 
duly authorized representatives of the state 
of Illinois with respect to the details of re­
pair and modification of the canal and the 
transfer thereof to the State. 

(f) There is hereby authorized to be ap­
propriated the sum of $2 million to carry 
out the provisions of this section. 

SEc. 111. Whenever, during the construc­
tion or reconstruction of any navigation, 
:flood control, or related water development 
project under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army, the Chief of Engineers deter­
mines that any structure or facility owned 
by an agency of the Government and uti­
lized in the performance of a governmental 
function should be protected, altered, recon­
structed, relocated, or replaced to meet the 
requirements of navigation or :flood control, 
or both; or to preserve the safety or in­
tegrity of such facility when its safety or 
usefulness is determined by the Chief of En­
gineers to be adversely affected or threat­
ened by the project, the Chief of Engineers 
may, if he deems such action to be in the 
public interest, enter into a contract pro­
viding for the payment from appropriations 
made for the construction or maintenance 
of such project, of the reasonable actual 
cost of such remedial work, or for the pay­
ment of a lump sum representing the esti­
mated reasonable cost: Provided, That this 
section shall not be construed as modify­
ing any existing or future requirement of 
local cooperation, or as indicating a policy 
that local interests shall not hereafter be 
required to assume costs of modifying such 
facilities. The provisions of this section 
may be applied to projects hereafter author­
ized and to those heretofore authorized but 
not completed as of the date of this act, and 
notwithstanding the navigation servitude 
vested in the United States, they may be ap­
plied to such structures or facilities occupy­
ing the beds of navigable waters of the 
United States. 

SEc. 112. The Secretary of the Army is 
hereby authorized and directed to cause sur­
veys to be made at the following named lo­
calities and subject to all applicable provi­
sions of section 110 of the River and Harbor 
Act of 1950: 

Stave Island Harbor at South Goldsboro, 
Maine. 

Short Sands section of York Beach, York 
County, Maine. 

Tashmoo Pond, Martha's Vineyard, Mass. 
Sachem's Head Harbor at Guilford, Conn. 

. 

Poquonock River at Groton, Conn. 
Hammonds Cove, entrance to Locust Point 

Harbor, Long Island Sound, N.Y. 
Indian . River Bay to Assawoman Canal 

known as White's Creek, and up White's 
Creek, Del. 

Indian River Bay via Pepper's Creek to 
Dagsboro, Del. 

Chesapeake Bay and tributaries, Maryland, 
Delaware, and Virginia, with a view to elim­
ination of the water chestnut (Trapa Nat­
ans). 

Area from Cuckold Creek through Neale 
Creek and Neale Sound to the Wicomico 
River, Charles County, Md., to determine 
the feasibility of providing a safe and con­
tinuous inland channel for the navigation 
of small boats. 

Currioman Bay, Va. 
Tabbs Creek, Lancaster County, Va. 
Wrights Creek, N.C. 
Savannah River, with a view to providing 

9-foot navigation to Augusta, Ga. 
Little. Gasparilla Pass, Charlotte County, 

Fla. 
Frenchman Creek, Fla. 
Trinity'River, Tex. 
Streams and harbor facilities and needs 

therefor at and in the vicinity of Bayport, 
Fla., in the interest of present and prospective 
commerce and other purposes, with the view 
of improving the harbor facilities of Bayport 
as a port for commerce and for refuge on the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Channel from Lynn Haven Bayou, Fla., into 
North Bay, Fla. 

Small-boat channel from the port of 
Panacea, Fla., into Apalachee Bay, Fla. 

Dredged channel, vicinity of Sunshine Sky­
way, Tampa Bay, Fla. 

Tampa Bay, Fla., with a view to determin­
ing the feasibility of a fresh water lake at 
that location. 

Apalachicola River Chipola Cutoff, Fla., 
via Wewahitchka, with a view to providing a 
channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide. 

Apalachicola River, Fla., in the vicinity 
of Bristol and in the vicinity of B:ountstown. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of Gulfport, 
Fla. 

Missouri River, with a view to extending 
9-foot navigation from Sioux City, Iowa, to 
Gavins Point Dam, S.Dak.-Nebr. 

Channel from Port Inland, Mich., to deep 
water in Lalte Michigan. 

Connecting channel between Namakan 
Lake and Ash River, Minn. 

Camp Pendleton Harbor and Oceanside, 
Calif., with a view to determining the extent 
of Federal aid which should be granted to­
ward recommended beach erosion control 
measures at Oceanside, Calif., in equity with­
out regard to limitations of Federal law ap­
plicable to beach erosion control. 

Anaheim Bay, Calif., with a view to deter­
mining the extent of Federal aid which 
should be granted in equity without regard to 
limitations of Federal law applicable to beach 
erosion control. 

SEc. 113. Title I may be cited as the "River 
and Harbor Act of 1958." 

TITLE II-FLOOD CONTROL 

SEc. 201. That section 3 of the act approved 
June 22, 1936 (Public Law No. 738, 74th 
Cong.), as amended by section 2 of the act 
approved June 28, 1938 (Public Law No. 761, 
75th Cong.), shall apply to all works author­
ized in this title except that for any channel 
improvement or channel rectification project, 
provisions (a) , ( b r, and (c) of section 3 of 
said act of June 22, 1936, shall apply thereto, 
and except as otherwise provided by law: 
Provided, That the authorization for any 
flood-control project herein adopted requir­
ing local cooperation shall expire 5 years 
from the date on which local interests are 
notified in writing by the Department of 
the Army of the requirements of local coop­
eration, unless said interest shall within said 
time furnish assurances satisfactory to the 

-
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secretary of the Army· that the required co-
operation will be furnished. · 

SEC. 202. The provisions of section 1 o! the 
act of December 22, 1944 (Public .Law 534, 
78th Cong., 2d sess.), shall govern with re­
spect to projects authorized in this act, and 
the procedures therein set forth with re­
spect to plans, proposals, or reports for works 
of improvement for navigation or 1lood con­
trol and for irrigation and purposes inciden­
tal thereto shall apply ~ if herein set forth 
in full. 

SEc. 203. The following works of improve­
ment for the benefit of navigation and the 
control of destructive floodwaters and other 
purposes are hereby adopted and authorized 
to be prosecuted under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Army and the supervision 
of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with 
the plans in the respective reports herein­
after designated and subject to the .condi­
tions set forth therein: Provided, That the 
necessary plans, specifications, and prelim­
inary work may be prosecuted on any project 
authorized in this title with funds from ap­
propriations heretofore or hereafter made for 
flood control so as to be ready for rapid in­
auguration of a construction program: Pro­
vided further, That the projects authorized 
herein shall be initiated as expeditiously and 
prosecuted as vigorously as may be consist­
ent with budgetary requirements: And pro­
vided further, That penstocks and other 
similar facilities adapted to possible future 
use in the development of hydroelectric 
power shall be installed in any dam author­
ized in this act for construction by the De­
partment of the Army when approved by the 
SeCretary of the Army on the recommenda­
tion of the Chief of Engineers and the Fed­
eral Power Commission. 
NEW BEDFORD, FAIRHAVEN, AND ACUSHNET, MASS. 

The project for hurricane-flood protection 
at New Bedford, Fairhaven, and Acushnet, 
Mass., is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document 
No. 59; 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $15,490,000. 
NARRAGANSETT BAY AREA, RHODE ISLAND AND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

The project for hurricane-flood protection 
In the Narragansett Bay area, Rhode Island 
and Massachusetts, is hereby authorized sub­
stantially in accordance with the recommen­
dations of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 230, 85th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $16,180,000. 

CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby Authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $24 million for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan for the Connect­
icut River Basin, approved in the act of June 
28, 1938, as amended and supplemented by 
subsequent act of Congress and such com­
prehensive plan is hereby modified to include 
the construction of t he Littleville Reservoir 
on the Middle Branch of Westfield River, 
Mass., substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document No. 17, 85th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $5,090,000. 

The projE)ct for the Mad River Dam and 
Reservoir on the Mad River above Winsted, 
Conn., is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 137, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $5,430,000. 

HOUSATONIC RIVER BASIN 

The project for the flood control dam and 
reservoir on Hall Meadow Brook in Torring­
ton and Goshen, Conn., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 81 , 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,960,000. 

The project for the flood control dam and 
reservoir on the East Branch of the Nauga­
tuck River in Torrington, Conn.. is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 81, 85th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,780,000. 

HUDSON RIVER BASIN 

The project for flood protection on the 
Mohawk River, N. Y., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineex:s in 
House Document No. 172, 85th Congress~ at 
an estimated cost of $2,069,000. 
PANTEGO AND CUCKLERS CREEK, NORTH CAROLINA 

The project for flood protection on Pantego 
and ·Cucklers Creek, N. C., is hereby author­
ized substantially in accordance with recom­
mendations of the Chi.ef of Engineers in 
House Document No. 398, 84th Congress, a.t 
an estimated cost of $413,000. 

SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized the completion 
of Hartwell Reservoir, approved in the Flood 
Control Acts of December 22, 1944, and May 
17, 1950, in accordance with the report of 
the Chief of Engineers contained in House 

· Document No. 657, 78th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $44,300,000. · 

CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $40 million for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan for flood control 
and other purposes in central and southern 
'Florida approved in the act of June 30, 1948, 
and subsequent acts of Congress, and such 
comprehensive plan is hereby modified to in­
clude the following items: 

The project for canals, levees, water con­
trol structures on the west side of the Ever­
glades agricultural and conservation areas 
in Hendry County, Fla., substantially in ac­
cordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers contained in Senate 
Document No. 48, 85th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $3,172,000: Provided, That cost 
sharing for the works herein authorized shall 
be on the same basis as that prescribed for 
works authorized in the Flood Control Act 
of 1954. 

MOBILE RIVER BASIN 

(Tombigbee, Warrior, and Alabama-Coosa) 
The project for flood c~ntrol and related 

purposeg-.on the Tombigbee River and tribu­
taries, Mississippi, and Alabama, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in his report published as House Document 
Numbered 167, 84th Congress, at an esti­
mated cost of $19,199,000: Provided, That in 
lieu of the cash contribution contained in 
item (f) of the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers, local interests contribute 
in cash or equivalent work, the sum of 
$1,585,000 in addition to other items of local 
cooperation. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Alabama Ri ver at Montgomery, Ala., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document Numbered 83, 
85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,300.000. 

LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER 

The project for flood control and improve­
ment of the lower Mississippi River adopted 
by the act approved May 15~ 1928, as amended 
by subsequent acts, is hereby modified and 
expanded to include the following items and 
the authorization for said project is increased 
accordingly: 

(a) Modification of the White River Back­
water project, Arkansas, substantially in ac­
cordance with the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document 
No. 26, 85th Congress, at an estimated 

cost, over that now -authorized~ of '$2,380,000 
for construction and: $57,000 annually for 
maintenance: Provided, That the Secretary 
of the Interior shall grant to the White River 
Drainage District of PJ:.lillips and Desha 
Counties, Arkansas, such permits, rights-of­
way, and easements over lands of the United 
States in the White River Migratory Refuge, 
as the Chief of Engineers may determine to 
be required for the construction·, operation, 
and maintenance of this project. 

(b) Modification and extension of plan of 
improvement in the Boeuf and Tensas 
Rivers and Bayou Macon Basin, Arkansas, 
substantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 108, 85th ·Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,212,000. 

(c) In addition to the previous authori­
zation, the sum of $28,200,000 for prosecu­
tion of the plan of improvement for the 
control of ·old and Atchafalaya Rivers and a 
navigation lock approved in the act of Sep­
tember 3, 1954. 

(d) In addition to previous au.t;horizations, 
the sum of $35 ,674,000 for prosecution of 
the plan of improvement in the St. Francis 
River Basin approved in the act of May 17, · 
1950. 

(e) The project for flood protection on 
Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee, sub­
stantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 76, 85th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $1 ,932,000: 

(f) The project for Greenville Harbor, 
Miss., substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Mississippi River 
Commission, dated April 12, 1957, at an esti­
mated cost of $2,530,000: Provided, That the 
amount to be contributed by local interests 
shall not be in excess of 12 percent of the 
cost of · construction, the amount of 12 per­
cent being presently estimated at $358,000. 

The project for flood protection and related 
purposes on Bayou Chevreuil, La., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 347, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $547,000: Pro­
vided, That work already performed by local 
interests on this project, in accordance with 
the recommended plan as determined by the 
Chief of Engineers, may be credited to the 
cash contribution required of local inter­
ests. 

TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TEX. 

Notwithstanding clause (b) of paragraph 
5 of the report of the Chief of Eng.ineers 
dated May 28, 1954, with respect to the proj­
ect for the Navarro Mills Reservoir on Rich­
land Creek, Tex., authorized by section 203 
of the Flood Control Act of 1954, local in­
terests shall not be required to pay any 
portion of the total cost of the project 
attributable to increase in net ·returns from 
higher utilization of the downstream valley 
lands. 

RED-OUACHITA RIVER BASIN 

The general plan for flood control on Red 
River, Tex., Okla., Ark., and La., below Deni­
son Dam, Tex. and Okla., as authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1946, is modified and 
expanded, at an estimated cost in addition to 
that now authorized of $53,235,000, substan­
tially in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House Doc­
ument No. 170, 85th Congress, on Millwood 
Reservoir and Alternate Reservoirs, Little 
River, Okla. and Ark., except as follows: 

( 1) The Sherwood Reservoir on Mountain 
Fork River is authorized in addition to the 
six other reservoirs upstream from the Mill­
wood Reservoir, recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers. 

(2) [n the case of such reservoirs, the 
basis for determining the cost allocated to 
hydroelectric power and water supply pur­
poses shall be the incremental method of 
allocation whereby the cost allocated to 
power and water supply should be limited 
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to the cost of adding power and water as 
purposes in the project, and all flood­
control and land-enhancement benefits 
shall be nonreimbursable. 

GULF OF MEXICO 

The project for hurricruie-flood protection 
on Galveston Bay, Tex., at and in the 
vicinity of Texas City, is hereby authorized 
sustantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 347, 85th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $6,166,000. 

ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN 

The project for the Trinidad Dam on Pur­
gatoire River, Colo., is hereby authorize~ 
sustantially in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document. No. 325, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $16,628,000. 

The first section of the act entitled "An 
act to provide for the construction of the 
Markham Ferry project on the Grand River 
in Oklahoma by the Grand River Dam Au­
thority, an instrumentality of the State of 
Oklahoma," approved July 6, 1954 (6.8 Stat. 
450), is amended by inserting after "as rec­
ommended by the Chief of Engineers," the 
following: "or such additional flood storage 
or pool elevations, or both, as may be ap­
proved by the Chief of Engineers,", and the 
third section of said act is amended by 
striking out after "all claims heretofore or 
hereafter" the words "asserted of whatever 
nature including but not limited .to" and in­
serting in lieu thereof the following: "aris­
ing from or out of the". 

WHITE RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized the sum of $57 
million for the prosecution of the compre­
bensive plan for the White River Basin, 
approved in the act of June 28, 1938~ as 
amended, and supplemented by subsequent 
acts of Congress, and such comprehensive 
plan is hereby modified to provide for the 
generation of power in conjunction with 
flood control at the Lone Rock Reservoir and 
the addi-tion of Gilbert Reservoir for flood 
control, power generation, and other pur­
poses as recommended by the District Engi­
neer in House Document No. 499, 83d Con­
gress. 

PECOS RIVER BASIN 

The project for flood protection on the 
Pecos ~iver at Carlsbad, N. Mex., is- hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of En­
gineers in House Document No. 224, 85th 
Congress, at an estimated Federal cost of 
$2,066,000. 

RIO GRANDE BASIN 

The project for flood· protection on the 
Rio Grande at Socorro, N. Mex., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in Senate Document No. 58, 85th Con­
gress, at an estimated Federal cost of 
$3,152,000. 

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN 

In addition. to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropri­
ated the sum of $21 million !or the prosecu­
tion of. the comprehensive plan for the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin, approved in 
the act of June 28, 1938, as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent acts of Con­
gress. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Rock and GTeen Rivers, Ill., is hereby au­
thorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 173, 85th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $6,996,000. 

The project for :flood protection on Eau 
Galle River at Spring Valley. Wis., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
rec:ommenda tions of the Chief. of Engineers 

in Senate- Document' No. 52~ 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $6,690,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Mississippi River at Winona, Minn., is hereby 
authorized. substantially in accordance with, 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 324, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,620,000. 

The projects for flood protection on the 
Mississippi River at St. Paul and South St. 
Paul, Minn., are hereby authorized substan­
tially in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 223, 85-th Congress, at an . 
estimated cost of $5,705,500. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Minnesota R-iver at Mankato and North Man­
kato, Minn., is hereby authorized substan­
tially as recommended by the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 437, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,870,000. 

The project for the Saylorville Reservoir 
on the Des Moines River, Iowa, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in Senate Document No. 9, 85th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $44,500,000. 

The project for the Kaskaskia River, Ill., 
is hereby authorized substantially as recom­
mended by the Chief of Engineers in his re­
port dated April 19, 1957, at an estimated 
cost of $23 million. 

The project for flood protection on· the 
Root River at Rushford, Minn., is hereby au­
thorized substantially as recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers, in House 'Document 
No. 431, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $796,000. 

GREAT LAKES BASIN 

The project for flood protection on the• 
Bad River at Mellen and Odanah, Wis., is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord­
ance with the rec::.ommendations-of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 165, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$917,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Kalamazoo- River at Kalamazoo, Mich., is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord­
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in Senate Document No. 53, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$5,358,000. 
. The project for flood protection on tne 
Grand River, Mich., is: hereby authorized 
substa.nti-ally in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
Senate Document No. 132, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $9,825.,00.0. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Saginaw River, Michigan, is hereby author­
ized substantially in accerdance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 346, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $16,085,000. 

The project for flood protection on Owasco 
. Outlet, tributary of Oswego- River, at Au­
burn, N. Y., is hereby authorized substan­
tially in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of E'ngineers in Senate 
Document No. 133, 84th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $305,000. 

MISSOURI BIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby. authorized to be appropri­
ated the sum of $200 m1llion for the prose­
cution of the comprehensive plan for the 
Missouri River Basin, approved in the act 
of June 28, 1938, as amended and supple­
mented by subsequent acts of Congress. 

The Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Corps- of Engineers, is authorized and 
directed to undertake the construction and 
to provide ~ruitable sewer facilities, con­
forming to applicable standa-rds of the South 
Dakota Department o! Health, to replace 
certain existing water or sewer facilities of 
the St. Joseph's Indian School, Chamberlain, 
S. Dak., by facflities to provide for treat­
ment of sewage or connection to the city 
system not eJU:eeding $42,000 in cost: Pro-

vid.ed, That the Secretary of the Army 1s 
authorized to provide the sums necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this section 
out o! any sums appropriated for the con­
struction of the Oahe and Fort Randall Dam 
and Reservoir pro.jects, Missouri River. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Sun River, at Great Falls, Mont., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 343, 85th Con­
gress, at an. e.stimated cost of $1,405,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Cannonball River, at Mott, N.Dak., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chi:ef of En­
gineers in House Document No. 35, 85th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $434,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Floyd River, Iowa, is hereby authorized sub­
stantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document No. 417, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $8,060,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Black Vermillion River at Frankfort, Kans., 
is hereby authorized substantially as rec­
ommended by the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 409, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $850,000. 

The project for flood protection in the 
G ering and Mitchell Valleys, Nebr., is hereby 
authorized substantially as recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document 
No. 139, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,214,000. 

The project for flood control on Salt Creek 
and tributaries, Nebraska, is hereby author­
ized substantially as recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 
396, 81th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$-13,314,000. 

The project for flood protection on Shell 
Creek, Nebr., is hereby authorized sub­
stantially in accorda.nce wt.th the recommen­
dations of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 187, 85th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $2,025,000. 

RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN 

The project for flood protection on Ruffy 
Brook and Lost Rivet', Minn., is hereby 
authorized substant.ially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of En­
gineers in Senate Document No. 141, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $632,000. 

OHIO Rl..VER BASIN 

The project for the Saline River and tribu­
taries, Illinois, is hereby authorized substan­
tial:ly in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in his report 
published as- House Document No. 316, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $5,970,000: 
ProVided, That in lieu of the cash contribu­
tion recommended by the Chief of Engineers, 
local interests contribute in cash, the sum 
of $233,000, in addition to other items of 
local cooperation. 

The project for the Upp_er Wabash River 
and tributaries, Indiana, is hereby author­
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations oi the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 4-35, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $45,500,000. 

The project for flood protection on Brush 
Creek at Princeton, W. Va., is hereby author­
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document No. 122, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated $917,000. 

The project for flood protection on Mead­
ow River at East Rainelle, W. Va., is hereby 
authorized ~rubstantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in Senate Document No.137, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $708,000. 

The project for :flood protection on Lake 
Chautauqua and Chadakoin River at James­
town, N. Y., is hereby authorized substan­
tially in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in Senate 
Document No. 103, 84th Congress, at an esti-

. mated cost of $4,796,000. 
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The project for flood protection on the 

West Branch of the Mahoning River, Ohio, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord· 
ance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 
191, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$12,585,000. 

The project for flood protection on Char• 
tiers Creek, at and in the vicinity of Wash• 
tngton, Pa., is hereby authorized substan· 
tially in accordance with the recommenda­
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 286, 85th Congress, at an es­
timated cost of $1 ,286,000. 

The project for flood protection on Sandy 
Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa., is hereby au­
thorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi· 
neers in House Document No. 166, 85th Con­
gress, at ·an estimated cost of $1 ,188,000. 

The general comprehensive plan for flood 
control and ether purposes in the Ohio River 
Basin is modified to provide for a reservoir 
at the Monroe Reservoir site, mile 25.6, on 
Salt Creek, White River Basin, Indiana, in 
accordance ·with the .recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 
192, 85th Con·gress, at an estimated cost of 
$4,359,000. 

SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $17 million for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan approved in the 
act of December 22, 1944, as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent acts of Con­
gress. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Sacramento River from Chico Landing to 
Red Bluff, Calif., is hereby authorized sub­
stantially in·· accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Chief of ·Engineers in 
House Document No. 272, 84th Congress, at 
an .estimated cost of $1,560,000. 

· EEL RIVER BASIN 

The · project for :flood protection on the 
Eel River in the Sandy Prairie Region, Calif., 
is hereby authorized substantially in ac­
cordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers, in House Document No. 
80, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$707,000. 

WEBER RIVER BASIN, UTAH 

The project for flood protection on the 
Weber River and tributaries, Utah, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi­
neers in House Document No. 158, 84th Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $520,000. 

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $13 million for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan approved in the 
act of December 22, '1944, as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent acts of Con­
gress. 

The project for the Buchanan Reservoir 
on the Chowchilla River, Calif., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi· 
neers in House Document No. 367, 81st Con­
gress, at an estimated cost of $10.9 million: 
Provided, That prior to starting construc­
tion, assurances of repayment arrangements 
for the cost allocated to irrigation be ob­
tained by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The project for the Hidden Reservoir on 
the Fresno River, Calif., is hereby author­
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 367, 81st Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $12.5 m1llion: Pro­
vided, That prior to starting construction 
assurances of repayment arrangements for 
the cost allocated to irrigation be obtained 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

KAWEAH AND TULE RIVER BASINS 

In addition to previous authorizations, the 
completion of the comprehensive plan ap­
proved in the act of December 22, 1944, as 
amended and supplemented by subsequent 
acts of Congress, is hereby authorized at an 
estimated cost of $28 million. 

LOS ANGELES RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropri· 
ateci the sum of $44 million, for the prose­
cution of the comprehensive plan approved 
in the act of June 28, 1938, as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent acts of Con­
gress. 

SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN 

In addition to· previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropri­
ated the sum of $8 million, for the prosecu­
tion of the comprehensive plan approved in 
the act of June 28, 1938, as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent acts of Con­
gress. 

SAN DIEGUITO RIVER BASIN 

The project for the San Dieguito River, 
Calif., is hereby authorized substantially 
in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 288, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,961,000. 

eoLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 

In addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $112 million for the prosecution 
of the projects and plans for the Columbia 
River Basin, including the Willamette River 
Basin, authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of June 28, 1938, and subsequent acts of Con­
gress, including the Flood Control Acts of 
May 17, 1950, and September 3, 1954. 

In carrying out the review of House Docu­
ment No. 531, 8lst Congress, 2d session, 
and other reports on the Columbia River 
and its tributaries, pursuant to the resolu­
tion of the Committee on Public Works of 
the United States Senate dated July 28, 
1955, the Chief of En~ineers shall be guided 
by flood-control goals not less than those 
contained in said House Document No. 531. 

SAMMAMISH RIVER BASIN 

The project for flood protection and re­
lated purposes on the Sammamish River, 
Wash., is hereby authorized substantially as 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 157, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $825,000. 

TERRITORY OF ALASKA 

The project for flood protection on Chena 
River at Fairbanks, Alaska, is hereby author· 
ized substantially in accordance with the rec­
ommendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 137, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $9,727,000. 

The project for flood protection at Cook 
Inlet, Alaska (Talkeetna), is hereby author­
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 34, 85th Congress, at 
an , estimated cost of $60,000. 

SEc. 204. That, in recognition of the flood· 
control acco~plishments of the multiple­
purpose Oroville Dam and Reservoir, pro­
posed to be constructed on the Feather River 
by the State of California, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated a monet'ary 
contribution toward the construction cost of 
such dam and reservoir and the amount of 
such contribution shall be determined by 
the Secretary of the Army in cooperation 
with the State of California, subject to a 
finding by the Secr-etary of the Army, ap· 
proved by the President, of economic justi· 
fication for allocation of the amount of 
flood control, such funds to be administered 
by the Secretary of the Army: Provided, That 
prior to making the monetary contribution 
or any part thereof, the Department of the 

Army and the State of California shall have 
entered into an agreement providing for 
operation of the Oroville Dam in such man­
ner as will produce the fiood-control bene­
fits upon which the monetary contribution is 
predicated, and such operation of the dam 
for flood control shall be in accordance with 
rules prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Army p:ursuant to the provisions of section 
7 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 
890): Provided further, That the funds ap­
propriate9. under this authorization shall be 
administered by the Secretary of the Army 
in a manner which shall assure that the 
annual Federal contribution during the 
proj~ct construction period does not exceed 
the percentage of the annual expenditure for 
the Oroville Dam and Reservoir which the 
total flood-control contribution bears to the 
total cost of the dam and reservoir: And 
provided further, That unless construction 
of the Oroville Dam and Reservoir is under­
taken without 4 years from the date of enact­
ment of this act, the authority for the 
monetary contribution contained herein 
shall expire. 

SEc. 205. (a) It is hereby declared to be 
the policy of the Congress to recognize the 
primary responsibilities of the States and 
local interests in developing water supplies 
for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other 
purposes and that the Federal Government 
should participate and cooperate with States. 
and local interests in developing such water 
supplies in connection with the construc­
tion, maintenance, and operation of Federal 
navigation, flood-control, or multiple-purpose 
projects. · 

(b) In prosecuting plans and projects for 
navigation, flood control, and allied purposes 
heretofore or hereafter authorized, storage 
may be included in any reservoir project 
constructed or to be constructed by the 

·Corps of Engineers without reimbursement 
to increase low flows downstream to the ex­
tent warranted at that time, or anticipated 
to be warranted at that time, or anticipated 
to be warranted during the economic life of 
the project, by widespread general, and non­
exclusive benefits from such increases in 
low flow. 

(c) In carrying out the policy · set forth 
in this section, it is hereby provided that 
storage may also be included in any reservoir 
project surveyed, planned, cqnstructed or to 
be planned, surveyed and;or constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers to impound water for 
present or anticipated future demand or need 
for municipal or industrial water, or water 
for other beneficial community use, and the 
reasdnable value thereof may be taken into 
account in estimating the economic value of 
the entire project: Provided, That when con­
tract for the use of such impounded waters 
is made it shall be on the basis that will pro­
vide equitable reimbursement to the United 
States as determined by the Secretary of the 
Army. 

(d) The provisions of this section shall not 
be construed to modify the provisions of sec­
tion 1 and section 8 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (58 Stat. 887). · 

SEc. 206. (a) In order to provide adjust­
ments in the lands or interests in land here­
tofore acquired for the Grapevine, Garza­
Little Elm, . Benbrook, Belton, and Whitney 
Reservoir projects in Texas to conform such 
acquisition to a lesser estate in lands now 
being acquired to complete the real estate 
requirements of the projects the Secretary 
of the Army (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Secretary") is authorized to reconvey any 
such land heretofore acquired to the former 
owners thereof whenever he shall determine 
that such land is not required for public pur­
poses, including public recreational use, and 
he shall have received an application for re­
conveyance as hereinafter provided, subject 
to the following limitations: 

1. No reconveyance shall be made if within 
30 days after the last date that notice of the 
proposed reconveyance has been published by 
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the Secretary in a local newspaper; an objec­
tion in writing is received by the former 
owner and the Secretary from a present rec­
ord owner of land abutting a portion of the 
reservoir made available for reconveyance, 
unless within 90 days· after receipt by the 
former owner and' the Secretary of such no­
tice of objection, the present record owner 
of land and the former owner involved in­
dicate to the Secretary that agreement has 
been reached concerning the reconveyance. 

(2) If ·no agreement is reached between 
the present record owner of land and the 
former owner within 90 days after no­
tice of objection h as been filed with the 
former owner and the Secretary, the land 
made available for reconveyance in accord­
ance with this section shall be reported to 
the Administrator of General Services for dis­
posal in accordance with the Federal Prop­
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended (63 ·Stat. 377). 

(3). No lands heretofore conveyed to the 
· United States Government by the city of 
Dallas in connection with the Garza-Little 
Elm Reservoir project shall be subject to 
revestment of title to private owners, but 
shall remain subject to the terms and con­
ditions of the instrument or instruments 
of conveyance which transferred the title 
to the United States Government. 

(b) Any such reconveyance of any such 
land or interests shall be made only after 
the Secretary ( 1) has given notice. in such 
manner (including publication) as regu­
lations prescribe to the former owner of 
such land or interests, and (2) has received 
an application for the reconveyance of such 
land or interests from such former owner in 
such form as he shall by regulation pre­
scribe. Such application shall be made with­
in a period of 90 days following the date 
of - issuance of such notice, but on good 
cause the Secretary may waive this require-
ment. · 

(c) Any reconveyance of land therein made 
under this section shall be subject to such 
exceptions, restrictions, and reservations (in­
cluding a reservation to the United States of 
flowage rights) as the S~cretary may deter­
mine are in the public interest, except that 
no mineral r ights may be reserved in said 
lands unless the Secretary finds that such 
reservation is needed for the efficient opera­
tion of the reservoir projects designated in 
this section. 

(d) Any land reconveyed under this sec­
tion shall be sold for an amount determined 
by the Secretary to be equal to the price for 
which the land was acquired by the United 
States, adjusted to r~flect ( 1) any increase in 
the value thereof resulting from improve­
ments made thereon by the United States 
(the Government shall receive no p ayment 
as a result of any enhancement of values 
resulting from the construction of the res­
ervoir projects specified in subsection (a) 
of this section) , or ( 2) any decrease in the 
value thereof resulting from (A) any reser­
vation, exception, restrictions, and condi­
tion to which the reconveyance is made sub­
ject, and (B) any damage to the land caused 
by the United States. In addition, the cost 
of any surveys or boundary m arkings neces- · 
sary as an incident or such reconveyance 
shall be borne by the grantee. 

(e) The requirements of this section shall 
not be applicable with respect to the disposi­
tion of any land, or interest therein, described 
in subsection (a) if the Secretary shall certi­
fy that notice has been given to the former 
owner of such land or interest as provided 
in subsection (b) and that no qualified ap­
plicant has made timely application for the 
reconveyance of such land or interest. 

(f) As used in this section the term "for­
mer owner" means the person from whom 
any land, or interests therein, was acquired 
by the .United States, or if such person is de­
ceased, his spouse, of if such spouse is de­
ceased, his children, or the heirs at law; and 

the term "present record ·owner of · land" 
shall mean the ·p.erson or persons in whose 
name such land shall, on the date of ap­
proval of this act, be recorded on the- deed 
records of the respective county in which 
such land is located. 

(g) The Secretary of the Army may dele­
gate any authority confer:ted upon him by 
this section to any officer or employee of 
the Department of the Army. Any such 
officer or employee shall exercise the au­
thority so delegated under rules and regu­
lations approved by-the Secretary. 

(h) Any proceeds from reconveyances 
made under this act shall be covered into 
the Treasury of the United States as miscel­
laneous :receipts. 

( i) This section shall terminate 3 years 
after the date of its enactment. 

SEC. 207. The Secretary of the Army is 
hereby authorized and directed to cause sur­
veys for flood control and allied purposes, 
including channel and major drainage im­
provements-; and floods aggravated by or due 
to wind or tidal effects, to be made under 
the direction of the Chief of Engineers, in 
drainage areas of the United States and its 
Territorial possessions, which include -the 
following named localities: Provided, That 
after the regular or formal reports made on 
any survey are submitted to Congress, no 
supplemental or additional report or esti­
mate shall be made unless authorized by 
law except that the Secretary of the Army 
may cause a review of any examination or 
survey to be made and a report thereon sub­
mitted to Congress if such review is required 
by the national defense or by changed physi-. 
cal or economic conditions: Provideci further, 
That the Government shall not be deemed 
to have entered upon any project for the 
improvement of any warerway or harbor men­
tioned in this title until the project for the 
proposed work shall have been adopted by 
law: 

St reams, river basins, and areas in New 
York and New Jersey for flood control, ma­
jor drainage, navigation, channel improve­
ment, an d land reclamation, as follows: 
Hackensack River, Passaic River, Raritan 
River, Arthur Kill, and Kill Van Kull, in­
cluding the portions of these river basins 
in Bergen, Hudson, Essex, Middlesex, Passaic, 
Union, and Monmouth Counties, N. J. 

Deep Creek, St. Marys County, Md. 
Mills Creek, Fla. 
S t reams in Seminole County, Fla., draining 

into the Saint Johns River. 
Streams in Brevard County, Fla., drain­

ing Indian River and adjacent coastal areas 
including Merritt Island, and the area of 
Turnbull Hammock in Volusia County. 

Lake Ponchartrain, La., in the interest of 
protecting Salt Bayou Road. 

San Felipi Creek, Tex., at and in the 
vicinity of D.:ll Rio, Tex. 

E1 Paso, El Paso County, Tex. 
Rio Grande and tributaries, at and in the 

vicinity of Fort Hancock, Hudspeth County, 
Tex. 

Missouri River Basin, South Dak., with 
reference to utilization of floodwaters stored 
in authorized reservoirs for purposes of mu­
nicipal and industrial use and maintenance 
of natural lake levels. 

Stump Creek, tributary of North Fork of 
Mahoning Creek, at Sykesville, Pa. 

Little River and Cayuga Creek, at and in 
the vicinity of Cayuga Island, Niagara 
County, N.Y. 

Bird, Caney, and Verdigris Rivers, Okla. 
and Kans. 

Watersheds of the nlinois River, at and in 
the vicinity of Chicago, Ill., the Chicago 
River, Ill., the Calumet River, Ill., and Ind .• 
and their tributaries, and any areas in north­
east nunois and northwest Indiana which 
drain directly into Lake Michigan with re­
spect to flood control and major drainage 
problems. 

All streams flowing' into Lake Saint Clair 
and Detroit River in Oakland, Macomb, and 
Wayne Counties. Mich. 

Sacramento River Basin, Qalif., with refer­
ence to cost allocatton studies for Orovme 
Dam. 

Pescadero Creek, Calif. 
Soquel Creek, Calif. 
San Gregorio Cre.ek and tributaries, Calif. 
Redwood Creek, San Mateo, Calif. 
Streams at and in the vicinity of San 

Mateo, Calif. 
Streams at and in the vicinity of South 

San Francisco, Calif. 
Streams at and in the vicinity of Bur­

lingame, Calif. 
Kellogg and Marsh Creeks, Contra Costa 

County, Calif. 
Eastkoot Creek, Stinson Beach area. Marin 

County, Calif. 
Rodeo Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, 

Contra Costa County, Calif. 
Pinole Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, 

Contra Costa County, Calif. · 
Rogue River, Oreg., in the interest of flood 

control, navigation, hydroelectric power, irri­
gation, and allied purposes. 

Kihei District, Island of Maul, T. H. 
SEC. 208. In addition to previous authori­

zations, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $200 mlllion for 
the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
adopted by section 9 (a) of the act ap­
proved December 22, 1944 (Public Law 534, 
78th Cong.), as amended and supplemented 
by subsequent acts of Congress, for continu­
ing the works in the Missouri River Basin to 
be undertaken under said plans by the Sec­
retary of the Interior. 

SEC. 209. That for preliminary examina­
tions and surveys authorized in previous 
river and harbor and fiood control acts, the 
Secretary of the Army is hereby directed 
to cause investigations and reports for flood 
control and allied purposes, to be prepared 
under the supervision of the Chief of Engi­
neers in the form of survey reports, and 
that preliminary examination reports shall 
no longer be required to be prepared. 

SEc. 210. Title II may be cited as the 
"Flood Control Act of 1958." 

Mr. CHAVEZ. · Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend­
ment of the House, ask for a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
CHAVEZ, Mr. KERR, Mr. GORE, Mr. MARTIN 
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. CAsE of South 
Dakota conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC­
WORKS PROGRAMS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
yesterday, after receipt from Montana 
of the newspapers for Sunday, March 
9, I was pleased to learn that on Satur­
day. March 8, Gov. J. Hugo Aronson, of 
my State, reported that he had been in­
formed that President Eisenhower would, 
within a few days, ask Congress to vote 
$918,000 more for two Montana recla­
mation pr.:. jects. 

According to the article carried in the 
Montana newspapers, the Governor said 
"a highly reliable administration 
source" telephoned from Washington 
that an appropriation in the amount of 
$538,000 would be requested for the 
Helena Valley irrigation project, and an 
appropriation in the amount of $380,000 
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would. be requested for the Fort Peck­
Dawson County power transmission line. 

The Governor also said that "the high 
administration source," whom he did not 
identify, also informed him that the Bu­
reau of the Budget would release nearlY 
$65,000 between now. and July 1 for 3 
other Montana projects-on the North­
ern Cheyenne and Crow Reservations 
and the Fort Peck Wildlife Refuge. 
Fifteen thousand dollars of this amount 
is to be allocated for the Crow meter 
loops, the article stated. Meter loops 
were not explained by the Washington 
source, according to the article. 

Mr. President, I desire to express the 
hope that the statesmanlike proposals, 
made last Thursday by the majority 
leader, the senior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. JOHNSON], to speed up projects 
which have been authorized, and for 
which the Congress has appropriated 
funds, will not become political footballs. 
After all, I must repeat, the Congress has 
authorized these projects in Montana 
and elsewhere, has appropriated the 
funds, and has carried out its responsi~ 
bilities as a coequal branch of the Gov­
ernment of the United States. 

It is my understanding that this highly 
reliable administration source has not 
been the White House, but- has been the 
Department of the Interior, which very 
likely acted under White House instruc­
tion. I would be surprised if it should be 
disclosed that Secretary Seaton was a 
party to a political propaganda stunt 
of that kind, because I have a high re­
gard for him, and I know my regard for 
him is shared by Senators on both sides 
cf the aisle. 

Mr. President, I would have thought 
that members of the Montana Congres­
sional delegation who have fought and 
voted for these projects and these ap­
propriations would at least have been 
accorded the courtesy of being notified 
by the administration of what it intended 
to do in the wake of the sound proposals 
advanced by the majority leader. 

Mr. President, according to what in­
formation I can gather, the same pro­
cedure was followed in the States of New 
Mexico and Wyoming; the Republican 
governors were notified, but the Demo-· 
cratic members of the Congressional 
delegations from those States were not 
notified. 

Mr. President, in this field of recession 
and depression-and in Montana it is a 
depression-we are not seeking to make 
political capital out of the distress con­
ditions of our people. We do not seek 
charity. We are interested in jobs. 

Such petty sniping, as typified by the 
release last Saturday, does no one any 
good, but only brings the unpleasant 
odor of politics into a question which af­
fects t~4e welfare of the people. It is to 
be hoped that such a small, petty tactic 
will not be repeated. 

It is also to be hoped that this admin­
istration will get away from its pious 
platitudes and its too-little and too-late 
pronouncements. 

Mr. President, the times call for eco­
nomic statesmanship of a high order. 
The road has been shown by the pro­
posals of the majority leader. Now it is 
up to all of us-Republicans and Demo­
crats alike-to travel that road, not in 

the interest or . either party, but in the 
interest of the people as a whole. 

May I say again, Mr. President, that 
though I am pleased with the governor's 
statement I believe the courteous and 
the decent procedure would have been 
to notify the Montana Congressional del­
egation as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
REcORD an article which was published in 
the Great Falls Tribune, of Great Falls, 
Mont., on March 9,1958. 

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

ARoNSON TOLD $918,000 To BE SPENT 
. HELENA.-Gov. J. Hugo Aronson on Satur­

day reported he had been informed that 
President Eisenhower next week would ask 
Congress to vote $918,000 more for two Mon­
tana reclamation projects. 

He said "a highly reliable administration 
source" telephoned from Washington that 
these appropriations for July 1 would be 
asked: 

1. $538,000 for the Helena Valley irrigation 
project to continue lateral and drainage sys­
tem construction at a somewhat accelerated 
rate. 

2. $380,000 for contract payments on the 
Fort Peck-Dawson County power transmis­
sion line at the Fort Peck projzct. 

The Republican governor said these rec­
ommendations would probably be part of 

· the President's request for reclamation proj­
ect appropriations throughout the West. 
Aronson said this would be in line with 
thinking of governors attending the Western 
Governors Conference at Colorado Springs 
recently. 

Aronson said "the high administration 
source" whom he did not identify also in­
formed him that the Bureau of the Budget 
would release nearly $65,000 for use between 
now and July 1 on 3 other Montana projects. 

These are $42,000 for the Northern Chey­
enne Indian Reservation No. 8 road; $15,000 
for the Crow meter loops, and $7,200 for the 
Fort Peck Wildlife Refuge. Meter loops were 
not explained by the Washington source. 

PRESIDENTIAL INABILITY 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, recent 

events have drawn the attention .of the 
Congress to the question of whether it 
is needful or desirable to amend the Con­
stitution of the United States to clarify 
the somewhat indefinite provisions of 
article II, section 6, in respect to how 
the inability of the President to dis­
charge the powers and duties of his office 
is to be determined in case a disabling 
accident or disease deprives him of the 
capacity to make such determination, 
and in respect to the ultimate, legal ef­
feet of the action of the Vice President 
in assuming the powers and duties of 
the Presidential Office in case the Presi­
dent suffers a temporary inability to dis­
charge them. 

No one can gainsay the desirability 
of clarifying these matters. It may be 
argued with much show of reason, how­
ever, that Congress itself is empowered 
by article I, section 8, clause 18, and even 
by article II, section 6, to clarify them 
by a simple legislative act; and that for 
this reason, resort need not be had to a 
constitutional amendment. Be this as 
it may, I am convinced that the im· 
portance of these matters in our govern­
mental system demands that the clari­
fication be made by amendment. 

I submit that the amendment should 
vest in the Congress the power to pass 
upon and determine the question of the 
inability of the President to discharge 
his official powers and duties, in case 
there are reasonable grounds for be­
lieving that a disabling . accident or 
disease has deprived the President of the 
capacity to make the determination him­
self. 

This power should be vested in the 
Congress because its members are duly 
elected constitutional officers who can 
be held responsible by the people for 
any action they may take. It certainly 
ought not to be entrusted to Presiden· 
tially appointed cabinet members an­
swerable to the President alone, or to a 
newly created commission answerable to 
nobody. 

In advocating that the power to pass 
upon and determine the inability of the 
President be vested in the Congress, 
rather than in the cabinet or in a com­
mission, I am not unaware of the argu­
ment that such a course would offend 
the constitutional doctrine of the sep­
aration of governmental powers. How­
ever, this argument, it seems to me, is 
heavily outweighed by the significant 
circumstance that committing this 
power to the Congress will harmonize in 
full measure with our constitutional 
system of checks and balances. This is 
made crystal clear by amendment XII, 
which commits to the House of Repre­
sentatives the power to choose a Presi­
dent when none of the candidates for the 
office secures a majority of the electoral 
votes; by article I, section 2, clause 5, 
which confers on the House of Repre­
sentatives the power to impeach the 
President; by article I, section 3, clause 
6, which entrusts to the Senate the power 
to try the impeachment of the President; 
and by article II, section 2, clause 2, 
which vests in the Senate the power to 
ratify or reject treaties made by the 
President, and to confirm or reject 
Presidential nominations of executive or 
judicial officers. 

Entertaining these views, as I do, I ex­
pect J;o support the amendment proposed 
by one of America's greatest constitu­
tional lawyers, the able and distin­
guished Senator from Wyoming, JosEPH 
c. O'MAHONEY. 

In closing, I wish to call the attention 
of the Senate to an article entitled "Pres­
idential Inability", written by Dr. Ruth 
C. Silva, professor of political science at 
Pennsylvania State University. The 
article was published in the December 
1957 issue of the University of Detroit 
Law Journal. While Dr. Silva and I may 
disagree as to the means for declaring 
Presidential inability, I have found her 
article a most penetrating analysis of 
the subject, and I wish all Members 
of the Congress to have the benefit of her 
brilliant work in this field. For these 
reasons, I ask unanimous consent that 
Dr. Silva's article be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

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

PRESIDENTIAL INABILITY 

(By Ruth C. Silva) 
(EDITOR's NoTE.-Professor Silva received 

her bachelor of arts, master of arts, and 
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doctor of philosophy degrees from the Uni­
versity of Michigan. She has taught at 
Wheaton College (Massachusetts) as well as 
at Cairo 'University (Egypt) where she was 
Fulbright professor of political science. She 
is presently a professor of political science 
at Pennsylvania State University. Author of 
Presidential Succession, published by the 
University of Michigan Press, and articles 
published in the American Political Science 
Review, Journal of Politics, the Review of 
Politics, the Harvard Law Record, Michigan 
Law Review, and Law and Contemporary 
Problems. Also she is the author of articles 
published in Spanish and Arabic abroad as 
well ·as various studies published by Con­
gressional committees, and has served as a 
consultant for these committees and various 
governmental agencies.) 

President Eisenhower's heart attack in 1955 
and his subsequent operation for ileitis have 
focused attention on the problem of pro­
viding for the exercise of Presidential power 
during a President's inability. Although the 
newspapers and politicians have concen­
trated their attention on nrocedures for de­
claring a President disabled, a more impor­
tant aspect of the problem relates to the 
Vice President's constitutional status while 
the President is incapacitated. In the only 
serious cases of Presidential inability to 
date, the Vice President was not asked to 
exercise Presidential power largely because 
of the fear that he would actually become 
President and replace the disabled incum­
bent for the remainder of the term. 

THE GARFIELD CASE 
When Garfield was shot in 1881, three Vice 

P residents had, upon the death of a Presi­
dent, been recognized as having succeeded 
'to the higher office and as possessing the 
right to exercise Presidential power until 
the end of the deceased President's term. 
As a result of the precedents established 
·whenever a President had died, it was easy 
to· argue that a Vice President actually be­
comes President for the remainder of the 
term whenever he acts in that capacity. 
Since Garfield was not dead, had not re­
signed, had not been removed, but was 
'merely disabled, the Presidential office was 
not vacant. This unavoidably raised ques­
tions about Vice President Chester A. Ar­
thur's status and tenure. If he acted as 
President during Garfield's inability, would 
he actually succeed to the high office? 
Would Garfield also remain President? 
Would there be two Presidents at the same 
t ime? Could Garfield resume the exercise 
of Presidential power if his disability ceased? 

W·hen Garfield's illness cad already lasted 
2 months and was expected to continue for 
another 2, all 7 members of his Cabinet 
agreed on the desirability of having Arthur 
act as President during Garfield's recupera­
tion. Three members of the Cabinet, Secre­
tary of State James G. Blaine, Secretary of 
the Navy William H. Hunt, and Secretary of 
War Robert T. Lincoln thought Arthur could 
temporarily discharge the Presidential duties 
until Garfield recovered. On the other hand, 
Attorney General Wayne MacVeagh, Secre­
tary of the Treasury William Windom, Post­
master General Thomas L. James, and Secre­
tary of the Interior Samuel J. Kirkwood 
thought that Arthur's exercise of Presiden­
tial power would be equivalent to removing 
Garfield from office. Since a majority of the 
Cabinet held this latter opinion, it was de­
cided that Arthur should not be asked to act 
as President without Garfield's knowledge 
and consent. Because the physicians thought 
he was too ill for such discussions, the whole 
matter was droppecV 

1 New York Times, Sept. 2, 1881, p. 1, col. 3: 
id., Sept. 4, 1881, p. 1, cols. 2-3; New York 
Herald, Sept. 2, 1881, p. 3, col. 1; New York 
Tribune, Sept. 2, 1881, p. 5, col. 2; Pittsburgh 
Post, Sept. 3, 1881, p. 1, col. 2; id~, Sept. 5, 
1881, p. 1, col. 3 • . 

During the 80 days of Garfield's fatal ill­
ness, his only official act was the signing of 
an extradition paper . . The reason for Gar­
field's inactivity was not the lack of urgent 
public business. Although Congress was not 
in session and there was no occasion for him 
to exercise his legislative powers, yet impor­
tant executive matters demanded attention. 
There were postal frauds; officers were unable 
to perform their duties because the President 
was unable to commission them; there was a 
serious deterioration in the country's foreign 
relations. It was reported that the Central 
Pacific Railway actually considered suing for 
a writ of mandamus directing Vice President 
Arthur to assume the President's duties and 
appoint an Auditor of Railway Accounts since 
Garfield was unable to do so. Yet the de­
partment heads transacted only such rou­
tine business as could be handled without 
Presidential supervision. Important ques­
tions of public policy rEquiring the Presi­
dent's personal attention were ignored.2 The 
important thing is that the public interest 
was jeopardized by having no active 
President. 

Equally important, editorial opinion was 
sharply divided about the manner in which 
public business was being transacted-a divi­
sion of opinion which only aggravated the 
crisis caused by GlO\rfield's prolonged in­
firmity. The New York Times and New York 
Herald objected to having governmental af­
fairs managed by the Cabinet, which is an 
extra-legal body. They particularly objected 
to SecretHy Blaine's position as a sort of 
de facto President. The Herald even went 
so far as to label Blaine's action as "usur­
pation" and called for the immediate succes­
sion of Vice President Arthur.8 The New 
Yorlt Tribune and Boston Evening Trans­
cript, however, defended Blaine's activities, 
noted that he had not committed the Gov­
ernment on any matter of policy, and as­
serted that public business was being trans­
acted satisfactorily during the President's 
illness.4 

The fear that Arthur's exercise of Presi­
dential power might oust the disabled Gar­
field caused Garfield's friends to minimize 
the need for an active President. Similarly, 
they refused to recognize the full extent of . 
his disability because of personal loyalty to 
h im. Mental disability probably did not exist 
during the early part of his illness. Secretary 
Kirkwood claimed that Garfield was rational, 
his mind clear, and his judgment unimpaired. 
The President would be able to make a de­
cision if absolutely necessary, Kirkwood said, 
but his physicians forbade him to discuss 
public affairs.5 Two weeks later, the Boston 
E vening Transcrj.pt reported that Garfield's 
mind was clear and that at no time would he 
have been incapable of malcing decisions if 
any important public question had been pre­
sented to him.6 Garfield's mind may have 
been clear in July and August; but the daily 
bulletins of his physicians clearly indicate 
that he was physically unable to discharge 
the duties of h is office. Even the Boston 
Evening Transcript, which had maintained 
from the beginning that Arthur could not act 
as President because Garfield was not men­
tally disabled, admitted in September that 

2 George F. Howe, Chester A. Arthur, 152-
153, 181 (1934); New York Herald, Sept. 1, 
1881, p. 5, col. 3, and p. 6, cols. 2-3; id., Sept. 
5, 1881, p. 4, cols. 1-3, and p. 6, cols. 2-3; New 
York Times, Aug. 11, 1881, p. 1, col. 8, and p. 
~. cols. 2-3; Boston Evening Transcript, Aug. 
25, 1881, p. 4, col. 3. 

8 For example: New York Times, Aug. · 1, 
1881, p. 4, · co1s. 2-3; New York Herald, Sept. 
5, 1881, p. 6, cols. 2-3. 

4 For example: Boston Evening Transcript, 
Aug. 1, 1881, p. 4, col. 2; New York Tribune, 
Sept. 6, 1881, p. 4, cols. 2-3. 

5 New York Tribune, July 15, 1881, p. 1, 
col. 6. 

• Aug. 1, 1881, p. 4, col. 2. 

'the President was suffering from ha1lucina­
tions.7 

Even if_ there had been no dispute about 
~arfield's right to resume the exercise of 
Presidential power if and when he recovered, 
Arthur still would have been in a particularly 
·embarrassing position. Gar;field belong~d to 
the so-called halfbreed wing of the Republi­
can Party. It was popularly believed that 
Arthur had been nominated for Vice Presi­
dent only to placate Roscoe Conkling, leader 
of the stalwart wing, and to heal the schism 
in the party. Charles J. Guiteau, Garfield's 
deranged assassin, had proclaimed his loyalty 
to Ar_thur and to stalwartism. This gave rise 
to the false rumor that Garfield's assassina­
tion had been deliberately planned to put 
Conkling's puppet in the White House. Be­
cause of this nasty situation, Arthur had 
little choice but to be self-effacing during 
G arfield's illness.8 

After the President's death, Arthur re­
peatedly _asked Congress to formulate legal 
answers to the questions which had so re­
cently alarmed the country.9 The 47th, 48th, 
and 49th Congresses discussed the meaning 
of inability, its effect on the status and 
tenure of the Vice President, its effect on the 
status and tenure of the disabled President. 
and how a disability should be established. 
Instead of solving these problems, however, 
Congress named a statutory successor to act 
as President in case of vacancy or disability 
in both the Presidency and Vice Presidency. 
After the enactment of this law, the subject 
of Presidential disability was again ignored 
until Woodrow Wilson fell ill in 1919.10 

THE WILSON CASE 
There can be no doubt that important 

public business suffered as a result of Wil­
son's illness. The chief usher at the White 
House, Irwin Hoover, reports that abwlutely 
no business was presented to the President 
for a month following his stroke. There­
after, official papers requiring the President's 
attention were read to him but only those 
that Mrs. Wilson thought should be. In 
Hoover's opinion, there was "very little even 
of this sort of business." 11 During the special 
session of the 66th Congress, 28 acts be­
came law without the President's passing_ on 
them within the requisite 10 days. Although 
he Vtltoed the Prohibition Enforcement Act 
on October 27, he did not pass on 15 of the 
16 acts sent to the White House between Oc­
tober 28 and November 18.12 He did not meet 
his Cabinet for 8 months after his collapse.13 

1 Sept. 16, 1831, p. 1, col. 5. 
8 Howe, op. cit., supra, note 2, 151-152; Peter 

R. Levin, Seven by Chance, pp. 154, 157 
(1948); Donald B. Chidsey, The Gentleman 
From New York: A Life of Roscoe Conkling, 
pp. 296-356 ( H~35). 

0 10 James D. Richardson, Messages and 
Papers of the Presidents 4652; 11 id. 4734, 
4840 (1897). / 

1o A few legislators, however, persisted In 
their demands for Congressional action to 
define the powers-and duties of a Vice Presi­
dent during periods of Presidential inability 
and to clarify the role of various govern­
mental bodies in declaring the existence of 
such inability. See, for example, the com­
ments of Congressman Joseph H. Gaines, 
Succession to the Presidency, 79 Outlook 
252-253 (Feb. 4, 1905); the resolution of Sen­
ator John . J. Ingalls, 14 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, 1042 ( 1883); also H. Rept. No. 3633, 
58th Cong., 3d sess, p. 1 ( 1905), and H. Rept. 
No. 7581, 59th Cong., 1 sess, p. 1 (1907). 

11 Irwin Hoover, 42 Years in the White 
House, pp. 103-105 ( 1934). 

u Lindsay Rogers, Presidential Inability. 
2 Weekly Review 481, 482 (May 8, 1920); 
and Rogers' note, The President's Illness, 14 
American Political Sc'ience Review 87-88 
(February 1920). 

13 2 David Houston, Eight Years With Wil­
son's Cabinet 69-70 ( 1926); David Lawrence, 
True Story of Woodrow Wilson, p. 298 (1924) •. 



4184 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD --SENATE March 13 
He failed to answer the Senate Foreign Re­
l~tlons Committee's repeated requests that 
lle take some action or .supply the com­
mittee with some information about the 
Shantung settlement, a situation which 
prompted Senator Albert B. Fall to suggest 
that the Senate should .recess until the Presi­
d~t became able to resume the duties of 
his office. Although the Constitution says 
that the President shall receive the repre­
.sentatives of foreign states, the New York 
Times reported that Wilson's illness pre­
vented him f.rom seeing the Belgian sover­
eigns .and the Prince of Wales when they 
visited the United States.14 

This evidence is only a small part of that 
which could be pr.esented to show that 
neither foreign nor domestic affa irs receiiVe'<i 
the President's proper attention. The Ver­
sailles Treaty was probably the most impor­
tant casualty of Wilson's d 'isabiilty. He was 
tocced to abandon his westei:n tour in behalf 
of the treaty . . A month later the Democratic 
leader in the Senate, Gilbert M. Hitchcock_, 
believed he eouid work out -a compromise 
with the treaty's foes in the Senate. But 
Wllf:on's physicians would not allow Hitch­
cock to see the Pres.ident. Hitchcock com­
plaJned that he would have to consult with 
tbe .President befor.e he could agree to any 
campromises.15 Although it was reported 
5 days later that Hitchcock had seen Wilson 
3 times,16 many students of the period 
8€Xee that the treaty was defeated largely 
because of Wil .. c;on's isolation from public 
opinion, from his advisem, and from Congres­
sional leaders whose advice he so badly 
needed in his enfeebled condition.17 

The exact degree of Wilson's d isability was 
carefully guarded. It is now known that 
he ,;;uffered a ~rebral thrombosis and that 
his left side was paralyzed. There is some 
ev'idenee that he was unconscious or only 
semiconscious during a -part of his 111ness.CJ.8 

There are. however, denials of this.19 Al­
though Democratic spokesmen even to this 
day have usually minimized his disabillty. 

1"' On the Sh.antung affair, New Ym:k Times, 
Oct. 1~, 1919, p. 1, col. 7. On v.i.sit of fore.ign 
royalty, id .• Oct. 19, 1919, p. 1, col. 5; id., 
Oct. 29, 1919. p . 4, col. 3; .id., Dec. 21, 1919, III, 
p. 2, col. 1. According to Mrs. Wilson, all 
three vlslted her husband in his bedroom 
at the White House wrule be was in bed. 
Edith E. Wilson, My .Memoir, pp. 292-296 
(1938). 

.,::;New York Times, Nov. 30, 1919, p. 1, col. 4. 
1o Id., Dec. 5, 1919, p. 1, cols. 6-7. 
17 4 Charles Seymour, The Intimate Papers 

of Colonel House 506-5:07, 509-512 {1928); 
Lawren~. op. cit., supra, note 1'3, 299; Edith 
G. Reid, Woodrow Wi'l.son, pp. 224-23Q n934); 
William Allen White, Woodrow Wilson. pp. 
448-450 (19251; John K. Winkier, Woodrow 
Wilson, pp. 28ti-299 {1933). 
~Hoover, op. clt., supra, note 11, 100-104. 

A byline article by "pollio" reports that start­
ing Oct. 4, 1919, Wilson was unconscious 
for a week and only semiconscious for over a 
munth. New York Times, Mar. 29, 1921, p . 14, 
coL '7. 'See also id., Oet. 1'3, 191 9, p. 1, col. 6, 
and p. 2, cols. 4-5; 1d., Oct. 14, 1919, p. 1, 
cols. '7-6. 

!1.11 Gilb~rt M. Hitchcock and Wilson's Phy­
sicians, New York Tnnes, Oct. 13, 1919. 
p. 1, col. 5 and p. 2, cols. 4-5; Dr. Gary T. 
Grayson, id., Oct. 14, 1919, p. 1, col. 8. 
JQSeph P. Tumulty says: "As a "ID.atter of 
f~t, there wa-s not a whole week during his 
-entire illness that h€ was not in touch with 
every matte!" upon which he was called to 
a-=t and upon which he was asked to render 
judgment." Woodrow Wilson As I Knew 
Him, p. 446 {1921). · According to the testi­
mony of Mrs. Wilson and others, apparently 
very little ur no business was presented to 
Wilson so that Tumulty's statement may be 
technically true but misleading. Wilson .• op. 
cit., supra, note 14., 289-297. See also note 
11, supra. 

the Democratic Digest recently admitted that 
"President Wilson was completely or partially 
disabled for many months following a stroke 
on .September 26, 1919." 20 Franklin D. 
Roosevelt is reported to have said that he 
.and James M. Cox visited Wilson in the sum­
mer of 1920 and that Wilson was unable to 
speak except to mumble a few broken words.21 
Whatever Wilson's condition, the Vice Presi­
dent, the Cabinet. and the public were not 
informed about it.22 

The aura of secrecy which surrounded the 
White House served only to disturb public 
confidence. The country was flooded with 
rumors that Wilson was insane or that he 
was dead and his death was being kept a 
secr.et.23 The New York Times published a 
front-page 'Stqry reporting that Republican 
Senators were examining Wilson's .signature 
on several Presidential communications to 
the Senate, b elieving that the signatw·es 
might be forged. Accord.ing to the Times, 
one Senator expressed the opinion that two 
of the signatm·es were not Wilson's and that, 
if they were his, he had been assisted in 
signing his name.24 

Such rumors and suspicions Tesulted at 
least in part from the White House cirele~s 
hav.ing established a .sort of regency with 
.Mr-s. Wilson in charge. Her uwn story indi­
cates that, from September 25, 1919, to 
March 4, 1921, the executive branch did not 
.function in the manner stipulat-ed by the 
Coll..stitution and laws. The channel of com­
mun.ieation to the White Hou'Se was Joseph 
P. 'I'u.multy, the President's secretary, who 
gave official papers to Mrs. Wiison. If she 
thought her husband could pass judgment 
on a given question without .excitement, she 
.digested the relevant documents and pre­
-Sented the problem to him. .If she was 
doubtful of the effect a paper might have on 
lllm, she passed it on to Dr. Cary T. Grayson. 
If Grayson thuught the paper was not llkely 
to upset the President, Mrs. Wilson presented. 
her digest of it to her husband. If Grayson 
thought otherwise, she passed the paper on 
tu Se-cretary of the Treasury David Houston 
or to someone else in whom she had confi­
dence. Similarly, Mrs. Wilson and the phy­
sicians decided whom the President might 
and m.ight not see and how long he might 
.converse with those whom he was permitted 
to see.25 

Wilson's health rather than the public in­
terest seems to have been the basis of deci-

310 David Koonce, Who Shall Determine if a 
President Is Disabled? Democratic D!gest 
(June 1956), p. 5'7. 

21 Raymond Maley reports that Roosevelt 
told hlm this personally. P.residential In­
abllity, National Review (Dec. 28, 1935). pp. 
15-16. 

%! Charles M. Thomas, Thomas Riley Ma:r­
shall: Hoosier Statesman, pp. 206-208, 211 
·(1'939); 2 Houston, op. cit., supra, note 13, 
'3ti-37; Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmer, 
New 'York Times, Oct. 14,, 1919, p. 2, cols. 1-
'3; former Secretary of Commerce Wil..lia.m C. 
Redfield, id., Dec. 6·, 1921, p. 21, coL 6. See 
also James Kerney, Government by Proxy, 
111 Cent. 481, 481-482 (February 1926). 

28 An account uf these rumors can be found 
in a number of sensational magazine articles. 
For a summary of some of them, see White, 
op cit. supra, nute 17, 448. As one might ex­
pect, cranks exploited the .situation. See, 
tor .example, the account of an anonymous 
telephone call falsely reporting Wllson's 
death ·to Vice President Marshall. New York 
Times, November 24, 1919. 1>- 1, co!s. 4-5. 

•• October 14., 19l9, p. 1, col. '7. 
25 Wilson. op. cit. supra. note 14, 288-90; 

Hoover, op. cit. supra, note 11, 105-07; 2 
Housto~ op. cit. supra. note 13, 60-66; 
Tumulty, op. cit. supra, note 19, 437-38; 
Kerney, op. clt. supra, note 22, 483-66; Law­
rence, op. cit. supra .• note 13, 283-309; Reid, 
op. cit. supra, note 1'7, 224-30; Winkler, op. 
cit. supra, note 17,287-88 •. 

Blon. On some days the newspapers reported 
that Wilson's condition was so improved 
that Dr. Grayson allowed him to transact offi­
cial business.20 On other days, they reported 
that Wilson was permitted to sit up but no 
official business was placed before him.2i 

According to Mrs. Wilson, she and Dr. Fran­
cis X. Dercum, a. nerve specialist. discussed 
the possibility of Wilson's resignation but 
decided that be should continue as President 
lest the shock of resigning prove fatal. ln 
recounting how she refused to allow officials 
and Congressional leaders to see the Presi­
dent. she says: "I carried out the d.irections 
of the doctors. • • • WoOdrow Wilson was, 
first. my beloved husband • • • after that 
he was the President of the United States." 28 

Prof. Irving G. Williams has suggested 
that this was a perfectly understandable at­
ti-tude for a wife, "but to the Nation and its 
people Woodrow Wilson was, first of all, 
President, and secondly, a husband." 20 

The record indicates that the entire prob­
lem was handled largely on the basis of 
personal loyalty to the disabled President. 
B~au.se Wilson's friends thought the devolu­
tion of President.ial power on the Vice Presi­
dent might be equivalent to removing Wilson 
from office forever, they viewed talk of in­
ability as disloyalty to their stricken friend. 
When Secretary of State Robert Lansing 
suggested the possibility or the Vice Presi­
dent's acting as President, Joseph P. Tu­
multy answered: "You may Test assured 
that while Woodrow Wilson is lying ln the 
White House on the broad of .his back I 
will not be a party to ousting him. He has 
been too kind, too loyal, and too wonderful 
to me to re~ive such treatment at my 
hands." Although Wilson's being ·"on the 
broad of his back" was evidence of his dis­
ability, Grayson not only told Lans.ing that 
he would never ·certify to the disability but 
Tumulty also said that, if anyone outs.ide 
the White House circle attempted to w cer­
tify, "Grayson and I would stand together 
and repudiate it.•• 00 Tumulty did not sug­
gest that Wilson might be able to repudiate 
the certification for himself. Tumulty's ob­
jection to establishing Wilson's disability 
appears to be that he thought it would in­
volve "'ousting" his friend. Wilson appar­
ently -shared Tumulty•s vlew. For, when 
Lansing resigned, Wilson said: "Tumulty, lt 
is neveT the wrong time to spike disloyalty. 
When Lans.ing sought to oust me, I was upon 
my back. I am on my feet now .and I will 
not have disloyalty about me." at Neither 
Wilson nor Tumulty seems to have thought 
that the Vice President might exercise Presi­
dential power only until the President re­
covered. 

The Wilson-Tumulty interpretation of the 
inability clause of the Constitution places 
any Vice President in a delicate position dur­
ing periods of P.resldential d.isability. Al­
though Vice President Thomas R. Marshall 
was not in so embarrassing a position as 
Vice President Arthur had been. yet Mar­
shall was reluctant to take any action which 
might appear to some as usurpat.ion. He 
was reported as ·saying that he would not 
act unless requested to do so by Wilson or 
the Cabinet and only then if he .had the ex­
press support of both Houses of Congress .n 

~ See, f-or example, such a TeJ>ort in the 
New York Times, October 28, 1919, p. 1, col. 2; 
Decem;ber 5, 1919, p. 1, col. 6. 

27 See, for example, such a report, ld., No­
vem.ber 13, 1919, p. 2, col. 4. 

28 Wilson, op. cit. supra, note 14, 289-90. 
3.11 Irving G. Williams, The American Vice 

Presidency: New Look 59 (1954). 
80 Tumulty, op. cit, supra, note 19, 443-444. 
81 Id, 445. In 1865, Wilson wrote that the 

Vice President-'s importance consists in the 
f.act that he may cease to be Vice President. 
Congressional Government. 240-241 ~1885). 
See also, Reid op. cit. supra. note 17, 223. 

ll2 New York Times, Oct. 7, 1919, p. 1, col. 7. 

/ 
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Congress not only failed to act but lt was 
doubted that Congress had the constitu­
tional power to declare the President's in­
ability. Since the Constitution devolved 
Presidential power on Marshall, it was sug­
gested that he should indirectly determine 
the President disabled by undertaking the 
exercise of this power. But Marshall refused 
to act. Ira E. Bennett, editor of the Wash­
ington Post at the time, later said that 
Marshall told him that he was afraid to act 
as President lest he be assassinated.33 Mar­
shall is reported to have told his wife that 
such action "could throw this country into 
civil war." 34 When it was suggested that a 
writ <;ould be issued directing him to act as 
President, he replied that he would "never 
do such a thing in a thousand years." 35 He 
later told his secretary that he "would as­
sume the Presidency" only upon the resolu­
tion of Congress and with the written ap­
probation of Mrs. Wilson and Dr. Grayson. 
"I am not going to seize the place," Marshall 
said, "and then have Wilson-recovered­
come around and say 'get off, you 
usurper'." aa Like Wilson and Tumulty, 
Marshall seems to have thought that he 
would actually become President and not 
merely act in that capacity until Wilson 
recovered. 

Marshall's fear that Wilson might accuse 
him of usurpation was not an idle one. This 
is precisely what happened to Secretary of 
State Lansing. During the first 4 months of 
Wilson's illness, Lansing called 21 Cabinet 
meetings to transact interdepartmental busi­
ness. It was generally conceded that 
Lansing's action h:::.d helped to keep the 
Government functioning and had thereby 
helped to forestall a Congressional move 
to declare the President disabled.31 When 
Wilson heard of these meetings, however, 
he accused Lansing of usurping Presi­
dential power. Although Congress and the 
press supported Lansing almost unani­
mously,3S Vlilson forced him to resign. The 
P resident took the stand that the Constitu­
tion allowed the Cabinet to do nothing in 
his absence and, consequently, that Gov­
ernment business was suspanded during his 
illness.38 

THE EISENHOWER CASE 
Wilson's ·view of the Cabinet's role may 

be contrasted with Eisenhower's view. The 
executive branch of the Government func­
tioned relatively smoothly during Eisenhow­
er's illnesses, at least partially because he had 
shared policymaking powers and responsi­
bilities with the Cabinet from the beginning 
of his administration. Policies had been so 
clearly defined by the Cabinet as a group 
that it was able to carry on governmental 
business relatively easily without the Presi­
dent's active Eupervision. The Cabinet and 
the National SEcurity Council met during 
Eieenhower's hospitalization, with Vice Pres­
ident Richard M. Nixon presiding as he had 
done on previous occasions when the Presi­
dent had been absent.•o 

aa Ira E. Bennett, The Vacancy in the White 
House, Christian Science Monitor Magazine 
(Sept.6, 1941) 6, 15. 

34 Thomas, op. cit., supra, note 22, 211. 
35 See note 33, supra. 
se Thomas, op. cit., supra, note 22, 226-27. 
aT Lawrence, op. cit., supr!l,, note 13, 283-88; 

Rogers, op. cit., supra, note 12, 482-83. See 
also an editorial in the New York Times, Feb. 
15, 1920, II, p. 2 , col. 1. 

38 See the statements of Congressmen and 
the reprint of editorial comment from a 
number . of newspapers, id., Feb. 14, 1920, p. 
4, col. 5; id., Feb. 15, 1919, p. 1, cols. 5-8, p. 2, 
eels. 1-8. 

39 For texts of the pertinent letters, see 
id., Feb. 14, 1920, p. 1, cols. 6-7, p. 2, cols. 1-4. 

40 Robert J. Donovan, Eisenhower: The In­
side Story 64-72, 362-86 ( 1956) ; Edward s. 
Corwin & Louis W. Koenig, The Presidency 
Today 115-17 (1956); Clinton R.ossiter, The 
American Presidency 130-31 (1956). 

It is uncertain, of course, that this sys­
tem could have continued to work if the 
President's illness had been prolonged.41 

Such an arrangement may function rather 
well during the disability of a President who 
has depended heavily on his Cabinet. It is 
doubtful, however, if the system could op- . 
erate satisfactorily during the disability of 
a President like Lincoln, the two Roosevelts, 
or even Truman, who believes that the 
American system does not morally or con­
stitutionally permit the President to dele­
gate his powers or share the burdens of his 
office with the members of his Cabinet.42 

In any case Lansing tried the Eisenhower 
system in Wilson's time and was dismissed 
for doing so. 

The Cabinet's discharge of Presidential 
duties in the Garfield and Eisenhower cases 
and the White House circle's aseumption of 
these responsibilities in the Wilwn case 
were used as a substitute for the devolution 
of Presidential power on the Vice President, 
largely because of the fear that inability 
works forfeiture. Since this fear arises from 
the so-called presidential succession prece­
dent, . it is important to understand how 
this precedent was established and to de­
termine whether it is in harmony with the 
intent of the framers of the Constitution. 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISION 
The controversial clause of the Constitu­

tion provides: "In case of the removal of the 
President from office, or of his death, resig­
nation, or inability to discharge the powers · 
and duties of the said office, the same shall 
devolve on the Vice President, and the Con­
gress may by law provide for the case of re­
moval, death, resignation, or inability, both 
of the President and Vice President, declar­
ing what officer- shall act as President, and 
such officer shall act accordingly, until the 
disability be removed, or a President shall be 
elected." 43 

41 Although 14.3 days elapsed between Eisen­
hower's heart attack and the announcement 
of his recovery, he was freed from the trans­
action of official busine~::s for only 6 days. 
He was stricken on September 24 and signed 
some official papers on September 30. Irving 
G. Williams, The Rise of the Vice President 
3-4, 254-55 ( 1956). 

42 1 Memoirs of Harry S. Truman 545-47 
(1955). See also R. H. Pear, The American 
Presidency Under Eisenhower, 28 Pol. Q. 5 
at 9-12 ( Jan.-Mar. 1957). Lucius Wilmer­
ding suggests adoption of a constitutional 
a1nendment which would change "the regent" 
from the Vice President to the Secretary of 
State and authorize this high-ranking mem­
ber of the President's own administration to 
carry on the Government during the . dis­
ability. When Wilmerding says that such a 
solution would have commended itself to 
those members of the Federal Convention 
who favored a Counci~ of State to assist the 
President, he seems to imply that Presiden..; 
tial power would be vested in the Cabinet 
rather than in the Secretary of State. Pres­
idential Inability, 72 Pol. Sci. Q. 161 at 180 
(1957). Such an arrangement would be a 
variant of the Eisenhower system but is not 
likely to have commended itself to the Con­
vention, which adopted a resolution provid­
ing that "The executive power of the United 
States shall be vested in a single person." 
2 Max Farrand, The Records of the Federal 
Convention of 1787 401 ( 1911 and 1937). 

Since the disability question never arose 
during Franklin D. Roosevelt's term, his al­
leged inability is not discussed in the present 
paper. Although there is some evidence that 
Roosevelt was a very ill man during the last 
year of his life, there is no published evidence 
to indicate that his illness was severe enough 
to constitute "inability" in the constitutional 
sense. Corwin & Koenig, op. cit., supra, note 
40, 114-115; Neil Hurley, Government by 
Proxy, 94 America 98- 99 (Oct. 22, 1955). 

•a Art. II, sec. 1, cl. 6. 

The records of the Constitutional Con­
vention show that this clause was not in­
tended to transform a Vice President into a 
President. Of the various plans submitted 
to the Convention, only the Pinkney and 
Hamilton plans made provision for disability 
or vacancy in the Executive Office; and both 
plans used language indicating that the 
"successor" would merely act as President ad 
interim.44 Similarly, the reports of the Com­
mittee on Detail and of the Committee of 
Eleven provided that he should exercise 
Presidential power only until another Presi­
dent be chosen or until the actual President's 
inability ceased. He was not to become Pres­
ident. Similarly, he was not to act as such 
for the remainder of the term.45 There was 
no provision for succession beyond the Vice 
President until the Convention adopted Ed­

_mund Randolph's resolution to empower 
Congress to designate an officer to act as 
President in case of vacancy or disability in 
both the Presidential and Vice Presidential 
offices.46 

When the draft Constitution went to the 
Committee on Style, it contained two 
clauses dealing with the exercise of Presi­
dential power during periods of inability 
or · vacancy in the Executive Office. One 
provided that "the Vice President shall ex­
ercise those powers and duties until another 
President be chosen, or until the inability 
of the President be removed." 47 The other 
provided that, in case of vacancy or d isa­
bility in both of these officers, an officer des­
ignated by law should "act as President 
• • • until such disability be removed, or a. 
President shall be elected." 48 The Com­
mittee consolidated the 2 provisions into 
a single sentence consisting of 4 clauses: 
1 providing for the devolution of Presi­
dential power on the Vice President, 2 pro­
viding for succession beyond the Vice Pres­
ident, and 1 dependent clause restricting the 
tenure of the acting President. The Com­
mittee also substituted "the same shall de­
volve on the Vice President" for "the Vice 
President shall exercise those powers and du­
ties." 49 

It has been argued that the Presidential 
Office and not merely its powers and duties 
devolve on the Vice President, who thereby 
becomes President.50 The Constitution says: 
"In case of • • • [the President's] inability 
to discharge the powers and duties of the 
said Office, the same shall devolve on the 
Vice President • • • ." The Convention's 
records clearly show that the antecedent of 
"the same" was intended to be powers and 
duties of the said Office" rather than "said 
Office." Each of the original plans as well 
as the reports of the Committee on Detail 
and of the Committee ·or Eleven used words 
synonymous with "powers and duties." · It 
was the Committee on Style which substi­
tuted "the same" for "powers and duties" 
and "devolve" for "exercise." The Commit­
tee had no authority, however, to alter sub­
stantive provisions. The Committee was au­
thorized merely to put the provisions as ap­
proved by the Convention into clear and 
concise language. Consequently, the Com­
mittee's changes cannot be interpreted to 
mean that the Convention intended for the 

' 4 3 Farrand, op. cit., supra, note 42, 600, 625. 
45 2 id. 186, 495, 499. See also the notes of 

the Committee on Detail, 2 id. 146, 172; 4 
id. 47. 

tG 2 id. 535. 
47 2 id. 575. 
48 2 id. 573. 
49 2 id. 598-99. 
60 See, for example, the arguments of the 

following: Representative Henry A. Wise and 
Senator .Robert J. Walker, CONGRESSIONAL 
GLOBE, 27th Cong., 1st sess. 4-5 ( 1841); Sen­
ator Charles W. Jones, 13 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD 142 (1881), 14 id. 918 (1883); Theo­
dore W. Dwight, Presidential Disability, 133 
No. Am. Rev. 436, 443 (Nov. 1881). 
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Presidenti-al Office, together with its powers 
and duties~ to devolve on the Vice Presi­
dent, who would thereby become President. 

It has also been argued that the depend:­
ent clause, "until the disability be remaved., · 
or a President shall be elected,u refers only 
to an officer designated by law to act ;as 
President in certain < contingencies. As a 
necessary consequence, it has been eon­
tended, the Vice President should take omce 
without limitation f:or the remainder of the 
term.5t The -records of the Consti tutiona1 
Convention show, however. ·that the adver­
bial clause was intended to limit the Vice 
President's period of Presidential service as 
well as that of the officer designated by 
statute. This limitation is found in each 
draft of the provision relating to the suc­
cession of the President of the Senate. Even 
after the Committee of Eleven substituted 
the Vice President for the .President of the 
Senate, the new officer was to ·exercise Presi­
dential power only until another President 
be chosen, or until the inability of the Pres­
id.ent be removed. · 

Randolph's -original resolution to emp ower 
Congress to designate an officer to act as 
President .stipulated that the officer was to 
serve until the 'time of electing a President 
shall arrive. .James Madison pointed out 
that this phraseology would prevent the 
filling of a vacancy by special election. 
Therefore, he moved to substitute "until 
such disability be removed. or a President 
shall be elected." Madison's motion passed 
over the objections of those who opposed 
the calling of a special election.51 This 
phraseology seems to have been adopted 
specifically for the purpose of allowing a 
special election when both the Presidency 
.and Vice Presidency were vacant. I t is sig­
nificant that this language was substantially 
the same as that found in the dep en dent 
clause limiting the tenure of the Vice Presi­
dent. Therefore, if a .specia l election was 
Jntended. when there is neither a President 
nor a Vice President, a special election must 
also have been intended when there was a 
Vice President but no President. F-ar the 
adverbial clauses were .essentially the same 
in providing for both cases.53 W1Hm the 
Committee on Style consolida ted the two 
provisions. it used the adverbial clause only 
once and substituted "unt-il • • • the pe­
riod for chusing another p~·.esident arrive." 
The Convention, however, chan ged the 
clause to "until • • • a President shall be 
elected" in conformity with the Convention's 
previous action on .Madison's motion.s4 

Although the Committee u sed the adver­
bial clause "until the disability be re­
moved • • *"only once instead of using it 
to modify each of the preceding clauses sep­
arately. the Committee did change the only 
semicolon to .a comma so that the limiting 
.clause would be pat"t of a continuous sen­
tence .and would refer both to the Vi ce 
President and to the officer design ated by 
law.fl6 Thus, the evolution o'f the so-called 

51 See, for example, the arguments of the 
following~ Sena tor Charles W. Jones. · 13 
CONGRESSIONAL R ECORD 191-193 {1881); 14 id. 
959, 1007 (1883); Senator John T. Morgan, 14 
id. 691 (1882). 882, 884 {1883). 1'7 id. 224 
(1885) _; Congressman John R. Eden, 1'7 id. 669 
{HJ86) ; Judge Abram J. Dittenhoefer, ·New 
York 'H-erald, Sept. 13 ,- 1~81, p . 5, eols. 1-2; 
H annis Taylor, 57 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 2 6 
(1918). 

52 2 Farrand, op. cit. supra, note 42, 535. 
53 Art. X, sec. 2: " * • • the Vice President 

shall exercise those powers and duties until 
another President be closen, or untll the 
inability of th-e . President be Temoved." 
Art. X, see. 1 ~ ••• • • su~h officer· shall act 
aecordlngly, until such <lisabUity be l'e­
moved, or a President shall be elected." 

.64 2 id. ti26. 
. IG 2~ id., pp. '5"9lHJ9. 

. .succession eJ:ause ·seems to vitiate the thesis 
that the Presidential o1lice devolves on the 
Vice President .who thereby becomes Presl· 
dent for the remainder of i:.he term • . Sim­
ilarly. the debates in the convention as well 
as in the ratifying conventions lend support 
to the proposition that the Vice President 
was intended merely to exercise Presidential 
power untU the vacaney could be filled or 
until :the actual President's inability 
cea:sed:"~8 

THE PRESIDENTIAL SUCqESSION PRECEDENT: THE 
TYLER CA'SE 

This interpretation of the Constitution 
was not generally accepted in 1841. however, 
when President William Henry Har.ri.Son fell 
ill. On April 1. there was hope for the 
President's recovery; but publlc business 
had already been largely suspended for al­
most a month and his convalescence was ex· 
pected to re.quire at least another month. 
Therefore, the Cabinet discussed possible 
means of transacting executive business 
while the President was recuperating. Al­
though no record of these discussions is 
available, Secretary of State Daniel Web­
ster was reported to have expressed the 
opinion that Vice President John Tyler 
could not temporarily .act as President. 
Webster seems to have thought that, if Tyler 
assumed the Presidential duties, he would 
be the President for the remainder of the 
term even if .Harrison survived and became 
capable of performing these duties during 
the term for which he had been elected.57 

Before any action was taken, Harrison died. 
The Cabinet announced the President's 

death and summoned Vice President Tyler,58 

who was sworn in as the lOth President of 
the United States. Although Tyler thought 
himself qualified to act as President with­
out taking the Presidential oath,59 it appears 
that the Cabinet decided that he should 
take the oath.so As Herbert W. Horwill has 
indicated, Tyler's conviction that his Vice 
Presidential oath was sufficient seems to 
vitiate his contention that he had actually 
become President. If this previous oath to 
faithfully discharge the duties of the Vice 
Presidency was adequate, then acting as 
President was merely one of the contingent 
duties of the Vice Presidency. If. on the 
other hand, he had actually become Presi­
dent, then the Constitution required him to 
t ake the oath incumbent upon all new Pres­
idents.01 Whatever Ty'ler's reasoning about 
the oath may have been, throughout there­
mainder of his life he stoutly maintained 
that he had been a genuine President of the 
United Sta tes . .o2 

Although some newspapers at the time did 
not view Tyler as the President, th~y neither 
objected to his taking the Presidential oath 
nor suggested that a special election should 
be called. E ven th-ose newspapers which were 
hostile to Tyler conceded that he should ex­
ercise Presidential power until the end of 

56 .For a more d-etailed consideration of the 
framing and ratification 'Of the so-called suc­
cession .clause, see Ruth C. Silva. Presiden· 
tial Succession, 4-13 ( 19.51). 

sr Reported by Thomas Ewing ill, grandson 
of Harrison's S.ecretary of the Treasury. For 
a discussion of the credibility of this report, 
see id. 1.5-16. 

58 5 Richardson, .op. cit., supra, note 9, 
}.877-'78. 

50 5 id .• pp. 1886-87. 
60 2 George Ticknor, .Cu1~tis, Life of Daniel 

Webster, 67.n (1870). For evidence that the 
Cabinet approved Tyler's taking the oath and 
did .not view hi:m as a usurper. see Silva, op. 
cit., supra, note 56, 16-18. · 

81 Usages of the .American Constituti-on, 
70-71 (1.925). 

112 See, for example, his letter to James 
Buchanan protesting a message -addressed to 
him a-s ex-Vice President. 2 Lyon Tyler. Let­
ters and Times of the Tylers. 13 n ( 1885) • 

Harrlson•s te-nn.• At the climax of Tyler•s 
controversy with the Whigs, nine impeach­
ment charges against "John Tyler, Vice Pres· 
ident, acting as President" were presented." 
Yet none of his enemies suggested that spe­
cial election of . a President might be used 
to displace him before March 4, 1845. 

When the 27th Congress convened, 'Various 
Senators .and Representatives objected to rec­
ognizing . Tyl-er as President and contended 
that he was merely a Vice President exercis­
ing Presidential power. They pointed out 
the danger of establishing the precedent by 
which a Vice President would become Presi­
dent when the Presidential powers and duties 
devolve upon him. Senat-or William Allen 
asked what would happen in .case of a Presi­
dent's temporary disability. Would the Vice 
President become President? Would there 
be two Presidents? What would be the sta· 
tus of the disabled President'? W-ould he re­
sum-e the exercise of his powers when he re­
covered? Since the present case involved 
complete vacancy, there was no question con­
cer:ning the resumption of power. There 
seemed to be no question about the nature 
and extent of the powers devolved upon 
Tyler. It was assumed that he would exer­
cise all and not merely some of the Presi­
dential powers. No question was raised 

' about the period of time during which he 
.should ·exercise these powers. It appears 
to have been assumed that he w-ould -exer­
.eise them for the remainder of Harrison's 
term. Nobody proposed to deny him either 
the President's salary or the use of the Execu­
tive Mansion. Consequently, there seemed 
little to discuss except the "(!Uestion of his 
'title. In these circumstances, Congress 
!Showed little inclination to argue a point 
which was apparently of so little practical 
importance. 'Thus, by the first of June, 
Tyler was acknowledged by Congress to be 
the President of the United States.OI> 

STATUS AND TENURE OF ONE WHO ACTS AS 
PRESIDENT 'UNDER THE INABILITY CLA'USE 

T.he precedent established by Tyler has 
.s.ince been confirmed .six times. Sev-en Vice 
Presidents have, upon the death of a Presi­
dent, b een recognized as actually sueceed~ 
ing to the higher office for the remainder 
of the term. These precedents -have virtu­
any nuliifi~d the constituj;ional provision 
for the exercise of executive power while a 
President is disabled. They may lack logic Go 
and be contrary to the intent of the Con­
sti tution's framers; yet they have been cited 
as authority for the proposit ion that a dis­
·abled. President loses his claim to Presiden· 
tial power once the Vice President exercises 
that power.o7 This has caused the President 

ea For a survey of the editorial stand taken 
on this subject by a dozen of America's ma­
jor newspapers, see Silva, op. cit., supra, note 
56, 18-20. See also the Philadelphia Public 
Ledger, April 7, 1841, p. 2, col. 2; p. 4, -col. 1; 
id., April 8, 1841, p. 2, col. 3; id., April 10, 
1841, p . 2, col. 1. 

G4 Wi lliams, op. dt. supra note 41, 50. 'The 
resolution was reject ed by a vote of 127 to 83. 

65 Congressional Globe, 27th Cong., list sess. 
3-5 ! 1841). 

66 On the law and logic of the succession 
precedent, see Silva, op. cit. supra note 56, 
31--47, 67--81, a summary ot: which can be 
f-ound in President ial Succession and Dis­
ability 21 Law & Contemp. Prob. 646. 653-
58 (1956). ~ 

67 Although the State courts have sane· 
tioned the temporary dev-olutio.n o'f guberna­
torial power. and have never denied a dis­
abled governor the right to assume his 
powers when his inability ceased, they have 
reached con:flicting conclusions concerning 
the -status .of the successor in ease o! vacancy 
in the g{)vernor's oince. Silva, op. eit., supra, 
note 56, 42-47. 80--81. As Armistead W. 
Gilliam and Jonathan W. Sloat have indi­
cated, some State courts .have cited Federal 
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aud his adviSers to minimize or deny actual 
inabilities l'ather than risk a transfer ·of 
power to the Vice President. It has led 
them to ·view the problem 1n terms of 1ts 
effect on the President rather than 1n terms 
of its impact .on the publi-c interest. 

Any solution to the inability problem 
.clarify that the Vice President would. serve 
merely a;s acting President and that he would 
do so ·only until the actual President was 
.able to .resume .his powers and duties. Un­
less the President, his friends, and the 
public are absolutely certain of his status 
when he recovers, they wm. oppose -any at­
tempt to declare · inability, viewing such 
declaration as perhaps equivalent to remov­
ing him 'from office. Attorney General Her­
bert Brownell told the House Committee 
.on the Judiciary that, as long as there 1s 
any doubt about the disabled President's 
right to resume his powers when he recov­
ers, "you are not going to get .any Vice Presi­
dent to take over; you are not going to get 
any Attorney General to advise the Presi-dent 
that he should turn over the powers." 68 

Eight measures, proposed statutes and 
constitutional amendments, pending in the 
85th Congress specify that the powers and 
duties (rather than the office.) of the Presi­
dent shall devolve on the Vice President, who 
should exercise the same only for the dura­
tion of the disability.e9 Brownell's proposal 
contains .even more unequivocal language in 
providing that such powers and duties .shall 
be discharged by the Vice President as Act­
ing President and that he shall discharge 
the powers and duties of the office as Acting 
Preslden.t."~0 Adoption of .such provisions 
would glve the President. his friends. and 
the public an assurance which was lacking 
in the Garfield and Wilson cases. 

Brownell's plan would provide additional 
assurance by authorizing the President to 
resume the -exercise of Presidential power 
w.henever he declares that his own disability 
bas terminated.71 The Attorney General said 
he thought that there should be no strings 
attached to "the President's .resuming the 
powers of the office to which the people 
elected him.72 More important, any plan 
which makes the President's resumption of 
his powers subject to the concurren-ce of 

custom of the Vice President's "becom.in.g 
President*' as authority for ruling that the 
GoV'ernor's successor actuaUy became Gov­
ernor in .case of vacancy in the governorship. 
Other State courts hav.e denied that the 
successor became Governor but have not 
questioned Federal practice. They either 
ignored the Pr-esidential succession precedent 
or -cited it illogically .and incorrectly. Presi­
dential Inability, 24 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 448, 
454:-50 (1956). On gubernatori-al inability 
see: Clyde F. Snider, -Gubernatorial Dis­
ability. 8 U. Chi. L. Rev. 521 {1941); Joseph 
E . Kallenbach, Presidential Inability, House 
Committee Print, 84th Cong., 2d sess. 40-44 
(1956); Jack W. Peltason, id. 48-51,; Margaret 
M. Conway, id. 66-74. 

68 Hearing before the Special Subcommit­
tee on Study of Presidential .Inability of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary, &5th 
C.ong.. 1st .sess. 17 ( 19.57) . 

69 s. J. Res. 100. Similar phraseology is 
found in S . . 238, H. R. 6510, H. R. 7352, .H. J. 
Res. 38, H.. J . .Res. 293, .H. J . Res 295, and 
H. .J. Res. 296. H. J. Res. 309 does not specify 
that the powers may revert to the President 
when he recovers. 

ro H. J. Res. 294. Similar phraseology is 
found in H. J. Res. 334. · 

71 Sec. 4 of H. J. Res. 294. A similar _pro­
vision is contained in S. 238~ H. J. Res. 293. 
and H. J. Res. 295. H. J. Res. 296, w.h!ch 
provides for the declaration of disability by 
a commis.si<>n in certain ·eases • .also pr.avides 
that no ftncllng o.f the commission c.an .ov.er­
ride the P.resldent's declaration ~ his ow:n. 
disability <ll" of its rerminati{i)n. . 

n uearing, op~ cit., supra, note 68, 29-30. 
CIV--265 

another -officta1 m group 1s likely to re8ult lil 
opposition -to the reco.gn:l·tk:>n of actua.l dis­
abilities lest the PreSident be prevented from 
resuming .his poweJ:S upon recovery.711 Thts 
objection appli.es with even ·greater foTce ro 
proposals whereby "the Vice .President would 
actually hold "the Presidential office for the 
remainder of the term.7' While such an ar­
rangement might avoid the problem of hav­
ing to determine 1f and when the disability 
has passed, it would insure that no inability, 
however .severe or prolonged, would ever be 
declared .except oveT the opposition of the 
President's personal and political friends. 
If such a proposal were adopted, they not 
only would feaT .but would actually know 
that recognition uf inability would amount 
to the President's removal :from office. 

MEANS FOR DECLARING A PRESIDENT D.ISA"BLED 
If it is established that the Vice President 

does not become President in· ease of the 
President's inability and that the President 
can regain his powers upon his own motion, 
then the means fo.r determining the existence 
of such inarbility becomes less of a problem. 
Once it is recognized that the Vice President 
Js a substitute for rather than a successor to 
the disabled President, the latter could 
usually 'be expected to invite his substitute 
to act for him knowing that he remains 
President and that his powers will be re­
.stored to him when he recovers. There 
,geems to be general agreement that a Presi­
dent should be able to declare his own dis­
ability. The Attorney General's plan :and 
six other measures now pending in Congress 
would giv-e legal recognition to that right.7G 
As the Attorney General told the committee, 
recognition of the Presidenrs right to declare 
his own disability and to resume his powers 
would cover most cases.7B 

: The more controversial question relates to 
how a President's disability should be de­
clared if the President is unable or unwilling 
to do so himself. It has been suggested that 
the existence of such an "inability should be 
decided by the Vice President, the Supreme 
Court, the Congress~ some sort of a .special 
"Inability Commission," the Cabinet, or by 
the concurrence Of several of these bodies. 
As a matter of fact, one of the major Teasons 
for Congress' failure to aet on the disability 
problem is that there :are so many compet­
ing views on how this aspect of the problem 
should be handled.7-7 

18 H. R. 6510, H. R. "7352, and H. J. Res. 334 
would vest a commission with power to de­
termine removal of disability. S. "J. Res. 100 
pTovides that Congress shou1d initiate and 
the Supr-eme .Court should -d-ecide the ques­
tion of an inability's termination. H. J. 
Res. 38 requires the concurrence of the ..Su­
preme Court.. AU measures, 85th Cong. 

74 H-arry s. Truman's proposal, New York 
Times, June 24, 1957, p. 14, col. S. Also 
.Williams, op. cit. supra note 41, lG--12, and 
op. eit. supra note 29. 63-64. Democratic 
National Chairman Paul M. Butler suggested 
that the Constitution should be amended. to 
provide for the special election of a Pi'e"Si­
dent to replace a Presiden-t wllo beca.m.e dis­
abled during the first .30 mnnths of .his term. 
New York Times, April 23J 1.957. p. 10 • . col. 4. 
Such a plan would, of course, ·make declara­
tion of a disability during the fi.r.st SO months 
equivalent to removal from offiee. See. 3 
(a) (.3) of H. R. 6830 .• 85th Oong •• :suggests 
that perhaps the Vice President should ex­
er-Ci-se Pr-esidential po-wer .for the rem-ainder 
of the term and not merely until the dis­
ability is removed. 

q;; S. 238. H. J. Res . .38, H. J. Rles. 293, "H. J. 
Res. 294 (B.rownell plan), H. J .. .Res. 29.5, H. J. 
Res. 296, and. H. J. Res. 334. 

10 Hearing. op. cit. supra, note es, .24. 
'"An equally important deteuent to Con­

gressional action seems to be "the captious 
idea that Eisenhower .might :resign and that 
enactment ot a dls.a:b.ili.ty plan might ~Same-

IIi l881, when Garfield w:a;s incap8!Citated, 
-the great wel:gl1t of opinion. suppol"ted the 
position "that "the one ()ll whom Presidential 
power devolves should determine when a 

· President ts ..disabled, ..Most students of ·the 
Constitution maintained that the Vice Presi­
dent was oblig.ated to exercise Pr-esidential 
pow.er during the President's iilness ]ust as 
he had the duty of presldlng in the Senate. 
They -contended further '.that no enabling 
action by the courts, the Congress, the Cabi­
net, oT ·the disabled President -was necessary. 
When-ever .a President's inability is notorious, 
"they :reasoned, the Vice President :is obli­
gated "to exercise executiv:e power if the 
·public inteT.est requires the exer-cise of "that 
power. Wilen these condit.ions exist, the 
.argument .continued., the Cabinet should 
notify the Vice President just as it does 
when . a .President dies. The Constitution, 
however, does not require this notification. 
Consequently~ they held that it is purely 
extra-legal and adds nothing to the Vice 
President's right to exercise :Presidential 
power • . It is merely a custom, they affirmed, 
which .has been followed whenever a Presi­
-dent has died .an-d one which might well be 
followed when .a President becomes disabled.!S 

All . 26 people who recently submitted 
opinions to the Reuse Judici-ary Committee 
had .suggestions about where the power to 
declare inabi:lity should be vested.7~ Only 
eight. however, expressed opinions about 
where the power is vested as the Constitu­
tion now stands. Prof. William W. Crosskey 
.thought that the courts had the power; 110 

Prof . .Mark DeW . .Howe said it belonged to 
Congress; lll .and the other six claimed that it 

how he~p RICHMlD M. NIXON "to become the 
Acting President and thereby m.ake hlm the 
leadin-g 'C()ntender for the Republican Presi­
dential nominati-on in 1960. · New York 
"Times, March 24, 1957, IV, p. '3, cot. 1; id., 
March 30, 1957, p. 1, oo1. 4, and "P· 12, col. 4; 
id., :April 4, 1957, p. 32, <lOl. '5; id., April 7, . 
1957, IV, "P· 1, col. 7; id., M'ay 17, 1957, p. 1.S, 
-col. 3; id., June 11, 1957, p. 18, -{)Ols. ~7. 
Wilmerding states quite categoricaUy that 
this natural enmity of every pelitician for the 
Vice Presi:dent. ·has been the enly ;real impedi­
ment to ·tbe dev.oiution of Presidential ·power 
in actual cases of inability and that all other 
impediments were feigned. Op . .cit. supra 
note 42. 171,.179-80. 

78 :For example: Benjamin. Butler. Presi­
dential Inabll"ity.138No,Am. Rev. 428,431-33 
(1881) ; Lyman Trumbull, Presidential In­
ability, 1'83 id. 41'1~, 420-22 (i88i); Thomas A. 
Hendricks, N . Y. Herald. Aug. 21., 1881, p. 'l, 
col. 2; John Davis Long and Samuel Shella­
barger, id.., Sept. 5~ !1.881, p. :8, cois. 1-"2; A. 
Schoonmaker. Jr .• id .. , Sept. 17, 1881, ·p. 6, 
cols. 1-2; George .M. Robeson, Boston Evening 
Transcript, Sept. 2, 1881, .P· 1, -col. 6; William 
W. Eaton, .N. Y. Times. Sept. 2, 1881, p. 1. eol. 
3; Augustus H.. Ga.Tla n<:;t, 18 CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECOB.D 189 {16.81); Elbridge G. Lapham, 14 
id. 91"7 (1883). See -also .Henry Davis, In-abil­
ity uf "the President, S. Doc . .308, 65th Cong., 
3d ~ 18-1.5 (1918j; .John Brooks Lea-vitt. 
N. Y. Times. Dec. 6, 1921, p. le, col. 6; .James 
Rleston,. Ui., .I.Iar. 20, 1957, p. 4, -col. "3. 

119 Messrs. Thomas K. Finletter and Sidney 
Hyman and Profs. Richard G . Huber, Roge.r 
P. Peters, C. He:rm.-a:n Pritchett, and John 
Romani said that the Vice President should 
both mitiate rand decide the .questi on of a 
President's alleged .inability. Senat or FRED· 
ERroR: G. PAYNE and Prot • .Arthur N. Hol­
combe "thought the Vice President should 
initiate the question, which ·should then be 
deei-d.ed :by another body. Presidentia:I In­
ability, House -comm.ittee print, 85th Cong., 
Lst sese •• pp. 13-1:5. 24-27 (1.957). 

110 He~ings before .Speeial Subcommittee to 
Study Presidential Inability .of the House 
Comm.ittee .on the Judiciary, 84th Cong ... '2d 
sess.~ pp . .99-1'05,. U2-1'9 ("!956). 

n Presidential Inability.. Hnuse committee 
print, 84th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 35-36 (19S6). 
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was vested 1n the Vice President.82 No 
member of the committee challenged At­
torney General Brownell when he _argued 
that the Constitution makes the Vice Presi­
dent the sole judge of a President's in­
ability.ss As a matter of fact, Chairman 
EMANUEL CELLER and Congressman WILLIAM 
McCuLLOCH expressly agreed with Brownell's 
interpretation of the Constitution. Presi­
dent Eisenhower likewise accepted this 
view.8" 

The Attorney General took the position 
that, since the Vice President has the duty 
of exercising Presidential power in certain 
c·ontingencies, he also has authority to de­
termine whether such a contingency actually 
exists. He cited the well-established .rule of 
law that, in contingent grants of power, the 
one to whom the power is granted must de­
cide when the emergency has arisen . . Since 
tne Constitution mentions only the succes­
sor, Brownell continued, it makes him the 
judge of the facts. "I believe," he con­
cluded, "the Constitution now vests the 
power of determining inability in the Vice 
President." 83 Although some objections to 
this position were raised outside the com­
mittee.88 the Attorney General's position 
seems legally sound.87 

Opposition to the Vice President's decid­
ing, or even to his participation in deciding, 
cases of Presidential inabilit y has been based 
largely on grounds of policy rather than le­
gality. These objections are usually founded 
on the assumption that the -primary problem 
is to guard against the Vice President's usur­
pation of Presidential power. It has been 
argued, for example, that the Vice President 
might be the President's worst enemy or an 
outright villain.88 R '3cognizing the Vice 
President's power to declare a President dis­
abled may present some hypothetical risks; 
but there are also safeguards. 

The Attorney General advocates providing 
an additional safeguard by legally recogniz­
ing the President's right to declare the re­
moval of his own inability and to resume the 
exercise of his powers without the concur­
rence of any other person or group-a more 
important guaranty than provided by such 
extreme remedies as impeachment and re­
moval or the withholding of appropriations. 

82 Thomas K. Finletter, id., pp. 27- 28; 
Joseph E. Kallenbach, id., pp. 45-47, and 
hearings, op. cit. supra note 80, pp. £6-87; 
Sidney Hyman, id., pp. 48-49, 53-54; Roger P. 
Peters, id., p. 122; C. Herman Prit chett, id., 
p. 71; John H. Romani, id., pp. 43- 44, and 
Presidential Inability, op. cit. supra note 
81, 58. 

sa New York Times, Apr. 2, 1957, p. 1, col. 4. 
at Id .. Apr. 4, 1957, p. 16, col. 2, transcrip t 

of Eisenhower's press conference; hearing, 
op. cit. supra note 68, 20- 21. 

sG Id., pp. 20- 22; Statement of the Attorney 
General on Presidentia l Inab111ty (U. S. De­
partment of Justice, mimeographed) pp. 16-
17, 29 (note) (Apr. 1, 1957). · 

88 Martin Taylor, chairman of the New York 
State Bar's sp~cial committee on Presidential 
inability, hearing, op. cit. supra note 68, 
35-36. The New . York Times reported op­
position based on political rather than legal 
grounds, see notes 88 and 91 infra. 

B7 Aurora v. United States (11 U. S. (7 
Cranch) 382 (1813)); Martin v. Mott (25 
U. S. (12 Wheat.) 19, 31-32 (1827)); Mullan 
v. United States (140 U. S. 240, 245 (1891)); 
Field v. Clark (143 U.S. 649, 682- 94 (1891)); 
J. W. Hampton, Jr. & Co. v. United States 
(276 U. S. 394, 405-10 (1928)); Ex parte 
Orozco (201 Fed. 106, 110 (W. D. Tex., 1912)). 
See also D1sab11ity of the President, 23 Law 
Notes 141-42 (1919); George M. Robeson, 
New York Tribune, Sept. 2, 1881, p. 5, col. 1. 

BB Arthur Krock, N. Y. Times, Mar. 30, 1957, 
p. 30, col. 5; ld., Mar. 24, 1957, IV, p. 3, col. 1; 
ld., Mar. 31, 1957, p. 62, col. 6; id., Apr. 7, 
1957, IV, p. 3, col. 1; id., June 11, 1957, p. 18, 
cols. 6-7. 

Yet Congress does have these ultimate weap­
ons and could refuse to cooperate with a. 
Vice President who usurped power on the 
pretext of inability. As the Attorney Gen­
eral pointed out, the force of popular opin­
ion and the people's sense of constitutional 
propriety are more important safeguards 
than any mechanical or procedural device. 
There can be no absolute guaranty against 
usurpation or coup d'etat, he continued, if 
one assumes hypothetical cases in which 
the parties are rogues operating in an envi­
ronment in which there is no sense of con­
stitutional morality.89 As a matter of fact, 
the more ambitious a Vice President is, the 
more careful he will be not to destroy his 
political future by declaring a President dis­
abled without popular and Congressional 
support. Moreover, the Vice President must 
be presumed to have an honest devotion to 
the public interest. To assert that he may 
be overly ambitiO\.lS and abuse his power is 
not to deny that power. No power can be 
denied merely because it might be abused, 
for all power is susceptible of abuse.00 

The G arfield and Wilmn cases indicate 
that the problem is not how to guard against 
possible usurpation but rather how to relieve 
the Vice Pre~ident of the embarrassing duty 
of taking the initiative and how to protect 
him against baseless accusations . of usurpa­
tion. Both Vice Presidents Arthur and Mar­
shall were d eterred from exercising Presi­
dential power by their sense of propriety and 
by the fear of being accuseC!. of disloyalty, 
political opport uniEm, and illegal assump­
tion of power. Brownell and CELLER agreed at 
the h earings that the danger is not that the 
Vice President may usurp power but rather 
that the public interest will suffer from his 
f ailure to act.o1 

The embarrassment which the Vice Presi­
dent must now endure in periods of Presi­
dential inability 92 would be alleviated by 
legal recognition that he would not become 
PreEident but merely would act in that ca­
pacity until the President announced his 
own recovery and resumed the exercise of his 
powers. EMANUEL CELLER seems to think that 
such recognition and a Congressional dec­
laration saying that the Vice PreEident has 
the d'..lty of deciding whether a President is 
disab led would remove impediments to the 
Vice President's taking the initiative in fu­
ture cases of inability. QELLER contends that 
public opinion would have supported the 
Vice President's assumption of Presidential 
power in both the Garfield and Wilson cases. 
He argues further that Arthur and Marshall 
would have acted as President if they had 
been confronted with a Congressional dec­
laration which said that it was their duty to 
act.03 

80 Hearings, op. cit., supra, note 68, 31. 
oo Martm v. Mott (25 U. S. (12 Wheat.)) 

19, 31-32. 
ot Hearings, op. cit. supra note 68, 17. 
o2 Williams, op. cit. supra note 41, 12- 13. 
93 An interview with CELLER, U. S. News & 

World Report (June 15, 1956) 71, GELLER's 
plan is embodied in a proposed statute, H. J. 
Res. 293, and in a proposed constitutional 
amendment, H. J. Res. 295, each of which 
contains four major provisions: (1) In case 
of vacancy in the Presidency, the Vice Presi• 
dent shall become President. This would 
give Congressional sanction to the Presiden­
tial succession precedent. Perhaps it is aca­
demic to point out that this section would 
be unconstitutional if enacted by mere stat­
ute. (2) The Presidential powers and duties 
shall devolve on the Vice President whenever 
the President declares his own disability. 
(3) "Whenever the Vice President or the 
[person next in -line of succession to the 
Presidency] is satisfied that the President, 
or the person then discharging the powers 
and duties of said office, as the case may be, 
is unable to discharge said powers and duties, 
such person shall convene both Houses of 

Because of the fear either that a Vice Presi­
dent's sense of propriety would prevent him 
from declaring a President disabled or that a 
Vice President might usurp Presidential 
power, it has been suggested that the power 
to make the decision should be vested in 
another body. Of the 26 people submitting 
opinions to the Celler subcommittee, 19 sug­
gested either creating an ad hoc or perma­
nent commission to decide the question or 
empowering the Supreme Court, the Con­
gress, or the Cabinet to do so.M 

It has been suggested that the Supreme 
Court should decide whether a President is 
disabled upon request from Congress,95 in 
an action for mandamus 90 or in quo war­
ranto proceedings.97 Under the first plan, 
the initiative would be vested in Congress. 
Under the second, presumably anyone in­
jured by the President's failure to discharge 
his duties could file a petition for mandamus. 
In the absence of legislation to the contrary, 
quo warranto proceedings probably could be 
instituted only by the Government.os 

Adoption of any one of these plans would 
doubtless require a constitutional amend­
ment. The Supreme Court has already 
ruled that its original jurisdiction is limited 
to that set forth in the Constitution and 
cannot be enlarged by mere statute.oo 
Moreover, it is doubtful that the question of 

Congress and announce that the powers and 
duties of the office have devolved upon him." 
In order to be accurate, CELLER should substi­
tute "officer next on the list of officers desig­
nated by Congress to exercise Presidential 
power" for the bracketed words above. (4) 
When the President announces that his dis­
ability has terminated, he shall resume the 
exercise of his powers. · 

94 Presidential Inability, op. cit. supra, note 
79, 23, 27- 32. 

05 Stephen K. Bailey, Peter Frelinghuysen, 
and Jack Peltason, id., 13, 27. Such a plan 
is embodied in H. J. Res 38, 85th Cong., which 
requires a two-thirds vote of each House. 
For an explanation and defense of this plan, 
see PETER FRELINGHUYSEN, JR., Pres idential 
Disability, 307 Annals 144, 151-155 (Septem­
ber 1956). J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT has intrO• 
duced a plan, S. J. Res. 100, 85th Cong., which 
would require only a simple majority of each 
House. The Fulbright plan provides that 
removal of the disability should be estab ­
lished in the sa me manner. The Freling­
huysen plan, however, would authorize the 
President to request the Supreme Court to 
det ermine whether his disability had termi­
nated. 

90 George W. Wickersham, New York Times, 
November 27, 1918, p. 1, col. 5; -vol. 1, David 
K . Watson, The Constitution of the United 
Sta tes, pp. 893- 895 (1910); Louis C. Wyman, 
When a President Is Too Ill To Handle the 
Job., U. S. News & World Report. (Mar. 9, 
1956), pp. 44-45. The precedent usually 
cited is Attorney General v. Taggart (66 
N. H . 362 (1890)), in which the New Hamp­
shire Supreme Court issued a mandamus di­
recting the Lieutenant Governor to assume 
gubernatorial power during the Governor's 
illness. 

07 Prof. William W. Crosskey, Hearings, op. 
cit. supra, note 80, 99-119. 

08 Wallace v. Anderson (18 U.S. (5 Wheat.) 
291 (1820)); Territory v. Lockwood (70 U. S. 
(3 Wall .) 236 (1866)); Newman v. United 
States ex rel. Frizell (238 U. S. 537 (1915)); 
Johnson v. Manhattan Ry. Go. (289 U. s. 479, 
502 (1933). Crosskey says that the Attorney 
G eneral can now file an information in the 
nature of a quo warranto and suggests the 
enactment of legislation authorizing the Vice 
President or the opposition party in Con­
gress to do so. He also advocates legislation 
to clarify that such a case would be a case 
in law arising under the Constitution. Hear­
ings, op. cit. supra, note 80, 117-118. 

09 Marbury v. Madison (5 U. S. (1 Cranch) 
137 ( 1803) ) • 
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a President's alleged inability is justiciable 
even if properly raised in a case involving 
actual parties litlgant.100 The courts are 
likely to decide that the question is political 
and submitted to the judgment of the Vice 
President alone. If they so decide, they will 
rule that they are bound by his decislon.10l 

Furthermore, it is doubtful that the courts 
would look beyond the presumpti-on of the 
regularity of ufficial action.102 

These plans raise additional constitutional 
questi<ms. As the Constitution now stands, 
no Federal court could hand down an upinlon 
upon a request from Congress. For the judi­
cial power of the United States extends only 
to cases and controversies involving actual 
parties litigant.103 Similarly, no court could 
issue a writ of mandamus to the Vice Presi­
dent directing him to act as President during 
the incumbent's inabi1ity. The courts have 
ruled that they can direct the performance 
only of ministerial functions but not of 
executive acts in which the executive officer 
has discretion. The courts are to decide on 
tbe rights uf individuals, not to inquire how 
executive officers perform their duties. Ques­
tions which the Constitution submits to the 
executive branch cannot be decided tn the 
eourts.'lo' . Since the Vice President's exercise 

100 Once the Vice President .had exerciSed 
Presidential power. the legality of one of his 
acts might be challenged by a lit.i.gant on the 
ground that the actual President was not dis­
abled at the time of the act. Even before 
the Vice President had assumed Presidential 
power, a litigant might attack the legality 
of some act of the President on the ground 
that the Pr~sident was disabled at the time of 
the act. 

1o1 Foster & Emm v. Neilson {27 u. S. (2 

of Presidential power would not be purely 
ministerial, it could not be compelled by 
mandamus and, consequently, the question 
of a President's alleged inability could not be 
determined in an action for mandamus. 

There have been variCYUs other suggesti-ons 
fur the ]udiciary's participation in declar­
ing a President di'Sabled. Senator FREDERICK 
G. PAYNE has suggested that, if the President 
falls to declare his own inability, the Vice 
President should notify the Chief Justice, 
who would then appoint a panel of at least 
thr~ and no more than five clvi1ian medical 
specialists. Each specialist would be reqUired 
to submit to the Chief Justiee an individual 
report on the President''S health and ability 
to discharge his duties. If -all reports agree 
that the Presid~mt is disabled, then the Chief 
Justice is to notify Congress that the Presi­
dential powers have developed upon the 
Vice President.1oo This suggestion unavoid­
ably Taises questions about the ronstitution­
ailty of assigning nonjudicial duties to the 
Chief Justi-ce _lll6 Sin.ce the deeislon of the 
panel may be controversial, appointmen.ts 
to the panel may likewise be controversial. 
And it has already been established that a 
judge cannot be obliged to perform non­
judicial functions which may involve him in 
situations tha:t may .reflect on his reputation 
for independence .and freedom from poli­
ties.:ro7 

To say that the courts do not now have 
power to part iel pate in declaring a President 
d isabled is not to say that they should not 
be given this power by~nstitutional amend­
ment. In · defense Qf the Supreme Court's 
participation in making the decision, it has 
been said that the decision must be made 
by a nonpartisan and impartial body in 

Pet.) '2t53 (1829)); l:!n'ilted States v. Arren- Tucker v. Seaman (58 'U. S. {17 How.} 225 
dondo (31 U . S. (6 P.et.) 691, 711 (1832) ); (1854)); Gaines v. Thompson (7~ U. S. {7 
Luther v. Borden ~48 U. S. (7 How.) 1 Wall.) 347 {1869)); Cox v. United States ex 
(18!19) >; Georgia v. Stanton ('13 U. S. (6 reZ McGarraha1J ('76 U. S. (9 Wall.} 298 
Wall.) 5Q (1.868)); Jones v. United State3 (1870)); Carrick v. Lamar (116 U.S. 423, ~26 
(13'i' U. S. 202. 212-14 (1890) ):; Neeley v. (1886)); United States ez reZ. Dun1ap v. 
Henkel { 180 U. S. 1D9. 124 (1901) 1; Oetjen v. Black ( 128 U. s. ~0 { 1888) ) ; United State3 
Central Leather Co. '(.24,6 U. S. 297 (1918) ) ; ex reZ. Alaska Smoke'k3s Coa1 Co. v. Lane 
United States v. Pink (315 U. S. 203 • .230 (250 u. s. 54:9, '555 (1919) ); Work v. United 
(1'942)); Colegrove v. Green (32£1 U.S . .549 States ex reZ. Rives (26'7 'U.S. 175 {1925)); 
(1946)); Z & F Assets Corp. v. Hutl '(114F. 2d Wi lbur v. United States ex reZ. Kadrie {281 
464 (D. C. Cir~ 1940~); Werner v. United U. s. 206 ( 1930)); United states ex -rel. Me­
States (119 F. Supp. 894 (S. D. Cal .. 1'954~ ). Lennan -v. Wilbur (283 U.S. 414, 420 {1981) )~ 
See also .Brownell .• op. cit. supra note 68, 25: United States ex rei. Chioago Great West-ern 
Glendon A. Schubert, Jr ... The Presidency in By. Co. v. laterstate Cammerce Commission 
the.Courts,321-23 (19.57); ThomasM.-coole:y, (294 U.s. 50 (1935)); U12,ited States ex rel. 
Presidential Inability, t33 No. Am. Rev. ~2, Gimrd Trust Co. v. R-elvering (361 U . .s. 540 
42.6 (1881); Butler, op. cit. supra note 78. ~l9.S7) ). See also · Harry J. Cole, To What 
431-33; George M. Robeson, N. Y. Tribune, Extent Can the President of the United States 
Sept. 2 .. 1881, p. ,5, col. 1; Samuel Shelia- Perform the Duties of .His Office While 
barger. N. Y. Herald, Sept. 5, 1881. p. 13, cols~ Abroad? (4 Mass. L. Q. 180,194 (1919)). 
1-2. Also State ex rel. Cyr v. liong (174 La. Crosskey points out that this objection 
169, 186 (1932) ). would not apply to quo warranto proceedings 

102 Marti.n ¥. Mott (25 U.S. {12 Wheat.} 19, because th'e Court would not command the 
32-33 {182'7)); Phila:delplLia & Trem-on .R?J. , performance of official functions but would 
Co. v. StimP_son {39 U: S. {14 Pet.) 448. 4:58 merely ascertain whether the person holding 
(1840) ); Wt.lkes v. Dmsman t48 U. S. ,(7 the office bs .entitled to eJrercise the functions 
How.) 89, 130 (1849)); United States v. claimed. Op. cit. supra note 80,115. 
Chemical Foundation (272 U.S. 1, 16 ( 1926)); .1.011 s. 238, 85th Cong., Stephen K. BaHey 
Schubert, Dp. cit. supra note l.Ql, 317-18. :suggested that th'e Chief Justice be empow-

.103 United States v. Ferreira {54 U. S. (lS ere<~ by a concurrent resolution to appoint 
How.~ !lO {19lH)); Vniteci States v. Evans an ad boo body of sreYen -citizens to -certify 
(213 U. B . .297 {1909)); Muskr-at v. United the President's ability .or inabitlty whi-ch 
States (.21.9 U. S. 846 (1911) ); Willing v. would finally be decided by the SUpreme 
Chicago Auditorium ~277 U. S. 27~. 288-a9 Court. .Presidential Inability, op. eit. supra. 
(1928)); Nashville C. & st. L. Ry. v. Walklc~ note at. -4:. 
(.288 U. S . .249 (1933) >; Keller v. Potomac »JHt;~,yburn's Ca:se (2 U. S. (2 DalL) -409 
Electric Power Co. {2.61 U. S. 428 {1923) ); (l'i92) >; In re Richardson (247 N.Y .. 4'01, 160 
Arizona v. Oa.lijornia (283 U. S. 423, 464 N. E. 655 {1928)); 0. G. Voss, Exer.cise .of 
(1931)); Jtlci-bama v • .Arizona .(291 U. S. 286, Nun-Judiciai .Fnnetions by Court and 
291 {1934)); United Public Worker.s Y~ Mit- Jo:dges ('1 J. B. A . .Kan. 172-180 {1'939)} • . 
chell (.330 U.S. 75, 89-.91 (1947) }; CkicagD & 101 State es Tl!l. W11:ite v. BarJrer (116 Iowa 
SoutJLern Air Lines Y. Wat-ermann S. S. Corp. 96. Hl-la. 69 .N. W. ~ 2MJ-10 (l902H; 
(333 U.S. 103, 113-14: (194:8)); AmaJ,gamated Thomas W. Shelton, Spirit of the Courts 
Association of Street. Electric, Railway ana {1918); Judge Spilman. 2 Kan.. L. J4 57, ~ sa 
Motor Coach Employees v. Wi.sconsinEmploy- (1885) as cited in .Sartin v. Sne:U. 87 X1tn. 
ment Belatio.n.s Board {340 U.S. 416 {1951)). 485, 489. 125 P.ac. 47, 49 (i-912); Arthur T. 

10
' Decatur v. Paulding (39 U. S. (1-4 Pet.) Vanderbilt, the Doctrine of Separation of 

497 (1840)); Reeside v. Walker (52 11. s. Powers and 1ts Present-Day Signi.fietm<le 
(11 How.) 272 (18'50)); United States ex reZ. 113-20 (1953). 

order to be .ac.cepted by the people. The Su­
preme Court, it is argued. is removed from 
the stresses of partisanship and Is the body 
most likely to undertake an impartial consid­
eration or the facts. "Because this is true 
and because of the prestige accorded to the 
Court, lt is contended, the people would be 
more prone to accept a decision made by the 
Court than one made by any other body .1os 
Rather than insure public acceptance of the 
decision, the Court's participation is likely 
to be destructive of the judiciary's prestige 
and to vitiate respect for its nonpartisan 
character. As 'the 1ate ;Justice Arthur T. 
Vanderbilt pointed out, Justice Joseph P. 
Bradley's decisive vote .favoring Rutherford 
B. Hayes in the Electoral Commission sub­
jected the Court to a great deal of criti­
clsm . .,os 

Attorney General 'Brownell suggested three 
additional reasons for not empowering the 
courts to partl cipa te In deciding cases of 
Presidential disability. First, a court or 
judge who participated ln making the initial 
decision might subsequently be called upon 
to rule on the validity of that finding in a 
case involvlng actual parties litigant. Sec­
ond, the procedure established .should be, 
flexible enough to meet all contingencies and 
to allow the VIce President to assume Presi­
dential power promptly in time of national 
emergency. Brownell did .not think that the 
courts are adapted to meet the requirements 
of either 'fiexiblllty or ·promptness. Finally, 
he said, the tnltial declara:tion or inability 
should be -an executive matter. Allowing 
the judicia-ry to make the initial finding, .he 
argued, would not only violate separation of 
pow.ers but would also be an encroachment 
upon the Presidency itself.uo 

Objections on the ground of separation of 
powers apply 'also to plans for mnpowering 
Congress to decide eases of Presidential dis­
abllity. N~verthele'SS, five uf the 26 J>eople 
submitting statements to the Celler subcom­
mittee thought Congress 'Should initiate the 
question of a Presi-dent's inability= and 
three thought Congress should decide the 
question.m Those who favor Congressional 
participation ln declaring a President dis­
abled often try to extend 'British parliamen­
tary l>reeetients to th~ American system' of 
separation uf powers. Buth 'Thomas M. 
·Cooley and Lueius Wilmerding, for ex'ample, 
-cite the deba:4:ies -on the regency bill occa­
sioned by the &rangem.ent of George III 
when lt was decided that a vote of parlia­
ment must precede the exercise of the pow­
.ers of regeney. Wilmerding states that "the 
construetmn pla'Ced on the Constitution by 
the dewenders of the vice-presidential pr.e­
rogativ.e has no merit .at all" and cites parlia­
ment's rejection of the -doctrine that the 
P.rlnoe of Wales had the right to assume the 
regency wlthout wa.it.in,g fo.r .a declaration 
of either House. us 

Brltish precedents frequently are .also -cited 
in def.enlle of varous plans patterned after 
the Brit!sh .R~ency Act of 1937 _.,a, These 
plans .can far some sort of a oomm!ssion. 
.composed of legislative, judi'Cial, and pechaps 

108 PltELYNGHUYSEN, op. ctt .• supra, note '95,. 
152. I 

!llllll Vanderbilt, op. cit. supra, note 107., 119~ 
20. 

·uo Hearing, op. cit., supra, note 68. 26. 'For 
a discussion of separation of powers in .rela­
tion to this program, "See pp. 165-168 infra. 

'lll Congressman 'Peter Frelingh uysen and 
Profs. -Charles Aiken, Stephen K. Bailey • .Mark 
DeW. Rowe, and Jack W. Peltason. Presi­
dential Inabllity,. up. cit. supra note 7.9, 1'3. 

112 Aiken, Howe. and Arthur N. Holcombe. 
ld. 23. Also Judge Augustus N. Hand, Nat'l 
Rev. ~Dec.l~ 195.5) 17. 

-lll~Cooley, op. cit. supra note 101, 425-27; 
Wilmerding, op. elt. supra note 42, 176-77. 
u~o 1 Edw. VII and 1 -Goo. VI, Cap. 16, 'SeC. 

2 (1). -
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executive officers to decide cases of Presiden­
tialinability.116 These British precedents are 
not necessarily good American law and their 
application here would not necessarily be a. 
wise policy for a. number of reasons. First 
of all, participation in de_claring a President 
di~abled by personnel drawn from the legis­
lative or judicial branches would encroach on 
the integrity of the executive branch in a 
system based on separation of powers. The 
British system, on the other hand, is one of 
parliamentary supremacy. Moreover, the 
monarch inherits his position for life and is 
not subject to those political controls af­
forded by popular election. Furthermore, 
the monarch is a formal rather than an op­
erating executive. Finally, a partisan Presi­
dent's tenure is likely to be less secur~ in the 
hands of a partisan legislature than a non­
partisan monarch's is. 

Not all of the proposals for a panel or com­
miesion to deciare a President disabled ~~tre 
patterned after the British R£gency Act. 
Some appear to be patterned after lunacy 
commissions used by various States for com­
mitting persons to institutions for the in­
sane. One suggestion, for example, calls for 
an ad hoc panel composed of "qualified med­
ical specialists." 116 Proposals for vesting 
power to declare disability in a panel of 
physicians assume that only the determina­
tion of a medical fact is involved. This view 
1s baeed on three mistaken assumptions: ( 1) 
that physicians will never mix politics with 
medicine; (2) that the Presidential powers 
and duties devolve upon the successor the 
moment a disability is established; and (3) 
that all inabilities are the result of poor 
health. 

. That physicians can and do mix medicine 
with politics was clearly illustrated in the 
Wilson case. Dr. Francis X. Dercum decided 
that Wilson should continue in office for 
both therapeutic and political reasons. Mrs. 
Wilson reports that Dercum told her that the 
President's recovery depended on his being 
released from every disturbing problem. 
When she said that this treatment was im­
possible for a President and suggested that 
perhaps her husband should resign and al­
low Vice President Marshall to succeed to 
the Presidency, Dercum answered: 

"No. • • • For Mr. Wilson to re~ign 
would have a bad effect on the country, and 
a serious effect on our patiel,lt. He has 
• • • made his promise • • • to get the 
Treaty ratified. • • • If he resigns, the great­
est incentive to recovery is gone; and as his 
mind is clear as crystal he can still do more 

115 Wilmerding proposes a commission com­
posed of "the highest per~ons in the Gov­
ernment acting ex officio." Such commission 
would investigate the facts "on behalf of Con­
gress." It would proceed by taking evidence 
including medical evidence and then would 
declare in writing whether it found the Presi­
dent disabled or not, Wilmerding thinks the 
elastic clause (art. 1, sec. 8, cl. 18) author­
izes Congress to decide whether the commis­
sion's finding should be sufficient to devolve 
Presidential power on the Vice President or 
merely constitute conclusive evidence upon 
which Congress might subsequently act. 
Op. cit. supra note 42, 178. 

Also appealing to the Regency Act as au­
t~ority, David Fellman suggests a five-mem­
ber commission ·consisting of the President's 
spouse or next-of-kin, the Chief Justice, the 
senior Associate Justice, and the leaders of 
the President's party in the House and Sen­
ate. Thus, members of the opposition party 
would be excluded. Presidential Inability, 
op. cit. supra note 81, 22-24. See alsa th& 
remarks of James Hart, appealing to the 
Regency Act as precedent for his proposed 
Commission ori Presidential Inability. 
II"'arings, op. cit. supra note 80, 97. 

11o s. 238, 85th Cong. 

with even a maimed body than a.ny one 
else." 111 

As Professor Williams suggests, the good 
doctor was treating the • • • country's 
health as well as Wilson's by his prognosis of 
the effects of a resignation on the people, on 
the Treaty, and on the President.118 

It has always been rather generally agreed 
that mere illness, however severe or extend­
ed, does not constitute an inability in the 
constitutional sense unless the urgency of 
public affairs calls for action.119 In time of 
serious national emergency, for example, an 
'illness of a few days may jeopardize the pub­
lic interest more than an illness of several 
months at another time. In short, there 
seem to be two requirements for an inability 
in the constitutional sense: ( 1) that the 
President is actually unable to exercise his 
powers; (2) that he be unable at a time 
when the public interest requires the exer­
cise of these powers. In some cases, phy­
sicians may be able to answer the first ques­
tion. The second, however, is never a medi­
cal question. Physicians are not particularly 
competent to determine whether there is any 
pending public business which requires a 
Presid ential decision. For this reason, Gil­
liam and Sloat have suggested that medical 
authorities should be merely advisory since 
policy as well as medical consider a tlons are 
involved.120 

To assume that inability can result only 
from physical or mental illness is hardly 
realistic. In the past, it has been quite 
generally agreed that the term covers any 
case in which the public interest suffers 
because of the President's inability to exer­
cise his powers and that the cause of the 
inability is immaterial. Such a definition 
of in,ability would include a case in which 
the President was captured by the enemy 
in time of war s,s well as other cases in 
which the President might be physically and 
mentally sound yet prevented from exercis­
ing Presidential power.121 As the Attorney 
General and Congressman FRANCIS E. WALTER 
pointed out at the hearings, one cannot 
enumerate all of the various situations 
which might constitute inability but the 
legal principles governing definition of the 
term have been well establ1Ehed.122 Since 
the existence of an inability is not simply 
a medical question, a commission of physi­
cians is not necessarily the best group to 
make the decision. 

In addition to commission plans patterned 
after the Briti:::h Regency Act and after State 
lunacy laws, there are those which appear 
to be patterned after the bipartisan com­
missions of the Progressive era and its after-

117 Wilson, op. cit. supra note 14, 289. See 
also New York Times, October 14, 1919, p. 2, 
col. 1; id., December 7, 1919, p. 8, col. 3. 

us Williams, op. cit. supra note 29, 59. 
119 See, for example: Cooley, op. cit. supra 

note 101, 424-25; Trumbull, op. cit. supra 
note 78, 420; George M. Robeson, New York 
Tribune, September 2, 1881, p. 5, col. 1; Dis­
ability of the President, 23 L. Notes 141 
(December 1919); Simeon D. Fess, Hearings 
before Committee on the Judiciary on H. R. 
12609, 12629, 12647, and H. J. Res. 297, 66th 
Cong., 2d sess. 39 (1920). In Attorney Gen­
eral v. Taggart, it was proved by testimony 
of the Secretary of State and the State 
treasurer that there was executive business 
of the State demanding immediate attention 
and that the Governor's duties should not 
remain unperformed. 66 N.H. 362,25 L. R. A. 
610 (1890). See also Wyman, op. cit. supra 
note 96, 45. 

120 Op. cit. supra note 67, 463. 
221 For a discussion of the meaning of "in­

ability," see Silva, op. cit. supra note 56, 
88-100. 

122 Hearing, op. cit. supra note 68, 24. 

math.122 One plan provides for a commis­
sion consisting 'ex officio of the governors of 
the 48 States.12' A second would create a 
10-member commission composed of the 
Vice President, three Cabinet members, and 
six Congressmen.m A third plan also calls 
for a 10-member commission but the 10 
would include two Supreme Court Justices as 
well as the Vice President, three Cabinet 
officers, and four Members of Congress.ue 

The objections most frequently made to 
this type of commission are that it would 
pe inflexible, that its deliberations would be 
time consuming, and that it would consti­
tute an encroachment on the Presidency. 
The Attorney General took the position that 
it would be ill-advised to establiEh any com­
plicated procedure that would prevent im­
mediate action in case of emergency. "The 
great need is for continuity in the exercise 
of EKecutive power and leadership in time of 
crisis," he said, "and investigations and 
hearings and findings and votes of a com­
mission, I am afraid, could drag on for days, 
or even weel{s, and result in a governmental 
crisis, during which no one would have the 
clear right to exercise Presidential power." 
Moreover, as Brownell pointed out, such a. 
hiatus, with newspaper accounts of confiict­
ing testimony before the commission, would 
divide public opinion and create serious 
doubts at home and abroad.127 

The extent of the encroachment on the 
Presidency presented by an Jnability com­
mission would depend on the nature of the 
commission; A permanent commission with 
power to require the President to submit to 
physical and mental examinations would be 

123 Of the 26 people submitting opinions to 
the Celler subcommittee, five thought some 
sort of an inability commission should both 
initiate and decide the question: David Fell­
man, James Hart, Arthur Krock, Arnold J. 
Lien, and Arthur E. Sutherland. Four 
others-Charles Fairman, Joseph E. Kallen­
bach, and Senators John J. Sparkman and 
Frederick G. Payne-thought such a commis­
sion should make the decision only after the 
question had been raised by another body. 
Payne, Hart, and Lien proposed a commission 
composed of private citizens while the others 
pwposed a commission composed of govern­
mental officials. Presidential Inability, op. 
cit. supra note 79, 15-17, 27-33. See also 
Beverly Smith, Jr., If a President Col­
lapses • • •, Saturday Evening Post (March 
23, 1957), 20+ at 11F12; Arthur Krock, New 
York T imes, March 30, 1957, p. 30, col. 5, id., 
March 24, 1957, IV, p. 3, col. 1, id., April 7, 
1957, IV, p. 3, col. 1. Arthur E. Sutherland, 
see note 140 infra. Although KENNETH 
KEATING originally agreed With CELLER that 
the power should be vested in the Vice Presi­
dent, he now favors vesting it in a commis­
sion. New York Times, March 26, 1957, p. 25, 
col. 4; Hearing, op. cit. supra note 68, 29. 

124 H. R. 7552, 85th Cong., by USHER L. BUR­
DICK. 

m H. J. Res. 296, 85th Cong., by Sterling 
Cole. The three Cabinet officers would be 
the Secretaries of State, Treasury, and De­
fense. The six Congressional members would 
be the Speaker of the House, the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, and the majority 
and minority leaders in each House. 

12G H. R. 6510, a proposed statute, and H. J. 
Res. 334, a proposed constitutional amend­
ment, 85th Cong., by KENNETH B. KEATING. 
The commission members are listed as the 
Vice President or the next person in line of 
succession, t:Qe Chief Justice, the Senior As­
sociate Justice, the Speaker or majority 
leader in the House, the minority leader in 
the House, the majority and minority leaders 
in the Senate, the Secretary of State, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Attorney 
General. 

127 Hearing, op. cit. supra note 68, 26-27. 
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in a position to harass him at all times. 
Even if the commission acted reasonably, as 
we must ·assume, there would doubtless be 
irresponsible demands for the commission to 
act. These demands alone would be an 
affront to the President's personal dignity 
and demeaning to the Presidential Office. 
An ad hoc commission might be less S\lbject 
to this objection if initiative for activating 
the commission were properly hedged. Yet 
the officer who was supposed to activate even 
an ad hoc commission might find himself 
accused of acting or failing to act out of 
partisan motives. If the Chief Justice were 
designated as the officer to perform this duty, 
the Supreme Court would probably be 
plunged into political ilpbroglios whenever 
the President is alleged to be disabled. 

The extent of this encroachment on the 
Presidency would also depend on the mem­
bership of the commission. Brownell pointed 
out that allowing officials outside the execu­
tive branch to participate in making the 
original decision would be a violation of 
separation of powers.128 This would be par­
ticularly true if legislative or judicial officials 
constituted a majority of the commission.129 

If an inability commission is to be estab­
lished, at least a majority of its members 
should come from the executive branch in 
order to safeguard the administration's in­
terest. 

The purpose of having members of the 
opposition party on the commission is pre­
S'\lmably to prevent the commission from 
attempting to cover up an actual inability. 
In the Garfield and Wilson cases the extent 
of the inability and the need for Executive 
action were minimized because of the fear 
that devolution of Presidential power on 
the Vice President would make him Presi­
dent for the remainder of the term. If this 
fear were vitiated by legally recognizing that 
the Vice President would merely act as 
President ad interim, then the Px:esident's 
personal and political friends could be ex­
pected to view the facts more objectively. 
Moreover, the presence of hostile partisans 
on the commission would enable them to 
badger the chairman to convene the com­
mission merely for the purpose of embarrass­
ing the administration. 

In conformity with the Democratic Party's 
recent tradition of a strong Executive, most 
Democrats have defended the integrity of the 
Presidency and have rejected disability plans 
which would encroach upon the Office even 
though the President is a Republican while 
Congress is controlled by Democrats.130 The 
Democratic Digest, for example, says: "Con­
gress might be the proper • • • body [to 
determine that a President is disabled], but 
what would that do to olir historical ideas of 
separation of powers? It is also conceivable 
that this might prove too tempting to a Con.; 
gress not controlled by the party of the Pres­
ident, especially when there is bad blood 
between such a Congress and President." 131 

l28 Id. 26. 
no H. J. Res. 296 provides that six of the 

10 members shall be Congressmen and that 
the existence and termination of an inability 
be decided by a vote of five or more members. 
Under H. R. 6510, two of the 10 members 
would come from the Supreme Court and 
four would be from Congress, making a total 
of six nonexecutive officers. 

1ao JoHN J. SPARKMAN, Can We Afford to 
Shrink the Presidency?, Democratic Digest 
(May 1956) 26-35; Ralph McGill, The Presi­
dency Grew to Fit America's Needs, id. 37-41; 
Leadership Is a Full Time Job, id. (February 
1956) 85-89; Government By Regency, id. 
(March 1956) 73-80; Even Eisenhower Worries 
Over Plan to Trim Presidency,id. (May 1956) 
54-60; Who's in Charge at the White House? 
id. (August 1956) 73-79. 

131 Koonce, op. cit. supra note 20, 58. 

Whlle the Democratic chairman of the 
House Judiciary Committee favors keeping 
the declaration of disability within the· exec­
utive branch which is now Republican con­
trolled.133 Congressional Republicans are 
promoting plans to vest this power in a 
nonexecutive body.133 I.n conformity with the 
post World War I Republican tradition of a 
weak Executive and a strong Congress, sev­
eral Republican-sponsored plans offer an op­
portunity for Congressional encroachment on 
the Presidency. One would give Congress 
power to initiate the question of a Presi­
dent's alleged inability.ta' This would enable 
a hostile Congress to nettle the President 
constantly. Two others would give Con­
gressmen a majority or plurality of votes in 
an inability commission.136 And another 
would empower Congress to provide by law 
for the discharge of Presidential power dur­
ing periods of Presidential disability in what­
ever way Congress might see fit.1ao 

Republican Congressman PETER FRELING­
HUYSEN claims that Congress' initiating and 
the Supreme Court's deciding the question 
is in harmony with the doctrine of checks 
and balances, because all three branches of 
the Government would participate in declar­
ing a President disabled. The executive's 
only possible participation in the process, 
however, would be the Vice President's con­
vening the Senate if that body were not in 
session. FRELINGHUYSEN argues that the 
integrity of the Executive would, neverthe­
less, be protected by requiring a two-thirds 
vote of Congress to initiate the question.m 
A simple majority of one House would be 
sufficient, however, to embarrass the Pres:. 
dent politically by having the question de­
bated in that House. Moreover, partisan 
maneuver might secure a two-thirds vote 
for a baseless disability charge. Andrew 
Johnson missed being removed from office 
by only a single vote although no "high 
crimes and misdemeanors" were proved. To 
say that the plan is in harmony with checks 
and balances is not to say that it does not 

1 32 CELLER says that determination of Presi­
dential inability by judges, Members of Con­
gress, or a combination of these individuals 
involves "impinging upon the constitutional 
separability of powers." 14 Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report 1457 (Dec. 21, 1956). 
See also an interview with CELLER. U. S. 
News & World Report (June 15, 1956) 71. 

Although KENNETH KEATING introduced a 
resolution embodying the Brownell plan, 
H. J. Res. 294, 85th Cong., discussed on pp. 
168-170 infra, he did so only as a matter of 
courtesy to the administration and reserved 
the right to promote his own plan for an 
inability commission. New York Times, 
Apr. 2, 1957, p. 1, col. 4. 

13s Usher L. Burdick, Kenneth Keating, 
and Sterling Cole, ·who favor vesting this 
power in a disability commission; PETER FRE­
LINGHUYSEN, who would vest this power in 
the Supreme Court; and FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 
who favors vesting the power in an ad hoc 
.panel of physicians appointed by the Chief 
Justice. J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, WhO intro­
duced a resolution to give this power to the 
Supreme Court, is the only Congressional 
Democrat in this group. Former President 
Harry S Truman, .a Democrat, favors a plan 
similar to the Keating and Cole plans. New 
York Times, June 24, 1957, p. 14, col. 3. 

134 H. J. Res. 38, 85th Cong. 
136 H. J. Res. 296, 85th Cong., would give six 

out of 10 votes to Members of Congress; 
H. J. Res. 334, 85th Cong., would give four out 
of 10 votes to Members of Congress. Demo­
crat Harry S Truman advocates a plan giving 
five out of seven votes to Members of Con­
gress, New York Times, June 24, 1957, p. 14, 
col. 3. 

1se H. J. Res. 309, 85th Cong. 
137 FRELINGHUYSEN, op. cit. SUpra note 95, 

153-154. 

violate separation of powers. To empower 
the Congress or the Supreme Court to decide 
whether. the President is able to exercise the 
powers of his office is just as great an en­
croachment on the Presidency as empower­
ing the President to disqualify judges from 
sitting in cases or making him the judge of 
the election and qualification of Congress­
men would be an encroachment upon the 
other two branches. 

In providing a means for declaring a Presi­
dent disabled, Attorney General Brownell is 
the only prominent Republican to express 
concern about protecting the integrity of the 
Presidential Office. He argues that the decla­
ration is an executive matter and should be 
kept in the executive branch of the Govern­
mentP8 He has, therefore, suggested that 
the Vice President and the Cabinet should 
perform this function. Proposals for Cabi­
net participation in declaring a President 
disabled have been · of two kinds: (1) those 
authorizing the Cabinet to invite the 'Vice 
President to act if he fails to take the ini­
tiative and (2) those empowering the Cabi­
net to make the decision. The first would 
give the Cabinet only an advisory role and 
would not divest the Vice President of the 
power either to initiate the question or to 
make the decision. It would, however, relieve 
him of the embarrassment of taking the first 
step and would protect him against serious · 
accusations of usurpation.1ao The second 
would make the Cabinet's decision bind­
ing.H0 The Brownell plan is a combination 
of these two proposals. Either the Cabinet 
or the Vice President could take the initia­
tive; but the concurrence of both would be 
necessary for declaring the President dis­
abled.H1 

TP.e first objection to the Cabinet's partici­
pation in deciding cases of Presidential dis· 
ability has been that Cabinet members are 
presumed to be too loyal to the President 
ever to certify his disability.1~ Study of the 
Garfield and Wilson cases indicates, however, 

1as At the hearings, he said: "* • • Allow­
ing the judicial branch or, I might say, even 
the legislative branch to make thl3 initial 
finding would violate . the doctrine of sep­
arate powers, which is so fundamental to 
our constitutional system, and allowing offi­
cials outside the executive branch to par­
ticipate in the initial decision would be an 
encroachment on the Presidency itself." 
Op. cit. supra note 68, 26. 

139 See, for example, Silva, op. cit. s-upra 
note 56, 107-110; C. Herman Pritchett, 
hearings, op. cit. supra note 80, 71-72, 75-76; 
John H. Romani, id., 45. 

1® Former President Herbert Hoover, id., 
1-2, and Presidential Inability, op. cit. supra 
note 81, 35. J. Roland Pennock suggested 
that either Congress or the Cabinet should 
initiate the question, which should then be 
decided either by the Cabinet or by the 
concurrence of Congress and the Vice Presi­
dent. Id., 52. Edward S. Corwin thought 
the question should be raised by the Vice 
President or by anyone designated by Con­
gress to do so and then should be decided 
by the Cabinet or National Security Council. 
Id. 16 and note 156 infra. Arthur E. Suth· 
erland originally favored the Cabinet's both 
initiating and deciding the question, id. 61-
62, but said that he was persuaded by 
Pundit Arthur Krock to favor a commission. 
Hearings, op. cit. supra note 80, 78, 80-83. 

w Brownell's explanation of his plan, 
hearing, op. cit. supra note 68, 22, 27, 3Q-31. 

142 CELLER, U. S. News & World Report 
(June 15, 1956) 71, and 14 Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report 1457-58 (December 
21, 1956): Raymond Moley, Presidential In­
ability, National Review (December 28, 1955) 
15-16; N. Y. Times, March 31, 1957, IV, p. 
10, col. 5; id., April 3, 1957, p. 17, col. 3; id., 
April 7, 1957, IV, p. 3, COl. 1; FRELINGHUYSEN, 
op. cit. supra note 95, 150. · 
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that a declaration of disability was viewed as 
disloyalty on both occasions because it was 
feared that such.. a declaration would mean 
ousting the disabled President from office · 
f01' the remainder of the t .erm. The Cab­
inet's reluctance to.. dec.ia:re a Presid-ent- dis­
abled would be lessened by rec:agruti:on· that: 
the disabled President would :remain Pr.esi­
dent and could resume. the exercise· of his 
powers upon his own de-claration o:f the 
inability's termination. 

Citing President Wilson's removal of Sec­
retary Lansing, Congressman FRELINGHUYSEN 
argues that a Cabinet member would be. de­
terred from vo.ting to recognize a disability · 
by the fear that he might' be remo.v.ed by the 
Acting President, that his i:nfiuence in the 
administration might be lessened, and that 
the President might dismiss him for having 
voted to recognize the disab11ity.143 Wilson 
viewed Lansing as disloyal becaus.e he 
thought Lansing had attempted to ous,t 
him. If Wilson had knCilwn tl:iat the de.volu­
ti:on of power on Marshall would have, been 
on a temporary basis, he- likely would have 
viewed Lansing's action quite differently. 
Similarly, an Acting President's actions 
would be conditioned by his knowledge that 
the President could resume hts- powers. 

Since the Cabinet iS' the. President's offi­
cial family and is composed of Ms own ap­
pointees, the Cabinet's declaration would be 
free from the suggestion of hostile part.isan­
ship. It is true that the· Cabinet's loyalty 
to the President is likely to make it slow to 
a~t. This.is doubtless desirable, however, for 
there should be no devolution o:l: p·ciwer un­
less the disability is-obvious and the need for 
the exercise of' Presidential power is urgent. 
The public is not likely to tolerate the fre­
quent transfers of Presidential power for 
light and transient reasons; and such. trans­
fers could serv:e only to weaken the Presidency 
itself. Consequently, the Cabinet's prob­
able slowness to declare a disability would 
seem to be an advantage rather than a dis­
advantage of the Brownell plan~ 

. The second object.ion to· the Cabinet's par­
ticipation in declaring ~esidential dis-· 
ability seems to be exactly cont:rary to the 
first. It. has been argued that an ambitious 
Cabinet might conspire with the Vice Presi­
dent to disseize the- President.14<t. As both 
President Eisenhower and Attorney General 
Brownell have said, we must · assume. that we 
are dealing with. honest people who are not 
jockeying against each other to seize power. 
No plan will provide sure· safeguards against 
usurpation if we assume that 0ur public 
officials are Latin caudillos and that power 
is transferred in the United States by coup 
d'etat rather than ·by constitutional proc-
esses.145 . 

A third objection to vesting the power of 
deciding Presidential disability in the Cabi­
net relates to the Presidential Succession Act 
of 1947, which places the Speaker of the 
House and the President pro tempore of the 
Senate immediately after the Vice President . 
in the line of suecession.ua It has been 
aFgued that a Cabinet of one political party 
is not likely to make a decla11ation of dis­
ability which would result in transferring 
Presidential power to a Speaker who be­
longed to the other party. Eisenhower's 
Republican Cabinet, for example, is not 
likely to de_ciare Eisenhower' disabled if 
NxxoN were dead and thereby make Demo­
cratic Speaker SAM RAYBURN the Acting 
Pres1dent.147 This may be true but seems 

143 Lac. cit. 
1H New York Times, Mar. 31, 1957, p. 62, 

col. 6; id., Apr. 7, 1957, IV, p. 3, eel. 1. 
Hs Eisenhower, New York Times; Apr. 4, 

1!!l57, p. 17, col. 1; Brownell, Hearing, op. cit. 
supra note 68, 31. 

:w151 U. S. Stat. 380 {1947), 3 U. S. e. § 2{} 
{'1952). 

147 James Reston, New Y-ork Ti·mes-, Apr. ·3, 
1957, p. 17, col. 3. 

more of an argume:nt' against the Presidentral· 
Succession Act of 1947, which places legis­
lative officers in the line of succession,. than. 
a -- flaw in the Brownell plan. The. act of 
1941 has been seriously criticized on grounds 
of both constitutio-nality and policy.Ha It 
would se-em, therefore, th.at the act of 1947 
should be amended to make it conform to . 
the Constitution rather than vice versa. 
Moreover, the act of !947, like the 22d 
amendment, the ::J3ricker amendment, and 
proposals. for empowering nonexecutive offi.-. 
cers to declare a President disabled, seems 
to be another attempt. to whittle down· the 
Presidency and to upset our separation and 
balance of powers.uD 

STATUTE OR CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT? 
A final question relates to whether Con­

gt·ess- has constitutional power to solve the 
problem. of Presidential disability without 
resort to a constitutional amendment. Five 
bills and resolutions pending in the present 
Congress are based on the assumption that 
a mere statute is adequate,150 while six call 
for a constitutional amendment.151 Congres­
sional power to legislate on the subject is 
debatable. The only power expressly given 
to. Con~ess to provide for Presidential suc­
cession is the power to declare what officer 
shall act as President when there iS neither 
a functiol!ling President nor a functioning 
Vice President. This would seem to deny 
Congressional power to deal with inability, 
because enumeration in the Constitution of 
certain powers denies all others unless in­
cident to an express power or necessary 
to its execution-inclusio, unius, exclusio 
alterius.152 

14s Kallenbach, Hearings, op. cit., supra, note 
80, 88-90; Hoover, id. 2; Wilmerding, op. cit. 
supra note 42, 180n; Ruth C. Silva, The 
Presidential Succession Act of 1947, 47 Mich. 
L. Rev. 451-76 (1949); Silva, op. cit. supra 
note 56, 152-65 on policy of succession . 
statutes. 

Ho Joseph E. Kallenbach, Ct;mstitutional 
Limitations on Reeligibility of National and 
State Chief Executives, 46 Am. Pol. Sci. Rev, 
438-54 (1952); Arthur E. Suthe:cland, The 
Bricker Amendment, 67 Harv. L. Rev. 281-92 
(Dec-. 1953). These are only part of a recent 
pattern of Congressional encroachment on 
the Executive-a pattern which has included 
the unconstitutional use of Congressional 
committees, of concurrent resolutions to 
evade possible Presidentia1 vetoes, et cetera. 
For a study of the constitutional setting and 
the legal and political consequences of statu­
tory provisions for control of the Executive, 
see Robert W. Ginnane, The Control o! Fed­
eral Administration by Congressional Resolu­
tions and Committees, 66 id. 569-611 (Feb. 
,1953). 

150 85th Cong.; S. 238, PAYNE; H. R. 6510, 
KEATING; H . R. 7352, BURDICK; H. J. Res. 293, 
CELLER; and H. J. Res. 296, CoLE. 

151 85th Cong.: 8. J. Res. 100, FULBRIGHT; 
H. J. Res. 38, FRELINGHUYSEN; H. J. Res. 294, 
KEAcTING; H. J. Res:. 295, CELLER; H. J. Res. 
309, CoLE; and H. J. Res. 334, KEATING. 

152 United States v. Harris (106 U. S. 629, 
635-3& (1883)); 3 Joseph Story, Commentar­
ies on the Constitution of the United States, 
§ 1243. (1833); 3. Westel W. Willoughby, The 
Constitutional Law of the United States, 
1467-68 (2d ed., 1929); Butler, op. cit. supra 
note 78, at 431-33; J. Hampden Daugherty, 
Presidential Succession Problems, 42- Forum 
523, 525 (Dec., 1g09) ;' Davis, op. cit. supra 
note 78, 13-15; Urban A. Lavery, Presidential 
Inability, 8 A. B. A. J. 13-17 (Jan., 1922); 
Augus.tus- H. Garland, 13 CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD 139 ( 1881) ; W1lliam M. Evarts and John 
R. Eden, 17 id. 24lr-49 (1885), 669 (1886); 
Charles F. Reavis, Hearings, op. cit. supra 
note 119, 32; Herbert Brownell and EMkNUEL 
CELLER, Hearing, op. cit., supra, note 68, 16. 

Even if Congress ha:s power to legislate on 
the subj-ect of Presidential inability/58 that 
powel' is not· without limitation. As pre-. 
vtously indicated, ~_. co:nstitutional amend­
m:ent would be required- for the adoption of 
any plan which enlarged the Supreme Court's 
original jurisdiction, imposed nonjudicial 
functions on Federal judges, or obligated the 
court& to render advisory opinions or decide 
nonjusticfable questions. S'lmllarly, a con­
stitutional amendment would be necessary 
for the constitutional adequacy of any plan 
which restricted the Acting President's exer­
cise of Presidential power .154 Furthermore, 
a constitutional amendment would be re­
quired for the adoption of any plan vesting 
power to declare a President disabled in the 
courts, the Congress, an inability commission, 
or the Cabinet. 

Since the Constitution seems to make the 
Vice President the sole judge of the Presi­
d"Elnt's disability,uG he probably cannot be 
divested of this power without a constitu­
tional amendment. When Brownell told the 
Celler subcommittee that the Vice President 
alone has the constitutional right to declare 
the President disabled and that intervention 
of the Cabinet or of an inability commission 
would require a · constitutional amendment, 
both the chairman ancf the 'ranking minortty 
member expressly agreed with the Attorney 
General. Moreover, no member of the sub-" 
COmmittee Challenged hiS Stat.ement,1H If 

153 It has. been argu~d that the · elastic 
clause gives Congress power to implement 
the inability clause. 2 John Randolph Tuck­
er (a strict constructionist), The Constitu­
tion of the U.nited States 713 (1899); Cooley, 
op. cit. supra note 101, 425-27; George Tick­
nor Curtis, Presidential Inability, 25 Har­
per's Weekly 583, 631 (1881); Samuel Shella­
baJ;geJ: and John Davis Long quoted in N~w 
York Herald, Sept. 5, 1881, p. 8, cols. 1-2; A. 
Schoonmaker, Jr., id., Sept. 17, 1881, p. 6, 
cols. 1-2; George M. Robeson. New York 
'rribune, Sept. 2, 1881 .. p. 5, col. 1; Schuyler .. 
Colfax, id., Sept. 8, 1881, p. 5, col. 3; Samuel B. 
Maxey, 13 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 131 ( 1181); 
John T. Morgan and Samuel B. Maxey, 14 id. 
882, 916 (1883); Martin B. Madden and John 
J. Rogers, Hearings, op. cit. supra note 119, 4, 
32. Clifton N. McArthur thought the elas­
tic clause gave Congress power to define in­
ability just as it gave Congress power to 
define "interstate commerce" and "intoxi­
cating liquor." Id. 35. 

1G' It has been -objected that Presidential 
appointees would be reluctant to declare a 
President disabled, lest the Acting President 
remove them from office. Consequently, sec­
tion 8 of H. J. Res. 296, 85th Cong., forbids 
arn Acting President to remove those Cabinet 
members. (Secretaries of State, Treasury, and 
Defense) who participated in the decision 
except ·with the approval of a majority of the 
6 Congressional members of the 10-member 
Commission on Presidential Disabillty. En­
actment of this provision would: require a 
constitutional amendment because it would 
constitute an u:ncoristitutional Ilmitation on 
the Acting President's removal power. 
Myers v. United -States (272 U.S. 52 (1926) .) 
See also Porter v. Coble (246 Fed. 244 (8th 
Cir., 1917)); Shurtleff v. United States · (189 
U. S. 311 (19'03)); Parsons v. United States 
(167 u.s. 324 (1297)). 

155 See note 87, supra. 
16a Hearing, op. cit. supra note 68, 11-12', 2Q-

23, and notes 83-86 supra. Prof. Edward 
S: Corwin has stated that the Constitution 
vests the Vice President with power to declare 
a President disabled. Corwin says he doubts 
that Congress has· constitutional power to 
establish a .method for determining inability 
but thinks· that' the elastic clause does em­
puwer Congress to designate some body to 
inquire into the facts of an alleged inability 
and report thereon to the Vice President in 
order to relieve the Vice President of the 
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these opinions are correct, the only plan 
which could be adopted without resort to 
constitutional amendment is the Celler plan, 
which merely clarifies what the Constitution 
appears already to provide--that the Presi· 
dent or Vice President shall decide whether a 
disability exists.m 

Since the Celler plan would be declarative 
of old law rather than enactive of new law, 
the question of Congressional power to legis· 
late on the subject is avoided and, conse· 
quently, a statute or even a mere concurrent 
resolution theoretically would be constitu­
tionally sufficient to solve the disability 
problem. As a practical matter, however, the 
Presidential succession precedent makes it 
desirable to declare by constitutional amend· 
ment that the Vice President would merely 
act as President and would do so only until 
the actual President's disability is removed, 
If this declaration were embodied in a mere 
statute or concurrent resolution, questions 
would be raised about the constitutionality 
of that statute or resolution. The result is 
likely to be that no inability would ever be 
recognized because of doubt concerning the 
disabled President's constitutional right to 
resume the exercise of Presidential power 
upon removal of the disability.1~ 

CONCLUSION 

Of the various inability plans now pend­
ing in Congress, Brownell's and Celler's 
seem to be superior to the others because 
their operation would not encroach l!POn 
the Presidency. These two plans are more 
similar than they may appear to be at first 
glance. Both would give express legal sanc­
tion to the Presidential succession precedent 
by. stating that the Vice President shall be­
come President in case of vacancy in the 
Presidential Office. Both would clarify that, 
in case of the President's inability, the Vice 
President would merely act as President and 
would ·so act only f.or the duration of the 
inability. Both would recognize the Presi· 
dent's right to declare the existence and ter· 
mination of his own disability. Finally, both 
provide that, if the President fails to make 

embarrassment of taking the initiative. 
Presidential Inability, Nat'l Rev. (Nov. 26, 
1955) 9-10. In a subsequent statement to 
the Celler subcommittee, however, Corwin 
took a confusing position. Although he ar· 
gued that Congressional power is limited to 
providing for cases in which there is neither 
a funtioning President nor a functioning 
Vice President, yet he suggested that Con­
gress might designate some body such as the 
Cabinet or the National Security Council 
not only to raise the question of a President's 
inability but also to make the decision even 
when there is a functioning Vice President, 
Presidential Inability, op. cit. supra note 81, 
16-17. 

167 See note 93 supra. 
1158 It has been argued that, as the Constltu· 

tion now stands, the Vice President must 
serve for the remainder of the disabled·Presi· 
dent's term and that a constitutional amend· 
ment would be absolutely necessary if the 
Vice President were to exercise Presidential 
power only for the duration of the inability. 
See, for example, Charles W. Jones, 13 Con· 
gressional Record 142-143, 191-193 (1881); 
John T. Morgan, 14 id. 691 (1882), 882, 884 
( 1883) , 17 id. 224 ( 1885) ; Hannis Taylor, 57 
id. 28 (1918); Abram J. Dittenhoefter, New 
York Herald, Sept. 13, 1881, p. 5, cols., 1..:..2; 
Theodore W. Dwight, Presidential Inability, 
133 No. Am. Rev. 436, 442-46 (1881). Regard· 
less of its lack of merit, this interpretation of 
the succession clause has been so repeatedly 
and so persistently presented by respected 
constitutional lawyers that questions woUld 
surely be raised concerning the constitu• 
tionality of any statute which provided for 
the . temporary devolution of Presidential 
power. See Brownell's comments, hearing, 
op. cit. su.I>ra note 68, 17-20. 

this declaration, the Vice President shall 
have the primary responsibility to do so. 

Although Brownell's proposal would · re· 
quire the Cabinet's confirmation of the Vice 
President's decision while Celler's would not, 
the two plans doubtless would operate alike 
in practice. In order to protect himself 
against accusations of usurpation, the Vice 
President would seek the Cabinet's approval 
before undertaking the exercise of Presiden· 
tial power even if not legally required to do 
so. Surely no Vice President would assume 
Presidential power without the Cabinet's 
prior consent. Moreover, there is nothing in 
Celler's proposal to prevent the Cabinet from 
inviting the Vice President to act if he 
should fail to take the initiative, while 
Celler's plan has the theoretical advantage 
of not requiring a constitutional amend­
ment. Either plan should be written into 
the Constitution if it is ever to be operative. 
For no disability is likely to be recognized 
unless the disabled President's constitu· 
tfonal right to resume the exercise of his 
power is beyond dispute. In summary, the 
two plans are very much alike except that 
Brownell's has the advantage of at le-ast par· 
tially allaying the unfounded fears of the 
many who imagine that American Vice 
Presidents are potential tyrants lying in 
wait to seize power on the pretext of in· 
ability. 

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR LAW­
RENCE C . . PHIPPS, OF COLORADO 

Mr . .ALLOTT. Mr. President, Colo­
rado was saddened last week by the 
death of one of our great men and a 
great Senator. Death came to Lawrence 
C. Phipps on Saturday, March 1, clos­
ing a long life of public service and bene­
faction. Here in this Chamber, where 
he so often stood and where he zealously 
devoted himself to the service of his 
State . and his country, I should like to 
recall today the highlights of his illus­
trious life. 

Lawrence Cowie Phipps was born in 
Washington County, Pa., on August 30, 
1862; the son of an English minister and 
his Scottish · wife. After graduating 
from high school, he began a career that 
reads like an American legend. At age 
16 he was employed in the Carnegie steel 
mills as a night weighing clerk. His 
salary was $1 a night. Even with this 
inauspicious beginning, he was not long 
in attracting the notice of his super­
visors, and then of Andrew Carnegie 
himself. Carnegie challenged him to 
rise as fast and as far as he could. By 
1901, when the Carnegie Co. became the 
United States Steel Corp., he was vice 
president, treasurer, and one of the 
major owners of the Carnegie Co. 

He retired at that time. The Phipps 
family then came to Denver, drawn to 
our climate by the m· health of his -first 
wife. With his business career behind, 
he devoted his immense talents to pro­
moting Colorado and its prosperity •. 
One of his early acts of public bene­
faction was the foundation of the Agnes 
Memorial Sanatorium, named in honor 
of his wife. This institution stood on 
ground that has since become Lowry Air 
Force base, Senator Phipps' generous of­
fer having allowed the Government to 
purchase it at less than the appraised 
price. · 

He · was one of the active developers 
of the Moffat Road, which gave Denver a 
direct and adequate route to the Pacific 

coast. The American Red Cross was one 
of his principal interests. When Presi­
dent Wilson made him a member of the 
National Finance Committee and chair­
man of the mountain division, he s~w his 
area's quota oversubscribed by 236 per­
cent. In order to encourage this result, 
he had matched every dollar contributed 
with 10 cents from his own funds. 

He had long been interested in Repub­
lican politics, and was a close associate 
of Presidents Harding and Coolidge. 
When he ran for office himself for the 
first time in 1918, his many friends in 
Colorado were happy to elect him to the 
Senate. He served 2 terms, leaving the 
Senate in 1931. 

Senator Phipps was determined to be 
guided in his actions and decisions by 
facts, not by emotions or pressures, and 
he could not be swayed from his convic- · 
tions. He became one of the leading 
representatives of the West, and did 
much to . make the particular needs ' and 
problems of our part of the country un­
derstood in the Congress. Some of the 
areas in which he did impressive work . 
were appropriations, banking and cur­
rency, irrigation and reclamation, mines 
and mining, education and labor, post 
offices and post roads. National parks, 
oil and oil shale, postal salaries, irriga­
tion and reclamations, and highways, 
came under his special attention, and 
his achievements in these fields were 
notable. He saw that the agricultural 
and mineral products of the West were 
in need of tariff protection equal to that 
afforded Eastern industries, and was one . 
of those responsible for legislation on 
this subject. 

In international affairs, he feared 
American involvement in European 
feuds, and preferred no participation in 
international agreements uniess full 
justice was the sole basis of the arrange­
ments. He favored the four-power pact, 
but opposed the League of Nations, fear­
ing it left the United States no outlet 
from European entanglements. 

When he retired from the Senate and 
returned to Denver, he played a less con­
spicuous part, but Colorado still con­
tinued to feel his infiuence. He was 
sought by business leaders for his advice, 
and he continued his charitable dona­
tions. Children's Hospital was a special 
concern of his, and many other institu­
tions benefited from his generosity. In 
these benefactions he made only one 
restriction-his donation was to be kept 
secret. The building of Phipps Audi­
torium in Denver, which he gave to the 
city, was one effort for which he became 
well known. In 1948 he established the 
Lawrence Phipps Foundation, which has 
carried on his pattern of charitable giv­
ing, the principal beneficiaries being . 
institutions in Colorado. 

In recent years, his health failed, and 
his doctors advised him to live in Cali .. 
fornia. He still considered Colorado his 
home, and Colorado happily continued to 
claim him as one of her notable citizens. 
When Senator Phipps celebrated his 95th 
birthday last August, he said he would 
live to see his lOOth year. This was not 
to be. Last Wednesday he was laid to 
rest in the State he had loved and 
served so well. 
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He left behind him his wife, Margaret ever it handed down an unpopular decision. 

Rodgers Phipps, and three sons,. Law- Justice loses out when transient popUlarity 
la d G ld H - becomes a consideration. 

renee C., Jr., AI n R., an · era ·• 4. To cripple the power of review would be 
all of Denver. Two- daughters, Mrs. to enhance the legislative and executive au­
Dorothy Garrett and Mrs. Donald C. thority and thus throw our system of checks 
Bromfield, are alsQ. Denver residents, and and balances out of balance. 
a third, Mrs. William White, lives in. What Senator JENNER is doing is to lash 
Haverford, Pa. out at an institution, an institution which 

He leaves behind him, as well, a, mem- has served us well, be.cause he objects to 
ory that will not soon grow dim. He will some things that the institution has done. 
continue to live in the hearts of those who He has got the thing wrong way around. 

Every decision of the Supreme. Court is, and 
were helped or healed by his assistance. should be, subjected to searching criticism. 
rn the West,. where we still profit from That is in the nature of legal decisions. If 
his pioneering work, he will be recalled . there-weren't conflict in the first place, a case 
for his share in establishing our national _ would never go to court; and judges can be 
parks, our highways, and the reclama- wrong. But to strike at the court itself be­
tion projects that are vital to our eco- cause of disagreement with a handful of its 
nomic life. He will be remembered in acts is like tearing the telephone oft' the wall 

1 t t when one gets a wrong number. 
these hal s as a courageous s a esman, a on getting a wrong number, the sensible 
loyal representative of his State, a gen- course is to try again. And though one says 
erous friend and colleague. There are that Supreme Court decisions are "final," 
few men of whom these things can be they certainly are not in the long view. on 
said, and I am proud to be here today to the whole, this paper app-lauds the findings 
pay the respect due to a noble Senator of law in most of the decisions which Sena­
and a dear friend. tor JENNER so ardently dislikes, while con-

EDITORIAL ATTACKS ON JENNER 
Bn.L TO LIMIT SUPREME COURT 
JURISDICTION 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield the 
fioor for 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], and that I may 
regain the :floor at the end of that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANSFIELD in the chair) . Is there ob­
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. JENNER. M:r. President, I should 
like to read to the Senate a:n editorial 
which appeared in the Baltimore SUn, 
attacking S . . 2646, my bill to take from 
the Supreme Co.m;t appellate jurisdiction 
on questions of protecting our country 
against Communist subversion., The ed­
itorial reads: 
[From the Baltimore Sun of March ll, 1958] 

TEE JENNEI1.. BIU. 
The Jenner bili is an effort to cUp the 

Wings of· the Supreme Court by denying it 
th.e power of- reviewing certain types of case& 
involving the civil lilile:rties. It is inspired 
by Senator .TENNER's. violent disagreement 
with a series of cases decided by the Supreme 
Court during the past year. The bill is a 
bad one, and it is being opposed by- the 
American Bar Association·, the Department 
of . .Justice. the deans. of most Ame.rican law 
schools and a host of distiE.guished and con­
servative practicing la-wyers. We cite. seyeral 
of the arguments against the bill 

There have. been many editorials on 
this subject, and this is typiear of tne at­
tacks on the bill, so r want- to read to 
the Senate the exact editorial. The edi­
torial continues: 

1. The power of judicial review is a neces­
sity in a Federal union operating under a; 
constitution. The discover~ of tllis 1& our 
country's greatest- contrl.bution. to the artr of 
government. Only the Supreme Court can · 
perform this necessary function.. 

2. With no court. 'to.inte:~:pret the law for 
the whole country .. legal chaos would fol­
low. Justice 1n one part. of the country: 
would not be justice in another. 

3. l:.egfslation o! this sort, nmitil'lg' th~ su­
preme- Cour:t. in sped:fred neas. wauld drilie 
at the ind'e.pendenee ot the jttdtciary. Once 
curbed in this way, the Supreme Court woUld 
lie under the threat of further curbs when-

ceding that the Court has been altogether 
too lavish in tossing•out dicta, in some cases 
has gone further than was required by the 
.questions under test, and in some cases may 
be guilty of bad law as well. For all of these 
objections, there are remedies. Decisions 
handed down in the absence of statutorr 
guidance can be modified by appropriate 
statutory guidance. Refinement of the deci­
si'Ons themselves. can be, and is being, under­
taken by way of lower courts. The Supreme 
Court itself can, as occasions present them­
selves, qualify in the light of criticism, gen­
eralizations going beyond the needs of a giv­
en case. It can even-and in the past often 
has-change its mind. 

I continue to read from the editorial: 
The law does not stand still. The decisions 

currently arousing so much controversy are 
not immutableL Men who think they have 
grounds for objection will do better to keep 
their attention focused on those "wrong 
numbers" (maybe even looking them up 
again), and leave· the telephone intact. 

T.o demonstrate what the press is doing 
to America, I wish to answer the edi­
torial. I am a little surprised that the 
Baltimore Sun would publish such an edi­
torial. I would not-be surprised at what 
the New York Times might print-. but 
usually the Baltimore Sun is a rather fair 
newspaper. I desire to answer the Balti­
more Sun, the New York Times, the 
Washington Post and Times Herald, and 
many other newspapers which have eon­
tained articles and editorials which have 
appeared over the country and misin­
formed the people as to this very im­
portant questien. 

These arguments are typical of the 
arguments being used against the bill in 
many quarters 

I should like to answer this and all 
simiiar attacks. 

The SUn has inade. a few mistakes in 
this editoriaL 

The. category, of cases with respect to· 
which appellate jurisdiction of the su­
preme Court would be affected by my bill, 
s. 2646, is not civil libel'ties, bu.i sub­
version and. communism. 

The bill was not inspired by my dis· 
agreement with the deeisions in the cases­
cited, but by my concern for the pre.ser­
v.ation of out form of government. I am 
concerned, not because the Supreme. 
Court has been deciding cases against 

me-I have not been a party to any cases 
before the Supreme Court-but because 
the Supreme Court has been making law, 
which it has no right to do, and the law 
it has been making has had a crippling 
effect on efforts to preserve the internal 
security of my country. 

The Sun confuses the powe-r of judicial 
re-view with appellate jurisdiction. The 
two are not the same.. And when the 
Sun says "only the Supreme Court can 
perform this necessary function," the 
Sun is wrong again. 

There is far more judicial review by 
lower courts than by the Supreme Court. 
The right of judicial review is not a 
right of the courts, but the right of an in­
dividual to be able to go into a court and 
have an impartial review by that court 
of any decision or action by which he has 
been injured. 

Any lawyer knows that there is no 
''right" to any appellate procedure. The 
right of judicial revie-w involves only the 
right to go into a single court. Any 
grant of a right to appeal to a higher 
court from the decision of a lower court 
is a matter of legislative grace, and can 
exist only because it has been granted 
by legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
tlme of the Senator from · Indiana has 
expired. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President,. will the 
Senator from New York yield to me for 
2 or 3 additional minutes? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
the :floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator ask. for time in his own 
right? How much time does the Sena­
tor desire? 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President,. I ask 
unanimous consent that I ma.y proceed 
for 3 or 4: more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Indiana?- Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, the Sun 
says that "with no court to interpret the 
law :for the. whole country,. legal chaos 
would follow. J'Usti<re in one part of 
the country would not be justice in an­
other-.'' The fact is that we have no 
court to interpret the law for the whole 
country today. The primary function of 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
is to decide constitutional questions. 
'Fhe Supreme Court has no original jur­
isdiction except in cases a:fJecti:ng am­
bassadors, other public ministers and 
consuls._ and· cases in which a State is a 
party. And all of' the Court's appellate 
jurisdiction is subject to such exceptions 
and regulations as the Congress may 
make~ 

.As for justiee fn one J>art of the coun­
try being justice in another-there is 
wide disparity today in many fields be-
tween the decisions df the various State 
courts. It is a part. of' the genius of our 
form of government that each State de­
termines :for itself matters of public pol­
iey, within its borders-including how its 
laws shall be draw:n, enforced, and in­
terpre-ted. What is the- raw fil California 
is not uniformly what the laws fs in In· 
diana, and the Baltimore Sun should 
know that. 
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The Sun says my bill would "strike at 

the independence of the judiciary." The 
fact is that the bill could not hurt th~ 
Court or the Justices. The bill would 
not affect the pay or hours or volume of 
work of any judge. It would not hamper 
the Court in the performance of any of 
its work. It would only change the juris­
diction of the Court in certain respects. 
But the Court has no vested interest in 
having jurisdiction 1>ver any particular 
subject matter. This is, by the express 
terms of the Constitution, a political de­
cision for the Congress to make. 

The Sun reverts to its misconception 
that my bill would "cripple the power of 
review"; and then says that "to enhance 
the legislative and executive authority" 
would "throw our system of checks and 
balances out of balance." But this can­
not be true if the "system" is already 
unbalanced as a result of unjustified in­
cursions by the Supreme Court into the 
legislative and executive are.as-and this 
is precisely the situation. My bill would 
push the Supreme Court back into its 
own sphere. 

What the Sun is eoncerned with ap­
pears to be not preservation of a· balance, 
but preservation of an imbalance--and 
an imbalance which leans toward the 
growth of strong centralized FedeTal 
Government and the withering away of 
States rights. 

The Sun upbraids me for attacking an 
institution-and the Sun italicizes "in­
stitution." The Supreme Court is no 
more an institution than the Congress 
or the Senate, or the Presidency. Does 
the Sun think the Congress is above 
criticism? Or· that the Presidency is? 
I cannot understand the significance of 
the Sun's use of the term "institution", 
as applied to an arm of the Government 
of the United States. I do, however, un­
derstand .the Sun's viewpoint quite well 
if by "institution" the Sun Teally means 
"establlshment"-and I suspect this is 
the situation. 

The Sun tells me I may criticize in­
dividual decisions of the Supreme Court 
but should not act against the Court no 
matter what it does, any more than I 
should act against a telephone because 
I get a wrong number. But it is not 
the individual cases I .am concerned 
with. In fact, my bill will not affect the 
decision in any of those cases. All of 
them will remain res adjudicata. What 
I am trying to do is to stop the Supreme 
Court from grabbing for power outside 
its own sphere, and seeking to subjugate 
one or another of the two branches of 
government which should be, under the 
Constitution, coordinate with it, and to 
tear from the States rights .reserved to 
them when the Constitution was adopted 
and protected specifically under the lOth 
amendment. 

This is not a case of getting a wrong · 
number; this is a case of the telephone 
coming down off the wall and stirring 
the soup, beating the baby, lighting 
matches in the basement, and opening 
the back door to burglars. 

The Sun may applaud, if it wishes­
and it says it wishes-the findings in the 
line of Supreme Court cases which Z 
have criticized, the cases through which 
the CQurt's judicial lawmaking bas im, .. 

pinged most harmfully uoon the internal 
security of the United States. In every 
one of those cases, communism and sub .. 
version were arrayed against the Gov .. 
ernment of the United Sta~s, and the 
Government of the United States lost. 
In every one of those cases, the Consti­
tution of the United States took a beat .. 
ing. I am more than willing to aline 
myself with the Government of the 
United States and the Constitution of 
-the Unitect States, against .communism 
and subversion, even though this means 
I shall lack the applause of the Balti­
more Sun. 

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I heard with great interest the 
speech delivered this morning by the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] 
with reference to his bill seeking to curb 
the appellant jurisdiction of the Su­
preme Court. I regret very much that 
the Senator from Indiana is not in the 
Chamber at the moment. 

As a lawyer and former attorney gen­
eral of the State of New York, I feel 
that the enactment of the bill would be 
a great disservice to our country . .I op- -
pose it, and shall, at the proper time, 
more fully detail my views upon the sub­
ject. In the meantime I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this Point a letter entitled "Upholding 
Supreme Court," published in the Chris­
tian Science Monitor. It was written by 
Harry J. Carman, cochairman, Ameri­
can Liberal Association. 

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

UPHOLDLNG SUPREME COURT 
To the CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR: 

The American Liberal Association ls deeply 
concerned with the attacks recently made 
on the Supreme Court of the• United States. 
The Court is frequently called upon to ad­
judicate difficult legal issues which involve 
divisive social or economic problems. We 
understand the ·basis for the differing opin­
ions concerning these decisions. Although 
no institution of our Government, includ­
ing the judiciary, should be beyond the 
reach of criticism, the attacks upon the Su­
preme Court have been so reckless and dis­
respectful of its proper functions and neces­
sary role as to affect the orderly acceptance 
of its decisions. 

It has been the historic responslbili ty of 
the Supreme Court to sit in final judgment 
upon cases which lie within areas of popu­
lar disagreement and thereby to interpret 
and clarify the law of the land in support 
of our supreme law, the Constitution. The 
current attacks ignore the accepted fact that 
a decision of the Supreme Court is an au­
thoritative statement of what is the law 
of the Constitution. If the rule of law, 
so basic in any society and revered in ours, 
is to stand, this law must be .respected and 
obeyed. 

Moreover, tn a governmental structure of 
dual sovereignties • .Federal and State, there 
must be a final arbiter of the constitutional 
area of each; without that single voice the 
Union could fall to pieces through the dis­
persal of conflicting powers. There are 
peaceful and proper ways of changing the 
law as by constitutional amendment or per­
suading the Oourt to modify its interpreta­
tion. 

The American people should .realize the 
danger ·tn these unwarranted and abusive 
attacks on the Supreme Court a.nd should 
ra'.-ly to its support, not as an indication of 
agreement with any particular verdict bu~ 

with the deep conviction that · the ·mainte­
nance of order under law is necessary in 
every civilized society. 

.HA.RRY J. CARMAN, 
Cochairman, American Lib.eraZ 

Association. 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE RECESSION 
Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, the 

distinguished junior Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr . . MANSFIELD] has written an 
article which appeared in last night's 
Washington Evening Star in the States­
men's Series currently being conducted 
by coh.1mnlst Thomas L. Stokes. In this 
article Senator MANSFIELD discusses the 
implications of the recession with .re­
markable clarity and perception. 

Mr. President, I think it is very im­
portant that among the most serious 
implications of this recession is the ex­
tremely serious danger this constitutes 
to world peace. I quote two short para­
graphs from Senator MANSFIELD'S 
splendid article to underline the serious 
consequences of this recession if it is 
allowed to continue: 

The United States is at the center of the 
complex Free-World trading relations. Any 
prolonged slump in this country wm hit 
others many times harder than it hits us. 
It will jeopardize their free existence and 
propel them into a desperate rivalry for 
trade wherev.er they can find it. 

If that happens, what will be the impact 
on the def.ense and political arrangements 
Which sustain freedom in the world? With 
people abroad, as with people at home, spuds 
are likely to become more important than 
sputniks. In short, any prolonged slump in 
this country is bound to wreak havoc with 
the position of the United States and free­
dom in the world. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of this article by the 
Senator from Montana appear in the 
RECORD following my remarlcs. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE RECESSION-IN J'OBY TO 

POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC TDl:s FOR PEACE 
FEARED AS SLUMP SPREADS 

(By MIKE MANsFmLD, United States Senator 
from Montana} 

A friend of mine said to me recently, "The 
people back home are more concerned with 
spuds than they are with sputniks." It was 
his way of pointing to the economic reces­
sion that has been spreading through the 
Nation and to the fact that it ·is beginning to . 
take precedence over foreign policy ques­
tions in people's minds. 

The man happe.ned to be talking about 
people in Montana. He might just as well 
have had in mind people in Michigan, Penn­
sylvania, Oregon, Maine or a dozen other 
States. To date, the recession has hit hard­
est at mining, timbering :and heavy indus­
trial areas. Its effects, however. are ielt 
throughout the Nation. 

We shall not gain anything by wringing 
our hands in despair over this situation. 
Neither shall we gain anything by whistling 
in the dark. The important thing is for the 
administration to take an honest look at 
where the Nation's economy stands and to 
do something constructive about it. 

That 1s what bas not yet been done. The 
administration 1s still waiting and hoping for 
things to get better instead of acUng to m.a.ke 
them better • .It is .all very well to hope for an 
upturn, but in the meantime the recession 



4196 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE March 13. 

has produced · anxiety and suffering in the 
Nation. Millions of families have felt its ef­
fects in unemployment, declining take-home 
pay and disappearing profits. 

It has resulted in the loss to the Nation of 
hundreds of millions of hours of productive 
labor that can never be recouped. .It has cost 
millions of tons of steel, millions of feet of 
t imber, millions of pounds of copper, refrig­
erators, automobiles, and washing machines. 
All of these and countless other products 
could have been added to the Nation's supply 
in the past few months. With industries 
shut down or on short schedules, they were 
simply not produced. As a result, prices stay 
high or go higher in the face of shrinking 
demand. 

These effects of the recession are close at 
hand. They are readily seen by anyone who 
has not been blinded by his own irresponsible 
optimism. What is not so apparent are the 
potential international implications of the 
recession. People at home cannot be ex­
pected to concentrate on long-range interna­
tional problems when the installment col­
lector is knocking at the door. The adminis­
tration's obvious concern with foreign aid and 
reciprocal trade programs is 1_1ot going to im­
press them very deeply when the same ad­
ministration whistles off domestic economic 
problema. 

Nor is that the only adverse international 
consequence of the recession. The free na­
tions are now knit together in various defense 
and political arrangements to safeguard 
peace. We need these ties for our national 
security, and we need them for the foreign 
trade they make possible. In 1957, for ex­
ample, our exports amounted to almost $20 
billion, not an insignificant part of the na­
tional income. Moreover, while this trade is 
important to this country, it is a matter of 
desperate necessity to some of the nations 
that are closest to us. 

The United States is at the center of the 
complex Free-World trading relations. Any 
prolonged slump in this country will hit 
others many times harder than it hits us. 
It will jeopardize their free existence and 
propel them into a desperate rivalry for trade 
wherever they can find it. 

If that happens, what will be the impact on 
the defense and political arrangements which· 
sustain freedom in the world? With people 
abroad as with people at home, spuds ·are 
likely to become more important than sput­
niks. In short, any prolonged slump in this 
country is bound to wreak havoc with the 
position of the United States and freedom 
in the world. 

bate of the national farm policy with 
Secretary Benson himself personally 
involved. 

Mr. Benson has spent more of the tax­
payers' money on travel and printing 
costs to publicize his own side of the 
argument than any other Secretary of 
Agriculture in all history. He has made 
more speeches than any other member 
of President Eisenhower's Cabinet-per­
haps more than any other single Cabinet 
officer of all time. 

I am positive that if any representa­
tive group of Americans-be they farm­
ers, workers, businessmen, or house­
wives-should hear such a debate they 
would agree that the policies of Secre­
tary Benson were extremely damaging 
to our whole economy. 

I am sure, of course, that Secretary 
Benson disagrees. It is too bad that 
the refusal of Secretary Benson makes 
it impossible for the public to decide. 

Secretary Benson's letter to me, dated 
March 11, 1958, is as follows: 

DEAR SENATOR PROXMmE: Thank you for 
your offer to debate the farm situation, but 
as you know, I am discussing the farm situ­
ation every day, and my views are pretty 
well known. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. BENSON. 

I now wish to discuss another subject. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin has the floor. 

THE PARADOX OF RISING PRICE'S 
AND INCREASING UNEMPLOYMENT 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in 
my remarks yesterday concluding the ar­
guments in favor of the Monroney 
amendment, I pointed out that one of 
the ·greatest puzzles for the American 
people is how prices can be rising when 
unemployment is increasing and we are 
having to take extraordinary measures 
to get the economy back on the rails. I 
wish to return to that paradox today. 

There were two stories in yesterday's· 
New York Times which ought to be put 
together and considered closely. One 
was the lead story on the first page. I 
quote the first paragraph only: 

Unemployment rose in Febr-uary to 5,173,-
CHALLENGE TO SECRETARY OF 000, a postwar record and the largest since 

AGRICULTURE BENSON BY SENA- 1941, the Lab01" and Commerce Depar-tment 
TOR PROXMIRE, TO DEBATE FARM . reported today. 
POLICY. The second story was inside the paper, 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I on the financial page. 

regret to report that the Secretary of Here is the first paragraph: 
Agriculture has sent me a fiat refusal Investors added one Washington indica-
in response to my challenge to him to tion to another yesterday, decided that in­
debate the farm policy question. f:lation was just around the corner, a.nd 
· It will be recalled that an editorial reached for the stocks best calculated to 
in the New York Times ·last week de- serve as hedges. 
clared that it was doubtful that any of . Mr. President, the gentlemen whoop­
Mr. Benson's critics could be found who erate in the stock market are realists. 
would be willing to debate the Secretary They win or lose on their ability to pre­
in ·public. diet what is going to happen in the econ-

I accepted this challenge, and invited omy. What they are predicting now is 
Secretary Benson to debate the farm inflation. Considering the fact that we 
question with me "any place, · any time, have had inflation steadily in the midst 
before any group, and under a~y cir- of recession, it does not seem farfetched 
cumstances" he might choose. to predict inflation when we regain 

I am very much disappointed that prosperity. 
Secretary Benson has refused to accept It is time, I think, to sound a solemn 
the implicit suggestion of the New York warning. Unless we can do something 
Times. The country urgently needs a to head off inflation, all our best efforts~ 
full, free, well-reported, two-sided de- · and the wealth of the American people 

which we commit when we make appro­
priations, can go for nothing. Inflation 
is a great blotter that can soak up, al­
most instantly, any amount of purchas­
ing power that our recovery program 
creates. We can find that we are getting 
the same amount of employment and 
business activity for a larger amount of 
money. 

That is why I supported the Monroney 
amendment yesterday. I did not want 
to vote inflation along with an emer­
g{mcy housing appropriation. 

So I rise to point the paradox and 
raise the alarm. We are in the midst 
of a very peculiar recession, in which 
men are unemployed, farm prices go 
down, small businesses fold up-but the 
general price level does not go down, it 
goes up. Now the gentlemen who know 
these things seen~ more inflation .in the 
air. When they lift their keen noses it 
is wise for all of us to look where they 
are pointing. · 

THE UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, during the 
past few weeks many thousand words· 
have been spoken and many more thou­
sands of words have been printed rela-· 
tive to the economic crisis our country 
is facing today. ·Let me make myself 
clear, here and now, that there is good 
and sufficient reason for these utterances 
and these writings as the economy of our 
country is in serious straits. 

Figures revealed by the administration 
and printed in Tuesday's issue of the 
Vlashington Post show that 5,173,000 
persons were unemployed in February .. 
the highest number in 16 years. The 
statistics also show that the trend is up­
ward, in that the figure had increased 
679,000 persons over the previous month. 

This great unemployment is not the 
result of layoffs and curtailments in cer­
tain industries or in certain geographical 
areas. The condition is general through­
out the entire country. Nearly every 
productive industry of our Nation has 
been sorely hit. · 

I have only to point to my State, Ne­
vada, where the situation has become 
most serious. Every day I receive letters 
and calls from companies seeking my aid, 
assistance, and advice. Every day I re­
ceive letters from individuals asking if 
I can help them in some way to get part­
time work so they can feed their children. 

Figures I have received from Nevada 
show that in January 1958, unemploy­
ment was up 78 percent over the year 
before, and 30.3 percent over the previous 
month. Approximately 10 percent of the 
wage earners in Nevada are without jobs. 
Many others are working on a part-time 
basis. Unemployment payments are the 
highest in the history of the State. The 
trend of unemployment is up-there 
seems to be no sign of a leveling off. 

One ·of the greatest factors in Nevada 
unemployment is the almost complete 
collapse of the mining industry. Because 
our domestic mines cannot compete with 
cheaply produced foreign ores they have 
been forced to curtail their operations or 
shut down completely. These shut­
downs not only affect the mines, but 
mills, equipment d~aler$, auto dealers, 
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grocerymen, and other mercbants in the 
areas where the mines are located. The 
closing of a mine acts like the prover­
bial snowball rolling downhill. No mat­
ter how large or how small the mine, the 
unemployment results continue to grow 
and grow. 

Nevada is not unique in this situa­
tion-it has bappened in every State 
where mining plays a part in the econ­
omy. 

On February 26 of this year the gov­
ernors from the 11 Western States met 
in Colorado Springs, Colo., to discuss mu­
tual problems. 

These governors face every day the 
problems we talk about here. They have 
an up-to-the-minute knowledge of the 
conditions as they exist. One of the 
problems discussed at the meeting was 
the mining situation, and as a result of 
that discussion a resolution was adopted 
setting forth their collective views. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have the resolution on metals and 
mineral mining adopted by the western 
governors appear in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the resolu­
tion was ordered to be printed .in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
METAL AND MINERAL-RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY 

WESTERN GOVERNORS' BUSINESS SESSION 

Whereas in the last 20 years the United 
States has changed from almost complete 
self-sufficiency in nonferrous metals to al­
most 50 percent dependence on foreign sup­
plies; and 

Whereas 1n the same 20 years tariffs have 
been reduced both by actual reduction of 
rates and by internal inflation of the cur­
rency by from 60 to 80 percent so that they 
are now almost universally below 10 percent 
ad valorem; and 

Whereas during that period mining costs 
have risen to 3 to 4¥2 times the 1938 level 
while prices have risen only to 2 to 2% times 
1938 prices; and 

Whereas the world mining industry has 
supplied all the metals and minerals for 
two wars and the United States Government 
stockpiles; and 

Whereas those stockpiles are now filled and 
the productive capacity which supplied met­
als and minerals for those stockpiles is no 
longer needed; and 

Whereas while much of this capacity w~ 
built in foreign countries with United States 
Government encouragement most of the por­
tion which will have to close because of high 
costs lies within the United States; and 

Whereas foreign metals and minerals now 
enjoy about one-half of the United States 
market and unless adequate steps are taken 
they will take over much of the remaining 
one-half now supplied by domestic pro­
ducers; and 

Whereas it is self-evident that domestic 
mining cannot long survive unless it is as­
sured its fair share of the domestic market 
on a reasonably long-term basis; and 

Whereas the internal economic health of 
most of the Western States is heavily de­
pendent on the dollars brought into those 
States by the export of metals and minerals 
and those few Western States not so directly 
dependent on the mineral industry are di­
rectly affected by the economic health of 
the adjoining States who are more depend­
ent on the industries; and 

Whereas much of the tax income on which 
the Westem State governments operate is 
derived directly or indirectly from the min­
eral industry; and 

Whereas it is .day by pay becoming more 
apparent that in the event of another na_-

tiona! emergency no appreciable amounts­
of any metal or . mineral will be available 
from overseas sources and if the Eastern 
States are to have metals for the manufac­
ture of munitions and essential civilian re­
quirements they must come from the ·west 
and from Canada and Mexico; and 

Whereas, should such an emergency result 
in the use of atomic weapons, the amounts­
of metals and minerals required for mini-­
mum reconstruction would -be far be­
yond any currently available supply: Now 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, ·That the maintenance of a 
healthy metal and mineral mining industry 
in the Western States is of the utmost ·eco­
nomic importance to those States both fo~ 
themselves and as major markets for eastern 
manufacturers, as well as being of the ut­
most importance to the national security, 
and such a healthy industry may best be 
maintained by-

1. Joint action by the administration and 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committees 
of both Houses and the Congress is adopt­
ing and implementing a national minerals 
policy without delay; and by 

2. The Ways and Means Committee of tl:ie 
House of Representatives and the Senate 
Finance Committee taking all steps which 
may be needed to assure to the domestic 
mining industry at least one-half of the 
domestic market or the present proportion 
of the domestic market (whichever is higher) 
either by adequate tariffs, excise taxes, or 
quotas or allocation of import receipts or 
such combination as may be most suitable 
whenever an individual metal or mining in­
dustry has shown it can reach such levels .• 

More specifically it is recommended: 
As to lead, zinc, tungsten. and mercury, 

the Tariff Commission take early and favor­
able action. 

As to copper, lead, and zinc, the Congress 
approve pending industry legislation, and 
that the Tariff Commission approve applica­
tions for tariff relief now pending before that 
Commission. 

As to cobalt, tungsten, mercury, fluorspar~ 
columbium (and possibly manganese). the 
House Ways and Means Committee approve 
legislation providing sufficient import con­
trol to maintain present domestic levels of 
production. 

As to antimony, chrome, asbestos (and 
possibly manganese) , the House Ways and 
Means Committee to approve legislation 
allocating import receipts to maintain a 
minimum nucleus of production in these 
metals. 

As to thorium, the Atomic Energy Com­
mission either to provide a purchase pro­
gram or release it from Government control 
and cease the purchase of foreign monazite 
at the expense of closing domestic mines. 

As to uranium, the Atomic Energy Com­
mission refrain from purchasing high-cost 
foreign production while limiting produc­
tion domestically. We urge and request that 
action be taken to locate adequate purchas­
ing depots and ·milling facilities sufficiently 
close to ore reserves and stockpiles in order 
to decrease the costs of transportation to 
producers and to the Government. 

As to gold and silver, grant to United 
States citizens the same right to own gold 
as granted to foreign governments and an 
increase in the depletion rate from 15 to 
23 percent. 

Mr. BmLE. Mr. President, it would be 
well for all of us to pay particular heed 
to the resolution of the governors. 
Their firsthand knowledge of the situa­
tion in the various States is invaluable 
in helping us chart the course to re­
covery. 

Mining, while only one segment of our 
Nation's economy, is a basic segment. 

This industry, which provides the raw 
materials for the Nation's manufactur­
ing, in peace and in war, must remain 
strong ~nd be ev~r ready to produce. 

Positive governmental action to aid 
the mining industry is needed to furnish 
the basis for long-range planning, for it 
is in mining and the other basic indus­
tries that an end to the current recession 
must be accomplished. 

DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT 
BECAUSE OF AGE 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on Tues_. 
day evening the great national organiza­
tion, the Fraternal Order of Eagles, held 
a reception at the Hotel Statler in Wash­
ington for national officers and others 
who had worked in a great campaign, in 
which there had been gathered an esti­
mated 800,000 signatures from members 
of the organization throughout the 
United States, in support of the effort of 
myself, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
NEUBERGER], my distinguished colleague 
[Mr. IvEsJ, and other Members o.f Con­
gress, to prevent the denial of opportu­
nity of jobs to those over 40. 

The outpouring of signatures was fan­
tastic, and I ask unanimous consent that 
there may be printed in the RECORD a 
summary of the signatures, by States, 
totaling 671,246. 

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

Jobs after 40-totals by States 
Total 

Alaska -------------------------- ·625 
Canada -------------------------- 226 
Hawaii --------------------------- 279 
Alabama ------------------------- 1, 987 
~zona -------------------------- 5,200 
Arkansas ------------------------ 1,867 
California ------------------------ §:1, 817 
Colorado -----------,------------ 10, 532 
Connecticut ---------------------- 6, 110 
Delaware ------------------------ 650 
District of Columbia_______________ 171 

Florida --------------------------- 1, 201 
(Jeorgia -------------------------- 579 
Idaho ---------------------------- 5,096 
Illinois --------------------------- 56, 459 
Indiana -----------·--------------- 33, 231 
Iowa ---------------------------- 14, 399 
Kansas -------------------------- 9, 173 
Kentucky ------------------------ 1, 950 
Louisiana ------------------------ 473 
~aine ---------------------------- 4,406 
~aryland ------------------------- .8,859 
Massachusetts ------------------- 14, 387 
Michigan ------------------------- 47, 407 
Minnesota--~--------------------- 11,669 
Missouri -------------------------- 8, 737 
Montana__________________________ 6,717 
Nebraska__________________________ 9, 140 
Nevada--------------·------------- 8,366 New Hampshire ______ ,_____________ 2, 502 

New MexicO----------------------- 45 
New JerseY------------------------ 8,402 
New York------------------------- 17, 359 
North Dakota___________________ 6, 535 
()hiO------------------------------ . 93,772 
()klahoma------------------------ 109 
c:>regon--------------·------------- 21,585 
Pennsylvania--------------------- 61, 47i 
Rhode Island. ____ ~------------ 2, 391 
South Dakota.____________________ l, 391 
Tennessee______________________ 4, 256 
Texas---------------------------- 14,566 trtah______________________________ 5,061 

,ernaont-------------------------- . 2,357 
1lirginia___________________________ 8, 178 
VVashington----------------------- 54,313 
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Jobs after 40-totals by States~Continued 
Total 

~est Virginia ___________________ : _ 8,575 

~isconsin------------------------- 37,875 
VVyonaing------------·------------- 11,094 

TotaL---------------------- 668, 560 
Petitions, Mar. 7------------------ 2, 686 

Grand totaL---------------- 671, 246 

Mr. JAVITS. The part in this effort 
which I am playing, and which I have 
the great honor to share with my col­
league from Oregon and other Senators, 
is to work hard for a bill which deals 
with the effort to prohibit discrimina­
tion in employment on the ground of 
age. It isS. 1073, sponsored by my sen­
ior colleague from New York [Mr. 
JvEsJ. the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
PAYNE], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MORTON], and myself. 

At present only five States have stat­
utes on their books against age discrim­
ination in employment. They are Mas­
sachusetts, Pennsylvania, Colorado, Lou­
isiana, and Rhode Island. 

We realize that in the present reces­
sion those over 45 are likely to be the 
first to be laid off from employment, 
and we also know of the indispensable 
need for skill and experience, and that 
there is a tremendous need for the serv­
ices of these older persons in our coun­
try. · We also know that this skilled 
labor force has time and time again 
been called upon in the course of na­
tional need. Therefore I am grateful 
to the Eagles for their campaign. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. NEUBERGER. It is a pleasure 

to be associated with the distinguished 
Senator from New York in the effort to 
prevent discrimination, merely because 
of age, against men and women seeking 
jobs. The Senator from New York has 
suggested that very comprehensive leg­
islation should be enacted in this field. 
Following his lead, I have proposed the 
enactment of legislation which in prin­
ciple is essentially similar to· that sug­
gested by the Senator from New York, 
but that, as a beginning, will apply only 
in the field .of Government contracts 
and Government procurement of sup­
plies. l believe that would be a very en­
couraging start. 

For example, the Federal budget now 
totals approximately $73 billion every 
fiscal year. I am informed that the De­
fense Department alone has entered into 
contracts which provide for expenditures 
totaling the huge sum of $19,100,000,000 
during the current fiscal year. These 
funds will be sufficient to provide for the 
employment of hundreds of thousands, 
if not millions, of workers. If we could 
start in this very large and vital area 
to provide by law tliat no person shall 
be denied a job in the supplying of a 
governmental need or in the filling of a 
Government contract merely because of 
his or her age; we would achieve a great 
step toward social justice. 

I wish to join the Senator from New 
York in commending 'the Fraternal Or­
der of Eagles for taking the lead in pio­
neering this particular proposed legis-

lation. If I am riot mistaken, the Fra­
ternal Order of Eagles was the first 
large organization in our country to sug­
gest that the original Social Security 
Act be adopted. That gre.at program 
protects all men and women in their 
later years against poverty and against 
the shame and degradation of the poor­
house. The Eagles are acting in conso­
nance with the leadership they showed in 
the field of social security when they take 
the leadership in working with Senators 
like the Senator from New York and a 
great many other able Members of the 
Senate in seeking to prevent discrimina­
tion because of age in the procurement 
of work. 
. To demonstrate the need for this type 
of legislation, I should like to read two 
paragraphs from a monumental study 
entitled ''Economic Needs of Older 
People,'' by John J. Corson, former Di­
rector of the Bureau of Old Age and 
Survivors Insurance, and Prof. John W. 
McConnell, Cornell's dean of graduate 
studies. This is what these eminent men 
said in their authoritative report pub­
lished by the 20th Century Fund in 1956: 

Unenaploynaent is at a naininauna at ages 
35-44, and rises gradually between 45 and 
64. Unenaploynaent figures for naen aged 65 
or over understate the extent of unemploy­
ment and refiect the tendency of older un­
enaployed men to withdraw from the labor 
force. 

Once unenaployed, older workers renaain 
out of work longer than younger workers. 
The 1940 census, for exanaple, showed a higher 
percentage of unenaployed wage and salaried 
workers aged 65 or over who had been out 
of work for naore than 2 years than of unena­
ployed workers under age 45. The similarity 
between experience in 1940, when unena­
ploynaent was substantial, and in 1950, when 
it was unusually low, reinforces the corre­
lation between age and length of unenaploy­
ment. 

Mr. President, for these and many 
other reasons I am pleased and proud 
to join with my colleague, the distin­
guished junior Senator from New York, 
in this very vital and urgent cause of 
jobs after the age of 40. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the distin­
guished Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a statement by the Fraternal 
Order of Eagles on this subject may be 
printed at this point in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
AVALANCHE OF PETITIONS FROM FRATERNAL 

ORDER OF EAGLES ASKS END OF EMPLOYMENT 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PERSONS OvER 40 
~ASHINGTON, D. C.-A strong case for leg-

islation to ban discrimination because of 
age in hiring of persons by Governnaent con­
tractors was naade today when petitions 
signed by 671 ,328 persons and circulated by 
naenabers of the Fraternal Order of Eagles 
were presented to Senators and Representa­
tives interested in the organization's "jobs 
over 40" canapaign now before Congress. 

Petitions !rona each of the 48 States, Alas­
ka, Hawaii, and the District of Colunabia were 
presented to legislators at ceremonies in the 
Hotel Statler by Judge Robert ~. Hansen, 
of Milwaukee, ~is., chairnaan of the na­
tional prograna of the Fraternal Order of 
Eagles. The national organization, which 
.was instrup1ental . in the drive for original 
passage of the Social Security Act in the 

1930's and other welfare measures, has un­
dertaken a canapaign to eliminate age dis­
crimination in enaploynaent as "an unwar­
:ranted practice which is depriving thousands 
of physically sound, skilled, and experienced 
workers of the means of a livelihood," Han­
sen said. 

"This is a tragic waste of manpower in 
the Anaerican economy," he added. 

Judge Hansen said need for abolishing job 
restrictions against persons over -40 is re­
flected in a report of the United States Ena­
ployment Service showing that more than 
half of all enaploynaent _openings specify up­
per-age linaitations. The Eagles' "jobs after 
40" canapaign, Hansen said, was started as "a -
resolute afilrnaation of the right of every per­
son, regardless of his or her age, to equal 
opportunity in enaploynaent." 

The petitions signed by 671,328 persons 
are "evidence of public interest in the prob­
lem of age discrimination by employers, and 
the desire for inanaediate corrective legisla­
tion," Hansen added. Petitions included sig­
natures of 93,772 persons frona Ohio; 61,-
471 !rona Pennsylvania; 56,459 !rona Illinois; 
54,313 frona ~ashington; 47,707 !rona Mich­
igan; 41,817 from California; 37,875 frona 
~isconsin; 33,231 from Indiana; 21,585 frona 
Oregon; 17,359 frona New York. 

Efforts of the Eagles to obtain enactnaent 
of legislation to wipe out age barriers center 
around bills introduced in the Senate by 
Senators RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, Denaocrat, of 
Oregon, and JACOB JAVITS, Republican, of 
New York, and a group of cosponsors; and a 
nunaber of conapanion bills introduced in the 
House of Representatives by Representatives 
AL ULLMAN, Denaocrat, of Oregon; CHARLES 
0. PORTER, Denaocrat, of Oregon; HENRY S. 
REUss, Denaocrat, of ~isconsin; JoHN B. 
BENNETT, Republican, of Michigal}; BARRATT 
O'HARA, Denaocrat, of Illinois; ARcH A. 
MooRE, JR., Republican, of ~est Virginia; 
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, Democrat, of ~iscon­
son; MELVIN PRICE, Denaocrat, of Illinois; 
~ILLIAM G. BRAY, Republican, of Indiana; 
HAROLD R. COLLIER, Republican, of Illinois. 

S. 3188, a bill introduced by- Senator NEu­
BERGER, of Oregon, and nine cosponsors, would 
amend regulations governing ternas of con­
tracts with agencies of the Federal Govern­
ment so as to forbid contractors fronainapos­
ing any requirement of maximum age when 
hiring workers. The objectives of the Neu­
berger bill have been endorsed by the Eagles. 
NEUBERGER was joined in sponsoring the bill 
by Senators ~AYNE MoRSE, Denaocrat, of Ore­
gon; HUBERT HUMPHREY, Denaocrat, Of Min­
nesota; MIKE MANSFIELD, Denaocrat, of Mon­
tana; EsTEs KEFAUVER, Democrat, of Tennes­
see; PAUL DouGLAS, Democrat, of Illinois; 
~ARREN G. MAGNuSON, Denaocrat, of ~ash­
ington; JoHN CARROLL, Denaocrat, of Colo­
rado; WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Denaocrat, of Wis­
consin, and RALPH W. YARBOROUGH, Denao­
Crat, of Texas. 

Senator JAVITS also has introduced a bill 
(S. 3433) prohibiting age discrinaination by 
Federal contractors and another bill of 
-broader coverage (S. 1073), cosponsored by 
Senators IRVING M. IVEs, Republican, of New 
York; FREDERICK G. PAYNE, Republican, of 
Maine, and THRUSTON B. MORTON, Republi­
can, of Kentucky, establishing a national act 
against age discrinaination in enaploynaent 
banning age limits in other categories of 
business, trade, and commerce. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call at­
tention to the fact that petitions signed 
by about 500,000 adult Americans are 
available in the Senate Chamber. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
might add that the petitions from the 
Eagles show a very impressive total, too. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I shall be glad to yield 
if niy time lias not ex.Dired. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for not to exceed 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 2 minutes. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. I have listened with 

great interest to the speech just made 
by the Senator from New York, con­
curred in by the Senator from Oregon, 
concerning the very worthy project of 
"jobs after 40," a project sponsored pri­
marily by the Fraternal Order of Eagles. 
Certainly efforts along this line are 
steps in the right direction. I am proud 
that my State of Nevada ranks second 
to the State of Montana . among the 
States which were the first to enact old­
age assistance laws, sponsored originally 
by the Fraternal Order of Eagles. Ne­
vada lost the honor of being the firs·t 
only by minutes. That was many years 
ago, prior to the conception of social 
security. 

The Fraternal Order of Eagles is to 
be commended for its work in the old­
age assistance and social security fields. 
This step in the · direction of providing 
jobs after 40 is worthwhile. I am proud 
to be a lifelong member of the Order 
of Eagles. I think it is one order which 
actually gets things done. I join with 
my colleagues from New York and Ore­
gon in their commendation of the 
Eagles. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. NEUBERGER. I, too, share with 

the able Senator from Nevada member­
ship in the Fraternal Order of Eagles. 
I wish I could say that my State of Ore­
gon was among the five in the list enu­
merated by the Senator from New York 
which had adopted legislation to prevent 
discrimination because of a, person's 
age. As a member of the Oregon State 
Senate, I sponsored such a bill, but, alas, 
it failed to become law. 

However, I have rejoiced that my 
State, together with Nevada and other 
States, has enacted enlightened legisla­
tion in the field of old -age assistance so 
as to help take care of men and women 
in the later years of their lives. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I asso­
ciate myself with the remarks just made 
by the distinguished junior Senator from 
New York, the distinguished junior Sen­
ator from Oregon, and the distinguished 
junior Senator from Nevada concerning 
the fine work which the Eagles are doing 
to bring about the enactment of legisla­
tion designed to protect the employment 
rights of the elderly. 

I was happy to hear my friend from 
New York list Pennsylvania as one of 
the States which have taken at least 
some type of appropriate action. It may 
be only a coincidence, but, on the other 
hand, there may be a cause and effect 
relationship, that the present president 
of the national Eagles group is Maurice 
Splain, who was the chairman of the 
Democratic State Committee of Penn-

sylvania at the time, I believe, when the 
legislation of that State was enacted. 

Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Pennsylvania. 

PROPOSED · EXTENSION OF . EAST 
FRONT OF THE CAPITOL 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, an inter­
esting debate took place in the Chamber 
a few days ago concerning the east front 
of the Capitol. We who felt that a seri­
ous mistake was being made in permit­
ting the existing authorization to extend 
the east front 32 feet 6 inches to con­
tinue in effect were defeated in an effort 
to suspend the rule in order to attempt 
to provide legislation to stop that ac­
tivity. However, we have not given up. 

This morning the New York Times has 
published an excellent editorial entitled 
"Thirty-two Feet Six Inches." I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times of March 13, 

1958] 
THIRTY-TWO FEET SIX INCHES 

To gain 32¥2 feet of space at a cost of 
more than than $10 million the Commis­
sion for Extension of the United States 
Capitol under whiplash of Speaker SAM 
RAYBURN is going doggedly ahead with its 
plan to vandalize the oldest part of this 
beautiful and historic building. 

The Commission is doing this despite the 
fact that some of the most prominent archi­
tectural spokesmen in the country-includ­
ing the American Institute of Architects­
are vehemently against the plan. A Senate 
committee has tried to halt the· plan, the 
House has held no hearings on the plan, 
and practically nobody except Mr. RAYBURN 
and his so-called Architect of the Capitol 
(who is no architect) can be found in favor 
of the plan. 

But because Congress without thinking 
and virtually without debate did appropriate 
the necessary funds in 1955 and 1956, the 
Commission has the power to proceed-un­
less legislation is passed to stop it. Even if 
the Senate should approve its Public Works 
Committee's bill to reconsider the proposed 
rebuilding of the east front-and an abor­
tive effort to achieve this end by means of a 
rider was blocked a couple of days ago-there 
would still remain the insurmountable ob­
stacle of getting such a measure through 
the House over Mr. RAYBURN's veto. Such is 
the influence of the Speaker on matters like 
this that House bills to block the project 
can't even obtain consideration in com­
mittee. 

The responsibility is thus thrown square­
ly on the Commission. In addition to Mr. 
Rayburn and Capitol Architect J. George 
Stewart the Commission consists of House 
Minority Leader Joseph W. Martin, Jr., who 
is known to have opposed the plan, Vice 
President Nixon and Senator Knowland. It 
seems to us that it's up to the last two gen­
tlemen to join with Mr. Martin and out­
vote Messrs. Rayburn and Stewart in order 
to prevent a senseless desecration of the 
Nation's most historic monument. And if 
they're going to do it, they'd better do it 
soon. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the edi­
torial points out that S. 2883, which is 
now on the calendar, with an amendment 
sponsored by me and a number of other 
Senators, should promptly be called up 
for action. I hope the majority leader 

and the minority leader will agree to take 
that position, so that the question may 
be debated and the Senate may vote its 
own views about extending the east front 
of the Capitol. 

But the editorial also makes this sug­
gestion, which I call to the attention of 
the minority leader through his substi­
tute, the distinguished junior Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAViTsl, whom I 
see sitting in the minority leader's chair, 
and also to . the attention of the Vice 
President, whom we were all so happy 
and pleased to see in the ch::tir yesterday 
afternoon, even though the action which 
he took while he was there did not hap­
pen to meet with my personal approval. 

The editorial suggests that the Vice 
President and the minority leader of the 
Senate should convene another meeting 
of the Capitol Commission and add their 
votes, in opposition to this quite unwise 
proposal, to the already existing vote of 
Representative MARTIN, and thus take, by 
administrative action, a step which 
would make unnecessary the long, hard 
legislative process which will confront us 
if we desire to go along with all the 
architects and historians who feel that a 
great mistake is about to be made. 

Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Pennsylvania. 

FOREIGN AID 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, we have 

heard so much ridicule, so many smears, 
and so many slogans as a substitute for 
thought in opposition to the mutual 
security program that I think it is time 
a few of us who sponsor and favor that 
program as being vital to the interests of 
American national security and defense, 
and a wonderful expression of the com­
passionate feeling of a great and rich 
Nation toward its poorer less fortunate 
companions overseas, should come to the 
defense of ' that program. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
splendid editorials, one entitled "Foreign 
Aid Facts," published in the Philadel­
phia-Evening Bulletin, and the other en­
titled "Grass, Bathtubs, and Foreign 

. Aid," published in the Philadelphia In­
quirer, may· be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin} 

FOREIGN Am FACTS 
Ridicule, smears, and slogans are the chief 

weapons used by opponents of foreign aid. 
They cost little and are effective. Striped 
pants for Greek undertakers and bathhouses 
for Egyptian camel drivers are catchy stories 
that make a hit with those who persist in 
believing the foreign-aid program is a useless 
giveaway. 

James H. Smith, Jr., the program's director, 
debunked with facts some of these tales of 
waste. 

In an enterprise that spends billions every 
year some mistakes are bound to be made. 
Economic aid to undeveloped nations is com­
paratively new to our Government. Miscal­
culations a.nd waste creep into domestic pro­
grams of the Government and are certain 
when this country is working in a foreign 
field. 

But however funny and wasteful mistakes 
may be, they do not add up to an argument 
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for rejection of the entire program. -They do 
call for a tightening of the administration of 
foreign assistan~e when they are based on 
facts and not fancies. Military and economic 
aid to our allies and friendly nations is too 
important to our national safety to be 
wrecked by distortion of details. 

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer] 
GRASS, BATHTUBS, AND FOREIGN AID 

Critics of the foreign aid program who 
have resorted to charging that American dol­
lars were being spent for such ridiculous 
projects as c.!!mel drivers' bathtubs no doubt 
have intended their attacks to build up re­
sentment· against the whole concept of 
American assistance abroad. 

But, as a result of the blunt defense of 
James H. Smith, Jr., Director of the Interna­
tional Cooperation Administration, before a · 
House committee this week, the critics' tac­
tics may, in the end, contribute to better un­
derstanding of economic aid to other coun­
tries. 

••Bathtubs for Egyptian camel drivers" was, · 
of course, a -slight overstatement of what was 
going on. Smith, however, freely conceded 
that American funds had peen spent for a 
public health program to stamp out hook­
worm, and camel drivers could use the facil­
ities, like anybody else. 

Smith also answered other criticisms. Ice­
boxes for Eskimos, the ICA had no aid pro­
gram for Eskimos, hence no iceboxes. Lawns 
for the people of Lebanon? Not exactly, but 
ICA did aid in a project to plant grass to 
prevent erosion, one of the major problems 
in a desert land where good soil is rare and 
vitally important. Flying Arabs to Mecca. 
Yes when Arab transportation broke down 
in i952, the State Department and Air Force 
supplied planes to take Arabs to their holy 
city-and were paid regular commercial 
rates. 

The point about these projects, on the sur­
face so easy to ridicule, is that they mak~ 
sense from the standpoint of the people re-_ 
ceiving aid. · A health project excluding 
camel drivers would be senseless in Egypt. 
An aid program which failed to t ake into ac­
count the erosion problem in Lebanon would 
not win friends among the Lebanese. 

Smith's defense didn't do away with the 
need for constant supervision of foreign aid 
products. Waste can,'t be tolerated. 

But, if foreign aid is to raise living stand­
ards and win friends for the United States 
in other countries, it must deal with the 
problems of those countries. Even a bath 
tor a camel driver could pay off for the 
United States. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, we all 
agree that whatever waste there may be 
in the foreign aid program should be 
hunted out and eliminated. We all 
agree that those who make mistakes 
should be held accountable and that the 
mistakes should be rectified. But let us 
not burn down the house of American 
national security in the hope of killing 
a few mice. 

HARM TO PRESTIGE OF THE UNITED 
STATES BY TRANSGRESSIONS OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, today 

I wish to call attention to the transgres­
sions of certain Government employees 
whose guilt cannot be measured in terms 
of dollars and cents, but, rather, in the 
harm they have done to the prestige of 
the United States in the country in which 
they were serving. In the Philippines a 
group of Federal "€�nployees, when 
charged with having been engaged in 

an active black-market currency opera­
tion, took the fifth amendment, rather · 
tban answer the charges; one of these 
fifth amendment employees is still being 
carried on the Federal payroll. 

It is recognized that allegations 
. against an individual do not constitute 
guilt; however, when employees of the 
United States Government take the fifth 
amendment, rather than answer charges 
of improper action in connection with 
official duties, as far as I am concerned 
they assume guilt, and should summari­
ly be fired. 

Several months ago my attention was 
called to this alleged_ major black-mar­
ket currency operation in the PJ'lilip­
pines. I promptly placed an inquiry with 
the departments involved, and have re­
ceived the following information: 

This black-market operation in cur­
rency was i4vestigated by the Intelli­
gence Unit of the Veterans' Administra­
tion between July and September, 1953, 
with their report being filed on October 
13, 1953. 

The report showed that approximately 
30 Government employees were in­
volved. Some were involved only to a 
minor extent; however, one had con­
verted over $100,000 in a calendar year, 
and the 1-year operations of another ex­
ceeded a quarter of a million dollars. 

When confronted with these charges 
concerning their questionable transac­
tions, several of the Federal employees 
took the fifth amendment, rather . than 
answer to the agency conducting the 
investigation. 

In some instances, those who had 
taken the fifth amendment later with­
drew their claims to rights under this 
amendment, and gave testimony in 
answer to the charges. 

I find that one employee, Mr. Lloyd D. 
Margerum, who insisted upon his rights 
under the fifth amendment, and who re­
fused to answer the charges against him, 
is still on the Federal payroll. 

At the time of the charges, Mr. Mar­
gerum was ·serving as assistant supply 
officer in Manila, at a salary of $5,435 
per annum. Although insisting upon his 
rights under the fifth amendment, he 
was not fired, but merely was demoted 
from a grade GS-9 to GS-7 and was 
transferred from the Philippines to the 
veterans hospital in Wilmington, Del. 
Later he was transferred to Puerto Rico 
where, as of January 21, 1958, he held 
the position in the Veterans' Adminis­
tration as chief of the supply division, 
at a salary of $5,710 per annum. 

Another employee involved was Dr. 
Benjamin Wandruff, formerly chief, pro­
fessional section. ~e records of the 
Bank of America, Taft, Calif.; the Na­
tional City Bank of New York, New York 
City; and the Ann Arbor Bank, of Ann 
Arbor, Mich., disclose that during the 
period July 1952 to July 1953 deposits of 
approximately $250,000 were made by Dr. 
Wandruff and/ or his wife. During the. 
period of July 29, 1'952, to June 1953, he 
purchased United States postal money 
orders totaling $112,600. · 

When confronted with the charges of 
being engaged in black-market-currency 
operations, Dr. Wandruff invoked his 
rights under the fifth amendment, and 
r<efused to answer any questions con-

cernihg his financial transactions. He 
was removed from Government service. 

Another Federal employee in the Phil· 
ippines, who is charged with having re­
mitted more than $100,000 to the United 
States during a 1-year period, is Mr. Wal­
ter T. Ridlehuber, former adjudicator, 
GS-9, at a salary of $5,685 per annum: 

The records of Bossier Bank & Trust 
Co., Bossier City, La.; the Bank of Amer­
ica, harbor branch, San Francisco, Calif.; 
and the National City Bank of New York, 
New York City; show that during the 
period July 1952 to July 1953 Mr. Walter 
T. Ridlehuber and/or ·Mrs. Ridlehuber 
deposited approximately $130,000 in their 
acco;unts maintained in the above banks. 

According to official records Mr. Ridle­
huber purchased United States postal 
money orders totaling $·65,111.85 during 
the period July 3, 1952, to July 21, 1953. 

Both Dr. Wandruff and Mr. Ridlehu­
ber, when interviewed by the Veterans' 
Administration, invoked their rights 
under the fifth amendment, and refused 
to answer any questions concerning the 
above or other financial transactions. 
Both men were removed from Govern­
ment service; but, to my knowledge, no 
other action was taken against them. 

There is also evidence indicating that 
employees of some of the agencies other 
than the Veterans' Administration were 
involved to a somewhat similar . extent, 
and that the sarne practic·e-that of 
Government employees engaging in the 
manipulation of the native currency­
has spread to other countries in the far 
eastern area. · 

Accordingly, I have referred the prob­
lem to the. Comptroller General of the 
United States, with the request that his 
office conduct an independent examina­
tion and render a report as to present 
conditions. · 

I wish to thank Mr. Sumner G. Whit­
tier, the new Administrator of the Vet­
erans' Administration, for his coopera­
tion 'in obtaining the necessary infor­
mation to make this report, and to 
compliment him on the aggressive man­
ner in which he is currently moving. 
forward to handle the situation. 

I shall not delay the Senate by a dis­
cussion ·of 'each of the individual cases 
involved; however, as evidence of the 
extent and seriousness of these irregu­
larities in the Philippine area, I ask 
unanimous consent to have incorporated 
in the RECORD, as a part of my remarks, 
a portion of the report by the intelli­
gence agent on this case. 

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

OFFICE OF APPRAISAL AND SECURITY, 
I ·NVESTIGATION SERVICE, 

October 13, 1953. 
Subject: Alleged irregularities, VA regional 

office, Manila, P. I. 
(Investigation by: ·Thomas C. Doherty, 

Donald A. MacCallum. Period of investiga­
tion: July 7, 1953, through September 4, 
1953.) 

BRIEF 

1. This 1nvestlgatiori was· authorized after 
it had been brought to the attention of VA 
central <>ffice by the then manager, R. B. 
Lovett, Manila regional office, that the in­
telligence d1v1sion, Central Bank of the Phil­
ippines, and the office of special investiga­
t ion, Far East Air F-orce, were conducting 
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investigations into the activities of certain 
VA employees alleged to be involved in 
black-market · activities. 

2. Investigation disclosed: 
(a) That for a profit, the following em• 

ployees engaged extensively in foreign ex­
change transactions in violation of VA policy, 
Philippine exchange control laws and regu­
lations, United States Army and United 
State Air Force currency and postal regula­
tions, which resulted in revocation of their 
APO and other privileges extended. by the 
13th Air Force and in bringing discredit 
and embarrassment upon the VA and the 
United States Government: Dr. Benjamin 
Wandrutr, chief, professional section; Doug­
las M. Morrill, former chief attorney; Wil­
liam E. Diner, chief, administrative divi­
sion; Ralph S. Frame, assistant finance 
officer; Lloyd D. Margerum, assistant supply 
officer; Harold V. Seiferd, authorization of­
ficer; Norman D. Enke, adjudicator, and 
Walter T. Ridlehuber, adjudicator. The fore­
going employees refused to answer pertinent 
questions relating to their financial activities 
by invoking their privilege under the fifth 
amendment or on the basis that they were 
of a personal nature and of no concern to 
the VA. 

(b) That for a profit, John K. Winn, su­
pervising attorrtey; Thomas McEwen, field 
examiner, and John Shrader, chief, account­
ing section, finance division, engaged in for­
eign exchange transactions in violation of 
Philippine exchange control laws, regula­
tions, etc., but to a lesser degree than the 
above mentioned employees. These employ­
ees also refused to answer pertinent ques­
tions relating to their financial activities by 
invoking their privileges under the .fifth 
amendment. 

(c) That li other employees of the MRO 
had engaged in foreign exchange transac­
tions in violation of Philippine exchange 
control laws, regulations, etc. Five of these 
employees admitted that they had done so 
for a profit. The others admitted the 
transactions but claimed that they had en­
gaged in such activities not for profit but as 
a matter of convenience in cashing dollar 
instruments, etc. 

(d) That for a profit, William Y. a:ester, 
attorney adviser, VARO, Little Rock, Ark., 
while assigned to the MRO, did engage in 
foreign exchange transactions in violation of 
Philippine exchange control laws, regulations, 
etc. 

(e) That' Dr. Benjamin Wandrutr, a full­
time employee of DM&S, violated VA regula­
tions by engaging in the private practice of 
medicine. 

(f) That William E. Diner violated VA 
regulations by engaging in speculative activ­
ities. 

(g) Dr. William Crutchett, chief medical 
officer; Earle Sawyer, former chief, VR&E 
division; Ralph S. Frame, assistant finance 
officer; Leandro Gaspar, training specialist, 
VR&E; Moises Diano, facilities specialist, 
VR&E; Jose Adoptante, chief, voucher audit 
section; M. D. Silang Cruz, chief, general 
ledger unit; s . P. Nuguid, business account­
ant: A. R. Velez, business accountant, and 
Romeo Aluning, business accountant, finance 
division, violated VA regulations by accept­
ing gifts, gratuities and; or favors from ap­
proved institutions with whom the VA was 
doing business. 

(h) That the following full-time employ· 
ees of the MRO are engaged· in part-time 
employment with approved educational in­
stitutions or hospitals with whom the VA is 
doing business; A. G. Evangelista, chief lab· 
oratory technician; Glicerio Opinion, Jr., 
docket attorney; Ignacio Katapang, docket 
attorney, and Pascual Trinidad, business 
accountant. 

3. Action taken: 
The following employees resigned or were 

removed as a result of the investigation: 
Dr. Benjamin Wandrutf, chief, professional 

section.-: 

Mr. Willlam E. Diner, chief, administra-
tive division (after receipt of charges). 

Mr. Edward J. Zitek, field examiner. 
Mr. Earle M. Sawyer, chief, VR&E division. 
Amaury R. Velez, business accountant, fi· 

nance division. 
Miguel D. Silang Cruz, chief, general ledger 

unit, finance division. 
Moises B. Diano, ,facilities specialist, VR&E 

division. 
Mr. Douglas M. Morrill, chief attorney. 
Mr. Henry N. Conway, Jr., contact officer. 
Mr. Conrad S. Wilke, assistant chief, ad-

ministrative division. 
Romeo D. Aluning, finance division busi­

ness accountant. 
Sebastian P. Nuguid, business accountant, 

finance division. 
Jose M. Adoptante, chief, voucher audit 

section. 
Mr. Ralph S. Frame, assistant finance offi-

cer. 
Norman D. Enke, adjudicator. 
Mr. Harold V. Seiferd, authorization officer. 
Mr. Walter T. Ridlehuber, adjudicator. 
Mr .. Lloyd D. Margerum, assistant supply 

officer, was demoted from grade G8--'9 to 
GS-7 and transferred to V AH, Wilmington, 
Del. 

Letters of reprimand were issued to the 
following employees: 

John K. Winn, attorney adviser. 
John W. Shrader, chief, accounting section. 
Daniel D. Wolfe, rating specialist. 
William Y. Hester (now · supervisory at-

torney, VARO, Little Rock, Ark.). 
Thomas M. M_cEwen, field examiner. 
Thomas M. Lee, assistant chief attorney. 
James F. Dobbins, supervisory attorney. 

UNEMPLOYMENT IN PENNSYLVANIA 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at this time I 
may proceed to address the Senate for 
not to exceed 10 minutes, on the subject 
of unemployment in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania. 

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

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the un­
employment statistics with which all of 
us are familiar, and which a moment 
ago were called to the attention of the 
Senate by the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], raise a serious 
problem regarding the steps which 
should immediately be taken to help 
terminate the present recession. 

The fact that 5,173,000 persons are 
unemployed makes it clear .that the 
present recession has spread deeper than 
either the 1949 or the 1953 declines. 

A constituent in my office yesterday 
said that when one is still working, . the 
development of widespread unemploy­
ment is a recession; but when one lose~ 
his own job, the development of wide­
spread unemployment is a depression. 

On February 13, there were 464,000 
unemployed persons in the Common­
wealth of Pennsylvania. They consti­
tute 10 percent of the Pennsylvania 
labor force. 

However, in the Pennsylvania areas of 
chronic and persistent unemployment, 
the situation was far worse. For exam­
ple, in the Uniontown-Connellsville area, . 
23% percent of the labor force was un­
employed on January 15. In Schuylkill 
County, in the heart of the hard-coal 
mining region, 18 percent of the labor 
force was unemployed as of January 15. 
Today, these figures are even larger. 

Even in the great metropolitan areas 
of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, unem­
ployment has· been increasing at an 
alarming rate. On_ January 15, there 
were 136,900 unemployed persons in the 
Philadelphia labor market area, and 90,-
900 in the Pittsburgh labor market area. 

Mr. President, last year I heard re­
peatedly on this floor the plea that pub­
lic works and public activities should be 
curtailed and deferred because of the 
menace of inflation. But I submit that 
this year the situation is reversed. This 
is a year when deferred public works 
necessary to overcome the obsolescence 
in the public sector of our economy 
should be taken off the shelf and · made 
the subject of active construction work 
as early as possible this spring. 

I imagine every Member of the Senate 
appreciates the shocking lack of school 
buildings throughout the Nation; Yes­
terday, I had the _privilege of testifying 
before the distinguished chairman and 
his colleagues of the Senate Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. At some 
length I spelled out the critical needs in 
Pennsylvania. Yet, Mr. President, in 
the present economic situation, our State 
and local communities are quite unable 
to finance the needed school buildings. 

Mr. President, we realize the need for 
urban redevelQpment and slum clear­
ance. We realize the need to expedite 
the construction of highways, by means 
of aid through Federai funds. Nothing 
will put more people to work quicker 
than the construction and improvement 
of highways. 

I take pride in the fact that the Gov .. 
ernor of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl­
vania, George M. Leader, has mobilized 
the departments of the State govern­
ment to push ahead every available pub .. 
lic-wqrks project in the Commonwealth, 
at both the local and the State level. 
He has sought the cooperation of the 
senior Senator from Pennsylv~mia [Mr. 
MARTIN] and myself and all the other 
members of the Pennsylvania Congres .. 
sional delegation in respect to pushing 
ahead an accelerated public-works pro­
gram and enacting the needed legisla­
tion therefore at the Federal level. In 
one or two instances we have been able to 
find private employers whose situations 
were such that with a little help from 
either the State government or the Fed­
eral Government, they could put more 
people back to work. 

Mr. President, I hope that when the 
resolution presently pending before the 
Armed Services Committee, and spon­
sored by the distinguished majority 
leader, is considered on the floor, it will 
be amended so as to include the expedit­
ing of defense procurement to the extent 
that procurement is still necessary, be .. 
cause, in my judgment, the expediting 
of necessary defense procurement is a 
splendid way to put people back to work. 

I hope, too, we shall not fall into what, 
to me at least, seems to be the error of 
enacting at this time a large tax reduc .. 
tion measure, because no matter how ap .. 
pealing that may be politically, and from 
the viewpoint of compassion, we cannot 
afford to have in the Federal budget this 
year an enormous deficit. 

I am not one of those who think we 
must have a balanced Federal budget in 



I' 

4202 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE March 13 

times of recession like the present, but 
some Members of this body last year 
fought, at every opportunity, to prevent 
the building of necessary housing, to 
prevent the extension of urban rede­
v-elopment and slum clearance, to pre­
vent school construction, and to stretch 
out our highway program on the 
ground that such programs would con­
tribute to inflation. I should dislike to 
see the same Senators, who I know are 
sincere in their beliefs, say, "We cannot 
afford this year those needed additions 
to our economy, because now ·.we have : 
passed a tax reduction bill, and if the 
public works program cost is ·added to . 
that, there will be a deficit of $10 billion, . 
$11 billion, or $12 billion, and we cannot 
stand that, either logically or from a 
psychological standpoint." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield, but 
I shall probably have to ask for more 
time. 

Mr. JAVITS. I shall be glad to ask 
for time, because the Senator is touching 
on something that is very important. A 
tax cut seems to be an issue before the 
country. 

I agree with the fundamental princi­
ple expressed by the Senator. I have 
been advocating the same thing. The 
theory of those w.ho would cut taxes, in 
the very superficial, attractive way of 
reducing income taxes by increasing ex­
emptions, is that it worked in 1953-54. 
However, every particular recession ·or 
depression is what we lawyers call sui 
generis. It has its own r-easons and its 
own cure. We have analyzed the pres­
ent recession as one caused by inventory 
liquidations and a contraction in ex­
penditures for capital facilities by busi­
ness and industry. A tax reduction 
would not result in more people buying 
commodities of various kinds. What a 
person needs is an assurance that he 
will have his Job tomorrow. I also point 
out that the only one who will get a 
tax reduction is the man who has a job, 
not the man who is unemployed. 

So I am very glad to make comment on 
the statement of the Senator from the 
great State of Pennsylvania. I, too, 
come from a great industrial State. We 
would be fooling our people, and leading 
them up a garden path, if we led them 
to the belief that a tax reduction of $50 
or $70 ·would cure the basic trouble. 
Such a tax reduction would cost the 
Treasury $5 billion, and once it were done, 
it would be done, regardless of its effect. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator. I 
find myself in complete agreement with 
his remarks. 

Mr. President, throughout the Com­
monwealth of Pennsylvania, Governor 
Leader has been holding a series of 
meetings for the purpose of expediting 
already approved public projects at the 
local, State, and Federal levels, and see- ' 
ing what can be done to induce private 
industry to put more people back to 
work. I have attended such meetings 
in Erie, Scranton, and Philadelphia. MY 
executive assistant went to .one in Pitts- · 
burgh. We shall be represented at 
meetings still to be held in Johnstown, 
Altoona, and Harrisburg. Those meet­
ings have been enthusiasticall_y attended 

by individuals from both 'political par­
ties, and have been conducted on a non-
partisan basis. . -· 

The Governor of Pennsylvania, at a 
meeting with a senatoriaf ~nd ·House of 
Representatives delegation, advocated 
legislation, which I shall now call to the 
attention of my colleagues. -

He pointed out the need .for. hospitals 
presently recommended under the Hill­
Burton Act. Two years ago, when over 
$100 million was provided for that pur­
pose, Pennsylvania received $5 million 
of that amount. In this year's budget, : 
the amount recommended is about half 
what it was 2 years ag~and this at a · 
titne when increased construction would . 
put the people back to work. If the 
amount recommended in the budget is 
appropriated, the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania will receive only $2,500,000 
of the fund. 

There are presently available in 
Pennsylvania Hill-Burton projects for 
which $72 million in local funds have 
been committed. In order to get that 
work under way, $20 million in Federal 
money is needed. Perhaps we cannot 
get the whole $20 million, but I do hope 
we shall get from this body and the 
House of Representatives sympathetic 
consideration of the desirability for vast­
ly increased funds for Hill-Burton con­
struction. 

We also need classrooms badly. I hope 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare will report and have considered 
on the ftoor proposed legislation which 
will provide Federal funds with which to 
deal with the classroom shortage. On 
the shelf at the moment in Pennsylvania 
are projects for 400 schools, at a cost 
from State funds of $350 million, which 
cannot be started because of lack of ap­
propriations by the State legislature, 
however needed the schools may be. 

Since World War II, Pennsylvania has 
put $1 billion into the construction of 
needed schools. We need, and hope we 
shall get, Federal help in that regard 
before the adjournment of the present. 
Congress. 

My colleagues know of our need for 
slum clearance and urban redevelop­
ment. Merely because we passed a hous­
ing bill-and it was a good bill, which I 
was glad to support-! hope we shall not 
forget the need for slum clearance and 
urban renewal, and the building of pub­
lic housing that is necessary because of 
the movement of people from urban re­
newal areas, or because of their disloca­
tion caused by the highway program. 
We need help to finance such projects 
at the local level, and to make sure that 
the program is put on a permanent basis, 
and so that we do not follow the futile 
course of trying to throw a greater part 
of the cost bacl{ on the localities and 
States. 

I hope the Senate will give favorable 
consideration to the bill proposed by the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE] to expedite the Federal 
highway construction program, instead 
of stretching it, as was the intention of · 
the administration. 

There are innumerable projects, not 
only in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl­
vania, but throughout the rest of the Na-

tion, which should be taken off the shelf, 
got under way, and expedited. 

While I do not begrudge it for one 
minute, I wish to point out that Penn­
SYlvania furnishes in taxes for ftood 
control and the work under the Army 
Engineers $33 for every dollar it receives 
back. I hope we can improve that ratio 
a little. 
· Another important goal is the protec­

tion of purchasing power. There is 
now before the Finance Committee an 
excellent bill, sponsored by the junior 
Senator from· Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-:- · 
NEDY], and cosponsored by .a number of 
other Senators including myself, which . 
would extend the period for unemp!oy- ' 
ment compensation to 39 weeks and ' 
would provide that 50 percent of the 
wage should be paid ·in unemployment 
compensation up to a higher maximum 
benefit. I urge my colleagues on the 
Finance Committee to schedule early 
hearings on that bill. 

The President has indicated his sym­
pathy with somewhat similar measures. 
I hope we can act quickly on that bill, 
and before the Easter recess, because in 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
benefits are running out, and running 
out rapidly. Despite the great increase 
in unemployment, which is still continu­
i:pg in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl­
v:ania, we have fewer persons on un­
employment compensation today than 
we had 3 months ago. Why? Be­
cause thousands of families have ex­
hausted their 30 weeks of benefits and 
have been forced to go on public relief. 

Mr. President, we need also to enact 
into law an area redevelopment bill, to 
take care of the chronic unemployment 
that abounds in my State and a number 
of othe:r States. I hope the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, of which I 
am a member, will be able to resolve the 
differences as to the form of such a bill 
at an early date. 

The distinguished Senator from Maine 
[Mr. PAYNE], who is a fine member of 
the committee, recently introduced a bill 
which might well provide the basis for a 
compromise to bring an area redevelop­
ment measure to the Senate for con· 
sideration. 

I urge again to my colleagues, Mr. 
President, the necessity for supporting 
such a bill. 

Flnally, there is much proposed small 
business legislation ·which I hope the 
present session of the 85th Congress 
will enact. 

Fir-st, we should give tax relief, and, 
secondly, we should see to it that the 
small-business men have ready access to 
the capital and long-term credit markets, 
through specially set up banks, either in 
the Federal Reserve System, or other­
wise, to enable them to finance needed 
improvements. 

Mr. President, because of the critical 
unemployment situation in my Common­
wealth, I undertook, in cooperation with 
a number of my Pennsylvania col­
leagues in the other body, to write a let­
ter to the President, under date of Feb­
ruary 17, urging him to get the show on 
the road so far as a public-works pro­
gram is concerned. That letter was 
joined by 13 of my colleagues in the other 
body. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimoUs con­

sent that the letter may be printed in the ' 
REcORD at this point in my remarks. 

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

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 

February 17, 1958. 
The PRESIDENT, 

The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, an estimated 435,000 work­
ers were unemployed· as of January 15, rep­
resenting 9.4 percent of the total labor force 
of the Commonwealth. From all reports; 
the number has grown even greater since _ 
January 15. 

Already, we are informed, about 45,000 
workers have exhausted their unemployment 
compensation rights since Labor Day. For 
the most part, these workers and their fam­
ilies are now on the public-assistance rolls. 

As you are aware, unemployment has long 
been a serious problem in the hard- and soft­
coal regions of Pennsylvania. However, at 
the present time, not only these areas but 
the major metropolitan regions of Philadel­
phia, Pittsburgh, and Erie are classed as 
"labor surplus areas." The hardship and 
distress in almost every section of our State 
are severe and growing. 

While we reaiize that economists differ as 
to when a business upturn may occur, we 
have received few indications from our State 
that an upturn will occur promptly or de­
cisively without forceful action directed to­
ward that purpose. 

One quick and effective means to create 
jobs is to speed up public procurement and 
public works of all kinds that are needed · 
and scheduled to be carried out in any case. 
The Governor of our Commonwealth has now 
launched a vigorous program to do what can 
be done to expedite State public works in 
order to create jobs and revive our economy. 
Howeve!', what can be done by State authori­
ties is, necessarily, limited. 

It is our earnest -request that, as Chief 
Executive, you order a similar speedup in the ­
execution and scheduling of defense con-: 
tracts and other Federal procurement, and 
in the execution of authorized Federal public 
works that affect our Commonwealth. 

If Congressional action is necessary in order 
to make this speedup program effective, we 
stand ready to cooperate in enacting neces­
sary legislation. We also stand ready to con­
fer with your representatives on this urgent 
matter at any time. 

Sincerely, 
JosEPHS. CLARK, United States Senator; 

WILLIAM A. BARRE'IT, Member of Con­
gress; KATHRYN E. GRANAHAN, Member . 
of Congress; JAMEs A. BYRNE, Member 
of Congress; WILLIAM J. GREEN, JR., 
Member of Congress; DANIEL J. FLOOD, 
Member of Congress; GEORGE M. 
RHoDEs, Member of Congress; FRANCIS 
E. WALTER, Member of Congress; JOHN 
H. DENT, Member of Congress; FRANK 
M. CLARK, Member of Congress; 
THOMAs E. MoRGAN, Member of Con­
gress; JAMES G. FULTON, Member of 
Congress; HERMAN P. EBERHARTER, 
Member of Congress; ELMER J. HoL­
LAND, Member of Congress. _ 

Mr. CLARK. On February 21, ~. 
President, I received what I can only 
categorize as a most unsatisfac.tory 
answer from the assistant to the Presi- , 
dent, the Honorable Sherman Adams. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous · con­
sent that the letter of Mr. Adams may· 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

CIV--266 

· There being no objection, the letter · 
was ordered to be prin~ed in the RECORD, . 
as follows: · 

· THE WHrrE HousE, 
THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, February 21, 1958. The Honorable JosEPHs. CLARK, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CLARK: The President has 
asked me to acknowledge with his thanks . 
your letter of February 11 on your own be­
half and that of 13 Pennsylvania Congress­
men concerning the economic situation. 

· In his statement of February 12, the Pres­
ident set forth his views as to the signifi­
cance of current economic developments and 
the outlook as he sees it. He also set forth 
in an accompanying Fact Paper the status 
of certain programs and proposals bearing 
on the economic situation. Several of these 
are in the field of public improvements to 
which you make general reference, such as 
a stepped-up rate of expenditures on the 
national-highway-building program, and in­
creased activity in the urban renewal pro­
gram. The Fact Paper also took note of 
the very sharp increase scheduled in the 
first half of this calendar year in the rate 
at which defense-procurement contracts will 
be placed with private industry, as well as 
to the large post-office modernization pro­
gram which the Postmaster General has pre­
s~nted to the Congress at the President's 
direction. 

You can be sure that, in the spirit of his 
February 12 statement, the President will 
t ake every sound step to brake the economic 
decline and foster an early and healthy 
recovery. In that connection he will bear 
in mind the suggestions you have made. 

The President would appreciate the cour­
tesy of your conveying this reply to your 13 
colleagues_ 

Kind regards. 
· Sincerely, 

SHERMAN ADAMS. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I was glad 
to see that thereafter, at least, some mild 
sense of urgency was evidenced by the 
White House. This is not a partisap 
matter, Mr. President; yet I cannot fail 
to have a feeling that what we in this 
body and those in the other body have 
been .trying to do is to push .water uphill, 
to force the executive arm of the Gov­
ernment to do things it should have done 
long ago, to awaken in the 'White House 
a sense of urgency. It recalls to mind 
that if a sense of urgency had existed 
many months ago about another mat­
ter-the state of our national security­
it would have been a great deterrent to 
the humiliation we have suffered in the 
field of national defense, the inadequa­
cies of which have been revealed. If the 
White House had been more keen and 
more alert, action on national defense 
would itself have prevented the current 
recession from sinking to its present 
depths. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

DETECTION OF ATOMIC EXPLOSIONS 
· Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, 6 . 

months ago, the Atomic Energy Com­
mission conducted a test in which a small 
atomic weapon was exploded deep in an 
abandoned mine in Nevada. The purpose 
of the ·test was to give our disarmament 
negotiators information as to whether 
such explosions could. be detected. 

The detection ot such explosions is es­
sential to the policing of any agreement 
to ban the testing of nuclear weapons. 

The importance ef the Nevada under­
ground test was that, if the explosion 
could be detected at a distance sufficiently 
far from the site of the explosion, inter­
national detection stations would be 
feasible. If the explosion could be de­
tected only at short distances, it is ob­
vious that, unless hundreds or thousands 
of detection stations were established in 
such a vast country as the Soviet Union~ 
it would be possible to continue tests in . 
secret despite agreements not to make 
such tests. 
, It seems obvious, also, that where the 

United States and the Soviet Union as 
well as Great Britain might well agree 
to the establishment of a limited number 
of detection stations on their soil, none 
of them would be likely to permit hun­
dreds or thousands of such stations to be 
established. Therein lay the critical im­
portance of the Nevada underground test. 

Early this month the Atomic Energy 
Commission released to the press a 
statement which declared that the ex­
plosion was registered no further than 
250 airline miles away, in Los Angeles, 
in fact. 

Yet before this release, there had been 
testimony before the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy and before the Sub­
committee on Disarmament of the Sen­
ate Foreign Relations Committee in 
which it was declared that the explosion 
had been reported on seismograph 
equipment at Berkeley, Calif., which 
is 400 miles from the test site, and at 
College, Alaska, which is more than 2,300 
miles from the site of the explosion. 
· An investigation by the Senator from 

Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the chair- · 
man of the subcommittee, resulted in a 
withdrawal of the discrepancy of the 
claim that the test had been detected 
only within a radius of 250 miles. 

I am now informed that the Atomic 
Energy Commission has unofficial infor­
mation that the test was not only de­
tected in Alaska, a distance 10 times 
greater than the AEC report admitted, 
but that it was registered on seismo­
graphic eq1,1ipment in Japan. 

The Acting Chairman of the AEC, 
Commissioner Libby, who is the scientist 
member of the Commission, has now, 
according to a statement issued to the 
press by the AEC last night, written a 
letter to the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] in which he declares 
that there was no "political intent" in 
the misinformation given out by the 
AEC and that the misinformation was 
released through Inadvertence. 

In this connection I wish to say that 
I have been reliably informed that Com­
missioner Libby himself saw the original 
AEC release in question before it was 
given to the press. Since it was issued, 
we must assume that Commissioner 
Libby himself approved it. · 

What has aroused suspicion about this 
matter in the minds of many people, 
including Senators, is that the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, Adm. · 
Lewis Strauss, and his principal scientific 
collaborator, Dr. Edward Teller, are vig­
orously opposed to any ban on testing 
atomic· and hydrogen weapons. In part 
t:Peir opposition, at least publicly, has . 
been based on their opinion that tests 
could be undetected. 
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The question arises as to whether it 
was a coincidence that the misinforma­
tion given out by the AEC in this case 
strongly bolstered the opinions of Ad· 
miral Strauss and Dr. Teller. 

If we are in fact dealing with a mis· 
take made through inadvertence, it is 
a very peculiar kind of inadvertence in· 
deed. 

NEED FOR HELPING TEACHERS TO 
UPGRADE THEIR EDUCATION 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, one of the 
important tax amendments which this 
session should act upon is a proposal 
which I, for one, have been pleased to 
cosponsor for the purpose of enabling 
the Nation's teachers to upgrade their 
preparation by allowing for the tax de­
ductibility of expenses for that profes­
sional purpose. 
· The case for this amendment has been 
so well made, I believe, by my associates, 
by the National Education Association, 
by PTA's, and other interested groups, 
that it hardly needs extensive reitera­
tion. 

In order, however, to maintain this 
subject before the attention of my col­
leagues, in view of the literally hundreds 
of tax amendments still pending, I send 
to the desk the text of a letter which I 
have received this morning from Mr. 
Herbert H. Helble, speaking for the leg­
islative committee of the National Edu­
cation Association in my State. 

I may say that Mr. Helble is principal 
of Appleton High School in my State. 

I ask unanimous consent that this . 
letter be printed at this point in the body 
Of the RECORD. 

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

APPLETON HIGH. ScHOOL, 
Appleton, Wis., March 11, 1958. 

Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILEY: Teachers of Wiscon­

sin are delighted that you have introduced 
bill s. 1640. 

I recently appeared before the House Ways 
and Means Committee in support of the 
King-Jenkins bill. Your bill also seeks tax 
deduction legislation for teachers who con­
tinue to upgrade their preparation and you 
have the appreciation of Wisconsin teachers. 
Both the Northeastern Wisconsin Educa­
tion Association with a membership of 6,500 
teachers and the Wisconsin Education As­
sociation totaling over 26,000 teachers, au­
thorized me to file statements in · behalf of 
such legislation with the House Ways and 
Means Committee. 

We have a number of young married men 
teachers here in Appleton, and elsewhere, 
who simply cannot afford to give up sum­
mer jobs and pay out several hundred dol­
lars for educational expenses at summer 
school which boards of education like ours 
in Appleton, periodically require, if teachers 
are not to forfeit raises on the salary sched­
ule. 

Other businesses and professions are per­
mitted by Treasury to make deductions in 
their income tax payments for such neces­
sary expenses in producing their incomes, 
but teachers are denied this right. All we 
ask is that teachers be granted similar treat­
ment, most especially now as we need, as 
never before, to upgrade the in-service train­

.tng of thousands of teachers, if they and 
the schools are to remain abreast of the 

rapidly and constantly changing world o:f 
knowledge. 

Please rest assured, Senator, we appreciate 
your efforts as evidenced by your oill S. 1640. 

Sincerely yours, · 
HERBERT H. HELBLE, 

Legislative Committee of the National 
Education Association of Wisconsin. 

THE NEEDS OF WISCONSIN HOS­
PITALS FOR ADDITIONAL BEDS 
THROUGH THE HILL-BURTON 
ACT 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was 

pleased to hear today from Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Marion B. Folsom in response to a mes­
sage which I had sent to him as regards 
the needs for an adequate level of Fed­
eral appropriations under what is uni­
versally known as the Hill-Burton Act. 

This famous statute, which bears the 
proud names of our good friend, the dis­
tinguished senior Senator from Ala­
bama [Mr. HILL] and our former col­
league from Ohio, now Associate Justice 
of the Nation's highest tribunal, has 
been of immeasurable assistance to our 
country in helping expand hospital fa­
cilities. 

Last month I received from the State 
health officer of Wisconsin, Dr. Carl N. 
l'feupert, a fine summary of the needs of 
the people of my State for some 2,300 
new, or additional, hospital beds dur­
ing the coming fiscal year, at a total 
cost of some $52.4 million. 

Dr. Neupert indicated the need for 
not only adequate funds, but for :flexi­
bility for the use of funds in order to 
meet changing needs. 

Responding to my inquiry on behalf 
of Wisconsin's Board of Health, Secre­
tary Folsom replied in a letter received 
this morning: 

The needs of the Hill-Burton program are 
under serious consideration at the present 
time. 

He further indicated that the Wis­
consin analysis is most helpful in this 
connection. 

As an indication of the problems faced 
by one State and for its interest to my 
colleagues on the Appropriations Com­
mittee, I send to the desk the text of 
Dr. Neupert's letter, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed at this point 
in the body of the RECORD. 

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

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
BOARD OF HEALTH, 

Madison, Wis., February 17, 1958. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILEY: At its regular FebrU• 

ary meeting the State board of health di­
rected that the following pertinent informa­
tion on needs for hospitals and related facili­
ties in our State be extended to you for your 
consideration relative to pending Congres­
sional action on Federal hospital construc­
tion funds under the Hill-Burton Act. 

A staff study indicates that for the fiscal ­
year ·1958-59 17 communities in Wisconsin 
are in need of 2,319 new or additional hos­
pital beds at a total construction cost o:f 
$52,400,000 of which the Federal share ( 40 
percent), 1:f available, would be $20,960,000. 

For the fiscal year 1959-60, 21 communities 
would need 821 beds at a total cost of $19,• 
410,000 with the Federal share $7,764,000. 

However, out of experience over the past 
several years it can be predicted that ap­
proximately two-thirds of this needed con­
struction can and possibly will be carried 
through in communities more favorably 
situated economically without Federal aid. 
This leaves approximately one-third largely, 
if not entirely, dependent on Federal fund 
assistance if needed facilities are to be con­
structed. 

Thus for the 2 years this would call for 
annual Federal appropriations for Wiscon­
sin of $4,787,000. The allotment to Wiscon­
sin for the current fiscal year for this purpose 
is $1,155,853. 

It may be helpful to report the follow!ng 
summary of the priority schedule for allo­
cation of Federal grants-in-aid in Wisconsin 
for the current fiscal year. The 9 communi- _ 
ties with 0.0 percent to 60 percent of their 
general hospital needs met ("A" priorities), 
would be eligible for construction of 239 beds. 
For the 13 communities with 60.1 percent to 
79.9 percent of their needs met ("B" priori­
ties), the need is for 679 beds. These are for 
the most part smaller communities. 

For the other 4 categories of faclllties 
(part G) for chronic disease hospitals, nurs­
ing homes, diagnostic and treatment cen- . 
ters, and rehabilitation centers the needs for 
1958-59 for 17 communities total 435 beds, 
$11,900,000 total cost with the Federal share 
$4,760,000. 

For the year 1959-60, 22 communities are 
in need of 715 beds, $11,650,000 for total 
construction and $4,600,000 for the Federal 
share. 

Of these categories the most urgent need 
as the board sees it is for additional nursing 
home beds (835 for the 2-year period) call­
ing for $3,460,000 in Federal fund's. It is 
estimated that 50 percent of these needed 
nursing home beds would not be forthcom­
ing unless 40 percent of their cost were avail­
able from Federal funds. For the current 
fiscal year $71,000 have been allocated for the 
nursing home construction from the Federal 
fund allotment to Wisconsin. 

The board is convinced that these are 
realistic estimates and recommends them for 
your consideration. 

It further takes the position that it could 
do a better job of meeting more urgent needs 
within the overall framework if the Hill· 
Burton Act were amended to permit a trans­
fer of funds within all categories of part G 
and from part G to part C and vice versa, 
providing there are no pending applications 
for funds in either part C or G, respectiv-ely. 
The board does not anticipate any radical 
utilization of such a transfer mechanism but 
could be more effective in meeting deserving 
special needs if there were this flexibllity. 

Should you wish to have access to a sum­
mary of total beds, project costs, and Federal 
aid for the 10 years the program has been in 
operation in Wisconsin, may I refer you to 
page 246 of the large, pink covered copy of 
the Wisconsin State plan for hospitals and 
medical facilities for 1957-58 recently sent 
to your office to enable you to reply to in­
quiries from your constituents. 

Respectfully submitted. 
CARL N. NEUPERT, M.D. 

State Health Officer and Executive 
Secretary. 

FREEDOMS FOUNDATION AWARDTO 
DR. FREDERICK BROWN HARRIS, 
CHAPLAIN OF THE SENATE 
Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Illinois yield 5 minutes 
tome? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the junior Senator from 
Connecticut. 
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Mr. · PURTELL. Mr. President, re­

cently a member of our Senate family 
received - an honor which may have 
escaped the notice of some Members of 
this Chamber. 'The honor to which I 
refer was an award made on February 
22 by Freedoms Foundation at Valley 
Forge, Pa. 

In quoting from Freedoms Founda-· 
tion 1957 awards report I should like to 
point out that the Foundation accu­
mulates each year outstanding expres­
sions, projects, and programs from 
throughout the Nation which build an 
understanding of the American way of 
life; selects by nonpartisan independent 
awards jury the effective, useful, and 
inspiring works of individuals, organiza­
tions, and schools; spotlights the affirm­
ative useful works of award recipients; 
and distributes and publishes these ex­
pressions and progr.ams, providing more 
and heavier ammunition in the struggle 
of free men for their personal liberty 
and dignity against every totalitarian 
compulsive tyrannical force. 

The member of our Senate family who 
was honored by Freedoms Foundation 
could, in a sense, be called a nonvoting 
member of our group who, while elected 
by no constituency, serves all con­
stituencies. This recipient of one of the 
Freedoms Foundation awards is re­
spected and admired as an outstanding 
spiritual leader. I highly prize his 
friendship and I am sure all my col­
leagues join me in this sentiment. 

I, of course, am speaking about our 
own Senate Chaplain, the Reverend 
Frederick Brown Harris, who contributes 
so much in spiritual inspiration to us 
through his daily prayer with which we 
open our sessions in this Chamber. I am 
sure that the thousands of readers of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD throughout the 
country receive the same inspiration, as 
do we, when . they read his opening 
prayer. But there are countless others 
who are also spiritually inspired as they 
read them reprinted in various publica­
tions and newspapers in all parts of our 
country. 

I feel that I cannot more aptly express 
tribute to our Chaplain and my friend 
than has Freedoms Foundation in mak-

ing its special freedom leadership 
award to him. Mr. President, I take 
great pleasure in repeating these ·fine 
and true words of praise. I quote: 
To the Reverend FREDERICK BROWN HARRIS, 

Chaplain oj the United States Senate: 
With esteem and affection to an American 

whose prayers, sermons, and editorial works 
have lifted the hearts of multitudes--

With regard and honor to him whose 
thoughts, far vision, and steadfast faith 
move all who he touches to patriotism and . 
love of country-

With matchless service to the cause of free 
men, he makes known the strength of prayer 
and iron will in language beautiful in his 
prayers in the Senate of the United States. 
Truly one who desires freedom for all under 
God, and asks nothing for himself. 

Mr. President, I am sure that you and 
all my distinguished colleagues join me 
in applauding this much deserved honor 
which has been bestowed upon our be­
loved Chaplain. In so recognizing the 
Chaplain of this body Freedoms Foun­
dation has as well honored the Senate of 
the United States of America. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I desire to associate my­
self wholeheartedly with the appropriate 
remarks made by the distinguished Sen­
ator from Connecticut · in connection 
with the recent award made by Free­
doms Foundation on February 22 to 
our beloved and distinguished Chaplain, 
Dr. Frederick Brown Harris. 

The special freedom leadership award 
could hardly have been given to a more 
deserving one than our own Chaplain. 
The spiritual comfort and uplift all of 
us get from hearing and participating in 
his supplications are a constant source 
of inspiration beyond our power to meas­
ure to us who labor in the public in­
terest. 

When I entered this body I had been 
advised of the spiritual stature and ac­
complishments of our distinguished 
Chaplain. Day after day, his prayers add 
to that stature and increase our love and 
affection for him. By day and by night 
he is at our side in time of trouble as 
well as in times of happiness and suc­
cess. He is ever the same strength and 
buckler for those who love and admire 
Christian leadership. 

Both personally arid officially he has 
traveled on foot and out of his way to 
assist us. I am greatly indebted to him 
for the endowments he has cast upon 
me in my association with him. .May 
he live long to continue to serve his God 
and benefit us all, for we grow in heart 
and strength as we live with him each 
day. He sits at the feet of our Christ 
and imparts to us the knowledge of duty 
and the love of God-the source of our 
strength and life and the hopes of our 
refuge for the future. 

May he be with us for a very, very 
long time. 

ACCELERATION OF CIVIL CON­
STRUCTION PROGRAMS 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres­
ident, during the debate yesterday I 
asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the REcORD a table which listed civil 
public works and the military construc­
tion, and a summary of the unex~nded 
and unobligated balances. Through an 
error the complete table was not in­
cluded, and I ask unanimous consent at 
this time that it be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Civil public works and military construc­

tion-Summary oj unexpended and un­
obligated balances as of Dec. 31, 1957 

Legislat ive. ______ ..• ---. 
Independent offices _____ _ 
Agriculture •• _----------Commerce _____________ _ 
Defense: 

Military-----~-----CiviL ____ __ ______ _ 
H ealth, Education, and 

Welfare.--------------
Interior.----------------
Justice------------------Post office ______________ _ 

State .. ---------------·---· 
Treasury----------------
District of Columbia ___ _ 

Unexpended 
balance 

D ec. 31, 1957 

$143,738,427 
1, 857,688, 383 

67,422,385 
449, 946, 000 

Unobligated 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1957 

$131, 048, 157 
918, 264, 892 
47,304,522 

267, 473, 000 

3, 188, 690, 000 2, 071, 360, 000 
376, 359, 698 260, 698, 428 

- 613, 705, 939 
305,674,935 

1, 930,252 
32,073,569 
77,700,000 

2, 976,576 
46, 418,100 

262, 996, 441 
198, 755, 956 

1,066, 212 
6, 871,619 

23,200,000 
2, 238, 027 

46,418,100 

TotaL------------ 7,164, 324,264 4, 237,695,354 

Civil public works and military construction summary of unexpended and unobligated balances as of Dec. 31, 1957 

Legislative branch: 
.Architect of the Capitol: 

Extension of the CapitoL------- -------------Additional Senate Office Building ___________ _ 
Additional House Office Building ____________ _ 
Capitol Power Plant •. ------------------------

Unexpended 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1957 

$42, 043, 415 
8, 799,485 

89, 632.723 
3. 262, 804 

Unobligated 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1957 

$40, 423, 168 
3, 724,291 

84,071,695 
2,829, 003 

l----------1---------
Total legislative branch---------------------l======l===== U3, 738,427 131, 048, 157 

Independent agencies and funds appropriated to the 
President: 

American Battle Monuments (overseas) _________ _ 
Federal Civil Defense Administration: Administration building _____________________ _ 

Emergency centers. __ ------------------------ . 
General Services Administration: 

D. 0. HospitaL_-----------------------------
Renovation, improvement sites, planning, construction. __ ____ _________ _______________ _ 

Housing and Home Finance Agency: 
Public facility loans ••• ----------------------­
College housing loans------------------------­
Advance planning loans •• -------------------

~:n~~ t~::IJ.~d:tt~~-~~~-~~:~~~~:s:::: 
St. Lawrence Seaway-----------····--------------Tennessee Valley Authority _____________________ _ 

Smithsonian Institution .•. --- -------------------­
Veterans' Administration hospital---------------

8,456, 997 6,611,068 

10,025,645 5,824, 465 
3,649,456 3, 522,678 

10,025,645 5,824,465 

110, 714, 666 68,220,676 

95,286,969 78,536,100 
645. 725, 220 122, 460, 000 
15,008,866 6,690,379 
66,821,000 38,141, ()()() 
4,359,167 93,939 

57,175,000 34,090,000 
28,394,551 23,000,000 
35,788,533 34,545,443 

183, 244, 379 144, 070, 870 

Independent agencies and funds appropriated to the 
President-continued · 

Atomic Energy Commission •. -------- -- --- --- ---­
U. S. Information Agency, radio facilities (over-

seas)----- __________ --- ___ ------------------.----

Total, independent offices._-----------------­

Agriculture: 
Soil Conservation Service: Flood prevention, wat-ershed protection, etc _____ _________________ _ 
Forest Service: Forest roads and trails ___________ _ 

Unexpended 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1957 

$588, 632, 000 

5,380, 289 

1, 857, 688, 383 

42,760,000 
24,662,385 

Unobligated 
balance 

Dec. 31, 195.7 

$341, 730, 000 

4, 903,809 

918, 264, 892 

31,612,000 
15,692,522 

67,422,385 47,304,522 Total, Agriculture·-----------------------------l======l===== 

Commerce: 
Civil Aeronautics Administration: 

Establishment of air navigation facilities ..•••. 
Washington airports.·-----------------------­
Grants-ln-aid for airports.--------------------

Bureau of Public Roads: Forest highways _____________________________ _ 

Access roads . . --------------------------------Public lands highways _______________________ _ 
Woodrow Wilson Bridge.--------------------

192,833,000 85,124,000 
14, 014,000 13,186,000 

157, 138, 000 106, 675, 000 

. 63, 550, ()()() 46,352, ()()() 
2, 788,000 976, ()()() 
4, 750, ()()() 1, 840,000 

14,873, ()()() 14,320, ()()() 
1------------1---------

449, 946, 000 267, 473,000 Total, Department of Commerce •••••••••.• l======l==~== 
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Cirn1 public workl and military construction summary of unexpended and unobligated balances as of Dec. 31, 1957-Continued 

Defense: 
Military functions: 

Military construction: 
Army·························:-·········· 
Navy---·············-···················· 
Air Force ..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army Reserve forces •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Naval Reserve forces ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Military functions: 
Access roads .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Construction, Alaska Communications Sys-

tem_ ..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 

Unexpended 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1951 

$610, 916, 000 
633, 576, 000 

1, 805, 103, 000 
103, 699, 000 
30,319,000 

3, 966,000 

1,111,000 

Unobllgated 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1951 

$~35, 122, 000 
388, 865, 000 

1, 144, 134,000 
79, 811,000 
20,842,000 

1, 759,000 

827,000 

Health, Education, and Welfare-Continued 
St. Elizabeths Hospital ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Unexpended 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1957 

$3,230,081 

Unobligated 
balance 

Dec. 31, 1957 

$925,396 

Total, Health, Education, and WelCare ••••••••• -~------I·-----613, 705, 939 262,996,441 

Interior: 
Bureau of Land Management.··················­
Bureau of Indian Affairs, construction •••••••••••• 
National Park Service, construction •••••••••••••• 
Bureau of Mines: 

Construction.······-····-···················· 
Drainage, anthracite mines •••••• - •••••••••••• 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service ••••••••••••••••••• 

6, 866,474 6,134,600 
36,113,000 31,006,907 
82,565,688 67,227,325 

1,644, 520 I, 238,041 
8,386, 519 7,067,133 

Total, military functions. ················l=====""=l====::::;::;= 3, 188, 690, 000- 2, 071, 360, 000 Office of Territories: 
Alaska public works •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Virgin Islands public works _--·-············­

Southwestern Power Administration ••••••••••••• 
Bonneville Power Administration •••••••••••••••• 

9, 122,778 7,614, 944 

10,011.101 6, 407,006 
Army clvfl functions: 368,222 

Panama CanaL .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -·······-·-···· - · ········----- I, 808,480 
368,222 

I,560, 964 
Panama Canal Bridge. . . ..................... _738, 000 668, 000 

Bureau of Reclamation __ ____ · ··· -·············---
25,477,221 12,997,569 

Canal Zone Government··-················-- 2, 535,000 2, 050,000 106, 869, 875 48,920,920 
Panama Canal Company •••• -•••••••••• ~----·- 4, 350,000 4, 050, 000 Upper Colorado River storage •••••••••••••••••••• 

Geological Survey •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
15,090,753 6, 920,525 

Corp!! of Engineers: 
Constructioni generaL •••••. •••••• ~ ---··· ···- 335,300,202 229,234,882 
Flood contro , Mississippi River and tribu- Total, Interior •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1------I·-----

1,350,304 1,291, 800 

305,674,935 I98, 755, 956 
taries ••• -------------------- --- --- --------- - 32,844,704 24,288,272 .Tustice: Federal prison system------ -------··········-

Post Office: Improvements and alterations ••••••• ___ _ 
1, 930,252 1, 066,212 

Cemeterial expenses, Quartermaster Corps........ 591, 792 407, 274 32,073,569 6, 871, 619 

Total, civll functions .•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1
==37=6=, 3=5=9,=6=98=l==260='=6=98='=428= 

State: 1======1===== 
International Boundary and Water Commission •• 3,800,000 3, 400,000 

Total, military and civll .••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Healtb, Education, and Welfare: 
Construction, GaHaudet College .••••••••••••••••• 
Construction, Howard University-- ----- ----- --- ­
Assistance for school construction, Office of Edu-

cation •••• _______ •• -··.-···· •••••• -·-· ••••••• ---
Public Health Service •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

3, 565, 049, 698 2, 332, 058, 428 

3, 309,275 
6,052, 676 

122,287,328 
478, 826, 579 

I, 116,389 
4, 195,612 

42,916,669 
213, 842, 375 

State Department Building __ ____ ________________ _ 
Acquisition of building abroad (ovm'seas) ••••••••• 

44,100, 000 7,600,000 
29,800,000 12,200,000 

1------1-----­
Total, State •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 77,700,000 23,200,000 

Treasury: Coast Guard·-·-··----· · · ··-·---···········l=====l==== 
District of Columbia (out of Federal funds) ••••••••••• 

2, 976,576 2, 238,027 
46,418,100 46,418, 100 

Summary of appropriations and authorizations, expenditures and unexpended balances, as of Dec. 31, 1957 

Unexpended 
Civil public 

Expenditures, Rescissions, 
works and 

Appropri- balance as of military _ 
Unexpended ations and Total available July 1, 1957, to cancellations, Unexpended Dec. 31, 1957, construction, 

Title ·- balance, authoriza- for expendi- Dec. 31, 1957 and other balance, ·.--.. for-civil public unobligated 
June 30, 1957 ' tions, 1958 tures, 1958 (net) adjustments Dec. 31, 1957 works and portion of 

military unexpended 
construction balance as of 

Dec. 31, 1957 

Legislative .branch ••••••••••••• ······---~ $181, 777, 031 $96, 621, 160 - $278,398,191 $49, 817,652 ---------------- $228, 580, 539 $143,738,427 $131, 048, 157 
The fudiciary ---- -- ------------ ---------- 2, 733; 977 . 42,545,750 45,279,727 21,5~,421 --------------- ... 23,715,305 ---------------- ---~-~-------- --Independent agencies and funds appro-

25, 545, 381, 213 1-3, 585, 015, 108 39, 130, 396, 321 6, 449, 086, 253 $1, 473, 596, 918 31,207,713, 148 918,264,892 priated to the President .•••••••••• ~-:.:- - 1, 857, 688, 383 
Agriculture Department .•••••••••••••••• a, o7o, 480, 349 4, 552, 955, 004 7, 623, 435, 353 2, 818, 712, 273 700, 000 4, 804, 023, 081 67, ~22, 385 47,304,522 
Commerce Department •••••••••••••••••• 633, 169, 261 721, 880, 875 1, 355, 050, 136 331, 906, 711 98,609 1, 023, 044, 816 449, 946, 000 267, 473, 000 
Defense Department: 

34, 660, 267, 544 35, 304, 985, 238 69, 965, 252, 782 19, 200, 196, 144 -236,2: 50, 765, 292, 934 Military functions ••••••••••••••••••• 3, 188, 690,,000 2, 071, 360, 000 
Oivll functions •••.•. _,_ __ ----------- •• 351,328,~ 665, 051, 213 1, 016, 379, 659 393,798, 175 622, 581, 520 376, 359, 698 260, 698, 428 

Health, Education, and Welfare Depart-
ment. -·····-------·-······ -· · ·-··-···· 769, 346, 881 2, 188, 561, 329 2, 957, 908, 210 1, 331, 690, 167 75, 000 1, 626, 143,043 613, 705, 939 262,996,441 

Interior Department ••••••••••••••••••••• 353, 882; 457 614, 934, 832 968, 817' 289 348, 821, 558 -964,463 620, 960, 194 305, 674, 935 198, 755, 956 
Justice Department .••••••••••••••••••••• 17,900, 149 226, 705, 000 244, 605, 000 109, 986, 285 ---------------- 134, 618, 864 1, 930,252 1,066,212 
La bot Department.----······· · ······---. 8, 164,795 379, 494, 600 387,659,395 214, 812, 916 ---------------- 172,846,478 -· · · · a2; o7a; ooii- ·······6;87i;~iii Post Office Department .••••• ~ ---· --····· 212, 735, 482 353, 000, 000 565, 735, 482 211, 865, 480 ---------------- 353, 870, 001 
State Department . . -- · ·················· 92,525,567 199, 521, 920 292,047,487 115, 609, 251 ·····-a;703;502" 176, 438, 236 77,700,000 23,200,000 
Treasury Department . . ----- --- -······-· 2, 912, 022, 530 8, 555, 433, 412 11, 467, 455, 942 4, 260,621,718 7, 203, 130, 721 \ 2,976,576 2,238,027 
District of Columbia Federal loans .•••••• 37,687,000 32,135,550 69,822, 55() 23, 404, 45P ---------------- 46,418,100 46,418,100 46,418,100 
Miscellaneous adjustment •• ···········-:· ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- 178,193,524 ---------------- -178,193,524 ---------------- ----------------

Total ••• : •••••••••••••••••••••• ~--- 68, 849, 402, 686 67, 518, 840, 995 136, 368, 243, 681 36, 060, 086, 982 1, 476.-973, 236 98, 831, 183, 462 7, 164, 324, 2M 4, 237, 695,354 

Nou.-Amounts will not necessarily add to totals due to rounding. Does not include trust funds or deposit funds. 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE 
SEMINOLE TRlBE OF FLORIDA; AT 
DANIA, FLA. 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ~ ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD a resolution 
adopted by the Seminole Indian Tribe of 
Florida, at Dania, Fla. 

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

RESOLUTION C-24-58 
Whereas the. tribal council has received, 

read, and given due consic;leration to a copy 
of Senate bill S. 809, a bill introduced into 
the United States Senate by Senator Wu..­
LIAM LANGER and others; and 

Whereas Senate billS. 809 has the purpose 
of encouraging industry of all types to locate 

on or near Indian reservations, and is de­
signed to provide employment for Indian 
people; and 

Whereas the tribal council, ·representing 
the people of the Seminole Tribe of Florida, 
feels this bill will be of great assistance in 
bettering the living conditions of all Amer1· 
can Indians: Now. therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the tribal council of the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida heartily endorses 
Senate bill s. 809, and urges all legislators 
in the United States Congress to support it. 

Done this 3d day of February 1958, at a 
regular meeting of the tribal council, duly 
convened at Dania, Fla., a quorum being 
present, by a vote of 6 for, none against, with 
no abstentions. 

Approved: 

LN OSCEOLA, 
Secretary, Tribal Council. 

BETTY MAE JUMPER, 
Vice Chairman, Tribal Council. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I might 
add that the Seminole Indians are 1 of 2 
Indian tribes which have never signed a 
peace treaty with the United States Gov­
ernment. They are still at war with the 
Government. Those Indians have re­
fused to accept any food of any kind 
from the United States Government. 
even for the school-lunch program. 
They have refused any school aid, and 
they have refused any kind of old-age 
assistance or social security. As a mat­
ter of fact, during World War I only two 
of their boys entered the armed services 
of the ·united State~. 

The resolution relates to one of the 
few cases in -which the Indians have 
indicated they were willing to have the 
United States Government do anything 
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for them. I call the resolution to the 
attention of the distinguished .junior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]. 
I hope the committee will report the bill, 
S. 809, favorably. 

THE NATIONAL GUARD 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

am becoming increasingly alarmed by 
the attempts of this administration to 
whittle away our Nation's Reserve forces. 

This has been going on rather quietly 
for some time under the guise that any 
future war would be fought by button 
pressers, who, by merely flicking a 
switch, could unleash total and massive 
destruction upon the enemy. This was 
to be our answer to any foe who might 
threaten our security; and during the 
period when ·our forces were the only 
ones capable of delivering such a blow, 
there may have been some justification 
for this holding. Mr. President, as we 
all know, that day is long since past. 
We recognize that the Soviet Union now 
possesses the atomic and hydrogen 
might to wipe every one of our popula­
tion and industrial centers from the face 
of the earth. Likewise, the Soviet 
Union recognizes the fact, at least I hope 
they do, that we can pulverize their cities 
in the same manner. The utter and com­
plete folly of such a war is all too appar­
ent, and while the Soviet seems to real­
ize this and are remaining strong in con­
ventional forces,· we seem to be willing to 
pay for only the massive retaliation type 
of defense. Mr. President, today the 
Soviet Union ·has 175 divisions~many of 
them being fully equipped with the latest 
in rockets, atomic cannon, and other 
modern weapons which enable them to 
fight a less than total war. I can say, 
Mr. President, that our military observ­
ers were shocked by what they saw in 
the parade of the Russian Army on the 
occasion of the 40th anniversary of the 
Bolshevik revolution in Moscow. These 
people are ready to fight a limited type 
of war in almost any part of the globe. 
They have the men, and they have the 
equipment; and once they are convinced 
that no country is foolish enough to 
loose a full scale, atomic conflict, I doubt 
that they would hesitate in using them. 
On the other hand, Mr. President, let us 
take a look at our own ground forces. 
The active Army has been cut back to 15 
divisions and a good portion of those 
exist only on paper. The National 
Guard at present has 27 understrength 
divisions equipped with World War II 
weapons. The Army Reserve has 10 di­
visions, and their weapons too are obso­
lete. 

Now the Department of Defense has 
come forward with a proposal to further 
reduce the appropriations to the Na­
tional Guard. If present plans are car­
ried out, we shall soon see another divi­
sion dropped from the rolls of the Active 
Army. Mr. President, I think it is time 
this administration reexamined its policy 
toward Reserve forces. If they are going 
to insist on unilateral disarmament ·by 
constantly reducing our active duty 
ground forces, then I think it is doubly 
imperative that we maintain a strong 
Reserve force that can be called when 
it is needed. Mr. President, in every war 

this country has fought, and I pray to of MaJ. G~n. Richard Cook is well along 
God that we fight no more, we have in its reorganization plans to form a 
turned to the citizen soldier to carry the Pentamic structure. The effectiveness 
brunt of the burden. In the light of past of this and other divisions should not be 
experience, we are doing a great disserv- jeopardized by a cut in funds. 
ice to the citizen soldier and to our coun- Mr. President, I am happy to note 
try if we fail to provide the wherewithal that the House Armed Services Commit­
so that he may be reasonably well trained tee has unanimously called on the De­
and equipped to defend this Nation. I partment of Defense to abandon plans 
address myself now to the plight in for a 10-percent cut in National Guard 
which the National Guard finds itself. _and Reserve forces. They have done so 
If the proposed cut in funds is carried · after thorough hearings, and I trust 
out, the Guard will be forced to drop their advice will be heeded. 
40,000 men. Mr. President, not only will At this point I ask that a fine article 
this action further reduce our Reserve by Col. Leon H. Hagen, appearing in the 
strength, but it will. also deprive us of March issue of the National Guardsman 
future combat potential by curtailing the be inserted in the RECORD. Colonel 
opportunity of giving sound military Hagen is an outstanding officer in the 
training to our Nation's young men. Minnesota National Guard, and I be­
Surely such action is not in line with lieve his article deserves our close 
recent administration statements that attention. 
"cuts can be made in the active services There being no objection, the article 
because we can depend on a large and was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
well-trained Reserve force." a~ follows: · ' 

Rather than to cut funds for the Na­
tional Guard, Mr. President, I think we 
should be increasing them. These units 
are training with 105-millimeter how­
itzers, designed before the Second World 
·war. The only time many of them get 
a look at the kind of equipment that 
they will have to master, if we are to 
stay even close to the Russian counter­
part, is in the newsreel. I say we are 
fooling only ourselves if we do not face 
the fact that to reequip these divisions 
with at least some of the weapons of 
modern .warfare is going to cost some 
money. So even though we appropriate 
the same amount for the coming year 
that we did last year, we are losing 
ground. The rising cost of goods and 
services cuts deeper each year. While 
the cost of reequipping all of our Guard 
and Reserve divisions to a point where 
they are 100 percent combat ready to 
use the latest weapons may be prohibi­
tive, I think it is mandatory that at least 
they be partially so equipped. At the 
very minimum each unit should receive 
training and instruction on particular 
weapons that they would reasonably be 
expected to use in a combat situation. 
Such training would greatly shorten the 
all-important time factor between the 
units' home station and the battlefield: 
It may be, Mr. President, that in view of 
the high cost of these weapons, we 
should establish regional training cen­
ters where several divisions ·could receive 
orientation and i~truction during their 
active duty summer camp. I know that 
several divisions come each year to Fort 
Ripley in Minnesota for training and 
each division could utilize the same 
equipment. While this procedure is not 
the final answer, when coupled with in­
tensive classroom work during the rest 
of the year, I think it would be of great 
value. 

Mr. President, under the fine leader­
ship of two distinguished generals, Maj. 
Gen. Edgar Erickson, Chief of the Na­
tional Guard Bureau, and Maj. Gen. 
Donald McGowan, Chief of the Army 
Division, the Guard has reached a high 
state of training and mobilization readi· 
ness considered unattainable for a Re­
serve component only a few years ago. 
I know that our own Viking Division in 
Minnesota, now under the able direction 

A FIGHT FOR SURVIVAL 

(By Col. Leon H. Hagen) 
The year 1958 is likely to go down in the 

annals as a year of decision in the concept 
of our Nation's defense. It is likely to be a 
year in which it is decided whether we will 
stake the future of our Republic on the 
intercontinental missile and the nuclear 
bomb, or whether we will continue to rely 
on the combined efforts of the three serv­
ices. It is likely, also, to be a year when it 
is decided whether the Army National Guard 
is to retain its status as part of our first line 
o:!' defense or is to be relegated to an insig­
nificant role as a sort of "home defense" 
force. 

Again this year the Army guard is in the 
familiar position of having to fight for its 
continued existence. Unfortunately, we are 
faced with a fight on two fronts. First there 
is the fight to retain the guard's status as 
the first line reserve force of the Army and 
to maintain its strength and effectiveness. 
This will be an internal fight within the 
Army for, in addition to those who long 
have sought to displace the National Guard, 
there are a number who believe that the 
next war will not allow the time necessary 
to mobilize, train and deploy the N~;~.tional 
Guard or any other reserve force. It will be 
further influenced by the fact ·that the .en­
tire Army is facing a reduction in strength. 

The National Guard and Reserve Officers 
Associations have taken the logical position 
that when, for reasons of economy, it is 
necessary to reduce the strength of the Ac­
tive Forces, the Reserve Forces should be 
strengthened correspondingly to make up the 
deficit. It should come as n() surprise that 
such a theory meets with a cool reception 
in the Pentagon where it is felt that if 
Army funds are cut, said cut should be 
shared proportionately by all the compo­
nents. 

Let us sincerely hope that the National 
Guard and the Department of the Army can 
work out a solution to this internal prob­
lem that both. can live with, and that this 
solution can· be found without the necessity 
of a public battle. This is a year in which 
the Army and the National Guard need each 
other's support. In fact, · it is a year in 
which the Army (and that includes us) is 
going to need all its strength to fight for 
its continued existence as a full partner in 
the defense team. The Army guard or the 
Department of the Army--either one-will 
have a hollow victory if it wins a family 
scrap only to see the Army lose its fight for 
survival. 

If this fight were being made only for the 
benefit of the Army and the members of 
its several components, we would deserve 
to lose, but it is much more important than 
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that. . This is « struggle on the outcome t>f apply measured force · ranging from the 
which the very survival of our Nation can threat of a r11le bullet to the delivery of 
depend, for we honestly believe that a strong, multikiloton atomic weapons. • • • Wan­
well-trained, and well-equipped Army, backed ton destruction is not the Infantry's only 
up by a strong, well-equipped, well-trained resource." The Army is the only service 
National Guard, is vital to our Nation's fu- that can apply the amount of force required 
ture security. by the situation to force a decision on the 

The Army is going to need all of its hu- ground without excessive destruction and 
man resources to convince the American slaughter. 
people of the validity of its stand. The 3. The final decision is on the ground. 
launching of sputnik has fixed the attention The objective of the Armed Forces will be 
of the people and their elected representa- in the future, as it always has been in the 
tives on scientific research and guided mis- past, to seize and hold the land area. No 
siles. Certainly we must do what is neces- • enemy ever is defeated until an opposing 
sary to regain our leadership in those fields, soldier stands on the ground he once held. 
but .not at the expense of the Army. Many This is the Army's mission, for which 
self-appointesi experts in positions of in- it is trained and equipped. If the Army 
fluence are saying that the Army is obso- loses this capability, the Nation will lose 
Jete, that it should be reduced to _an its ability to gain a military decision except 
auxiliary force, that the next war is gomg by utter destruction of the enemy homeland, 
to be fought by technicians and pushbut- during the process of which our own home­
tons and the day of massive land armies is land will suffer like destruction. 
ended. This is an attractive proposition. 4. It takes one to lick one. Russia and 
The soldiers of the Army, who always have her satellites have tremendous land armies, 
borne the brunt of close combat, would be numbering their Infantry and armored divi­
very happy if it only were true. Unfor- sions in the hundreds. If they move those 
tunately, it is not true, and it is up to us armies across Europe toward the Atlantic, 
to let the people know it. who will stop them? The nations of Europe 

We in the Army are going to be laboring will take little comfort if our only assur­
under a number of handicaps in trying to ance is that we will stop those armies with 
get our story over to the public. Some of nuclear weapons. 
these handicaps are: 5. The Army is a modern fighting force . . 

1. We are not glamorous enough. The Army organization and equipment are keep­
picture of soldiers slogging through the dirt ing abreast of the needs of modern warfare 
to close with enemy soldiers and destroy insofar as available funds will permit. Re­
them on the ground does not stimulate the organization of the Army under the Pen­
imagination as do flight through space and tomic structure is virtually completed. 
the destruction of entire cities with a single Under the Pentamic organization the Army 
blow. is prepared to fight either with or without 

2. We are on the defensive. A lot of ar- nuclear weapons. It can fight a "brush fire" 
ticulate people with high foreheads have scrap or a general war. Mob111ty of the 
already consigned us to the ash-heap. If Army's divisions has been improved and the 
we try to Jigh~ back they will seek to quiet firepower vastly increased. The divisional 
us by ridicule, accusing us of "having a mili- prganization includes Honest John rockets 
tary mind" and of "still fighting the last and 8-inch howitzers, both capable of deliv­
war." ering atomic warheads. Supporting organi-

3. We will be accused of empire-building. zations have missiles of larger calibers capa­
There will be those--even some in our sister ble of delivering warheads to a range of hun­
Services--who will accuse us of being will- dreds of miles. Although it has the organ-
1ng to gamble away our national security in ization to do the job, the Army has been 
order to protect our vested interest in the reduced in size to the point where there 
status quo. is serious question that it could carry out 

we must recognize these handicaps and the missions for which it. now is responsi­
avoid the pitfalls they present as we tell our ble. Any further reduction is dangerous 
story. We must make the .American people to contem~late. 
believe as we do that the continued survival 6. How b1g is a little atomic bomb? Some 
of our' Nation 'depends on our ability to naive individuals are advancing the quaint 
fight on the ground as well as in the air and theory that limitations can be placed on 
1n the sea, and that to fight on the ground t~e use of nuclear weapons so that wars 
we must have ·a strong active Army backed Wlll be fought with little atomic bombs. 
up by a strong National Guard. Where is the dividing line between a big 

· bomb and a little one? There is a reasonable 
WHAT ARE WE GOING TO TELL? chance that the use of nuclear weapons 

1. Nuclear weapons are not enough. If might be outlawed completely and that such 
we should concentrate on scientific research a rule would be observed by an belllgerents. 
and the production of missiles and nuclear But to believe that some formuta can be 
weapons at the expense of our ground forces, devised that would effectively limit the size 
we soon would reach the point where our · and type of nuclear weapons that would 
only means of waging war would be with be used is wishful thinkii:lg of the most dan­
mass-destruction weapons. If that should gerous kind. 
come to pass, it would open the way for 7. Condition of the National Guard. The 
minor disorders everywhere in the world National Guard is in the highest state of 
and the piecemeal devouring of small na- mobilization readiness in its history. This 
tiona by the Communists. We would be readiness is being constantly improved by 
paralyzed, for no responsible Government active-duty training for recruits, the enlist­
would dare to lauch a nuclear war except ment of prior-service men, service-school 
to preserve the very life of the nation. attendance, officer-candidate schools, and by 
Furthermore, world pressures to outlaw increased training hours. Plans for rear­
such weapons would build up to the point ganization under the Pentamic concept are 
where we would have little choice except to well along and can be implemented whenever 
scrap them. The Soviet Union, with its the word is given. The present state of 
massive land armies, would be loudest in the readiness has been attained by mariy years 
clamor to outlaw these weapons. of effort and by large expenditures of tax-

2. We need flexibility. The United States, payers' money~ lt is not. logical, in the pres­
because of our worldwide commitments, ent state of international tension, to . write 
must be in a position to apply . ·force in off this investment, to abandon armories, 
varying degrees, depending on the sltua- and to Inactivate guard units in communi­
tion. To quote Maj. Gen. Herbert Powell. ties that have been and are willing to support 
commander of the Infantry Center, as re- such units. The Nation needs every National 
ported in the Army-Navy-Air Force Regis- Guard unit maintained at the highest possi­
ter: "Our present Infantry divisions can ble level of strength and training. 

·· WHO'S GOING TO TELL THE. STORY' 

We cannot leave the job of telllng the 
.f..rmy's and the guard's story up to the lead­
ers in the Pentagon, the Army commanders, 
the adjutants general, and the presidents 
of our associations. This ' is a responsibility 
that every man jack in the Army must as­
sume, be he a regular, a guardsman, or a 
reservist. We will get nowhere unless we 
convince the people of our sincerity imd that 
what we say is true. 

We should tell it to our families, to our 
friends, and to our fellow workers. We 
should tell it to our representatives in gov­
ernment at all levels. We should tell it in 
casual conversation and in prepaxed speeches, 
We should ten it in personal letters, letters 
to the editor, and in prepared articles in the 
press. We should tell it on the street corner, 
the living room, and the meeting hall. We 
should tell it by radio and television. We 
should tell it wherever and whenever we can 
get one or more persons to stand still long 
enough to listen. 

This is a fight for survival-not only of the 
National Guard or the Army as such-but of 
our very Nation. In the Army organization, 
Regular, National Guard, and Reserve, we 
have the manpower to bring our message to 
all the people. It is our duty as citizens 
to do it. Let it not be said that we didn't 
even try. 

THE RECESSION · 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

impact of the American recession is be­
ginning to be felt in the apprehensions 
of governments around the world. Miss 
Sylvia Porter, in a column which ap­
peared in the Minneapolis Tribune on 
March 10, 1956, says: 

You've heard the timeworn adage that 
when the United States sneezes the world 
catches pneumonia. • • • Today the domi­
nant issue in the capitals of the free nations 
of the West is the United States business 
recession. 

In her article, Miss Porter describes 
the seriousness with which the British 
Government now views the current state 
of the American economy. I ask unani­
mous consent that the text of her article, 
entitled "American Recession a Worry to 
Britain," be printed in the RECORD. 

In a world that is increasingly eco­
nomically -interdependent, Mrs. Presi­
dent, the recession these days can spread 
rapidly and disastrously. It can have a 
tremendous impact on the economic via­
bility of our allies, on even so strong and 
complicated an economy as Great Brit­
ain. We can only imagine how much 
more immediate and serious the impact 
of an American recession could be on a 
single product or one-crop economy in 
South· America, Africa, or Asia. When 
we debate and take action here in the 
Congress of the United States to deal 
with our American recession, let us re­
member that this is not just an Ameri­
can problem, but one that is deeply in­
volved in the fortunes and future of 
free men everywhere. 

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

AMERICAN RECESSION A WORRY TO BRITAIN 

NEW YoRK.-Sir Paul Gore-Booth, Britain's 
deputy undersecretary at the foreign omce in 
charge of economic affairs, has just got back 
to London after ·a flying trip to Washington 
and New York. 



1958 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4209 
Why did one -of Britain's top government declines are showing up in three key 

officials and one of its leading specialists in economic indicators: Business spending 
economics suddenly make this quick trip to on plants and equipment; private hous­
the political capital and financial capital of ing starts, and industrial production." 
the United States? 

Because the British Government wanted a The Wall Street Journal r~ports that 
firsthand report from Sir Paul on just how Government figures, soon to be released, 
serious our recession is. show a drop in capital investment of 

Sir Paul said he had come to renew old $1.5 billion for the fourth quarter of 
acquaintances and make new ones at our 1957 from previous Federal estimates. 
State Department, and he suggested it was Also, the $35.5 billion annual rate pre­
just a coincidence that his visit coincided dieted for the first quarter of this year 
with our recession and the start of a bitter 
congressional battle over our trade and for- is expected to be cut by $2 billion. 
eign economic policy. That explanation was The Wall Street Journal also reports 
too lame to be believed. that the Federal Reserve Board will soon 

He views the business drop with sufficient announce that industrial production in 
seriousness to fear that Britain will catch February fell for the sixth straight 
the United States slump 1f it deepens much month to the lowest level since 1954. 
from here or lasts much longer. He is d · 
alarmed over the possibility that we raise This means, Mr. President, a rop In 
our tar11f walls to protect our hard-pressed industrial production in the past 6 
industries and unemployed from foreign months of roughly 10 percent. 
competition and that we'll thereby slash into The article also notes the recent La-
Britain's trade. bor Department figures that private 

The diplomatic diplomat wouldn't put this housing starts in February fell to the 
concern into blunt words, but his preoccu- lowest level since 1949. 
patton with the fate of our Reciprocal Trade 
Act and our trade policies during this reces- I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
sion phase was unmistakable. ticle from the March 13 Wall Street 

Today the key issues in the capitals of the Journal on the business decline be in­
Western World are not satellite launchings serted at this point in the RECORD. 
or summit meetings and the like. There being no objection, the article 

Today the dominant issue in the capitals was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
of the free nations of the West is the United as follows: 
States business recession. 

The great question among OUr allies now INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION, PRIVATE HOUSING 
is not Whether we are lagging in the scien- STARTS DROPPED LAST MONTH-SPENDING 
title race with the Soviet Union. It is the ON PLANTS Is TRAILING FORECAST-RE-
depth and duration of the 1957-58 economic PORT ON CAPITAL INVESTMENT Is EXPECTED 
decline in our country. To PREDICT FURTHER DECLINE IN RATE 

The nagging fear is that we'll adopt and WASHINGTON.-New declines are showing 
pursue wrong, self-defeating trade and tariff up in three key economic indicators: Bust­
policies, and by so doing we'll accelerate re- ness spending on plants and equipment; pri­
cessions around the Western World into vate housing starts, and industrial produc-
depressions. tion. 

You've heard the timeworn adage that The Government's latest figures on late 
when the United States sneezes the world 1957 and early 1958 spending by companies 
catches pneumonia. So far in this reces- on plants and equipment, due shortly, are 
sion, though, our sneeze is our own. As far understood to be substantially below pre­
as Britain is concerned, for instance, the vious Federal estimates. 
popularity of the small foreign car has been The Labor Department announced the an­
of phenomenal help; in January, Britain nual rate of private home starts dived in 
shipped us a record 14,000 cars, and we are February to its lowest pace since early 1949. 
now Britain's best customer. 

Britain's economic health depends on her And the Federal Reserve Board is expected 
sales to countries in the sterling area which to announce soon that industrial production 
produce basic commodities. The violent in February fell for the sixth straight ttwnth. 
plunge in prices of basic commodities The coming joint report on the Commerce 
throughout the world is cutting into the Department and the Securities and Exchange 
ability of these countries to buy from Brit- Commission survey of capital investment is 
ain, arid 1f we reduce our buying of the expected to show a drop of $1.5 billion or 
commodities, too, their ability to buy from more from the $37.5 billion annual rate fore­
Britain will be further ~mpaired. Then the cast for the fourth quarter of 1957. And 
recession chain will be forged. the $35.5 billion annual rate predicted for 

Britain's economic health also rests di- the first quarter of 1958 is expected to be 
rectly on a relatively free United States trade cut by about $2 billion. 
policy. If we go back to protective tariffs, The report, it is expected, also will foresee 
we'll spread depression germs all over the a further tapering off of business plant and 
West. equipment spending to an annual rate of 

In 1953-54, Britain and Europe didn't feel about $30 billion by the fourth quarter of 
our troubles because our recession was short 1958-well below even the revised fourth 
and slight and their booms were young. Now quarter 1957 rate. 
their booms also are tired and our slump is ~ The drop in plant and equipment spend­
a much sharper danger to them. ing estimates for the fourth quarter of 1957 

PRIVATE HOME CONSTRUCTION 
AND INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION IN 
THE RECESSION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

lack of sound basis for the President's 
forecast that March would mark the 
beginning of the end of the recession 
becomes more obvious each day. The 
economic indicators point to exactly the 
opposite conclusion-the ·recession will 
become even more serious this month. 

The Wall Street Journal of March 13 
tells us the grim news. It states: "New 

would lower the total for all of 1957 slightly 
from the $37 billion figured earlier. It 
would however still make 1957 a record year. 

The Labor Department announced that 
the seasonally-adjusted annual rate of pri­
vate home starts in February dropped to 
890,000. The January rate was 1,030,000. 

February usually mar~s the beginning of 
a seasonal upturn in housing construction, 
the Labor Department said, but added that 
builders reported that operations were de­
layed by "an abnormal amount of rain and 
snow and unusually low temperatures that 
prevailed during part of the month ... 

Early reports, the Department declared, 
indicate that the February decrease occurred 

1n all four broad regions of the Nation, but 
was less pronounced in the West. 

Private home starts, which had showed an 
increase in January, dropped about 7 percent 
to 60,000 in February. They were 64,200 the 
month before and 63,100 in February a year 
ago. 

Total non-farm housing starts-both 
public and private-totaled 65,000 in the 
year-earlier month. About two-thirds of the 
5,000 public starts in the month were begun 
in projects under the armed services pro­
gram, the Department said. 

The agency added that during the first 
two months of 1958, construction was started 
on 13';1:,000 dwelling units, of which 124,200 
were privately owned. The private total in 
the first two months of 1957 was 123,400. 

The industrial production index, to be 
released probably late this week or early 
next, will show a drop of one to three points 
in February from the 133 percent of the 
1947-49 average in January. This would 
be the sixth straight monthly decline and 
would carry the index to its level of late 
1954. In November of that year, the index 
stood at 128, and climbed to 130 the follow­
ing month. In January of 1955, the index 
was 132. 

The record high for the index came in 
December of 1956, when it stood at 147. 

TAX RELIEF FOR LOW- AND MID· 
DLE-INCOME FAMILIES 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
the current issue of Work, an excellent 
monthly publication put out by the 
Catholic Council on Working Life, there 
appears two fine and timely articles 
which deserve attention. 

The first article tells of the growing 
need for tax relief for the low- and mid­
dle-income families of our country. I 
ask unanimous consent that this article 
entitled "Families Need Cut in Income 
Taxes" be inserted at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
As RECESSION CONTINUES FAMILIES NEED CUT 

IN INCOME TAXES 
You can take a long-range look at today's 

recession. By 1975 the average income of 
American families, after payment of all 
taxes, will be at least $7,100 a year-a full 
third higher than today. This optimistic 
forecast was made last month by the Com­
mittee for Economic Development. 

But you live by the short range, not the 
long one. Whatever the future may hold, 
the average worker and his family today are 
caught in a money squeeze between inflation 
and a recession. By all traditional economic 
theory, it shouldn't happen, but it has-are­
cession and an inflation at the same time. 

PAYCHECKS SHRINK 
The recession is decreasing the workers' 

income. Because of layoffs (near 5 xnillion 
now) and short-work weeks (hitting at least 
2 million persons), United States income 
from salaries and wages has gone down for 
5 straight months. 

Meantime, inflation keeps sending up· the 
prices a family pays for food, clothing, 
shelter, and other needs. For 21 straight 
months the Nation's consumer prices have 
climbed steadily, each month to a new high. 

For the first time since pre-Korea days, 
Washington is talking about a tax cut not 
just for the usual reason (taxes are too 
high), but to get the economy out of its 
present doldrums. 

WHO GETS TAX CUT? . 

Although much of the discussion so :far 
has dealt with the issue of when to put a 
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tax reduction into effeet, the more important 
question is this: ·To whom should a tax cut 
apply? · 

The National Association of Manufac .. 
turers and some other business groups say 
that the biggest part of any tax cut should 
go to corporations and upper-income _groups. 
In support of its case, the NAM argues that 
the country needs to pour more money into 
new plants and equipment--and lowering 
taxes at the bottom of the income ladder 
won't do this. 

But the pressing need today is not for new 
plants and more machinery. The steel in­
dustry is now operating at only 65 percent of 
its capacity. One business publication point­
ed out last month: "The auto industry could 
stop shipping cars to its dealers for nearly 
S months and still be able to meet public 
demand." 

NO LACK OF PLANTS 
In one business after another, the evi­

dence is clear that we have no shortage of 
industrial facilities. Thanks to the reces­
sion-inflation combination, however, many 
people are short on the cash to buy the things 
that industry produces. 

A tax cut should be concentrated among 
people on the bottom half of the Nation's in­
come ladder. Added money in their hands 
goes quickly for ;rood, clothing, furniture, 
and other needs. This would give the whole 
economy a shot in the arm. 

TWO WAYS TO CUT 
In Congress two proposals have been made 

on cutting income taxes in a way that will 
be of most benefit to low- and middle­
income families: 

1. Increase the tax exemption of $600 to 
$700. This would put $2.6 billion extra in 
spending money into the consumers' pockets. 

2. Decrease the tax rate on the first $2,000 
on taxable income in a manner to put 
$6 blliion more into circulation. 

Twenty years ago a family of four received 
exemptions totaling $3,300, compared to 
$2,400 today. 

Also, even with the larger exemptions, the 
tax rate on the first $2,000 of taxable income 
was 8 percent in 1939. Today it is 20 per­
cent. If the tax rate on the first $1 ,000 were 
reduced to 10 percent, as proposed by some 
Congressmen, the average family would get 
a $200 cut on its tax bill. 

KEEP TREASURY FULL 
A tax cut, fairly applied, should be 

adopted by Congress-but at the same t ime 
both Congress and the administration must 
make sure that the Treasury's revenues are 
not reduced. Tax losses can be offset by 
revenue received from: 

Enforcing the present tax laws more vigi­
lantly. There is a fantastic amount of tax 
cheating, and not just the petty kind. For 
example, according to a report by a Congres­
sional committee in 1955, $3:5 billion in in­
terest was not reported on 1952 tax returns. 

Eliminating the inequities in tax laws. 
The oil and natural gas industries, for exam­
ple, get special tax concessions which de­
prive the United States of at least $1 billion 
a year in revenue. 

There are so many loopholes that if Con­
gress plugged up all of them taxes could be 
slashed 25 percent or more, according to 
Jack Steele, chief of the Washington bureau 
of Scripps-Howard newspapers. 

PLEA FOR SMALL MAN 
The need to reform tax policies was well 

put recently by a columnist with a conserva­
tive philosophy, George E. Sokolsky: 

"All in all, the small man is in real 
trouble about this income-tax business. 
Only the very rich can take advantage of tax 
havens and profit havens. The small people 
of this country are becoming tired of tax 
methods which are rigid and uncompromis .. 
1ng for the small citizen, but :flexible and 
easy-going for _ those who have discovered 
the tax havens and profit havens." 

SURPLUS FARMS the Senate through the CoNGRESSIONAL 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the RECORD for March 12, 1958, pages .4123 

second article from Work argues most to 4127. 
effectively. and concisely the case for Dr. Brown's lecture, Problems of Sur­
family farms. It is written by :Father vival, was a highly important statement 
James L. Vizzard, vice president of the of the most · pressing problems which 
National Catholic Rural Life Conference. confront us today. Observing the tre­

. I ask unanimous consent that this arti- mendous potential for destruction which 
·cle entitled "Get Rid of Surplus Farms?- now rests in the hands of both of the 
Maybe, if You Tackle the Big ones major powers in the world, Dr. Brown 
·First," be inserted at this point in the made it clear that our greatest need was 
RECORD. to devise methods which will insure the 

There being no objection, the article survival of the human race. 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD# His words were the more impressive 
as follows: because he did not content himself with 

airy generalizations, but addressed him­
GET RID OF SURPLUS FARMS?-MAYBE, IF You Self to SOme Of the arguments Which he 

TACKLE THE BIG ONEs FmsT regards as obstacles to the achievement 
(By James L. Vizzard, S. J.) of some method of arms control. It is 

When the food surplus problem is being good that the problems of achieving 
discussed these days, whether in Washing- long-range peace are now being sharply 
ton of elsewhere, a very curious argument debated. Too often our leaders of 
often shows up. It usually goes something 
like this: · thought content themselves with gener-

"There are two surpluses that are plaguing alizations about world peace and fail to 
us-too much production and too many come to grips with some of the basic dif .. 
farmers. The answer to both of these prob- ferences that exist even among men of 
lems is simple and obvious. Just get rid of intelligence and good will here in our 
the surplus farmers. Automatically you'll own country. 
cut down on production and get rid of the We will never reach a national con­
surplus. And there'll be a bonus, too; with sensus-we will never achieve firm na­
fewer people to divide up the farm income, 
there'll be more for each." tional decisions-until we thrash out 

Very neat. But it doesn't take much some of the basic problems in open de­
analysis to spot the fallacy of the argument- bate. 
and the insincerity with which it is often Mr. President, I noted with particular 
proposed. For the writers and speechmakers interest that Dr. Brown made reference 
never suggest that we try to get rid of the to his participation in a committee of 
really big producers-the top few percent of the National Planning Association which 
corporation farms that account for a large 
share of total production. is looking into the problem of national 

security through arms control arrange-
AID TO CORPORATIONS ments. 

Not only are no efforts made, or even The National Planning Association 
suggested, to move them off the land and has, over the years, made many signifi­
take the vast quantity of their production cant contributions to economic policy, 
off the market, but they actually are en-
couraged and helped by our present kind and I am delighted that it has assem­
of farm program and its administration. bled some of the Nation's outstanding 

It is rather the small, "inefficient" farmer leaders and scientists to give close at .. 
that these spokesmen w:ant to see squeezed tention to the problem of arms control. 
out of agriculture by the hundreds of I eagerly look forward to the publica­
thousands, and they usually are not too tion of this committee's first report to 
squeemish about how it is done. Where the which Dr. Brown makes reference. 
.. refugees" go or what they do, what they 
gain or lose by abandoning the land, these Dr. Brown is a member of the Na-
highminded speechmakers do not say and tional Academy of Sciences. During the 
they do not seem to care. war, he made an outstanding contribu-

FARM FALLOUT tion to the development of nuclear 
one fallacious side of the argument can weapons as assistant director of chem­

be spiked easily. The last census of agricul- istry at the plutonium project at Oak 
ture, in 1954, listed 1,200,000 commercial Ridge. 
farms which had yearly sales of less than Among the extensive comments from 
$2,500. Suppose that all of these small scale various sources on Dr. Brown's address, 
farms were closed out, and the families oc- I have been interested to note the com­
cupying them went to the city (where, un- ments of the University of Minnesota 
skilled and lost, they almost certainly would scientists, including Dr. Alfred o. c. 
end up in the slums). 

How much production would that remove Nier, Dr. Maurice Visscher, chairman of 
from the markets? the department of physiology, and Dr. 

Seven percent. , Athelstan Spilhaus, dean of the Univer-
What would happen to the land they left? sity of Minnesota Institute of Tech .. 
Experience proves that most of it would nology. 

be acquired by the nearby larger farm I ask unanimous consent that an arti­
operator who produces more efficiently and cle containing the reaction of these dis-
abundantly. tinguished scientists which appeared in 

Net result? the Minneapolis Star for March 10, 1958, 
Even greater surpluses. be printed at this point in the RECORD, 

PROBLEMS OF SURVIVAL 

Mr. IIUl\{pHREY. Mr. President, on 
Sunday afternoon, March 9, Dr. Harri­
son Brown, profes_sor of geochemistry 
at the California Institute of Technology, 
delivered the Gideon Seymour Memorial 
lecture at the University of Minnesota. 
His address has been made available to 

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

UNIVERSITY SCIENTISTS' REACTION TO 
BROWN TALK 

University of Minnesota scientists com .. 
mented today on Dr. Harrison Brown's sug .. 
gestion Sunday of a 1- to 3-year ban on 
detectable nuclear tests and a network of 
monitoring stations to detect possible nuclear 
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detonations in the air, on land, or under 
the sea. 

Dr. Alfred 0. C. Nier, physics department 
chairman at the University of Minnesota, · 
whose scientific contributions played a major 
role in the development of the atomic bomb, 
said he is "inclined to agree with Brown that 
the present state of affairs is really a nega­
tive one that isn't really going to lead us 
any place. 

"And someone will have to come up with 
something new that offers some hope for the 
future." 

Brown's suggestion about land, sea, and 
air monitoring of nuclear tests "certainly 
deserves very careful consideration," Dr. Nier 
commented today. 

"At least, this would cut down the fall­
out problem," which, added Nier, "is cer­
tainly more serious than some people have 
tried to make us believe-and probably is 
not as serious as the people who oppose 
bomb tests most strenuously have suggested. 

"The truth lies somewhere between these 
extremes. We don't know-and because of 
this, we should be extremely cautious about 
creating more fallout." 

Dr. Maurice Visscher, chairman, depart­
ment of physiology, University of Minne­
sota, said Brown "pointed out properly that 
the issues are only .in part scientific issues." 

Visscher, who is chairman of the sub­
committee on biological effects of the gov­
ernor's committee on nuclear fallout, agreed 
with Brown that much of the confusion 
about radiation tissues arises "when the 
public thinks erroneously that all scientific 
questions are answerable. 

"They are not answerable," Visscher said. 
"We can only give educated guesses." 

"Much of the data about environmental 
radiation due to fallout has not been avail­
able for public u·se," he continued. "I dis­
f:l.gree implicitly with the philosophy which 
says the public cannot be trusted to make a 
sensible interpretation of raw facts. 

"In order to m ake the democratic pro­
cess work the public must have informa­
tion," Visscher said. 

"One of the finest things Dr. 13rown's 
speech did," commented Dr. At h elstan Spil­
haus, dean of the University of Minnesota 
Institute of Technology, "was to show that 
scientists are reading as best they can the 
good past work of sociologists, and interpret­
ing it in terms of their knowledge and their 
best guess as to where scientific and tech­
nological progress is taking us. 

"Scientists are becoming increasingly aware 
of the social implications of this explosive 
scientific and technological change. • • • 

"In general, I agree with Harrison Brown. 
I think one of the most important parts of 
the speech is the emphasis he placed on us­
ing whatever best inspection system we could 
devise, and getting agreement to use that 
system regardless of the fact that it may 
not be perfect. 

"Even though-as he said-you have young 
bright guys who will be finding ways to beat 
the surveillance system, you'll also have 
young bright guys improving the surveil­
lance system. The Important thing Is to 
get, in principle, the beginnings of an 
agreed-upon surveillance. 

"We know, in the very words of Harrison 
Brown, that we have taxes on alcohol. We 
know bootlegging goes on. 

"Because our surveillance system on alco­
hol production isn't perfect, we don't give 
up and throw the whole thing out the win­
dow-which is essentially Teller's point: if 
you can't do it perfectly, don't do it at all. 
And I don't believe that." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
same issue of the Minneapolis Star con­
tained an editorial entitled "A Plan for 
Survival." I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of this editorial also be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

A PLAN FOR SURVIVAL 

Those who oppose any agreement between 
the Soviet Union and the United States to 
halt testing of nuclear weapons even for a 
limited period of time base their objections 
on the belief that the Soviet Union would 
continue testing on a bootleg basis in spite 
of any such agreement. 

In his Gideon Seymour Memorial lecture 
Sunday, Prof. Harrison Brown made an in­
teresting proposal to· overcome this major 
objection. He would establish a worldwide 
detection system, but he would ban only 
those tests that could be detected. He would 
legalize secret nuclear tests, and, as he put it, 
make the bootlegging of tests an honorable 
profession. 

"This would mean that no appreciable 
radioactivity could be poured into the at­
mosphere to contaminate the air, no ap­
preciable air pressure waves could be in­
itiated, no large ground shocks could be 
generated," he said. If any of these things 
happened, the detection system would find 
out about it. 

Yet at the same time, the scientists and 
technologists would not be put out to pas· 
ture for the duration of any agreement, but, 
instead, would be kept happy and busy ex­
ploring all possible roads which might enable 
them to circumvent these formidable restric­
tions. Thus his proposal meets another ob­
jection: That halting the tests fo:t: a limited 
period would only delay the work of American 
scientists in this field. 

Dr. Brown may have minimized the diffi­
culty of getting an agreement with the Soviet 
Union on a detection system and on a mora­
torium on bomb testing under any circum­
stances. Yet his proposal to legalize secret 
nuclear tests is a new suggestion in this 
often-plowed field of thought, and it ought 
to be explored. It deserves more than the 
quick brush-off it got from Dr. Edward Teller, 
father of the H-bomb. 
· It is true that the plan raises questions 

about what might be done about violations, 
but answers might be proposed in the kind 
of an international conference of scientists 
that Dr. Brown proposes. As Dr. Brown said, 
"we have got to start somewhere and we have 
got to start soon on facing up to these prob­
lems of survival because we are rapidly 
approaching the time when it will be too 
late." 

MONETARY AND CREDIT POLICIES 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re­

cently it was my privilege to address 
the Independent Bankers Association of 
America, at Dallas, Tex., on the occasion 
of its 24th annual convention. 

This organization ·of independent 
bankers represents the economic life line 
of thousands of rural communities, vil­
lages, and smaller cities. The independ­
ent banker is possibly closer to what 
is going on in the American economic 
system than any other observer. He 
represents free enterprise; he represents 
community and civic responsibility. He 
is the symbol of the American monetary 
and credit system. 

The program of the 24th Annual Con­
vention of the Independent Bankers 
Association reveals the deep concern 
which these important business leaders 
have over recent developments in the 
American economy. I note in particu­
lar the address by Prof. John Kenneth 
Galbraith, entitled "Does Monetary Pol­
icy Really Work?" along with the 
address of Mr. Watrous H. Irons, presi-

dent of the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Dallas, on . the subject of Business De­
velopments and Credit Policy. 

It was my privilege to speak to this 
splendid organization on the subject of 
Our American Economy and Its Effect 
on Foreign Policy. I was presented to 
the banquet audience by Mr. R. L. 
Mullins, president of the Wolfe City Na­
tional Bank of Wolfe City, Tex. In his 
introduction Mr. Mullins appropriately 
noted that the 84th Congress had passed 
the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956. 
The Independent Bankers Association 
had sought for better than 14 years 
to have this important banking leg­
islation passed by Congress. It is in 
fact a Magna Carta for independent 
banks. It has as its purpose the preser­
vation of the independent banking system 
and the prohibition of the growth and 
development of the bank holding com­
pany apparatus. 

The president-elect of the IBA is Mr. 
R. E. Gormley of the Georgia Savings 
Bank & Trust Co. of Atlanta, Ga. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the association officers and 
executive council. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD ex­
cerpts of my address. 

Also, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed a recent article by Sylvia Porter 
entitled "United States Economy Needs 
Fruits of Foreign Aid." Miss Porter's 
article fortifies the points that I sought 
to develop in my address to the inde­
pendent bankers. 

Finally, I wish to pay a special tribute 
to a fellow Minnesotan, Mr. Ben DuBois, 
secretary of the IBA, froni Sauk Centre, 
Minn., and to his assistant, Mr. Howard 
Bell. Mr. DuBois is a dedicated servant 
of and crusader for independent bank­
ing. He typifies that spirit of rugged 
individualism with a social conscious­
ness that has made America's smaller 
communities areas of opportur..ity and 
friendliness. 

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

R. L. :M:ullins, president, the Wolfe City 
National Bank, Wolfe City, Tex.; R. E. 
Gormley, first vice president, Georgia Sav­
ings Bank & Trust Co., Atlanta, Ga.; 0. K. 
Johnson, second vice president, Whitefish 
Bay State Bank, Whitefish Bay, Wis.; A. W. 
Haese, treasurer, Security State Bank, Glen­
coe, Minn.; Ben DuBois, secretary, Sauk 
Centre, Minn.; Howard Bell, assistant secre­
tary, Sauk Centre, Minn. 

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 

R. L. Adams, Bank of York, York, Ala.: 
E. E. Bailey, Princeton Bank & Trust Co., 
Princeton, W. Va.; Marshall ' Barnes, Beaver 
Dam Deposit Bank, Beaver Dam, Ky.; D. Em­
mert Brumbaugh, the First National Bank, 
Claysburg, Pa.; W. J. Bryan, Third National 
Bank, Nashville, Tenn.; Eugene W. Carlton, 
Durham Industrial Bank, Durham, N. C.; 
D. Fay Case, Security State Bank, Cannon 
Falls, Minn.; R. J. Castille, Guaranty Bank 
& Trust Co., Lafayette, La. 

AMERICAN ECONOMY AND ITS EFFECT ON FOR­

EIGN POLICY-REMARKS BEFORE ANNUAL 

CONVENTION OF INDEPENDENT BANKERS As­
SOCIATION, DALLAS, TEx., MARCH 8, 1958 
Nothing in the economic field is more im-

portant right now than a full public under­
standing of the vital interrelationship of a. 
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dynamic national economy, an expanded mua 
tual-security program, and liberalized fora 
eign-trade effort. Tonight I should like to 
discuss these three key factors. Let me turn 
to trade policy first. 

The trade poli~y of the United States is 
clearly in serious trouble in the Congress. In 
my opinion, it is absolutely essential that the 
reciprocal trade extension be passed with­
out crippling amendments. If we present to 
the world a mutilated trade program we will 
have taken a step to discourage Free World 
unity at the very time when the Soviet Union· 
is in the midst of a trade offensive, however 
phony it may be. 

Obviously, the closer our economic rela­
tions with our allies, the more stable our po­
litical and military ties will be; (tOntrariwise, 
the weaker our economic relations, the less 
effective our political and military unity 
against Soviet imperialism. 

There are also compelling reasons for a lib­
eral trade policy, since American ingenuity 
in most fields easily competes in world 
markets. 

However, ther~ are certain selected and very 
limited industties which might be tempo­
rarily adversely affected by changes in our· 
trade policy. It is my opinion that the Fed­
eral Government should assist industries, 
workers, and communities so effected to read­
just to more competitive lines. In past Con­
gresses I have introduced a comprehensive 
trade-adjustment program. In my opinion, 
this would be a far better solution than the 
various amendments which are presently be­
ing offered. 

Therefore, I announce here and now that 
I shall propose the trade-adjustment program 
as an amendment to the reciprocal-trade bill 
when it comes before the Senate for consid­
eration. Together they will provide a strong~ 
imaginative trade package which the Con­
gress should endorse and the administration 
should support in the interest of a strong 
Free World and of a rising living standard for 
us all. 

The trade-adjustment program would es­
tablish a governmentwide adjustment-assist­
ance board which would be empowered to 
assist communities, workers, and industries 
adversely affected by trade policy to readjust 
to more competitive lines. The program 
would provide that if the President in the 
overall national interest disregards the escape 
clause or peril point findings of the Tariff 
Commission, he could at the same time au­
thorize the Board to extend the following 
benefits to United States communities and 
industries which are hurt by foreign compe­
tition: 

1. The Government would finance techni­
cal assistance to companies and communities 
needing it, to encourage diversification. En­
gineers, market researchers and other tech-

. nicians would be financed for expert surveys 
out of Federal funds. Easier t ax provisions 
for building new plants would be allowed, 
and import firms woitld be encouraged to. 
enter -such communities to stimulate new 
markets. 

2. Under present law, jobless payments last 
for varying periods up to 26 weeks. The 
trade-adjustment program provides that 
these payments would be extended for an 
additional 26 weeks over · authorized State 
limits. 

3. Workers would be provided counseling, 
placement and special training allowances, 
coupled with special moving allowances for 
workers seeking employment in other areas 
and fields. 

The situation is all the more urgent be­
cause of the recession now engulfing us at 
home. One way to keep American workers 
at work is to maintain our export markets 
abroad. Obviously since the United States 
exports far more than it imports, there are 
more workers employed in our export trade 
than could possibly be adversely affected by 
import competition. 

One of the· grandiose fallacies of the 
high-tariff-protectionist argument has al­
ways been that higher tariffs protected 
American jobs. For every possible job they 
ostensibly protect, two or three are lost 
through retaliatory tariff restrictions abroad 
against our exports. It is shocking indeed 
to realize that our good neighbor and best 
customer, Canada, has recently moved to· 
boycott American goods because we have set 
up so many barriers to Canadian exports. 

Not only will an expanded reciprocal trade 
program help America recover from the re­
cession, but it is required by the interna­
tional political facts of life. Trade is now 
a primary weapon in the arsenal of the 
Communist economic offensive. Trade mis.­
sions from . the Soviet Union, Communist 
China, and the satellite countries have been 
busy, especially in the uncommitted coun­
tries of Asia and the Middle East. The num­
ber of trade agreements negotiated between 
the Communist bloc and other countries has 
more than doubled since 1953. 

In the face of commonsense economics at 
home and the Communist offensive abroad, 
let us not respond with an inconsistent, 
ostrichlike trade policy of high tariffs and 
threats of higher ones. To help those Amer­
ican industries which have a legitimate 
grievance against low-cost foreign competi­
tion, the Trade Adjustment Act which I have 
sponsored in Congress would be an effective 
temporary cushion during the adjustment 
period. That act would not be a permanent 
subsidy, but justifiable temporary assistance 
to help industries over the hump of accom­
modation to a new period of economic life. 

NATIONAL ECONOMY 
Meanwhile we move on other fronts to 

halt the recession we are now suffering. 
Partly for want of sound programs and 
partly because of rampant influences of self­
ish interests, an estimated 5 million Ameri­
cans, many with dependents, are totally un­
employed. Uncounted additional millions 
are working only a few hours per week. 
Farmers suffer depressed conditions. Bank­
ruptcies are at the highest rate in our his­
tory, business failures at a rate equal to the 
early 1930's. Steel production is at only 
fifty-some-odd percent of capacity. 

You know as well as I, that tight money· 
has worked a severe hardship on small busi­
ness and has given large corporations even 
a bigger advantage over their small com­
petitors. 

Another factor in the present recession 
and increased unemployment is contained 
in the budg_et. Percival F. Brundage, Direc­
tor of the Bureau of the Budget, sent orders 
to agency heads last summer to hold spend­
ing in line with fiscal 1957. This order, 
which came to light despite the efforts of 
the administration to keep it quiet, meant 
a cut in spending of over $2 billion from 
what the President in January had recom­
mended. Although the President told the 
American people that his budget of $71.8 
billion for 19.58 provided funds for all neces­
sary Government activities on a reasonable 
scale, his Budget Director directed agency 
heads to start cutting. 

A recession here can amount to a major 
Communist victory. It could be more im­
portant than winning the missile race. We 
cannot afford to permit this recession to 
continue to risk the very real threat of a 
depression. It is time we take off our 
blinders and see what is happening. The 
Soviet Union's sputniks, if nothing else, 
should have made us realize that we are 
facing a foreign power with tremendous 
scientific knowledge, productive capacity, 
and know-how. We can no longer afford to 
remain complacent. In the past year alone 
it is reported that the Soviet economy ex­
panded by 10 percent and if the present 
trend continues the Soviet Union will match 
use in the entire economic field within a 
generation. 

It is time for America to realize that there 
are worse things in life than an unbal­
anced budget--and one of them is the loss 
of our fight against Soviet totalitarianism. 
Freedom must take priority over balanced 
budgets and reduced expenditures. 

MUTUAL SECURITY 
Turning, in conclusion, to mutual secu­

rity, we have to recast our whole foreign­
aid program so that it goes to the people 
who ·need it most and goes to increase lib­
erty. Then we can negotiate realistically 
with the Soviets and the Chinese for peace­
ful settlements of outstanding disputes, be­
cause they will then no longer be able to 
gain from the lack of settlements. 

Here are 10 proposals to improve our for­
eign-aid program: 

1. Place it on a continuous-perhaps 10-
y~ar effort--toward positive goals, rather 
than a spastic year-to-year effort. 

2. Place the program under the direction 
of men aware they are dealing with a social 
revolution, men who know what reform is 
and how to get it, men infused with en­
thusiasm for practical, working democracy. 

3. Work in the closest cooperation with 
our NATO allies, endeavoring to enlist their 
support and agreement on joint efforts in 
the mutual-security field. 

4. Divorce militar.y aid from our economic 
and technical-assi.stance programs, so that 
the latter are not overshadowed or adversely 
conditioned by the former. 

5. Tie our aid program more closely to the 
work of the United Nations technical agen­
cies, and increase our participation in multi­
lateral projects. 

6. Expand our foreign-aid program as our 
own national income expands, with concen­
tration on long-term, low-rate loans. 

7. Emphasize aid to free nations which are 
deliberately, successfully planning to in­
crease the democratic life of their people. 

8. Include measures to finance a certain 
amount of consumer credit, so that hungry 
people do not have to wait a lifetime before 
their lot is improved. 

9. Extend the use of our food and fiber 
reserves under Public Law 480 for enlight­
ened foreign-policy objectives. . 

10. Make a special effort immediately to 
double the administration's program for as­
sistance to India by providing the extra 
$250 million which India needs to insure 
the success of its second 5-year plan. The 
loss of India could well mean the surrender 
of Asia to communism. 

UNITED STATES ECONOMY NEEDS FRUITS OF 
FOREIGN AID 

NEW YonK.-How can I convince you­
one of our Nation's 5 million jobless, or an 
American business being badly hurt by com­
petition from foreign imports-that billions 
of dollars of tax money must be spent for 
foreign aid this year and it is imperative that 
Congress continue a trade policy encourag­
ing imports of goods? 

Will you willingly accept the argument 
that more than 4,500,000 · American workers 
earn their living in activities directly created 
by foreign trade, and that there is scarcely 
an individual in our land who is not de­
pendent in some degree upon our world-trade 
activities? \ 

Will you believe the statement that nearly 
80 cents out of every dollar we vote for eco­
nomic assistance to underdeveloped nations 
is spent directly in the United States, and 
that this spending alone provided 600,000 
jobs on farms and in factories last year? 

Will you take seriously Khrushchev's dec­
laration, last November, of "war upon you 
in the peaceful field of trade" and realize 
that unless we boldly counter Russia's ag­
gressive economic offensive in Asia and 
Africa, Russia well may, as she boasts, "win 
over the .United States"? 
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wm you understand that to a significant 

extent, our country today is a "have-not" 
land, increasingly dependent upon the un..: 
derdeveloped areas of the world for essen­
tial raw materials to keep our industries 
running and that we just cannot afford to 
have those areas closed to us? 

Do you kuow that we import 100 percent 
of the coffee, tea, industrial diamonds; more 
than 50 percent of the asbestos, nickel, 
chromite, tin, manganese, tungsten, wool 
apparel, cobalt, bauxite used in our country? 

Will you appreciate how much it is in our 
self-interest to assist in the economic growth 
of the underdeveloped regions of the globe 
because these regions represent a tremen­
dous potential market for American goods, 
and these new customers easily can be our 
greatest antidepression insurance in the 
years to come, easily can help lift us to 
dizzying peaks of prosperity? 

Last week I was among more than 1,000 
citizens who went to Washington from all 
over the Nation to attend the President's 
extraordinary conference on foreign aspects 
of national security. 

Never before has there been a bipartisan 
demonstration of this caliber. 

I'm still a bit awestricken by the_ fact that 
on one day on the same platform, I heard 
speeches agreeing on the imperative neces­
sity of continuing foreign aid and a liberal 
trade policy from Mr. Eisenhower, Truman 
and Stevenson, from Nixon, Dulles and 
Acheson, from Bishop Sheen, Rabbi Feldman 
and Archbishop Stritch. 

Yet, even as I listened to the tens of 
thousands of words spoken from the plat­
form and in the hotel corridors, the thoughts 
kept nagging me: 

Most of these people are here because they 
already ardently believe in foreign economic 
aid and a liberal trade policy. Maybe this 
unprecedented bipartisanship and this ex­
hilaratingly intellectual atmosphere will 
make some converts among key Congress­
men, but this conference is hardly grass­
roots. And even though these delegates 
now go home and start fighting for support 
of the President's foreign-aid and trade pro­
grams at the local level, I've not heard many 
practical hints here on how to overcome the 
hostility to the programs during this cycle 
of recession. 

You, the businessman being directly hurt 
by foreign imports, are the man who must 
accept the arguments at the start of this 
column. You, the worker out of a job to­
day, must appreciate how much your future 
is involved in our foreign aid and trade. 

You, the family in a flood-threatened area, 
must realize why we spend money on fl.ood 
control in far-distant lands. 

For unless and until you are convinced, 
conferences won't do the job and our for­
eign economic aid and trade programs will 
remain shaky and insecure. 

And Russia will continue to make terrify­
ing progress in her relentless war to win the 
world through trade. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, has morn­
ing business been concluded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn­
ing business is closed. 

STAY OF REDUCTIONS IN PRICE 
SUPPORTS AND ACREAGE ALLOT­
MENTS 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid­
eration of Senate Joint Resolution 162. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by title for 
the information of the Senate. 

The CmEF CLERK. Calendar No. 1377, 
Senate Joint Resolution 162, to stay any 

reduction iri support prices or acreage 
allotments until Congress can make ap­
propriate changes in the price support 
and acreage allotment laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion: 
of the Senator from Nevada. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER obtained the floor. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Louisiana yield to me so 
that I may suggest the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
will yield to the Senator for that pur­
pose provided I do not lose my right to 
the floor and provided that the time is 
not taken out of the allotment provided 
in the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Louisiana may yield to me for the 
purpose of suggesting the absence of a 
quorum and that the time taken for the 
call of the roll not be charged to the 
time embraced within the previous 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. BIBLE. 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 Gore 
Allott- Green 
Anderson Hayden 
Barrett Hennings 
Beall Hickenlooper 
Bible Hill 
Bricker Hoblitzell 
Bridges Ho1land 
Bush Hruska 
Butler Humphrey 
Byrd Ives 
Capehart Jackson 
Carlson Javits 
C'arroll Jenner 
Case, N.J. Johnson, Tex. 
Case, S. Dak. Johnston, S. C. 
Chavez Kefauver 
Church Kennedy 
Clark Kerr 
Cooper Knowland 
Cotton Kuchel 
Curtis · Langer 
Dirksen Lausche 
Douglas Long 
Dworshak Magnuson 
Eastland Malone 
Ellender ·Mansfield 
Ervin Martin, Iowa 
Flanders Martin, Pa. 
Frear McClellan 
Fulbright McNamara 
Goldwater Monroney 

Morse 
Morton 
Mundt 
Neuberger 
O'Mahoney 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Proxmire 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall_ 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Yarborough 
Young 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MuR­
RAY] is absent on official business. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of illness in his family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CooPER in the chair) • A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

We have before us for consideration 
a very simple joint resolution. It seeks 
to maintain the status quo with respect 
to support prices and acreage allotments 
until Congress can enact such further 

legislation as may be required by pres­
ent distressed conditions in American 
agriculture. · 

The resolution would do two things. 
First, it would prevent support prices on 
any agricultural commodity from being 
reduced below the 1957 level, and, sec­
ond, it would prevent the total allotted 
acreage for any commodity from being 
reduced below the total acreage allotted 
for such commodity in 1957. 

It would also continue those provisions 
of law dealing with tl1e distribution of 
cotton and rice acreage allotments unfil 
Congress has an opportunity to provide 
appropriate substitute legislation. 

Immediate action upon the joint reso­
lution is particularly urgent because the-

. price supports on dairy products are 
scheduled to drop at the end of this 
month from $3.25 per hundredweight for 
manufactured milk to $3.03 per hun­
dredweight, and from 58.6 cents per 
pound. for butterfat to 56.2 cents per 
pound. 

In view of the fact that the resolution, 
as I have just indicated, is proposed 
purely and simply as stopgap legisla­
tion, I earnestly .hope that the Senate 
will not adopt any amendments to it or 
try to write a new farm bill on the Sen­
ate floor. 

When the joint resolution was consid­
ered in committee a few days ago, as 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul­
ture and Forestry, I made it plain to the 
commi~tee-and the committee agreed 
with me-that we should start immedi­
ately on the preparation and presenta­
tion to Congress of a long-term farm 
bill. However, in order to tide our farm­
ers over a criticaJ period which con­
fronts them now, and to give us time to 
do the thorough job long-range farm 
legislation· will require, the resolution· 
before the Senate .now is an urgent ne­
cessity. 

It is my hope that within the next 4 or 
5 weeks, the Senate Committee on Agri­
culture and Forestry will be able to pre­
sent and the Senate will promptly pass 
a bill which will be acceptable and help­
ful, generally speaking, to the farmers 
of our Nation, and will tend to improve 
their present position. 

The passage of the joint resolution 
will not provide much in the way of ad­
ditional income to the farmer beyond 
that which he received last year. He 
may even receive less, depending upon 
price conditions and whether he has a 
good year for the production of crops. 
Last year, it may be recalled, production 
was very good; as a matter of fact, it is 
my recollection that last year was one of 
the best in several years. The only crop 
which suft'ered considerably, as I pointed 
out a few days ago, was cotton. Never 
before in the history of cotton production 
had a crop of cotton been produced 
which, because of a lack of favorable 
weather conditions, farmers were unable 
to gather. 

- There are many compelling · reasons 
why Congress should act immediately 
upon the joint resolution which is now 
before the Senate. One reason is that 
the committee intends to consider an 
omnibus bill, and has already arranged 
to commence the study of a long-range 



4214 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE March 13 
program, just as soon as humanly possi­
ble. An even more important reason is 
the present generally depressed state of 
the national economy. 

Yesterday the Senate passed a hous­
ing bill providing $1.8 billion for new 
housing. Senators said that this stimu­
lant to construction would provide up 
to 500,000 jobs in the immediate future. 
The Senate and its committees also are 
considering many other bills which have 
to do with stimulating the national 
economy. 

There is little doubt that the national 
economy is sagging at this time. The 
Secretary of Labor recently reported 
that 5.2 million people are now unem­
ployed. Other economists have stated 
that this figure may well increase unless 
something were done, and done soon. 

There is ample evidence of consider­
able cutbacks in industrial production. 
I understand that steel mills are operat­
ing at .about 55 percent of capacity. The 
production of automobiles has been re­
duced, and the production of many other 
articles also has declined. 

In the light of the general econollliC 
situation, it seems to me that this is a 
most inopportune tirhe to ignore the very 
real depressed state of · our agricultural 
economy. 

Realized net farm income, at $11.5 bil­
lion, is at the lowest point since 1942, 
while production expenses are at an all­
time high of $22.5 billion. 

Mr. President, I consider farming to 
be one of the most important segments of 
our whole economy. It is necessary to 
provide a farm income in an a~ount 
sumcent to keep farmers in business. I 
do not know of any segment of the popu-. 
lation which could add more to the pros- · 
perity of the col.P1try than our farmers, 

. if a more prosperous farm income is 
provided. 

As has often been · said, most depres­
sions have started with fall~ng farm 
income. That is the beginning of de­
pressions. Since it is obvious to me that 
a depression has now starte~. this is not 
the time to lower further the income of 
those who produce our very lifeblood­
food and fiber. 

There has been a great decr,ease in the 
number of farms and the-number of peo­
ple on the farms in the past few years, 
as well as in the income of this impor­
tant segment of our economy. In 1952 
there were 5.4 million farms in th~ 
United States. By 1957 the number had 
fallen to 4.9 million. 

Farm population in 1952 was 24.3 mil­
lion. Today it is down to 20.4 million. 

In 1952, the farm population as a per­
centage of the total population was 15.5 
percent. In 1957 it was only 12 percent. 
Thus a substantial reduction in our farm 
economy has taken place each year since 
1952. 

The income from farming as a per­
centage of national income has never 
been so low in the entire history of the 
Nation. The figures date back to 1910. 
as I pointed out 2 or 3 days ago. In 
1910, farmers received 14.1 percent of the 
national income. In 1957 that per-

centage was reduced to 4.2; I repeat: 
That is the lowest percentage in our his­
tory. 

With the Nation now facing the awful 
reality of a growing depression, this is 
not the time to lower prices farmers re­
ceive particularly when farm income is 
already at an all-time low, expressed as 
a percent of national income. 

I have many other tables which indi­
cate the plight of the farmers and the 
extent to which his income varies from 
that of persons engaged in other busi­
nesses throughout the Nation. Let us 
consider, for instance, labor income. In 
1952, labor income was $190.3 billion; in 
1957, it was $246.6 billion, an increase of 
$56.3. billion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CooPER in the chair) . The time the 
Senator from Louisiana has yielded to 
himself has expired. 

¥r. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized 
for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, let us 
consider business and professional 
groups. In 1952, they received $25.7 bil­
lion of the total national income. In 
1957, they received $28.7 billion, an in-
crease of $3 billion. · 

In 1952 rental income was $9.9 billion. 
In 1957, it was $10'.4 billion, up $0.5 bil­
lion. 

In 1952, income from dividends 
amounted to .$9 billion; in 1957, it was 
$12.3 billion-up $3.3 billion. 

Now, let us look at farm income-let 
us see where the depression has been 
felt for many years. 

In 1952, farm income amounted to 
$14.3 billion; in 1957, $11.5 billion-down 
$2:8 billion. 

Mr. President, these figures indicate 
that the most important segment of our 
economic society-that composed of 
those who produce the food and fiber 
without which all of us would wither on 
the vine-is the only one in whose in­
come has consistently been reduced since 
1952, as well as preceding years. · 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi­
dent, to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the two tables to which I have 
just referred. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 
Sources of personal income from President's 
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[Billions of dollars] 

Busi- Rental Per-
Labor ness income Divi- sonal Farm 

Year in· and of per- dends interest in-
come 1 profes- sons income come 

sional 
---------------
1952 ..... 190.3 25.7 9.9 9.0 12.3 14.3 1953 _____ 203.4 25.9 10.2 9.3 13.7 13.9 
1954 ••••• 201.7 25.9 10.6 9.9 15.0 12.2 1955 .. ___ 217.3 27.3 10.2 11.0 16.1 11.6 1956 _____ 234.8 28.0 10.3 11.9 17.6 12.1 1957 2 ____ 246.6 28.7 10.4 12.3 18.8 11.5 

t Wage and salary disbursements and other labor in· 
come excluding employer contributions for social insur­
ance. 

2 Preliminary. 

Data relating to number of farms ana farm 
population, 1952-57 

Farm Income 
popula· from 

Number Farm tion as a farming 
Year of popula· percent as a 

farms tion of total percent of 
popula- national 

tion income 
---------

Milliom Million& Percent Percent 1952 __________ 
5.4 24.3 15.5 6.4 1953 __________ 
5.3 22.7 14.3 5.4 1954 __________ 
5.2 21.9 13.5 5.2 

1955 .......... 5.1 22.2 13.5 4.6 
1956 .......... 5.0 22.3 13.3 4.3 
1957---------- 4.9 20.4 12.0 4.2 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
hold in my hand another detailed table. 
It shows the realized net income of the 
farmer, as compared with his total net 
income. There has been a gradual de­
crease from 1943 to the present time. 
This table includes some of the figures 
included in the tables I have previously 
submitted for printing i'n the RECORD, so · 
I shall not discuss this one in detail. 
But it includes figures for a few more 
years, and indicates that the realized 
net income of farmers has steadily de­
clined since 1951. Senators will note the 
decline began in 1948 but it was greatly 
increased after 1951. 

By the way, Mr. President, the figures 
for realized net income are used by the 
Department of Agriculture as a means 
of measuring the income of the farm 
segment or' the economy, as compared 
with the income of all other segments. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
table prlnted at this point· in the REcoan. 

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

Data relating to farm income 

Year 

1942. _________ 
1943 __________ 
1944 __________ 

1945.. ........ 1946 __________ 

1947 ------·---1948. _________ 
1949 __________ 
1950 __________ 
1951__ ________ 
1952__ ________ 
1953 __________ 
1954 __________ 
1955 __________ 

1956 .......... 
1957 .......... 

Realized 
net 

income 1 

Billion 
$8.8 
11.9 
12.2 
12.9 
15.0 
17.2 
15.9 
13.7 
12.9 
14.8 
14.3 
13.9 
12.2 
11.6 
12.1 
11.5 

Non­
money 
income 
(value Total 

ofhome net 
consump- income 2 
tion and 

rental 
value of 

dwelling) 

Billion 
$2.6 
3.1 
3.1 
3. 4 
3.8 
4.0 
4.1 
3. 5 
3.4 
3. 8 
3. 9 
3. 7 
3. 5 
3.4 
3.4 
3.4 

Billion 
$9.9 
11.8 
11.8 
12.4 
14.9 
15.5 
17.7 
12.9 
13.7 
16.1 
15.1 
13.3 
12. 7 . 
11.9 
11.6 
12.1 

Average 
Govern­

ment 
pay­

ments 
per 

farm a 

$105 
106 
129 
124 
130 
53 
44 
32 
50 
51 
51 
40 
49 
45 

112 
209 

I Includes nonmoney income and Government pay­
ments in addition to the difference between cash receipts 
and farm expenses. 

2 Is realized net income adjusted for net changes in 
farm inventory. 

a Includes soil bank payments as well as all other 
Government payments. 

Source: Farm Income Situation, AMS, USDA. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I de­
sire to refer to the index of prices re­
ceived by farmers, prices paid by farm­
ers, and the parity ratio. These figures 
are set forth in a very important table 
which I now hold in my hand. This 
table also indicates that the prices re­
ceived by farmers have been gradually 
but constantly decreasing and that the 
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parity . ratio has been. gradually falling, 
as compared with the situation existing 
in the 1914 period, whereas prices which 
have been paid by farmers have been 
gradually increasing-thereby reducing 
the parity ratio from year to year. 

In that connection, let me refer to a 
few of the changes: For instance, in 
1952, prices received by farmers were 288 
percent of those in 1914. 

The PRESIDiNG OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Louisiana has 
yielded to himself has again expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, by 
way of contrast, we should note that in 
1952, prices paid by farmers were 287 
percent, and the parity ratio was 100. 

But since 1952, the prices paid by the 
farm segment of the econonw have 
gradually been increasing, whereas the 
prices received by farmers have gradually 
been decreasing. · 

As I have just indicated, in 1952 the 
index for prices received by farmers was 
288 percent, as compared with the situa­
tion in 1914. In 1957, it had declined to 
242 percent. 

Mr. President, in 1952, the index for 
prices paid by farmers for the things 
they need was 287; but in 1957, it was 
.295_. . 

· So, as of last year, the parity ratio 
had declined to 82 percent. The year 
before, in 1956, it was ·also 82 percent. 
In 1955, it was 84; in 1954, it was 89; 
.in 1953, it was 92; and in 1952, it was 
100. . 

So, Mr. President, of all the tables 
I have submitted for printing in the 
RECORD, the one to which I now refer 
shows the darkest picture for the farm­
ers, in contrast to the picture for other 
segments of the economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time the Senator from Louisiana has 
yielded to himself has again expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself an additional 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognJzed 
for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the table to 
.which I have just referred be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

Index of prices received, prices paid and 
parity ratio 

Year 

Index 
1---..,.----1 P arity 

ratio i 
Prices re­

ceived 
Prices 
paid 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; the 
Senator from Louisiana has yielded him­
self a total of 20 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Very well. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Louisiana yield to me? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen­

ator from Louisiana for yielding. 
I am sure he is aware that this morning 

the Secretary of Agriculture held a press 
conference at which he made it very clear 
and very definite that he is opposed to 
both these resolutions; and I wish to 
emphasize the word "both." 

The Secretary of Agriculture also made 
it clear that he has no intention what­
soever, under any circumstances, of 
modifying or altering the cotton and 
dairy-product price supports. I men­
tion those two things because the press 
had published indications that the Sec­
retary of Agriculture might raise the 
supports a little. 

I am sure the Senator from Louisiana 
knows that this morning the Secretary of 
Agriculture said that Senate Joint Reso­
lution 162, which deals with all commodi­
ties, and Senate Joint Resolution 163 are 
considered by him to be worse than the 
farm bill passed by the Congress iri 1956, 
and subsequently vetoed by the President. 

I only add that all we are attempting 
to do today is hold the line on the very 
prices established under the Eisenhower­
Benson farm program of 1957. Even as 
of today, all we are attempting to do is 
keep in effect the farm program the 
President asked the Congress to put on 
the statute books, as Congress did, after 
the President had vetoed the farm pro­
gram the Congress had developed. 

However, for some years our friends 
of the fourth estate and elsewhere have 
had trouble remembering that the farm 
program · which· Mr. Benson now so 
roundly condemns, is his own program­
the one worked out by him, and sent to 
the Congress by the President, and the 
one which-following the President's 
veto of the original program developed 
by the Congress-the Congress adopted 
as a means of having some legislation 
in this field placed on the statute books. 

Let me ask the chairman of the com­
mittee whether my statement is an 
accurate one. 

Mr. ELLENDER. . It is, · and I thank 
the Senator from Minnesota for it. As 
a matter of fact, he has anticipated what 
I was planning to discuss, for I desire 
to make the very point he has made. 

As a matter of fact, the present law 
will not be changed at all by this joint 
resolution; we shall simply be freezing 
the acreage allotments of last year at a 
level not less than that in effect last year, 
in the case of all the basic commodities. 
The support prices of all the basic com­
modities would also be frozen at a level 
not less than that in effect last year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MoR­
TON in the chair). The time the Senator 
from Louisiana has yielded to himself 
has again expired. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Louisiana is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. ·President, let 
me point -out to -my good friend, the 
Senator from Minnesota, that in the case 
of cotton, last year the support price for 
upland cotton was 28.8 cents a pound; 
but this year Mr. Benson fixed the sup­
port price at a little more than 30 cents 
a pound. Of course the cotton farmers 
will get the benefit of the increase, for 
the simple reason that the Secretary 
cannot fix the support price below what 
it was last year, but nothing prevents 
him from increasing it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I repeat what I have 

previously stated, it is an attempt fur­
ther to depress the farmer's income at 
a time when it is already at the lowest 
point in our history. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
table which will show exactly the prices 
which were paid last year for various 
supported commodities, and the prices 
which, in many instances, have been 
fixed for 1958. 

I also ask unanimous consent that a 
table showing the effect of their resolu­
tion on acreag·e · be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
_were ordered to be printed in the REC­
ORD, as follows: 

Commodity Credit Corporation price support levels and prices for 1957 and 1958 crops 

Required by S. J. Res. Announced by Secre-

Commodity Unit 
162-1957 crops tary-1958 crops 

Support Support Support Support 
level price level price 

$1.40 (2) (2) 
.5970 (2) 

~ .2881 81 a • 3075 

Basic commodities: 
Corn ~---- - ----------------------------- BusheL ••••••••••• Cotton, extra long staple _______________ Pound ______ :, ____ _ 
Cotton, upland·------------------------ _____ do ____________ _ 

.1135 (2) (2) 
4. 72 75 34. 33 

Peanuts._-----------------------------______ do __ ----- __ ___ _ 
Rice. rough·---------------------------- Hundredweight __ _ 

1952.---------------------
1953.---------------------
1954.---------------------
1955.- --------------------
1956.---------------------

288 
258 
249 
236 
235 
242 

287 
279 
281 
281 
285 
295 

100 Wheat---------------------------------- BusheL __________ _ 
92 Mandatory nonbasic commodities: 

77.0 
75. 0 
78. 0 
81.4 

-82.0 ' 
79.0 2.00 75 II. 78 

89 Honey-· · ------------------------------- Pound.----------- 70. 0 

1957 ___________ .:, _________ _ 

Source: CSS, USDA. 

84 Dairy products: 
82 Manufacturing milk---------------- HundredweighL.. 82. 0 
82 Butterfat.__________________________ Pound____________ 79. 0 

Tung nuts·------------------------------ Ton ___ ..:___________ 65.0 
Tung oil................................ Pound.'----------- -----------·-
Mohair •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••• do.____________ 87. 0 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
understand, I have yielded myself a tot~l 

WooL •••••••••••••• -------------------- -------------------- 101.0 
t Commercial support for corn produced in compliance with acreage allotments. 
' Not announced. of 15 minutes. · •Minimum. 

.097 70 . . 096 

3. 25 75 3.03 
.586 75 .562 

52.13 (') (2) 
.205 (2) (2) 
• 70 82 . 70 
.62 95 .62 
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,-Commodity Credit Corporation price support levels and prices for 1957 and 1958 crops-Con. calendar year 1958. · Otherwise, · there 
would be severe, and even shocking, in· 
jury to many cotton producers, the peo· 
ple who live and toil on the land. 

L 

Required by 8. J. Res. 
162-1957 crops 

Commodity Unit 

Support Support 
level price 

Announced by Secre-
tary-1958 crops 

Support Support 
level price 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am in agreement 
with the statement of the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Other non basic commodities: 

~~l.-ili-Y edib"ie~~==================::: ~~Jiea.weiiiii:-:: 
70.0 $. 95 
68. 0 6.31 

{ 46. 00 

70 
68 

{ { 
$. 93 
6.18 

45.00 

·Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate what the 
Senator from Louisiana and other Sen­
ators have done. 

There is also included in the joint res­
olution an additional provision providing 
that the very small producer shall not 
have his allotment reduced below 4 acres, 
or the highest planted acreage of one of 
the last 3 years. Is that correct? 

Cottonseed----------------------------- Ton ______________ _ 65.0 42.00 65 41. 00 
Flaxseed----- --------------------------- BusheL __________ _ 65.0 2. 92 65 2. 78 

'90.0 28. 29 •oo 29.04 Gum naval stores----------------------- Barrel 6 __________ _ 
70.0 . 61 70 . 61 Oats _________ -----_____________________ _ BusheL __________ _ 

1.18 70 1.10 Rye __ ---------------------------------- __ __ _ do _______ ___ ---
8')rghums, grain________ ________________ Hundredweight __ _ 

70.0 
70.0 1.86 70 1. 83 

Soybeans------- ---------------------- -- BusheL ______ ____ _ 70.0 2.09 70 2. 09 

'Unprocessed basis. 
1 435 pounds processed basis. 

Acreage required by S. J. Res. 162 

~heat------------------------- 55,000,000 Corn ___________________________ 37,288,889 

Cotton (upland)--------------- 17, 585, 463 
Cotton (extra long staple)------ 89,357 
Peanuts------------------------ 1,611,441 
Rice --------------------------- 1, 652, 596 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, if 
anything, the prices for 1958 have in­
creased over those of 1957. From 'that 
standpoint, I do not see why Mr. Benson 
should object. But, Mr. President, as 
has been pointed out on many occasions, 
the allotted acreage of many farmers 
has been cut back to a point that it is 
uneconomical to farm many crops. 

What the pending measure does is 
simply place a floor. under 1958 acreage 
allotments. It provides that such allot­
ments cannot be reduced below 1957 
levels; however, they can be increased. 
This floor would remain in effect until 
Congress enacts a long-term farm pro­
gram, and I might say that the Senate 
Agriculture Committee will begin that 
task within the very near future. 

I wish to give assurance to the Senate, 
as chairman of the Committee on Agri­
culture and Forestry, that I shall do all 
in my power to report a bill from the 

- committee as soon as possible. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sen­

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. COOPER. I should like to ask 

the Senator a question regarding to­
bacco. Tobacco is excluded from the 
joint resolution. Many tobacco growers 
in my State and other States may be­
lieve that because tobacco is excluded 
from the resolution the interests of 
tobacco growers have not been consid­
ered by the Committee on Agriculture. 
That is not the case. 

Mr. ELLENDER. No, that is not the 
case. 

Mr. COOPER. Differing from all 
other farm crops, tobacco has a support 
price of 90 percent of panty, fixed by 
law, and it cannot be lowered by the Sec­
retary of Agriculture. Is .that correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor· 
rect. Tobacco farmer:s have an allotted 
acreage program which they themselves 
have fixed. 

Mr. COOPER. I think the Senator 
from Louisiana will agree with me that 
becat:se there is a fixed support price on 
tobacco, which cannot be lowered by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and an acre­
age allotment program voted by the 

farmers, the situation with regard to 
tobacco is good, and there is no occasion 
to include tobacco in the resolution. 
The fact that it is not included is evi­
dence that the tobacco program is work­
ing well. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As a matter of fact, 
the support price is fixed by law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sena­
tor from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time .does the Senator yield him­
self? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 3 minutes 
to the Senator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana for yielding to me, and 
I appreciate his understanding of the 
nationwide problem. I think he and 
his committee have done a splendid job 
in bringing before the Senate the joint 
resolution. It is timely and necessary. 

I wish to invite attention to the por­
tion of the joint resolution affecting a 
product with which I am familiar, in 
order to be sure I understand what is 
included with regard to that product. 
Will the Senator from Louisiana state 
whether I am correct in my understand· 
ing that the joint resolution now includes 
the provisions of the 1956law, which were 
temporary, and freezes the cotton acreage 
for 1959, and years thereafter, at the 
1957level? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor· 
rect. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is very necessary 
that such a provision become law during 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Stennis amend­
ment has been included in the joint 
resolution. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am very glad the 
Senator had the amendment placed in 
the joint resolution. That provision will 
be made permanent legislation, will it? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, until Con­
gress enacts other legislation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Until it is changed by 
law, of course. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. I am also interested 

in another provision, which was a com­
panion amendment to the two provisions 
I have mentioned. It has to do with the 
1-percent clause, which is not so neces­
sary now as it was, but which is taken 
care of in the joint resolution. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. STENNIS. S. 267, which covered 
those three points, was before the com­
mittee. I introduced that bill in Jan­
uary 1957. I know the Senator from 
Louisia.na gave special attention to its 
provisions, and I wish to thank him and 
the other members of the committee. 
The provisions relating to cotton acreage 
are an important part of the joint resolu­
tion. Something is done about cotton 
acreage for 1958 although certainly 
that is not so important as the pro­
visions in the joint resolution relating to 
1959 and future years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­

sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a table explaining the 1958 bene­
fits from the three acreage allotment 
amendments included in the 1956 Agri­
cultural Adjustment Act. 

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

1958 benefits from 3 acreage-allotment amendments included in 1956 Agricultural 
Adjustment Act . . 

State 
Total1958 
allotment 
for cotton 

Effect of Stennis amendments, 
acreage saved or gained Number of 

1------;----..,----1 farms affected 
by 3d amend­

ment 1st amend- 2d amend- 3d amend-
ment 1 ment 2 ment a 

Alabama_------------------------------------ 1, 035, 463 11i4, 741 ------------
Arizona_------------------------------------- 367, 572 59, 199 - -----------
Arkansas------------------------------------ 1, 411, 984 226, 602 ------------

1 Holds-1958 allotment for United States same as 1956 national allotment. . 

13, 146 
206 

5, 786 

44, 159 
408 

13,724 

I Provides for about 63,224 additional acres for 19!i8 .to be distributed among the States to prevent losses resulting 
from shifts in history between States. In effect, this amendment prevents any Sta te from losing more than 1 percent 
of its allotment from the previous year. 

a Adds 100,000 acres to the national allotment to be used exclusively to give each cotton farm the smaller of 4 acres 
or the highest planted in the 3 previous years. 



1958 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4217 
1958 benefits f rom 3 acreage-allotment amendments included in 1956 Agricultural 

A djustment Act-Continued 

State 
Total1958 
allotment 
for cotton 

Effect of Stennis amendm ents, 
acreage saved or gained Number of 

1----,.-----.,,------1 farms affected 
by 3d am end· 

m ent 1st amend- 2d amend- 3d amend-
ment 1 men t 2 ment a 

California ____________________________________ 812, 487 130,853 ------------ 468 l , 215 Florida _________________________ __________ ____ 
38,662 6,028 ------------ 1, 257 4,339 

r~~~rf:na~====::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 905,387 144,303 ------------ 9,904 25, 851 
'14, 597 609, 922 97,542 ------------ 4, 619 

Mississippi •• - - ------------- - --- --------- -- : •. 1, 660, 110 265, 437 ------------ 12,914 41,200 
Missouri.------- ----------- - --- --- - --------- - 377, 819 60,706 ------------ 1,104 '3, 286 
N ew Mexico. _------- ------------------- - --- - 184,247 29,658 ------------ 202 669 
N orth Carolina ____________ _ ------ - - - - - - -- - - - - 49-1,083 77,312 ------------ 14,316 51,036 
0 k lahoma __ _________ ---- - - ---_. ____ • __ .-- ____ 827, 162 128, 706 23, 300 5, 162 ------------
South Carolina _____ ____ _________ __ __ _________ 739, 957 117,870 ------------ 8, 503 29,715 
Tenn essee· - - - -------------- ------ - - - --------- 582,523 92, 781 ------------ 6, 761 24, 551 
T exas_ -- - --------------------------- - -- - - - -- - 7, 474, 661 1, 19/i, 909 39,844 13, 497 27,430 

4, 991 Virginia ______________________________ ________ 18, 161 2,802 ------------ 777 

'1957 estimate. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I sug­
gest the absence of a quorum, and ask 
unanimous consent that the time for it 
not be taken out of the time allotted 
to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dougl~.s 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 

Gore Morse 
Green Mort on 
Hayden Mundt 
Hennings Neuberger 
Hlckenlooper O'Mahoney 
Hill Pastore 
Hoblltzell Payne 
Holland Potter 
Hruska Proxmire 
Humphrey Purtell 
Ives Revercomb 
Jackson Robertson 
Javits Russell 
Jenner Saltonstall 
Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Johnston, S. C. Scott 
Kefauver Smathers 
Kennedy Smit h, Maine 
Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Knowland Sparkman 
Kuchel St ennis 
Langer Symington 
Lausche Talmadge 
Long Thurmond 
Magnuson Thye 
Malone Watkins 
Mam:field Wiley 
Martin, Iowa Williams 
Martin, Pa. Yarborough 
McClellan Young 
McNamara 
Monroney 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoR­
TON in the chair). A quorum is present. 

The joint resolution is open to amend­
ment. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes. 

On January 16 of this year the Presi­
dent made certain recommendations to 
Congress in the field of agriculture. After 
surveying the whole situation, and de­
ciding what he thought and finding what 
the Secretary of Agriculture thought was 
necessary in the interest of our farm 
economy, he made certain recommenda­
tions. They include a revision of acre­
age controls, a revision of the price-sup­
port formula, a freer decision on the part 
of farmers, an extension of markets 
through surplus disposal, an accelera­
tion of research for the purpose of find­
ing new uses for farm products, and an 
extension of the so-called rural develop­
ment program. 

With respect to a part of the Presi­
dent's recommendations, relating partic­
ularly to those items which are set forth 
in the law, a bill was introduced by the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], 
cosponsored by other Members of the 
Senate, which is designed in part to 
carry out the recommendations of the 
President and the Secretary of Agricul­
ture. The bill, s. 3049, is presently pend­
ing in the Committee on Agriculture. 

Among other things, the bill provides 
for an increase in national marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments, the dis­
continuance of acreage allotments on 
corn, the level of price support for basic 
agricultural commodities, the level of 
price support for dairy products, the 
establishment of a Commodity Credit 
Corporation Advisory· Board, and the ex­
tension of the Agricultural Trade Devel­
opment and Assistance Act. That bill 
in large part embodies the recommenda­
tions of the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the President of the United States. 

We are now confronted with Senate 
Joint Resolution 162, which proposes a 
support freeze at the 1957 level, meas­
ured in dollars-and-cents terms. It also 
provides for a freeze of acreage, with 
the exception of tobacco. 

I wish to examine the specific effect of 
the joint resolution. There are 12 or 15 
reasons why it should be defeated. 

In the first place, it is an indefinite 
freeze. One need only to look at the lan­
guage' of the joint resolution to show 
that that is so. It provides: 

In order to prevent reductions in support 
prices or acreage allotments prior to con­
sideration by Congress of such changes in 
the price support and acreage allotment 
laws as may be necessary at this time. 

When will Congress consider changes 
in price supports and acreage -allot­
ments? I do not know. The distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry may say the 
committee will consider it next week. 
That does not mean that the Senate will 
consider it. It does not mean that the 
Senate will act on it. It does not mean 
that the House Committee on Agricul­
ture and Forestry will act on it. It does 
not mean that the House of Representa­
tives will act on it. This is an indefinite 
contingent. Until that question is re­
solved, the joint resolution provides an 
·indefinite and permanent price freeze. 
If the Committee on Agriculture and 

Forestry and if the Senate and the House 
do not act on the bill, to which I have 
referred, and obtained the signature of 
the President of the United States to it. 
the freeze will continue. If I am wrong 
in my interpretation of the language, 
then I should like to have someone 
correct me. 

When we speak about an indefinite 
freeze based upon an amorphous contin­
gency, we are speaking about changing 
the basic agricultural policy of the Na­
tion. That is the first reason why I am 
opposed to the resolution. 

Second, it proposes a major policy 
change. The law is quite clear with re­
spect to the purpose of price supports. 
the criteria therefor, and where they 
shall be established within a given 
bracket. The ultimate objective is to 
provide an adequate supply of a com­
modity. 

The Secretary of Agriculture consults 
his advisory boards, his statisticians, his 
economists, his stabilization experts, and 
his marketing advisers, and then deter­
mines where the level should be set for 
the purpose of producing an adequate 
supply. If we freeze the level, if we take 
away the administrative authority, we 
have made a basic change in agricultural 
policy. 

When the Senate had under discussion 
the other day, on a motion to suspend 
the rule, the proposal offered by the dis­
tinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE], the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] stood in his place 
and asked, "Why, under given condi­
tions, did not the Secretary of Agricul­
ture modify price supports a year ago? 
Why did he not cut them then?" 

There was a perfectly logical reason 
why, but in the welter of debate late in 
the day there was no time to offer a re­
buttal. I will state why the Secretary 
did not reduce price supports then. 
There were 600 counties which were 
designated for drought relief. Emer­
gency feed was made available to stock­
men. There were 700 other counties 
where grazing land was to be placed in 
the Soil Bank. The conditions were so 
entirely different that when the Secre­
tary and his st.aff evaluated the whole 
situation there was great warrant for 
the action he took then in not lowering 
the price supports. What is now pro­
posed, however, is a basic change in 
policy. 

The third reason I assign in opposition 
to the joint resolution is that it will sim­
ply defer a long fervent hope which we 
had entertained that perhaps the supply 
and the demand could be brought into 
better balance. I am still devoted to the 
old, classic idea that when there is a bal­
ance between supply and demand, or ap­
proximately so, in a free-enterprise sys­
tem, then the price mechanism begins to 
work. But obviously it cann:ot work if 
legal rigidities are imposed by legislative 
fiat to tie the hands of the very person 
who, under the law, is mandated to ad­
minister the law. 

How long and how fervently have we 
hoped that at long last, instead of hav­
ing the farmers produce for warehouse 
account, they would be producing for 
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the market, for the consumer, for ex· 
port, and for whatever carryover was 
needed. 

Now it is proposed to go back to the 
price support level, in dollars and cents 
terms, to do what obtained last year; 
and it will be insurance that, once more, 
the hope which we so long nourished will 
go aglimmering. The result will be that 
. the farmers will be producing once more 
for storage account, with all the admin­
istrative costs and storage costs that go 
with it. 

It seems to me that if the Senate will 
simply contemplate the frightening fig­
ure of $1 million a day for the storage of 
commodities which will have to be taken 
over, that in itself ought to be rather 
persuasive. 

So what I see in the freeze is an assur­
ance that we will be going back to the old 
surplus diet. 

The fourth reason why I am opposed to 
the resolution is that it will tie the Sec­
retary's hands. For practical purposes, 
we shall be reverting to the old, manda­
tory philosophy. What a tragedy that 
will be. We have seen what happened in 
the 8-year period when prices were sup­
ported under mandatory, high, rigid 
levels. That was when the mischief and 
the deviltry were done. That was when 
the real accumulations began. Now we 
shall have it all over again, because the 
resolution imposes mandatory supports, 
at 1957 levels, on nine commodities. 

Let us make no mistake about it. By 
this interesting joint resolution, we shall 
be reviving the very thing we had con­
signed, I hoped, to oblivion, when we 
finally got away from the mandatory 
level. 

Now it is proposed to tie. the Secre­
tary's hands. In the basic law we say to 
him, "Within a given bracket, you fix the 
price support level where you and your 
experts believe that enough will be pro­
duced for domestic consumption, for 
carryover, for the export trade, and for 
whatever else may be needed.'' 

In accordance with the export back­
ground, a level was fixed by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. But now it is proposed 
to go back and, by a change of policy, 
tie Mr. Benson's hands. 

I know that many Senators do not 
like him. I have heard all the impreca­
tions which have been hurled against 
him. But I am always delighted to think 
of him as one of the most reputable 
characters who has ever come to the 
Nation's Capital. If he were a weak and 
vacillating person; if he did not have an 
intense conviction, which is as well an­
chored as the Rock of Gibraltar; he 
would have faltered under attack long 
ago. He has a conviction; and I am de­
lighted that .the President shares the 
conviction with him. I am even more 

-delighted that at the press conference 
last week, when a House delegation was 
seeking to pressure the resignation of 
Mr. Benson, the President said that 
whom he had in the Cabinet was not the 
business of Congress, and that he did 
not expect or intend to call for Mr. 
Benson's resignation. · 

The Nation will never get a more 
courageous man; and now that we have 
him, it is proposed that we tie his hands. 

We are asked to say, "In the law, we 
directed you what to do. In the law we 
gave you authority, according to your 
own lights, to do your best in the inter­
est of American agriculture. But now, 
Mr. Secretary, we are not going to let 
you have the flexibility allowed by the 
law. We propose to tie your hands and 
to freeze the price support level." That 
is another reason why I am against the 
resolution. 

The fifth reason is that the resolution 
will assure the creation of more sur­
pluses. It cannot be otherwise. We can· 
not consider the productivity of the 
American farm plant without recogniz­
ing that in every field, whether it be 
dairy products or others, there will be 
more and more surpluses. 

At this point I shall comment on the 
statements which have been made in 
the Senate from time to time about the 
exodus from the farms. Yes; there has 
been an exodus from the farms, and 
there is, I think, a very good reason for 
it. In 1820, which was 138 years ago, a 
farmer in the United States produced 
enough to meet the subsistence needs of 
a little mdre than 4 persons. But in 
1956, a single farmer produced enough 
to meet the subsistence needs, not of 4 
persons, but of 21 persons. If anyone 
wants to know why people leave the 
farms, let him look at the productivity 
figure. Then to that must be added the 
cost of machinery, and other factors. 
From those figures we get the answer. 

Actually the exodus from the farms 
began in almost every State of the 
Union in 1935. I have here a table 
which shows the curves. They go down, 
almost without any modification, start­
ing in 1935. That was the year when 
the curve of farm population started 
downward, and it has been going down 
ever since. 

I suppose that in 1910 the farm popu­
lation was about 35 percent of the total 
population. 'l.'hirty years ago it was 
probably 25 percent of the total. The 
percentage continued at that level until 
1935, when it began to slide down. 

There are many reasons for the 
change. There is the lure of jobs in the 
cities by means of the fine highways 
which we build. A person now has the 
means to commute between where he 
lives, if he lives on 5 or 10 acres, and a 
job which is 60 or 70 miles away. He 
can get to his work and back quickly. 

So when we consider all the factors, 
we learn why there has been such a 
great exodus from the farms. But when 
we consider the productivity figures, and 
realize what a single farmer can pro­
duce today, we find that there is a very 
considerable difference between the 
productivity in the days of the horse­
drawn plow and the slow-moving ani­
mals as compared with productivity of 
the mechanized farms of the modern day. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HoB­
LITZELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Tilinois yield to the Senator from 
Utah? 

Mr. DmKSEN. I yield briefly. 
Mr. WATKINS. It is true, is it not, 

that the rigid price-support program was 

in effect at the tiine when a part of the 
transition from the farms to the cities 
was taking place? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. WATKINS. Is it not also true 

that during the early years of Secretary 
Benson's term of office, he was operating 
under programs which had been estab­
lished by prior Congresses, and his own 
program was not th-en in effect at all? . 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 
Mr. President, if the joint resolution 

will aggravate the surplus problem, some 
agricultural commodi-ties-will be priced 
entirely out of the market, all over 
again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 15 
minutes the Senator from Tilinois has 
yielded to himself have expired. . 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 
10 additional minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, what 
is the trouble with butter? It has been 
priced out of the market. Half the but­
ter market has been lost. Until the price 
of butter becomes such that butter is 
competitive with other products, a dur­
able answer to that phase of the farm 
problem will not be found. 

The pending joint resolution will only 
aggravate the problem; it can do noth­
ing else. Call it a stopgap measure or 
an emergency measure if you will, Mr. 
President; but it is still a measure based 
on a contingency. But if the joint reso~ 
lution is passed by both Houses and is 
signed by the President, it will be in 
effect until it is repealed by a subsequent 
act of Congress or until the Congress 
enacts legislation which will take its 
place. 

Let us not forget, however, that action 
by two Congressional committees and 
both branches of Congress and signa­
ture by the President would be required 
in order to place a new law on the stat· 
ute books. 

In 1934, when the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act first went on the statute 
books, I was a Member of the House of 
Representatives. I voted against that 
measure. I remember that at that time 
we were told, "This is only for 3 years." 
Later, we were told, "At this time it will 
be for only 2 years." Later, we were 
told, "At this time it -will be for only 1 
year." ·But, Mr. President, I have been 
voting on the reciprocal trade bill or on 
extensions of that bill for the past 24 
years--all on the basis of "only for 1 
.year" or "only for 2 years" or ''only for 
3 years more." In every case, the pro­
ponents advanced the argument that the 
extension would be for only a limited 
period of time. 

Mr. President, let us not be fooled. If 
this joint resolution is enacted into law, 
it will not be changed until another law 
repeals it. This joint resolution, if en­
acted, will continue to be on the statute 
books until and unless a new policy is 
established. 

But what assurance have we that 
either this year or the next year or the 
following year there will be established 
a different policy which will cause the 
acreage freeze or support freeze provided 
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by the pending measure to be removed 
from the statute books? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yiel(i to me? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield briefly. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Let me refer to the 

· joint resolution: 
That in order to prevent reductions in sup­

port prices or acreage allotments prior to 
consideration by Congress of such changes 
in the price support and acreage allotment 
laws as may be necessary at this time-

And so forth. 
On what bill is the Committee on Agri­

culture and Forestry working at this 
time? Is it working on a bill which is 
supposed to provide for an evolution of 
the program which ultimately will solve 
this problem, with which Congress has 
'been endeavoring to cope-although 
thus far the efforts of Congress have 
been unsuccessful-by legislative enact­
ment for the last 25 years? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I cannot tell. All I 
can say is that the President and the 
Secretary of Agriculture have requested 
greater flexibility and a lowering of the 
support levels. 

I believe one can reasonably infer, 
from the discussion which have occurred 
on the floor of the Senate, that there is 
hostility toward such a solution as is 
proposed. So where is there any assur­
ance that at an early date a modification 
will be made of the policy proposed by 
the pending joint resolution? ~ 

By the pending measure, it is proposed 
that acreage allotments be increased and 
price-support levels be increased. How­
ever, the joint resolution would not 
amend any existing law, because it pro­
vides, in part: 

That in order to prevent reductions in 
support prices or acreage allotments-

Those two. 
The joint resolution, if enacted into 

law, would not modify the 1934 act or 
the 1949 act. Nevertheless, by means 
of the enactment of the pending meas­
ure, the criteria and the standards 
would go out the window. That is _why 
it may truly be stated that the pending 
measure would make a basic change in 
policy, 

The Congress has already established 
criteria to be used by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. By that means he has been 
told how to go about the business of 
setting, for any particular commodity, 
a price support which will .provide an 
adequate supply of the commodity. 

But no criterion would be established 
by means of the pending joint resolu­
tion. Instead, the existing criteria would 
be scrapped -bY this means, .and an en­
tirely different set of instructions would 
be given to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. President, the language of the 
joint resolution speaks for itself; it does 
not require any .argument by me. 

By means of the joint resolution, Con­
gress would worsen an agricultural sit­
uation which already is bad. I so con­
tend, and the Secretary of Agriculture 
admits it. For 35 years we have been 
trying to find a solution, but we have 
not found one yet. _ 

Today the Senate is confronted with 
a joint resolution which is referred to 
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as an emergency measure or stopgap 
measure or a crisis measure. However, 
when we read very carefully the lan­
guage of the joint resolution, we find 
that, once enacted, it would remain in ef­
fect indefinitely, until the taking of dif­
ferent action by a committee of the House 
of Representatives, a committee of the 
Senate, the House of Representatives it­
self, the Senate itself, and then s_ignature 
by the President of the United States. In 
short, the pending measure would, if 
enacted, remain in effect until repealed 
by means of a separate measure. 

Mr. President, I have pointed out that 
the joint resolution would be mandatory 
in the case of nine agricultural commodi­
ties. I shudder at the very thought of 
having the Congress return to that mis­
chief. How long it took the Congress ta 
get rid of the mandatory supports. But 
the pending joint resolution would pro­
vide mandatory supports for quite anum­
ber of agricultural commodities; and if 
the joint resolution were enacted into 
law, who knows but that the doctrine of 
mandatory supports might be instituted 
all over again? How bad it proved to be, 
Mr. President. 

Another reason why I am opposed to 
the joint resolution is that it would 
aggravate the problem in the case of the 
basic commodities. Under this proposal, 
the price support for wheat would, ac .. 
cording to the figures which have been 
presented, rise from 75 percent to 84 per­
cent, even though in the Government 
stocks there is a whole year's supply of 
wheat. 

Mr. President, some Members of the 
Congress may believe it would be proper 
for Congress to proceed to say to the 
wheat farmers, "We will raise the sup­
ports on wheat, even though the Gov­
ernment has an entire year's supply on 
hand and will continue to pay the stor­
age charges on that wheat." 

Mr. President, to raise the supports on 
wheat would simply aggravate the prob­
lem. Then wliat would happen? Oh 
. what a headache would come the next 
year and the year after that. 

Mr. President, ·I would prefer to deal 
with the problem now, rather than suffer 
such an aggravated headache at a later 
date. 

A further reason why the joint reso­
lution should not be passed is that it 
would be discriminatory. Let us con­
sider the wheat farmers who have signed 
up under the S.oil Bank. The price sup­
port was announced as being $1.78. Un­
der the Soil Bank I suppose the farmers 
would receive. the equivalent of $1.20. 
But under the pending proposal, the 
Government would say to the farmers 
who previously signed up under the Soil 
Bank, "We are going to freeze the sup­
port at the 1957 levels, and it will be just 
too bad for' you poor devils who signed 
up before now with the Secretary of 
Agriculture, because by means of this 
joint resolution the support will be 
pegged at $2 a bushel." 

Mr. President, would that be fair? 
Mr. President, even though Illinois is 

not essentially a wheat-producing State, 
I will not agree to attempt to make my 
peace with the farmers at home by say­
ing to one of them, "Bill, I am sorry; but 

you signed up for the Soil Bank before 
we got this joint resolution on the statute 
books. So you are in one category," and 
then by saying to another, "But, John, 
you are in another category." I will not 
do that, Mr. President. I shall do my 
utmost to have fair treatment accorded 
to all of them, right down the line. 

Oh, Mr. President, what a disservice 
the Congress would render to agriculture 
in the United States if this joint resolu­
tion were ever . passed by the House of 
Representatives and the Senate and were 
to be signed by the President. 

Mr. President, I am reminded of an­
other reason why I am opposed to the 
joint resolution. I do not speak for the 
President of the United States; I would 
be the last person under God's canopy 
ever to attempt to arrogate to myself any 
knowledge of what the President would 
do. But if the pending joint resolution 
were passed by both Houses of Congress 
and were signed by the President, and 
thus were enacted into law, the Secre­
tary of Agriculture would have to go to 
the White House-he would simply have 
to do so, if he were to maintain his self­
respect--and would have to say to the 
President, "I ask you to veto this joint 
resolution." The Secretary of Agricul­
ture could not do otherwise. If I were 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and if I 
were confronted with a measure of this 
sort, I would simply have to say to the 
President, "Mr. President, this joint reso­
lution woald provide a basic change in 
policy, and it would tie my hands, and 
it would frustrate the very recommenda .. 
tions which you, yourself, sent to the 
Congress in January. So I respectfully 
ask you not to sign this measure." 

Mr. President, in my judgment, the 
Secretary of Agriculture would have to 
do that, in view of the existing facts. 

That is another reason why I do not 
want to go through any empty gestures 
by passing a measure which, if it became 
law, would result in a disservice to agri­
culture, but which, probably, would be 
vetoed. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. YOUNG. The President, himself, 

when he vetoed the farm bill, raised price 
supports for wheat from 76 percent of 
parity to about 83 percent of parity, the 
equivalent of $2 a bushel. At that time 
we had more of a surplus of wheat than 
we have now. How can the Senator 
justify lower prices when farm operating 
costs are up and surpluses are down? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What were the con­
ditions then existing? The other eve­
ning, the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] said price supports could have 
been raised a year ago. I did not have 
time to answer then, but I answer 
now--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield myself 3 addi­
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senator may proceed for 3 additional 
minutes. . 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator misquoted me slightly. I 
said the other night the Senator from 
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Dlinois has stated that under the law 
the Secretary had to reduce support 
prices on dairy products. I pointed out 
to him that, if he had to do it this year, 
he was operating under exactly the same 
law which was in effect when he raised 
dairy price supports 2 years ago, when 
there was in the hands of the Depart­
ment of Agriculture 6 times the amount 
of dairy products there is this year. 
Somebody should have gpne to jail 2 
years ago, if the law reqlJ,ired him to-re­
duce supports for dairy products then. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The answer to the 
question is, What were the conditions? 
As I recall, the Senator said if the Sec­
retary of Agriculture could do it now, 
why could he not have done it a year ago? 

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator let me 
answer his question? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. AIKEN. At that time the Com­

modity Credit Corporation owned dairy 
prodl,lCts which were the equivalent of 
10,500,000,000 pounds of milk. This year 
the Commodity Credit Corporation owns 
the equivalent of 1,750,000,000 pounds of 
milk. In other words, this year there is 
85 percent less in surpluses in the hands 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
than 2 years ago. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is not the whole 
story. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is a pretty good 
story. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is only a part of the 
story. 

Mr. AIKEN. I shall be glad to com­
plete the story. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Let me answer the 
Senator. 

Mr. AIKEN. I' did not ask any ques­
tions. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What was the cost of 
feed then? How many counties were 
being given drought relief? How many 
counties put grazing acres into the Soil 
Bank? 

Mr. AIKEN. The cost of feed then was 
approximately the same as the cost of 
feed is today. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I get an entirely dif­
ferent answer from the Department. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am speaking of my 
region. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I was taking a na­
tional average figure. One must con .. 
sider disaster and drought relief coun­
ties putting grazing acres into the Soil 
Bank, cost of feed, and many other 
factors. The Department looked at the 
whole picture and said, "Let it stand." 
In February it declared the support 
levels. If the experts in the Department 
of Agriculture do not know what the 
score is going to be in the months ahead, 
I, frankly, give up. I make so bold as 
to say I do not believe there is a Member 
of the Senate of the United States who 
has sumcient basic knowledge to pass on 
the question, because it is a matter which 
has to be rationalized by getting all the 
facts from all over the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 3 addi­
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 
3 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. Is the Senator aware of 

the fact that the dairy cow population 
has decreased by 266,000 in 2 years? In .. 
creased production cannot be obtained 
unless the number of cows is increased. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What is the increase 
in production per animal on the basis of 
balanced and scientific feeding? 

Mr. THYE. Increased production can 
be accomplished by year-by-year breed­
ing, but animal production is not im­
proved except by breeding. If there is 
a certain population today, the potential 
milk production is just so much. A lit­
tle more milk can be squeezed out of the 
present number of cows by an excessive 
amount of feeding. That is what has 
been done, because the price of corn is 
only 54 percent of parity. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. All I know is that 
from 1902 to 1957 the increase in dairy 
products was nearly 10 billion pounds. 
That is a :figure from the Department. 
The Senator will have to speak for him­
self. 

I point out, as another reason for re .. 
jecting the joint resolution, that its en­
actment would amount to a contradiction. 
The Department this morning an­
nounced that a little more than 12 mil­
lion acres should go into the Soil Bank 
in order to cut production, reduce sup­
plies, and stabilize prices. To say that 
the Senate, notwithstanding that, will 
by its own fiat freeze acreage, does not 
make sense. If it makes sense then I 
give up. 

I shall make one other point, and then 
I shall have taken too much time. I 
suggest that John Q. Taxpayer has an 
interest in this question, too. Senators 
should not forget it. When one looks at 
the 1959 budget, he will see what I mean. 

Let me mention some figures. Our 
losses in fiscal 1956, in dealing with sur­
pluses, were $1,900 million. In fiscal 
1957 they amounted to three and a quar­
ter billion dollars. When too much is 
produced, we have to get rid of our 
surpluses. 

The 1959 estimate for foreign famine 
relief is $106 million in donations. 

Donations for needy persons . will 
amount to $429 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 3 addi .. 
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 
3 addltionai minutes. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. If we have money in 
our pockets, we are in a much better 
position to bargain with persons who 
have basic commodity surpluses than if 
we have surpluses ourselves, but it is es­
timated $70 million will be used for bar­
tering in acquiring materials trans­
ferred to the supplemental stockpile. 

Nine hundred and seventy-five million 
dollars will be used for disposing of for .. 
eign currencies. Senators should see the 
foreign currencies presently in the Treas­
ury. Under the International Trade 
Agreement, of which we are members, 
$113 million worth will be used. Other 
losses amount to $864 million. 

If enactment of the joint resolution 
will assure more surpluses, as I think it 
will, I do not see how we can escape the 
problem. We shall only save up a head .. 
ache and continue the business of put .. 
ting losses on the Federal Treasury. 

In the case of cotton, I point out that 
in 3 years we took a loss of $742 million. 

Is there any end to it? Are we going 
to stand up to the challenge and say, 
"This is not the way"? Let us work with 
the problem, let us fight with it, until we 
find a durable solution. An indefinite 
freeze is proposed. If the Senate ap­
proves it, I believe it will render a dis­
service to agriculture, a greater disserv­
ice, I believe, than by any single measure 
which has come to my attention in a 
long time. 

So I utter the hope and prayer that 
the joint resolution will be rejected· when 
it comes to a final vote. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator stated 

that the losses on cotton amounted to 
$700 million. 

Mr:. DIRKSEN. Seven hundred and 
forty-two million dollars. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have figures from 
the Department of Agriculture showing 
that the loss was only $453 million. The 
Senator has forgotten to deduct the 
profits made on -cotton up to June 1957, 
of $273 million. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I received the figures 
on my own request. I do not believe 
there are later figures. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator re .. 
ceived inflated figures. Those are the 
figures which the Secretary of Agricul­
ture used before our committee, and they 
caused a ruckus in the committee, be­
cause we showed the Secretary the losses 
were under $1 billion, when he said they 
were $3% billion. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I was 
serving in Congress when the CCC Act 
was written. I know we capitalized the 
program for $100 million. We mandated 
it, so that at the end of a year's opera .. 
tions it was necessary for those in charge 
of the program to go to the Treasury De .. 
partment and say, "We lost so much. To 
repair our capital structure, we need this 
appropriation." 

That was in hard dollars. Whether 
the dollars were inflated or not, we paid 
the bill. I can read a budget. I know 
what is in the budget so far as losses are 
concerned. We can call the money any 
kind of dollars we please, but the tax .. 
payer has to pay. That is why I say the 
taxpayer ha:; an abiding interest in what 
-Will happen in the Senate Chamber this 
afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Illinois- has 
expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE]. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, first 
I should like to say that I am very proud 
and honored to have an opportunity to 
support the joint resolution which has 
been presented-by the distinguished Sen­
ator from Louisiana. I think the Sen .. 
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ator made a magnificent statement in 
support of the joint resolution. 

I should like to point out that the 
joint resolution under consideration is 
a bipartisan committee resolution. An 
overwhelming majority of the members 
of both political parties on the Commit­
tee on Agriculture and Forestry sup­
ported the joint resolution and voted in 
favor of it in the committee. I believe 
that is an important point, because the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
is the principal agency of th,is body for 
determining what kind of a long-term 
farm program we are to have. The com­
mittee, which reported the joint resolu­
tion, has told us that it is the committee's 
intent to present a long-term farm bill, 
and to present it soon. I think that is 
the clear implication of the action. 

I have faith in the committee. I am 
sure the committee will report a long­
term agricultural bill, because I believe 
every Member of this body agrees that 
the farmers of the Nation do not want 
to be put on a permanent subsidy. The 
farmers want a farm program which 
will work. They want a balanced farm 
program, one which will obviate the ne­
cessity of subsidies. 

My experience in Wisconsin teaches 
me that farmers are conservative. Farm­
ers do not like big government. Farmers 
do not like to have the Government dic­
tate decisions. The farmers of Wiscon­
sin overwhelmingly want a self-help pro­
gram; but they need time to work out 
their problem. They have confidence 
that if they are given a little more time, 
and if the ridiculousness of the farm 
situation as it is at present is recognized 
by Senators and Representatives, gen­
erally, as well as by the country at large, 
there can be adopted a program which 
will work. 

I should like to make several points 
as quickly as possible. 

No. 1, we have under consideration a 
conservative joint resolution, because it 
will simply conserve the income farmers 
now have. It will prevent farmers' in­
comes from being reduced. As a result, 
it will protect this very important seg­
ment of our economy at a time when our 
country is in a serious economic slump, 
and when we a~re suffering from a reces­
sion. 

I point out that farmers are among 
the leading purchasers of steel. · Farm­
ers, of course, must have some kind of 
transportation, either automobiles or 
trucks, in order to operate their farms. 
Therefore, farmers are important pur­
chasers of automobiles, trucks, Sind trac­
tors. This is an extremely important 
item with regard to the whole econ­
omy-not simply to farmers alone, but 
to the whole economy. 

I should like to point out that if Sec­
retary of Agriculture Benson's order be­
comes effective, which, · of course, ap­
proval of the joint resolution under con­
sideration would prevent, the effect of 
the order on the dairy farmers and on 
the farmers generally will be that the 
farmers will not only suffer immediately, 
but they will have no long-term solu .. 
tion of their problems. 

Since 1952 Secretary of Agriculture 
Benson has been in control of our farm 
policy. Since 1952 prices for milk have 

dropped from; $4.20 per hundredweight, 
for manufacturing milk, to about $3.25. 
If the Secretary of Agriculture was cor .. 
rect in his bE~lief that the way to solve 
the problem was to reduce price supports 
and reduce farm prices, then we should 
have had some kind of solution before 
now. . 

What has happened as prices have 
been cut? What should have happened, 
of course, according to the old economic 
theory, was that supply should have 
dropped and demand should have in­
creased, and the problem would have 
solved itself. I submit that, because of 
the nature of farm economics, exactly · 
the opposite situation has prevailed. As 
prices have gone down production has 
risen, indeed, production has gone up 
steadily and relentlessly about 2 percent 
a year, until at present production is ap­
proximately 10 percent above what it 
was in 19S2. Demand has not gone up, 
as it should have, with prices going 
down. The per capita retail sales, which 
represent the best reflection, in fact the 
only true reflection of demand, have ac­
tually dropped. Such sales have actual .. 
ly declined. 

Mr. President, that is why I say the 
present program is not the proper way, 
on a long-term basis, to solve the prob­
lem of the farmer. We must provide 
the kind of program envisaged by bills 
which are before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, which bills 
I am sure will be given fair considera­
tion. Those bills, if enacted into law, 
will provide a long-term farm program 
which will work. 

Very quickly I should like to point out 
the injustice which a cut in dairy price 
supports will bring to farmers. It was 
stated in the Senate Chamber yesterday 
that since 1952 annual interest income 
has increased more than 58 percent, to 
$19 billion. It was further stated that 
annual dividend income has increased 
35 percent, to $12.3 billion. The return 
on capital, therefore, is something over 
$31 billion this year, while the return 
to farmers has dropped all the way down 
to $11.5 billion. 

Mr. President, we now face a situation 
in which people with capital are receiv .. 
ing nearly three times as much as the 
farmers are receiving. I say that is 
wrong; it is unfair, it is unjust. It is 
particularly wrong when we recognize 
that the farmers work such long hours, 
and work very hard, and that they have 
increased their efficiency and produc .. 
tivity far more than any other group 
in the economy. The reward for the 
farmer has been a sharp reduction in 
his income. 

I should like to reinforce a point which 
was brilliantly made by the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Am:ENJ, 
when he said that we live in a society 
of subsidies and supports. 

Unfortunately we do. We have had 
discussions in the Senate Chamber in 
the last 10 days as to postal subsidies. 
Some of us tried to limit the subsidy 
paid to any publication to $1.8 million, 
but we were defeated. It was the deci .. 
sion of the Senate as a whole that the 
publications should receive subsidies, in .. 
eluding subsidies to single publications 
exceeding $5·mmion each. 

-

We have passed legislation to increase 
the airline subsidy. We have provided 
a minimum wage to protect labor. 
'!'here is a movement with widespread 
backing to increase the minimum wage 
support for labor. We have given sup­
port by tariffs . to manufacturers. There 
is much talk of, and a great deal of sup­
port for increasing tariffs and protecting 
industry through tariffs. 

Most important of all, we have an 
administered price system in large areas 
of our economy. This is price fixing, 
price support by private agreement. 
Steel prices have not gone down in 25 
years. There are other segments of the 
economy in which 1, 2, or 3 manufac­
turing units or corporationS control a 
very large part of the output. Those 
units or corporations can fix prices, and 
move prices up or down. 

This is the kind of economy the farm­
er finds himself in, when he alone-and 
he is virtually alone-operates in a com­
petitive price economy. It simply does 
not make sense. It is unfair and unjust 
to the farmer. I believe it is only fair 
that we should give the farmer a chance 
and a little more time to work out his 
problem. 

I should like to stress a statement 
made very well this morning by the dis .. 
tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] when he pointed out what has 
happened to parity. If Senators, both 
Republican and Democratic, will recog­
nize what Secretary Benson has done to 
parity, they will vote overwhelmingly in 
favor of the joint resolution under con .. 
sideration. 

Let me tell the Senate what has hap­
pened. When Secretary of Agriculture 
Benson took office, 75 percent of parity 
for dairy products amounted to $3.31 per 
hundredweight. Today, 75 percent of 
parity amounts to only $3.03 per hun .. 
dredweight. 

What has happened is that parity has 
dropped. At the same time, costs have 
increased. Parity is 10 percent lower, 
although the farmer must pay much 
higher prices. I submit that this is 
about as unfair, improper, unjust, and 
unethical as it could possibly be. If we 
are to have a parity system which means 
anything, it should mean that the farmer 
should be in such a position that as his 
costs increase, his income increases. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has 
expired. . 

Mr. PROXMIRE. In conclusion, I say 
that what is at issue is the survival of 
the family farm. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BEALL]. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, the great 
needs of our agriculture today are bigger 
markets for the abundance our farms 
produce-more freedom for farm people 
to plant, to sell, and to make their own 
management decisions-help for the 
families living on inadequate farms and 
in underdeveloped rural areas. 

The legislative changes proposed by 
the administration will serve all of these 
basic needs. 

In spite of the cost-price squeeze, the 
ineffective price supports and unwork­
able acreage controls, the farm level of . 

\ 



4222 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE March 13 

living is higher than ever before. Farm 
assets are at a peak and productivity per 
.man-hour is rising year by year. What 
we need to do now is to free our farmers 
·as rapidly as is feasible from the shackles 
·Of controls which have cramped their 
operations for many years. 
. OUr farm people want to be more free 
to plant, more free to market, more free 
to meet their competition, more free from 
Government interference. 

This program will permit more free­
dom for farmers. It will give farmers 
more freedom to plant by increasing 
acreage allotments. Some of these allot­
ments have become so small as to cripple 
efficiency. I am told that 7 out of 9 cot­
ton allotments are less than 15 acres­
and I know that tobacco allotments are 
far too small. 

This program will make price supports 
·more realistic. The range of 75 to 90 
percent of parity on the basic crops and 
dairy products does not allow for su:m.­
cient market growth. We are pricing 
these commodities out of potential mar­
kets. Increased allotments and a wider 
range of price support logically go 
together. 

The program ·wm eliminate the esca­
lator clauses, those formulas which pro­
vide that the level of price support goes 
up as the surpluses go down. Farm peo­
ple do not want to live continually under 
the shadow of surpluses. 

Nor do other taxpayers want it because 
taxpayers, including farmers, get the 
bill for storage and losses. 

Our surplus disposal efforts have been 
meeting with increasing success. They 
must be continued until the surpluses 
are reduced to reasonable proportions. 

· In this connection, I support the exten­
. sion of the special school-milk program. 
Milk is the most valuable crop Maryland 
farmers produce. Last school year more 
than 900 Maryland schools took part in 
this special milk program and the chil­
dren of my State consumed more than 
30 million half-pints of milk under this 

. program. This is a wise use of our 
abundance. It serves farm and city peo· 
pie alike. 

I endorse the provisions on extension 
·and expansion of Public Law 480, in· 
creased emphasis on utilization research. 

We are on the right road in agricul­
tural policy. Progress is being made. 
Sound programs will result in a sound 
agriculture. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
·yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the reso· 
lution we are considering today does not 
seek to increase price-support levels or 
cash prices on farm commodities. It 
would only freeze price supports at last 
year's level. It would prevent the drop 
in price supports Secretary of Agricul· 
ture Benson has already scheduled for 
the 1958 crop. 

Even the level of support last year-
1957-is not high enough to lift the prices 
of many farm commodities up to a level 
necessary to maintain some semblance of 
equality of income as between farmers 
and other segments of our economy. 

For example, Secretary Benson lowered 
price supports for wheat from $2 to $1.78 

a · busnel or from 82 ¥2 · percent to 75 
percent of parity. Dairy price supports 
are scheduled to be dropped on April 1 
from approximately 83 percent to 75 
percent of parity. 

The pending joint resolution would re­
store these price supports to the present 
level or the one President Eisenhower 
himself established 2 years ago when 
he vetoed the major farm bill which 
would have set price supports for these 
commodities at 90 percent of parity. 

·The effect on feed grains would be as 
follows: The price of barley would be 
increased from 93 cents to 95 cents per 
bushel; grain sorghums would be in­
creased from $1.83 per hundredweight to 
$1.86 per hundredweight-that is, over 
the prices of last year; rye would be in­
creased from $1.10 per bushel to $1.18 
·per bushel; flaxseed would be increased 
from $2.78 per bushel to $2.92 per 
bushel-again, only a very few cents. 

Farm net income has been decreasing 
year after year since the Korean war. 
':fhese figures are as follows: 
1953 ______________________ $13,880,000,000 
1954______________________ 12,190,000,000 
1955 ______________________ 11,581,000,000 

1956--~---~--------------- 12,070,00~000 1957 ______________________ 11,532,000,000 

Our Nation's economy is in trouble. 
The number of unemployed is the highest 
in 16 years. Our national economic 
situation could become far more serious 
than it is now-that is, if we do not cor· 
rect the basic reasons for its cause. 

Every depression in the past has 
started with depressed farm prices. It 
does not make sense for this adminis· 
tration purposely to plan lower farm 

-prices-anj that is exactly what it is 
doing . 

Secretary Benson, in his last appear· 
ance before the Senate Agriculture Com­
mittee, stated that lower price supports 
would mean lower cash prices, at least 
for some time in the future. 

These planned lower prices for farm 
commodities will only serve to deepen 
the depression. What we need is in­
creased farm purchasing power-not 
less. · -

In the so-called agriculture States, 70 
percent of the per capita income is spent 
for industrial goods as compared to 50 
percent in the nonagricultural States. 
This gives some indication of how the 
entire economy is adversely affected 
when the purchasing power of the farm­
ers is destroyed. 

Mr. President, little, if any, of this drop 
in farm prices will be reflected in lower 
prices to the consumers. 

Surely, there is abundant evidence to 
prove that the lowering of price supports 
in the past by Secretary of Agriculture 
Benson or any other Secretary has not 
resulted in lower prices to the consumers. 

Let us take wheat "for example. The 
-price support for-wheat last year was $2 
a bushel. The average· cost of a 1-pound 
loaf of bread was 18.8 cents. The farm 
value of the wheat in this loaf of bread 
was only 2.6 cents. 

Lowering price supports for wheat by 
22 cents a bushel, as has been scheduled 
by Secretary Benson, would mean a drop 

· of approximately 11 percent in the farm 
value of the wheat going into a loaf of 

· bread, or less than three-tenths of a 
cent per loaf. 
~ Is ·any, S.enator naive enough to believe 
that this three-tenths-of-a-cent decrease 
in the cost of a loaf of ·bread will be 
passed on to the consumers? The 11 
percent drop in income will be serious 
-to farmers, however. It will break many 
small- and average-sized farmers. Dur­
ing the last 5 years 6,672,000 people left 
the farms to seek employment in the 
cities. There will be many more farm­
ers seeking employment in the cities if 
we permit farm prices to drop further. 

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

Mr. YOUNG. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope the Senator 

will forgive .me, but I hold in my hand 
a clipping from the Minneapolis Morning 
Tribune of March 10. It is a feature 
article by Mr. Charles Bailey, who is a 
member of the press corps, and who cov­
ers the activities of the Congress of the 
United States for the Cowles Publica­
tions. I shall quote from a portion of 
the clipping which refers to a speech 
made by a Member of the House, in 
which he noted the cost to taxpayers of 
such programs as price support for 
wheat, and then said, "In addition, it 
may cost him about $20 a year more for 
the high price of bread." 

Another Member of Congress had this 
to say: 

Because the high support program has 
·kept the price of bread high, also, you­
as an average consumer of bread-paid $20,-
000 more than your bread would have cost 
you otherwise. 

He refers to 1957. 
Then th~ writer c;>f the article goes on 

to point out what the figures really rep .. 
resent, as the Senator from North Da· 
kota has pointed out. All I say is that 
we are constantly the victims of open 
distortion of fact. It is true that if the 
price of wheat went up 50 cents a bushel, 
it would not raise the price of a loaf of 
bread by as much as thiee-fourths of a 
cent. 

Mr. YOUNG. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. It is amazing that 
people should throw out figures such as 
that. If the wheat producers gave away 
their wheat, and did not charge any­
thing for it, the people of America would 
not have the price of a loaf of bread 
affected by more than 2.6 cents. 

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

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am interested in 

what the Senator from Minnesota and 
the Senator from North Dakota have 
said, especially the remarks of the Sena­
tor from North Dakota, who is one of 
the most distinguished agricultural ex· 
perts in the Senate. 
-Mr. YOUNG. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. He has mentioned 

!the fact that even though the · price 
which the farmer receives for his prod· 
uct has been going down over the years, 
the cost of the same product to the con­
sumer has been going up. 

Let us assume, as is the ~ase at the 
present time and will be for some time 
to come, and even if ~r. Benson has his 
way, that wheat is selling in Montana 
and the Dakotas at $2 a bushel, and that 
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the wheat is sent to Minnesota for mill· 
ing. What does it cost to mill a bushel 
of wheat? Does the Senator from North 
Dakota have any idea about that? 

Mr. YOUNG. I do not have the in· 
formation: I am sorry. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It costs some· 
where between 50 cents and 75 cents. 
Then it goes to the baking concern, and 
the bushel of wheat is baked mto loaves 
of bread. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota have any idea how much the 
total number of loaves of bread will sell 
for? 

·Mr. YOUNG. I know that it is about 
2.6 cents a loaf so far as the farm cost 
of wheat is concerned. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The total cost of 
that bushel of wheat comes to some­
where between $14 and $15. The farmer 
gets $2. The miller gets about 75 cents, 
or six bits. The baker get a little bit also. 
Who makes the money? Is it the farm-

. er? Of course not. He gets very little. 
Someone somewhere along the line, is 
raking in the money, and the price of 
bread, regardless of the price of wheat, 
goes steadily upward. 

Therefore, as the Senator has said, the 
farmer is being made the goat in the 
parity picture, and It is about time that 
the picture is laid on the table. If we are 
to criticize the farmer because of sub­
sidies alleged to be paid him, then we 
should also criticize the railroads and 
steamships and airlines, and look into 
the tariff, which, after all, is a subsidy for 
business-a needed one, I believe-and 
then we should also consider the maga­
zines and newspapers which are being 
paid subsidies, as was brought out in the 
debate a few days ago·. All those enter­
prises receive subsidies from the Gov-. 
ernment . . 

· Mr. YOUNG. I .thank the . Senator 
for his statement·. Mr. ·President: I ask 
unanimous consent to hiwe printed in 
the RECORD at this point a table prepared 
by the Department of Agriculture show­
ing the cost of wheat in a loaf of bread. 

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

TABLE III 

Year 

. 

1948_- ----------------- -
1949.-------------------
1950. ------------ - ----- -
1951_-------------------
1952_------------------ -
1953 __ - ----------- - ---- -
1954.·--------------- - ---
1955_- ------------------
1956_- ------------------1957 _______ .,; ___________ _ 

Cash 
price 

support 
level 

Cents 
2.0 
1; 95 
1.99 
2.18 
2.20 
2. 21 
2.24 
2.08 
2.0 
2.0 

Retail 
price of a 
1"pound 
loaf of 
bread 

Cents 
13.9 
14. 0 
14. 3 
15.7 
16. 0 
16.4 
17.2 
17.7 
17.9 
18.8 

Farm 
value 
of the 
wheat 

in a loaf 
of bread 

Cents 
2.6 
2. 4 
2. 5 
2.6 
2.6 
2. 5 
2. 7 
2. 7. 
2. 6 
2.6 

.Estimated number of families in the United States, 
42,548,000. 

Source: 1. Murray Thompson, Office of Price Support, 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. YOUNG. -Mr. President, for ex­
ample, in 1948 the price support on 
wheat was exactly the same as it is 
today, $2 a ·bushel. The cost of a 
1-pound loaf of bread was 13.9 cents in 
1948, and the farm value of the wheat 
iD. a loaf of bread was 2.6 cents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time· of the Senator from North Da­
kota has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 more minutes to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Although in 1957 the 
price support was exactly the same as 
10 years ago, the price of a loaf of 
bread had risen, from 13.9 cents to 18.8 
cents. 

I believe that is a complete contradic-
. tion of the unreliable and inaccurate-­
and purposely inaccurate--statements of 
the kind the Senator from Minnesota 
has quoted. 

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

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. The charge has been 

made that the joint resolution would 
freeze rigid price supports into law. Is 
that a correct statement? 

Mr. YOUNG. No. It would freeze 
them at not less than last years level. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does it freeze rigid sup· 
ports? 

Mr. YOUNG. It places them exactly 
where they are under present law. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not true that the 
only commodities which would benefit 
by the joint resolution would be rice, 
which would be maintained at 82 per­
cent of parity, instead of 75 percent, as 
the Secretary proposes; wheat, which 
would ·be maintained at · 79 percent of 
parity, instead of 75 percent; manu­
facturing milk, · at 82 percent, instead of 
75 percent; and butterfat, at '19 per-
cent, instead of 75 percent? . 

Is it not true that those are the only 
. commodities which would be ·affected at 
all, and that the same :flexibility which 
has existed for most of the commodities 

. will continue to exist · in the future, 
namely, from 75 percent to 90 percent? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. 
Mr. AIKEN. , Therefore only rice and 

wheat and manufacturing milk are af­
fected, regardless of what anyone may 
say. Corn is not affected. The sup­
port price for the 1958 corn production 
which corresponds to the· 14 percent of 
corn production which was in com­
pliance last year would be set at 77 per­
cent of parity instead of 75 percent, but 
let us not lose sight of the fact that 86 
percent of the corn production last year 
was produced on noncompliance acre­
age, and that would not be affected 
by the resolution. Any ~tatement that 
the joint resolution would restore and 
freeze rigid 90 percent price supports is 
simply-well, the Senator can use his 
own adjective to describe that kind of 
statement. 

Mr-. YOUNG. I appreciate the state­
ment of the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was not enthusiastic 
over this way of maintaining farm prices. 
I realize, however, that in the concerted 
attack upon price supports for· farm 
commodities someone is making a major 
contribution to the recession in the 
United States. I expect to vote for the 
joint resolution, not because it is the 
way to set support prices, but because it 
may be the· only way we can head off 
greater effects of the depression in the 
farming areas. · 

Mr. YOUNG. I certainly agree with 
the Senator from Vermont. I do not 
know of a.ny time in recent years when 
it has been more necessary to stabilize 
the price of farm commodities than now. 

What · sense is there to helping other 
segments of our economy to prevent a 
depression when we are purposely reduc· 
ing ·the level of income to farmers? 

Much has been said about higher price 
supports increasing surpluses. I have 
had a table prep~red by Mr. Kendall, 
of the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, showing the number of 
acres planted to wheat and the farm 
prices for each year since 1927. 

For example, in 1932 the price of wheat 
was 38 cents a bushel, and the farmers 
planted 66,281,000 acres. One would 
naturally think that when the price 
reached the low level of 1932 that the 
farmers would .decrease their acreage of 
wheat the next year. That is not the 
case; however, and, actually, in 1933, the 
year following that very low price of 
wheat, the lowest in 30 years or more, 
the farmers increased their wheat acre­
age from 66,281,000 to 69,009,000 acres in 
1933. 

I ask unanimous consent to have that 
table printed in the RECORD as a part of 
my remarks. 

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

Year 
Acres 

planted 
to wheat 

Thouaanda 
1927------------------------------- 65, 661 
1928_______________________________ . 71, 152 
1929_______________________________ 67,177 
1930_______________________________ 67, 559 
1931_ _______ ;. ____ ~-------------·---- 66, 463 
1932 _____ ~_..: __________ ~·------------ 66, 281 

. 1933_______________________________ 69, 009 1934_______________________________ 64, 064 
1935_______________________________ 69, 611 

~~~t::::::::::~::-::::~ ::: ::::::::: ~: ~i~ 
1938_______________________________ 78, 981 
1939_______________________________ 62,802 
1940----- -------------------------- . 61,820 
1941_______________________________ 62, 707 
1942------------------------------- 53,000 
1943------------------------------- 55,984 
1944------------------------------- 66,190 
1945------------------------------- 69, 192 
1946_______________________________ 71, 578 
1947 ------------------·-------------- 78, 314 
1948----------~-------------------- 78,345 
1949_______________________________ 83,905 
"1950_. _______________ .: ____ -__________ 71, 287 
l!l51__ _____________________________ 78,524 
1952 ________________ ..:______________ 78, 645 
1953_______________________________ 78, 931 
1954_______________________________ 62, 539 
1955_______________________________ 58, 241 
1956 __ _____ _. ___ _.___________________ 60, 658 . 

11)57 --- ~ ----------~---------------- . 49, '999 

United 
States 
farm 
prices 

$1.08 
.99 

1.03 
, .66 

11J 
J?- :~ 
-, {' :~ 

1.09 
1.35 
1.41 
1.49 
1.90, 
•2.29 
1.98 
1.88 
2.00 
2.11 
2.09 
2. 04 
2. 12 
1. 1!9 
1. 97 
1.94' 

NoTE.-Since Wotld War II there have been 7 general 
freight increases. . 

Source: Jim Kendall, Senate Agriculture Committee. 

BealizeCL net farm income 
Year: Millions of dollars 

1947----------------------------- 17.191 1948 _____________________________ 15.943 

1949--~-------------------------- 13.673 
1950----------------------------- 12.857 
1951----------------------------- 14.802 
1952-~--------------------------- 14.256 
1953----------·------------------- 13. 880 
1954----------------------------- 12.190 
1955----------------------------- 11.581 
1956----------------------------- 12.070 
1957-----------~----------------- 11.532 
Source: Jim Kendall, Senate Agriculture 

Committee. 
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Producer's share of consumer dollar 

Year: . Percent 
. This shows an increase from 1947 to 1957 still more when net farm income has 
o{ 15 percent, and an increase of 9 percent been dropping year by year and when 
fr~~e~~ec ~~!~~n~r~~~·ln the production . this drop in purchasing power ~s the pri-1946-----------~--~--------------- 52 
1ndex have increased in actual retail prices mary ~ause of the recess10n which is fac-
as follows: ing thiS Nation today. . 

1947------------------------------ 61 
1948--------------------·--------- 51 
1949------------------------------ 47 
1950------------------------------ 47 
1951------------------------------ 49 
1952------------------------------ 47 
1953--------------------------~--- 44 . 
1954------------------------------ 43 1955______________________________ 41 
1956 _____ ·------------------------- 40 
1957------------------------------ 40 
Source: Jtm Kendall, Senate Agriculture 

Committee. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the table 

proves conclusively that there is not one 
iota of truth to the statement that lower 
prices will solve our surplus problem. 
We will have farm surpluses in postwar 
periods whether we have price supports 
or no price supports at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad­
tiona! time of the Senator from North 

Commodity and unit 

Gasoline, tank truck, per 
gaL--------------------

Wbeel tractor, 30 to 39 
belt horsepower, each ___ 

Plows, tractor, 3-bottom, 
each ___________ ---------

Disk harrows, tandem, each ____________________ 
Manure spreaders, each __ 
Grain drills, 20-tube, each_ 
Combines, self-propelled, 12-foot, each ____________ 
Cornpicker-huskers, 2-

row, each _______________ 

Average prices paid 
by farmers- Percent 

increase 

Average Sept. 15, 
1947-49 1957 

--
Cent3 Cent3 

.219 .270 23 

Dollars Dollars 
2,100 3,000 '43 

269 400 49 

202 301 49 
332 513 55 
475 754 59 

4,310 6,140 42 

1,210 1, 980 64 

Dakota has expired. . Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5' additional Senator yield? 

minutes to the Senator from North 'Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Dakota. _ . Mr. THYE. The table which has just 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the lower been placed in the RECORD by the dis­
dairy price supports as proposed by Sec- tinguished junior Senator from North 
retary Benson, and which .this resolution Dakota is a convincing argument con­
seeks to prevent, are very unlikely to·. cerning the problem which faces the pro­
be passed on in lower prices to the con- ducer. No one knows the answers to the 
sumers. problems of the farmer better than does 

The prices of some farm commodities, the distingu~hed Senator from North 
both price supported and nonprice sup- - Dakota. Not only was he an operating 
ported. are fairly good. This is almost farmer when he came to the Senate, but 
entirely because Congress has insisted on his sons are operating the farm today 
maintaining a fair level of price supports. in North Dakota. The Senator knows 

The greatest problem farmers have to- what the farmer is faced with. He un­
day is the rising cost of everything they derstands the farmer's problems at first 
have to buy and the increasing number - hand. He is not merely reading formal 
of items they need as farming becomes statistics; neither does he get his knowl­
more technical. edge out of books. He knows the facts 

Mr. President, during the 1~947-49 pe- first hand. 
riod, the average price for a gallon of Mr. YOUNG. I appreciate that state­
gasoline was 21.9 cents, and on Septem- ment coming from my good friend, the 
ber 15, 1957, it had risen to 27 cents, or distinguished Senator from Minnesota. 
an increase of 23 percent. During this I ·have read many articles which 
same perioda39-horsepower tractor went claimed that we in Congress who repre­
up from $2,100 to $3,000 .. or 43 percent; a sent the farming areas really do not be-
3-bottom tractor plow went up from $269 lieve in these farm programs ourselves. 
ta$400,or49percent; adiskharrowwent Of my own knowledge, I do not know of 
up from $202 to $301, or 49 percent; a single Member of Congress who does 
manure spreaders went up from $332 to not firmly believe in these programs and 
$513, or 55 percent; grain drills went up the cause of the farmers. Anyone who 
from $475 to $754, or 59 percent; com- has ever lived on a farm or has had any 
bines-a 12-foot self-propelled-went up actual experience in farming would not 
from $4,310 to $6,140, or 42 percent· and sit idly by when farming is in the predic-
2-row cornpicker-huskers went up 'from ament it is in. It may be that some · 
$1,210 to $1,980, or 64 percent. Members of Congress will be defeated the · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- next election and will no longer be able 
sent to have this table inserted in the to speak here for farmers; but the voice 
RECORD as a part of my remarks. of the farmers will be heard in Congress 

There being no objection, the table in the future, whether through Republi­
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD

1 
cans or Democrats. 

as follows: It seems almost ridiculous for one 
The index numbers of prices paid by farm- Cabinet member in this administration, 

ers for production Items (1910-14=100) for Se·cretary Benson, to propose lower · 
the years 1947-58 is as follows: prices, and less purchasing power for 
1947-------------------------------- 224 the farmers at a time when the wages of 
1948--~----------------------------- 250 labor are increasing-and while other 
1949-------------------------------- 238 Cabinet members are planning multi-bil-
1950-------------------------------- 246 lion-dollar spending programs to provide 
195L------------------~--- --------- 273 employment for the unemployed. 1952-----------------------·--------- 274 Mr. President, I believe it is neces-
1953--------~----------------------- 253 . 1954 ______________ .;._________________ 252 sary for the administration to take ac-
1955-------------------------------- 249 tion to help the unemployed. I am not 
1956 _________________ :..______________ 249 taking issue with increased wages for 
1967 1

------------------------------- 258 labor. It does seem to be ridiculous, 
1 January-October average. however, to purposely lower farm income 

I hope the resolution will be passed. 
Mr. BARRETT. 1\{r. President, I yield 

15 minutes to the distinguished senior 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, it sad­
dens me to see the Senate, which is gen­
erally a deliberative body, approach the 
enactment of so revolutionary a law as 
is proposed by the pending joint resolu­
tion without hearings, without a record, 
without giving a chance to farm organ­
izations to be heard, without giving a 
chance to the Department of Agriculture 
to be heard, without giving anyone else 
a chance to know what is included in the 
joint resolution, which was introduced 
only a few days ago. 

I call attention to the fact that, as is 
well known to my colleagues on the 
Committee on A~riculture and Forestry, 
at the last meeting of the committee we 
had to make some changes in the form 
of the resolution as it had been over­
hastily reported the day before. That is 
not the way to enact sound legislation. 
Neither is it sound to legislate without 
any idea of what the people affected 
think about the matter. 

I have Just received a telegram from 
the president of the American Farm Bu­
reau Federation,-Mr. Charles B. Shuman, 
which I shall read into the RECORD, as 
follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 13, 1958. 
Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 

Senate· Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Senate Joint Resolution 162 rigidly fixing 

price supports and acreage allotments is 
agains.t the longtime interest of farmers 
and should not be approved. 

CHARLES B. SHUMAN, 
President, American Farm Bureau 

Federation. 

Mr. President, as I recall, the Ameri­
can Farm Bureau Federation has about 
1,700,000 farm families as members. 

I ·have also received a telegram from 
the Florida Farm Bureau Federation, 
which reads as follows: 

GAINESVILLE, F'LA., March 12, 1958. 
Hon. SPESSARD L. HoLLAND1 

United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C.: 
We commend you on your vote aga1ns~ 

fixing dairy price support at 1957 level. 
Urge you to continue holding the line 
against bills of this type dealing with dair~ 
and other commodities. 

T. K. McCLANE, 
Executive Vice President, 

Florida Farm Bureau. 

Mr. President, the fact of the matter 
is that this is well intended proposed 
legislation, but it is hasty, carelessly 
drawn. and unwise. For that reason. I 
protest very vigorously against its en .. 
actment. I realize that what I shall 
say probably will not change a single 
vote; but I want the record to show what 
I believe to be the facts about the 
joint resolution. That is why I am 
speaking now. 

First, I want every Senator to ask 
himself this question, and I am particu­
larly looking at Senators from the 
wheat-producing States: Would this ac-
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tion be fair to those who have signed 
up under the Soil Bank program? 

I note, by looking at a table compiled 
by the Department of Agriculture­
USDA 652-58-that, in connection with 
wheat, there have been 164,944 appli­
cations signed and filed in county ASC 
offices for the retirement of acreage un­
der the acreage reserve program of the 

Department, and that the number of 
acres retired is 4,875,092-almost 5 mil­
lion acres. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have the table printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

1958 acreage reserve participation through Feb. 28, 1958 

Applications signed and filed in county 
All offerings, inrluding ap-

plications tiled and those 
ASC offices on waiting lists (registers) 

Commodity 

Number of Number of Maximum Number of Maximum 
applications acres payments acres payments 

Wheat (all)~-----------------------·----- 164,944 4, 875,092 $97, 180, 495 5, 442,357 $107,336, 540 
Corn. __________ • _______ ._. _______________ 197,207 3, 957,237 167, 971, 622 7, 232,267 311, 998, 026 
Cotton. __ ------------ __ ._ •• _.-- __________ 234,387 3, 091,977 168, 963, 888 5,096, 627 282, 073, 2JO 
Rice _____ -------------_---_-----•••••• -- __ 4,156 131,749 8, 907,870 158,581 10,658,772 
Tobacco: 

Flue-cured ___ ------------------------ ('%!, 634) (55, 012) (13, 790, 015) (68, 510) (17, 124, 357) 
Type 2L. ---------------------------- (1, 091) (1, 125) (185, 675) (1, 258) (207, 634) 
Types 22-23.--- --- ------------------- (3, 770) (5,694) (973, 379) (7, 280) (1, 251, 352) 
Burley_.----------------------------- (11, 279) (7, 352) (1, 904, 237) (8, 759) ~2, 280, 388) 
'Maryland. _______ .------_____ ---- ____ (1, 449) (6,982) (1, 060, 534) (8,575) 1, 302, 606) 
Dark air-cured. __ -------------------- (3, 521) (2, 031) (312, 734) (2, 049) (315, 920) 
Virginia sun-cured ____________________ (1, 158) (1, 943) (266,246) (2, 135) (292, 570) 
Types 42~-------------------------- (135) (410) (63, 010) (610) (93, 716) 
Type 51. ___ -------------------------- {716) (3,037) (1, 066, 945) (3, 037) (1, 066, 945) 
Type 52.----------------------------- (994) (3, 405) (1, '%!8. 909) (3, 405) (1. 278, 909) 
Type 54.----------------------------- (163) {460) (65, 083) (487) (68, 857) 
Type 55.----------------------------- (849) {2, 022) (337, 502) (2, 262) (378, 318) 

Total tobacco ••••• ------------------ 52,759 89,473 21,304,269 108,367 25,661,572 

Total all crops ______________________ 653,453 12,145,528 464,328, 144 18,038,199 737,728, 140 

1 Includes about 3,900,000 acres of winter wheat acreage signed last fall, 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall yield later, 
after I have completed my thought. 

The footnote shows that 3.9 million 
acres of that total-although it does not 
show the total number of growers par­
ticipating-was in winter wheat which 
was signed lfl.St fall for retirement from 
production. 

I simply ask the Senators from the 
wheat-producing States to ask them­
selves this question: Is it fair to the 
owners of 3.9 million acres of winter 
wheat, who retired their acreage last fall 
on the assumption that they were deal­
ing with a program which called for a 
price support of $1.78 a bushel, to hold 
them to those agreements-it is impos­
sible for them to be redrafted now, be­
cause the time for such has long passed­
after we have changed the program to 
guarantee a price support of $2 a bushel? 
Would they have come in on that basis? 
No one will ever know. 

To my mind, it seems completely un­
fair to even think of changing the sit­
uation now, because not only will they 
have signed up under a misapprehension 
as to what they were guaranteed by their 
Government, in the event the resolution 
is passed, but also they will be in an 
unfavorable position as compared with 
any who may sign up after the enact­
ment of the joint resolution, because 
those who sign after the enactment of 
the joint resolution will be under a price­
support inducement of $2 a bushel. 

Now I yield to the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. I appreciate the Sen­
ator's yielding. 

I have ·been in the wheat farming busi· 
ness all my life. I think I know some­
thing about-the wheat farming business.' 

I do not think one Senator has received 
a letter from a wheat producer anywhere 
in the United States complaining about 
any inequity which would take place if 
price supports v;ere frozen at last year's 
level. If the farmers . who are concerned 
in the matter had any complaint or ob­
jection whatsoever, they would have 
written to at least one Member of the 
Senate. 

Mr. HOLLAND. My feeling is that 
since we do not know what we are about 
to do, how can we expect the farmers who 
produce wheat in the farflung States of 
the West, to know what we are about to 
do for them? 

I call the attention of the Senator from 
North Dakota and other Senators from 
wheat States to the fact that growers in 
very large numbers-164,944 up to Feb­
ruary 28, 1958-had signed acreage 
reserve contracts on the basis, as they 
were told, that the price of the support 
as guaranteed by the Government was 
$1.78. 

I am here to say that I do not believe 
it would be fair to a single one of those 
growers if the Congress were now to 
proceed to change the rules of the game 
while the game is in process, and if the 
Congress were to proceed to write, for 
the benefit of other wheatgrowers, acre­
age-allotment provisions which would 
enable them to receive more for each 
acre they retired from production, and 
a greater percentage of the value of the 
crop which otherwise would be pro­
duced on those acres, than was received 
by the farmers who previously signed up. 

Mr. President, any Senator who wishes 
to attempt to meet that point, can at­
tempt to do so on his own time. But I 
do not believe it can be met. 

I believe it would be completely unfair · 
to thousands of growers throughout the 

Nation if the rules were changed, as now 
proposed, in the middle of the game, at 
a time some months after many of these 
wheat farmers-the 164,944 who have 
come under ·the program-placed their 
acreage in the Soil Bank. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, can 
the Senator from Florida tell me the 
total number of acres entered in the 
winter-wheat program? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I cannot say. But 
the Department of Agriculture has issued 
this bulletin, and I shall gladly hand it 
to the distinguished Senator from

1
0hio. 

It shows that 3,900,000 acres were retired 
from production last fall, as winter­
wheat land, under the program which 
established the price support at $1.78 a 
bushel, whereas under the proposal now 
before the Senate the wheat farmers who 
would participate in the program at a 
much later time would have the benefit 
and inducement of a price support of $2 
a bushel. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Then is it the posi-· 
tion of the Senator from Florida that 
the group of wheat farmers who retired 
the 3,900,000 acres from production last 
fall or ·early this spring were told, in 
effect, "All you will be entitled to as a 
price support will be $1.78 a bushel," 
whereas under the pending measure the 
entirely separate group of those who 
would enter the program at a much later 

· time would be paid and guaranteed a 
support of $2 a bushel? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I do make that state­
ment. 

Furthermore, I say to the Senator from 
Ohio that those who signed up first, and 
who first evidenced their willingness to 
cooperate with the Government of the · 
United States by reducing their plant­
ing, and thus decreasing the surplus, 
would be discriminated against, for the 
pending measure proposes that those 
who would offer at a much later time to 
cooperate would be offered a much more 
attractive deal than the one given to 
those who cooperated last fall. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Was the information 
on which the Senator from Florida bases 
his statement given to him by the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. HOLLAND. It was. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Do the figures the 

Senator from Florida has before him 
show the acreage withdrawals in Ohio? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sorry, they do 
not; they simply show the figures for 
the entire Nation. 

Mr. LA USCHE. Is the pending pro­
posal to be compared with the one we 
were considering a few days ago when 
we voted down a measure which would 
have provided, in connection with the 
allocation of $250 million, a formula en­
tirely different from the one applicable 
to the allocation of $500 million under 
the Soil Bank program? · 

Mr. HOLLAND. The two situations 
are not identical, but the principle 
involved is the same. 

In the present case it is proposed that 
there be established a new rule by means 
of which the payment for every acre of 
wheat land retired from now on by the 
wheat growers would be based on a sup­
port price of $2 a bushel if he had planted 
wheat whereas all the wheat land here­
tofore retired-amounting to almost 5 
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million acres-was retired on a support 
price of $1.78. 

Furthermore, the latter are the wheat 
farmers who up to this time have par­
ticipated in the acreage-reserve program, 
and who by their acts have shown that 
they were the most willing to cooperate 
with their branch of agriculture and 
with the United States Government, by 
reducing the surplus-and it is a sur­
plus-of more than 1 year's supply of 
wheat. Furthermore, they are the ones 
who participated in the acreage-reserve 
program. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it correct that, a 
few days ago, it was stated on the floor 
of the Senate that the application of 
two different principles to two identical 
situations could not be countenanced, 
and, therefore, the Congress should not 
apply one rule to the distribution of $500 
million, and another, different, rule to 
the distribution of $250 million? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Ohio is entirely correct. Let me remind 
him that the $250 million which was ap­
propriated the other day will be used for 
another large program of signups. 

But at this time the Senate is being 
asked to make itself a deliberate party 
to a program under which the wheat 
farmers who sign up from now on would 
receive a greater inducement than was 
given to the wheat farmers who have 
shown a greater willingness to cooper­
ate, and who signed up last fall and this 
spring. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes, if I may have 
more time yielded to me. 

Mr. YOUNG. I should like to remind 
the able Senator from Florida that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has not yet set 
the final price support on wheat. It is 
true that he set it tentatively at $1.78 
a bushel. But the final support has not 
yet been set. But, in the meantime, the 
existing regulations provide for $1.78. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I re­
mind my distinguished friend, the Sena­
tor from North Dakota, that the 3,900,-
000 acres already signed up, as of last 
fall, are irrevocably signed up. Now that 
they have been retired from production 
by their owners, who thus evidenced 
their willingness to cooperate with the 
Government's program, those farmers 
are not in a position to make a change 
in the case of those acres of land. How­
ever, we do not know whether those 
farmers would have agreed to put even 
1 acre of land into the program if they 
had known that at a later time the sup­
port would be set at $2 a bushel. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes, if I have time in 
which to yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If I were a member 
of the committee, perhaps I would not 
need to ask this question. But I should 
like to ask why the Congress does not 
enact a new law or a:nlend the present 
law in order to do exactly what the Con­
gress thinks should be done. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I cannot answer that 
question, because the proposal is not one 
which I support. I do not think it is 
fair. 

I believe the pending measure, if en­
acted into law, would be a monstrosity. 
I believe it would completely depart from 
the parity concept. Certainly it would 
do so, because the pending measure is 
based on a dollars-and-cents floor, not on 
the parity concept. 

Senators have only to examine one of 
the lists prepared by the Department of 
Agriculture, to find that the concept of 
the pending joint resolution is entirely 
different from the parity concept based 
on percentage levels, because in each in­
stance there would be a change in the 
comparative value of the products of the 
industry. 

But now it is proposed not only to 
freeze the floor in each case, but also to 
proceed, not on the parity basis-with 
which all of us are familiar-but on the 
basis of dollars and cents-which would 
work monstrous ill to a great many peo­
ple. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I notice that the 
joint resolution provides, in part: 

This joint resolution shall be effective only 
until such time as Congress· shall make other 
provision for price supports a.nd acreage al­
lotments and provide for the repeal of this 
resolution. 

Under these circumstances, why does 
not Congress do that now? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
shall say to the Senator from Indiana 
that that part of the joint resolution 
means that if it is enacted into law, 
it will be permanently in effect until it 
is superseded by a new law. If, follow­
ing enactment of the pending joint reso­
lution-if it were enacted-10 years 
passed before new legislation in this 
field were enacted, for that 10-year pe­
riod there would be an artificial price 
floor based on dollars and cents-a floor · 
which would depart from the parity ba­
sis which now prevails. 

Mr. President, I do not believe the 
Members of the Senate have the slight­
est realization that when they are asked 
to pass this joint resolution, they are 
being asked to depart entirely from the 
time-honored parity concept. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Then is it fair to 
say that the situation is that we, the 
Members of Congress, do not know what 
to do, but we are opposed to what the 
Secretary of Agriculture is doing, and at 
a later time we expect to tell him spe­
cifically, by law, what we think he 
should do? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I think probably that 
would be a fair statement of the atti­
tude of those who support the pending 
measure. 

Mr. President, in view of the fact that 
I do not support the pending joint reso­
lution, I have no confidence in the abil­
ity of the Congress later to supply, 
quickly, much needed general legislation 
in this field-when I realize that this 
particular measure departs from the 
price-support floor which has been pre­
scribed for ne&rly every product in the 
long list of products which will be af­
fected by the joint resolution, if it goes 
into effect. 

Mr. CAPEHART. As a farmer, I am 
not at all happy about the situation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded to the Senator from Florida has 
expired. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield further 
time to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 additional minutes to the Sena­
tor from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
10 additional minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. CAPEHART. . Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a further question of 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. When will Congress ' 

specifically tell the Secretary of Agri­
culture, by law, exactly what Congress 
wishes to have done? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I cannot answer that 
question. But the Senate has a woeful 
choice to make, when it is asked to vote 
on the pending joint resolution. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President-

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a few other remarks, and then 
I shall yield to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

At this time I wish to refer to rice. 
If Senators wHI examine the figures on 
rice, as they are included in the table 
to which I have referred, and which I 
have already submitted for printing in 
the RECORD, they Will find that 4,156 
ricegrowers have entered into acreage­
reserve contracts which retire from pro­
duction 131,749 acres of riceland. 

The point I make as to them is exactly 
that which I have made as to wheat 
growers. It is that every Senator from 
a State with rice production might well 
remember he is asked to support a pro­
gram which really penalizes the farmers 
who have voluntarily shown a willingness 
to cooperate in the reduction of the prod­
uct, and which gives a better deal to those 
who will come into the program from 
now on than was given to the four-thou­
sand-odd who had cooperated in the 
program as of February 28, 1958. 

That is only part of the story, but 
my time does not permit me to go fur­
ther. We are again being asked today 
to do the same thing we were asked to 
do previously-to run in two directions 
at the same time. We have recently ap­
propriated $250 million to retire more 
acres, on a basis which then prevailed, 
which we expected would result in re­
tirement of much acreage. We are now 
asked to bring about this price-support 
freeze, a situation containing much less 
inducement to any grower, who might 
be inclined to retire his acreage, to do 
so, because he is assured of a higher price 
support under this proposal than was 
the case when we appropriated the $250 
million. 

How idle it is to change the rules in 
the middle of these games. I say games, 
but this is a deadly serious business to 
!millions of producers throughout the 
country. To ask them to operate under 
different ru1es than those under which 
they have been operating, to prejudice 
many thousands who ~have shown the 
gr.eatest willingness to cooperate with the 
Department of Agriculture, is something 
that is wrong for us to do. 
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Mr. THYE. Mr; President, will the much progress in some farming indus­

Senator yield? I shall be glad to yield tries, to change that basis entirely is, I 
the Senator a minute of my time, so think, wrong. 
that I may ask him a question and he I should like to invite attention to 
may reply. one more matter, and that is that in-

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to stead of bracketing small grains into 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota in one group, with a maximum and mini.:. 
a moment. I promised first to yield to mum price support, under the proposed 
the Senator from South Carolina. I program the very opposite thing is ex­
shall not be able to do so until I com- pected to be done. The chart I have i:a 
plete my remarks. · my hand shows that price supports for 

We all know by the very terms of the barley would be 95 cents a bushel; for 
joint resolution there is being proposed fiaxseed, $2.92; for oats, 61 cents; for 
a permanent fioor, until and unless rye, $1.18; for grain sorghums, $1.86; for 
permanent general legislation changing soybeans, $2.09. 
it shall be enacted. Considering how Mr. President, for the benefit of Sena­
greatly this proposal departs from the tors, I ask unanimous consent to have 
flexible price-support program which the chart printed in the RECORD at this 
was passed, with great effort, by the point in my remarks. 
entire Congress, and under which farm:. There being no objection, the chart 
ers are trying to comply, and in com- was ordered to be printed· in the RECORD, 
pliance with which they have made as follows: 

Commodity Credtt Corporation price support levels and prices for 1957 and 1958 crops 

Commodity Unit 
1957 crops 1958 crops 

Support Support Support Support 
level price level price 

Basic commodities: 
Corn 1 _____ ------------ - ·-------- -------- BusheL __________ _ 77.0 

75.0 
78.0 
81.4 
82.0 
79.0 

$1.40 (2) (2) 
Cotton, extra long staple _______________ Pound ___________ _ 

~~:;~~;; ~~1-~~~==::: :.::::::::::::::::: = =: =:: ~~==== :::::::: = 
W:a~~~~~~~===:::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~~~~~~~~=== 

• 5970 (2) (2) 
.2881 81 3$0.3075 
.1135 (2) (2) 

4. 72 75 3 4. 33 
2. 00 75 a 1. 78 

Mandatory nonbasic commodities: 
Honey--- -- - __ -----------------------·-- Pound_.---------_ 70.0 .097 70 .096 
Dairy products: 

Manufacturing milk________________ Hundredweight___ 82.0 
Butterfat--------------------------- Pound ___ ~-------- 79.0 

3. 25 75 3.{)3 
. 586 75 . 562 

~t~~!;=:============================ -~~~g-~=========== -------~~:~-
52.13 (2) (') 

.205 (2) (2) 
• 70 82 . 70 

WooL __________________________________ -------------------- 101.0 .62 96 .62 
Other nonbasic commodities: Barley ____________ -------_______________ BusheL __________ _ 70.0 

68.0 
.95 70 .93 

Beans, dry edible_______________________ Hundredweight_ __ ' 6.31 68 6.18 

} Cottonseed_____________________________ Ton_______________ 65.0 46.00 65 45.00 
42.00 41.00 

Flaxseed________________________________ BusheL__________ 65.0 2. 92 65 2. 78 
Gum naval stores ______________________ Barrel5__________ _ 4 90. 0 28.29 490 29.04 
Oats-------------------------------- ---- BusheL_ _________ 70.0 .61 70 . 61 Rye _________________________________________ do_____________ 70.0 1.18 70 1.10 
Sorghums, grain________________________ HundTedweight___ 70. 0 1. 86 70 1.83 
Soybeans.------------------------------ BusheL___________ 70. 0 2.09 70 2.{):l 

I Commercial support for corn produced in compliance with acreage allotments. 
2 Not announced. 
3Minimum. 
4 Unprocessed basis. 
5 435 pounds procoosed basis. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
relative positions of those commodities 
and the relation of the whole group to 
corn will be entirely changed if this ill­
considered measure should become .law. 

I do not know why Senators, who are 
generally deliberate men, rush into the 
Senate and, without hearings, without 
any chance to study what it is they are 
being asked to do, propose to wipe away 
the distinction between corn and small 
grains which has existed before, and 
under which small grains were placed 
in the same classification, with the same 
parity fioor. I now yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
This matter was discussed in the Com­
mittee on ·Agriculture and Forestry. 
The only reason we are trying to have 
the joint resolution passed at this time 
is that we realize agriculture is in a 
critical condition, and we wish only to 
hold the line. so to speak, and to insure 
that acreage allotments and price sup­
ports shall not be ·lowered beyond what 

they are at the present time, in order 
that a subcommittee of which I am 
chairman, as well as the full committee, 
may consider and report a bill on the 
subject. Vve do not want to do any­
thing that might jeopardize our objec­
tive. Is that statement not .correct? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I know, and I com­
pletely concede that the intentions of my 
friend, the Senator from South Caro­
lina, are most honorable. I think if we 
had been able to enact general legisla­
tion, it would have been done a long time 
ago. 'This is a question which addresses 
itself to 96 Senators and 435 Representa­
tives. We have been pulling in opposite 
directions, and I think there is no possi­
bility at all of enacting, at an early date, 
general legislation, 

I should like to say to the Senator 
from Vermont rMr. AIKEN], who is gen­
erally so sure in his facts and definite in 
his statements, that I was amazed when 
he made the statement to the Senate a 
while ago to the effect that the only 

eommodities affected by the change were 
wheat, rice, and milk products~ 

Mr. AIKEN. I meant any practical 
change, because there would be a slight 
change in barley and dry edible beans. 

Mr. HOLLAND. There are variations 
in commodities whi-ch are on mandatory 
price supports or voluntary price sup­
ports. A look at the list I have placed 
in the RECORD will disclose, for instance, 
that, as to barley, there is a difference as 
between 95 cents and 93 cents. A 
greater difference might result, because 
we are not freezing parity; we are freez­
ing dollars-and-cents figures. 

It will also be seen that in the case of 
beans there is a difference as between a 
price of $6.31 as against $6.18; and there 

_might easily be a much .greater differ­
ence. 

Because of the limitation of time, I 
cannot go into all the commodities, but 
the distinguished Senator will see he 
made the mistake of looking at the per­
centage column, because the percentages 
were left unaffected. The measure was 
not his, and I absolve him from the ac­
cusation that he offered it, but the meas­
ure proposes a freeze on the basis of 
dollars and cents, instead of on the per­
cent-of-parity basis, as the Senator well 
knows. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is · it not a fact that 
where the percentage is the same, but 
the dollars-and-cents figures vary 2 or 3 
cents, it means farmers' costs have gone 
up so that the parity price has been af­
fected. In that case why should he not 
get the extra few cents? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I point out that some 
figures are adjusted downward and some 
upward. 

Mr. AIKEN. There is a slight varia­
tion. I probably should have said "mate­
rial difference." 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be al­
lowed 1 additional minute, so that I 
may yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. THYE. The only reason I asked 
the distinguished Senator to yield to me 
was that I have in my hand a letter from 
Marvin L. McLain, Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, dated March 4, 1958, with 
which letter is enclosed a news release 
from the Department dated February 28, 
which is headed "Cancellation Date For 
Corn, Cotton, and Spring Wheat Acre­
age Reserve Applications Extended to 
March 28." 

The Secretary was changing the rules. 
I wanted to call the attention of my dis­
tinguished friend from Florida to the 
fact that the Department of Agriculture 
was changing the rules in the middle of 
the winter months. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I beg to differ with my 
distinguished friend. The Department 
of Agriculture was operating under an 
act which had been passed by the Con­
gress. The Department was being ad­
vised by the ablest attorneys it could 
find and by the GAO as to what its duties 
were in interpreting that act. The De­
partment was following the mandate of 
the Congress. There has been no change 
of rules at all. In some instances, there 
has been a change of price supports. 
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Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if my dear 
friend will yield further--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask for 
another minute. 

Mr. mcKENLOOPER. I yield 1 ad­
ditional minute. 

Mr. THYE. The date was first set at 
February 20, and the farmers all pro­
ceeded upon the assumption that they 
were dealing with a final date of Febru­
ary 20. The Department finally changed 
the date to March 28. It was that item 
which I wanted to bring to the attention 
of my distinguished friend, because the 
Department changed the rules in the 
middle of the winter. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if 1 
may be allowed time to answer that 
statement, it seems to me that the De­
partment has meticulously kept its word 
to everybody, because it has come in to 
ask Congress to undo the damage which 
was done last year, when we appropri­
ated for the Soil Bank only $500 million 
rather than the $750 million as author­
ized. The Department of Agriculture has 
done the honorable thing in asking that 
the money be restored. I think the 
Senate approved that honorable recom­
mendation when, the other day, it ap­
propriated an additional $250 million, 
which I understand will be adequate to 
take care of everybody. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I was op­
posed to the limitation of the funds a 
year ago. It was my amendment which 
proposed the increased amount for that 
phase of the Soil Bank. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, may I 
request that I be granted 30 seconds to 
make the RECORD clear? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I yield 1 additional minute. 

Mr. HOLLAND. My distinguished 
friend the Senator from Minnesota is 
entirely correct in his statement that he 
was in favor of the restoration of the 
$500 million, which our committee re­
stored last year after the House cut out 
everything. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The point I made was 

that the Congress appropriated only $500 
million, whereas we had authorized $750 
million. That was the size of the pro­
gram we had set up. 

Mr. ELLE'NDER. Mr. President, I yield 
15 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

May we have order, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will be in order. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

should like to address myself to the 
comments made by some of my col­
leagues, and, in the time allotted to me, 
to place in the RECORD certain statisti­
cal tables of economic analyses which 
will set the record straight. 

First, we are dealing with Senate Joint 
Resolution 162, which was well consid­
ered by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, and not hastily consid­
ered. The body of the resolution was 

pending in the committee for almost 3 
weeks. Extensive testimony was taken 
on the whole subject matter of agricul­
ture's present plight. 

There has beer). no lack of hearings, no 
lack of interest, no lack of dedication 
on the part of the members of the com­
mittee. The reports are complete. The 
statistical evidence is comprehensive .. 
The testimony of witnesses relating to 
one commodity after another is detailed 
and emphatic. The vast majority of 
witnesses urged immediate emergency 
action to prevent further price decline. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
continue my statement, and at the end 
of about 12 minutes I shall be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. President, the distinguished' Sena­
tor from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] quoted 
the figures which had been given to him 
by the Department of Agriculture. 
These same figures were given to the 
committee, and were found by the com­
mittee as being inaccurate and mislead­
ing. As a result, these figures were sub­
sequently adjusted by the Department of 
Agriculture. The Department has 
termed certain items "losses" in the 
price-support operations, but the figures 
which the Senator from Illinois used as 
being alleged losses under the price­
support operations cannot be substan­
tiated as losses. The committee so 
proved during its hearings with the Sec­
retary. The record of the testimony is 
all the evidence that is needed. 

The Secretary of Agriculture today 
continues to repeat outright misrepre­
sentation of the economic facts. The 
Secretary says in a press dispatch which 
I have in my hand: 

Farm prices have been Improving and per 
capita income of farm population is the 
highest on record. 

Mr. HILL. Who says that? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Secretary of Agri­

culture Benson says that. 
Let us examine this statement. 
Yes, per capita income of the farm 

population is the highest on record. 
But that is not the farm income of the 
farm population. That includes the 
nonfarm income, plus the highest Fed­
eral Government payments per capita 
in the history of the United States. 
The per capita farm income of the 
farmer is down substantially from 1951 
and 1952, and down from 1953 and 
1954-as bad as those 2 years were. 

I do not ask Senators to take my word 
for it. I have before me the table which 
was submitted by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
tables on page 197 of the committee 
hearings, as published, entitled "Farm 
Population, Number of Farms, and Per­
cent of National Income," "Farm Incpme 
and Production Expenses," and "Index of 
Prices Received, Prices Paid, and Parity 
Ratio, All Farm Commodities"; and the 
figures set forth on page 201 of the same 
hearings in the table entitled "Per Capita 
Income of Farm People, 1934-57 ." 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered. to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 

Farm population, number of farms, and 
percent of national income 

Year Number 
of farms 

F arm 
popula­

t ion 

Percent 
of total 
popula· 

tion 

F arm net 
income 
as a per­
cent of 
national 
income 

-----1----------------
Million 

1950__________ 5. 6 
1951__________ 5. 5 
1952__________ 5. 4 
1953.._______ _ 5. 3 
1954_________ _ 5. 2 
1955_________ _ 5. 1 
1956_________ _ 5. 0 
1957----- - - -- - --------- -

M illion 
25. 1 
24.2 
24. 3 
22.7 
21.9 
22. 2 
22.3 
20.4 

Percent 
16. 5 
15.7 
15.5 
14.2 
13.5 
13. 4 
13. 2 
11. 9 

Percen-
9. 4 
9. 4 
8. 7 
7. 6 
7. 3 
6. 7 
6. 4 

Farm income and production expenses 

[Billions of dollars] 

Cash Real-
income ized Produc- Real- Farmers 

Year from gross tion ized total 
farm farm ex- net net ill· 

market- in- penses income come 2 

ing come 1 

------
1950 _________ 28.4 32.1 19.2 12.9 13.7 1951_ ________ 32.9 37.1 22.3 14.8 16.1 1952 ________ _ 32.6 36.7 22. 5 14.3 15.1 1953 _____ ____ 31. 2 35. 1 21.2 13.9 13.3 1954 _____ __ __ 29.9 33. 7 21.5 12.2 12. 7 1955 _____ ___ _ 29. 5 33. 2 21.6 11.6 11.9 1956 _________ 30. 4 34. 4 22.3 12. 1 11.6 
1957- ------ - - 30.1 34.8 22.9 11.9 11.6 

1 Includes cash income from marketings, Govern­
ment payments, value of home consumption, and rental 
value of dwelling. 

- 2 Includes adjustment for inventory changes. 

Index of _ prices received, prices paid, and 
parity rati6, all farm commodities 

[In percent] 

Year Prices re- Prices Parity 
ceived paid ratio 

--------1------------
1950.-------------------1951. ____ ___ ____________ _ 

1952. -------------------
1953.-------- ---- - ------
1954.--------- ----------
1955.-- - ----------------
1956.--------------- ----
1957- ------------------ -

258 
302 
288 
258 
249 
236 
2.% 
242 

256 
282 
287 
279 
281 
281 
285 
296 

101 
107 
100 
92 
89 
84 
82 
82 

Per capita income of farm people, 1934-57 

From agriculture From all sources 

Ex- Per· 
clud- From cent 

Year ing Gov- non- of non· 
Gov- ern- farm farm 
ern- ment Total sources Amount popu-
ment pay- lation 
pay- ments per 

ments capita 
income 

----------------
1934 ____ $94 $12 $106 $59 $165 35.3 
1935 ____ 167 15 182 62 244 47.2 1936 ____ 148 8 156 72 228 38. 5 
1937---- 207 g 216 80 296 46. 1 1938 ____ 153 12 165 74 239 40. 6 
1939 ____ 147 21 168 81 249 39.8 1940 ____ 153 21 174 88 262 38. 2 
194L ••• 230 16 246 103 349 42.4 1942 ____ 360 19 379 130 W9 49. 2 
1943 ____ 476 21 497 157 654 52.7 1944 ____ 497 27 524 172 696 52. 4 1945 ____ 528 26 554 166 720 54.9 
1946 •••• 605 26 631 162 793 61.3 1947 ____ 631 10 641 181 822 59.0 1948 ____ 752 9 761 197 958 62.8 
1949 ____ 558 6 564 201 765 51.0 1950 ____ 607 10 617 211 828 62.6 
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Per- capita income of farm people, 1934-57-

Continued 

From agriculture From eJl sources 

Ex- Per-
clud- From cent 

Year ing Gov- non- of non-
Gov- ern- farm farm 
em- ment Total sources Amount popu-

ment pay- lation 
pay- ments per 

ments capita 
income 

----------------
1951__ __ $735 $10 $745 $232 $977 56.0 
1952 ____ 692 10 702 251 953 52.0 
1953 ____ 657 8 665 ' 265 I 930 49.6 
1954 ____ 650 10 660 265 925 50.7 
1955 ____ 605 9 614 284 898 46.5 
1956 ____ 579 22 601 301 902 44.7 
1957 1 ___ 641 43 684 309 993 48.4 

1 Preliminary. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Very quickly stated, 
what do those figures show? They re­
veal that instead of farm income in 1957 
being $9.93, to which Mr. Benson referred 
this morning in his press conference, it 
was $641. Yes, $641 was the farm in­
come from farm activities by farmers on 
farms. That is substantially lower than 
the $735 of 1951. It is lower than the 
$657 of 1953. And it is lower than the 
$650 of 1954. 

I say to the Secretary that his figures 
are misleading. Furthermore, he has 
succeeded in having 1.8 million people 
leave the farms in 1 year. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. So when the Secre­
·tary of Agriculture talks about the per 
capita income, what he means is that 
there are fewer people on the farms to 
divide up a smaller amount of income. 

I have previously -asked unanimous 
consent to have the complete tables 
printed in the RECORD, and I shall not 
read them, except to point out that in 
the same tables it is shown that the 
Federal Government's contribution in 
the form of payments last year was $43, 
as compared to $10 in 1952, $10 in 1951, 
and $8 in 1953. Yet, with a $43 per 
capita payment from the Government 
the farmer received less money in net 

-income, while surpluses went up and 
. farm indebtedness went up, and at the 
same time the number of farmers went 
down, the number of farm homes became 
fewer, and American agriculture became 
involved in an ever-increasing economic 
mess. 

Is it any wonder that some of us are 
appealing, in righteous indignation-­

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it any wonder 
that some of us are appealing for a halt 
to this planned recession for agricul­
ture? 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I cannot yield at 
the moment, I will say to my good friend 
from South Carolina, who is one of the 
farmers' true friends. 

Mr. President, time after time the Sec­
retary of Agriculture has given to the 
American people propaganda handouts, 
and I charge that these handouts are 
deliberately misleading. He's done it 
again today, in attempting to influence 
our votes. He has made many claims 
about what this measure would do, but 

. he cannot substantiate one of them­

. not one. The answer to Secretary Ben· 
son is to pass the resolution. 

I read in the .New York Times the 
other day that no one had ever chal­
lenged the Secretary of Agriculture to a 
debate. How can anyone make such a 
statement? I will rent a hall, and let 
him bring in his audience. In fact, I 
may say that we challenged the Secre­
tary in Minnesota in 1954. In 1956, the 
radio networks asked him if he wourd 
debate, but he would not. He will not 
debate because the facts are not on his 
side. He refuses to accept the debate 
challenge of Senator PROXMIRE. Now, 
what are some of the sorry facts? I shall 
give the story from the Secretary's own 
records. 

The realized net farm income of farm 
operators has dropped from $14.3 bil­
lion in 1952 to $11.6 billion in 1957. 
During the preceding 5 years the accu­
mulated loss in net farm income was 
$14 billion. That is a $14 billion loss 
in net farm income. 

The annual rate of expenditures from 
the Treasury for Agriculture went up in 
1957 to $5 .billion, as compared with 
$1 billion for agriculture in 1952. Yet 
there have been less beneficial results 
for farmers from this added cost to tax­
payers. 

Farmers have been driven off the land 
at the rate of 100,000 farm families a 
year. So today there are 500,000 fewer 
farm families in American agriculture 
than there were 5 years ago. · 

Let us take a look at another point 
which was made by Secretary Benson 
today. I hold in my hands a clipping 
headed "Benson Asks Consumers To 
Back Program." 

This release alleges that if the joint 
resolution is passed, as Mr. Benson 
stated this morning in his own press 
conference, the price of food to con­
sumers will be raised. 

Let us take a look at that statement. 
Here is another clipping, dated March 
7, headed "Benson Warns of Price 
Rise." Let us see what is going to hap­
pen. Take a look at the dairy industry. 
While the support price went down 13.1 
percent since 1954, consumer prices went 
up 9.3 percent on dairy products. As the 
support price went &own, consumer 
prices wen~ up. 

I have other statistical facts. Prices 
received by the farmers have gone down 
20 percent since 1951. With prices going 
down 20 percent, retail food prices have 
gone up. Mr. Benson cannot show that 
if the price of oats is increased by 30 
percent, it would increase the price o! 
oatmeal by one-half of 1 percent. 

Mr. Benson cannot show that by re­
ducing the prices of dairy products to 
75 percent of parity, the consumer who 
buys a bottle of milk would be saved one­
half of a cent. 

Mr. Benson cannot llhow that reducing 
the price of wheat by '22 cents a bushel 
would reduce the price of bread one­
fourth of 1 cent. 

Those are fiat statements. I charge 
the Secretary of Agriculture with mis­
leading the American public when he 
says this joint resolution would 1ncreas'e 
the cost to · con8umers. It would not. 

The greatest increase in the cost to 
consmners has resulted from his own 

mismanagement, increasing costs to tax­
payers for his ineffective program-the 
program he asked for and has been un­
able to make work. Now the Secretary 
wants a program which would lead to 
even more disastrous results. 

I am not arguing for the joint resolu­
tion because it is the answer to all the 
problems. I am arguing for the joint 
resolution because it would be at least 
an urgently needed stopgap. It would 
give Congress the time it needs to draft 

)ong-range legislation-to reconstruct a 
sound agricultural policy. 

Let me answer my good friend from 
Floiida fMr. HoLLAND]. He stated that 
the joint resolution may be permanent. 
The joint resolution has no guarantee 
of permanency, but it would prevent the 
Secretary of Agriculture trom reducing 
dairy income. It would prevent the .Sec­
retary of Agriculture from putting the 
skids under the wheat farmer. It would 
prevent the Secretary of Agriculture 
from aiding and abetting the recession. 

The President of the United States 
states that he is launching an antireces­
sion program, while his own Secretary 
of Agriculture proposes a program which 
would aid and abet the recession. 

I have heard further statements-­
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator does 

not mean to dispute my statement that 
unless and until the Congress acts fur­
ther by general legislation this joint 
resolution, if enacted, would be perma­
nent legislation, does he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Certainly not. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I am of the opin-

ion that any piece of legislation on the 
books is permanent legislation unless 
Congress does something to change it, 
or unless the legislation itself provides 
for a terminal date. In this instance, ac­
tion by the Congress would be required. 
The Congress will act. It will act in the 
case of wool. It will act in the case of 
sugar. I hope it will act in the case of 
cotton. It will -act with respect to the 
total farm program. But in the mean .. 
time, we are not going to allow the Sec­
retary of Agriculture to pull the plug 
out of the tank of agricultural income 
and permit the tank to run dry, while 
the Congress is engaged in efforts to 
amend and improve the basic law farm .. 
ers need to be protected from the ad .. 
ministration's price squeeze now. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for ·one further ques­
tion relating to the subject about which 
I asked him in the beginning? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator does 

not contend, does he, that there was 
. any hearing on this particular joint res­
olution, or that there is any printed 
record relating to this joint resolution, 
or bearing on the questions involved in 
the joint resolution? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota does so contend. In fact, 
when the junior Senator from Minne .. 
.sota first brought ·up the joint resolution, 
the chairman and the other members of 

· the committee asked that the joint res­
olution be put over until the hearings 
were completed. 
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It was stated that durtng the hear­
ings we would have an opportunity to 
discuss certain parts of the joint reso­
lution, which we did. We completed 
hearings with respect to every com­
modity, with many groups, represented 
before the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. They asked for emergency ac­
tion at once--and they supported this 
very resolution. That is a matter of 
record. 

. Now, what would the joint resolution 
do in terms of the prices which farmers 
will receive for their commodities? I 
have before me a table showing the 
prices which the joint resolution would 
place on the books, as compared with 
those which would be on economic books 
if Secretary Benson's prices were to go 
into effect. 

With respect to wheat, under the Ben­
son plan the price would be $1.78; under 
the Congressional plan, $2. 

With respect to corn, peanuts, rice, 
and tobacco, there is no announcement 
yet as to Benson's prices. Prices would 
be maintained as they are if we pass this 
bill. -

With respect to butterfat, the Benson 
price is 0.549 cent; the price under the 
Congressional plan would be 0.586 cent. 

The Benson price for manufacturing 
milk is $3; the Congressional price would 
be $3.25. 

And so forth. I ask unanimous con­
-sent that this table be printed in the 
REcORD at this point, as a part of my 
remarks. 

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

OPERATING FARM INCOME PROTECTION PROGRAMS 

Summary~Support price of farm commodities 

[Established by Secretary of Agriculture under applicable laws) 

19S8 
Commodity 1952 1955 1956 1957 

Benson 1 Congress 1 

Index of farm costs----------------------------- 287 281 286 292 ------------ ------------
Wheat----------------------------------------- $2.20 $2.08 $2.00 $2.00 $1.78 $2.00 
Corn------------------------------------------- 1.60 1. 58 •1. 50 '1. 40 (6) 1.40 
Cotton • _ -------------------------------------- .31 .32 .29 .29 (~) .29 
Peanuts. __ ------------------------------------ .12 .12 .11 .11 (~) .11 
Rice __________ --------------------------------- 5.04 4.66 4.57 4. 72 (~) 4. 72 
Tobacco (11-14>-------------------------------- .506 .483 .49 • 51 (6) (6) 
Butterfat ____ ---------------------------------- .692 . 562 . 586 . 586 . 549 . 586 
Milk, manufacturing __________________________ 3.85 3.15 3. 25 3.25 3. 00 3. 25 
WooL--_---------------------------------------- .542 .62 .62 .62 .62 .62 
Barley----------------------------------------- 1. 22 .94 1. 02 .95 .93 .95 
Oats.------------------------------------------ . 78 . 61 . 65 . 61 . 61 . 61 
Rye_------------------------------------------ 1.42 1.18 1. 27 1.18 1.10 1.18 
Sorghum, grain ____________ -------------------- 2.38 1. 78 1. 97 1. 86 1. 83 1. 86 
Flaxseed--------------------------------------- 3. 77 2. 91 3.09 2.92 2. 78 2.92 
Soybeans _______ ------------------------------- 2. 56 2.04 2.15 2.09 2.09 2.09 
Beans, dry edible------------------------------ 7.87 6.36 6.31 6. 31 6.18 6. 31 
Cottonseed._------------------------------·---- 66_. 70 46.34 48.60 46.20 41.00 46.20 

1 Announced by Secretary of Agriculture. 
1 In bills approved by Congressional committees. 
a Seven-eighths inch official grade for support purposes. Support prices of average grade _ are about 2 cents per 

pound higher than figures shown. 
• Corn produced in compliance with acreage allotments. Noncompliance corn was supported at $1.25 in 1956 and 

$1.10 in 1957. 
6 Not available. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I also ask unani­
mous consent that the consumer state­
ment which I have made, relating to 
agricultural prices as they affect con­
sumer prices, be printed in the REcORD 
at this point, as a part of my remarks. 

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

CONSUMER'S STAKE 

If as much space were given in the city 
press and national periodicals about how 
American farmers are protecting consumers 
as is devoted to attacks on supposed subsidies 
to farmers, there would be far less misunder­
standing about the need for a strong agri­
culture. If farm commodity prices had gone 
up at the same rate as other cost-of-living 
items since the Korean war, food and cloth­
ing would now be about 15 percent higher. 
Food and clothing during the 1951.:..57 period 
would have cost consumers many billions 
more than they actually paid. For con­
sumers and taxpayers-other than farmers­
this bas been a fabulous bargain. 

CITY FOLKS BENEFIT 

Farmers, 1n effect, have been, and still are, 
subsidizing consumers of America. They 
are taking the losses, so consumers can have 
a bargain. Food absorbs a smaller propor­
tion of the consumer's spendable dollar than 

anywhere else in the world. Eight minutes 
of labor will buy a quart of milk. In France 
it requires 16 minutes, and in Russia 42 
minutes. In view of these facts, it appears 
rather ungrateful for city residents and con­
sumers to object to efforts toward seeking 
some economic justice for the producers 
maldng such food bargains possible-and 
rather unwise, ln their own interest, for 
them to oppose policies encouraging abun­
dance that assure reasonable prices. What 
consumers don't seem to realize is that if 
agricultural supply was in complete balance 
with demand, and the normal supply and 
demand price relationship so many city peo­
ple advocate was in effect, prices to con­
sumers would be at least a third higher­
according to testimony of Department of 
Agriculture officials. The real issue involved 
in the farm policy dispute is whether we 
turn to policies of deliberately encouraged 
scarcity to force prices up, or whether we 

-rely on income protection devices for the 
_ producer in order to assure abundance at 
reasonable prices to the consumer, in the 
public's interest. 

NEED THE FACTS 

Of course, 1t isn't the consumers who are 
to blame for so much misunderstanding. 
They are not getting the real story. Probably 
most food consumers are not greatly inter­
ested in farm troubles, but the vast majority 
of them are !airminded individuals when 

they know the facts. What they have been 
getting are half-truths and distortions. 
Here are some of the facts: 

Food is the biggest . bargain in America 
today. 

Prices received by farmers have gone down 
20 percent since 1951. 

Farmers' operating costs have gone up 15 
percent since 1951. 
. Weekly factory wage rates have gone up 
23 percent since 1951-and income from in­
terest rates has gone up 64 percent and divi­
dends from industry have gone up 37 percP,nt. 

Per capita farm income is about half the 
urban rate-even with reasonable allowances 
for farm produced and consumed items 'to 
make figures really meaningful. . And this 
is in spite of the far heavier ·investment re­
quired in farming than in the average urban 
resident's means of making a livelihood. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I desire to make a 

slight correction. With respect to cot­
ton, under Benson the price support 
would be 30% cents, and un.der the Con­
gressional plan it could not be less than 
28.8 cents. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen­
ator. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
table showing per person in·comes, farm 
and nonfarm, compared. 

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

Do FARM FAMILIES -GET PARITY INCOME 

Per person - incomes-Farms and nonfarm 
compared 

1951 1957 Percent 
change 

-----------1---------
Income per person of people 

on farms: 
From farming_----------- $745 
From all sources (current 

$684 -8 
dollars) __ _______________ 977 993 +2 

From all sources (1957 
dollars) --- -- --- - -------- 1, 045 993 -5 

Income per person of people 
not on farm _______ _________ 1, 745 2, 045 +17 

Farm family income, percent 
of parity income ____________ 56 49 

Source: Farm Income Situation, publi~hed by Agri­
cultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department of 
Agriculture. 

Farmers' share of national income and 
population 

1
11947-49 1951 1957 

per- per- per­
cent cent cent 

-------------·--- ------
0~eo~~!i~:;e_ -~~~-~l-~t!~~--~~~~-~18. 0 15. 7 11. 9 
Of national income they received__ 11. 2 9. 4 6. 2 

NoTE.-Income figures for farm people include income 
from off-farm sources as well as income from farming. 

Source: Agricultural Marketing Service, Farm Income 
Situation. 

- Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also ask to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of 'my remarks a 
table showing how farmers are doing 
compared with others, showing interest, 
dividends, corporation profits, wages of 
workers, weekly earnings of manufactur­
ing workers, and so forth. Surely, a 
casual study of these facts is compelling 
evidence for the need of action now. 
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There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, as 

follows: 

How farmers are doing, compared with others-Farmers worse off, everybody else better off, 
particularly corporations and stockowners 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Annual av­
erage 

1947-49 
1957 

Percent 
change 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield me 2 · 
minutes more? 

Interest __ ________________________________________________________ billlon dollars __ 9.0 18.8 +109 
+70 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes ad­
ditional to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Dividends. ____ • ____ -----------------------------.---------------------•••• do __ •• 
Corporation profits: 

Before taxes. __ ------·-------------------------.-----------·-----·---•. d.o_ -·-After taxes ______________ .;. ______________________________________________ do •••. 

Rental income __________ -----_--.--.--------------------------------------. do __ .-
Business and professional proprietors--------------------------------------do ___ _ 
Weekly earnings of manufacturing workers-------~----------------------dollat!L. 

~:Ea~gm~~~:fi!~~?~~~;;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~~~i:: 
Farmers' total net income: 

NationaL_.----.-----------------------. ___ ---·-------------_ billion dollars. _ 

Nw!.:/~il!rms:-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~::~~~~~== 

7.1 12.1 

29.5 41.0 
18.1 20.0 
7. 2 10.4 

20.8 28.7 
53 82 

I, 473 2,045 
848 993 
58 45 

15.4 
2, 654 ···--"2"·490" 

5.8 
1

4.9 

+39 
+11 
+45 
+40 
+55 
+39 
+17 

-25 
-6 

-16 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks 
a table showing the decrease in real in­
come per farm in the past 6 years. The 
table shows that · it is down by 25 per­
cent-here we see the beginning of the 
recession. 

1 From nonfarm and farm sources. 
Source: Economic Indicators (Council of Economic Advisers) and Farm Income Situation published by Agri­

cultural Marketing Sen·ice, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
~onows: 

Per farm real income down ~~ in past 6 years 

1951 1957 Percent change 

38.4 35.0 Down 9 percent. 
37.1 34.4 Down 7 percent. 
22.3 22.9 Up 3 percent. 

16.1 12.1 Down 25 percent. 
2,911 2,490 Down 14 percent. 

14.8 11. 5 Down 22 percent. 
2,691 2,348 Down 13 percent. 

5. 5 . 4. 9 Down 11 percent. 
3,115 2,490 Down 20 percent. 

268 286 Up 7 percent. 

Farm operators' gross income: 

~xc~~~~g~~~~:{y ~~~~~-::-_::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~:~~-~~~~~== 
Farm production expenses------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------do ___ _ 
Farm operators' net income: · · 

Including inventory ·change: . 
United States totaL_-----------------------.---- •• ---.---------••• -.--•••• -•• -------.---.------••• -••• __ ._----. __ do. __ _ 
Per farm.~ __________ -_-----------·----.-------.--.---------------------.------------.--------.---•• -. ____ • __ ----dollars._ 

Excluding inv_entory change: . 
United States totaL.------------------:..·-------·--------------------------------------------------------billlon dollars __ 
Per farm __ -----------------------------------·---·--·.---------.---------.-.-.------.---•• --.----._----•• _. ___ _ dollars __ 

Number of farms_. ___ ---- ____ -------------------------------------·-------------------------·----- ------------'------- -million __ 

· ~:~~~~aT£ ~rr!~r:~h9i~J?r~l!ig -iteiiis-(ill"dex)~:_-_-_-_-_-_-_::::::::::~·:.:::::::::::.:-::::::::::::_:-::::_~-:::_:-~--:-~--:::::::~~~~~~== 

Source: Economic Indieat(}rs, February 1958. Published by Council of Economic 'Advisers to the President of the United States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I also ask to have 
printed in the REcoRD at this point as a 
part of my remarks a table showing that 
1957 farm income was less than half of 
the parity-income goal-a goal promised 
by President Eisenhower. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The most revealing 
tables of all are the inciex of prices paid 
by farmers, and the table sho.wing av.., 
erage prices received by farmers for 
farm- products. I ask unanimous con­
sent to have those two tables printed in 

the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ol!dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
1957 farm income less than half of parity 

incom~ goaZ 

Farm operators' net income: 
Including inventory change: 

United States totaL billion dollars __ 
Per farm ____ _______________ _ dollars __ 

Excluding inventory change: 
United States totaL billion dollars __ Per farm ____ ________________ dollars __ 

Farm production expenses 
billion dollars __ 

Farm operators' gross income: 
Including inventory chan?:e 

- billion dollars .• 
~xcluding inventory change •••• do •••• 

Parity Actual 
· farm farm 

In- in· 
come come 
1957 I 1957 ~ 

26. 2 12. 1 
5,347 2,490 

26.2 11.5 
5,347 2,348 

25.4 22.9 

. 51.6 35.0 
51.6 34.4 

. 1 Calculation based on definition in National Farmers 
Union program and Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
193S, as amended:· (See Legislative Analysis Memo­
randum No. 56--1,8.) 

2 Data from Economic Indicators, February 1958, 
published by Council of Economic Advisers. 

Ther~ being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Index of prices paid by farmers (191D-11,.=100) 

Item ·. 

Iftterest paid per acre·-----------------------~------------------·-·--

6::~s $:i~ J:tce::~~::::: ::: = = === =::: == = = ==: ===: = == =: === =::::: = :: =: = =: Motor supplies _____________ • ___ • __________________ • ____ ••• ___ • __ • __ _ 
Motor vehicles ..•• --- _____ ---.---•• _ •• __________ • _____ __ ____ • _______ _ 
Farm machinery-----·- •••• __ •• ---- __ •• __________ ----•• ____ • _________ _ 
Farm supplies_. __ ------------------------------------------------- __ 
Building and fencing ___ ·--------·----···----------------------------· 
Fertilizer ______________ ----------------------------------------------

Average, above 6 items_-----------------------------------------Household operation _________ •••• _______ • ________ . ___ ~ __ ---- _____ ._.-· 
Household furnishings. ____ -·_ ••• ---- _____ • ______ ~ ____ ----- _________ _ 
Building materials, house.·----------------·-··---------------------­
Autos and auto supplies __ -------------------------------------------

Average, above 4 items ___________ ·------------------------------
Food ______ -----_ ----. ______ -----•••• ___ • ---------------- ________ • __ _ 
Clothing ___________ ,_ _________________ -----. ______ ---------- _________ _ 

Average, above 2 items. __ ----------·-:·-------------------------Feed ___ ____ ___ _ ------- ____ :_ ______ • ____ •• _______ ------_ •• -----------._ 
Feeder livestock._-----------·--- __ ._. __ ----. ___ .--------__ ---- _____ _ Seed. ________________________ • ___ • _____________ • __ ·----_----------- __ 

Average, above 3 items_ ••• --------------------------------------
Prices paid for all Iamlly living items (average>------------------·---Prices paid for all production items (average) _______________________ _ 
Prices paid, commodities and services, interest, taxes, and wage rates. 

I Or last available data. 

Average. 
1947-49 

.79 
270 
430 
140 
290 
239 
235 
296 
143 
221 
178 
256 
339 
233 
231 
239 
285 
255 
231 
348 
242 
269 
244 
237 
250 

Source: Agricultural Prices, Jan. 31 ,1958 ,Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA~ 

Jan. 15, 
19581 

Change 

175 Up 122 percent. 
464 Up 72 percent. 
567 · Up .3~ percent. 
172 Up 23 percent. 
421 Up 45 percent. 
358 Up 50 percent. 
292 Up 24 percent. 
391 Up 32 percent. 
152 Up 6 percent. 
299 Up 35 percent. 
209 Up 17 percent. 
279 Up 9 percent. 
409 Up 21 percent. 

. 325 Up 39 percent. 
287 Up 24 percent. 
278 Up 16 percent. 
326 Up 14 percent, 
294 Up 15 percent. 
193 Down 16 percent. 
356 Down 2 percent. 
209 Down 14 percent. 
245 Down 9 percent. 
289 Up 18 percent. 
264 Up 11 percent . 
301 Up 20 percent. 
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Average prices received by farmersJor farm productB-United States, Jan. 15, 1958, and 
average 1951 compared with in~ome parity equivalen~ prices 

Commodity 

Wheat __ -----------------------------------------------­
Rye----------------------------------------------------
Rice (rough)_-------------------------------------------
Corn _____________ : -------------------------------------
Oats ___ ------------------------------------------- ------
Barley------·--------------------------------------------

~1!~~~!~~~~~=~~1~~~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Tobacco, types 11-37------------------------------------
Cottonseed ___ ---------------------------------------.---
Soybeans._---------------------------------------------
Peanuts _____ ---_----------------------------------------
Flaxseed __ ------------------------- ; -------------------­
Potatoes __ ----------------------------------------------
Sweetpotatoes ____________ ------------------------- ------
Beans, dry edible __ -------------------------------------
Hogs ______ ----------------------------------------------
Beef cattle. ___ -------------------------- ----------------
Calves ___ ----- ____ ----_---------------------------------
Lambs _______ -- __ ---------------------------------------
All chickens, live __________________ ----------------------
Turkeys, live ______ -------------------------------------
Adjusted for seasonal variation: 

All milk, wholesale----------------------------------
Eggs ___ ----_---------------------- ------------------

1957 
income 
parity 
price 

equlva-
lent 1 

$2.99 
2,10 
7. 42 
2. 18 
1.14 
1. 75 
3. 35 

32.34 
.480 
. 732 

93.53 
3. 92 
.158 

5. 87 
3.18 
6. 82 

12.11 
28. 40 
29. 15 
32.05 
32.34 

.371 

.484 

6. 28 
• 621 

Actual prices t'.t--r' 

Average Jan. 15, Change 
1951 1958 

$2.11 1.90 Down 10 percent. 
1. 52 . 937 Down 38 percent • 
4. 82 5.01 Up 3 percent. 
1.66 • 931 Down 44 percent . 
.820 • 613 Down 25 percent . 

1. 26 • 855 Down 32 percent. 
2.32 1. 63 Down 30 percent. 

25.60 19.00 Down 26 percent. 
.377 • 274 Down 27 percent • 
.420 . 429 Up 2 percent . 

69.30 51.30 Down 26 percent. 
2. 73 2.05 Down 25 percent. 
.104 • 0979 Down 6 percent . 

3. 72 2.95 Dqwn 21 percent. 
1. 63 1. 76 Up 8 percent. 
3. 03 5.16 Up 70 percent. 
7. 91 7.03 Down 11 percent. 

20.00 18.50 Down 7 percent. 
28. 70 19.70 Down 31 percent. 
32.00 22. 20 Do. 
31.00 21. 60 Down 30 percent. 

.271 . 190 Do . 

.374 • 226 Down 40 percent • 

4.58 4.13 Down 10 percent. 
.478 • 405 Down 15 percent . 

1 Calculated by proposed income parity formula based on definitions of parity farm income in Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, as amended, and National Farmers Union 1956-57 Official Program. (Data as of January 1957.) 

Source: Agricultural Prices (Jan. 31, 1958), Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. When Senators 
read those tables, they will plainly see 
what has been happening to agriculture 
and it is not good. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I y{eld. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 

from Minnesota tell the Senate what, in 
reality, the President and Mr. Benson 
have recommended as the parity price 
for the coming year? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. On what com­
modity? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On all the basic 
commodities. What is the average? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The administra­
tion wants fiexibility between 60 and 90. 
The new administration proposal is for 
flexibility down to 60, instead of only 
to 75 percent. As the Senator from 
Vermont pointed out, however, this joint 
resolution would not change the 1957 
price-support program. The present 
program would not be changed by the 
joint resolution. It would just main­
tain last year's prices, as a holding ac­
tion-a price floor-until such time as 
the Congress legislates otherwise. 

The best I can say for the joint res­
olution is that it is a part of the overall 
effort of Congress to hold the line. It 
is an effort by Congress to check the 
recession. It represents a determina­
tion by Congress to prevent any further 
downward fiexing of the agricultural 
price structure. A vote for the resolu­
tion, Senate Joint Resolution 162, is a 
vote for agriculture and a vote against 
Benson's policies. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to take this 

occasion to commend the distinguished 
junior Senator from Minnesota for the 

economic statesmanship he has shown 
in this field. Because of him, we have a 
chance to consider all the basics at the 
same time. In this way Mr. Benson will 
not be able to resort to his usual policy 
of divide and conq~er; because we will 
all be in the same boat, and we will all 
be facing the same problem. I hope that 
under the leadership of the distinguished 
junior Senator from Minnesota we will 
be successful in this action, even though 
Mr. Benson, in his press conference of 
this morning, made the statement that 
what the Senate proposes to do now in 
2 joint resolutions is even worse than 
the bill which was passed 2 years ago, 
under the leadership of the Senator from 
Minnesota, and which was vetoed by the 
President of the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point 
a news story published in the Daily 
Ranger, of Glendive, Mont., of March 
6, 1958. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Glendive (Mont.) Daily Ranger of 

March 6, l958] 

SENATOR HUMPHREY LASHES ADMINISTRATION 
AGRICULTURAL PLAN 

(By Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, United 
States Senator from Minnesota) 

WASHINGTON.-clearly our Nation needs a 
new and different farm policy and needs it 
now. 

What should be its broad outll:ries? 
First. A comprehensive farm program cov­

ering all major commodities with the recog­
nition of the interdependence of agricultural 
production. It is a well established principle 
of agricultural economics that low feed prices 
produce low hog and beef prices. Further­
more, the price of perishable commodities is 
directly related to those known as storable. 
like grain. 

Second. Agricultural pollcy must be based 
upon these accepted and known relation­
ships. It is imperative that the Nation have 
adequate food and fiber reserves. The level 
of these reserves must be related directly to 

the growth in population and the tremendous 
commitment of our Nation in the field of 
foreign policy and national security. This 
has not been done. 

National security requires effective and 
constructive use of food and fiber. Our for­
eign -economic policy must include within it 
long-range commitments of food and fiber 
supplies to our allies and the uncommitted 
and underdeveloped nations. Food can be 
force for peace and freedom. There must be 
additional emphasis upon conservation, both 
short and long term. The conservation­
reserve program needs to be doubled. Broad 
and effective conservation measures must be 
integrated with overall natural resource de­
velopment and management programs. 

A sound farm policy should be based upon 
a rising net income for agriculture-parity 
income. The Secretary of Agriculture should 
be authorized to utilize several means of 
attaining parity income and protecting de­
cent and fair farm-price levels. What is 
need.ed is flexibility of method in a farm pro­
gram, plus determination on the part of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to utilize every 
legitimate means at his command to insure 
orderly marketing and a stable price struc­
ture. 

Add to this farm credit facilities adequate 
for the cost of maintaining farm operation 
and you have the broad outline of a con­
structive farm policy that can work both 
for the benefit of the farmer and the Nation. 

The Eisenhower-Benson farm policy has 
failed. -This failure is due not only to weak­
ness in the law but also faulty and ineffec­
tive administration. The efforts of Congress 
to strengthen the agricultural policy were 
overridden by a Presidential veto. The at­
tempts of friends of agriculture to improve 
the administration of agricultural policy 
have been resisted and rebuked by the Secre­
tary of Agriculture. The results speak for 
themselves. · 

HERE IS THE SORRY RECORD 
Realized net income of farm operators 

dropped from $14,300,000,000 in 1952 to $11,-
500,000,000 in 1957. During the 5 years 
Secretary Benson has been in omce, the ac­
cumulated loss in net farm income has been 
over $14 billion. The annual rate of ex­
penditures from the Federal Treasury as 
shown by the budget request sent to Con­
gress this spring totals over $5 billion as 
compared with slightly over $1 billion in 
1952. 

Benson's policies have moved farm fami­
lies off the farm at a rate of 100,000 per year. 
There are 500,000 fewer farm families on the 
farms today than when he took omce. The 
family farm income from all sources, non­
farm as well as farm, measured in 1957 dol­
lars has dropped by over $500 per year-from 
$3,000 in 1952 to $2,500 in 1957. Farm 
mortgage indebtedness is up approximately 
$4 b1lllon. Farm surpluses are stlll huge. 
Farm prices are still low. And farm income 
is at recession levels. 

THERE IS THE RECORD 
The administration farm policy was out­

lined in a speech ~arly in February 1953, 
in St. Paul, Minn. Secretary Benson asked 
for a reduction of price supports to a point 
just above undue disaster. Doing this, he 
said, would lead to lower consumer food 
prices, reduce Federal expenditures for agri­
culture, and ultimately improve farm in­
come. He claimed further that it would 
strengthen the family farm unit and get the 
Government out of agriculture. 

The Secretary has at least kept his word 
on one of these promises-at every oppor­
tunity he has recommended lower price sup­
ports. He and the President are now asking 
Congress for authority to drop the price 
support levels to only 60 percent of parity. 
Secretary Benson has insisted that reducing 
price supports would reduce production. 
despite statistical evidence to the contrary. 
With lowering of price supports, production 
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has gone up. Surpluses have mounted de­
spite tremendous disposal programs through 
foreign aid, relief, and overseas sales. 

Secretary Benson promised that reducing 
price supports would reduce storage costs 
and the farm program costs--instead the an­
nual storage cost paid by the Government 
has been the highest in history under his 
administration, both per unit and in total. 
The rate of expenditures for this is at an all 
time high-almost five times greater than 
that of 1952. 

Grocery store food prices are higher now 
than they were before the Eisenhower-Ben­
son theory was put into effect, mothers pay 
more for the milk they buy for their children. 
A loaf of bread costs more than at any 
time in the past 100 years. With farm prices 
down by almost 20 percent, retail food prices 
ln 1958 are at the highest index ever 
recorded. 

Yes, the administration farm program has 
not only failed the farmers, but it has failed 
the public, and socked the taxpayers. As 
consumers, the public is paying higher prices 
for food at the grocery store. As taxpayer 
the public is paying out at a rate of 
$5,000,000,000 a year for a program that does 
not work. As a Nation we are threatened 
by a growing farm led and farm fed 
depression. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have ·printed 
in the RECORD at this point a letter 
which I received from the Farmers 
Union Grain Terminal Association, 
signed by Mr. M. W. -Thatcher, general 
manager, and a summary of the GTA 
family farm survey for 1955-56. 

The survey shows that the greatest 
untapped market in the world is in 
American agriculture, if American agri­
culture is given the opportunity to pur­
chase. ·What we are seeking ·is a market. 
I say to my good friend that with all our 
efforts for public works, with all our ef­
forts for tax reduction, with all our ef­
forts to stimulate the economy, if we 
permit agriculture to go down further, 
we will experience a recession and de­
pression which· will really curl our hair, 
and George Humphrey's too. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and summary were ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 

FARMERS UNION GRAIN 
TERMINAL ASSOCIATION, 

St. Paul, Minn., January 29, 1958. 
The Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: You Will be in­
terested in this short summary of our latest 
family farm survey. This study of over 4,000 
farm records shows an even greater market 
for manufactured goods than we found 2 
years ago. This market for nearly $6,000 
spending per farm could go far to restore 
business and jobs in our cities. 

Our survey finds more and more farmers 
being pushed off their farms to look for city· 
jobs, or holding part-time jobs while still 
farming. They will add to the unemploy­
ment now growing in industrial States. 

Again we find real farm income getting 
lower on these better-than-average commer­
cial family farms. Returns to farmers are 
far short of those to other businesses, pro­
fessions or trades. After a small return on 
investment, you will see there is left only 
25 cents per hour for the labor of the farmer 
and his family, and nothing for his skilled 
management. 

The figures from wheat farms show that 
the 22-cents-per-bushel (11 percent) cut 
now scheduled for the 1958 crop will mean 
about a 25 percent cut in net income. 'l;'he 
25 cents per hundredweight (8 percent) cut 

on milk will mean a slmllar cut In net in­
come of Midwest dairy farmers. 

You Senators and Congressmen from farm 
States must unite to stop these two cuts and 
any others this coming season. Nothing is 
more likely, in my judgment, to make this 
recession worse than to lower farm prices 
farther. A return of prosperity in farm 
States will take more than holding the price 
line, but that is the first necessary step. 

Please feel free to call on us for help to 
halt these dangerous and needless cuts in 
wheat and dairy prices now ordered. Only 
you leaders in Congress can win farmers a 
reprieve from further price cutting. 

Sincerely, 
M. W. THATCHER, 

General Manager. 

A SUMMARY OF THE GTA FAMILY FARM SURVEY 
FOR 1955-56 

(A continuing study of family farms in 
Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, and Wisconsin, covering 1950 
through 1956, as authorized by the stock­
holders of Farmers Union Grain Terminal 
Association) 

INTRODUCTION 
This resurvey of some 4,079 family farms is 

based on the income-tax records of each 
farm, plus other information gained by on­
the-farm interviews ·during 1957. The in­
come-tax records for 1955 and 1956 were 
audited and added to those for 195Q-54. 
These 2 recent years have seen increased 
emphasis upon accurate tax records due to 
the beginning of social-security payments 
based upon these returns. As in the first 
GTA family farm survey, virtually complete 
cooperation was forthcoming from all of these 
thousands of families. We present some of 
the findings in the hope that this unique in­
formation about average commercial family 
farms in some of our best farming areas may 
help the Congress decide wise national pol­
icies. 

What the survey shows 
1. Summary of Farm Operations for 1956, 

Compared With 1954 
The essential figures show that despite 

claims to the contrary, the lowering of farm 
prices between 1954 and 1956 did not im­
prove real net income. This was in spite of a 
gain of some 4 percent both in acreage and 
investment on the farms, and with improved 
yields and production. Net income did go 
up some $80 due to an increase in Govern­
ment payments of $125. But, this small in­
crease was more than offset by the rise in 
cost of living between the two surveys. That 
rise was nearly 4 percent, about $107. Real 
income, consequently, dropped $27, or about 
1 percent. No account has been taken in 
this of the $1,848 increase in investment re­
quired to farm. 

Average per farm receipts and expenses, 
with changes 

1954 1956 Change 

Cash marketings ___ __________ $8,010 $8,386 $376 
Government payments______ _ 66 191 125 

Cash receipts___________ 8, 076 8, 577 501 

Cash expense_________________ 4, 559 4, 801 242 
Depreciation_________________ 1, 310 1, 463 153 

5, 869 6, 264 395 
===== 

Receipts less expense___ 2, 207 2, 313 106 

Allow for food _______________ _ 
Allow for home ______________ _ 

Total home and food __ _ 

324 
400 

724 

323 
375 

698 

-1 
-25 

-26 
= ====-:::: == 

Net income before taxes_ 2, 931 3, on so 

Offset by cost-of-living increase of about__________ $107 
Net change in real income from farming __________ -$27 
Percent change----------------------------------- -1 

Details of cash receipts and expenses are 
shown in table 1 of the appendix. From this 
can be seen how these farms have attempted 
to cope with lower prices by producing more, 
and how various expenses have risen. The 
allowance for a net rental value of the farm 
home equal to 8 percent of the insurable 
value of the home is an addition to gross 
income not made in our original survey. 
The allowance for foOd is based on the prices 
farmers would get for home-used food if they 
sold it. This follows the usual practice in 
valuing such food, although the cost to city 
consumers of such food in the form they 
would buy it would be considerably higher. 
Other costs in farm living not figured in this 
survey offset this food benefit and then some, 
such as higher costs for all manufactured 
goods and for such important services as 
health and education. 
2: Analysis of Returns to Labor, Management, 

and Capital Used on Farm 
Allowing only a 5 percent return (before 

taxes) on capital, and nothing for manage­
ment, returns for the work of the farmer and 
his family were only 25 cents per hour, as 
shown below. · 

It these farmers and their families got the 
average factory wages paid in their State, 
their net income would have been $6,303, 
more than double what it actually was. 
Stated another way, actual income was short 
$3,293 of paying a factory wage. This ls 
equal to an 8 percent loss on investment for 
the year. 

If nothing is allowed for investment, then 
the return for labor amounts to 91 cents per 
hour. This is less than half the $1.91 aver­
age factory wage for the area, a full dollar 
short. It is also below the Federal minimum 
wage of $1. Thus, in addition to getting 
substandard wages, farmers are contributing 
over $43.000 in capital for nothing, bringing 
that to their job with no recompense. 

If the labor of the whole family, except the 
farm operator, is unpaid, and the operator's 
labor is figured at the very conservative fig­
ure of only 2,000 hours as worked in city 
employment, then the farmer still would 
make only $1.51 per hour. That is nearly 
one-fourth less than factory labor. That 
would mean unpaid family labor, unpaid 
management, unpaid capital, and still in-
equality. · 

Investment in average farm, hours worked, 
average factory wages, and imputed retw·ns 
to farm labor, management, and capital 

1954 1956 Chan~e 

-----------1---------
Number of farms_____________ 4, 321 
Acres in farm __ _______________ 613 
Insurable value of home______ $4, 999 

Investment in plant: 

4,079 
637 

$4,688 

Perc ~nt 
-fl.() 

4. 0 

Land and buildings ______ $'27, 285 $26,538 --------
Equipment_______________ 7, 857 10, 473 --~-----
Livestock________________ 4, 805 4, 521 --------
Crops____________________ 1, 701 1, 964 _______ _ 

TotaL _________________ 41,648 43,496 $1, !!48 

Estimated hours worked_____ 3, 300 3, 300 
A verage factory wage____ _____ $1.72 $1.91 
Net farm income (before 

taxes) __ -------------------- $2,931 $3,011 

1954 

A. Return to capital and labor: 
5 percent on investment_ __ $2,082.00 
Net to labor_______________ 849.00 
Net per hour______________ .26 

B. If factory wages were paid on 
labor: , 

Wages for op_erator and 

1956 

$2,174.00 
836.00 

0 25 

family------------------- 5, 676.00 6, 303.00 
Actual total net income____ 2, 931.00 3, 011.00 

Deficit___________________ 2, 745.00 3, 292.00 
===-= 

Loss on investment_ ____ _ 
______________ percent__ -7 -8 
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Investment in average farm, hours worked, 
average factory wages, and imputed returns 
to farm labor, management, and capital­
Continued / 

1954 1956 

C . All returns to labor, nothing 
to capital and management: 

Return per hour for 3,300 
hours ____________ --------

Return for 2,000 hours ____ _ 
$0.89 
$1.47 

$0. 91 
$1.51 

3. Returns Required If Farmers to Get 
Parity With Labor, Business, and Man­
agement 
It is of interest to calculate, 1f only 

roughly, the amount needed to give these 
farm families something like parity returns 
for their labor, management, and capital. 
If factory wages were earned, plus only 5 
percent on investment, and nothing for 
management of the farm, then as of 1956, 
it would have taken about 64 percent higher 
prices to bring such parity. Much business 
netted more than 5 percent after taxes, and 
farm-management services for an average 
commercial farm would run at least several 
hundred dollars. Neither factor is counted 
here. 

Such higher prices would bring agricul­
ture back about to where it was in the 
1946-50 period, or the 1947-49 period used 
by the Government as a base for statistics 
in all fields other than agriculture. The 
official parity ratio was respectively 109 and 
107 for these periods. Such prices also show 
the average of products raised in these 5 
States in 1956 was between 65 and 70 per­
cent of parity, instead of the national aver­
age of 81 percent for that year. 

Such prices would give the average family, 
with a $43,000 investment, a return of about 
$7,000 cash before taxes, plus $1,500 allow­
ance for food and housing, a total of $8,477. 
The $3,011 actually received in 1956 was only 
36 percent of this needed total. Thus, after 
nearly 10 years of declining farm income and 
rising city boom, farmers were far behind 
their city cousins for comparable investment 
and labor. 

Increased prices needed for parity income 

1954 

5 percent return on investment (before 
taxes>----------- -------------------- $2,082 

Labor at average factory wage_________ 5, 676 
Management__________________________ 0 

1956 

$2,174. 
6,303 

0 

Total needed for parity income__ 7, 758 8, 477 
Less actual net income________________ 2, 931 3, 011 

Deficit in parity income_________ 4, 827 5, 466 
Plus actual cash receipts______________ 8, 076 8, 577 

Equals cash receipts needed for 
parity------------------------- 12, ll03 14, 043 

Percent Percent 
Ratio .of actual to parity income_______ 38 36 
Ratio of actual to parity cash receipts__ 63 61 
Approximate increase in prices re-

quired to get parity income_________ 59 64 

4. Low Prices Are Forcing Commercial Farm­
ers Into City Labor Markets 

In the 2 years between early 1955 and early 
1957, during which these two surveys were 
made, over 5 percent of these commercial 
farms which had been supporting families 
had been liquidated. In some cas·es this 
was due to death with no heirs to take over 
the farm, but in most cases the families 
were forced off by declining income. The 
actual figure was 1 farm out of 18 missing 
in this short 2-year period. 

In addition to this expanded labor supply 
headed for the cities, many farmers, their 
wives, or older children began to work at 
off-farm jobs, part time or even year round, 
in the effort to save their farm homes. In 

early_ 1957,. our surveyors found this an in­
creasing practice, but in 1956, the actual. 
wages earned amounted to an average of 
only some $200 for operators and $100 for ' 
wives, a total of less than $300 per family. 
We cite this to show that contrary to na­
tional estimates, which include many part­
time farms and subsistence farmers, com­
mercial farmers in this area were not yet 
able to get much help from off-farm work. 
Such work as was. being done was concen­
trated nearest to the larger cities and was ­
being done mostly by younger farmers and 
tl:).eir wives who have the most difficulty with 
present conditions. Most of these off-farm 
workers were GI's who deserve better from 
their country in their effort to make a home 
on the farm. 

Where farmers have abandoned farming 
to move into city jobs, they will have the 
least seniority and often little resources in 
case of unemployment and business reces­
sion. This will tend to force them bacK 
onto farms, perhaps into farm homes of 
relatives, adding further troubles to our 
farm families. Nothing is less needed by 
our national economy just now that another 
several hundred thousand farm workers dis­
possessed from the land. Nothing should be 
more vigorously opposed by city people, 
themselves having unemployment and re­
lief to attempt to handle. 

5. Indications That Farm Depression Is Feed­
ing City Recession 

National farm-income figures dropped 
lower in 1956 and again in 1957 in terms of 
their buying power, approaching the low 
figure of 1940, which was a bad depression 
year for the whole American economy. The 
gain in size, investment, inputs and out­
puts of the family farms in our survey covers 
up somewhat this drop in total buying power, 
but some figures do show up, which indicate 
the important part which lower farm income 
is playing in the growing national recession. 

Because of the great shortage in real in­
come needed to give farmers parity with 
city people, and thereby give real balance 
to the American economy, farm buildings, 
homes, and equipment have never reached 
parity. Much-needed spending has been 
postponed. Our survey repeated an earlier 
inventory of immediate farm needs. For 
production purposes, as of early 1957, here 
are the averages per farm, by each State, 
and for the 5-State area. Amounts have 
grown substantially in the 2 years since our 
earlier survey. 

Repairs New New 
and build- equip- Total 

paint ings ment 
---------

Wisconsin __ --------- $1,282 $2,383 $2,016 $5,681 Minnesota ___________ 907 2, 561 1, 910 5,378 
South Dakota_------ 968 1. 565 1,447 3,980 North Dakota _______ 1, 259 2,847 2,932 7,038 
Montana ___ --------- 947 2, 237 2,161 5,345 ------------

Average, 4,079 farms ________ 1,075 2, 418 2,164 5,658 

This total of around $6,000 per farm does 
not include any spending needed to repair, 
modernize, or replace the farm home, or for 
home equipment. Even without any such 
spending, these totals would amount to a 
$12 billion to $15 billion potential market 
on the commercial family farms of the Na­
tion, if this area is at all typical. 

If farm homes were all modernized, or re­
placed if in poor condition, this farm market 
might easily be double. The insurable values 
for the farm homes in this survey indicate 
that many are in need of extensive modern­
iZing, or of replacing, just as is true in most 
farm areas. 

Thus, a great untapped market lies ready 
and waiting to restore American industry to 
usefulness, and American labor to produc-

tion, 1f only balanced farm and . city income 
can be restored. 

This farm demand is particularly for du­
rable goods, the products of om heavy manu­
facturing industries now so hard hit. Higher 
farm income would help at the most vital 
spot in the current national lack of balance 
between capacity and demand. This includes 
the farm-machinery industry now severely 
cut back, and the appliance industry, now 
cutting. back. Some other facts once again 
indicate this great need for durable goods 
in our farm homes. Although these are bet­
ter-than-average commercial farms, they 
have a lack of modern conveniences that is a · 
national shame in this 6th decade of the 20th 
century. The percentage of homes iD this 
survey without the following - facilities is 
astounding, but the figures would be even 
higher if all farm homes in these States were 
included: 

Percent of farms. without named facilities 

~ ~ 
0 0 

·~ ~ ~ ~ 

"' "' "' 0 A A 1=1 § ~ 
..cl ~ "' fi 1=1 ~ 

~ 
.s ~ !:; 0 

~ 0 z ~ CIJ. 

- - - - -
Cold running water---------·---- 17 32 41 31 17 Hot running water ______________ 24 38 48 37 22 Inside toilet _____________________ 30 46 52 42 28 
Bathtub ___ --------------------- 31 49 53 43 29 
Central heat __ ------------------ 49 56 52 40 33 D eep freeze _____________________ 44 45 45 40 19 
1 telephone (any age)------------ 23 19 32 20 49 1 'l'V set ________________________ 

31 36 49 26 45 

Note that large numbers of the homes with 
the highest number of children in the Nation 
are still without either hot or cold running 
water. _ 

Note that parity in plumbing facilities is 
not something lacking just in foreign lands, 
but is right here in the heart of the richest 
farmlands in the world. 
. Note that central heat is lacking in the 

coldest States in this Union. 
Note that those families which can use to 

best advantage a deep freeze are not neces­
sarily the citizens who have them. 

Note that even one telephone is lacking in 
the home and business that needs it above all 
others, for convenience at least. Other 
figures would show how many of these phones 
in farm homes are still of the horse-and­
buggy type, a disgrace in this day of elec­
tronic miracles. 

Note that many farm homes do not have 
even one TV set, considered a necessity by 
most city fam111es for a good many years now. 

Note that none of these needed home fa­
cilities, which supposedly make up the 
American way of life and the vaunted Ameri­
can standard of living, and indeed have 
been so enjoyed by most city people for a 
long time--none of these needs are expressed 
in the dollar estimates of needed spending 
stated above. Those estimates apply only to 
farm production equipment, under which 
even a telephone was not included, although 
it might well have been. 

Further information was gathered on the 
age and number of automobiles and trucks 
on our farms. This is of particular value 
now that that industry is running at only a 
little more than half capacity, a fact which 
threatens our whole economy. Farmers need 
automobiles and trucks in their business as 
well as for family living. Farm roads are the 
worst, and replacements would be high if 
farm income allowed farmers to do so. 

Contrary to statements about farmers driv­
ing expensive new cars, our survey shows, as 
have others carried out in this area, that a 
considerabl.e number of farms don't even 
have one car, and that the majority are 
older models of the so-called low-priced 
makes, with very few high-cost cars of any 
age. 
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Number, age, and price range of automobile8 

on/arms 

t [Percent] 

t! .s 0 0 

t! 
,.b4 

~ .s as 

I ~ 
0 ~ Q 
~ 

~ ~ 8 -~ ~ ::l 

~ ~ 0 z ·~ Cll 

---- --
Number: None ____________ 8.9 9. 0 5. 4 3. 2 4.8 

1_- ---------------- 89.7 88.4 89. 9 93. 9 88.3 
2 or more ________ 1. 4 2. 6 4.7 2.9 6.9 

M odel: 
1949 or older------- 28. 9 22. 9 23. 9 19.2 8.2 
1950 to 1955 _______ _ 64.4 67. 7 67. 9 65.9 68.7 
1956 to 1957-------- 6. 7 9. 4 8.2 14.9 23. 1 

Price range: 
71.2 66.5 Low_------------ - 71.8 74.9 70.0 

Medium_--------- 27.5 24. 6 29.7 28. 3 31.4 High _____________ _ .7 •. 5 .3 .5 2.1 

Note the large potential market here, in.:. 
dicated by the large percenta~c of farms 
either with no car or with models which a 
year ago were 8 years old and older. 

These potential markets are actually to 
be found not just on the commercial farms 
of the great Midwest, but also in the farm 
towns and cities which are l<lrgely depend­
ent upon farmers for their trade and busi­
ness. These areas have not shared in the 
national boom of the last few years in the 
same proportion as have industrial cities. 
A revival of prosperity on our farms would 
stimulate even greater markets in the whole 
rural part of the Nation, which still makes 
up more than a third of our population. A 
continuing farm depression will surely bring 
about a further ·decline in business in these 
same rural areas. 

6. Prospects for 1958 and 1959 
It is obvious that the efforts to help farm 

income by reducing farm prices have failed 
to this point. Further loss of income is now 
being suffered because of present we::.kening 
farm prices, especially for feed grains. This 
forecasts and insures a return to very low 
livestock prices before long. Reductions or· 
dered in supports for dairy products and 
wheat will be only the forerunners of other 
cuts unless stopped now. Nothing is in 
sight which will raise farm prices or cut 
farming costs. Nothing will help farmers 
restore their purchasing to former levels. 

An analysis of the figures from wheat 
farms in this survey shows that the 22 cents­
per-bushel (11 percent) cut now scheduled 
for the 1958 crop, will mean about a 25 per­
cent cut in net income. Similarly, the 
25 cents-per-hundredweight (8 percent) cut 
on milk scheduled for this spring will bring 
a comparable cut in net income of Midwest 
dairy farmers. It is calculated that each of 
these two cuts will cost the respective groups 

-of farmers $250 million, a total of one-half 
billion dollars' Joss in net income per year. 

Further cuts in farm income will cause 
the farm depression to feed the national 
business recession, perhaps making it snow­
ball into a depression that cannot be stopped 
short of terrible cost. The best way to start 
up our factories and call back the men is to 
see to it that there is no further cut in 
farm prices or income, and instead, that 
good commercial family farms ·be restored 
to parity. 

Statement of purpose 
The GTA Family Farm Survey has been 

carried on to get a true audit of conditions 
on commercial family farms before the Con­
gress and the public generally. The grain 
farmers who own this sponsoring coopera­
tive want to strengthen the system of 
family-owned and operated agriculture 
which has been a principal foundation of 
our democracy so far in our Nation's his­
tory. They are opposed to public or private 
policies which threaten the stab111ty and 
welfare of family farming. 

CIV--268 

This report is issued in the hope that it 
will help make clear the facts about such 
farms as they are found in this great agri­
cultural producing area, the breadbasket of 
the world. 

Further surveys may be made, with the 
.cooperation of participating farm families, 
as times demand. Thanks to the coopera­
tive spirit of these fine families, there is 
now available to the public the actual re­
ceipts and expenses for typical commercial 
family farms in these five States. These 
figures for the 7 years 195Q-56 are an au­
thentic and unique grassroots record. 

· APPENDIX 

TABLE I.-Average receipts and expenses per 
farm, 1954 and 1956 

1954 1956 Change 
-----------1---------

F .ARM RECEIPTS 

.Grain sales_------------------Dairy products ______________ _ 
Livestock sales ______ ; _______ _ 
Beets and potatoes __________ _ 
Poultry and eggs _________ ___ _ 
Profit on purchased livestock_ Miscellaneous _______________ _ 

Marketings ____________ _ 
.Government payments ______ _ 

TotaL ___ ---------------

FARM EXPENSES 

Labor hired _________________ _ 

Feed __ -----------------------Seed _________________________ _ 
Custom work and machine 

hire _-----------------------Supplies _____________________ _ 
RepairS _____ -- __ ------- ______ _ 
Services and fees _____________ _ 
Fertil!zer and sprays ________ _ 
Gas, oil and grease ____ _______ _ 
Storage and warehousing ____ _ 
T axes_- --------------------- ­
Insurance_-------------------
Interest __ __ ----------------- -
Utilit ies (light, power, phone)_ 
Rent __ -----------------------Farni use of auto _________ ___ _ 
Purchased livestock and 

poultry---------------------Miscellaneous _______________ _ 

· 'Cash expenses _________ _ 
Depreciation ___ --------------

Total __________________ _ 

Receipts less expenses _______ _ 

Plus food allowance _________ _ 
Plus .home allowance ________ _ 

Total, home and food __ _ 

Net income (before 
taxes)_ -:o. -------------

$3, 638 
1, 236 
1,969 

87 
379 
238 
463 

8, 010 
66 ---

8,076 
---

401 
622 
263 

201 
194 
460 

72 
139 
700 
44 

378 
190 
174 
140 
116 
182 

38 
245 

---
4,559 
1,310 

---
5,869 

---
2, 207 

---
324 
400 

---
724 

---
2, 931 

$3,866 
1, 381 
1,877 

127 
402 
204 
529 

8,386 
191 

---
8, 577 

---
369 
687 
275 

206 
204 
491 
83 

180 
751 
44 

402 
196 
202 
157 
119 
196 

29 
210 

---
4,801 
1, 463 

---
6, 264 

---
2,313 

---
323 
375 

---
698 

- --
3,011 

$228 
145 

-92 
40 
23 

-34 
66 

376 
125 

---
501 

---
-32 

65 
12 

5 
10 
31 
11 
41 
51 
0 

24 
6 

28 
17 
3 

14 

-9 
-35 

---
242 
153 

395 
---

106 
---

-1 
-25 

---
-26 

---
80 

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, the true meaning of a 
piece of proposed legislation can very 
often be determined by finding out the 
public reaction of people who are af­
fected by it, and of the newspapers in 
different parts of the country, keeping 
in mind that newspapers have both read­
·ers and advertisers. On January 18 the 
Louisville Courier-Journal published an 
editorial captioned "Eisenhower-Benson 
Farm Plan Shows Neglect of Realities." 
The Courier-Journal happens to be one 
of the most highly respected and per­
cipient newspapers being published. I 
ask unanimous consent that the entire 
.editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

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

EISENHOWER-BENSON FARM PLAN SHOWS 
NEGLECT OF REALITIES 

President Eisenhower in his farm message 
to Congress presented a succinot analysis of 
the Nation's farm problems. 

No one can quarrel with his statements 
that "we must find ways of utilizing more 
completely the abundance that our farm 
.people are now able to produce" and that "at 
the same time we .must help our farm people 
to cope with the sometimes harsh conse­
quences of their own unparalleled ability to 
produce • • •." 

But Mr. Eisenhower's solutions to the 
problems fall short of the goals he himself 
sets up. 

For the farm families with low income~ 
those "millions of rural people who • • • 

·have been unable to make the adjustments 
called for by modern technology"-the Presi­
dent again calls for a rural development pro­
gram of broad dimensions. 

This program, which has been operating 
on a pilot basis for several years now, has 
merit. But it scarcely can be considered a 
solution to the problems of the low-income 
farmers. The program is not yet in full op­
eration and the movement of farm people to 
the cities has been going on at a terrific rate 
for several years. 

The almost 2 million farm people who left 
their farms between April 1956 and April 
1957, certainly got little help from the rural 
development program. 

Under the .present ad_ministration the em· 
phasis has been mainly on pushing these 
people oft' the farm .and second, on seeing 
to it that they are able to adjust to the con­
ditions into which .th~y are being forced. 

The emphasis has been on economics and 
not on people, despite the fact that a forced:. 
draft economic program involves people as 
individuals rather than as pawns in a game 
of "who's got the dollar?" 

Furthermore, Mr. Eisenhower falls to show 
how pushing these less productive farmers 
oft' the land W111 help the farm problem. A 
recent study by the University of Kentucky 
shows that in the past 35 years the number 
of farms in Kentucky has declined by 30 
percent and the average size of farms in 
this State has increased by 30 percent. 

Despite this decline in persons engaged 
in agriculture, the study points out, the 
farm output of Kentucky has increased over 
the same period. 

For the commercial farmers, Mr. Eisen­
hower recommends several changes to the 
program. 

He recommends abandonment of the acre­
age .reserve part of the Soil Bank program. 
On this point he will get the support of 
many Members of Congress. The. House 
voted to dump that program last May and 
it was salvaged mainly because of the action 
in the Senate. 

Mr. Eisenhower also recommends that the 
conservation reserve section of the Soil 
Bank-originally the lesser part of the plan­
be extended and be given greater emphasis. 
There is merit to this recommendation, espe­
cially the tree-planting program that is part 
of it. Trees are one of the few farm prod­
ucts which are not in surplus and apparently 
will not be for many, many years. 

Unfortunately, though, the · conservation 
reserve section of the Soil Bank as it has been 
operated in the past has not caused any great 
rush on the part of farmers to put their 
land into trees. Most of the tree planting 
which has been done recently has resulted 
from another program-the agricultural 
conservation program which is an offshoot of 
the old Agricultural Adjustment Adminis­
tration of the New Deal days. 

Most of Mr. Eisenhower's recommenda­
tions for commercial farmers are concerned 
~ith juggling price-support programs. And 
the net effect of his recommendations in 
this field would be to get even greater pro­
duction of crops than we have now at even 
lower prices per unit. 

If such a policy is adopted it will mean 
even faster removal of farmers from the land 
e.nd larger and larger supplies of farm com­
modities. 
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The President even suggests that dairy 

products be supported at less than the 75 
percent of parity level to which Secretary of 
Agriculture Benson has announced he will 
again cut them next April. 

A GRIM COINCIDENCE 

The President, of course, could not be 
aware that at the very hour he was making 
this recommendation the responsible leader­
ship of 17 of the Nation's milk-producer 
cooperatives were meeting in Louisville and 
threatening a widespread strike of dairy 
farmers unless prices are sustained on fluid 
milk at not less than 1957 levels. 

And the President also suggests cutting the 
price supports under tobacco, despite the 
fact that market prices this year again have 
been well above the present 90 percent of 
parity levels. 

All told, the farm message indicates that 
the President is not well informed on the 
farm problems of the Nation. 

This, of course, should surprise no one. 
President Eisenhower is simply following the 
recommendations of Secretary Benson who 
firmly believes that the solution to the Na­
tion's farm problems lies in going back to 
the methods which were used 30 years ago 
to solve the farm problems that resulted 
from World War I. 

History shows that those methods didn't 
do the job. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
reference to the meeting -of 17 milk-pro­
ducer cooperatives in Louisville is worth 
further attention, as a further indica­
tion of the reactions of producers to the 
kind of Federal legislation that has been 
unashamedly offered. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to place the text 
of the report of this meeting in my re­
marks at this point in the REcORD. The 
story is headed "Milk Co-ops Oppose 
Idea of Price Cut-Strike Threat Is Sug­
gested by Individuals." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MILK CO-OPS OPPOSE IDEA OF PRICE CUT­

STRIKE THREAT Is SUGGESTED BY INDIVIDUALS 

(By E. W. Kieckhefer) 
Representatives of more than 30,000 dairy 

farmer!) announced here yesterday they will 
demand that farmers get as much for milk 
that goes into bottles during 1958 as they 
got for such milk last year. 

The formal statement by the managers of 
17 milk-producers' co-operative associa­
tions-reaching from Chicago to Florida­
did not say what farmers would do if they 
fail to gain their demand through negotia­
tion with milk companies. 

But the threat of a nationwide strike by 
farmers was implied by individual members. 

FORMAL STATEMENT ISSUED 

"'Then we get out the pitchforks • • •" 
was the way one manager expressed it to a 
reporter. · 

The co-operative managers issued their 
formal statement at the close of a 2-day 
meeting at the 'Brown Hotel. 

A resolution adopted by the group said the 
decision was reached after having given con­
sideration to producers' milk prices for 1958 
and with particular concern of the disas­
trous effect on income to dairy farmers which 
will result from the drop in dairy support 
prices as proposed by the Secretary of Agri­
culture. 

Secretary of Agriculture Benson announced 
last month that effective April 1 he would 
cut supports under dairy products to the le­
gal minimum of 75 percent of parity. Sup­
ports during the last year were at 83 per­
cent of parity. 

(Parity ls a standard for measuring farm 
prices declared by law to be fair to farmers 
in relation to their costs.) 

Chairman of the conference was A. M. 
Glover of the Knoxville Milk Producers As­
sociation. J. B. Brown, attorney for the 
Falls Cities Milk Producers Association of 
Louisville, acted as moderator. 

MAY STILL GET LESS 

Brown asserted that even if the dairy 
farmers' demand is met by the dairies, ;farm­
ers still will be getting less for their total 
milk production this year than they did in 
1957. 

Their demand will affect only that part 
of the milk that goes into consumer bottles 
and not the portion that goes into sucJ;l. 
manufactured products as butter and cheese. 

(Most major cities now operate under 
milk-marketing orders supervised by the 
Federal Government. Under such orders, 
dairy farmers and milk handlers negotiate 
a formula for determining how much farm­
ers will get for their milk. 

(Such formulas usually are based on 
prices being paid for certain dairy products, 
such as evaporated milk, dried milk, and 
butter. The price the farmer gets for his 
milk each month is a blend of this basic 
price and the price paid for milk that goes 
in to bottles.) 

"We do not feel that our demand is un­
reasonable," said Glover. "All we are ask­
ing is that we get as much for fluid milk 
this year as we got last year. If that is un­
reasonable then what we were getting last 
year was unreasonable and the figures show 
that is not true." 

Brown said past experience showed that a 
reduction in prices paid to farmers for their 
milk does not bring about lower prices for 
the consumers. 

Since 1954, he asserted, the support price 
for dairy farmers has gone down 13.1 per­
cent while prices consumers paid for milk 
went up 9.3 percent. 

He also noted that Louisville dairies have 
announced an increase in retail prices since 
Benson issued his announcement t11at farm­
price supports would be cut. 

Brown cited a chart showing the trend of 
prices paid to dairy farmers in the Louisville 
area since 1940 adjusted to the Consumer 
Price Index issued by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

NOVEMBER PRICE WAS $4.49 

The chart showed that in November 1957, 
farmers in the Louisville milkshed were re­
ceiving $4.708 for each 100 pounds of milk 
used in bottles and the blend price actually 
paid to farmers was $4.49. 

If prices paid to dairy farmers had fol­
lowed the trend of the Consumer Price Index, 
Brown said, farmers would have been getting 
$5.989 for their milk going into bottles and 
a. blend price of $5.57. 

The conference authorized its chairman to 
contact other cooperative associations or 
groups of associations "and advise them of 
the action taken by this group and. to re­
quest their support in this program of com­
mon endeavor." 

SIMILAR MEETINGS HELD 

Similar meetings have been held in other 
communities recently. A group represent­
ing dairy farmers in Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
Texas, and Gulf States met last Saturday at 
Memphis. Another meeting was held yes-
terday in Missouri. 

Attending the meeting here were repre­
sentatives of the Mid-South Milk Producers, 
Memphis; Madison Milk Producers Associa­
tion, Jackson, Tenn.; Nashville Milk Pro­
ducers, Nashville; Knoxville Milk Producers, 
Knoxville; Tri-State Milk Producers, Bristol, 
Va.; Pure Milk Association, Chicago; Square 
Deal Milk Producers, Highland, Ill.; Decatur 
Milk Producers, Decatur, Ill.; Independent 

Dairy · Farmers, Fort Lauderdale, Fla.; Pa­
ducah Graded Milk Producers, Paducah; 
Prairie Farmers Cooperative, Carlinv1lle, Ill.; 
Producers Creamery Cooperative, Spring­
field, Mo.; Ohio Valley Milk Producers Asso­
ciation, Evansville; Indianapolis Dairymen's 
Cooperative, Indianapolis; Cincinnati Milk 
Sales Association, Cincinnati; Chattanooga 
Area Milk Producers, Chattanooga, and the 
Falls Cities Milk Producers Association. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, one 
of President Eisenhower's favorite vaca­
tion spots in the past five years has been 
the national golf course in Augusta, 
Georgia. 

Perhaps the President will not be so 
happy in Augusta-if his advisers get 
around to showing him the treatment 
Augusta's two daily newspapers gave to 
the Eisenhower farm program of 1958. 
Both the Augusta Herald and the Au­
gusta Chronicle were bitterly critical of 
the President's program, outlined to 
Congress on January 16. 

I a.sk unanimous consent that two edi­
torials published in those newspapers be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the edi­
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Augusta (Ga.) Herald of January 

17, 1958] 

IKE'S FARM PLAN KILLING BLOW AIMED AT 
SOUTH'f! SMALL FARMS 

If we correctly understand the implica­
tions contained in the President's latest zig 
in his zigzag course of laying down ·national 
policy, he has run full tilt into a new mess of 
trouble. · 

Far from becoming the example of firm 
and direct leadership which ·many persons 
thought they had glimpsed when he made 
his state of the Union address, Mr. Eisen­
hower is beginning to take on the aspects 
of this country's most misguided missile in 
policymaking. 

The President had hardly completed his 
crawfishing maneuver on taking a personal 
hand in reorganizing the Defense Depart­
ment when he came up with the idea of 
knocking existing . props from under the 
prices on farm products and of leaving it up 
to Secretary Ezra Taft Benson to decide 
where new supports · should be fixed. 

The President's latest proposal is going to 
be as unpopular as his backing f!.Way from 
the Defense Department problem was disap­
pointing and disheartening. Both indiC{l-te 
not that the President is exercising his privi­
lege of delegating authority but that he is 
letting slip the reins of power which-for a 
brief inst~nt-he seemed to have resumed 
with both authority and determination. 
. Not only does the President seek to knock 
out price supports-he wishes also to kill 
the Soil Bank acreage reserve and make other 
farm program adjustments to deal, as press 
reports put it, with what he calls an "ir­
reversible • • • technological revolution in 
agriculture." 

This latter is wonderfully broad and won­
derfully obscure language which deserves 
elucidation. 

However, the crops which his proposal 
would affect are those tied in directly with 
the economy of this region-cotton, corn, 
wheat, rice, tobacco, peanuts, and dairy 
products. Most or all of these are grown 
in Georgia or have a direct bearing upon 
the livelihood and well-being of Georgia 
farmers. 

Relaxed or withdrawn supports are going 
to pinch the Southern farmer, who gen­
erally is a relatively small operator. The 
President's play seems to be made directly 
to the big farmers who will benefit im­
mensely from unlimited acreage apparently 
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because of the "technological revolution" of 
which he speaks. 

The big farmer, with unlimited acreage, 
need have little worry about the lessened 
parity. He can make up the price differen­
tial through sheer quantity of production. 
This the relatively small farmer cannot do 
with anything near the same degree of cer­
tainty. 

Likewise, the Soil Bank program which 
the President proposes to jettison was in­
tended, we thought, to put some control on 
surpluses, to bring supply and demand more 
closely into balance. Any great amount of 
imbalance can be expected to do harm-and 
the small farmer certainly is going to be 
called upon to bear the brunt-just as small 
businesses would suffer if similar support 
measures were withdrawn from them. · 

It may be, in all fairness, that the Presi­
dent sees real benefits accruing from his 
proposals. We cannot, in the light of what 
we have been told and the broad language 
the President has used. We would like, for 
instance, to know just what he means when 
he refers to an "irreversible • • • techno­
logical revolution." 

Fortunately, the President's farm pro­
posals face a stiff fight in Congress. Perhaps 
out of it will come enlightenment-and a 
clearer picture of just what the President 
does mean and just where he is heading. 

[From the Augusta (Ga.) Chronicle of 
January 19, 1958] 

WOULD BANKRUPT FARMER 

There seems to be a conspiracy in Wash­
Ington to liquidate the family-type farmer 
in the United States. 

The new Eisenhower farm program, which 
has all the earmarks Of being inspired by 
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson, 
would, if adopted, about put the finishing 
touches to the obvious scheme for putting 
the small farmer out of business. 

The President is asking Congress for au­
thority to reduce farm parity supports to 60 
percent and to ease production controls on 
major crops. · 

If the Eisenhower administration is bent 
on destroying the individual farmer, and 
setting up a collective system of agriculture 
operated by factory-type corporations, it cer­
tainly has hit on the right formula. Georgia 
f.armers today are about going broke oper­
ating on 75 percent of parity; the pro­
posed 60 percent would put them in bank­
ruptcy. 

Really, the Eisenhower program would 
make Secretary Benson a virtual czar of Am­
erican agriculture, empowered to fix farm 
prices at any figure he saw fit, and, if he 
chose, to open up the floodgates which 
would put great agricultural surpluses on 
the market with a consequent depression of 
farm prices. 

Agriculture Department officials say that a 
reduction in price supports could be ex­
pected to be reflected in lower market prices 
for wheat, livestock, feed grains, rice, pea­
nuts, milk, and cotton. These lower pro­
ducer prices, in · turn, would show up in 
some reductions in retail prices of meats, 
poultry products, dairy products, cereals, and 
the like. 

This would mean that, with the middle­
man taking his sizable profit, the farmer 
would get only a paltry sum for his products. 

Why is it that our present-day economy is 
geared to take care of everybody, through 
good wages, fringe benefits, subsidies and the 
like, except the man who tills the soil and 
produces the food and fiber for the rest of 
us? 

If our farms are to be operated by corpora­
tions, and the family-type farmer is to be 
driven to the wall, we will lose a very pre­
cious element of our traditional way of life. 
Agricultural collectivism- the corporate 
farm-is something which always has been 

entirely .foreign to America. When the 
farmer loses his independence, his means of 
supporting his family-when he is driven 
from the soil by adverse Government poli­
cies-we have suffered the loss of a type of 
rugged individualism which will be hurtful 
to all of us in this country. 

Congress should see to it that the Ameri­
can farmer is allowed to survive and share 
the prosperity with the rest of the people of 
the Nation. It should turn thumbs down on 
this new farm program, which comes in the 
guise of aid for agriculture, but which in 
reality would put the American farmer as 
we have known him for generations out of 
business. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. ·Mr. President, the 
Des Moines Register also reacted edito­
rially, saying~ among other things: 

The President's farm message breaks no 
new ground on farm policy. It is strong in 
describing the farm surplus situation but 
weak in proposing what to do about it. If 
Congress goes along with the President, 
farmers can expect no improvement in in­
come in the next few years-and perhaps 
further decline. 

The administration is just kidding itself 
1f it thinks the low farm income problem 
is being solved. Mr. Eisenhower took com­
fort in the fact that farm income had stabi­
lized the last 2 years and in the fact that 
farm prices are running 3 percent above 
a year ago. Farmers don't take much com­
fort in these statistics showing a leveling 
off at the end of a 5-year decline of income. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that this editorial from the Des 
Moines Register ·be placed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

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

THE IKE-BENSON FARM POLICY 

The Eisenhower administration solution 
for the farm surplus problem still is to 
lower price supports and to relax production 
controls. 

In his message to Congress on farm policy, 
the President recommended that the legal 
minimum floor under prices for the basic 
crops be dropped from 75 to 60 percent of 
parity. He proposed that corn acreage allot­
ments be eliminated and that the Depart­
ment of Agriculture be given more leeway 
to increase allotments for other basic crops. 
And he recommended that the acreage re­
serve part of the Soil Bank program be aban­
doned in 1959. The acreage reserve is a 
reduction in basic crop acreage below the 
regular allotments. 

To reinforce this policy of lower price 
supports the President proposed that the 
flexibility formula, which he and Secretary 
Benson advocated until recently, be thrown 
out. Under present law, the Secretary of 
Agriculture must raise price supports when 
supplies decline. Secretary Benson feels 
that as soon as one surplus is removed, the 
sliding-scale formula which boosts price 
supports provides an incentive to produce 
another surplus. So the administration 
wants to get rid of what it now calls the 
escalator formula. 

Thus Benson now favors rigid price sup­
ports, but at a low level. 

The President recognizes that the agricul­
tural production revolution places great 
stress on farm people. He said the Govern­
ment must help our farm people to cope with 
the sometimes harsh consequences of their 
own unparalleled ability to produce. 

He believes ways must be found of utiliz­
ing more completely the abundance • • • 
[by) expanding markets • • • among our 
own citizens and among people all over the 
world. 

. ' 

. Lowering price supports will help to move 
farm products into consumption and pre­
vent surpluses. But the trouble is, from the 
farmer's viewpoint, that it also reduces his 
income. Farmers are not likely to look upon 
this policy as helping them to cope with the 
harsh consequences of the overproduction 
situation. 

If the Eisenhower administration were 
suggesting some alternative method of shor­
ing up farm income during a period of severe 
adjustment problems, the further reduc­
tion in price supports and elimination of the 
acreage reserve payments would be sensible. 

:aut no such alternative is presented. Mr. 
Eisenhower suggested an expansion of the 
conservation reserve part of the Soil Bank, 
to be sure. But the payments under this 
plan are relatively small and would not offset 
the elimination of the acreage reserve pay­
ments. The President's message recom­
mended $450 million for this. The Soil Bank 
originally was to provide about a billion dol­
lars of supplemental income to agriculture. 

The President's proposal that the Com­
modity Credit Corporation Board be given 
responsib111ty to assist the Secretary of Agri­
culture in setting price supports and acreage 
allotments is a good one. The use of the 
words "to assist" indicates that the Board 
would not be merely advisory bUt would act 
in some respects as a stabilization board. Mr. 
Eisenhower wants this bipartisan Board in­
creased from 5 to 7 members, appointed by 
the President as at present but with con­
firmation by the Senate. 

This would take some of the heat off the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Since Secretary 
Benson is so dogmatic in his views on lower­
ing prices and getting back to the free mar­
ket, farmers might reasonably expect that 
any bipartisan board would have a moderat­
ing effect on price decisions. 

The President's farm message breaks no 
new ground on farm policy. It is strong in 
describing the farm surplus situation but 
weak in proposing what to do about it. If 
Congress goes along with the President, farm­
ers can expect no improvement in income 
in the next few years-and perhaps further 
decline. 

The administration is just kidding itself if 
it thinks the low farm income problem is 
being solved. Mr. Eisenhower took comfort 
in the fact that farm income had stabilized 
the last 2 years and in the fact that farm 
prices are running 3 percent above a year 
ago. Farmers don't take much comfort in 
these statistics showing a leveling off at the 
end of a 5-year decline of income. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
President Eisenhower's recommendation 
to cut supports and up allotments has 
won no favor on any hand in tobacco 
producing areas. I have a news report 
which appeared a week ago in the Dan­
ville Register of Danville, Va., and I ask 
Senators to note the similarity of reac­
tions between members and officials of 
the Virginia Farm Bureau and the Vir­
ginia Farmers Union. I ask unanimous 
consent to have the article printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IKE'S NEW FARM PROGRAM CONDEMNED BY 

PROTESTING AREA TOBACCO GROWERS 

If the tobacco growers of Danville's neigh­
boring counties can do anything about it, the 
Eisenhower-Benson farm program for 1958 
will be scuttled completely. 

The latest in a series of protests raised by 
area farmers was sounded by the Plttsylvania 
County Farmers Union meeting in Chatham 
last night. 

.· 
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The county organization adopted a resolu­

tion promising to fight "with all the strength 
we have" the program as proposed by Presi­
dent Eisenhower in his farm message last 
week. 

A number of Caswell County farmers have 
blasted the administration proposals, term­
ing them "disastrous." One tobacco grower, 
from Pelham, said that if Secretary of Agri­
culture Benson is granted authority to in­
crease acreage allotments and to lower price 
supports on tobacco to 60 percent of parity 
the Old Belt tobacco program will be swal­
lowed up by Alabama and Georgia farmers. 

Farmers in those States, the Pelham grower 
·said, have thousands of acres ready to be 
planted. 

Another farmer predicted that lowering 
price supports will bring back 30-cent to­
bacco. "You can't grow tobacco for 30 cents 
and pay your taxes, too," he added, vehe­
mently. 

Willie Towler, president of the Pittsylvania 
County Farmers Union, said last night that 
he had contacted five other fellow county 
presidents and all are "astonished that the 
Secretary of Agriculture might recommend 
such a thing." 

Towler also lashed at Eisenhower's propo­
sal that funds for liming and fertilizing soils 
be done away with. This would make the 
agricultural conservation practices (ACP) 
program "almost ineffective for the State of 
Virginia," Towler said. 

Elimination of the Soil Bank would finish 
the ACP program in Virginia, · Towler said. 
He noted that most Old Dominion farmers 
own small plots of land in comparison to 
midwestern agronomists whose individual 
tracts amount to thousands of acres. Those 
farmers, Towler said, can place large acreage 
in the ACP program where Virginia growers 
cannot spare the land for the long-terin . 
conservation practices. 

Echoing the words of the Pelham farmer, 
Towler said that "in the Old Belt, we have 
all to lose and nothing to gain" by the Eisen-
hower program. · 

Roy B. Davis, Jr., of Paces, president of 
the Virginia Farm Bureau, has said that his 
organization definitely is opposed to granting 
Benson power to place support prices at any 
level between 60 and 90 percent. 

He called attention to the Farm Bureau's 
stand on the issue, quoting from its 1958 
policies: "Price support levels should take 
account of competitive conditions, supply 
and demand, and market trends. They 
should not b~ based on arbitrary formulas 
nor left completely to the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture." 

The Farmers Union resolution passed last 
night said that southern tobacco growers 
have cooperated with the Agriculture De­
partment on every phase and that the pro­
gram has been "conducted in such a manner 
that the Government has never lost a 
penny." 

It went on to say: "We have conducted 
a sound tobacco program for the past 23 
years and we feel that this program, if it 
should be enacted, in Congress, will defeat 
everything we have gained in that time." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
same copy of the Danville <VaJ Regis­
ter carries an Associated Press account 
from Raleigh, N. C., regarding the ad­
verse reaction of Farm Bureau members 
and leaders throughout North Carolina. 
I ask unanimous consent that this ac­
count also appear at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IKE'S AGRICULTURAL PLAN OPPOSED BY NORTH 

CAROLINA FARMERS 
RALEYGH, January 22.-Farm Bureau mem­

bers and leaders from throughout North 

Carolina spoke out here today against the 
new Republican administration proposals 
for solving the ills of agricultu1·e. 

Several hundred members attending a 
statewide commodity conference unani­
mously approved a statement of protest 
drafted by Alonzo C. Edwards, the organi• 
zation's executive vice president. 

"The President's proposals are contrary to 
what North Carolina farmers feel is a rea­
sonable farm program necessary to protect 
farmers from violent price fluctuations and 
market conditions which leave them with 
little or no bargaining power," the state­
ment declared. 

·The tobacco session adopted a statement 
strongly endorsing the 90-percent price-sup­
port program on tobacco and vigorously 
urging its continuance with no reduction in 
the support level. The statement pointed 
out that the program has not caused any 
financial loss to the Government and at the 
same time has enabled farmers to produce 
the crop at a reasonable profit. 

Principal speaker at the general session 
was D. S. Weaver, director of the State Agri­
cultural Extension Service. He said the 
noncommercial or marginal producer, with 
no source of income other than his small 
farm, represents North Carolina's most acute 
agricultural problem. 

The noncommercial farmer, Weaver said, 
has five choices. He can organize his pres­
ent resources to do a better job, enlarge his 
operations, turn to off-farm work, leave the 
farm, or become a welfare case. 

The livestock committee endorsed a pro­
posed assessment on slaughter cattle and 
urged a favorable vote in the referendum on 
March 15. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
coming to opinion in my own State of 
Minnesota, I want to pass on the report 
my good friend Ed Christianson, presi­
dent of Minnesota Farmers Union, made 
to his membership on the President's 
recommendations. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be inserted in the RECORD 
at this point. 

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

1 

as follows: 
PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM WOULD MEAN FINANCIAL 

DISASTER FOR FARM FAMILIES-END To REA, 
FHA, AND ACP PROGRAMS · 

(By Edwin Christianson) 
There was little new or unexpected in the 

·President's farm and budget messages re­
garding agriculture. The broad general out­
lines of the administration farm proposals 
have been publicly known and explained for 
several months by Secretary Benson. 

Still. the actual details, when spelled out 
in black and white, are very shocking to 
some people who were reluctant to believe 
the truth about the aims of the administra­
tion farm policy. 

Some had been taken in by the talk of 
need of the flexible support system as a post­
war agricultural readjustment, but up to 
now they refused to believe that the real aim 
was the destruction of the farm programs 
altogether. 

Some had hoped that there was some dif­
ference between the Eisenhower farm policy 
and the Benson farm policy. Now they can 
no longer indulge in that hope. 

Thinking people, on the farm and in the 
Congress, now must come to grips with real­
ity. There is a clear-cut line on farm policy. 
There is no confusion, no uncertainty. 

NO ONE CAN BE NEUTRAL 
No one can any longer be neutral about 

farm policy. The people and Members of 
Congress will have to stand up and be 
counted. 

Either they are for farmers, or they are 
against farmers and for Eisenhower and Ben­
son's farm policy. 

As far as farmers individually are con­
cerned, they must consider the issues in 
terms of their own pocketbooks. 

Here are some questions they might ask 
themselves: 

Can you operate on $1.43 wheat, 57 cents 
a bushel less than the 1957 support level? 

Can you operate on $1.09 corn, 31 cents a 
bushel less than the 1957 support level? 

Can you operate on $2.35 per hundred­
weight for milk, 90 cents a hundredweight 
less than the ,1957 support level? 

Can you operate on 45-cent butterfat, 13 
cents a pound less .than the 1957 support 
level? 

Does it make sense to try to cure surpluses 
by expanding production, which is what is 
being proposed when they Euggest larger 
acreage allotments in turn for lower price 
supports? 

As a matter of reality, the price cuts down 
to 60 percent of parity would mean disaster 
for most farm operators. 

Wheat at $1.43, corn at $1.09, milk at $2.35, 
and butte:r;fat at 45 cents would be below the 
actual cost of production. 

PUESIDENT'S MESSAGE BASED ON FALSE 
ECONOMICS 

There are several inconsistencies and 
faults in the logic with which the President 
attempts to justify his recommendations: 

1. He recommends further cuts in price­
support levels although there is not the 
slightest bit of evidence to show that the 
price cuts of the past several years have 
solved anything at all. 

2. He is wrongly advised in thinking that 
farmers can improve their position by ex­
panding production ~o cure surpluses. That 
idea is based on the the9ry that more goods 
would be moved into consumption and the 
total net farm income would be higher. 
There are two things wrong with that theory: 
first of all, the cut in farm prices would 
not be passed on to the conEumer to any 
important degree; therefore, there would not 
be any improvement of significance in con­
sumption; secondly, when ad,ditional volume 
is put on the market in times of surplus, 
the price drops by about 10 percent for each 
1 percent added volume put on the market. 
Thus, farmers would take a big loss across 
the board on all their marketings in order 
to gain a small additional market volume. 
Certainly, there would not be any gain in 
selling more bushels if they are to be sold 
at a loss. 

3. He is incorrect in assuming that pro­
duction controls will not work. Acreage al­
lotments have not been as effective as they 
should have been, but this is not due to the 
failure of the acreage allotment system; 
it is due to the failure of the flexible-sup­
port system. The effectiveness of acreage 
allotments has been partly nullified by the 
pressure of low price forcing greater pro­
duction. Acreage allotments when used with 
90-percent supports have been effective and 
would be effective again if so used. For ex­
ample, our carryover of wheat on July 1, 
1954, prior to controls, was 934 mlllion bush­
els. Our carryover on July 1, 1957, was 908 
million bushels and will drop to about 851 
million bushels on July 1, 1958. Some will 
claim that the credit for the reduction 
should go to the Soil Bank. However, the 
Soil Bank has only replaced income from 
the diverted acreage; therefore, it has not 
accomplished anything which would not 
have taken place if wheat supports had 
remained at 90 percent of parity. What we 
are saying is that there was no more wheat­
crop reduction, with wheat at $2 and with 
a Soil Bank, than there would ·have been 
with acreage allotments alone and wheat 
at $2.25. This is borne out by the fact that 
wheat acreage has not been cut appreciably 
below the 55-million-acre national minimum. 
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The low prices tended to nulltfy the efl'ect 
which the Soil Bank could have had 1f used 
with stronger price levels. The Soil Bank, 1f 
used with allotments and with supports at 
$2.25 or $2.50 per bushel, would have made 
a much more sizable reduction in crop 
plantings. 
PRESIDENT HAS LEARNED NOTHING IN 5 YEARS 

The sad truth about this situation is that 
the President has apparently learned noth­
ing about farm economics in his 5 years in 
office. 

He had been badly advised and has been 
shielded by his advisers from the truth about 
the farm situation and from the conse­
quences of t.is policies. 

The whole farm message shows no inde­
pendent thinking on the part of the Presi­
dent-it is just a rehash of .recent speeches 
which have been made by Benson. 

The decision of Eisenhower and Benson to 
make a frontal attack upon all farm pro­
grams indicates that the big responsibility 
1s going to fall on the Congress. 

If we are to keep a domestic agricultural 
industry based on family farms, the Con­
gress wlll not only have to turn down the 
administration proposals but actually move 
ahead with measures that will raise farm 
prices and income. 

If the Eisenhower proposals are carried 
out it will mean disaster for hundreds of 
thousands of our farm families. It will mean 
a shift of our pattern o! agriculture to a 
planned scarcity, agri-business type of farm­
ing. Such a system would tear down our 
productive capacity at the very time that 
we should be taking measures to strengt hen 
the financial footing of our farm families 
so that we can stay ahead of Russia in agri­
cultural production. 

Our ability to produce food during two 
World Wars has been perhaps our greatest 
asset. We certainly cannot shift to a planned 
scarcity type of agriculture and give the 
Communists the opportunity to surpass us 
in food production and gain this economic 
advantage over us in eit her a cold or a hot 
war. 

MAY HELP REVITALIZE FARM BLOC 

The only good thing about the farm mes­
sage in the long run is that it may bring 
some new vitality into the farm bloc. It 
may attract some needed support to the 
farm bloc from city Congressmen who here­
tofore felt that they could either go along 
with Benson or be neutral about him . . 
' Our food and fiber production accounts 

for an important part of the raw materials 
in our major industries and we cannot af­
ford to have these raw m aterials enter the 
economic stream at depressed prices. 

If the Congress properly assumes its re­
sponsibilities to m aintain a stable agricul­
ture in this Nation, then the passage of a 
good farm bill this year is not impossible. 
In fact, if the Members of the Congress will 
put the welfare of the country above parti­
san politics, a farm bill can be passed with 
more than enough votes to override a Presi­
dential veto. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
dairy problems have long been the tar­
get of vicious price-cutting attacks. Now 
the President tells us that dairymen, 
along with the producers of the basic 
commodities, should have their support 
:floor reduced to 60 percent of parity and 
that this would lead to market expan­
sion and greater freedom. I promise 
you that you will hear more, much more, 
comment about this unrealistic ap­
proach. 

Dairy producer groups sent repre­
sentatives to Utah Farm · Program De­
velopment Conference, and I ask unani­
mous consent to have excerpts from the 

report on the conference printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the report were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
REPORT ON DAmYING COMMODITY SESSION, 

FARM PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CONFERENCE, 
NEWHOUSE HOTEL, SALT LAKE CITY, No­
VEMBER 16, 1957 

(Submitted by Daniel J. Dykstra) 
Today there are 500,000 dairymen in the 

United States. A dairyman is a farmer who 
receives at least half of his income from 
dairying. There are 23,028,000 dairy cows 
in the United States. This number is about 
1 percent less than last year but despite this 
decrease, production has increased. It is 
estimated that 128 million pounds of milk 
will be produced this year. The significance 
of the dairy industry is that 14 percent of 
the cash receipts of agriculture as a whole 
come from the sale of dairy products. 

The contrast of the economic status o! the 
dairying industry in 1956 with 1947 is as 
follows: In 1947, per capita consumption of 
dairy products was 766 pounds; in 1956, it 
was 677 pounds. In 1947, the farmer got 
$3.76 per hundredweight for manufactur­
ing milk; in 1956 that price had dropped to 
$3.30 per hundredweight. Price per pound 
of butterfat in 1947 averaged 71 cents; in 
1956 that average was 58 cents. Despite the 
decrease, the retail cost of milk in 1947 was 
19 cents per quart; in 1956 it had risen to 
24 cents. 

In 1952 114.7 billion pounds of milk was 
produced; in 1957 that figure will increase 
to 128 billion pounds. 

What has caused this disparity? Are we 
plagued with overproduction? Can we de­
vise some plan to do as United States Steel 
does to cut production? Why do we over­
produce? 

The pressure to produce stems from the 
fact that farmers' production costs have 
constantly increased and that as a conse­
quence, he is forced to produce more in or­
der to meet these production costs. The cur­
rent system has the farmer operating under 
a two-price system. He, in effect, sells his 
milk getting paid on a solid weight content 
basis but from the residual materials the 
processor makes many byproducts which 
he in turn resells to other farmers and con­
sumers. For the materials that go into 
these products the farmer gets no pay. 

The two biggest dairy processing com­
panies reported highest profits in history for 
recent operations. Is this part of the trou­
ble; are the processors getting too much? 

The difficulty is that the farmer is not or­
ganized; that he, contrary to all other pro­
ducer groups, has no voice in establishing 
the price he can get for his product. The 
farmer has to have equality of price. There 
should be no division between grade A or 
grade C and he should get paid for all of his 
products. 

The dairymen have three fixed costs: liv­
ing, operating, and t axes. If supports go 
down these costs remain constant and ne­
cessitate more production in order to meet 
them. The dairyman has to increase his 
herd to take care of added costs. 

It was agreed by the group as a whole that 
the present farm dairying program is not 
satisfactory. Increased production will not 
help· us. At dairy meetings the processors 
always talk big business. They urge in­
creased production because it is to the proc­
essor's advantage to have a surplus so they 
can cut prices. The difficulty is the farmer 
does not know how much of a surplus is 
being produced. The processors don't tell 
them, and purposely don't tell them. They 
want a surplus. 

• • • 
We need controlled production on all 

products from a Government agency. All 

products must be under the same program, 
that under such a program there will be 
times when income to the Government 
from one, would aid and assist in subsidy 
payments to others. As it is, some products 
benefit more than others: What we need is 
a program whereby we can stick to that for 
which our farms are best suited. 
It was the sentiment of the group that 

they are in favor of curtailed production. 
Upon the suggestion of the chairman, a 

member of the audience made a motion 
that we favor a program which would give 
a parity of income. The motion was sec­
onded and all voted in favor. 

In order to attain this we must place 
farmers in a position where they could have 
some say in the price they will get for the 
products. This partially involves educating 
the consumer as to the value of dairy prod­
ucts. we· should stress that the consumer is 
getting 42 cents worth of food value in a 
quart of milk for which he is paying 24 
cents. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
Secretary Benson's home State numbers 
among its farmers many sugar-beet pro­
ducers. When this administration took 
office, they found in operation a suc­
cessful sugar program, based upon pro­
.ducer-marketing quotas. It is remark­
able that no recommendations have been 
made that would wreck the sugar pro­
gram. It has not been undermined and 
attacked as have the other programs 
which attempt to give farmers· some 
semblance of bargaining power. For this 
reason, I ask unanimous consent to have 
the report made of the sugar-beets com­
modity session of the farm program de­
velopment conference in Utah printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD. 
as follows: 
REPORT ON SUGAR-BEETS COMMODITY SESSION, 

FARM PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CONFERENCE, 
N EWHOUSE HOTEL, SALT LAKE CITY, NOVEM­
BER 16, 1957 

(Submitted by Warwick C. Lamoreaux) 
There was general agreement that the leg­

islation on the books at this time is ade­
quate, and should be continued, the prin­
cipal objections went to administration by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

There was unanimous expression of the 
following declaration: Increased costs over­
all are up 24 percent during the past 8 years. 
The sugar branch of the Department of 
Agriculture comprising five members and the 
Secretary, can regulate the price of sugar 
to a nicety by adjusting the amount of sugar 
permitted to be produced and imported into 
this country. In the same 8 years, while our 
costs have gone up said 24 percent, the 
USDA has only allowed the price of sugar to 
rise 4 percent. This has worked a vast cost­
price squeeze against the producer. To be 
fair to the consumer, as well as the producer 
of sugar, we are entitled to a 20 percent 
raise in the price of sugar beets. This would 
approximate $1.80 per ton for sugar beets this 
coming year. The law charges the USDA 
with taking into account the costs of pro­
ducing beets in setting the price of sugar. 
We definitely feel the Secretary and his asso­
ciates have not been realistic in recognizing 
our increasing costs. The attitude in this 
matter must be altered at once if we are to 
survive. 

As acreages are curtailed on beets, most 
farmers produce other crops. There seemed 
to be general agreement that beets repre­
sented the only profitable, or in many in­
stances, cash crop. All other fields of pro­
duction were suffering deficits. Beets and 
the present law are the only signs of hope 
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of survival, but realism in recognizing in­
creasing costs is mandatory or the. sugar 
beet producer will be driven to the wall. 

All agreed that sugar producers should 
have a fair share of the national income, 
but the feeling was general that because 
cf administration of the act, the producer 
was not getting enough. 

There was posltive agreement that sugar 
must never move into a free market; that tt 
must be controlled under sys.tems like the 
present law. There was satisfaction in_ wage 
stabilization among the competitive· forces. 
In a free sugar market the differences in wage 
scales would put an end ta the domestic 
sugar production. The allocation of acreages 
was defended; but there was some dissatis­
faction with the manner in which acreages 
a.re allotted within the State of Utah. 

SALE ON FUTURES 
The speculative practice. of purchase of 

future production of sugar came in for much 
comment. It was suggested that this entire 
field be the subject of intensive study at high 
level to the end that. the abuses, so detri­
mental to farmers, be eliminated. The com­
mercial sugar user has learned to use. this 
device to his vast advantage and the pro­
ducer suffers. It was hoped the leader­
ship of this conference would enter the field 
and make recommendations on how to ap­
proach such a study.. Some called it a. dam­
nable practice, while others suggested it was a 
necessary evil; but all agreed it must be 
better understood, as being a tool of the 
sugar beet manufacturers. to beat down the 
price to the farmer. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, now 
we come to a different area: New York 
City itself. The New York Times- feels 
differently about ·the President's· farm 
program-quite differently. It reflects 
the view of many strictly big city pa­
pers-just the opposite of the view ex­
pressed by newspapers in the heart of 
rural America. Is it any wonder some 
of us question whether the Eisenhower­
Benson farm program is designed to 
serve farmer.s, or to have supposed po­
litical appeal to city voters? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point an 
editorial from the March 4 issue of the 
New York Times, to show an interesting 
comparison of what areas are for Ben­
sonism as contrasted to the editorials I 
have presented from farming areas. 

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

THE BENSON ISSUE 
The average. reader following_ the news 

stories dealing with the. attitude of. Congress 
toward the retainment of Ezra Taft Benson 
as Secretary of Agriculture might. be forgiven 
if he concluded that the only Republican 
standing behind this dedicated and coura­
geous friend of. the farmer was the man who 
appointed him, President, Eisenhower. 

This would not be the fault of the. news,.. 
papers; it would, be because the- outcry raised 
by Mr. Benson's. critics is noisy and persist­
ent, out of all proportion to its importance; 
and is prompted predominantly by a desire 
to make headlines. It is doubtful that, even 
among those cr1tics who profess to regard his 
policies as uns.ound, one could be found wllo 
would be prepared to meet the Secretary of 
Agriculture in open debate in public, which 
proves this much at least-that though they 
may not know much about agricultural eca­
nomics they at least have a highly developed 
instinct for survivalr 

Unfortunately for the reputation and the 
future of. the Republican Party, a sizable pra­
portion of this noisy minority pitches its 

opposition to. Mr. Benson at an even lower 
level than those who profess objections to 
the Secretary's policies. These are the boys 
who have been frightened Into opposing him 

·not because his policies are not right but 
because, while. he is probably right he may 
have antagonized agriculture's vested inter­
ests. Primarily these would be the big farm­
ers, who learned to become accustomed to 
living off Government subsidies under tem­
porary legislation enacted in wartime and 
whose representatives in Congress· have 
steadfastly refused to :return, as they were 
directed by that legislation, to a farm pro­
gram designed to meet the requirements of 
peacetime. 

Confidence in the basic policies of Mr. Ben­
son, a successful farmer and graduate stu­
dent of agriculture, is not confined to the 
White House. That confidence is shared by 
such farm organizations as the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, by an overwhelm­
ing majority of farm economists and by the 
studies of groups, objectively minded, such 
as the American Assembly, which have no ax 
to grind and which are representative of 
every important segment of the economy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
Watertown Daily Times, of Watertown, 
N. Y., is published in a great farming 
area where its editors know what is go­
ing on in agriculture. 

Mr. President,_ I ask unanimous con­
s_ent to have. printed at this point in the 
RECORD an editorial from the Thursday, 
December 19 issue of the Watertown 
Daily Times entitled "Slow Farm Tor­
ture," and. another from the February 22 
issue entitle.d "Stubborn Mr. Benson." 

There being no objection, the edito­
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Watertown (N.Y.) Daily Times of 

December 19, 1957] 
SLOW FARM TORTURE 

Secretary of Agriculture Benson runs the 
'price-support program for dairymen like 
the ancient gaoler who slowly turned the 
thumbscrews. He says he will reduce parity 
payments next April l to the minimum now 
permitted by law, 75 percent .. Such a reduc­
tion could conceivably amount to cutting 
the milk checlcs as much as 24 cents a. hun­
dredweight .. 

The Benson program for dairymen seems to 
be that of gradually helping the farmers go 
into bankruptcy. 

April 1, 1958, will be the fourth anniver­
sary of Secretary Benson's. earlier contribu­
tion to the dairymen's financial distress. In 
1954 he decided that the parity should be 
dropped from 90 percent. He did that, and 
in one month he lopped off practically 40 
cents from the price of. class III milk. As. a 
result of his reducing the parity price, he took 
the farmers back to 4 years in theil: pricing. 
The milk price has never recovered from that 
April 1, 1954, dislocation. It has been esti­
mated that on the effective date of the new 
parity schedule, the dairymen. will start lo.s­
ing $300 million a year in income. The milk 
producers of this State will drop about $15 
million. 

What happens to the consumer? Mr. Ben­
so-n says he will save a half a. cent a quart on 
milk and 2 Y2 cents- a. pound on. butter. 

There are some wfio fear tfiat fn the 
months ·between now and next spring the 
'dealers and handlers will start the push for 
lower milk paym.ents to dairym.en. They will 
be successful in those areas where there fs 
no mllk order; In the areas where the milk 
orders apply, such. as northern New York, the 
eut will come sud'denly, although it will be 
no surprise. Apparently Mr. Benson believes 
that in addition to turning the ~humbscrews, 
there are certain desirable asP-ects in ereatfng 
agony through antrclpa.tion. 

The Benson position is a. simple one. The 
Federal Government must cease its parity 
programs, and the fust victim must be the 
dairyman because he is not. concentrated in 
any one area, controlling thereby a strong 
bloc of votes in the Congress. Mr. Benson 
doesn't dare interfere with cotton parity, pea­
nut parity, or wheat parity because each of 
those crops has· strong advocates on the Hill. 
There is no such thing as a dairy bloc, how­
ever. There can't be because the dairymen 
are a minority in the legislative districts 
where their farms are located. Mr. Benson 
believes.. that it is better to save money fed­
erally, while a.t the. same time reducing the 
dairy:man's income. 

It is significant that Mr. Benson said in 
announcing his plan that the d-airy reduc­
tion did not presage a cut in price supports 
on_ other· crops. 

Senator H. ALEXANDER WILE.Y Of Wisconsin, 
a friend of the dairymen at heart, but always 
somewhat apoplectic, was led to comment on 
hearing of Secretary Benson's move, "This 
is not the time to pull the rug from under 
the farmers. We should wait." In. other 
words, Secretary Benson has created an 
atmosphere in Washington. that does not 
contemplate programs of help, but rather, 
"How can. we gradually harm. the dairyman?" 
Actually, he knows pretty well the method 
because he has tried it with success in the 
past. Anyone will agree that it is better to 
use something that has been success.ful 
rather than pioneer. Those thumbscrews 
always worked, and they still do. 

[From the Watertown (N.Y.) Daily Times of 
February 22, 1958] 

STUBBORN MR. BENSON 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson has no 

intention of resigning. Friday he was called 
upon by two Congressmen representing a 
group of. 30 House Republicans. Pointedly 
they explained to him that the longer he 
stayed. in office, the less· chance there would 
be for Republicans to come back to Wasll.­
ington after next November's election. 

While they have been concerned all along 
with the. disenchantment among. the farm­
ers over Mr. Benson, the Congressmen be­
came aroused this week because a traditional 
Republican district in Minnesota elected a 
Republican Congressman by only 600 votes. 
In 1952, the GOP won. by 60,000 votes. The 
reason the margin was so close was that the 
Democrats made Secretary Benson the chief 
issue. 

The Benson answer to the suggestion that 
he quit was this: "As Secretary of Agricul­
ture I will continue to pursue a course which 
I believe· is best for our farmers and fair 
to all our people." 

What to some people is political courage, 
to ot hers is narrow stubbornness. Some 
who would justify the continuance of Mr. 
Benson in office suggest that the American 
people respect political' courage; since a man 
of political courage has been found, the 
country should have the· good sense to keep 
him. This line of argument fails. to take 
into account the very important realities 
that the Congressmen seem to know better 
how to evaluate. These realities are that an 
agriculture program should be primariiy in 
terms of agriculture, and not in terms of a 
stubbornness that seems to be grinding 
down the. farmers at a; time when other 
areas of the economy are" increasing, their 
s.tandards. Agriculture is the one part of 
the economy . that is worse ofl' today than 
it was 5 years ago. In spite of recession, 
unemployment, or whatever t!lis present 
business dislocation is, the aggregate of the 
economy, with the exception of agriculture, 
1s operating at a higher level than it was 
5.-year.s ago. 

Agriculture_ was bad in_ 1953 and this 1s 
w.hat Secretary Benson_ was. supposed. to cor­
rect as the head of the Department of Agri­
culture. If there was- ever a case of failure, 
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that failure is taking place in agriculture, 
and Secretary Benson should pay attention 
to these Congressmen, each one of whom 
represents more people than he does. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
on February 14 the Secretary of Agri­
culture, Ezra Taft Benson, spoke at the 
National Farm Institute meeting· in Des 
Moines, Iowa. He was very well re­
ceived by the farmers and other busi­
nessmen in attendance. 

The Secretary talked about sound 
principles of agriculture which provide 
an excellent background of information 
for the debate on farm legislation which 
will occur in the Houses of Congress dur­
ing the next few weeks. There is a great 
deal of misunderstanding about the 
various suggestions for farm legislation. 
It is essential that the Congress act on 
farm proposals with knowledge based on 
the facts. 

It would be well for every Member of 
Congress before voting on the various 
measures at hand, to read the Secre­
tary's Des Moines speech. I ask unani­
mous consent to include this speech at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD1 

as follows: · 
ADDRESS OF EZRA TAFT BENSON, SECRETARY OF 

AGRICULTURE, BEFORE THE NATIONAL FARM 
INSTITUTE, DEs MoiNES, IowA, FEBRUARY 14, 
1958 
I congratulate the farsighted leaders of 

your State, and in particular the Greater Des 
Moines Chamber of Commerce, for pioneer­
ing in this Farm Institute. They have given 
us a living instrument -of free tliscussion, 
which is so basic to the American tradition. 
Free discussion-the asking of questions-­
the searching out of answers-this is one of 
the important elements of progress. 

Those who were kind enough to invite me 
to address this institute showed great wis­
dom at this luncheon in their selection of 
foods from the fine products of the farms 
of this great Nation. Let us pause for a mo­
ment and give thanks for the teamwork be­
tween God and man which makes this mira­
cle of the best-fed Nation on earth a reality. 

Too often we overlook some of the most 
significant factors underlying our achieve­
ments. Never in history have so many de­
pended on so few to feed and clothe us so 
well. Think for a moment of the agricul­
tural revolution which enables today's farm­
worker to produce in 1 hour what it took 
2 hours to produce in 1940 and 3 hours in 
1910. Today's farmer is feeding himself and 
20 others. With 7,000 additional mouths to 
feed every day the farmer will shortly feed 
himself and 25 others. 

Farmers can accomplish this miracle only 
by the aggregate effects of education, re­
search, machines, plant food, specialized 
mixed feeds, better seed, and soil. 

The farmers of the United States are the 
most efficient in the world. How else can 
we explain the fact that these 20 million peo­
ple, less than 1 percent of the world's popu­
lation, are producing between two-fifths and 
one-half of the world's production of eggs, 
red meat, and milk. We should be unstint­
ing in our praise of the American farmer for 
his productive ability. For this is the major 
factor enabling the American consumer to 
have the best diet in the world and to spend 
a smaller percentage of his income for food 
than in most countries. This basic fact also 
undergirds our standard of living--the high• 
est in the world. 

Now, this didn't all just happen by acci­
dent. The freedom to compete which we 
have here meshes together a production­
distribution system unparalleled anywhere. 
Certainly, we've all watched the American 
housewife shopping. Through her mind 
goes the most amazing set of value calcula­
tions. She decides what is the best buy. 
Her daily choices, in effect, help decide 
which way prices will go. Her effective de­
mand ultimately will say whether she wants 
more or less of a commodity at a competi­
tive price. This price tells us which way 
production must ultimately go. 

For the livestock, poultry, and dairy pro­
ducer these daily choices are of the utmost 
significance. They tell these producers how 
much and what kind of foods the customer 
will buy. Our food marketing system is in­
tensely competitive, and this freedom to 
compete enables you to fatten hogs in Iowa 
for the dinner tables in New York, Boston, 
Miami-yes, and even Washington. 

Those who don't want to compete in price, 
· promotion, and quality must either build 
warehouses or get the Government to do it 
for them, or attempt to control production. 

Here are some questions we all must ask 
ourselves: What will our agriculture be like 
50 years from now--or 25, or even 10 years 
from now? 

Will our farm families have more freedom 
to plant, to market, to compete--or will they 
have more Government interference? Will 
Government be at their side--or on their 
back? 

Will our abundance be wisely used--or will 
it still be piling up in Government ware­
houses? 

Will we have an economy of plenty--or a 
rationing of scarcity? 

Will we have enough land, water, and 
timber--or will we be running short? 

I have been reporting tlie facts about the 
agricultural situation to the American peo­
ple. Some of our critics do not seem to want 
me to mention these facts. Apparently they 
feel that only those things should be men­
tioned that support their particular political 
point of view. 

A few years ago surpluses were mounting 
rapidly and rigid price supports on the so­
called basic crops were encouraging more 
and more production of crops already in 
surplus. We called attention to that situa­
tion, and our critics did not like it. When 
we pointed out that the surpluses had cut 
farm income an estimated 20 percent, or $2 
billion in 1 year, they were quite upset. 

And now that we are pointing out some 
encouraging developments in the agricul­
tural situation, our critics are, if anything, 
even more indignant than they were before. 
We have been reporting farm developments 
on a consistent basis. We will not be swayed 
by pressure to paint either a rosier or a 
darker picture than the facts justify. 

Facts are facts, and the truth is that: 
Income per person on farms last year-in­

cluding income from all sources-was the 
highest income per person on record-up 2 
percent over 1951, the previous high year. 

The truth is that the level of living on 
farms is higher today than ever before. 

The truth is that farm exports in fiscal 
l957 set a new record of $4.7 billion-68 
percent higher than in fiscal 1953. 

The truth is that the surplus production 
of American farms is being made available 
for hungry people at home and abroad. 

The truth is that the postwar downtrend 
in prices · which started in 1951 has been 
stopped. Prices received by farmers in Jan­
uary were 4 percent above a year ago and 10 
percent above 2 years ago. 

The truth is that the build-up of sur­
pluses has been reversed. Government in­
vestment in surplus farm products owned 
and under loan has dropped about one-sixth 
in the past year and a hal!. 

These are the facts. I believe that the 
American people have a right to know them. 

But we all realize that, despite these more 
favorable developments, agriculture is still 
having some difficult times. Nobody knows 

- that better than I. And nobody is more 
deeply concerned about it. 

I know that the farm part of our economy 
is not sharing properly in our national pros-
perity. . 

I know that the people on over half of 
our farms-the small farms--do not receive 
much, if any, benefit from price support 
programs. 

I know that smaller and smaller acreage 
allotments are tightening a noose around the 
neck of our cotton farmers, our tobacco 
growers, our wheat and corn producers. Ef­
ficiency in many cases is bound to be crip­
pled when cotton allotments are less than 
15 acres-as 7 out of 9 allotments now 
are. 

I know that land diverted from wheat and 
cotton has gone into sorghums, oats, and 
barley. I know that many corn producers 
are planting their 15 acres of wheat, as they 
can do without penalty. In 1956 wheat pro­
duction in excess of allotments was about 
100 million bushels; It was even higher in 
1957. 

Here in the Corn Belt, we should review 
the effects on our resources use of the pres­
ent program. The basic crop acreage allot­
ment program has resulted in the loss of 
corn markets amounting to hundreds of mil­
lions of bushels. Witness the expansion of 
grain sorghum and barley production on the 
acreage diverted from wheat and cotton. 
Witness the fact that this loss of markets 
to other feed grains meant a build-up in 
carryover stocks of corn-now estimated at 
1.5 billion bushels on October 1, 1958. Wit­
ness the fact that under the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938 the increased carryover 
forced a cut in the allotments to levels so low 
that most farmers chose to ignore them. 

Yes, I know, and you know, that corn pro­
. ducers can't live within their allotments­
which is why only one-seventh of the corn 
produced in the commercial area last year 
was in compliance. These conditions pose 
a threat to hog producers--to the entire live­
stock indm:try-to poultry producers--to the 
dairy industry. 

We all know that farmers are being hurt 
by the cost-price squeeze-by soft wage set­
tlements--by rising prices of operating neces­
sities. 

Since 1950 gross farm income has gone up 
$2.7 billion-but farm costs of operation 
have gone up $3.7 billion. 

From 1939 to 1952, the index of prices paid 
by farmers more than doubled. Since then, 
this index has risen 3 percent. But the 
damage was already done. These higher 
prices-higher costs--have hardened into the 
farm-cost structure. 

I have always believed in good farm prices, 
good wages, and just profits. I also believe 
that the three go together; that when any 
of these gets out of line, it adversely affects 
the others. There is not any question that 

.farm prices today are o~t of line with profits 
and wages. 

It is not for me to say what labor or in­
dustry should do, but as a ~pokesman for 
agriculture, I will say that I am deeply dis­
turbed by any action which adds one penny 
to the production costs of farmers at this 
time. There is an urgent need for states­
manship today on the part of labor and 
industry. 

If farm people are to share equitably in 
the national prosperity we must have a re­
direction of resources in agriculture and 
that is the theme of this year's institute. -

What are agriculture's resources? They 
fall into four categories. 

The first and the greatest is our farm peo­
ple with their spiritual ideals, their self• 
reliance, their vigor, their initiative. 
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Second, our- natural resoJRces-land, wa- the Commodllty Credit Carpora.tlon.. in-ren-

ter and timber. wry: 
Third, man-made or man-develop_eQ re- Aided by Government programs agricul-

sources-machines, chemicals,_ hybrids, 1m· tural exports" have risen to an all-time high. 
proved: techniques in. production and. dis- More. thane 60 percent, of all our grain expor,ts 
tribution, and. the many other offspring of in the past :fiscal :iear moved. under Govern-
research and info:anation. ment, programs. 

Fourth, agricultural product& them- Yet e.ven while we were. exporting .. more 
selves-our. abundance of dair:y.,. livestock farm products undez- Government programs, 
and poultry products, our fruits and vege- sales for dollars were rising, too. In fiscal 
tables, our- corn, wheat. cotton, rice; and 1957 dollar sales of expm:ted !arm commodt­
other commodities. ties rose $700 million-to the second highest 

These are our' agricultural :resources. level in recent years .. 
These are the bricks and stones out of which · The biggest element in oul' Government 
a great future, for agriculture. canr and will, · surplus disposal programs is the. Agricultural 
be built. Trade Development and Assistance Act, com-

We must direct these resources so that manly called Public Law 480. 
A'lllerica's farm economy will expand. as our This law was passed in 1954..and authorized 
population and economic capacity expand. the expenditure of $1 billfon_ over a 3-year 
We must have new; achievements and these period for surplus disposal activities.. At 
in turn will produce greater rewards. the time· there were plenty of "doubting 

We must recognize that economic prob- Thomas" opinions-to· the. effect that we'd 
lems cannot be solved with leglstative block- never be able to dispose, of so much in so 
ades. Legislation must recognize economic short a time. 
realities. Well, you wil recall. that the act was ex-

Many of our difficulties today can be tended and expanded in 1956 .. 
. traced directly to policieS: which have at- Now we are requesting a year's: further 
tempted to keep agriculture in a legislative extension with an additional appropriation 
price-support, acreage-controt straitjacket. of $1.5 billion~ 

This dependence on rigid supports--on a OUr. exported: :rood. ii3 a tremendous am-
. form of guaranteed markets--on ever bassador of good will. No nation under 
s:maller allotments and_ quotas to fit shrink- heaven has ever been so generous with its 

. ing demand-this ia defeatism. This is abundance. These donations are helping the 
submission to fear. Thia is· following the Free World stay free. In spite of the efforts 

. path of least resistanc·e. of these countries. and the full use of our 
We cannot make progress that way~ That programs, however, there still remain large 

1s the road to a government-dominated agrt- groups of people in many countries who are 
culture, a socialized agriculture. 1n need. of food they cannot afford to buy. 

More than a- century ago the French phf- Under title III, the Department is making 
lospher and historian· De Tocqueville, who further constructive use of our surpluses 
knew so well the conditions. of thia country, that remain after sales and barter through 
wrote: "Democracy and socialism have noth- donation to United States voluntary agen-
1ng in common except one word---equality. cies like CARE. Church World Service, Oath­
But notice the- difference. while democracy olic Relief and other church groups for 
seeks equality in libert~.- socialism seeks distribution to needy people overseas. 
equality in restraint.'• I visited some of these needy people-

Was that not the pattern-equality in re- refugees in Hong Kong, Calcutta and Karachi 
atraint--being forced on agriculture- under with representatives of United States volun­
rigid supports? tary- relief agencies~ I cannot describe- to 

Here and now I pledge again to the farm you the heart-rending scenes I saw in these 
people of America that. we in the Depart- camps. Our surpluses are filling a vacuum 
ment of Agriculture will continue to do through feeding hungry people who cannot 
everything- that is sound and fair to bring buy in the market and further helping to 
about such a redirection of resources as will stre.ngthen good will toward the: United 
aerve- to make> our agz-Iculture. more dynamic, States in these countries. At the same time 
more prosperous, and more· truly free. we are helping to buy time for many of 

l have cited some. of the gains we have these new governments in their struggle to 
made since 1953-and mentioned some of fend off communism. 
the problems that still exist. To deal with I should also mention the' donations of 
these problems we need to push f'orward food we make under Title II of Public Law 
again-we need to supplement the progress 480 to friendly peoples abroad for relief of 
that has been made. That is. the goal of the distress arising outof natural disasters. Just 
new farm food and fiber program presented two examples might be mentioned. We 
to the Congress last month by the President donated $12 million of food to Turkey to help 
of the United States. _feed people in an area stricken by :floods, 

Here is what the prog-ram is designed to,do: extreme cold weather,, and a severe earth­
It will develop bigger markets; thus' put- quake. We also have made 1-arg_e donations 

ting our abundance to. go-od use. to the Government of Pakistan to relieve. the 
lt will allow farmers. more freedom to use suffering caused by floods of the River Indus. 

their- productive- resources: I wish I could transfer. to you the feeling 
lt will push forward the necessary long- of' world oneness which such a trip inspires. 

range conservation: efi'ort. Do you know,. for example, that the school 
It will help the: forgo.tten segment of agrl- lunch idea has spread to Japan? I saw a 

culture-those people on small, low income thousand children eating a achool lunch 
farms. mostly of bread and milk produced on Amer-

We have lined up our sights so as to herp lean farms. I saw-mobile kitchens In Japan, 
agriculture recognize the- basic economic kitchens mounted in buses. They are 
realities and' redirect into sound. channels equipped with loudspeakers, and the Japa­
its four: basic resources-its. production, its nese housewives·come-around with their chil­
techniques, its: land and water, and' its peo- oren strapped to their- backs, to learn how 

_ ple. . President' Eisenhower spelled this out to prepare- bargain wheat disheS'. And wheat 
in his message to Congress in which he pro-~ and· dairy products are now rapidly becoming 
posed an attack on the probrem: on four important foods 1n Japan. 
fronts. Our exported foocr is a; tremendous am-

First. The fal'm food and fiber program wm bassaElo:t of good wm. It is helpin-g the Free 
help develo~ bigger. markets. We are. not World stay free. And' our food exports-­
content to: allow ag:nic.ulturaL abundance to 'thTee-:flfths of whicli are sofd for cash-are 
pile up in Government; storage:. A Go:vern- helping solve-> our agricultural problems here 
men t warehowse is' net. a. market. at. home', ton~ 
~nee. 1953. surplus, commoditietl' eostfug :t: aml proud and I think every. American 

close to. trl2 bWioa have be.en maved out. of can be proud of this· constz-uctf'Ve'-use that· Is 

'being made of the abtindanee of American 
agrtaulture~ Tlu~- sole purpose o't. production 
Is; conaumptiOZI;- certain~¥ not. storage ln 
Government. WEel'louses. 

Besides extension. and expansion. of Public 
Law- 480, we have urged that research into 
new uses and more effective- marketing of 
farm products be increased. Since 1953, 
appropriations. far.' agticultural research have 
been boosted 95 percent. It has been esti­
mated recently that only flbout 7 percent of 
the products of o~ total farm. acreage go 
infu industrial outlets. Surely we can do 
better than this. Increased research can 

· develop new uses and-new maTkets, and there 
are few things wrong with commercial agri­
culture · tliat new and expanded markets 
won't go far to cure. · 

We. have more than· 50o- projects. underway 
in marketing research alone~ plus a goad 
many others in utilization research~ They 
will pay big dividends. in better markets 1n 
years to come. 

Second. · The farm food and fiber program 
will allow farmers more freedom to use their 
productive resources. We are seeking au­
thority to increase acreage· allotments- as 
well as a revision of the price-support pro­
grams. Farmers must have more freedom to 
plant. and to widen markets . 

Agriculture cannot properly use its re­
sources until it is freed. from misdirected 
price s.upports and acreage controls-from 
supports tliat do not adequately suppor'tr­
from controls that cannot adequately con­
trol. 

Such misdirected supports and controls not 
only undermine markets, they· handicap ef­
iiciency. Small allotments an. highly mecha­
nized farm& mean that large overhead costs 
have to be carried by fewer bushels or fewer 
pounds of products. As production de­
creases, cost per unit of production rises. 
No wonder it is second nature to faxmers to 
produce abundantly. No wonder farmers 
want to make full economic use of their 
resources. 

The. average investment per farm worker 
naa doubled, and then redoubled, in just 15 
years. Here in the Corn Belt the average 
fnvestment per farm worker is $59,000-
nearly 4 times the average investment by 
management per. industrial worker. 

Meanwhile, output has received a tre­
mendous boost. Just since 1940,_ we have 
learned to grow a third more wheat per acre. 
Corn yields. are up_ more than half. Cotton 
is up two-thirds. We now produce a third 
more beef. per animal, and a third more milk 
per cow. The average hen is laying two­
thirds more eggs. 

We need authority to increase: allotments 
of cotton,. wheat, rice, peanuts, and tobacco 
up to 50 percent above the le"lels determined 
by existing formulas. Farmers must have 
more freedom ta plant~ 

As. f:or corn. acreage: rulotmen ts; should be 
eliminated. Most corn fanners: simply can­
not affm:d to, live with them. 

We would make price- supportso more 
realistic by widening the- range of supports. 
The present rnnge of 75 to 90 percent of 
parity on the basic crops ancf dairy produc-ts 
does not: permit the growth of marR:ets 
needed to absorb productiorr. These com­
modities are pricing themselves out or-- their 
potential markets. rncreased allotments and 
a wider rnnge of price support logically go 
toge:th.er~ 

We would eliminate the so-called escalator 
clauses, which provide th-at the level of price 
support shall rise aS' the surpluses decline. 
S'o long as this basiC' law is- unchanged, fann 
people:. can expect to be kept continually 
under the shadow of· price-depressing- sur• 
pluse& 

Par too much e1fort- has been: concentrated. 
orr parity of prfces. It is" income that farmers 
spend, not price-and income. fs price tlmes 
volume minus costs. 
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Technological changes are increasing effi­

ciency in agriculture at a tremendously rapid 
rate. These gains in efficiency do not proceed 
smoothly or in all segments of agriculture at 
the same time. And only to the extent that 
the effects of technological progress are al­
lowed to be reflected in the most recent 10-
year average of prices received by farmers, 
does the modernized parity take them into 
account. 

There is no single formula, or group of 
formulas, that can satisfactorily be employed 
as the criterion for price support actions. 
As each of the prices received for the various 
commodities move up or down the prices 
paid by producers :fluctuate. These are indi­
cations that there have been shifts in the 
complex economic forces governing produc­
tion, prices and consumption. The monthly 
parity prices only call attention to the 
changes which are happening. They neither 
indicate why a change has occurred 'nor what 
should be done about it. 

Parity prices do not indicate what can be 
sold at satisfactory prices nor what price is 
needed to satisfactorily meet competition, 
either at home or abroad. Parity prices do 
not indicate how profitable farm production 
may or may not be, how much or how little 
farmers will produce. Programs which are 
economically sound, administratively fea'­
sible, and financially supportable simply do 
not :Dow from fixed formula calculations. 
Calling such calculations parity tells nothing 
more nor less than what was in the statistics 
and indexes from which the calculations were 
started. · 

Supply, demand, competition, and mar­
kets-all these are vital factors. To ignore 
them is not only uneconomical and costly; it 
runs directly contrary to the long-term best 
interests of the farmers. 

Here in Iowa by far the biggest part of 
farm cash income comes from livestock and 
livestock products which are not price-sup­
ported. The so-called basic crops with man­
datory supports bring in less than 15 percent 
of your cash farm income. Only a little over 
one-fourth of your cash income is derived 
from price-supported commodities of all 
kinds. 

Third. The farm food and fiber program 
will push forward the necessary long­
range conservation effort. We propose to 
strengthen the conservation reserve program 
of the Soil Bank and to terminate the acre­
age reserve program after the 1958 crop. 

The acreage reserve was intended to get 
quick short-term results. The 1957 pro­
gram succeeded in reducing wheat produc­
tion by about 175 million bushels, cotton by 
about 2 million bales, and corn by about 225 
million bushels below what it would other­
wise have been. 

Now we need to shift emphasis within the 
Soil Bank to the longer-term approach of the 
conservation reserve. Here we are aiming at 
overall production adjustment. 

Such a shift in emphasis would aid some 
small farmers or to reduce their farming 
activities while devoting more time to other 
employment, who would be able to retire 
their entire farms from production if they 
wished. The program would also aid other 
farmers who elect not to participate. They 
would also benefit price-wise in the market 
place from sound production adjustments. 

Just in passing, I might point out that 
more conservation practices have been ap­
plied to land these past 5 years than in any 
other 5-year period in our history. Water -
conservation and :flood prevention have also 
been stepped up. 

Fourth. The farm food and fiber program 
will help the forgotten segment of agricul­
ture-those people on small, low-income 
farms. We have urged that the rural de­
velopment progra.In should be given in­
creased emphasis. 

The rural development program is the 
most important effort ever made in this 
country to raise the level of living in the 
underdeveloped areas of rural America. We 
know the corroding effects of living on mar­
ginal land, on farms too small or too poorly 
equipped to provide the essentials of a decent 
living. 

We know from past experience the tre­
mendous difficulties that obstruct efforts to 
improve opportunities in these under­
developed pockets. The great problem has 
always been: "Where will the people go? 
What can they do?" 

Under the Rural Development Program 
opportunities can be opened up-are being 
opened up. We know that education, tech­
nical information, and other essentials can 
be made available to help those people farm 
more effectively who want to stay on the 
farm full time. 

We know that industry can be brought in 
to provide off-the-farm jobs. As industry ex­
pands in these areas, there will not only 
be a place for the under-employed, there 
will be a real need for them. 

Already more than 350 new development 
projects in agriculture, forestry, marketing, 
industry promotion, health and vocational 
training are reported. 

As this program moves into high gear, the 
long-needed redirection of human resources 
in underdeveloped rural areas will give great 
numbers the opportunity to get a fresh start 
under better conditions. 

Bigger markets--more freedom for farm­
ers to produce--sound conservation and pro­
duction adjustment-special help for those 
on small low income farms-these are some 
of the steps which would be taken under the 
Farm, Food, and Fiber Act of 1958 to help 
farmers redirect agricultural resources into 
more useful, profitable channels. We feel 
certain they are sound, effective and . rea­
sonable, and they will work to provide the 
Four Freedoms farmers want: 

More freedom to plant. 
More freedom to market. 
More freedom to meet competition. 
More freedom from government interfer­

ence. 
In nation after nation we have seen govern­

ment move in or on more and more of the 
production and marketing of farm commodi­
ties. The role of farmers themselves in man­
aging their affairs and making their own 
economic decisions has been minimized. 
There is the greatest danger to the private 
enterprise system in this steady encroach­
ment of government programs. 

If our farmers are succeEsfully to protect 
their future against the rising costs of farm 
production, and against the increasing costs 
of distribution of their own products--: f 
they are going to get on top, and stay on 
top, of their own business-if they are going 
to mobilize their strength to bargain on an 
equal basis with highly organized industry 
and labor-if they are going to keep govern­
ment from controlling and managing the 
farm business-they will have to appreciate 
the fact that what they do for themselves 
is far more important than what government 
can do for them. 

This is not just another nation-it is not 
just one of the family of nations. This is a 
nation with a great mission. I believe with 
all my heart that it was established by the 
God of Heaven to be a beacon to liberty­
loving people everywhere. Let us pledge 
ourselves to preserve in it the full measure 
of our traditional freedom, that our chil­
dren-and our children's children in the 
distant tomorrow-may enjoy the blessings 
which we enjoy so richly today. 

Let us not fear to face facts. May it never 
come to pass that we lose the vision-the 
self-reliance-the pioneer spirit which built 
this great Nation. Let us further develop 
our agricultural resources, all of them, so 
as to make the most of present and future 

opportunities--so that our agriculture, under 
God, can be expanding, prosperous and free. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
on March 3, Secretary Benson spoke at 
Minneapolis and again received an en­
thusiastic reception. As a reference for 
the remarks I wish to make today, I 
would like to quote three paragraphs 
of the Secretary's Minneapolis speech 
dealing specifically with corn, which is 
a crop, of great value to Iowa, Minnesota. 
Illinois, and other adjacent states. The 
Secretary said: 

Let me make one point clear. Contrary 
to myths peddled by some, the level of these 
allotments are determined by statistical 
formulas spelled out in the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938. I know that these 
acreage allotments are too low. That is why 
we are trying to get the law changed. Also, 
that is why for the first time in history in 
1956 and again in 1957, we made supports 
available for corn grown outside the allot­
ments. 

The basic crop acreage allotment program 
has resulted in the loss of corn markets 
amounting to hundreds of millions of 
bushels. Witness the expansion of grain 
sorghum and barley production on the acre­
age diverted from wheat and cotton. Wit­
ness the fact that this loss of markets to 
other feed grains meant a buildup in carry­
over stocks of corn-now estimated at 1.5 
billion bushels on October 1, 1958. Witness 
the fact that under the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, the increased carry­
over forced a cut in the allotments to levels 
so low that most farmers chose to ignore 
them. 

Yes, I know, and you know, that corn pro­
ducers can't live within their allotments­
wlllch is why only one-seventh of the corn 
produced in the commercial area last year 
was in compliance. These conditions pose 
a threat to hog producers--to the entire 
livestock industry-to poultry producers-­
to the dairy industry. That is another rea­
son why we are seeking changes, in the pro­
gram. 

There is no question but what the 
traditional Corn Belt has suffered much 
from the outmoded farm program dating 
back to the late thirties. Farmers in my 
State of Iowa have watched their com­
petition grow throughout the country as 
acreages were diverted from cotton, to­
bacco, and wheat because of farm pro­
grams that lost markets and that 
diverted crops into storage instead of 
consumption. 

The corn area has been dispersed 
throughout the country because many 
farmers who could better grow cotton or 
tobacco have had their acreage of those 
crops so seriously restricted that they 
had no other choice than to plant other 
crops, such as corn. As Secretary Ben­
son points out, Winston-Salem, N. C., 
was once the largest exporting market in 
the world but southern Rhodesia now 
claims that distinction. In addition, we 
have lost 60 percent of our world cotton 
market by placing cotton in Government 
warehouses instead of selling it abroad. 

Only 20 years ago, the commercial 
corn area included 566 counties in 12 
States. Now it includes 932 counties in 
26 States. The facts are that acreage 
controls failed to curtail agricultural 
production. The corn program has failed 
as evidenced by the fact that in Decem­
ber 1956, 62 percent of the corn farmers 
who voted in the referendum favored 
elimination of corn acreage allotments. 
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Only about one-seventh of the corn pro­
ducers in the commercial corn area dur­
ing 1957 complied with the program and 
were eligible for the full price support. 
. Corn producers cannot live within the 
restrictions of the present acreage allot­
ments. This is one of the key points of 
the administration's program-elimina­
tion of. acreage allotments for corn. 

This issue basically boils down to a . 
question of whether we will adopt the 
program proposed by President Eisen­
hower which accepts the need for Gov­
ernme~t price-support operations above 
a specified floor but provides flexibility 
for them above that floor, and would re­
lax the strict controls by which farmers 
are 'told how much they may plant; or 
whether we will continue the Democrat 
program with its astronomically mount­
ing costs to the Federal Treasury and its 
failure to bring any stability to our ag­
J:Jlcultural economy. 

Some Democrat opponents of the Ei­
senhower ·farm program went into Iowa 
recently and delivered a scathing attack 
on that program and voiced highest 

, praise for the rigid high price support 
program enacted by Democrat-con­
trolled Congresses. They omitted any 
mention whatsoever of several factors 
which put an entirely different and far 
more realistic, light on the problem. 

They ignored the fact that under 
Democrat Presidents, the _· outbreak of 
war twice prevented a collapse of the 
Democrat farm program under the 
weight of accumulating surpluses and 
mounting costs. I am sure that they 
would ·agree that the horrors of another 
war would be too great a price to pay 

· for saving the high price support pro­
gram. 

Some Democrats have tried to place 
on Republicans the blame for the failure 
of Congress to enact corn legislation. 
But it is their own party which has been 
in control of Congress for the past 3 
years and which has consistently re­
fused to pass a corn bill acceptable to 
President Eisenhow·er. The Democrats 
have the .votes to pass such. legislation 
any time they care to, but they are fi~ht­
ing our President in every way possible; 
they refuse to give him a chance to try 
·the program he deems best; they refuse 
to admit their own program is costly 
beyond belief and is failing to do the job. 

Critics of President Eisenhower claim 
that farm commodity prices have failed 
to reach adequate levels in free markets 
which the Eisenhower program seeks 
to restore in place of government-regi­
mented prices and controls advocated by 
the Democrats. Conveniently; they fail 
to mention that the average price of all 
hogs sold in Chicago last year was $17.80 
per hundredweight, higher than the 
average such price for any month in the 
entire F. D. R. administration; or that the 
average price of beef steers of all grades 
sold in Chicago last year was $23.48, 
likewise higher th.an the average such 
price for any month under Roosevelt~ 
Let us remember that under -the Tru­
man administration, prices twice were 
boosted by war dern,and. These hog_and 
cattle prices, of course, are tremendously 
important to Iowa, since nearly 75 per­
cent of Iowa's vital corn production is 

fed to hogs and beef cattle; and almost 
all of it in Iowa. 

Partisan campaigners who go into 
Iowa from distant places to attack Pres­
ident Eisenhower on the farm front, 
must be fair if they are to be effective. 

Omission of such pertinent and im­
portant facts is most unfair. I?~a 
farmers are far smarter than the critics 
of President Eisenhower credit them 
with being. . 

The administration's program wh1ch 
will mean great progress in three general 
areas: 

First. The development of bigger mar­
kets. This can and will be done through 
recommended extension of the surplus 
disposal program, and expansion of re­
search into new uses for farm products. 

Second Provision of more freedom for 
farmers. : This would be done by revision 
of the acreage control and price-support 
programs to permit farmers more free­
dom to plant and to develop more mar­
kets for the use of our surplus farm 
commodities. . 

The technological revolution in agri­
culture is under way and there is no way 
to stop it or reverse it. We would not 
want to stop it even if we could, because 
the efficiency and production of Am~r­
ican farmers are major factors which 
made this Nation grow and prosper 
through the years. 

Third. The administration's farm pro­
gram · deals with the specific problems 
confronting agriculture, includmg those 
people residing on small, low-income 
farms. · t t• , 

The principles of the adminis ra 1on s 
proposed farm food and fiber bi~l will 
restore agriculture to a sound bas1s and 
enable all farmers of this Nation to 
make ·the most of their opportunities 
and use Government only as a hired man 
to help do the job where necessary, 
rather than to allow Government to 
dominate the operation of their farms 
and to restrict their productive poten-
tial. · 

I wish I had another 2 weeks' record of 
the poll I am making throughout the 
State of Iowa; but the poll has been only 
half completed at this time. The poll 
was distributed to every 20th house­
holder according to the directories 
thoughout the State of Iowa. No ques­
tions were asked about political affilia­
tion. No questions were asked about 
economic status. I asked only to have 
the householders state their occupations. 

I have received some surprising an­
swers to the farm questions from the 
farmers who in the poll reported them­
selves to be farmers. In about 2 weeks I 
shall have that poll co:q1pleted. 

I simply call attention to one ques­
tion which I asked in that poll, which is 
as follows: 

Do you approve supports for the basic crops 
and dairy products at 60 to 90 percent of 
parity with guidelines as used for other 
commodities? 

Mr. President, the answer to that 
question at the grassroots, by the farm­
ers themselves, is quite different from 
that which I have heard given around 
the corridors of the Capitol. 

I am not at liberty as yet to release the 
figures received in the poll. To do so 
would be unfair to those who have not 

yet 'voted. They have 4 weeks in which 
to vote. But I will submit the figures to 
the Senate in complete detail when the 
poll has been completed. 

Those figures demonstrate to me that 
the so-called revolution of the farm 
group in Iowa is more a figment of the 
imagination than is proclaimed other­
wise so loudly in the halls of Congress. 

I ask Senators to go to the grassroots, 
take a poll such as I am taking, and ask 
a similar question of every 20th house­
holder in the State. Then see what the 
answer is before coming to a firm conclu­
sion as to who has the highest percent­
age in the matter of the program which 
is advocated. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
senior Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I want it 
to be understood that I am in complete 
support of Senate Joint Resolution 162. 
I endeavored in the committee to have 
the resolution reported at the earliest 
possible time. It is imperative and nec­
essary that the Senate act favorably on 
the resolution this afternoon. It is 
necessary so as not to permit anything 
to happen which would weaken the buy­
ing power of the farmers. The farmers 
are needed as customers for the output 
of industrial concerns, whether from 
wholesale houses, processors, or indus­
trial plants. It is necessary to have an 
increased stimulation in the economy if a 
further increase in unemployment is to 
be staved off. 

An old Chinese proverb goes something 
like this: 

Look back, that you have wisdom to in­
telligently look forward. 

I need only look back to the 1920's 
to find the answers to the contentions 
of those who charge that the price sup­
ports are the evil things which have 
brought about the commodity surpluses 
in our land. 

I need only to look back into my early 
life, when, as a young veteran, home 
from World War I, I rented a farm and 
commenced farming, to know what the 
situation is today. It is exactly the same 
today as it was in that day. 

In those days there were no controls. 
At that time there were no price sup­
ports. As I look back, I can almost hear 
verbatim some of the same statements 
which have been made in the Senate 
today. We need only to read the REc­
ORD of the late 1920's and the early 
1930's. 

Read them, Mr. President. (Mr. 
LAUSCHE in the chair.) You are a dis­
tinguished, intelligent man, represent­
ing the great State of Ohio. Read some 
of the arguments concerning the Mc­
Nary-Haugen bill. You will find almost 
the same arguments and the same re­
marks. But at that time there were no 
price supports. There were no incen­
tives, as they are oftentimes referred 
to. Still, there were surpluses; and they 
were in such large amounts that dairy­
men delivered their products on the 
streets of Minneapolis and St. Paul, 
oftentimes at a price of less than $1 a 
hundredweight. 

The price today is $3.25 a hundred­
.weight, only because supports are hold-
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ing the price -at that point. But in the 
1920's there were no supports, and the 
price often dropped below $1. 

I was one of those who hauled hogs 
to South St. Paul. Hogs weighing more 
than 200 pounds often did not net the 
farmer $5. Why? 

The price of grain had become very 
cheap. Oats were selling for 8 or 9 
cents a bushel; corn, at 12 cents a bushel. 
Corn would not buy as much heat in the 
form of coal as it would furnish in the 
heater in its own form. Large amounts 
of corn were burned as fuel in the 
heaters of the Midwest. I do not want 
to see a recurrence of that condition. I 
do not want the youth who have re­
turned from World War II or the Korean 
war to be compelled to experience the 
economic conditions which prevailed in 
the late 1920's and the early 1930's. I 
do not want to see the economic condi­
tion become so tight as to squeeze them 
to such a point that they will have to 
liquidate their assets. 

I saw many farmers in the .early 1930's 
threatened with financial liquidation. 
Many of them were liquidated, and more 
would have been had it not been for the 
efforts of some Members of Congress at 
that time who were responsible for the 
enactment of what was known as Com­
missioners' loans. They were loans 
which were used as second mortgages 
behind the Federal Land Bank loans. _ 

When that act was passed, it was pos­
sible to stop many foreclosures. Numer­
ous foreclosures were publicized across 
the entire Midwest. 

I was the appraiser for the Federal 
Land Bank. I was asked to leave my 
farm to help mortgagees keep ahead of 
the sheriff's sales. I &ppraised for the 
St. Paul Bank. I was in the heartland 
of the best productive area in the central 
part of the United States, in Minnesota, 
appraising in the dead of winter, in order 
to stop foreclosure sales. 

Mr. President, this is why I am argu­
ing today, as I have done before, in be­
half of farm price supports. I need only 
look ·back into my memory of yesterday. 
I recall those wise words of the Chinese 
proverb: 

Look back, that you hav.e the wisdom to 
intelligently look forward. 

That is why I plead for a floor under 
some of the farm prices. That is why 
I have pleaded for an orderly method 
of retiring land from harvest and pro­
duction. I know that if there were acre­
age controls on wheat, cotton, and corn, 
and that acreage were tied down, it 
would simply be driven from one crop 
into another. 

I advocated a soil bank for the dust 
bowl in the Southwest long before it was 
accepted by the Department of Agricul­
ture. Why? I knew it was necessary to 
curtail the acreage, because only in that 
manner could production be reduced. 

In the late 1920's and early 1930's, 
there was no use for commercial ferti­
lizer. There were no machines equipped 
to spread 'it. The farmers had only a 
limited knowledge of its use or the ex­
perience with it. They loaned machines 
back and forth, among themselves, in 
order to put a few pounds of commercial 
fertilizer into their corn-producing land. 
They had no knowledge of hybrid seeds. 

Yet the production of those years 
brought about surpluses which depressed 
the market, as indicated by the figures 
to which I have already referred. 

Mr. President, the Soil Bank, the 
acreage-reserve program, and the con­
sumption provisions constitute the only 
intelligent manner of reducing the over­
all production of our soil. Public Law 
480 is another wise step in connection 
with the endeavor to sell the supplies 
of American agricultural commodities 
which today are referred to as "the 
surplus." 

Mr. President, the freeze now pro­
posed must be enacted into law if the 
farmers of the Nation are to be saved. 
The present drop in farm commodity 
prices cannot be permitted to con­
tinue; if it does continue, it will have 
a further adverse effect on the buying 
power of the farmers, and thereby will 
decrease the business of the wholesale 
houses and the output of the factories. 

Mr. President, the State so ably rep­
resented by you-Ohio-is a great in­
dustrial State. The industries of Ohio 
depend upon the purchasing power of 
the farmers in the Midwest for the sale 
of the output of the factories. The steel 
factories in the Pittsburgh area depend 
in part on the sale of combines and trac­
tors in the farm areas of the country. 

Let all Members of the Senate con­
sider the situation which existed in the 
early 1930's, in order to ascertain 
whether the supports have brought 
about the production which has been ex­
perienced. The production has been due 
to the educational programs of the Ag­
ricultural Extension Service, based on 
the activities of the State and- county 
agents; and, above all, the production 
has been due to the initiative of the 
American people-initiative which they 
inherited from the pioneers who left old 
Europe and crossed the vast ocean to 
this great land. All of us have inherited 
that drive from our parents. Most of us 
are one or two generations removed from 
the pioneer stock. It is from that stock 
that we have inherited our drive and our 
initiative to produce. Let them not be 
stifled by the existence of depressed 
prices-so that the young people are 
driven off the farms and are forced to 
seek employment in the cities-where in 
many cases they would have to go on 
the unemployment rolls. 

Mr. President, I speak now, :1ot on the 
basis of statistics, but on the basis of my 
memories of yesterday, when, as a young 
member of a farm family, I worked on 
the land during the early 1920's and 
1930's. 

May the Members of Congress have 
the wisdom to establish this floor and 
keep it in effect until something better 
has been developed and perfected. 

, Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a statement showing what 
Congress has done, under Public Law 
480, with respect to the surpluses be 
printed at this point in the RECORD, as 
a part of my remarks. 

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

PuBLIC LAW 480 
Let us examine these areas o! agreement 

more carefully. I cosponsored Public Law 

480 and .have introduced a blll for its exten­
sion because it places American surplus into 
the hands of people who need it-because it 
has become an effective supplement to our 
foreign-aid program-and because it places 
our surpluses in a position to play a vital 
role in our destiny as a world leader for the 
cause of freedom and decency. Under the 
provisions of this law up to September of 
1957 the United States had actually shipped 
10,800,000 pounds of butter and butter oil 
valued at $4,776,000 in trade with other na­
tions. We have s:O.ipped over 14 million 
pounds of powdered milk at a value of nearly 
$2 million. We have shipped 183,638,000 
pounds of lard at a value of over $23 million. 
This helps to explain why the price of pork 
has held more firm than in past years. We 
have also disposed of cottonseed oil, pow­
dered milk, and peanuts for oil under the 
barter provision of Public Law 480. In the 
area of international donations, we have 
shipped out over 325,400,000 pounds of 
butter and butter oil in an amount of over 
$225,500,000. Over 1 billion pounds of pow­
dered milk in the amount of $220,400,000 
has been disposed of through the donation 
provision. In addition, we have donated 71,-
400,000 pounds of cottonseed oil valued at 
over $17 million. This record demonstrates 
surplus products are being disposed of to the 
benefit of American agriculture and to the 
benefit of those who have received these 
products. 

Let me give you some figures about agree­
ments under Public Law 480 which were re­
leased at that hearing. These figures related 
to agreements, whereas the figures I gave 
you before pertained to actual shipments. 

The agreements already signed provide for 
the shipment of 550 million bushels of 
wheat, 3 million bales of cotton, 25 mlllion 
bags of rice, 1.8 million pounds of vegetable 
oils, 133 million bushels of feed grains, 175 
million pounds of tobacco, 150 million 
pounds of meat, 225 million pounds of lard, 
162 million pounds of dairy nroducts, 197 
million pounds of fruit and vegetables, as 
well as other commodities. 

In 1955-56, the first full year of operation 
of title I, foreign currency shipments totaled 
$427 million at export market value, or 12 
percent of total United States agricultural 
exports. During 1956-57 title I shipments 
amounted to $900 million, nearly 20 percent 
of the recordbreaking $4.7 billion total 
achieved. 

Agreements signed to date will result in 
foreign currency payments of more than $2.5 
billion. About 60 percent of the total will 
be used for economic development purposes 
in importing countries, about 10 percent will 
be used to support the defense forces of our 
allies. and the remaining 30 percent is 
planned for meeting United States expenses 
overseas and expanding certain Unltr;d 
States programs. 

The bulk of the commodities included in 
these agreements has already been exported 
and the increase in title I shipments from 
year to year has been one of the major 
factors leading to the rise in our total agri­
cultural exports. In 1954-55 our agricultural 
exports had a market value of $3.1 billion. 
Title I shipments were small that year ac­
counting for 3 percent of the total. In 
1955- 56 our agricultural exports rose to $3.5 
billion. Title I accounted for 12 percent o! 
the ~otal. In 1956-57, the year ending last 
June 30, agricultural exports rose to an all­
time high of $4.7 billion. Title I shipments 
made up almost 20 percent of the total, or 
about $900 million. 

The rise in total exports was the principal 
reason that last year the direction of surplus 
accumulations was reversed. During 1956-
57, CCC investment in price support com­
modities decllned almost $1 blllion with the 
principal reductions being in wheat, cotton. 
and rice, commodities for which there were 
heavy movements under the title I program. 
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Publlc Law 480 is the type o! program 
which permits this Nation to use its sur­
pluses in three ways: (1) As an export com­
modity, (2) as a humane program for the 
relief of hunger, and (3) as a defense asset. 

In Spain we took monetary earnings from · 
our grain exports and used them to pay for 
air-base construction. We have taken pre­
fabricated housing and labor from Finland 
to bolster our NATO allies in return for grain 
shlpments. 

It is a program which is winning friends 
for the United States through a benevolent 
approach. n is more effective than all of 
the armaments we could parade before hun­
gry people in a troubled world. I ask your 
support for the efforts of myself and others 
in both political parties who call for its 
extension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Min­
nesota ha;:; expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAUSCHE in the chair). The Senator 
from Delaware is recognized for 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, last 
Thursday, March 6, the Senate Agricul­
ture Committee voted out the following 
bills all of which I feel are detrimental to 
the best interest of agriculture: 

First. Senate Joint Resolution 162, 
provides that for an indefinite period 
no price support or acreage allotments 
shall be established below the 1957 lev­
els. 

Second. S. 2913 would increase corn 
allotments for 1958, 1959, and 1960 to 54 
million acres, at a price support of not 
less than 75 percent of parity, and would 
require 15 percent participation in the 
Soil Bank in order to receive the price 
supports. There are no similar require­
ments for other feed grains. 

Third. Senate Joint Resolution 163 
would force the Secretary of Agriculture 
to support milk and dairy products for 
an indefinite period at levels above those 
provided in the current law, and at not 
less than the dollar-and-cent's level for 
1957. 

In the light of certain available facts, 
it is difficult for me to understand this 
action of the committee. 

For almost one-quarter of a century 
we have been attempting, through price­
support and adjustment program, to 
control agricultural production in order 
to increase the income of the farmers, 
when, as a matter of fact, the price­
support and adjustment programs have 
bad very little to do with the net in­
come of farm families since most of ·the 
prosperity since 1940 in agriculture can 
be directly attributed to war. 

I thinlt we need to remind ourselves 
again about the costs of these programs 
that have failed so miserably. 

I shall insert in the RECORD at a later 
point figures, released by the United 
States Department of Agriculture, deal­
ing with the cost of this program. They 
are broken down, commodity by com­
modity, and year by year. I think it is 
necessary for the Members of the Con­
gress to have these facts before them. 

In placing this information in the 
R:zcoRD, it is not my intention to be criti-

cal of the operations of these programs, 
because I feel sure that no Secretary of 
Agriculture can administer the hodge­
podge of laws that the Congress has been 
able to enact during the last 25 years. 

The Senate is now being asked to con­
sider, based on the action of the Senate · 
Agriculture Committee, proposals de­
signed to freeze commodities in their 
present pattern and to perpetuate fur­
ther the cost to the Federal Treasury, 
without correcting any of the economic 
problems of agriculture. 

Mr. President, mention has been made, 
today, that the pending joint resolution 
is only a stopgap measure. On the con­
trary, Mr. President, the pending joint 
resolution is not a stopgap measure; in­
stead, it will be-if enacted-a perma­
nent piece of legislation, and it will re­
main on the statute books until it is 
definitely repealed or supplanted by an­
other act of Congress. 

This proposed freeze of support prices 
on all agriculture crops will likewise in­
crease the feeding costs of those farmers 
buying these feeds for more than any 
advantage they will gain as a result of 
the higher support on dairy products. 

I submit, Mr. President, that the con­
tinuation of these programs not only will 
fail to solve the agricultural problem but 
also will be doing a great disservice to 
agriculture. 

Our American farmers do not want to 
return to a program involving a "strait 
jacket" of controls, nor do they want an 
agriculture program that is designed on 
the theory that every few years we need 
a war to bail out our surpluses. 
. The return to the high support pro­

grams and rigid controls accompany­
ing such a policy will inevitably further 
accelerate the trend toward absentee 
ownership and operation of our farms. 

This policy of high supports and strict 
acreage controls accompanying such 
policies will destroy the individual fam­
ily-type farmer, who will be unable to 
maintain the necessary equipment to 
utilize his restricted acreages. He will be 
forced to sell out or consolidate with the 
larger operator. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
tabulation showing the 1957 costs and 
benefits of our agriculture support pro­
gram, broken down by States. 

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

1170,333,000 population-cost $3,255,000 000-$19 per 
person costl 

State Benefits Cost Gain<+) or 
loss(-) 

New York--.----- $49,478,000 $301,872,000 -$252,394,000 
Pennsylvama____ 48, 168, 000 209, 817, 000 -161, 649, 000 
Ohi9 -- ---------- 89,200,000 174,800,000 -85, 600, 000 
In~ha~a- -------- 92, 680, 000 86, 127, 000 +6, 553, 000 
Ill IDOlS- - •••• - •• - 154, 780, 000 183, 103, 000 -28, 323, 000 
Michigan________ 63,844,000 148,257,000 -84, 413,000 
Wisconsin_______ 76, 050, 000 73, 378, 000 +2, 672 000 
Minnesota _______ 109, 800, 000 63, 100, 000 +46, 700: 000 
Iowa ______ ------ 127,000,000 53, 180,000 +73, 820,000 
MissourL ------- 96,200,000 80,845,000 +15, 355,000 
North Dakota ___ 139, 400, 000 12, 236, 000 + 127, 164, 000 
South Dakota___ 70, 200, 000 13, 338, 000 +56, 862, 000 
Nebraska ________ 127,200,000 27, 583,000 +99, 612,000 
Kansas __________ 123, 550,000 40, 584,000 +82, 966,000 
~arrl~nd_______ 8, 300,000 55,000,000 -46,700,000 
Vrrgillla_ __ ______ 15,200,000 72, 143,000 -56,943,000 
North Carol~na __ 37,950,000 85,462,000 -47, 512,_000 
South Carolma __ 29,282,000 45,030,000 -15, 748,000 

[170,333,000 population-cost $3,255,000,<Xl0-$19 per 
person cost]-Continued 

State Benefits Cost Gain(+) or 
loss(-) 

Georgia __________ $50, 200, 000 $71,800,000 -$21, 600, 000 
California _______ 189, 650, 000 264, 518, 000 -74, 868, 000 
Florida __________ 5, 996,000 77.862,000 -71,906,000 
Kentucky------- 20,740,000 57,760,000 -37, 020, 000 
Tennessee _______ 47,500,000 65,797,000 -18,297,000 
Alabama ________ 49, 64S, 000 59,869,000 -10, 221' 000 
Mississippi__ ____ 86,500,000 41,500,000 +37,000,000 
T exas __ --------- 352, 135,000 173,622,000 +178, 513,000 
Colorado_------- 43,832,000 31,787,000 +12,045,000 
Oklahoma _______ 66,900,000 43,263,000 +23, 637,000 Montana ________ 82,339,000 12,654,000 +69, 685, 000 
Idaho __ --------- 51,715,000 12,160,000 +39, 555,000 
W ashington _____ 77,660, 000 51,718,000 +25, 942, 000 Oregon __________ 32,550,000 33,611,000 -1,061,000 
Arkansas ________ 122, 529, 000 33,592,000 +RB, 937, 000 
Arizona _- ------- 59,800,000 21,584,000 +38, 216, 000 
Louisiana ________ 70,300,000 58,292,000 +12,008,000 
New Mexico __ ___ 18,900,000 15,770,000 +3, 130,000 

NoTE.-Based on State production. 

State Loss I Benefits I Cost 
--------:r--------

$4, 639. 000 I $6. 004. 000 
4, 603, 000 16, lfi9, 000 
2,100,000 17,917,000 
1, 135, 000 110, 868, 000 
5, 300,000 7, 144,000 

Wyoming _______ _ 
Utah_------------Maine ___________ _ 
New Hampshire_ 
Vermont_ __ --- ---
Massachusetts ___ _ 
Rhode Island ____ _ 
Connecticut _____ _ 
New Jersey-------
D elaware __ ______ _ 
West Virginia ___ _ 
Nevada _________ _ 

2, 460, 000 92, 454, 000 
378, 000 16, 3'i8, 000 

2, 270, 000 42, 788, 000 
3, 400,000 106,913,000 

568. 000 I s. 322. 000 
2, 460,000 37, 544,000 

265, 000 5, 073, 000 

NOTE.-Based on State production. 

$1,665,000 
11,566,000 
15,817,000 
9, 733, 000 
1, 844,000 

89,994,000 
16,000,000 
40,518,000 

103,513,000 
7, 754,000 

35,084,000 
4,808,000 

The farm program cost the taxpayers of 
the United States $3,252,400,000 in 1957. 
With a population of 170,333,000 people, the 
farm program would cost $19 per person. 
Products: Losses 

VVheat-------------·-------- $827,300,000 Cotton _____________________ 641,200,000 
Corn _______________________ 489,100,000 

Dairy-------------- ·-------- 378, 500, 000 Rice _______________ _________ 152,700,000 
Peanuts____________________ 18,700,000 
VVool----------------------- 66,700,000 
Grain sorghums____________ 26,100,000 
Soybeans___________________ 15,000,000 
Barley------------- ·-------- 26, 600, 000 
Oats----------------------- 25,600,000 
Beef_______________________ 32,900,000 
Pork_______________________ 6,900,000 
Beans______________________ 16,600,000 
Eggs------·----------------- 16, 000, 000 
FlaY------------------------ 17,400,000 
Rye________________________ 5,400,000 
TalloW--------------------- 5, 500, 000 
Lard_______________________ 1,5oo,ooo 
Interest-------------------- 326,000,000 
Other costs----------------- 145, 600, 000 
Miscellaneous ______ -------- 14, 100, 000 

TotaL-----------·--------3, 255,400,000 

The States which would benefit most are 
the States producing the most wheat, cot­
ton, corn, dairy products, and rice. 

Therefore, 20 States get more money back 
from the farm program than their taxpayers 
pay in. But in 28 States the taxpayers pay 
in more money than their farmers receive. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a table showing how, 
under the high support programs, the 
per capita consumption of butter has 
decline.d during the last several years, 
and also showing how the per capita 
consumption of oleo, a substitute for 
butter, has increased during the same 
period of time. 
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There being no objection, the table 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Per capita consumpUon of milk, butter, and 

margarine, United States 1940-57 and esti­
mated 1958 

[In pounds] 

Fluid Marga-
Year milk: and Butter 1 rine 1 

cream 

--------1------------
1940_-------------------
1941_-------------------
1942_-------- -----------
1943_--------------------
1944_-------------------
1945_-------------------
1946_ -------------------
1947--------------------
1948~- ------------------
1949_ -------------------
1950.-------------------
1951.-------------------
1952.------------------ -
1953.-------------------
1954_-------------------
1955.-------------------
1956.-------------------
1957--------------------
1958 (estimate)_--------

1 Actual weight basis. 

331 
334 
354 
371 
381 
399 
389 
369 
355 
352 
349 
352 
352 
347 
348 
352 
355 
356 
355 

17.0 
16.1 
15.9 
11.8 
11. 9 
10. 9 
10.5 
11.2 
10.0 
10.5 
10.7 
9. 6 
8.6 
8. 5 
8.9 
9.0 
8. 7 
8. 5 
8.6 

2.4 
2.8 
2.8 
3.9 
3. 9 
4.1 
3. 9 
5.0 
6.1 
5.8 
6.1 
6. 6 
7. 9 
8.1 
8. 5 
8.1 
8.2 
8.6 
8.6 

- Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I be­
lieve this point should be emphasized 
because unquestionably under the high 
support programs the Congress has been 
underwriting an expansion of the sale 
of synthetic fibers-both cotton and 
wool-to the detriment of the American 
farmer; and at the same time the Con­
gress has been permitting a substitute 
for butter to take the place of the butter 
produced by the American farmers. 

I hope the joint resolution will-in 
the best interest of American agricul­
ture--be defeated. 

The PRESJDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Dela­
ware has expired. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President­
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 

yield 8 minutes to the Senator from Mis­
souri [Mr. SYMINGTON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri is recognized for 
8 minutes. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
several days ago I presented to the Sen­
ate that when I came to the Senate in 
January 1953, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] 
stated that the farm population of the 
United States had dropped to 13 percent 
of the total population, and that that 
farm population then recE~.ived but 6 per­
cent of the total national income. 

Recently I looked up the present fig­
ures and have found that, as a result of 
the management of this administration, 
the farm population has now decreased 
to 12 percent of the total population; 
and that 12 percent is receiving only 3.2 
percent of the total national income. 

In other words, Mr. President, and 
these are the facts under the present 
agriculture administration, there has 
been, during the _past 5 years, a decline 
of almost 50 percent in the percentage 
of our national income received by Amer­
ican farmers. 

In recent weeks, Mr. President, con­
siderable concern has been expressed 
about the continuing decline in the eco­
nomic activity· of the country. This con;. 

cern is understandable when one consid­
ers that over 5 million people are un­
employed; and also that many of our 
major industries are operating far below 
their capacity. 

Many leaders of government, business, 
labor, and agricultural groups have urged 
that steps be taken by the administra­
tion to check this condition, and to re­
store stability to our economy. 

Lest we forget, the farm segment of 
our economy has experienced 5 years of 
depressed economic conditions, whereas 
the remainder of our people have not. 

Statements have just been made that 
this joint resolution, introduced in an 
effort to prevent further planned re­
ductions in the price support or acre­
age allotment levels, was .considered 
hastily and has been ill considered. I 
do not believe an examination of the 
facts would support that statement. 

During this same period, instead of 
taking actions to remedy the situation, 
this administration has persistently pur­
sued a. policy that could only result in 
further reducing farm income. 

Since 1952, this decline has amounted 
to 20 percent. 

As a result, family farm purchasing 
power is at its lowest point since 1940. 

In conformity with the often expressed 
a·lage that economic trouble is invariably 
"farm led and farm bred," this farm 
recession is now spreading to other seg­
ments of the economy, and growing un­
employment is causing increased con­
cern. 

Despite these facts, this administra­
tion continues to work for even further 
reductions in farm income. 

There is little amusement in the fact 
that some who work so hard for other 
segments of our economy, trying to get 
special privileges for those segments 
they support, from the Government, 
must now realize that this farm-bred 
and farm-led recession is spreading to 
the small towns, and even now to the 
large cities; and other segments of the 
economy which are treated with so much 
deference on the floor of the Senate as 
against the farmer are beginning to 
suffer too because of the way the farmer 
has been treated in recent years. 

In 1932 I was manufacturing farm im­
plements, and know what happens, not 
just to the farmer, when his income is 
arbitrarily reduced, as it has been in re­
cent years, but to all business. 

Unless action is taken now by the 
Congress, price supports on dairy prod­
ucts will be further lowered 10 percent 
effective as of next April 1. It is esti~ 
mated this cut will take an additional 

.$250 million annually from the dairy 
farmers' income. 

Missouri dairy farmers alone will lose 
over $9 million if the action is not 
stopped. 

Many of Missouri's dairy farmers, 
either individually or through their or­
ganizations, have protested the an­
nounced price support reduction. They 
find it impossible to understand the rea­
sons behind the action. 

Secretary Benson constantly reiter­
ates that lower price supports provide 
less incentive for increased production. 

This has been the basic theory of his ad­
ministration of the Department of Agri­
culture, and nothing could be more in­
correct. 

This theory has not worked in the past 
and will not work in the future. 

The idea that a dairy farmer can 
swing from milk production into grape­
fruit production, as a man can swing 
from United States Steel to Continental 
Can on the stock exchange, is absurd 
on the face of it. 

A dairy farmer, with heavy investment 
in high-producing cows, a milking par­
lor, silo, and other equipment, has but 
one choice when his price is further re­
duced. He must increase his production 
instead of reducing it, in order to meet 
his fixed costs and, therefore, avoid 
bankruptcy. 

Cash receipts from marketings of milk 
were the same in 1957 as they were in 
1952-$4.6 billion. Because of price re­
ductions in that period, however, farm­
ers had to increase their milk marketings 
by 15.3 billion pounds in order to receive 
the same gross income. 

Obviously, under those circumstances 
their net profit was far less than before~ 

In announcing this further price cut 
the administration stated that the re~ 
duction in farmers' prices would be re­
flected in lower retail prices of one-half 
cent a quart for fluid milk. 

But this has never been the result of 
support-price reductions in the past. 
Even if it were, it is unfortunate that 
those who are supposed to represent the 
farmers would justify a 10-percent re­
duction in the price-support rate on the 
grounds consumer retail prices would be 
reduced 2 percent. 

In behalf of the dairy farmers of Mis­
souri and the Nation, I have joined :with 
many of my colleagues in the sponsoring 
of legislation to prevent this reduction in 
the dairy price-support level. 

Our bill, S. 2924, together with the 
self-help plans, will be considered by the 
Senate Agriculture Committee in work­
ing for long-term legislation. 

Mr. President, the Sanitary Milk Pro­
ducers is a cooperative association of 
some 5,000 dairy farmers producing milk 
for the St. Louis market. 

On February 18, 1958, Mr. Russeil 
Spaulding, general manager of this asso­
ciation, appeared before the Dairy Sub­
committee of the House Agriculture 
Committee. 

The statement Mr. Spaulding present­
ed to that committee represents the 
thinking, not only of the dairy farmers in 
his association, but also of many others 
throughout the State of Missouri. I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Spaulding's 
statement be inserted at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF RUSSELL E. SPAULDING, GEN• 

ERAL MANAGER, SANITARY MILK PRODUCERS• 
ST. LOUIS, Mo., BEFORE THE DAIRY SUBCOM• 
MITTEE OF THE HOUSE AGRICULTURE COllll• 

MITrEE, FEBRUARY 18, 1958 
My name is Russell E. Spaulding. I am 

the general manager of Sanitary Milk Pro­
ducers, 2208 Washington Avenue, St. Louis. 
Mo. . 
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Sanitary Milk Producers is a. cooperative 

association of dairy farmers, most of whom 
produce milk for the St. Louis market. 

There are about 5,000 dairy farmers sup­
plying St. Louis and suburban markets with 
fluid milk, and approximately 147,000 farm­
ers in Illinois and Missouri producing milk 
and cream for sale. 

Our members reside· in 25 of the 101 coun­
ties in illinois, and in 59 of the 115 counties 
m Missouri. The numerical distribution in 
the two States is about half and half. 

Sanitary Milk Producers is opposed to the 
Secretary's action reducing the price support 
level for manufacturing milk. We endorse 
the short-range emergency legislation pro­
posed in bills to prevent the Secretary's 
action, and to define by law a dependable 
fonnula for establishing a parity equivalent 
price for manufacturing milk. 

At this point, we wish to state also that 
we- support the long-range proposal for a 
self-help program as sponsored by the Na­
tional Milk Producers Federation, with whom 
we are affiliated, and by the National 
Grange. We are referring ,to H. R. 10043. 

We realize that action cannot be taken to 
efiectuate the s.elf-help plan by April 1, 1958. 
We believe it is imperative, therefore, not 
only to continue the price-support program 
until the self-help plan can be put into 
operation, but also to prevent the Secretary 
from lowering the price-support level April 
1. We endorse the bills that have been 
introduced to provide a stable parity equiva­
lent formula and a price-support leveL -of 
$3.50 for manufacturing milk. Unless this 
legislation is passed, dairy farmers in illi­
nois and Missouri, as well as other sections 
of the Nation, will face further economic 
hardships. 

In 1957, a total of 703 million pounds of 
milk was utilized in the St. Louis, Mo., 
market. The prices received for that milk 
were considerably lower than in 1956~ In 
1956, the price for class I, or bottled milk, 
was $4.62 per hundredweight. In 1957, it 
was $4.26 or 36 cents per hundredweight 
less. Our class I milk represents about 79 
percent of our total utilization. Therefore, 
our uniform or blend price was 3'3 c.ents per 
hundredweight less in 1957 than in !956. 

The decision of the Secretary to reduce 
the price-support level for manufacturing 
milk to $3.03 w11I further reduce all our 
prices by 22 cents per hundredweight, be­
cause fluid milk prices in St. Louis are di­
rectly related to manufacturing milk prices. 

If the Secretary's action is allowed to 
stand, by the end of the 1958- 59 marketing 
year, these reductions will reduce our income 
from 1956 by at least $3.9 million. The fur­
ther prospeqt of an additional reduction of 
65 cents per hundredweight, if and when the 
President's recommendation authorizing a 
price-support level at 60 percent of parity· fs 
etrectuated, can only result in chaos for the 
St. Louis market. 

If the price-support level is reduced' to 
$3.03 (which the USDA claims is 75 percent 
of parity) the St. Louis unifqrm price . will 
drop 22 cents per hundredweight. A reduc­
tion to $2.38 (which the USDA claims is 60 
percent of parity) would result in about a 
21 percent drop. 

We have estimated the loss of income, 
based on 1957 production, that dairy farm­
ers in Illinois and Missouri can expect to face 
1! the price-support level 1s reduced 22 cents 
Aprill, and to 60' percent of parity. 

Illinois farmers will lose about $12 million 
in the drop to $3'.03, and an add~tional $34 
mlllion 1f the level 1.s subsequently dropped 
to $2.38', or a total of $46 million. 

Dairy farme.rs in Missouri can expe-ct to 
lose $9 million at $3.03, and an additional 
$26 million at $2.38, or a total o! $35 million. 

We a.re convinced that such losses will not 
only bankrupt many farmers~ but will wreck 
overnight producer cooperatives that took a 

generation a.nd more to organize and to 
build. If these conditions materialize, and 
we cannot see how they can. be avoided if 
the intentions of the President and the Sec­
retary are carried out, it would be impossible 
to prevent a recurrence of the violence, mis­
ery and waste that the St. Louis market ex­
perienced during the bitter strike of 1934. 

Since 1948, our national surplus as a per­
centage of total production ha& ranged from 
less than 0.05 percent in 1951 to 8.3 percent 
in 1953. It is estimated to be about 5 per­
cent for 1957. 

In View of thls relatively small surplus, 
considering the seasonal production aspect 
of the dairy industry, and the need for re­
serve supplies, we are convinced that the 
Secretary's action and the President's recom­
mendation are m advised, harsh, and dis­
ruptive and must be prevented, if we are to 
preserve any semblance of orderly marketing 
in the St. Louis area, or in any other fluid­
milk market. 

We urge the committee to report favorably 
on the emergency bills to establish a support 
level o:£ $3 .50 for manufacturing milk, and to 
provide a stable parity equivalent formula. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 
addition to the serious effect on the dairy 
industry, other actions by the Secretary 
of Agriculture in further reducing prices 
will have serious consequences to farm­
ers of both Missouri and the Nation. 

Let all who now talk about the impor­
tance of more purchasing power to stem 
the recession realize what is happening 
in the United States from the standpoint 
of the purchasing power of agriculture. 

Unless this resolution to prevent re­
ductions in ptice supports. or acreage al­
lotment below the 1957 level, is enacted, 
the farmers of Missouri and the Nation 
stand to lose in the following estimated 
amounts: 

[In millions] 

Dairy products ______________ _ 
Wheat ____ ---- -- -- --- ---------
Corn, possibly as much as ___ _ 

Missouri 

tg 
11 
15 

United 
States 

$250 
200 
350 

Cotton, sharply reduced acres __ ----------- - 3 to 4 

And consider.able on other crops, such 
as grain sorghums, soybeans,. oats, bar­
ley, and other small grains. 

Mr. President, the farmers of my State 
could suffer further economic loss of at 
feast $40 million unless this joint resolu­
tion is enacted. 

Missouri farmers, already caught in a 
·serious economic vise of lower prices and 
higher costs, cannot stand such addi­
tional reductions. 

It is a fact that from 1956 to 1957 the 
average total net income per farm in 
Missouri declined 14 percent, from $2,148 
to $1,851. 

This Administration has now eom• 
pleted 5 years of agriculture manage­
ment. This is more than ·an adequate 
time period in which to gage results. 

Based on official United States Depart­
ment of Agriculture statistics, and com­
paring 1952 with 1957, here is the record 
of these: years. 

Total farm production, up 6 percent; 
farm prices, down 1o percent; farm par­
ity ratio, down 18 percent; total farm 
income, down 20 percent-realized net 
farm income for 1957 is at its lowest 
point since 1942.. · 

Family farm purchasing power of that 
farm income-down 24 percent--the low­
est since 1940. 

Total farm debt reached its all-time 
high of $19.5 billion in 1957. 

Farm mortgage debt is at its highest 
level since the early 1920's. 

All this. occurred at the same time cor­
porate profits increased 14 percent and 
weekly wages in industry increased 21 
percent, and our gross national product 
increased 26 percent. 

The Department of Agriculture's 
budget expenditures have almost dou­
bled-from $2.5 billion in fiscal year 1954 
to an estimated $4.9 billion in fiscal1958. 

It was recently mentioned that 1,800,-
000 farmers left the land last year. 
Obviously they have gone into towns and 
cities. That was in line with the sug­
gestion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
That suggestion has been carried out; 
and the ranks of the unemployed in the 
cities have been further increased as a 
result of his policies. 

During the same period the policies of 
the Department of Agriculture have 
moved over 500,000 farm families off the 
land-not 500,000 farm people but 500,-
000 farm families-the Department of 
Agriculture has added some 20,000 people 
to its payroll, all charged as additional 
cost to the American farmer. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota pointed out, the result of 
eliminating nearly 2 million people. from 
our-farms in the 12 months past we have 
a slight increase in farm per capita in­
come, from farming sources from $601 
to $684. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoUGLAS. in the chair) • The Presiding 
Officer is reluctant to announce that the 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro­
ceed for 30 seconds. 

In addition to the policies and pro.­
grams of the Department of Agriculture 
its management and. administration ar~ 
subject to criticism and the record so 
proves to any fair minded person who is 
interested. It now takes over 20 percent 
more people in the Department of Agri­
culture to reduce the farmers income 
2Q percent. Those figures are but one 
illustration of what is now going on in 
the way of duplication and waste in 
the management of this Department. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I yield myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator f1·om Iowa is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi­
dent, the discussions today have taken 
interesting and remarkable turns. We 
have heard statistics quoted at length 
and in confusing profusion. These sta­
tistics have been used by- varfous advo­
cates for or against the joint resolution, 
in an attempt to prove the points of the 
Senators quoting them. 

I think there are some significant out­
standing facts, however, which must be 
considered when we come to pass serious­
ly upon the proposed legislation, which, 
if adopted and made Iaw, would, in my 
judgment, completely ruin the concept 
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of the farm program which I submit has 
been working out in a period of difficulty. 

In the first place, there were no hear­
ings whatsoever as to the resolution, 
which proposes to freeze not six com­
modities or not seven commodities-not 
simply the basic commodities-but all the 
commodities which enjoyed price sup­
ports in 1957. It is proposed to freeze 
those supports at not less than the price 
supports of 1957. No one knows at this 
time what the effect would be on the 
agricultural price economy in this coun­
try, because so far as I know authorita­
tive and reliable statistics have not been 
developed, except as they have been de­
veloped by advocates on one side or the 
other in connection with their positions. 

In the second place, the joint resolu­
tion represents permanent legislation. I 
agree with those who have pointed out 
heretofore that the argument which has 
been made, that we are talking about a 
temporary measure is simply not factual. 
If enacted, the joint resolution will be 
permanent until and unless the Congress 
takes some other action which will nullify 
either a part or all of the provisions of 
the resolution. 

Mr. President, I have seen delays and 
confusion enter into the approach to the 
farm problem for 14 sessions of the Sen­
ate. I say to the Senate that if the 
resolution is enacted into law the result 
will be what some sections want, such 
as a permanent freeze of the cotton acre­
. age to prevent the formula from going 
into effect in 1959, as it otherwise would; 
under the present broad gauge program, 
or a permanent freeze of the temporary 
rice acreage increase, which was sup­
posed to be in effect for only one year. 
The resolution provides for a freeze of 
other programs indefinitely. 

What the damage would be to the legis­
lative · program which l}.as been designed 
as a combat weapon against spiraling 
costs and against imbalance in the farm 
program I do not know, and I do not 
think anyone at this time knows. It is 
a matter of conjecture. We do know 
what has happened under the· present 
program. 

Let me digress for a moment, Mr. Pres­
ident to say that we have heard much 
criticism of Mr. Benson, extending over 
a period of years. I remember sitting in 
the Senate Chamber in 1956, when the 
price for hogs, unfortunately and cata­
strophically, went down to about 10 cents 
per pound on the market. Hogs were 
selling at 10 cents a pound. Cattle prices 
were down. The prices were bad for the 
farmer, certainly. 

Who got the blame for that situation, 
Mr. President? Senators stood in this 
Chamber and said that "that terrible 
man Benson" was responsible for it all. 
They would not give credence to the fact 
that for the first time in the history of 
the market the peak of the hog cycle 
and the peak of the cattle cycle struck 
at the same time in the meat market. It 
had never before happened in history. 
Prices crashed in the meat market be­
cause of that situation. 

No notice was taken of that. Mr. Ben­
son was blamed. His program was de­
scribed as a terrible Machiavellian 
machination, designed to destroy the 

farmers, and it was said that Mr. Benson 
was responsible for 9-cent or·1o-cent hog 
prices. 

I do not wish to argue that point fur­
ther at present, but when I picked up the 
newspaper this morning I noticed that 
hogs on the Chicago market yesterday 
hit the highest price since 1953, in excess 
of $20 a hundred. I noticed that cattle 
topped the market at $37.50 a hundred 
on the Chicago market. 

Where are those now who blamed Mr. 
Benson for 10 cents a pound hogs? Why 
do they not come forward to say, "Praise 
to Mr. Benspn. Look what Mr. Benson 
has done. He has given us $21 hogs and 
he has given us $37 cattle." I have not 
heard a word of praise for Mr. Benson, 
but he.received all the condemnation for 
10 cents a pound hogs and 14 or 15 cents 
a pound cattle. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not a fact that 

the livestock industry comprises one great 
group which has never agreed to be regi­
mented by the Government, which has 
never wanted a price-support program 
and has consistently protested against 
price supporas, and which now has re­
covered from what was a bad situation 
of several years ago simply because of an 
operation which is natural instead of be­
ing under G:>vernment regulation? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. And the live­
stock producers have consistently bet­
tered themselves economically under 
those conditions, more than those who 
have been suffering under high rigid 
price supports instigated by wartime ne­
cessities and wartime demands. Cer­
tainly the record is clear. 

Now let us examine briefly the farm 
population question. We have heard a 
great deal said about driving people 
off the farms. I would believe, I suppose, 
if I did not !{now better, that Mr. Ben­
son has a long Simon Legree mustache 
and a great long cattle whip, that he is 
marching here and there, and wherever 
he can find a pom;. farmer in the field he 
uses the cattle whip until he cuts the 
farmer to ribbons, to drive him off the 
farm, and then he says, "Ha, ha,ha; look 
what I have done." 

Let us examine the facts in regard to 
the story of the farmers who have left 
their farms and let us determine when 
the farmers have done that. 

We have heard a great deal in the past 
4 or 5 years about driving farmers off the 
farms. Bless you, Mr. President, since 
this administration has been in charge, 
the total population--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has· expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield myself 
5 additional minutes, Mr. President. 

The percentage of the population 
leaving the farm has declined 2.3 percent 
in the past 5 years. 

Under the Democrat administration, 
beginning back in 1935-and I use the 
year 1935 because 1934 was about the 
same and 1933 was about the same, and 
the decline started in 1935 under the 
Democrat administration-the percent­
age leaving the farm was 11.1. Farm 
population went down from 24.8 percent 

to 15.5 percent. But we hear nothing 
about that. It is Mr. Benson who is 
driving the people away from the farms. 
A smaller percentage, by far, have left 
the farm under this administration than 
under the Democratic administrations. 
I am not necessarily blaming the Dem­
ocratic administrations for that. I am 
only trying to show the facts. There are 
factors which are economically more 
powerful, I believe, than any particular 
administration, in their effect upon mi­
gration from the farms. The fact still 
remains that while we hear a great deal 
about farm income, we hear very little 
about the per capita income. 

It still remains the fact that farm 
assets as of January 1, 1958, were at an 
alltime high. The fact is that farm 
indebtedness was at an alltime low. The 
farmers have less than $11 in indebted­
ness for every $100 in assets. These are · 
official figures. 

Farm ownership is at a record high. 
Only one farm in three has a mortgage 
on it today. 

I am not trying to say that everything 
is rosy with the farmer. There is much 
that needs to be corrected. But never in 
the past 5 years has this administration's 
farm program been put into effect. It 
has been hacked, chipped away, and dis­
torted; and the edge of the tool has been 
dulled. This administration's farm pro­
gram in its entirety as asked for by the 
administration has never gone into effect 
in full. Parts of it have, and parts of it 
have not. 

Let me refer to the family-sized farms. 
We have just as many family-sized farms 
in · the United States today as we ever 
had. I am not sure but that we have a 
few more. The overwhelming percent­
age of farms in the United States are 

·family-sized. When I was a boy, 80 to 
100 acres was a good-sized family farm, 
because that was all the farmer could 
handle with his family, and he required 
a littre periodic help at that-at harvest 
time and perhaps at corn-picking time. 

Today it is not unusual for the same 
type and size family to farm from 240 
to 280 acres of land. I know one man 
who has two sons, who farms 320 acres 
himself. That is a family ·type of farm. 
That is not a corporate farm. The fam­
ily today can handle larger farms. What 
I am referring to are all family-sized 
farms. The mere acreage does not de­
termine whether or not a farm is a fam-

·ily-sized farm. It depends upon what 
the family can handle. With modern 
machinery and equipment, the capabili­
ties of the average farm family to handle 
a farm have been greatly enlarged. 

There is no Member of this body who 
has more concern for the stability of the 
economics of agriculture than I have. 
Agriculture is the lifeblood of my State. 
Our agriculture is diversified. The State 
of the present occupant of the chair [Mr. 
DouGLAs] is greatly dependent on agri­
culture, although there are more manu­
facturing centers in his State than there 
are in my State. I know that the Pre­
siding Officer is deeply interested in ag­
riculture. We all are. But if the pro­
posed "freeze" of unknown effect is to 
take. place I do _not know what the effect 
of the economic structure will be. ManY. 
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of thos& who have heretofore supported 
the flexible phi~osophy · ~a¥ find them­
selves supporting the very measure which 
will destroy it. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. 1 yield myself 
2 more minutes. 

So far as I know, since 1932 every 
President of the United States has ad­
vocated the flexible price support theory 
as the one broad theory to bring us out 
of this condition. Every Secretary of 
Agriculture since 1932 has advocated the 
soundness of the flexible price support 
theory. It is true that Mr. Brannan 
recanted at one time, but he first ad­
vocated it. Then when he evolved his 
production theory, the so-called Bran­
nan plan, he changed his mind. How­
ever, I believe it will be found that every 
President and every Secretary of Agri­
culture has, at least at first-and only 
one changed his mind, so far as I 
know-advocated the flexible theory as 
sound. The pending proposal would de­
stroy the theory of the use of flexible ad­
justments of prices of various commod­
ities in order to maintain a balance 
which, in turn, would bring supply and 
demand into line, and bring good 
prices and a sound, prosperous. reliable 
agriculture. 

I wish to make one further point. We 
have almost stopped the spiraling infla­
tionary tendencies following the war 
years. During the period from 1939 to 
1952 the index of prices paid by the 
farmers-and this is significant, because 
we hear a great deal about the 
"spread"-including interest, taxes, and 
wage rates~ increased more than 100 
percent. From January 1953, when this 
administration took over, to January 
1958, this index has risen only 6 per­
cent. Those are official figures. We are 
beginning to solve the fai:·m problem. If 
we pass this joint resolution we shall 
be set back. If we go forward with the 
program, as it is presently envisioned, I 
can see the time when we will begin to 
experience a stabilization of agriculture, 
to the benefit. of the farmer and the ag­
ricultural economy. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for one very brief 
comment? 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I yield 1 min­
ute to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL.. I wish to com­
mend the Senator for what he has said. 
A group of Massachusetts farmers carne 
to see me early in the week. They were 
against the j,oint resolution and in favor 
of the flexible. parity provision. They 
believe that it is a program which ulti­
mately will afford the best chance of 
solving the. very difficult farm. problem. 

They also have a great deal of re­
spect-as do !:._for the courage, in­
tegrity, and long-range thoughtfulness 
of Secretary Benson in forwarding the 
efforts he is now: making toward the 
long-rang:e solution of this. di:tncult prob­
lem. I commend the Senator for what 
he has. said~ 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr ~ President" I 
yield 5 minutes to the senior Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]., • 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr~ President. I did 
not wish to allow this opportunity 'to 

pass without expressing my views ~ 
- this particular piece of .. legislatio:Q.. 

I . shall support the committee report; 
. and I_ do so. I believe, without any dis­
illusionment. I_ realize that while this 
measure is called a stopgap measure-, it 
is in reality permanent legislation_ until 
it is changed by Congress. 

I support it for 2. or a reasons. I have 
. heard the debate and discussions as to 
why we should not pass_ the joint reso­
lution. 

One of the points made today was 
that if we vote for this type of legisla­
tion we shall increase surpluses. I say 
that that is contrary to logic. Le~ us 
analyze the situation. 

The ~armer must have so much in­
come in order to operate his farm, pay 
his taxes, buy his farm machinery, and 
other expenses, as do others in the op­
eration of a business. 

If we establish prices on a flexible 
basis, from zero to 90, we force a · farmer 
to produce more bushels for the same 
number of dollars. All we do is to force 
the- farmer to increase his production. 
He · must have more bushels of grain to 
get more· dollars· with which to pay his 
taxes and to pay the cost of operation 
of the farm. So I contend that if we 
wish to increase surpluses, we should 
continue to reduce the prices of farm 
commodities. 

That is one reason why I am support­
ing the proposed increase on the various 
farm crops. Perhaps I can spe::.k better 
on wheat than on any other commodity, 
although I should state to the Senate 
that one-fifth of Kansas is in the com­
mercial corn area. I live in a commer­
cial corn county. I bel'ieve I know some­
thing about the operations of the corn 
program, the wheat program, and the 
sorghum program. Kansas is a great 
agricultural State. We are caught in a 
price squeeze between the cost of opera­
tions of a farm and the cost of things a 
farmer must buy. 

Despite the lower prices agriculture 
has realized, the gross income in 1957 
was about $800 miliion more than in 
1947. In other words, we gained $800 
million in 10 years. However, costs of 
operations went up more than $6 billion. 

We cannot force back farm prices and 
expect the farmer to continue at greater 
deficits in his purchasing power without 
bringing disaster to him and to the 
economy as a whole. 

I have heard it said that if farm prices 
· went down. the consumer would benefit. 
That is contrary to the facts. I believe 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota. [Mr. YOUNG] put into the RECORD 
some figures which show that whether 
the price of wheat goes up or down 10 
or 15 or 20 or 40 or 50 cents a bushel, it 
does not make any difference so far as 
the cost of a loa! of bread is concerned. 
As a matter of fact, over a 10-year 
period the price of wheat dropped. 7 per·­
cent,. but the cost of a loaf of bread rose 
34 percent. 

In other words, there is only 2.6 centS 
worth of wheat in a. loaf ot bread that 
sella f.or about 18 or 19 cents. In a 
pound package of sod& crackers there 
is only· 4.3. cents worth of wheat,. a.nd 
that package sells for -28 cents. That 

proyes that low p:riees are not an advan~ 
tage to the consumer. . 

Why; shoul<l we a9<>pt the legislation? 
I. have said on , the floor of the Senate 
tha~ I do n9t believe in rigid supports 
as being the answer; neither do I_ be­
lieve that flexible supports are the an­
swer.. It is my fum belief that we will 
.solve our farm problem when we be­
gin to deal with it on a commodity by 
commodity basis. On certain crops we 
should consider domestic parity for- that 
part of the commodity that is consumed 
domestically. I sincerely hope that the 
Senate will adopt the resolution. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2. minutes ta the Senator from 
Vermont. 
Mr~ AIKEN. Mr. President, first let 

me say that I am surprised that anyone 
feels the· debate on the floor is a fight 
between flexible and rigid price sup­
ports. My principal disagreement with 
the Secretary of Agriculture is due to 
the fact that he has very vigorously at­
tacked the flexible support program for 
which I broke my neck working to get 
enacted. · The flexible support program 
has not failed. I will no more vote to 
give Secretary Benson life-and-death 
authority over our farmers than I would 
give it to Secretary Brannan. I dis­
agreed with him, too. 

For the benefit of Senators who. come 
from dairy and poultry feed States-I 
know their people will want to know at 
what level feed grain has been frozen­
soybeans, from which soybean meal 
comes, are frozen at a minimum of 70 
percent of parity. Cottonseed and flax- .. 
seed, on which we depend for protein. 
are frozen at 65 percent. Barley, oats. 
and sorghum grain are frozen at 70 per­
cent. Corn ·that is grown under allot­
ment, is guaranteed 77 percent. I;lut 
that is not where we get our corn for 
dairy feeds. We get it from noncom­
pliance acreage and noncommercial 
areas. Corn in the noncommercial area 
is frozen at 70 percent of parity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. There are some other 
points that I should like to make for 
the record, in order to keep the record 
straight, but unfortunately I do not 
have-time for it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I agree with the Sena­
tors who are advocating the passage of 
the resolution. I have been ehairman 
of the· committee which has been hold­
ing hearings on support · prices. We 
have not been able to complete the 
hearings and to make our reports on 
all of them. We need more time. 

We find that the farmer's income is 
gtradually going down and down and 
down I notice that since 1951 it has 
beenconstantly going down every year­
from $16 billion. in 1951 to $'11.6 billion 
in. 195.7. At the same time labor in­
come has been rising from $1-75.6 billion 
to $246'.6 billion~ 

We can. readily see. the difference. 
Alll of us: have to liv:e- fn the same Amer· 
ica with the . same: set. of rislllg' prices, 
and all of us must pay for the same 
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thingsA Therefore,~ President; what 
is wrong with putting, th~ floor where 
it, is at the present time unti1 Congress 
can pass. the necessary legislation from 
an overall standpoint in regard to mat­
tenr pertaining: t_o. our· farm commodi­
ties? 

We also find that rentals have, risen 
from $9 billion to $10.4 billion. Ev.ery­
thing is going up except the, farmer's in­
come. We are trying to do something 
for the downtrodden farmers of 
America. 

Mr. ELLENDER.' Mr. President, · I 
yield 1 minute. to the disting_uished Sen­
ator from· Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President,] would 
be derelict in my responsibility to the 
citizens of my State if I did not bring 
to the attention of the Senate the e:fiect 
of the adoption of the Benson-Eisen­
hower farm policy upon Oregon agricul­
ture. 

Normally, Oregon produces about 25 
million bushels· of wheat. A eut of 10.1 
percent or 22 cents per bushel would 
mean a loss of about $5 million per year 
to our wheat farmers. We produce 
about $50 million worth of dairy prod­
ucts each year, roughly half of which is 
a:fiected. The administration's proposal 
to cut support levels by 5 percent in this 
area would adversely affect our dairy 
people by about $1.3 million annually. 

These,· Mr. President, are but addi­
tional st.eps toward an ultimate disaster 
to the economy of my State. This $6 
million to· $7 million loss, to an already 
distressed State economy, suffering now 
under the. high. interest rate policy of 
the administration, which is hurting 
our lumber and timber industries· and 
contributing to our exceedingly high· un­
employment problem, is but another 
turn of the expanding spiral of economic 
difficulties which confront my State. 

The farm dollar of income is not. kept 
by the farmer, it is quickly gone. It goes 
to the small-business man in the towns 
that serve· our rur9;l population. If the 
farmer iS hurt economically, the town 
and city economy has sympathetic pains 
almost immediately. The multiplier ef­
feet of farm income, I am advised, 
ranges up to a 12-to-1. ratio~ The eco­
nomic curtailment of the Secretary's 
proposals-, by this criterion, would· be in 
the order of ~72 million to $84 million. 
And this at a time of general business 
decline. 

Mr. President, high support prices are 
not the only answer, or necessarily the 
best answer to the problems of our. farm 
J)eople. But they will provide an um­
brella under which we can work out an 
answer that can and must be found. 
Mr. President, the pending Senate joint 
resolutions,.. Senate Joint Resolution 162 
and Senate Joint Resolution 163, by 
freezing support levels, will permit us. to 
seek equitable, solutions. I" urge.. theil: 
adoption. 

Mr: ELLENDER. Mr .. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to tli.e senior Senator 
fr.om. Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]. 

Mr.. STENNIS. Mr ~ President, I am 
gratified tnat the Senate Commitfee on 
Agriculture. and Fores.t.ry haS. acted 
promptl~ ih })ringing a meas.ure.. oef'"ore 
tfie Sena.te. to extencr our cotto.n.-a.creage 

cav--· 269 . 

amendments; adbl1f;ed as; part of the 
191>[ Agricultuml Act. 

There- were_ three cotton-acreage 
amendments' included im th~ gene:ra.l 
farm bill of 1956; applicable olJ.ill:-· to th-e 
crop years 1957 and 1958: These 
amendments held the national cotton 
acreage allotments to at least the: 195.6 
level, provided 100,0.00' additional acres 
for small fanns. with 4 acres or less, and 
prevented any; one State from. losing 
more than 1 percent of its allotment in 
any one year. 

I am especially pleased that the Agri­
culture Committee has included as a 
part of their measure extension of these 
acreage provisions, which are identical 
to a bill, s. 267, whtch I introduced on 
January 7, 1957~ 

Mr. President, if this legislation is not 
enacted into-law, and marketing q'Uotas 
are reduced to the 10-billion bale mini­
mum, the- national cotton allotment for 
the crop year 1959 will go to 13.7 million 
acres as compared with 17.5 million 
acres in 1958. Our cotton farmers-­
small, medium, or large---cannot stand 
such a severe and drastic acreage re­
duction. Our 1956, 1957, and 1958 allot­
ments reflect a reduction of 37 percent 
since 1953". It was agreed in 1956 that 
we could not stand further acreage re­
duction, and it was for this reason acre­
age was pegged at the 1956 level, with 
a special provision protecting the very 
small farmer and a provision for pre­
venting any one State from losing over 
1 percent of its. acreage. 

Acreage and price reductions plus in­
creased costs have driven many, many 
thousands of our farm people from the 
farm. These conditions have had a se­
riously adverse effect on our local econ­
omy. Our cotton producers and process­
ors represent a large part of our econ­
omy. More than 13 million people earn 
their livelihoods directly or indirectly 
from growing, handling~ or processing 
this commodity. It is, therefore, abso­
lutely- essential that we adopt this legis­
lation to cover the foregoing provisions 
as to acreage for 1959 and future years. 
Otherwise, the entire cotton economy 
would be strangled and would su:fier 
greatly-. 

If we can adopt this proposed legisla­
tion, we can move tcr a deliberate study 
of legislation for a sound, long-range 
program that will permit the cotton in­
dustry to survive· in competition with 
synthetics and foreign production. Such 
a program is already long ove-rdue. 

Mr. Ptesident, I also reaffirm my 
strong belief that special attention must 
be given to our small and family-sized 
farmer. Department of Agricultur.e fig­
ures show that in 1956~ 73 percent of the 
cotton farms in the United States- had 
cotton-acreage allotments of less than 
15- ·acres. In Mississippi, 84.6 percent o! 
the total cotton farms hacf allotments o:tl 
less than 15 acres, and 93 percent had 
allotments of less than 30 acres. These 
farmers are the bedrock of. our co.tten 
e.conomy~ and any agricultural program 
which fans to. recognize. this. group, and 
assist it will fail to operate for the best 
interests of agriculture. 

OUr special attenti(}n must alsQI be 
given to reappraising~ our present. pr.o-

gram, wftm ~ objective ot encour.aging 
full utilization. of: Iand, full employm~nt 
for agriculture, and' increased farm in­
come.. Senate. Joint. Resolution 162 is. a 
mov& in. the tight. direction. far at least 
giving u.s. protection against acreage re­
ductions in 1959, and I hope that it will 
receive the full approval of the. Senate. 

M:r HICKENLOOPER .. Mr. President, 
l yiefd 3 minutes to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. MUSCHE. Mr. President, I have 
listened foP the past, 3 hours- ta recitals 
of various opinions which have been ex­
pressed by the Secre.tary of Agricultur~ 
l do not want my silence to be construed 
as a subs.cription to some of the words of 
denunciation which have be.en _made of 
him. It may be that my colleagues, in 
the- main, differ with his views. But the 
probability is that in solitude, reflecting 
upon the character of his services and 
his efforts, they conclude that he is sin­
cere in what. he is trying to do. 

I am inclined to. give faith to what M~ 
Benson says. He has no selfish objec .. 
tive in trying ta solve this preblem. I be­
lieve hi~ desire, in conformance with the 
oath of his office, is to serve the peopl~ 
of the United States. 

In Ohio, there is a small newspaper 
named the Perry County Tribune. 1 
should like to read what the editor of 
that newspaper says. I think it is equally 
applicable to me as it- is to others· w}lo 
may be· considering this problem. 

In e.fiect,~ the editor says that every 
attack upon Benson makes Benson 
stronger •. and his stature grows. He 
quotes a statement which Ml1. Benson 
made in reply to the statement that 20 
Republicans may go down to defeat on 
account of the farm program. It may be 
that some Democrats also will go down to 
defeat, depending on how their votes are 
cast oa this measure. But 1 respectfully 
submit to my colleagues that that is not 
the issue in determining how we should 
vote on the measure. Each of us. can go 
down to· defeat and it will mean nothing. 
In the long run, there.. is only one thing 
to be considered, and that is the health 
and strength of our country. 

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Not at the moment, 
please; I shall yield later. 

Mr. Benson s:aid: 
tam. interested and concerned. in attempt­

ing to give the American people the best 
Government possible. Rut concern for :po· 
litical. fortunes oi individuals cannot tran­
s.cend the very function of Government, 
whfch is to pr.otect an<r to help its. citizens. 
I am con"Vinced' that- the American people 
want programs based on sound principles of 
agriculture. 

Mr. I?resid'ent, although I might di:fier 
with Mr. Benson in. his policies, deep 
within myselL there is. the conviction that 
he is acting honorably and courageously; 
fn seeking t:he adoption of a program 
which will be for the benefit. of our 
coun~~ 

The. PRESIDING OFFICER .. The time 
of the Senator from. Ohio has expired. 

Mr KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield two.. additional minute& to. the Selll­
atoi from Ohio .. 

Mr.. LAUSCH![. ME~ President, so 
much for Mr. Benson.. 



4252 · CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 13 
It has been pointed out by the Sena­

tor from Louisiana that under the ftex­
ible program several important products 
would be given higher subsidies than the 
resolution would produce. That seems 
paradoxical, but it demonstrates the 
strength and wisdom of having a ftexible 
program. By the passage of the resolu .. 
tion we will declare that the program 
shall be rigid and inftexible. I do not 
think such a policy is sound. 

I shall vote against the resolution, be­
cause I believe it to be in the best inter­
ests of our country and of the farmers 
as a whole to do so. 

I may state, further, t~ while we arc 
in this emergency, and everybody is yell­
ing, "Rush, do this and do that; the 
country is going to die tomorrow unless 
we hurriedly pass legislation without 
hearings," I shall not listen to that 
argument. 

I shall be careful to make certain that 
while I think I am doing good, in truth 
I might be doing bad. I shall vote 
against the resolution. 

I have deep respect for the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. I know his 
sincere purpose in the advocacy of the 
resolution. I admire h im, and I listen 
to him with deep interest. I say that to 
the people of his State. 

Mr. THYE . . Mr. President, if I may 
have half a minute, I wish to comment 
on the fitatement of the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio that he would vote 
his conviction. I hope I never vote any­
thing but what is my conviction. 

I have the greatest admiration for 
Secretary Benson. I know that this is 
his conviction. But · I differ with him, 
unfortunately, in this instance. I think 
the ftoor must remain under farm prices 
until we have learned how to dispose of 
the surpluses. 

Mr . . KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
quorum call, and that the time for the 
quorum call be charged to neither side. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. · 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I a.sk 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair). Without objec­
tion, it is so ordered. 

Let the Chair announce, for the infor­
mation of the Senate, that the Senator 
from Illinois has 10 minutes remaining 
under his control, and the Senator from 
Louisiana has 6 minutes re:naining under 
his control. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the senior Senator from 
Utah [Mr. WATKINS]. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah is recognized for 5 
minutes. · 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, many 
persons think the performance of a Sec­
retary of Agriculture, as well as the suc­
cess of an administration's farm pro­
gram, can best be judged by whether the 
prices rec~ived by farmers rise or falL 
If this is so, then we must take off our 
hats to Secretary Benson and the Eisen­
hower farm program. 

Why? Because of these facts: The 
United States Department of Agriculture 
publication, Agricultural Prices, dated 
February 28, 1958, reveals that the Index 
of Prices Received by Farmers increased 
two percent during the month ended in 
mid-February, and that the Fabruary 
index at 252 percent of its 1910-1914 
average was 8 percent above a year 
earlier and at its highest level since May 
1954. Not only were mid-February prices 
received by farmers 8 percent above 
those of a year ago, but they were 11 per­
cent above those prevailing 2 years ago. 

It is especially interesting to note that 
the major price gains were made by 
&gricultural products which do not even 
receive price support. Here is what the 
publication to which I have just referred 
says on this score : 

Meat animals: The index of prices received 
by farmers for meat animals continued its 
upward surge during the month end€d Feb­
ruary 15, reaching 324 percent of its 1910-
14 average. This movement, continued for 
the 4th consecutive month, brought the in­
dex to its h ighest point since May 1954 and 
the h ighest for the month since 1952. 

Commercial vegetables: At 376 the index 
was 13 percent above J anuary and equal to 
the all-time high in April 1943. 

Fruit: Higher prices for oranges were 
mainly responsible for the nine percent in­
crease in the index during the month. 

Potatoes, sweetpotatoes, and dry edible 
beans: At 204 the index was 15 percent 
above January and 33 percent above Feb­
ruary 1957. Substantially higher potato 
prices were largely responsible for the in­
crease. 

These are commodities, except for dry 
edible beans, which do not receive price 
support. However, when, either by con­
scious planning on the part of farmers 
individually, or due to the vagaries of 
the weather, supplies greatly exceed de­
mand, the United States Department of 
Agriculture undertakes surplus-remov~l 
operations which have some po"sitive ef­
fect upon prices. But the United States 
Department of Agriculture conducts no 
general price-support program for the 
benefit of the producers of these com­
moditi3s. 

On the other . hand, Mr. President, it 
has always appeared to me that much 
unfounded criticism is directed at the 
Secretary of Agriculture because realized 
net-farm income may actually decline, 
e•1en though the prices received by farm­
ers are on the upgrade during the period 
under consideration. For example, al­
though farm prices were up 3 percent 
last year, there was a slight decline in 
realized net-farm income during 1957. 

Obviously, if farm income declines 
while farm prices received are increas­
ing the cause of the decline in realized 
net-farm income is the fact that the 
prices paid by farmers rose at a faster 
rate than did the prices they received. 
During 1957, the pressure from the cost 
side of the economic equation robbed 
farmers of what would otherwise have 
been an increase in their realized net­
farm income. That development was 
not the result of the actions of the Sec­
retary of-Agriculture or the Eisenhower 
farm program. 

Just what the Secretary of Agriculture 
has to do with increasing the costs of 

the things farmers buy is never ex­
plained by his critics, because such in­
creases cannot correctly be attrib­
uted to any programs run by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

The Consumer Price Index for Jan­
uary, 1958, issued by the Department of 
Labor on February 25, 1958, indicated 
that consumer prices rose 0.6 percent 
between December 1957 and January 
1958. Here are some of the items which 
resulted in this net increase, according 
to the Department pf Labor: 

1. Rents continued their upward trend 
with an increase of 0.1 percent. Gas and 
electric bills averaged 1.2 percent higher. 
• • • The household operation and solid 
fuels and fuel-oil groups were each up 0.1 
percent. 

2. The reading and recreation index rose 
1.7 percent, with higher prices for sporting 
goods and a few reports of higher movie ad­
missions and newspaper prices. 

The rise of 0.6 percent in medical care 
resulted from scattered reports of advances 
in fees for professional services and hos­
pital rates 

Just what does the Secretary of Agri­
culture have to do with increases in the 
cost of these things-increases which 
in part, have served to offset, income­
wise, the recent increases in the prices 
of farm products? Absolutely nothing. 
Just what has the Eisenhower farm pro­
gram had to do with increasing the 
prices paid by farmers, and by the rest 
of us, as well, for such items? Abso­
lutely nothing. 

But every time this administration 
took steps last year to curb the forces 
in the economy which were making for 
inftation and lower realized net-farm in­
come, the Benson-Eisenhower critics 
called for cheaper money and easier loan 
requirements-a course which, if fol­
lowed, would only have fed the fires of 
inftation and resulted in still lower real­
ized net-farm income, in spite of rising 
farm prices. 

These are some of the points the Ben­
son-Eisenhower critics consistently over­
look in their demands that the Secretary 
of Agriculture be fired. They should 
not be forgotten, however, as the peo­
ple of this country begin to think about 
the approaching 1958 Congressional elec­
tions. 

·The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Utah 
has expired. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the Sena­
tor from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah is recognized for 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. President, because this theme ar.d 
related matters are discussed at some 
length in three editorials of recent date, 
urging public support of Secretary Ben­
son and the Eisenhower farm program, 
I ask unanimous consent that edi­
torials which appeared in the New York 
Times, the Sunday Star, and the Deseret 
News, be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

I also ask unanimous consent that an 
address delivered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture on March 3, 1958, at the 
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12th annual farm forum, at Minneapo~ 
lis, Minn.,. and several letters and a tele­
gram which I have . received, also be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no obj_ection, the edito­
rials, address, letters, and telegram were 
ordered to be prmted in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
[From the New York Times of' March 4, 19581 

THE BENSON" ISSUE. 
The average reader followlng the news 

stories dealing with the at.titude of Congress 
toward the retainmen t of Ezra_ Taft Benson 
a~:~ Secretary of" Agriculture might be for­
given if he conclud:ed that the only Repub­
lican standing behind this dedi'ca ted and 
courageous friend of the farmer was the man 
who appointed him, President Eisenhower. 

This would not be the· fault of' the news­
papers: It would be ~ecause· the outcry 
raised by Mr. Benson's critics is noisy and 
persistent, out- of all proportion to its im­
portance, and is prompted predomrnant1y by 
a desire to make the headlines. It is doubt­
ful that, e.ven among those critics who pro­
fess to regard his policies as unsound, one 
eould· be found who would oe prepared· to 
meet the Secretary of Agriculture in open 
deoate in public, which proves this m1:1ch at 
least-that though they may not know much 
about agricultural economics they at least 
have a highly developed instinct for survivar. 

Unf"ortunately for the reputation and the 
future of the Repuolican Party, a sizable 
propo:rtion of this noisy minority pitches its 
opposition to Mr. Benson at an even lo.wer 
level than those who profess obJections to 
the Secretary's policies. These- are the boys 
who· hav:e been :frightened into opposing him 
not because his policies are not right but 
because, while he is probaoly tight he may 
haY.e antagonized agriculture's, vested inter­
ests.. Primarily· these.· would ba the big 
farmers, who learned to became· accustomed 
to living off Government subsidies under 
t empor.ary leg~slation enacted in wartime 
and. whose Repr.esentatiyes in Cong..ress; have 
steadfastly · refused to return, as they were 
directed. by that. legislation, to. a. farm pro­
gram designed to meet the. requirements of 
peacetime. 

Confidence in_ the basic policies of Mr.. 
Benson, a successful farmer and. graduate 
student of agriculture, is not confined to the 
White· House. That confidence is shared by 
suclr farm organizations as the· American 
Farm Bureau Federation, by an overwhelm­
ing majority or farm economists and by the 
studies of groups, o17jectively minded, such 
as the American Assembly, whi'ch have· no 
axe to grind and which are representative 
of every imp0rtant· segment o:f the economy. 

[·From. the Sunday Stat: of March 2, 1958] 
MAN OY COURAGE 

spring- seems to-be coming a Oit early this 
year for Ezra Taft Benson. At any rate the 
chiUing wind·s wliich have been blowing over 
the Secretary of .Agriculture are bei'ng 
tempered• a bit oy a warming p·outrcal cli­
mate. 

For one thing, farm prices were up 2 per­
cent; in. February,_a tot~:Sl increase of s· per­
cent. ov;er; a year ago~ For another; more 
and more Congressmen are· beginning to 
speak out, in Mlr .. Benson's l>ehalf. 

Of course,. a determined band of· midw:est­
er.Il!. R.epublicalllS; are: still atlte:r: Mr. Benson's 
scalp They say,. and. theY' may oe correct, 
t h at Mr. Benson and the Benson program 
wiH cost the GOP foom 2Q' to aO •·House: seats 
in· Navember. E.ven. if they are righ.t, li:ow:• 
ever, a lost battle does nat mea.Il1 the ross of 
a . war. It looks- aa though Mir. Benson. may 
be winning th& war. 

Farm. prlces.: ar.e,. Improving~ The Pnes1-
den1li 1& b.acking him to, the: hilt., And. his 
SUI?I.>O~ters- in, €ongress are· beginning-to rally 

around. Representative BAss of New, Hamp­
shire has just made_ an excellent statement 
of the case for Mr .. Benson-a speech which 
was warmly endorsed by a surprising number, 
of. his colle.agues. It is too, bad, from the 
point of view of the t.axpayer, that Mr .. BAss' 
remarks cannot. be published in full. They 
should be, re.ad. The heart of the speech, 
however, is in these twa paragraphs: 

"When our taxpayers realize what farm 
price support programs are costing and what 
the costs mean to them individually; when 
they realize that they (the s.uppo.rt pro­
grams) are a failure and will not solve the 
farm problem, then they will be strong for 
Benson's proposals. 

nsecretary Benson has courageously pro­
posed a way out of this nightmare of eco­
nomic nonsense. It is the way of more flexi­
ble and lower agricultural price s.upports. 
It is the only way that leads toward an ulti­
mate solution." 

For our part, we welcome this. budding 
support for Mr. Benson. We welcome it be- / 
cause we believe that the Benson program 
will be proved right in the long. run-right 
for the farmer and right for the consumer. 
We also welcome it because Mr. Benson is 
something o! a rarity in public life, and it 
would be a shame if he were to be sacrificed 
on the altar· of' political expediency. 

He is a man of courage. More signifi­
cantly, he is a man of principle and· integrity. 
As the election draws nearer every dema­
gog in the land will be yelling for his 
head. But this will not divert Mr. Benson 
from his chosen course. He firmly believes 
that he is right, and. that in the end he 
Will oe proven right. Considerations of polit­
ical expediency (short-range. expediency 1n 
our judgment) will not- move him. This 
makes- him something of an uncommon man 
on our politieai scene. Our country ne-eds 
mor& like him, not fewer. 

[From the S.alt Lake City (Utah) Deseret 
News of February 22, 1958] 

WHY SECRETARY BENSON' SHOULD. STAY 
It's finally out in the open, this· sm-oulder­

ing revolt with the Republican Party 
against Secretary of· Agriculture Benson. 
Certain farm-State politicians, fearful of los­
ing their seats have' visited the Secretary, 
with the apparent. blessings of' some politi­
ealTy ti-mH:l party lead·ers, and nave openly 
asked· for his resignation·. 

They claim that rightly or wrongly, his 
n ame has become a symbol of low· farm 
prices and that for the g-ood Of th·e party 
he should resign. 

Nonsense. Secretary Benson's resignation 
wo_ulCL be good for neither the country nor 
the party_ 

Even a politician nervous about re-el-ecti{)n 
must consider the co..untry,.s interests as w:ell 
as his own. Let's- examine- the resignation 
r equest from both'. points· ot view. 

From the- standpoint of· national inte:tt­
est, there is simply; no. questron·. The- high 
rigid price support program that' S'ect:etaq~ 
Benson. destroyed, and whtch has- bec:ome 
the rallying cry for his opponents1c was, bank­
rupting agriculture, economically and 
morally.. It fostered inefficiency. It was 
grossly unfair. It created surpluses that 
depressed the market and made normal 
supply-and,-demand operations impossible .. 

The Eisenhower.-Bensol!> program of grad­
uaUy lowering supports. taking. same- land 
out of production into a- conser.vat.ion. re­
serve, and helping., marginal farmers get, t.nto 
more productive activities is the oni;y; sane 
way we can. go. Adjustments_ ate difficul.t 
anct: expensive. They tak.e cour.age and. fore .. 
sight. But unless we see tb.em. tllr.oug).t,. we 
will never find a . s.olutian to tha agricultural 
mes~r. · 

So much, briefly, for the argument of'pub­
nc· interest: Wha1r about· partisan political 
interest?; Would the Republican: Party be 
helped by Secretary Benson's resignation?' 

We think exactLy the opposite-is true. His 
r.esigp.ation, or discharge-, now would be an 
admission of 6 years. of failure. How could 
that ~elp the party? . 

More important, the abandonment of 
common sense farm policies in the face of 
farm State self.-interes.t would deeply offend 
tlle millions of urban dwellers who have 
never been able to understand why Tthey 
should pay higher tax.es, to pay price. sup­
ports, and .then also pay higher prices in the 
marketplace. as a result of the supports. 
Time was, when the farm vote was a tre­
mendo:Usly· potent political force. In 1910, 
the country had· 14 million farmers in a 
population of 90 million. Today w.e have 8 
million farmers in. a population of 170 mil­
lion. The difference is) made up by wage­
earning food consumers.. Even. among the t;J 
million farmers, relatively few get much 
benefit. from the. price-support program for 
the six.. so.-called basic crops. Politically, 
then, where- do~ most. votes lie? 

And still more· important,, the· Eisenhower 
administration came into power and con-.. 
t.inued to grow in popularity d.uringo its early 
yeara primarily beccaus.e the country had 
confidenc_e in its moral strength. The· con­
tribution. of Secretary Benson to that 1m ... 
pression of' moral strength 1s impossible to 
measure~ B.ut. if he were dismissed for ob­
viously cynical vo..te-seelting. reasons, the re­
action. of. the.· millions of Americana who are 
looking for integrity above polittcal expe- · 
diency, could utter-ly ruin· Republican 
chances, of staying in office. 

As.. we have· said before in. commenting on 
the farm program, being right is more im..­
port:ani; than being popular. For th.e. Re­

, publicans, however, the only chance of con­
tinued political power lles in making being 
right popular as wellL 

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE EZRA 
TAFT' BENSON' AT T.HE 12TH ANNUAL FARM 
FORUM>~ MINNEAPOLIS CHAMBER OF COM.• 
MERCE', 1\'.fiNNEAPOLIS, MlNN:, MARCH 3, 1958 
It is.. both a g_reat pleasure and a. signal 

honor.: to. participate, in. this 12th annual farm 
forum. 

1 congtatulate all those who have pioneered 
in the estahlishm..ent of . this nonpartisan, 
impartial, and objective. forum. Fol!' more 
tha.n a decade, this annual meeting has pro­
v.ided the stage f.or a. thorough, objective, and 
open discllSS.ion of. the broad problems re­
lated to- agriculture, industry, an.d labor o.f 
this. are&. Ona of the basic concerns of this 
meeting t.oday-:-shared by alL of us-:-fa-rm.­
ers,_ businessmen,. hol:lsewive.s, and those of 
us in the. Department of Agriculture-is 
that farmers are not participating equitably 
in the·na.tional prosperity the~ have: helped to 
create~ 

There· has been some. real hardship among 
farm families. Ymx know.· it and I know it, 
and 1. would be. less t-han: honest- with you 
if I t.old. you that I! have a. simple cure-all for 
all farm. pr.o.blems~ No> one does. 

The pains of adjustment to our fast-mov­
ing economy are- sometimes severe, and the 
resp:onstbillty of the Government to- help 
cushion. tfie, effects of these· changes is fuU:r 
recognized. These thfngs- cannot be accom­
plished. overnight out r- am convinc-ed that 
we are moving in the right direction. 

However; it is entfrely fitting- at such a 
meeting- aS< this tha-t we- should also pay 
tribute· to tlre> tremendous· a-chi'evem-ents of 
Amertcan farmers. Never. in history have so 
many. depended on so· few to feed and clothe 
us so) well1• 

One fal'In' work.er on the average pro.d.Uces 
fn 1 hour today wllat It- took 2 hours to pro..;. 
duce in 194.0 and 3' hours. fn 19'10. He ik pro­
ducing- food' and fiber for himself' and. 2D 
others. Wltfi 7~00D additional mouths to 
:re·ed· eveq· cra;y- the: farme.r wilr shortly feed 
himself' and 25 others. 
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Farmers can accomplish this remarkable 

task only by the aggregate effects of educa­
tion, research, machines, plant food, special­
ized mixed feeds, better seed and soil added 
to their own unceasing labors. 

Let us pay tribute to the farmers of the 
United States as the most efficient in the 
world. How else can we explain the fact 
that these 20 million people, less than 1 per­
cent of the world's population, are produc­
ing between two-fifths and one-half of the 
world's production of eggs, red meat, and 
milk. Let us be unstinting in our praise of 
American farmers for their productive ability. 
This is the major factor enabling American 
consumers to have the best diet in the world 
and to spend a smaller percentage of their 
income for food than in most countries. 
This basic fact also undergirds our standard 
of living-the highest in the world. 

Notwithstanding the remarkable produc­
tion record, our farmers are confronted with 
problems. You recognize this in the theme 
of this 12th annual farm forum, "Who will 
solve the farm dilemma?" And the particu­
lar question that has been proposed for to­
day's meeting is, "To whom does the farmer 
look?" He looks to several sources for help, 
first to himself and his own efforts. 

Farms have to be run, and decisions have 
to be made, and responsibilities have to be 
borne, by the families on the farms. He 
may join with his neighbors in self-help pro­
grams, and certainly he has every right to 
look to his government for help. There are 
many ways in which government can help 
to promote stability . without limiting 
opportunity. 

I am dedicated to a principle which I am 
sure is equally cherished by most of you. It 
is that government should not-should 
never-be your master. 

Here in Minnesota it is obvious from an 
examination of the facts of recent history 
that the farmers have chosen freedom-free­
dom to plant--to market--to compete. In 
1957 farmers chose not to participate in the 
corn acreage allotment program. Only 1 
acre in 10 was planted within the allotment. 
Also, for wheat, 1 acre out of 4 was planted 
in excess of the allotment--36 percent of the 
wheat farmers. For the allotment crops 5 
out of 6 acres were planted in complete disre­
gard of the allotments. 

Let me make one point clear. Contrary to 
myths peddled by some, the level of these 
allotments are determined by statistical for­
mulas spelled out in the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938. I know that these acreage 
allotments are too low. That is why we are 
trying to get the law changed. Also, that 
is why for the first time in history in 1956 
and again in 1957, we made supports avail­
able :(or corn grown outside the allotments. 

Let us now look at Minnesota from the 
standpoint of its sources of agricultural in­
come. The propaganda m1lls grind out tales 
about the importance in Minnesota of the 
basic crops. Actually only 12 percent of the 
cash receipts of this State come from the 
basic crops. In view of the Minnesota farm­
er's free choice to plant in excess of their 
allotments, they are, therefore, ineligible for 
full price support. Thus, it is doubtful that 
farmers here relied on the allotment pro­
gram for as much as 2 percent of their in­
come. 

Here in Minnesota the basic crop acreage 
allotment program has resulted in the loss of 
corn markets amounting to hundreds of mil­
lions of bushels. Witness the expansion of 
grain sorghum and barley production on the 
acreage diverted from wheat and cotton. 
Witness the fact that this loss of markets to 
other feed grains meant a buildup in carry­
over stocks of corn-now estimated at 1.5 
billion bushels on October 1, 1958. Witness 
the fact that under the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938 the increased carryover 
forced a cut in the allotments to levels so 
low that most farmers chose to ignore them. 

Yes, I know, and you know, that corn pro­
ducers can't live within their allotments-­
which is why only one-seventh of the corn 
produced in the commercial area last year 
was in compliance. These conditions pose 
a threat to hog producers-to the entire live­
stock industry-to poultry producers-to the 
dairy industry. That is another reason why 
we are seeking changes in the program. 

The loss of productive wheat acres in the 
upper Midwest has been a direct result of 
the provisions of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938. You folks know better 
than anyone that Minnesota, the Dakota's, 
and Montana have been a Wheat Belt since 
the time our pioneer forefathers first turr~ed 
over the rich, black soil of these prairies. 

They worked with courage and determina­
tion and out of the sod they carved them­
selves homes and a vast wheat empire. 

This region has appropriately been termed 
the "Breadbasket of the Nation." Tradition­
ally it has produced milling wheat of the 
highest quality. Tremendous capital has 
been invested in milling businesses to work 
and provide a ready market for. farmers and 
utilize to the fullest the God-given resources 
of this area. 

In many years of normal production there 
was not enough of your high-quality milling 
wheat to meet the demand. In spite of this, 
this region has lost w-heat acreage allotments 
under our outmoded farm law that was based 
in the late thirties. For example, in 1939, 
North Dakota had a total wheat acreage of 
8.3 million acres and by 1958 this had de­
creased to 7.3 million acres. In contrast, 
during this same p.>eriod, other Western and 
Southern States were receiving considerable 
expansion of wheat acreage allotments. 

Why did this happen? Because we lost 
large portions of our cotton and tobacco 
markets through pricing ourselves out of 
competition. Winston Salem, N.C., was once 
the largest tobacco exporting market in the 
world but Southern Rhodesia now claims 
that distinction. At one time we lost 60 per­
cent of c;>ur world cotton market by placing 
cotton in Government warehouses instead of 
selling it abroad. Those farmers who pro­
duced cotton and tobacco had no choice but 
to divert acres to corn, wheat, and livestock. 

But as acreage allotments were cut back on 
your best crops in the upper Midwest, you 
did not have the choice of equally good alter­
natives that was true in other sections of the 
country. I have yet to see any increase in 
cotton or tobacco produced in Minnesota. 

It doesn't make sense to me that this tra­
ditional wheat area should be deprived of 
production and economic wealth by unsound 
farm programs that lose markets and de­
press prices through imbalance of natural 
production. 

That is why the President has recom­
mended changes in the old basic farm law 
which would restore the rightful agricultural 
position of the upper Midwest and be fair to 
farmers in each of the 48 States. Farm pro­
grams that cause one region of the Nation to 
benefit at the expense of another region are 
unsound, uneconomic, and completely unde­
sirable to the Nation's welfare. 

Now what are the sources of cash income 
here in Minnesota? Two out of every three 
dollars come from livestock, dairy, and poul­
try. There is an approximately equal division 
between cattle, hogs, and dairy products. 
Soybeans provide about four times the in­
come from wheat. Minnesota now has 
climbed to be the third most important soy­
bean producing State. These facts show how 
ltttle the farmers of this great State rely on 
the production control apparatus. The over­
whelming majority of farmers here are those 
who foster freedom to plant--to market-to 
compete. 

Those who don't want to compete in price, 
promotion, and quality must either bulld 
warehouses or get the Government to do it 
for them, or attempt to control production. 

I deplore· the· tactics of those who advocate 
farm programs devised to fill storehouses 
~nstead of stomachs. Farmers should not be 
misled by those who are more in teres ted in 
keeping the Government paying storage costs 
on warehouses filled with grain rather than 
working for farm programs providing profit-
able markets for farmers. · 

If we are to develop programs for · agricul­
ture to meet the needs of today and tomor­
row, we must be sure the facts are presented 
to the American people. It is only from an 
understanding of the facts that we can move 
forward to solutions. 

Let us first review some of the facts: 
Income per person on farms last year-in­

cluding income from all sources-was the 
highest income per person on record-up 2 
percent over 1951, the previous high year. 

The level of living on farms is higher to­
day than ever before. 

Farm exports in fiscal 1957 set a new rec­
ord of $4.7 billion-68 percent higher than 
in fiscal 1953. 

The surplus production of American farms 
is being made available for hungry people at 
home and abroad. 

The postwar downtrend in prices which 
started in 1951 has been stopped. · Prices re­
ceived by farmers in February were 8 per­
cent above a year ago and 11 percent above 2 
years ago, and are at the highest level since 
May 1954. 

The buildup of surpluses has been re­
versed. Government investment in surplus 
farm products owned and under loan has 
dropped about one-sixth in the past year 
and a half. 

These are some basic facts. I believe that 
the American people have a right to know 
them. 

However, despite these favorable develop­
ments, agriculture is still having some dif­
ficult times. Nobody knows that better 
than I. And nobody is more deeply con­
cerned about it. 

I know that the farm part of our economy 
is not sharing properly in our national pros­
perity. 

My basic and continual concern as Secre­
tary of Agriculture is that farmers of this 
Nation must participate fairly in our dy­
namic and prosperous economy. This, too, 
is your concern. 

Our primary effort--and to this task I am 
wholeheartedly devoted-must be to further 
improve farm income soundly-not with 
short-term panaceas which disregard sound 
economics and basic facts. That being the 
case, I would like to spend a few minutes 
with you today discussing the major factor 
affecting net income-the cost-price squeeze. 
Here are some facts: · 

During the period from 1939 to 1952 the 
index of prices paid by farmers, including 
interest, taxes, and wage rates, more than 
doubled. From January 1953, the time this 
administration took office, to January 1958, 
this index rose only 6 percent. Make no 
mistake about it--the heritage left by the 
previous administration included an inflated 
cost structure, particularly as far as farmers 
are concerned. 

Farmers who feel dally the impact of the 
cost-price squeeze realize the effect of in­
fiated costs on net income. They can un­
derstand the effect of these inflated costs 
when they know that although the 1957 
gross farm income is up about $2.3 billion 
above 1950, farm costs have gone up $3.7 
billion. 

If farm costs had stab111zed at the 1948 
level, then the 1957 realized net income 
would have been higher by about $4 billion, 
or about $800 per farm. Think of it--$4 
billion consumed in higher costs. 

Every thoughtful farmer is disturbed by 
the recent increases in the cost of steel. It 
is an understatement to say that this creates 
hardships to farmers. Must the competitive 



1958. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4255 
strength of labor and management forces 
always be resolved in higher prices? I say 
"No." Should higher and higher costs keep 
the net income of farmers from improving 
further? Again I say "No." 

It is not for me to say what labor or indus• 
try should do at this juncture. But, as a 
spokesman for agriculture in the Federal 
Government, I am concerned by any action 
which adds to the production costs of farmers 
at this time. This is an area where restraint 
and statesmanship are needed for mutual 
advantage. 

There are many weapons with which to 
fight these rising costs: Some of these •lre 
the maintenance of a responsible monetary 
policy, sound farmer cooperatives, and Im­
proved efficiency, particularly in marketing 
and distribution. Recently, in this area the 
cooperative efforts of farmers, processors, 
and the railroads resulted in a reduction in 
the freight rates for exporting soybean oil. 
All those who took part in this should derive 
great satisfaction from this constructive 
effort. 

However, we will never attain satisfactory 
prosperity by increasing gross income if ris­
ing costs are allowed to siphon off all our 
gains. All responsible segments of our 
economy should be aware of these facts and 
give more than lip service to a solution. 

One of the major decisions which we have 
had to make recently has been with respect 
to the support level for dairy products. Let 
me make one point clear: One of the most 
compell1ng reasons for this decision is that it 
was required by law-the Agricultural Act 
of 1949. 

Contrary to the tirades of the smoke­
screen spreaders, the fact is that under this 
legislation, the Secretary is required-notice 
I said "required"-to establish price supports 
at such levels between 75 and 90 percent of 
parity as will assure an adequate supply. 

Prior to making this determination we 
checked with the technicians in the Depart­
ment of Agriculture for their best estimate 
of the probable output of dairy products in· 
the 1958-59 marketing year at various levels 
of support. The technicians advised that 
there was no question but that support at 75 
percent of parity would result in the produc­
tion of more than an adequate supply of 
dairy products, and that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation would be required to pur­
chase substantial amounts under the support 
program. I must carry out my legal responsi­
bilities as specified by Congress. 

In addition, we checked with the biparti­
san National Agricultural Advisory Commis­
sion and the bipartisan Commodity Credit 
Corporation Advisory Board. In both in­
stances the recommendations to adjust price 
supports to the 75-percent level was virtually 
unanimous. 

Dairy production has been increasing. The 
rising production per cow has more than 
offset the reduction in cow numbers. Pro­
duction in 1957 was about 12 billion pounds 
higher than the 1952 level. In view of the 
record supplies of feed and the high dairy­
feed ratio, it is likely that, at the an­
nounced support level, production will again 
outstrip requirements. 

We will continue to cooperate fully with 
the industry in promotion and merchandis­
ing programs. The Extension Se•rvice and 
other agencies of the Department will join 
with the dairy industry in stepped-up ef­
forts to acquaint the consuming public with 
facts about milk as a health food. 

We will continue the nationwide bruce!· 
losis cleanup, which has made such excel­
lent progress during the past year under the 
accelerated -program. · 

We will carry out field educational ef­
forts aimed at sound programs to cull low 
producers from the Nation's dairy herd-as 
part ot generally increased efficiency ln 
dairy farm operations. The fact that beef 
prices are good now wlll help in cases where 

dairymen want to sell their more unprofitable 
animals. 

We have urged the continuation of pro· 
grams designed to increase the consumption 
of :fluid milk. We have recommended to the 
Congress that they authorize the continua­
tion of the $75 million special school-milk 
program designed to increase consumption 
of milk by children. In addition, we urged 
continuation of the program under which 
we are paying about half the cost of milk 
purchased by military agencies and veteran 
hospitals above their normal purchases. 
My fundamental pledge is that we will do 
everything feasible that is sound and in the 
interest of dairy producers. Farmers deserve 
better than short-term soothing syrup that 
resu,lts in a major-if not fatal--disease a 
year or two later. 

One of my great problems as Secretary of 
Agriculture has been in being misrepre­
sented. There are some who consciously try 
to do this. Because of the smokescreen of 
untruth about agriculture which some dem­
agogs have poured out, it sometimes is 
difficult for some people to distinguish be­
tween fact and fiction. 

There are several facts I should like to 
stress here this afternoon. 

Fact No. 1: As Secretary of Agriculture, I 
want to make myself perfectly clear, we have 
never proposed-and we do not now pro­
pose that we should scrap price supports. 
There is nothing wrong with the idea of pro­
viding more orderly marketing and much­
needed stability to agriculture through a 
sound and realistic storage and loan price­
support program. 

I should like to quote a very significant 
paragraph in the President's message: "For 
commodities like the feed grains, with re­
spect to which the Secretary of Agriculture 
has had wide discretion in the past, price 
support has been offeTed at levels as high 
as could be justified under the criteria spec­
ified by law. This will be the Secretary's 
practice under the recommended legisla­
tion." 
· The 1958 support prices have followed the 

policy enunciated above and will continue 
that way under this administration. Inci­
dentally, in checking back I find that in 
1950 and 1951 the price supports for :flax­
seed, a crop in which the upper Midwest 
has considerable interest, were established 
at 60 percent of parity, 5 percentage points 
lower than our recent announcements. 

What is wrong today-and what has been 
wrong for several years-is the attempt to 
supply price support and acreage control by 
rigid formula-to fix prices and acreage allot­
ments by Government mandate. These at­
tempts have failed. Agriculture is a dyna­
mic, changing industry. The farms and 
ranches of America cannot be run from a 
desk in ·washington, D. C. 

Fact No. 2: It was not rigid price sup­
ports that forced farm prices up during the 
forties and early fifties-but it was war, the 
insatiable demands of war and wartime in­
:flation. Farmers sold all they produced at 
well above support levels. In fact, their 
prices would have been higher yet had it not 
been for Government-imposed price ceilings. 

Fact No. 3: It is untrue that high, rigid 
price supports can hold up farm income, even 
though surpluses accumulate. The fact is 
there was just 1 year between 1947 and 1955 
that farm income did not decline. In all 
these years until mid-1955, high, rigid price 
supports on basic commodities were in effect. 
Our present farm problem developed under 
such price supports. If high, rigid price 
supports were the answer, we would have no 
problem. 

Fact No.4: The old support program does 
not materially help the small farmer. The 
fact is that more than half of our farms 
market only 9 percent of agricultural pro­
duction. Obviously, most _of the Govern-

ment dollars are routed in the direction o! 
the biggest producers. 

Fact No. 5: Most farm products are being 
sold competitively and on free markets. It 
is untrue that most farm prices and incomes 
are Government supported and on an arti­
ficial basis. Only 19 crops, plus dairy prod­
ucts, are being supported-out of 250 com­
modities that farmers produce. 

Fact No. 6: Agricultural production can­
not be successfully controlled by Govern­
ment action. The fact is that since 1940, 
the per acre yield of corn has risen 56 per­
cent--wheat, 40 percent-cotton, 67 percent. 
Last year's yields of all major crops aver­
aged 27 percent above the 1947-49 level. To 
control crops effectively so as to maintain 
price at 90 percent of parity would mean 
setting allotments impossibly low. Congress 
would never vote such controls. No Secre­
tary of Agriculture could effectively enforce 
them. And American farmers just wouldn't 
stand for such regimentation. Agriculture 
is undergoing a technological revolution 
which is irreversible. It cannot and should 
not be controlled by Government mandate. 

Fact No. 7: The family farm has been, is 
now, and always will be the backbone of 
American agriculture--operated by the most 
efficient farmers in all the world. 

The charges by our opposition that farm 
programs of this administration are driving 
people off the farm are not only false-they 
are ridiculous. The fact is that more people 
left the farms during the last 4 years of the 
previous administration than in any other 
period before or since. 

I have cited some of the gains we have 
made since 1953-and mentioned some of 
the problems that still exist. To deal with 
these problems we need to push forward 
again-we need to supplement the progress 
that has been made. This is the goal of the 
new farm, food, and fiber program presented 
to the Congress in January by the President 
of the United States. Farmers can look to 
this program designed to provide a sound 
solution. 

The adoption of this program will mean 
progress in three general areas: 

First: The program w111 develop bigger 
markets. We have asked that the surplus 
disposal program be extended and expanded 
and that research into new uses for farm 
products be increased. 

We need to drive hard for further expan­
sion of markets. There are no satisfactory 
substitutes for markets and a Government 
warehouse is not a market. Forty percent 
of our record agricultural exports in fiscal 
1957 moved under Government programs. 
The biggest factor in these programs was the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist­
ance Act, or Public Law 480. As you know, 
this law provides for movement of surplus 
farm commodities through sales for foreign 
currencies, barter, donation, and other 
means. We must push to ihe limit sales 
through commercial markets. 

Three-fourths of the surplus farm product 
disposals by CCC in the past fiscal year were 
made through export channels. More than 
60 percent of all our grain exports moved 
under Government programs. 

I wish I could help you visualize how our 
exports are helping the Free World meet the 
challenge of communism by raising living 
standards abroad-building goodwill-laying 
the groundwork for future markets. 

We also need increased argicultural . re­
search for market expansion. Qnly about 
7 percent of the products of our total farm 
acreage now go into industrial outlets. 
Surely we can do better than this. Research 
can develop new uses and new markets­
and there are few things wrong with com­
mercial agriculture that new and expanded 
markets won't cure. 

Second: The recommended • program will 
allow more freedom for farmers. We are 
seeking revision of the acreage-control and 
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price-support programs to permit farmers 
more freedom to plant and to widen markets. 

The ·program changes proposed by the 
President would give farmers more freedom 
to plant by increasing acreage allotments. 
Some of these allotments have become so 
small as to cripple efficiency. Do you know 
that 7 out of 9 cotton allotments are less 
than 15 acres-and that the average burley 
tobacco allotment is 1 :acre? 

The program we have proposed would make 
price supports more realistic by widening the 
range of supports. The present range of 75 
to 90 percent of parity on the basic erops 
and dairy products does not permit sufficient 
market growth. These commodities are 
being priced out of potential mar~ets. In­
creased allotments and a wider range of 
prlce support logically go together. 

The program would eliminate the so-called 
escalator clauses. 

These are formulas which provide that the 
level of price. support shall rise as the sur­
pluses decline. So long as this basic law is 
unchanged farm people can expect to be kept 
continually under the shadow of price and 
income depressing surpluses. 

Third: We must help the forgotten seg­
ment of agriculture--those people on small, 
low-income farms. 

The rural development program as a new 
and basic approach to the problems of farm 
famllies in underdeveloped rural areas has 
gained wide support. This is .truly a na­
tional program, going forward in all regions 
of the country. Objectives of the program 
have been endorsed by members of both 
parties, farm organizations, and church 
groups. 

Here in Minnesota farm and nonfarm 
agencies, working closely together, have ini­
tiated a carefully planned rural development 
program. Their work will give significant 
help to farm, business, civic, and other lay 
leaders in your northe_rn counties as they 
move forward with a long-range program of 
balanced farm, industry, and community 
betterment. 

As you know, the Minnesota Rural Devel­
opment Committee has selected three dem­
onstration countie~Hubbard, Itasca, and 
Carlton. In each of these · counties local 
citizens and agency workers have joined to­
gether to take a fresh look at their re­
sources--and their problems-and to develop 
a sound, long-range development program 
which will solve the serious problem of un­
deremployment on farms in the northern 
area. 

Let me congratulate you on the progress 
of your State in the rural development pro­
gram which a widely read midwestern farm 
magazine has called perhaps the soundest 
of all our efforts so far to deal with the farm 
problem. 
· We must move forward . by adopting the 

President's recommendations, so we can 
consolidate and add to the progress that has 
been made these past few years. 

Bigger markets-more freedom for farm­
ers-special help for the small low-income 
farms-these are some of the steps which 
would be taken under the Farm, Food and 
Fiber Act of 1958 to help farmers make the 
adjustments they must make. We feel cer­
tain they are sound, effective, and reason­
able, and they will work to provide the free­
doms farmers want. 

This 1s not just another nation-it is not 
just one of the family of nations. This is a 
nation with a great mission. I believe with 
all my heart that it was established by the 
God of heaven to be a beacon to liberty­
loving people everywhere. 

Let us pledge .ourselves to keep America 
strong and JS<?Und-economlcally, socially, 
and above alt, spiritually-so that we may 

. fulfill that mission:. 

Strength and freedom must go hand ln 
hand. That is why we stress so much the 
need for freedom in agriculture--that our 
farm people should be free to produce, free 
to market, free to compete, free to make 
their own management decisions. 

With God's help, we must-we w111-have 
an agriculture that is prosperous, expanding, 
and free. Such an agriculture is the basis 
of a prosperous, expanding, and free America. 

SOUTH BOX ELDER FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION, 

Honeyville, Utah, March 10, 1958. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

. DEAR SENATOR WATKINS: We had several 
local farm bureau meetings in our county 
last fall. In every case it was the · opinion 
of those present that the farmers and the 
Government should do all possible to bring 

· supply of farm products in line with de­
mand. The farmers felt that high rigid sup­
ports had not worked to our advantage. We 
believe a gradual return to the free-market 
system as quickly as possible will be to the 
average farmer's advantage. 

We have been notified that several b1lls 
were voted out of the Senate Agricultural 
Committee that will be injurious to our farm 
people. The purpose behind bills Senate 
Joint Resolution 150, S. 2913, and Senate 
Joint Resolution 149 is to continue on with 
supports as high, if not higher, than 1957 
levels. Our farm bureau resolutions state 
that farmers feel sure this kind of legislation 
is not the right direction to take. We will 
never get back to a free agriculture if we con­
tinue high supports and controls of our farm 
products. 

We are very serious about this high-sup­
port trend. They have not solved the prob­
lem in the past. Please use your influence 
to help turn the tide in Congress back to­
ward a free agriculture. We heartily endorse 
the recommendations of our beloved Secre­
tary Benson. I, personally, believe that the 
honesty and the integrity of our lawmakers 
in doing the right thing will win them more 
votes than any short-term political maneu­
vering that is not for the best good of our 
people. 

We hope you will do all you can t.o help 
keep our agriculture as free as possible. We 
sincerely thank you for your support in the 
past. 

Respectfully yours, 
RALPH W. TOLMAN, 

A Wheat Farmer and President of 
South Box Elder Farm Bureau. 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, March 12, 1958. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We commend you for your vote against 
suspending the rule on the supplemental 
appropriations blll to fix dairy price supports 
at 1957 level. We are certain that the dairy 
interests of Utah will be served best if this 
type of bill dealing with dairy and other 
commodities is defeated. Our dairy com­
mittee voted last week to wholeheartedly 
support Secretary Benson. There was one 
dissenting vote from Cache Valley Dairy. 

FRANK G. SHELLEY, 

BRIGHAM CITY, UTAH, March 10, 1958. 
DEAR SENATOR WATKINS: In regards to the 

agricultural programs before the Senate I 
would like to express myself as one of the 
Farm Bureau committeemen, that we do not 
favor the high price supports on any com­
modity in any way and, would appreciate 
anything you can do in regards to letting us 
have our freedom in farming. 

Sincerely, 
NEWELL C. CHECKETTS. 

CORINNE, UTAH, March 10, 1958. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sm: We would appreciate your vote 
against any bills to peg farm prices. 

We would like to get Government out of 
agriculture as soon as it can be done safely. 

Respectfully, 
FLOYD G. CARTER. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield one-half 
a minute to me, in order that I may com­
ment on the remarks made just now by 
the distinguished Senator from Utah? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield one-half a 
minute to the Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for one-half a minute. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I desire to 
congratulate the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. WATKINS] for the splendid state­
ment that he has just made. I par­
ticularly desire to commend and con­
gratulate him for the effective statement 
he has made in approval of the Secre­
tary of Agriculture, a distinguished citi­
zen of the Senator's own State. I desire 
to join the Senator from Utah in full en­
dorsement of Secretary Benson and his 
policies. 

I would add to what the Senator from 
Utah has said that I have profound ad­
miration for the Secretary of Agricul­
ture as an individual. He is a great citi­
zen and a great public servant. 

I believe that one of the most shameful 
comments which can be made on our day 
and age is that a man of such fine quali­
ties, who has been so sound economically, 
morally, and otherwise, has been abused 
politically in the way he has been in the 
political battle in this country. 

So I certainly thank the Senator from 
Utah for the statement he has made; I 
warmly commend him for his remarks 
concerning Ezra Taft Benson. 

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

I wish to have all Members of the Sen­
ate realize that those of us who know 
best the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. 
Benson, have an extremely high regard 
for his judgment, his ability, and his in­
tegrity. He is not a theoretical farmer. 
He is a dirt farmer who knows the farm 
from the ground up. He has at heart the 
best interests of the American farmer 
and the American farm. No one can 
honestly dispute that that is not so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Con­
necticut has expired. 

The Senator from California has 3 
minutes remaining under his control. 
The Senator from Louisiana has 6 min­
utes remaining under his control. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, on the question on the passage of 
the joint resolution, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 

yield 1% minutes to the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] • 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas is recognized ·for 
1% minutes. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I desire to commend the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
and the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry for bringing these joint resolu­
tions before the Senate at this time. 

Mr. President, today the agricultural 
segment of our population is in dire 
distress. 

Today one Member of the Senate 
stated that he did not like to see distress 
and emergency cited as a reason for 
support of a measure in the Senate. I 
desire to point out that the farmer does 
not like to have distress visited upon 
him, either. But it has come to him just 
the same; it exists. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand the 
bible of Bensonism, namely, a statement 
issued by the Committee for Economic 
Development in December 1957. That 
committee has 100 trustees. If the 
committee had its way, 1,225,000 farm­
ers out of the 4 million left in America, 
would be driven off the land-why? Be­
cause the Committee for Economic 
Development says that many farmers, 
1,225,000, do not earn enough to justify 
their remaining on the !arid, because the 
value of their products is less than 
$2,500 per farm per year. 

Mr. President, I have searched care­
fully the list of the 100 trustees of the 
Committee for Economic Development, 
in an effort to find on that entire list, 
even one farmer. The only one of the 
trustees recommending the elimination 
of 1,225,000 farm families whose occu­
pation approaches farming, is the chair­
man of the board of the Quaker Oats 
Co. He "shoots it . out of guns." 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, during the 4 years 
under Secretary Benson from 1952 to 
1956, the profits of the Quaker Oats 
Co., increased 69 percent, and the profits 
of the Safeway Food Stores increased 
246 percent in the same 4 years. 

Mr. President, the present administra­
tion is an administration for processors 
and the packers, but not for the farmers. 
It is an administration that is against 
the farmers. 

In my State of Texas 8,000 farmers 
were forced off the farms each year dur­
ing each of the .last 6 years, and farm 
income in Texas has decreased from a 
net of $2,200 per farm in 1952 to a net 
of $1,800 per farm in 1956. The num­
ber of our farmers has steadily declined 
and their income has likewise declined 
over the past 5 years. The income of 
farmers has gone down as price supports 
have gone down as shown by the tables 
I hold here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I should like to have the Senator from 
Louisiana yield an additional one-half 
minute to me. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sorry, but I do 
not have any time to spare. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD the tables I 
now have before me. 

The PRESIDING OFfiCER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 

OPERATING FARM INCOME PROTECTION PROGRAMS 

Summary-Support price of farm commodities 

[Established by Secretary of Agriculture under applicable laws] 

1958 
Commodity 1952 1955 1956 1957 

Benson 1 Congress 2 

-----------------------------I------------------------J--------·1-------
Index of farm costs----------------------------- 287 281 286 292 ------------ ------- -----
Wheat----------------------------------------- =$=.2=. 2==o=l==$=2.=0=8 =l==$2=. =oo=l=$=2=. O=O=I===$=1=. 7=8=l===$2=_=oo= 
Com------------------------------------------- 1. 60 1. 58 4 1. 50 41. 40 (6) 1. 41J 
Cotton 3_'------------------- ------------------- . 31 . 32 • 29 • 29 (6) . 29 
Peanuts--------------------------------------- .12 .12 .11 .11 (6) .11 
Rice------------------------------------------- 5. 04 4. 66 4. 57 4. 72 (5) 4. 72 
Tobacco (11-14)________________________________ . 506 • 483 . 49 • 51 (6) (6) 
Butterfat_------------------------------------- . 692 . 562 . 586 . 586 . 549 . 586 
Milk, manufacturing__________________________ 3. 85 3.15 3. 25 3. 25 3. 00 3. 25 
WooL----------------------------------------- . 542 . 62 . 62 . 62 • 62 . 62 
BarleY----------------------------------------- 1. 22 • 94 1. 02 • 95 • 93 . 95 
Oats------------------------------------------- . 78 . 61 . 65 . 61 • 61 . 61 
Rye_ - ---- -- ----------------------------------- 1. 42 1.18 1. 27 1.18 1.10 1.18 
Sorgbwn, grain________________________________ 2. 38 1. 78 1. 97 1. 86 1. 83 1. 86 
Flaxseed--------------------------------------- 3. 77 2. 91 3. 09 2. 92 2. 78 2. 92 
Soybeans-- ------------------------------------ 2. 56 2. 04 2.15 2. 09 2. 09 .2. 09 
Beans, dry edible------------------------------ 7. 87 6. 36 6. 31 6. 31 6. 18 6. 31 
Cottonseed------------------------------------ 66.70 46.34 48.60 46.20 41.00 46.20 

1 Announced by Secretary of Agriculture. 
2 In bills approved by Congressional committees. 
a Seven-eighths inch official grade for support purposes. Support prices of average grade are about 2 cents per 

pound higher than figures shown. 
4 Com produced in compliance with acreage allotments. Noncompliance corn was supported at $1.25 in 1956 and 

$1.10 in 1957. 
1 Not available. 

Here are the facts on farm income 

Gross income per farm, Realized net income Total net income per 
by States per farm, by States farm, by States 

1952 

M ich lgan_ -------------_ ------ ___ ----- _ $5,534 
Wisconsin ___ ----_---- __ ------- ________ 7,633 
Minnesota _________ -------------------- 7, 919 
Iowa----------------------------------- 11,834 
Indiana-------------------------------- 7,299 
M lssourL ____________ ---- _____ ------- __ 5,238 
North Dakota_------------------------ 8, 775 
South Dakota-------------------------- 9,178 
Nebraska ___ ----- ___________ ---- _______ 11,535 
Kansas ___ ----------------------------_ 9, 786 
Virginia ____ --------------------------- 4,138 
Kentucky __ --------------------------- 3,290 
Tennessee __ --------------------------- 2,894 
Alabama-------------,------------------ 2,850 
Arkansas ___ ----- __________ ---_-------- 3, 912 Louisiana __________ ____________________ 3, 995 
0 klaboma_---_ ------------------------ 5, 514 
Texas------------~--------------------- 7,322 
Montana __ --------------------------- - 11,647 
IdahO---------------------------------- 9,976 
Wyoming--------_--------------------- 13,525 
Colorado __ ---------------------------- 14,005 
Utah._-------------------------------- 7, 577 
Washington __ ------------------------ - 8, 778 
Oregon __ ------------------------------ 7, 752 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield one-half a minute to the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized for 
one-half a minute. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I rise 
to commend the very able Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, and to associate myself with 
the remarks made by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] and the distinguished junior 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

1956 1952 1956 1952 1956 

$5,771 $2,146 $1,989 $2,300 $2,040 
7,276 3,192 2, 555 3,528 2, 723 
8,361 2,949 2,839 3,321 3,188 

11,393 4,009 3, 738 5,452 3,303 
7,463 2, 773 2,453 2,520 2, 316 
5,481 2,073 2,137 2,095 2,148 
9,643 3,329 3,390 2,804 3,545 
8,388 3,110 2,557 3,021 2,520 
9, 419 3,806 2, 776 4, 729 2,081 
7, 545 3,809 2,052 4,247 1,348 
4,237 1, 741 1,604 1, 762 1, 707 
3,428 1, 624 1, 674 1,652 1, 734 
2, 916 1,492 1,359 1,368 1,273 
3, 236 1, 378 1,379 1,350 1,209 
4,·789 1, 873 2,137 1, 881 1,814 
3, 782 2,056 1, 616 2,151 1, 507 
4, 557 2,187 1,327 2,097 941 
6, 720 2,873 2,280 2, 706 1,828 

12,152 5,038 5,259 5,096 4,543 
10,149 3, 725 3,434 4,439 3,422 
11,107 4,457 2,524 4,668 2, 814 
10,865 4,180 1, 838 4,423 1, 777 
6, 790 2, 612 2,102 3,044 2,133 
8, 718 3, 557 3,154 3,879 2,838 
8,129 2, 762 2, 790 3,233 2,886 

In regard to wheat, I have only this 
to say: In 1956, when Secretary Benson 
had an opportunity to reduce the wheat 
price support to 77 percent of parity, he 
did not do so. Instead, he kept the sup­
port for wheat at $2. 

Now he has reduced wheat to $1.78. 
I deplore Mr. Benson's failure to use 

this discretionary power he has to hold 
wheat at a fair price in this period of 
sharp economic decline. 

It was in July of 1956 that Mr. Benson 
used his discretionary pow~rs and held 
wheat at $2. Tbis was a general election 
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year. Mr. Benson has pursued a vacillat­
ing policy on wheat price supports, ap.. 
parently dictated by J)9litics. A few 
months after the 1956 election he 
dropped wheat to $1.78. 

Now in this year of economic distress 
Mr. Benson is perversely determined to 
hold wheat at the legal minimum. 

The wheat farmer is just emerging 
from a prolonged drought. For almost 
5 years high plains wheat farmers have 
been either dried out, blown out or 
hailed out. 

Colorado farmers are in a state of eco­
nomic distress. Their costs are soaring 
and now the Secretary wants to reduce 
the price the Colorado farmer gets for 
his wheat crop. 

I propose that prices for farm products 
be held in balance until a sensible farm 
program can be developed by the Con­
gress. 
· Mr. President, by means of the pend­
ing joint resolution all we are asking is 
that in a period of economic decline the 
Secretary of Agriculture give the wheat 
farmers the same consideration he gave 
them in 1956, and that he take similar 
action regarding the producers of other 
agricultural commodities. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Colo­
rado has expired. 

The Senator from Louisiana has 4 
minutes remaining under his control. 
The Senator from California has 3 
minutes remaining under his control. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
supplementing some of the remarks I 
made a while ago in the limited time I 
had, and with reference to the repeated 
statement which has been made that this 
administration has driven farmers from 
the farms, I wish to point out that in the 
past 5 years, under the present admin.:. 
lstration, about 2,250,000 persons have 
left the farms. In the previous 5 years, 
under a Democratic administration, 
more than 3,500,000 persons left the 
farms. Those are official figures from 
the Department of Agriculture. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from California has 1% minutes 
remaining, and the Senator from Louisi­
ana has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. K:~OWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there may 
be a quorum call without the time being 
charged to either side. 

The PRESIDJNG OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
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 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
carroll 
Case, N.-J. 
Case, S. Dak. 

Chavez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 

Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hobl1tzell 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. 0. 

Kefauver 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Lausche 
Long 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin, Pa. 
McClellan 
McNamara 

Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Mundt 
Neuberger 
O'MahoneJ' 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Proxmire 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Yarborough 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo­
rum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. How much time 
remains for both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana has 4 minutes 
remaining, and the Senator from Cali­
fornia has 1% minutes remaining. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Out of my 1 ~ min­
utes, I yield myself a half minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I rise to oppose the 
joint resolution. I believe it is contrary 
to the public policy established by the 
Congress of the United states. It is con­
trary to the policies of the Department 
of Agriculture, operating under the laws 
passed by Congress. It is opposed by the 
President of· the United States. I believe 
it would be detrimental to American ag­
riculture. I hope the resolution will be 
rejected. 

I yield the remainder of the time al­
lotted to me to the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I shall 
take only a minute to read a telegram 
which has already been presented. It is 
addressed to me: 

Senate Joint Resolution 162 rigidly fixing 
price supports and acreage allotments is 
against the long time interest o! farmers and 
should not be approved. 

That is signed by Charles B. Shuman 
president of the American Farm Bure·au 
Federation. If the farmers wanted this 
done he certainly would not send this 
kind of telegram. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from California has 
expired. 

The Senator !rom Louisiana is recog· 
nized. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
distinguished Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON}. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is re-cognized. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, the joint resolution before us today 
is one which would seek to bring some 
help to a part of our economy which 
was depressed long before the word "re­
cession" began to dominate the head­
lines. 

America's farmers-the people who 
produce our food and fiber-have been 
suffering a decline in income for 6 years. 
Onee again we have a demonstration of 
a basic fact of American history. 

- It is that if one part of our economy 
is in bad shape, it will pull the others 
down with it. 

In 1951, the total net income of farm­
ers was $16.1 billion. In 1957, it had 
fallen to $11.6 billion-a $4% billion loss. 

Mr. President, on page 198 of the hear­
ings on the farm program before the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
Senators will find it stated that in the 
year 1957 the people who loaned the 
money in this country had a personal 
interest income of $18.8 billion, while 
farm income was only $11.6 billion. In 
other words, the men who loaned the 
money had more income than the 20 
million farm population who produced 
the food and fiber. The bankers made 
more than the farmers. 

Mr. President, under any circum. 
stances, this loss in income would call 
for some action solely out of the dic­
tates of humanity. But to our natural 
concern for fellow human beings must 
be added the depressing effect that hard 
times on the farm have had on every­
body else. 

For the past few years, anyone driving 
into a small town could not fail to note 
the tremendous stock of equipment in 
the backyard of the farm equipment 
dealer. It represented equipment that 
he could not sell because the farmers in 
his neighborhood could not buy. 

Hard times for the farmer in Texas 
relates directly to hard times for the 
industrial worker in Wisconsin or Dli­
nois or California. When the farmer 
cannot buy, the manufacturer cannot 
sell and everyone-farmer, workman and 
businessman-suffers. 

Furthermore, the farmer has been 
caught in a particularly cruel squeeze. 
Since 1951, prices by farmers have gone 
down 20 percent. But farm operation 
costs have gone up 15 percent. In other 
words, it cost the farmer more to make 
less money. . 

What we are doing here today is es­
sentially very modest. By approving 
this measure, we are saying that the 
powers of Government cannot be used 
to drive farm income even lower than 
it was in an admittedly bad year. 

I think there is a note of tragedy in 
the fact that we must consider legisla­
tion in this great body to prevent our 
Government from making things worse. 
But the circumstances are such that we 
do have to act and act quickly in the 
face of the clearly announced policy of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Secretary Benson reconfirmed only 
this morning that he is determined to 
lower dai11• support prices from $3.25 
per hundredweight to around $3.02 on 
April1. He has already announced that 
he plans to lower wheat supports from 
$2 per bushel to $1.78. And he intends 
to offer less in dollars and cents as the 
support level for feed grains. 

Yesterday we passed a housing bill 
to stimulate home building in our coun­
try. We did so not only because our 
people need homes, but because we 
thought that if times were better in the 
housing industry, it might pull up other 
parts of the economy with it. 

Today, we act upon farm legislation 
which we hope will halt to some extent 
the downward trend. We do so again 
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·because we feel that the -alternative is 
to pull the economy down even further. 

We have other measures upon which 
I hope there will be early action-a high~ 
way bill; a capital credit bill for small 
business; the 1%-billion omnibus riv­
ers and harbors bill, and many others. 

I am convinced that we can work our 
way out of the current recession as long 
.as we do not seek to divide our country 
·by providing good times for some at the 
expense of others. We must work on the 
assumption that all must have a reason­
able share of prosperity for any to have 
a reasonable share of prosperity. This 
measure does not come to us under par­
tisan auspices. It was approved by a 
12-to-2 vote in our Senate Agriculture 
and Forestry Committee. 

We have seen the futility of com­
modity groups trying to go it. alone on 
farm legislation, and w~- have seen foes 
of e:fiective farm protection try to play 
one commodity group against the other 
in the past-to the detriment of all in 
the end. On this present resolution our 
commodity groups are united, standing 
shoulder to shoulder, knowing that it is 
the only way to success. 

The resolution reflects the determina­
tion of members of both parties to pro­
tect agriculture from further pressures 
towards lower income. I commend it to 
the favorable attention of my colleagues. 

I wish to commend the efforts of the 
very able Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER]. the very able Senator ,from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], and all 
members of the Committee on Agricul­
ture and Forestry, for the contribution 
they have made in reporting the resolu­
tion. I hope that the joint resolution 
will be overwhelmingly passed by the 

.Senate. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator from Louisiana has ex­
pired. 

The joint resolution is open to amend­
ment. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDING· OFFICER. If there 

be no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on passage of the joint resolu­
tion. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I' announce that 

the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY] and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SMATHERS] are absent on o:tficial 
business. 

On this vote the Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. MURRAY] has a pair with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If 
present and voting the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MURRAY] would vote 

· .. yea," and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT] would vote •rnay." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
s ·enator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Utah £Mr. BENNETT] 
is paired with the Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. MURRAY]. If present and vot­
ing, the Senator from Utah would vote 

"nay," and the Senator from Montana 
would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 50, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Aikeri. 
All ott 
Bible 
Carls.on. 
Carroll 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Eastland 

· Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Green 

Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Case, N.J. 
Cotton 
curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Flanders 

YEAS-50 
Hennings Mundt 
Hill · Neuberger 
Humphrey O'Mahoney 
Jackson Proxmire 
Johnson. Tex. Russell 
Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Kefauver Scott 
Kennedy Sparkman 
Kerr Stennis 
Langer Symington 
Long Talmadge 
Magnuson Thurmond. 
Mari.sflelci Thye 
McClellan Wiley 
McNamara Yarborough 
Monroney Young 
Morse 

NAYs-43 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hoblitzell 
Holland 
Hruska. 
Ives 
Javits 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Malone 
Martin, Iowa 

Martin,Pa. 
Morton 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Watkins 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-3 
Bennett Murray Smathers 

So the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 162) 
was passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That in order to prevent 
reductions in support prices or acreage allot­
ments prior to consideration by Congress of 
such changes in the price support and acre­
age allotment laws as may be necessary at 
this time-

(1) the support price (in terms of dollars 
and cents) for any agricultural commodity, 
except tobacco, shall not be less than that 
available for such commodity during the 
marketing year or season which began in 
1957; and 

(2) the total acreage allotted for any agri­
cultural commodity. except tobacco, shall 
not be less than that allotted for th.e 1957 
crop of such commodity, and sections 302, 
303, and 304 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 
(relating to minimum National, State, and 
farm acreage allotments for 1957 and 1958) 
shall be extended to apply to each crop of 
upland cotton and rice, respectively, to which 
this resolution is applicable. 
This resolution shall be effective only until 
such time as Congress shall make other pro­
vision for price supports and acreage allot­
ments and provide for the repeal of this 

. resolution. Nothing in this resolution shall 
be construed to repeal or modify any law 
enacted in the 2d session of the 85th Congress 
or to require price support to be made avail­
able if marketing quotas· have bee.n disap­
proved by producers, or to noncooperators 1n 
the case of any basic agricultural commodity. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

S'rAY OF REDUCTIONS IN DAIRY: 
PRICE SUPPORTS 

Mr.· JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I move that the senate proceed 

to the consideration of Calendar No. 1376, 
Sente Joint Resolution 163~ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by titre 
for the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso­
lution (S. J. Res. 163) to stay any re­
duction in support prices for dairy prod­
ucts until Congress can make appropri­
ate provision for such support prices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN­
soN]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proce,eded to consider the joint 
·resolution. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I rise to ask the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul­
ture and Forestry if he anticipates, that 
any amendments will be o:fiered to this 
joint resolution? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Can the 

Senator give any indication as to how 
much time will be used under the una.ni­
mous-consent agreement? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Let me say this to 
my good friend from Texas: This joint 
resolution would prevent any reduction 
in dairy product price supports until 
Congress has had an opportunity to con­
sider such further legislation as may be 
appropriate. Without this legislation, 
such supports will drop at the end of . 
this month · from $3.25 per hundred­
weight for manufacturing milk to $3.03 
cents per hundredweight, and from 58.6 
cents per pound for butterfat to 56.2 
cents per pound. The committee has 
heard many varying views as to· what 
form permanent legislation with respect 
to dairy products should take, and it 
would not be possible to give adequate 
consideration to these views and provide 
satisfactory permanent legislation in 
time to prevent the injury which would 
occur to farmers and the farm program 
if the prospective drop in support prices 
is permitted. 

Now,. the issue to be decided by the 
Senate in voting on this resolution is 
basically the same as that we voted upon 
a few minutes ago when Senate Joint 
Resolution 162 was passed. Since the 
measure now before us is confined to 
dairy products, and since the plight of 
our dairy farmers has been discussed at 
length during debate on Senate Joint 
Resolution 162, I hope the Senate will 
promptly vote on the pending resolution. 
I do not think it requires further ex­
tended discussion. As a matter of fact, 
I am prepared to yield back the. time al­
lotted to me if my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are willing to do likewise. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have been 
asked by several Senators whether or not 
to expect a yea-and-nay vote shortly. 

I do not know how many Senat.ors ex­
pect to address the Senate. I wonder if 

. the minerity leader has received any re­
quests for time on his side. 
Mr~ KNOWLAND. I have not, but I 

shall make- inquiry. 
Does any Senator desire time on the 

1oint resolution? 
Mr. MUNDT. I shall wish some time. 
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Mr. AIKEN. I should like to have 
about 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Perhaps we had 
better proceed in regular order. 

Mr. President, I yield 4 minutes to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, my 
views on the joint resolution are best 
expressed by the Michigan Milk Pro­
ducers' Association, in a letter dated 
December 23, 1957, which I shall now 
read into the RECORD: 

MICHIGAN MILK 
PRODUCERS' ASSOCIATION, 

Detroit, Mich., December 23, 1957. 
The Honorable CHARLES E. PoTTER, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. a. 
DEAR SENATOR POTTER: We know that you 

are deeply interested in the welfare of the 
dairy farmers of Michigan and this impor­
tant industry that contributes so much to­
ward a strong economy for the State. We, 
therefore, take this opportunity to express 
our views and opposition on the recent ac­
tion by the Secretary of Agriculture in 
reducing the price support levels of milk 
and dairy products. 

We seriously question the stated reason­
ing for such action. There is nothing in 
the record to prove that such a reduction 
will reduce production or increase consump­
tion. In fact, producers more than likely 
will increase production to maintain their 
level of income and history indicates that 
other groups in the industry will quickly 
take up the slight reduction that might be 
in store for the consumer on the finished 
product. Moreover, there is no indication 
that the consumer would buy additional 
quantities of dairy products if this slight 
reduction was completely passed on to them. 
Prices received by dairy farmers are sub­
stantially less than they were in 1952; at 
the same time the consumer is paying more 
now for dairy products than 5 years ago. 

The plight of the dairy farmers is serious. 
He is constantly faced with increased costs 
of production and being forced to produce 
more and more to protect his present inveEt­
ment and meet the current demands of the 
technological changes. 

The following resolution, passed unani­
mously by the delegates of this association, 
representing 16,000 Michigan dairy farmers, 
clearly states our position: 

"PRICE SUPPORT 
"The problem of inadequate income faced 

by Michigan dairymen is in a large measure 
a national problem and is being experienced 
by farmers throughout the Nation. Local 
action alone cannot bring about a satis­
factory, long-term solution. 

"The basically unhealthy situation of ris­
ing costs without proportionate increases in 
returns for products sold is causing severe 
hardship for many dairy farmers. Ulti­
mately, this situation will endanger not 
only the economy of the entire Nation, but 
the health and welfare of its citizens as 
wen. 

"Raising of the support level of dairy 
products would be of immediate help to an 
dairy farmers. An increase in the support 
price for milk would benefit dairy farmers 
sell1ng to fluid markets regulated by Federal 
orders by raising the basic formula. We 
urgently request the Secretary of Agriculture 
to raise the support levels on dairy products 
to the maximum allowed under the law." 

We doubt th.at this action will accom­
plish any purpose other than to reduce the 
already too low income of dairy farmers. 
This action might possibly save the Govern-

- ment $15 million, but will cost the dairy 
r farmers of the Nation over $300 million. 

We, therefore, strongly oppose the action 
taken in reducing dairy support levels. We 

would like to discuss our views on this 
matter with you in the near future. 

Very truly yours, 
GLENN LAKE, 

President. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Ver­
mont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on De­
cember 18 the Secretary of Agriculture 
announced a cut in the support price 
for manufacturing milk, to take effect · 
on April 1. He did this ostensibly to 
reduce what he considered to be a sur­
plus of dairy products on hand and a. 
surplus in the process of production. 

The question is, Do we actually have 
surplus dairy products in this country 
over· and above what is necessary to as­
sure us what we need? 

The · PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). The Senate will be 
in order. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Department of Agri­
culture statistics show, according to the 
booklet, The Dairy Situation, issued in 
February 1958, that in 1957 there was an 
increase over 1956 of 900 million pounds 
in the production of milk in this country. 
Other statistics show that there was an 
increase in the consumption of over 2 
billion pounds of milk in this country. 

In February, figures issued by the De­
partment of Agriculture indicated that 
the production of milk this year is in­
creasing at the rate of one-third of 1 
percent. Our population is increasing 
at the ra.te of 1% to 1% percent per 
year. Half the milk- in this country is 
sold in fluid milk areas, and it is impor­
tant to have a supply of 120 percent in 
those areas in order to be assured of 
meeting the needs of dairy products on 
special occasions during special weather 
conditions and at other times. Thus it 
is necessary to have a surplus of 20 per-
cent. . 

Three years ago, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation owned the equivalent 
of 10% billion pounds of milk. On Jan­
uary 1 of this year it owned only 1% 
billion pounds of milk. The surplus is 
being reduced. Milk is not being pro­
duced as fast as consumption is in­
creasing. Probably 4 or 5 percent more 
milk is now being produced than is need­
ed to take care of our percent in popula­
tion. That is little enough to guarantee 
all the people of the Nation an adequate 
supply of dairy products. 

If we desire to guarantee them an 
adequate supply of butter, ice cream, 
cheese, and so forth, we must have a 
surplus of powdered skim milk. That 
is what the Federal Government should 
take off our hands, because that surplus 
is carried in the interest of the consum­
ers, rather than the farmers. 

How do we stand at present? The an­
nouncement of the Secretary on Decem­
ber 18 should have been the cue for every 
processor and every dealer in the coun­
try to start unloading his butter onto 
the Federal Government, rather than to 
take the loss of 2% cents a pound in 
the price of butter on April 1. They 
have done that. The processors have 
been taking cream out of storage for im­
mediate use. They have been putting 
fresh cream into butter. 

Despite the fact that the Government 
is getting all the excess butter now, it 
has only some 60 million pounds on 
hand. Yet that is quite a. lot of butter. 

On behalf of the State welfare repre­
sentatives, I called the Department of 
Agriculture on February 10 and asked, 
"Why do you not release any of this 
butter for the needy people of the coun­
try, for those on relief, as our State wel­
fare boards do?" I was advised that 
every pound of butter was committed for 
sale. 

On February 12, I received from the 
Department of Agriculture a report 
showing that out of 45 million pounds 
of butter on hand then, 23 million 
pounds were still uncommitted. That 
did not make sense. 

On February 18, 1958, I wrote to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, asking him for 
an explanation as to why no butter was 
available for the needy people of the 
Nation, and why the Department was 
holding on to every single pound it had. 
At that time the Department had some 
50 million or 55 million pounds on hand. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the letter I wrote to the Secre­
tary of Agriculture on February 18, 1958. 

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

FEBRUARY 18, 1958. 
Hon. EZRA TAFT BENSON, 

Secretary, Department of Agriculture. 
Washington, D. a. 

DEAR EzRA: Welfare officials of the State 
of Vermont wrote to me last week request­
ing that the Department of Agriculture re­
lease some of its stocks of surplus butter for 
distribution among the needy people of our 
State. 

The Food Distribution Division, AMS, sub­
sequently advised me on February 10, that 
all butter stocks on hand were committed 
for sale. However, an availability report 
from the Livestock and Dairy Division, CSS, 
dated February 12, shows 44,677,796 pounds 
of butter are presently available, of which 
23,578,924 pounds are uncommitted. 

I would appreciate knowing when the 
committed stocks are to be moved out of 
storage and for what purpose they are com­
mitted for sale. 

I would further urge that uncommitted. 
stocks be made available for donation to 
State welfare agencies. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on March 
10, 1958, I received a letter from Secre­
tary of Agriculture Benson which reads 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. a .• March 10, 1958. 

Hon. GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: This is in reply to 
your letter of February 18 in which you re­
quest clarifying information regarding the 
present status of our butter stocks and urge 
that any uncommitted supplies be made 
available for distribution to needy persons. 

We regret that you were given the impres­
sion that all butter stocks on hand as of 
February 10 were committed for sale, be­
cause such was certainly not intended. Ac­
tually, the 44,677,796 pounds of butter 
shown as available on the report to which 
you refer was the quantity that had not 
been definitely assigned to a specific pro­
gram. The latest comparable figure (for 
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February 19) is approximately 49.4 million 
pounds. Your inquiry therefore as to its 
availability for distribution to welfare fam­
ilies is thoroughly understandable. 

This matter has been under constant re­
view now for several weeks. However, in 
view of the needs for school lunch programs, 
approximating 65 million pounds annually, 
for charitable institutions, and for planned 
sales programs, we have thus far not felt 
that stocks have been sufficient to begin 
general distribution to needy persons. 

It would appear unwise 1lt> start such do­
nations without being relatively certain that 
current stocks e.nd prospective accumula­
tions will permit distribution over a reason­
able period to needy families in all partici­
pating States. 

We are watching this situation very 
closely. Any change in policy will be 
brought to your attention. Thank you for 
your letter and your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. BENSON. 

It will be seen from that letter that 
instead of having a tremendous surplus 
of butter. which might have been ex­
pected after the Depar~ment had tipped 
off the processors to turn it over to the 
Government, the Department did not 
even have enough to supply the school­
lunch program through this year. They 
did not have enough even to uegin dis­
tributing to charitable institutions; 
They did not have enough to spare any 
for the people on relief. 

Does that indicate a surplus? I should 
like to know what the Department is up 
to. It is obvious that, come the 1st of 
April, with the cut in price impending, 
the Government will own every pound of 
butter in the United States, except what 
is needed for sale the next morning. 

Certainly the manufacturers are not 
going to hold the butter back and take 
a sure loss of 2% cents a pound. They 
are going to turn it over to the Govern­
ment and buy it back on April 1 at a re­
duced price, which, on a million pounds, 
would mean more than $20,000. That is 
a pretty good amount for a dairy proces­
sor to make or lose. 

The question is, Are we about to em­
bark on a course which will not only 
bring down the income of the ·dairy 
farmers, at least for the next several 
months, but will also jeopardize the fu­
ture supply of fresh milk and dairy prod­
ucts for the people of the Nation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Vermont has 
expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I favored 
a :flexible percentage of parity price sup­
ports in the House of Representatives, 
where I had the honor to serve for 8 
years. I felt that the :flexible parity 
support price idea was essential, both 
from the point of view of the tax burden 
and the consumer's price point of view; 
and when operated in conjunction with 
other programs, such as the disposal of 
surpluses abroad, industrial experinien­
tation and research, husbandry of land, 
conservation practices, and rural credit, 
all of .which would represent an effective 
farm program for the country. 

I am of the same mind now. But I 
feel that the· concept to which I am a 

party must stand or fall by its ability to and with the Committee on Agriculture 
withstand stresses and strains. and Forestry in favor of Senate Joint 

Accordingly I shall support this reso- Resolution 163, to keep from happening 
lution because I believe, in respect to the to the dairy farmers what has already 
dairy farmer.. that there is . particular happened to other segments of our agri­
stress and strain now. I see it reflected culture. 
in my State, which is the second largest I yield back the remainder of my time. 
dairying State in the Nation. Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 

I have a deep feeling that the support yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
price reduction which is so imminent is Senator from Minnesota. 
directly related to the requirements of Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I shall not 
law rather than to the requirements of require 10 minutes. On March 11 I 
economics. Therefore, I shall vote for spoke about the enactment of a freeze on 
the resolution in order to give an oppor- dairy products at the existing support 
tunity for the letter of the law to catch level. On March 31, 1958, at midnight, 
up with the economics of the situation. the present support price of 25 cents a 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President~ I hundredweight will expire, unless Con­
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished gress takes action to stay the Secretary's 
Senator from Texas. hand, because the Secretary announced 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on last December 18 that it was his inten­
Texas is 12th among the States of the tion to roll back the support price on 
Union in the value of milk production, dairy products by April1 of this year. 
but that is not inconsiderable, because So, Mr. President, in the CONGRES• 
the production of Texas exceeds that of SIONAL REcoRD for March 11, commenc­
the great States of Washington and ing on page 3924, and continuing 
Oregon combined. through page 3931, will be found my 

The value of milk and dairy products statement on the dairy question; and 
in the agriculture of Texas, is fifth among further comments by me will be found 
all the commodities produced in Texas, on the following pages. 
despite our large production of cotton, I am indeed grateful that today the 
corn, grain sorghums, rice, peanuts, Senate has passed Senate Joint Resolu­
citrus fruit, and other crops. tion 162, which deals with various agri-

But aside from that, there is another cultural commodities. 
reason why I support the joint resolu- I am confident that the Senate will 
tion. Despite our relatively large pro- pass by an equally large vote Senate 
duction, we import large quantities of Joint Resolution 163, which will freeze 
dairy products from Wisconsin, Minne- further the dairy product supports. 
sota, Iowa, and California. We import The dairy product supports were in­
milk itself in tank trucks from Iowa, volved in the ·other· joint resolution; but 
Minnesota, Wisconsin, California, New in the case of Senate Joint Resolution 
Mexico, and other States. But the basic 163 the Senate will provide double se­
reason is that agriculture is in trouble curity for the dairy products. In other 
in America today. Agriculture needs the words, if Senate Joint Resolution 162 is 
help of this body. and the only way agri- vetoed-as has been threatened-milk 
culture can get help from the Senate is alone will receive support under Senate 
for Senators from the farm States to Joint Resolution 1'63. 
stand together. That was proved in a Mr. President, in the efforts I made 
crystal-clear manner by the passage of on March 11, I endeavored to have fa­
Senate Joint Resolution 162. The dis- vorable action taken by means of legis­
tinguished minority leader recognized lation in the interest of the dairy 
that in his final appeal for the passage product producers of the country. I en­
of the joint resolution. deavored to have the Senate pass that 

I think it is time for Senators from measure, which would freeze the sup­
the farm States to form a coalition or an ports for dairy products. I am con:fi· 
alliance to save American agriculture. dent that by that means I expedited the 
It is time for us to stand shoulder to taking of action by the Senate on these 
shoulder in a solid phalanx, from the two joint resolutions. 
Gulf of Mexico· to the Canadian border, . Therefore, I am indeed grateful that 
and from the Atlantic to the Pacific. · this much has been accomplished; and 

I am glad to join with the distinguished I am happy that I brought the question 
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. into focus in the. way I did on March 11, 
THYE] and the .distinguished junior Sen- because certainly there is need to freeze 
a tor from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], these supports and to protect the income 
regardless of party.. I think Senators of the dairy farmers of the country. 
from the farm States should now join Mr. President, having made that state-
hands. ment, I yield back the remainder of the 

In this, the greatest agricultural na- time which has .been yielded to me. 
tion on earth, because of the processes Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
which are inimical to producers at the 4 minutes to the Senator from South 
prevailing prices, the total value of our Dakota [Mr. MUNDT]. 
farm product is only 6 percent of the The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
total national product. CLARK in the chair>. The Senator from 

In voting against the amendment on South Dakota is recognized for 4 min­
milk offered by the senior Senator from utes. 
Minnesota [Mr. THYE], I did not do so Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, first of 
because I disagreed with the Senator. I all, I wish to say to my distinguished 
thought ·a united coalition should be friend, the senior Senator from Minne· 
formed to save agriculture in America. sota [Mr. THYEJ that I believe his ae· 
I am proud to vote now with the distin· tion of the -other day on the appropria­
guished senior Senator from Minnesota tion bill did tend to speed up the action 
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which the Senate has so gratifyingly 
taken today by passing ·senate Joint 
Resolution 162. Let me say that I hope 
the Senate will also pass Senate Joint 
Resolution 163. 

Mr. President, originally this farm leg­
islation was on the legislative schedule 
behind the tax bill. I am glad that it 
has been moved forward, following our 
colloquy in the Senate, so that today 
these farm measures are scheduled for 
action ahead of the tax bill. I do not 
know how long the Senate will take to 
debate the tax bill, but certainly it in­
volves a rather complicated problem, 
and a number of Senators are experts in 
that field, and undoubtedly many Sena­
tors will wish to be heard during the 
course of the debate on that bill. 

I am very much pleased that the Con­
gress is acting so early in the session 
on farm legislation. Under the able di• 
rection of the Chairman of the Senate 
Af;riculture Committee, the senior Sena­
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], an 
excellent job. has been done in holding 
hearings in our committee. The Sena­
tor from Louisiana has exercisea excel­
lent and outstanding leadership in the 
committee; we have sat mornings and 
afternoons, in the process of marking 
up the bills, so our committee could re­
port to the Senate a package of bills 
which would meet the existing problems. 

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolu­
tion 162, which the Senate has passed 
today, is a part of that package. So is 
Sen·ate Joint Resolution 163. It de­
serves your support. 

The Senate already has acted on the 
extension of Public Law 480, which is a 
third part of the package; and the Sen­
ate ·also has increased by $250 million 
the amount available for the acreage re­
serve, under the ~oil Bank program. 

Mr. President, as another part of the 
package, we have the assurance of the 
Chairman of the Committee on Agri­
culture and Forestry that on March 19 
the National Wool Act, another part of 
the package, will be reported from our 
committee. 

· Our Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry has approved proposed legisla­
tion which will be remedial to the po­
sition of the corn producer. That meas­
ure is still another part of the package. 

I · assume that those who are · inter­
ested in the particular problems faced 
by the producers of cotton will likewise 
request that steps be taken to solve the 
problems of that part of the agricul­
tural economy of the Nation. 

Mr. President, I believe that our dis­
tinguished friend, the junior Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS], made a 
very interesting and significant state­
ment when .he said that farm legisla­
tion should be such that it will stand up 
against the strains and stresses of eco­
nomics. I agree. I am pleased that he 
recognizes that the lowering of the 
prices of dairy products--and I suppose 
he takes a simila~ view. in regard to. the 
lowering of the prices of other agricul­
tural cpmmodities--during this era pro­
vides strains and stresses for those on 
the farms-strains and stresses too 
great for -them to handle unless some 
assistance is given by the Congress. 

Mr. President, what is true of the sit­
uation of the dairy farmers is likewise 
true, to the same extent, of the situation 
of the wheat farmers and the situation 
of the small grain farmers. It is equally 
true of the situation of those who raise 
grain to be fed to the dairy cattle as it 
is true of the situation of those who sell 
the products from the dairy cows. 

I am glad the Senator from New York 
recognizes that and that-to the extent 
he has announced-he will support Sen­
ate Joint Resolution 163. 

Mr. President, I do not anticipate a 
veto of either Senate Joint Resolution 
163 or Senate Joint Resolution 162. 
However, if there are reasons which 
would motivate the President to veto 
one or the other of them, I assume that 
he would have to veto both of them, 
because both of them are based on the 
same principle. I assume that neither 
the President nor the Secretary of Agri­
culture would wish to take action to 
confer benefits on certain farmers, as 
opposed to others--for instance, to say 
that only the farmers in the dairy busi­
ness will receive beneficial treatment, 
but that such treatment shall not be re­
ceived by farmers who raise grain, even 
though the economic problems of the 
latter group involve the same stresses 
arid strains which have been so elo­
quently referred to by my distinguished 

· friend, the junior Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITSJ. who has spoken in 
behalf of the dairy producers of his 
State. 

Mr. President, I was interested to note 
that the vote taken a few minutes ago 
on Senate Joint Resolution 162 resulted 
in 50 yeas and 43 nays-or a majority of 
7 in favor of passage of the joint reso­
lution. That is a significant bipartisan 
majority. When we break down by 
States the votes cast in favor of the 
passage of that joint resolution, we find 
that among the Senators from the agri­
cultural States the majority in favor of 
the passage of the resolution was con­
siderably larger. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
tinie yielded to the Senator from South 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should 
like to have 2 additional minutes yielded 
tome. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator 
from .Illinois. 

Mr. President, I believe it is significant 
that those who are specifically charged 
with the responsiblity of representing 
the farm segment of our National popu­
lation have arrived at a considerable 
degree of unanimity regarding the pas­
sage of this whole package of farm-aid 
measures. That unanimitY: was demon­
strated most eloquently in the Commit­
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, where 
there were never more than three dis­
senting votes among the Senators who 
are the members of that committee, and 
whose responsibility it is to hear wit­
nesses, take testimony. make investiga­
tions, and conduct inquiries as to what 

is best for the American farmers. In the 
committee there never were more than 
three dissenting votes ill regard to any 
phase of the package of agricultural bills 
w~ich the Senate now is in the process of 
passing, and all votes were strictly bi­
partisan and nonpolitical. 

Mr. President, I should like to point 
out that I believe that, without excep­
tion, the members of the Senate Com­
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry 
consider this package of farm legislation 
as sort of hold-the-line or stopgap 
legislation. At least, I know that no 
member of the committee considers 
these measures to constitute the final 
answer ·to the full problem of the farmer. 

However. because of the stresses and 
strains to which the dairy farmers, the 
producers of corn, the wheat farmers, 
the small-grains farmers, and so many 
farmers generally are subjected, we be­
lieved that something should be done at 
this time, early in the session, before the 
crop year began, to give all farmers as­
surance that the prices they will receive 
in 1958, under the price-support law, at 
least will not be less than the prices they 
received in 1957. 

The chairman of our committee has 
assured the committee and the Congress 
that we are going to have hearings in 
an attempt to find new answers to old 
problems,. better answers, and I hope 
some that are new answers to new prob­
lems which are coming into the picture. 
We recognize we need an enduring type 
of farm legislation, economically sound, 
administratively feasible, which will en­
able to be maintained in an equitable 
position our farm population, that part 
of our population engaged in industrial 
pursuits, members of big unions, work­
ers in the professional field,' and the 
business people of this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. May I have 1 additional 
minute? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the Senator from South Da­
kota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota is granted 1 
additional minute. . 

Mr. MUNDT. We seek the advice and 
counsel of our colleagues on the floor 
of the Senate, and the experts in and 
out of the Department of Agriculture, 
on and oil the farms, and on and oil the 
campuses of our great agriculture col­
leges. We are trying to find some en­
during answers. We do not pretend we 
have found them. We do not pretend 
they have been found in the peacetime 
economy in the history of our country. 
But we deny that no answer is available. 
We shall continue to search for the an­
swer, and until the search is successful 
for some enduring legislation, we rec­
ommend that the package presentation 
of hold-the-line measures be adopted. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
rise in enthusiastic support of the joint 
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resolution. It originally carried the 
names of two great captains for the 
dairy farmers, the Senator from Min­
nesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], and the Sena­
tor from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. I wish 
to tell my farmers at home that the pas­
sage of the joint resolution will mean a 
great deal to them, as undoubtedly they 
know. 

I had gone to the majority leader and 
asked him to call the joint resolution up. 
I a.m delighted he has done so. I should 
like to point out to the Senate that the 
entire economy of Wisconsin is at stake. 
We hope Senate Joint Resolution 163 will 
become law. We certainly want the 
safeguards it would afford. Wisconsin 
dairy farmers produce 17 billion pounds 
of milk. If Secretary Benson's order goes 
into effect in April, it will take nearly $50 
million out of Wisconsin's economy. 

I have had telegrams from chambers 
of commerce, labor organizations, and 
from people throughout Wisconsin, in 
favor of the proposed legislation. I ap­
peal to my fellow Senators. Please help 
Wisconsin. We need the joint resolu­
tion. We need it urgently. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sen­
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
earlier this afternoon I made some com­
ments about the policies of the Depart­
ment of Agriculture in continuing tore­
duce farm prices. All I wish to say at 
this time is that it becomes increasingly 
difficult for me to understand why this 
administration is so determined to meet 
the current recession by continuing to 
take purchasing power away from so 
many of our farm people. The decision 
to reduce dairy prices will result in tak­
ing over $9 million out of the State of 
Missouri, and over one-quarter of a bil­
lion dollars out of the pockets of the 
dairy farmers of the United States. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the junior Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
joint resolution before the Senate is an­
other effort on the part of the Congress 
in the :field of farm legislation for more 
orderly marketing and economic justice. 
It is a matter of economic life at this 
time for thousands of dairy farmers. It 
has been estimated by the Milk Pro­
ducers Association that if the contem­
plated reduction in support levels of 
dairy products becomes effective, it will 
mean, as the Senator from Missouri has 
just stated, a reduction in farm income 
of one-quarter of a billion dollars. 

In the State of Minnesota last year 
we suffered a loss of $20 million in agri­
cultural net income. Dairying in the 
United States accounts for 20 percent of 
the total agricultural income. It is the 
largest single segment in the agricul­
tural economy. So we are dealing in 
this joint resolution with one-fifth of 
the agricultural economy of the United 
States of America, and one-fifth, in 
which there is a big investment because 
of the high cost of good dairy cattle 
and the high cost of development of a 
dairy farm and the high cost of the 
maintenance of a modern dairy produc­
tion. 

If the price support levels suggested 
by the Secretary of Agriculture go into 
effect, it will mean anywhere from 22 
to 33 cents a hundredweight less than 
presently paid for milk or dairy products. 
We cannot stand such a loss in our econ­
omy, and we do not intend to stand for 
it. Both Senate Joint Resolutions 162 
and 163 are designed to prohibit these 
unjustified cuts. 

'While the support price on dairy prod­
ucts has gone down 13.1 percent, as I 
stated earlier today, consumer prices 
have gone up 9.3 percent. 

The argument which is made that low­
ering dairy price supports will help the 
consumer is false. The argument that 
lowering dairy price supports will reduce · 
production is not supported by the evi­
dence. The evidence that was presented 
before the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry was to the effect that in 
the years price supports were reduced 
from 90 percent to the present level, 
production of milk increased every single 
year. The production :figures for last 
year were higher than for the year be­
fore, and for that year they were higher 
than they were for 1955. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a table of the production of 
fluid milk be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE 1.-United States: Number of milk 

cows on Jarms, total production, produc­
tion per cow, and gross farm income from 
dairy products 

Number Total Gross 
of milk milk Milk farm 
cows on produc- produc- income 

Year farms tion tion per from 
(thou- (million cow dairy 
sand pounds) (pounds) products 
head) (millions) 

---------
1947---------- 23,329 116,814 5,007 $4,738 1948 __________ 22,336 112,671 5, 044 5,155 1949 __ ________ 22,024 116,103 5, 272 4,370 1950 __________ 21,944 116,602 5, 314 4,312 
1951__ __ ------ 21,505 114,681 5,333 4, 962 1952 __________ 21,338 114,671 5,374 5, 274 1953 __________ 21,691 120,221 5,542 4,966 
1954 __________ 21,581 122,094 5,657 4,632 1955 __________ 21, 193 12.3,128 5,810 4, 716 1956 __________ 20,927 125,698 6,006 4,966 
1957---------- ---------- 1126,981 ---------- ----------

1 Preliminary. 

Source: Statistical Bulletin No. 218, Agricultural 
Marketing Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point a 
portion of the argument which was so 
brilliantly made before the Committe~ 
on Agriculture and Forestry by Mr. Otie 
M. Reed, who represents in Washington 
the National Creameries Association, to 
the effect that the provision in law 
which the Secretary says he relies upon 
as compelling him to reduce price sup­
ports, namely, the provision of adequate 
supply, does not stand the test of care­
ful scrutiny. 

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

VICTIMS OF PRICE-POLICY DISCRIMINATION 

Some of the members of this subcommit­
tee may be surprised when I state categori­
cally that the manufacturing milk and but-

terfat producer is the victim of as brazen a 
policy of price discrimination as it has been 
my misfortune to witness in 25 years in 
Washington. 

I am sure all of you on this subcommittee 
are quite cognizant of the price criteria 
which are set forth in the Agricultural Mar­
keting Agreement Act of 1937. Economic 
conditions are the indicators which the Sec­
retary is required by the statute to consider 
in fixing price for milk used as fluid milk 
under Federal milk-marketing orders. The 
prices so established shall be such as "will 
assure an adequate supply of pure and 
wholesome milk and be in the public inter­
est." Under the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
while the support range is to be between 75 
and 90 percent of parity, the final criterion 
is to "assure an adequate supply." 

Thus it is seen that the basic criterion is 
the same under the two acts of the Congress 
under which the. Secretary conducts pro­
grams for the benefit of producers of fluid 
milk and producers of manufacturing milk 
and butterfat. 

One measure of the price discrimination 
of which I spoke is to be found in a com­
parison of the prices received by producers 
for manufacturing milk and butterfat with 
the prices received by producers of fluid milk 
for that portion of their milk that is used 
as fluid milk in towns, cities, and villages of 
the United States. 

These figures are shown in some detail on 
table 8 of the statistical appendix affixed 
hereto, but I will indicate briefly what these 
figures show. Starting in 1947, the first year 
for which prices of manufacturing milk were 
published by the United States Department 
of Agriculture, the spread between fluid milk 
pi-ices and manufacturing milk prices has 
increased every year except in 1950 and 1951. 
Start with a spread of $1.58 cents per hun­
dredweight in 1951, the spread has incr~ased 
every year since that time. In 1957, this 
spread has increased to $2.16 per hundred­
weight-the highest of the record. While it 
is true that this average from which I have 
computed the spread covers more markets 
than are under Federal price-fixing orders, 
nevertheless it must be conceded by all that 
the basic reason for the continued increase 
in the spread is due very largely indeed to 
the level of prices fixed under the Federal 
orders. These orders not only fix the price 
in over 60 markets, most cf the largest mar­
kets in the United States, they also very ef­
fectively bolster up the prices in other mar­
kets nearby the regulated markets. 

Thus, we find that, under one law-the 
law under which market orders are written 
for the fluid milk producer, prices are main­
tained at a much higher level than under 
the law which authorizes the price support 
program for manufacturing milk and butter­
fat. This is the case, even though as I 
pointed out the price level criteria in both 
laws are very basically one and the same. 

Another way we can get at this matter of 
price discrimination is to consider the parity 
prices of milk as published by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. Unfor­
tunately, no parity prices are published for 
milk used as fluid milk, and, as far as I 
know, none are even computed by the De­
partment. The Department does publish, 
however, a series of prices which represent 
the prices received by producers f. o. b. first 
delivery point, for milk delivered to plants 
and dealers, regardless of use. Thus, it rep­
resents a sort of average of prices received 
by producers in fluid milk markets and in 
manufacturing milk markets. 

During the last year, the price of all milk 
ranged from 80 to 96 percent of parity (sea­
sonally unadjusted) and averaged 88 per­
cent of parity for the year. Manufacturing 
milk prices ranged from 79 to 88 percent of 
parity (seasonally unadjusted) and averaged 
84 percent for the year. I should like to 
remark here that the prices for manufactur­
ing milk parity I quoted were those which 
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were computed by me, using the formula 
provided by the Agricultural Act of 1949. As 
far as I know, the Department last year was 
still using the parity-equivalent method of 
computing parity prices for manufacturing 
milk, and price supports were set at 83 per­
cent of parity so computed just before the 
start of the marketing year. 

The significant point here is that the prices 
for manufacturing milk represent a use 
price--the price of all milk represents an 
average of all use prices. It follows that the 
fiuid milk element in this average is what 
keeps the all milk price at a higher percent 
of parity than the manufacturing milk price 
represents when compared to its parity price. 

Inasmuch as price supports for manufac­
turing milk and butterfat represent a much 
lower percentage of parity than the prices 
received for all milk, it follows that, if manu­
facturing milk and butterfat prices are to 
be placed on a basis more nearly represent­
ing equality of treatment with respect to 
price policy, the price support level for 
manufacturing milk and butterfat should be 
placed at least at the same percentage of par­
ity as that enjoyed for all milk in all uses. 

If this were to be done, then the price 
supports for manufacturing milk this com­
ing year should be set at 88 percent of its 
parity price, as it can now be computed under 
the Agricultural Act of 1949. I calculate this 
to be $3 .48 per hundredweight on the 
basis of average parity prices for manufac­
turing milk during 1957, or $3.52 on the basis 
of the parity price for December 1957. 

In answer to this argument, we may pre­
sume that the Secretary would state that we 
had too much . surplus, and therefore the 
price support level had to be reduced. Stated 
another way, he would argue that we would 
produce an adequate supply at lower prices, 
or are producing more than an adequate 
supply at current support levels, hence under 
the law, he could do nothing other than to 
reduce the price support level. 

While we may be accused of being quite 
uncharitable to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
still I shall state that we would consider the 
argument of the S ecretary to be more ap­
propriate if he followed it in all his dealings 
with milk and dairy products pricing. How­
ever, while we find that the Secretary looks 
with extreme disfavor upon surpluses in 
manufacturing milk and butterfat and re­
duces our already low support prices as a 
result, he continues flUid milk prices at rela­
tively higher levels even though many of 
the markets have large surpluses over fluid 
milk use. Thus, on page 354 of Statistical 
Bulletin No. 218, published by the Agricul­
tural Marketing Service, United States De­
partment of Agriculture, there is a table 
showing the percentage which class I (fluid) 
milk bore to all milk received from producers 
by regulated handlers in 63 milk markets 
then under Federal milk orders. For the year 
as a whole, 4 of these markets showed be­
tween 40 and 50 percent class I use, 5 showed 
from 50 to 60 percent class I, 9 showed 60 to 
70 percent class I, 23 showed 70 to 80 percent 
class I, 17 showed 80 to 90 percent class I, 
and 8 showed over 90 percent class I. New 
York and Boston together accounted for 
nearly 10 billion of the total of 31 billion 
pounds of milk under these 63 orders, and 
both of these markets showed less than 50 
percent of total receipts used as class I. In 
other words, there were about 5 billion 
pounds of milk surplus to fluid milk sales 
in these two markets alone in 1956. 
. Did the Secretary reduce the class I prices 

in the numerous oversupplied markets be­
cause the prices prevailing under his orders 
were bringing forth more than an adequate 
supply? He did not. As a matter of fact, 
in many of the markets, he permitted the 
negotiations of still higher prices between 
producer groups and handlers. 

Why, with this record under the adequate 
supply criterion in fluid milk markets, 
did the Secretary adopt a much more 

stringent measure of adequate supply in 
manufacturing milk and butterfat markets? 
We do not know. We would be eternally 
grateful to the members of 1J!is subcommit­
tee 1f they could secure from the Secretary 
an expression of his reasons, for his very 
evident practice of price policy discrimina­
tion against manufacturing milk and butter­
fat producers. 

Now, in case some of my colleagues in the 
fiuid milk field, or their representatives, 
should infer from these comparisons that 
we are arguing that fluid milk prices _are 
too high and therefore I am confusing the 
issue by introduction of the facts and con­
siderations contained in this section, I want 
to state categorically to the subcommittee 
that I am not at this time arguing the level 
of fluid milk prices one way or the other. 

I am pointing out, and on this we stand, 
that the Secretary of Agriculture, with bas­
ically the same price level criteria in the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, as amended, authorizing the fixing of 
prices in fluid milk markets, and the Agri­
cultural Act of 1949, as amended, authoriz­
ing price support programs for manufac­
turing milk and butterfat, has so operated 
the two programs as to provide relatively 
higher prices for fluid milk and relatively 
lower prices for manufacturing milk. To 
us, this amounts to rather positive official 
discrimination against the manufacturing 
milk and butterfat producer for which we 
can find no compelling reason in the law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
other words, the same language is in the 
Federal milk marketing orders, wherein 
the Secretary has approved higher prices 
for fluid milk. Yet in the same law that 
applies to manufacturing milk, the Sec­
retary insists that the support level be 
lowered. 

If it is desired to help the farmers and 
the Nation, and stop the recession, the 
thing to do is pass the joint resolution, 
have it placed on the President's desk, 
and insist on the President of the United 
States fulfilling his commitment to the 
American people, namely, giving parity 
in the marketplace. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, if we do not have a yea-and-nay 
vote on this joint resolution, we can dis­
pose of it, and bring up the next bill and 
have a unanimous-consent agreement 
on it, and perhaps get through with it 
and have a vote by perhaps 8 or 9 
o'clock this evening. I hope we shall 
not have to .have the yeas and nays on 
the joint resolution which is now before 
the Senate. We have just voted on one. 
Having a yea-and-nay vote prolongs the 
time. It is fine for Senators interested 
in it, but the joint resolution will pass, 
and pass overwhelmingly, without a yea­
and-nay vote. We know we shall have 
a record. vote on the Douglas tax amend­
ment later in the evening. I think it 
will save time if we can pass this joint 
resolution with that understanding, and 
send it to the House, where action can 
be taken on it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I am prepared to yield back the time 
remaining to me. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I respect­
fully ask that we try to get the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena­
tor can ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. THYE. I think it is imperative 
that we ask for them. 

, The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. Is 
there a su:flicient second? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRoxMIRE in the chair). Does the Sena­
tor from Illinois yield to the Senator 
from Arizona su:flicient time to suggest 
the absence of a quorum? · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I do 
not know what the qualified understand­
ing was. I am prepared to yield back 
the time, if all time is yielded back on the 
other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is prepared to 
yield back his time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I stand ready to 
yield back the time, · Mr. President. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a couple of questions of the 
Senator from Louisiana, before the con­
sideration of this joint resolution is con­
cluded, if the Senator will be gracious 
enough to permit that. 

Mr. ELLENDER. · Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am, of course, inter­
ested in dairying. The State which I 
have the honor in part to represent has 
considerable dairying interest. 

I am somewhat intrigued by the 
method which appears to be the pro­
cedure today. I read the joint resolu­
tion which the Senate passed earlier 
today. It seems to me that joint reso­
lution accomplished everything for the 
dairy farmer which the pending joint 
resolution would accomplish. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Louisiana if I am correct in my interpre­
tation of the joint resolution previously 
passed. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor­
rect. The joint resolution will do ex­
actly that. This is a double shot for the 
dairy people. That is merely what it 
amounts to. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am cognizant of the 
fact that dairying is one of the great 
industries in the agricultural area. I 
have always supported it. I wonder why 
it is necessary to single out dairying for 
a two-shot approach. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I cannot give the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia a 
specific answer, except to say that in 
discussion I heard that the pending res­
olution may have a better chance of 
being signed into law than the other 
resolution, passed a few minutes ago. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, that 
may well be, but I do not know upon 
what the statement is based. The Sec­
retary of Agriculture has announced that 
he is going to take certain action. 
Whatever may -be said about the Secre­
tary, he has not yet, in any instance of 
wbich I have knowledge, backed up in 
his determination. 

I wish to be perfectly frank with the 
Senator as to why I ask my question. 
This procedure appears to be a very nice 
way to split the agricultural interests of 
the country into pieces. It appears to be 
a very nice way to place us in a position 
where we cannot ever get any genert>J 
farm legislation. If we follow this prac­
tice of a single resolution embracing all 
the commodities, and then take up for 
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consideration· and pass a nearly identical 
resolution for a specific commodity, in a 
separate piece of legislation--

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen~ 

ator from Louisiana has control of the 
time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself an additional 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator is recognized for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the distin­
guished Senator from Georgia knows 
that we are considering the resolution 
introduced by my colleague, the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHEY], and the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN], on the Republican side. I 
have a strong feeling that since they 
introduced the resolution after the other 
resolution had been introduced, we 
should give them the same courtesy with 
regard to this resolution that we af­
forded with relation to the other. I be­
lieve the yeas and nays should be 
ordered. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, of 
course if we are going to follow that 
practice, we face a long line of resolu­
tions to. consider. I have as great respect 
for the distinguished Senator from Ver­
mont [Mr. AIKEN] and the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], as does the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. I 
would certainly lay my respect for them 
alongside his. 

If that argument is good, · however, 
there are times w,hen 17 or 18 bills have 
been introduced, all of the same general 
tenor and effect, but sponsored by dif­
ferent Senators. If we are going to fol­
low that procedure; we shall have to con­
sider all such bills, one ·right after the 
other, so as to have a separate record 
:vote on every Senator's bill. 

It seems ,to me important that we have 
had one record vote. What we are try­
ing to do now, Mr. President, appears to 
be dangerous. The only reason I con­
sider it to be worthwhile to bring the 
matter to the attention of the Senate is 
that I feel this procedure simply gives a 
number of Senators an opportunity to 
eat their cake and have it, too. They can 
vote against the general farm bill and 
can go back to tell their constituents, 
''Oh, I voted against that :general farm 
bill which would have kept prices up." 
But they can also go to the only agri­
cultural industry they have in their 
States, to the dairy farmers, and say, 
"I helped to have passed the bill for you 
to raise your prices and hold them up." 

The Senator can go into the city the 
same night and make a speech setting 
forth that he fought against increasing 
all agricultural price supports. 

I think if we are going to follow this 
kind of policy simply to give some Sena~ 
tors an opportunity to eat their cake 
and have it, too, we are planting a seed 
which will completely destroy any hope 
of enacting any general farm legisla-
~a . 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 more minutes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia, with · his custo­
mary astuteness, has put his finger, I 
believe, on one of the political reasons 
for the pending resolution. 

Is there not another political reason 
for consideration of the resolution; 
namely, to permit the President to veto a 
general farm resolution, and then sign 
this resolution, so that his party and his 
supporters ca.n go forth as the protectors 
of the dairy industry? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Indeed that may well 
be. Not only that, it will tear the groups 
which should be interested in agriculture 
to pieces. Every Senator knows that, 
as a general proposition, one agricul­
tural commodity does not have sufficient 
strength to secure passage of general 
legislation by the Senate. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I am in favor of a 
dairy provision. I was glad to vot.e for 
it under the general resolution. I am 
simply interested to know why it is nec­
essary to keep on passing resolutions 
affecting dairying when we have already 
covered the subject in the other resolu-
tion. _ 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. If I am not mistaken, 

the junior Senator from Minnesota was 
one · of the sponsors of the resolution, 
Senate Joint Resolution 162. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 more minutes. 

Mr. LONG. If I am not mistaken, the 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] was one of the sponsors of 
the resolution, yet the Senator stood in 
the Chamber less than 48 hours ago, 
when we had before us for consideration 
proposed cotton legislation, ahd said he 
was against that type of piecemeal legis­
lation for agriculture. It seems to me 
that the junior Senator from Minne­
sota has no objection to considering all 
the products together. The Senator 
certainly was willing to go along with 
the general resolution which was passed 
a few minutes ago. On the basis of this 
record, I am sure the Senator from Min­
nesota supports the policy of overall com­
prehensive farm legislation. He has al~ 
ways so indicated. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator · permit the junior Sen~ 
ator from Minnesota to speak? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
not indulging in any personalities. I 
refuse to discuss personalities. I have 
been invited to do so at other times, and 
prior to the time the Senator from Lou­
isiana took the floor. I am talking about 
policy. 

The Members of the Senate who are 
hopeful of obtaining any farm legis~ 
lation at all for the benefit of all the 
farmers should realize they are digging 
their graves with this kind of practice 
and this kind of policy, singling out one 
group for favoritism. We ought all to 
stand or fall together, and we should 
deal fairly with all farm commodities. 

· The dairy farmers have not been hurt 
as yet. They are threatened with a 
blow, as I understand, which is to fall 
some time later on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Some of the other 
commodities have been taking a fearful 
beating for 2 or 3 years. 

I shall vote, Mr. President, if we have 
a record vote, against the· jOint resolu­
tion, as a protection of the general pol­
icy I have stated. By passing this res­
olution I think we would be placed in a 
position where we would stand naked so 
far as getting any general farm legisla~ 
tion is concerned. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President; I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask for the regular order. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Min­
nesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana yields 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
only reason I asked the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana to yield to me is 
so that I may set the record straight. 

I think my colleagues realize that the 
other day, at great personal anguish and 
political risk, I voted against the sus­
pension of the rules as related to the ap­
propriation bill in respect to both cotton 
and milk. · 

I address the Senate on the very same 
basis that I previously approached the 
problem. I said then that unless we 
could come to the Senate with farm leg~ 
lslation which related to the total farm 
economy, we were treading on dangerous 
ground and inviting trouble by weaken~ 
lng our position. 

I did not say it as well as my good and 
able friend from Georgia, whom I respect 
and admire and surely know to be one of 
the great spokesmen in this body for 
the economic rights and needs of the 
farm people of America. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the Sena­

tor's statement. I shall vote against the 
resolution not because I am against the 
proposal, but rather as a protest against 
such a procedure. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand. 
I was one of those, along with the Sen­

ator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON]. 
who sponsored the original joint resolu­
tion, Senate Joint Resolution 150 in the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, the resolution which was re­
ported to the Senate as Senate Joint 
Resolution 162 atnd passed today. It 
was incorporated into the joint res· 
olution for the total overall . hold-the­
line freeze on agriculture-Senate Joint 
Resolution 162. The record will reveal 
that it was this joint resolution which I 

. 
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recommended be rePOrted from the com­
mittee. But there was a dispute .in the­
committee over the two resolutions. 
Therefore, both joint resolutions were re­
ported-Senate Joint Resolution 162 and 
Senate Joint Resolution 163. However, 
the overall Resolution 162 does give pro­
tection to dairying as well as others. 

I happen to believe thatt the best way . 
to legislate is on all commodities, and I 
so voted. But if we are to have the ex­
ecutive branch of the Government again 
giving us the business, I want to be sure 
that the President has before him both 
measures. If I had my choice, I would 
prefer that we have only one. The one 
covering and protecting all commodi­
ties at a level not less thatn at prices in 
1957. I am for the dairy producers. I 
am for the wheat producers. I am for 
the cotton producers, and I am for the 
tobacco producers-! believe that agri­
culture must stand together or be the 
victim of weakness through division. 

Frankly, I basically agree with the 
Senator from Georgia, . but I atm not go­
ing to vote against my dairy producers 
in either resolution. I say very frankly 
that I am supporting Senate Joint Reso­
lution 163, because if President Dwight 
Eisenhower ·is again going to renege on 
his word by failing to assure parity to 
our farm people through a veto of Joint 
Resolution 162, he should have the op­
portunity to at leatst be fair with dairy­
ing in connection with Senate Joint Res­
olution 163. I suggest that he sign both. 
In so doing he will not have any prob­
lems of conscience, and the Secretary of 
Agriculture will be able to enjoy the 
serenity and peace of mind which a man 
of his background and position should 
have. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 15 seconds to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. In order that there may 
be no doubt whatsoever as ·to what I 
have endeavored to do with the Presi­
dent in connection with all agricultural 
commodities, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the body of the REc­
oRD a copy of the letter which I ad­
dressed to the President of the United 
States on January 25, 1958. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD1 

as follows: 
JANUARY 25, 1958. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I · am compelled to 

write this letter in strong opposition to the 
proposals which have recently been set forth 
by Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft 
Benson. 

Let me say, at the outset, that there is 
general agreement among farm leaders, 
business and professional people, labor and 
Congressional leaders, that such programs as 
increased research into new uses for farm 
products, extension of Public Law 480, the 
Soil Bank, constitute constructive action to. 
reduce surpluses and to bring about a 
strengthening of our agriculture economy. 

Likewise, there is unanimous agreement 
that the farmers are caught in a "cost price., 
squeeze which has reduced the income to the 
farmer and has seriously damaged his posi­
tion in our general economy. 

· I have found strong, adverse reaction to 
the Secretary's proposal to lower dairy· sup- . 
ports. I find it necessary to call to your · 
attention the seriousness ·of the proposals set 
forth by Secretary Benson last December ·18. 
He proposed that "during the current year 
dairy supports are available at $3.25 PE:r hun­
dredweight for manufactured milk (reflect­
ing 83 percent of parity) and at 58.6 cents 
per pound for butterfat (reflecting 80 per­
cent of parity)." The reduction announced 
would lower the supports to 75 percent of 
parity. The producers immediately would 
suffer a 25 cent per hundredweight loss on 
the price of milk. The producer should not 
suffer this reduction in the dairy prices, as 
the price is already too low. 

Qu9t1ng further from the Secretary's 
statement "The downward adjustments are 
the equivalent on the average of about 2¥2 
cents a pound for butter, 2¥2 cents a pound 
for cheese, and one-half cent a quart for 
fluid milk." 

There was a very small drop in consumer 
costs in 1954, when price supports were re­
duced from 90 percent to 75 percent, as you 
will note on the enclosed chart. The drop 
then was to 59 cents -per hundredweight 
on milk. The consumer actually received, as 
a benefit in the reduction of the cost of a 
quart of milk, only four-tenths of 1 cent, 
only 2.2-cent saving per pound of cheese, and 
a 6.6-cent saving on a pound of butter. 

I feel that the 25-cent drop will not reflect 
any benefit to the consumer, but most cer­
tainly that amount will be a loss to the pro­
ducer. The producer has endeavored to co­
operate. He has not increased his number of 
milk cows, as you will note from the enclosed 
chart. Cheap feeds and some improved 
breeding have caused an increase per milk 
cow production. 

I have just returned from the State of 
Minnesota; and I found people, both farmers 
and businessmen, very disturbed about the 
coming drop in the price of milk. That is 
the reason I am compelled to lay these facts 
before you and urge that immediate action 
be t aken to cause a reconsideration of the 
Secretary's announcement concerning the 
lowering of the support price of milk and 
dairy products. 

I sincerely request that I may have a per­
sonal c;:onference with you on this question 
during the week of January 27. 

Respectfully, 
EDWARD J. THYE, 

United States Senator. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I want 
everyone to know that I have repeatedly 
urged that we hold the line against a 
slide-in of agricultural prices. I rec­
ognize the fact that I am the author of. 
neither this joint resolution nor the joint 
resolution which was passed earlier. 
However, it is important that the yeas 
and nays be ordered on the passage of 
the pending joint resolution. It is for 
that reason that I have asked for the 
yeas and nays. I renew my request for 
the yeas and nays on the :final passage 
of the pending joint resolution. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 1 minute, and then I shall be pre­
pared to yield back the remainder of the 
time on our side. 

Let me say to my good friend, the 
junior Senator from Minnesota, that in 
my judgment he need lose no sleep to­
night over what the President will do. 
lf he consults me, I certainly will not 
stutter when I tell him what I think he 
should do. 

Consistency is a. jewel. The thing to 
do in the interest of the American farm­
ers is to veto both joint resolutions. I 

do not know that the President will con...-. 
suit me, but if he does, there will be no 
stuttering and no equivocation on my 
part. · 

I think it . would be one of the greatest 
services he could render to American 
agriculture to veto the handiwork of this 
afternoon's performance in the United 
States Senate. 

· Mr. President, I yield back the re­
mainder of the time on our side. 
- Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 

prepared to yield back the remainder of 
the time on our side. First I yield 1 
minute to the junior Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
when the Senate Agriculture Committee 
recently voted overwhelmingly to freeze 
dairy supports in one measure and price 
supports and acreage allotments in an­
other, I am sure they were responsive to 
the desire of the great majority of the 
Nation's farmers. The dairymen of Ore­
gon who have written me have, to a man, 
urged the action taken by the Senate 
Agriculture Committee. 

The other day I placed in the RECORD 
representative letters from Oregon 
dairymen urging that dairy support 
prices be frozen at the 1957 level. By­
staying reductions, Congress will enable 
these dairymen to operate in the man­
ner to which they have made adjustment 
in recent months. To let the reduction 
go into force would undoubtedly create 
maladjustments in the dairy industry, 
and in the process many milk producers 
would be eliminated. 

If the present price level is main­
tained, the dairymen of America may 
proceed with the orderly development of 
their self-help programs, while in the 
meantime, opportunity will be given the 
Congress to act wisely on new dairy leg­
islation designed to solve many of the 
chronic problems that have beset the 
dairymen of the country. 

If the:re is desire to simplify the dairy . 
problem by reducing the number of 
dairymen, the administration's proposed 
order to reduce the support price could 
conceivably accomplish that highly ques­
tionable objective. Enactment of Sen­
ate Joint Resolution 163 will be the im­
mediate step, then, toward an eventual · 
dairy program that is designed to obtain 
equality of income for dairy farm capital 
and dairy farm labor in the American 
economy. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of the time on 
our side. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution is open to amendment. 
If there be no amendment to be pro­
posed, the question is on the engross­
ment and third reading of the joint reso­
lution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading and was 
read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution having been read the 
~hird time, the question is, Shall it pass? 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 
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clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 

the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Goldwater McNamara 
Allott Gore Monroney 
Anderson Green Morse 
Barrett Hayden Morton 
Beall Hennings Mundt 
Bible H1ckenlooper Neuberger 
Bricker Hill Pastore 
Bridges Hobl1tzell Payne 
Bush Holland Pptter 
Butler Hruska Proxm1re 
Byrd _ Humphrey Purtell 
Capehart Ives Revercomb 
Carlson Jackson Robertson 
carroll Javits Russell 
Case, N. J. Jenner Saltonstall 
Case, S. Dak. Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Chavez Johnston, S.C. Scott 
Church Kefauver Smathers 
Clark Kennedy Smith, Maine 
Cooper Kerr Smith, N.J. 
Cotton Knowland Sparkman 
Curtis Kuchel Stennis 
Dirksen Langer Symington 
Douglas La usche Talmadge 
Dworshak Long Thurmond 
Eastland Magnuson Thye 
Ellender Malone Watkins 
Ervin Mans-field Wiley 
Flanders Martin, Iowa Williams 
Frear .Martin, Pa. Yarborough 
Fulbright McClellan Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present. . 

The joint resolution having been read 
the third time, the question is, Shall it 
pass? · 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from Montana [Mr. MuR­
RAY] and the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY] are absent on official 
business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. MURRAY] has a pair with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MURRAY] would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT] would vote "nay." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of illness in his family. 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sen­
ator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah would vote "nay," and the Senator 
from Montana would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 43, 
nays 50, as follows~ 

Aiken 
All ott 
Barrett 
Carlson 
carroll 
Case, S. Dak. 

· Chavez 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Flanders 

Anderson 
Beall 
Bible ­
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 

YEAS-43 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kefauver 
Langer 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McNamara 
Morse 
Morton 

NAY8-50 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Case, N.J. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
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Mundt 
Neuberger 
Payne 
Potter 
Proxmire 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thye 
Wiley 
Yarborough 
Young 

Dirksen 
Ervin 
F.rear 
Goldwater 
Green ' 
Hayden · 

Hennings · · - Lausche 
H1ckenlooper Long 
Hill . Malone 
Hobl1tzell Martin, Iowa 
Holland ' Martin, Pa.. 
Hruska McClellan 
Jenner Monroney 
Kennedy Pastore 
Kerr Purtell 
Knowland Revercomb 
Kuchel Robertson 

Russell . 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, N.J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Watkins 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-3 
'Bennett Murray O'Mahoney 

So the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 163) 
-was rejected. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the jQ~nt 
resolution was rejected. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move 
to lay . that motion on the table. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Georgia to lay on the table the 
motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. THYE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the body of the RECORD 
a telegram I have received from Donald 
A. Tentis, thanking me for my efforts in 
behalf of the dairy farmers. 

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

KELLOGG, MINN., March 13, 1958. 
·senator THYE, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR SENATOR THYE: The Zumbro Valley 
Farmers Union, Local No. 595, want to thank 
you for your efforts to freeze the price sup­
.ports on all commodities at 1957 levels. 
Please continue your fight to freeze the sup-· 
ports on all the commodities and encourage 
the other Senators to do likewise. The cut 
in dairy supports in this area would mean 
disaster to farmers in our area and will make 

'the recession a lot worse. Our local now 
.has over 100 members. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD A. TENTIS. 

RELEASE OF FUNDS APPROPRIATED 
BY CONGRESS FOR CONSTRUC­
TION OF NATIONAL GUARD AR­
MORIES 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, recently I wrote a letter to the 
·Department of Defense urging the re­
lease of funds appropriated by Congress 
.for the construction of National Guard 
armories throughout the United States. 
~ I pointed out that release of these 
funds would result in immediate build­
ing activity in many communities pro­
viding needed employment for our peo­
ple and also providing a market for nec­
essary supplies and equipment. 

Mr. President •. I have received this 
·morning from the National Guard Bu­
reau the information that additional 
iF'ederal funds previously appropriated 
by the Congress for Army National 
.Guard construction have been made 
available for obligation in this fiscal 
_year for three more projects in the State 
·of Texas. 

The Adjutant General of Texas is be­
ing authorized, I am informed, to take 
. the steps nec~s.:;a~y to complete construe-

tion contracts· for the following projects 
in my State: 

A one-unit-plus armory in Longview, 
Federal contribution, $73,620. 

A two-unit-plus armory in Corpus 
Christi, Federal contribution, $86,000. 

A two-unit armory-in Pasadena, Fed­
eral contribution, $82,260. 
· Mr. Presiqent, it is my earnest hope 
that this anno1:1ncement represents a 
change in the administration policy that 
has so often led -to a freeze of funds au­
thorized and appropriated by Congress 
for construction projects and other pur.:. 
poses. . . 

I hope it represents a real awakening 
to the fact that many of our people need 
"jobs right now-between 5 and 6 million 
people, according to the latest figures 
available. 

I call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that funds have been appropriated 
·by Congress for a number of additional 
National Guard armories in Texas and 
that these funds have still not been made 
available to start immediate construc­
tion. 

Let me read the list into the RECORD, 
along with the amount of Federal funds 
that could be put to work on the projects: 

Gonzales, $138,750. 
Terrell, $79,500. 
Brownfield, $75,000. 
Beaumont, $90,000. 
Donna, $90,000. 
Decatur, $120,000. 
New Braunf~ls, $135,000. 
Orange, $135,000. 
Cameron, $120,000. 
Victoria, $120,000. 

I respectfully suggest, Mr. President, 
that the go-ahead signal be given on 
these projects. · · 

This is one of the ways-and others 
already have been put forward-in which 
we can take effective,. prompt action to 
combat the downward trend in our econ­
omy. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

_sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the amendment of the 
Senate to the joint resolution <H. J. Res. 
.509) authorizing the President to in­
vite the States of the Union and foreign 
countries to participate in the Second 
Annual United States World Trade Fair 
·to be held in New York City, N.Y., from 
May 7 to May 17, 1958. 

The message also announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill (S. 497) authorizing the con­
struction, repair, and preservation of cer­
tain public works on rivers and harbors 
for navigation, flood control, and for 
other purposes, disagreed to by the Sen­
_ate, agreed to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
.the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. 
. JONES of Alabama, Mr. McGREGOR, and 
Mr. MACK of Washington were appointed 
.managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend­
ment of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
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5822) to amend section 406 (b) of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 with re­
spect to the reinvestment by air carriers 
of the proceeds from the sale or other 
disposition of certain operating property 
and equipment; asked a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROGERS of 
Texas, Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr. WoLVERTON, Mr. 
O'HARA of Minnesota, and Mr. HALE were 
appointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

FORMULA FOR TAXING OF LIFE 
INSURANCE COMPANIES 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 1390, 
H. R. 10021. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title for the infor­
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
10021) to provide that the 1955 formula 
for taxing income of life-insurance com­
panies shall also apply to taxable years 
beginning in 1957. · 

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. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I have talked to the distinguished 
minority leader and to the author of the 
amendment which we expect to have 
called up. We expect to have the Sen­
ate remain in session in the hope that 
it may be possible to vote on the amend­
ment within 4 hours. 

On behalf of the minority leader and 
myself, I submit a proposed unanimous 
consent agreement which will require a 
vote by that time, if it is agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proposed agreement will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That, during the further consid­

eration of the bill (H. R. 10021), debate upon 
any amendment intended to be proposed and 
upon any motion or appeal relating thereto, 
except a motion to lay on the table, shall be 
limited to 4 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the mover of any such amend­
ment or motion and the minority leader: 
Provided, That no amendment that is not 
germane to the provisions of the said bill 
shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, That the 
said leaders, or either of them, may from the 
time under their control on the passage of 
the said bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any 
amendment, motion, or appeal. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re• 
serving the right to object-and I do not 
intend to object--! wish to ask a ques­
tion of the distinguished majority leader, 
to clarify the terms of the proposed 
unanimus-consent request. 

Do I understand that the time for 
quorum calls will not · be charged to the 
time of the side requesting the calls? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The quorum 
call preceding the vote will not be 
charged. It will be the normal proce-

dure to have a quorum calf before the 
vote on the Senator's amendment. If 
any other quorum call is desired, it will 
require unanimous consent. · I should 
have no objection to giving unanimous 
consent at the time such a request is 
made, if there is a good reason for the 
quorum call. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I understand, 
then, that there is a sort of informal 
gentlemen's agreement on this point? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have had 
no agreement with anyone. The pro­
cedure of the Senate is to have a quorum 
call before a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico will state it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The bill is to pro­
vide that the 1955 formula for taxing 
income of life insurance companies shall 
also apply to taxable years beginning in 
1957. 

Would an amendment to reduce the 
depletion allowance on oil be germane? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not my intention 
at the moment to offer such an amend­
ment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico repeat his 
question? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I asked, since the 
bill is to provide that the 1955 formula 
for taxing income of life insurance com­
panies shall also apply to taxable years 
beginning in 1957, and since the proposed 
unanimous consent agreement contains 
a provision to control the time for de­
bate and a provision that amendments 
be germane, would an amendment to re­
duce the depletion allowance on oil be 
germane? I was getting around, even­
tuallY', to my own amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair inquires of the senior Senator 
from Virginia whether the bill contains 
any provision relating to a tax on oil. 

-Mr. BYRD. There is nothing in the 
bill relating to a depletion allowance or 
any other tax on oil. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There is nothing in 
the bill relating to excise taxes on auto­
mobiles, although I have an amendment 
to cover such a proposal. There is noth­
ing relating to capital gains, on which 
I have an amendment. 

I must object. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, I do not believe-­
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec­

tion has already been made. 
· Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia­

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oklahoma will state it. 
Mr. KERR. Is there anything in the 

rules to prevent another Senator from 
objecting if we wishes to do so? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any 
Senator can object at this point, but, in 
the judgment of the Chair, such an ob­
jection would be useless. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma will state it. 

Mr. KERR. If a Senator has a right 
to object, does he not have the right 
to address himself to the Chair, reserv .. 
ing that right? 

· Mr. ANDERSON. I do not wish to 
cut anybody off. I withdraw my objec­
tion at this time. I merely wished to 
make certain that there would be an 
opportunity, if the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAS] could present his amend­
ment, for me to present mine. 

Under the proposed unanimous-con­
sent agreement, neither of us could pre­
sent an amendment, even though the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
was named. Therefore, I felt I should 
object. 

I think it is no secret that I do not 
intend to propose the amendment to 
change the depletion allowance on oil. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I feel that 
the Senator from Louisiana was arbi­
trarily cut off by the statement of the 
Chair. I felt that I, and perhaps other 
Senators, might like to hear what the 
Senator from Louisiana would say. But 
he was arbitrarily cut off by the state­
ment of the Chair that the request had 
already been objected to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair simply informed the Senator from 
Louisiana that the request had been 
objected to. The Senator from Louisi· 
ana can receive recognition, and the 
Chair now recognizes the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, all I 
wished to say was that I have an amend· 
ment which might not be regarded as 
germane. I am not even certain that I 
would insist upon it, if the chairman of 
the committee felt like resisting the 
amendment. However, I should like to 
have the opportunity to make a record 
concerning the amendment. 

So I myself would have been willing 
to agree to the unanimous-consent 
agreement, with the understanding that 
I could offer my particular amendment. 
If the majority leader would simply re­
phrase his unanimous-consent request 
to provide that the amendments which 
·are at the desk may be offered, but no 
other amendments which are not ger-
mane would be received, my guess is that 
there would be no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It was not 
intended to foreclose the offering of any 
of the amendments which had been sub­
mitted. The germane provision is one 
which is used in the formal request. I 
was not aware of the specific amend­
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico, which is at the desk, including 
the details of the amendment. 

I had an agreement with the Senator 
from Illinois which provided 4 hours for 
his specific amendment. 

In reading the amendment, we felt 
that since 4 hours were provided for the 
Douglas amendment, which is a rather 
substantial tax amendment, the 4-hour 
limitation on any other amendment 
which had been filed, would be agree· 
able too. 

Mr. President, I modify my request to 
provide a 4-hour limitation of debate on 
all amendments which have been filed at 
the desk-and I ask the clerk to state 
them-and 2 hours on the bill. 

That will specific-ally include the Doug .. 
las amendment, which has been filed; 
the Anderson amendment, the Long 
amendment, the Potter amendment, and 
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any other amendments which may be 
offered. 

It is not our intention to foreclose, and 
it has never been so suggested that we 
foreclose the Senator from having his 
amendment considered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re­
serving the right to object, it -seems to 
me that we might proceed with the unan­
imous-consent agreement, embodying in 
it such limitation of time as the Sen­
ate might agree to, with the understand­
ing that since this is a tax bill, any tax 
amendment is germane. That, I think, 
would be the case. The general provi­
sion of germaneness which is used is 
primarily concerned with amendments 
entirely extraneous to the subject mat­
ter of the bill. I would not want any 
Senator who had not yet filed an amend­
ment to be foreclosed from offering his 
amendment under the proposed ·unani­
mous-consent agreement, if the amend­
ment related to the subject of taxation. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair). Does the Sen­
ator from California yield to the Sena­
tor from Michigan? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. POTTER. Is the Senator pro­

posing that even though an amendment 
may not be at the desk, if the situation 
is such that a Senator cares to offer an 
amendment, it may be ofiered? · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; and that was 
the point I was making. Some Senators 
either may not have prepared an amend­
ment or may not have had an opportu­
nity to consider it. Under those circum­
stances, I would want to have Senators 
protected. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I WOI.lder whether we can agree on 
the following, instead of debating fur­
ther the unanimous-consent agreement 
previousl:Y proposed: That not to exceed 
4 hours shall be available on the E 
amendment filed by the Senator from 
Dlinois [Mr. DoUGLAS], and that that 
limitation shall not foreclose debate on 
any other amendment. 

Let us agree now to that much, with­
out regard to any other amendment. 
· Mr. EASTLAND. · Would that agree­
ment foreclose debate on any other 
amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No. 
Mr. EASTLAND. There could be un­

limited debate on any amendment ex­
cept the Douglas . amendment, under 
that proposal; could there? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I rise 

to propound a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois will state it. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. As I understand the 

language of the proposed agreement, 
"any amendment must be germane to 
the provisions of the said bill." I am 
not quite clear in my understanding of 
what amendments would be germane. 

However, under that language, I judge 
that every amendment would have to be 
ruled on in regard to germaneness, be­
cause the bill deals with insurance com­
panies. I am not quite sure how the 
Parliamentarian would advise the Chair 
"in that conne.ctiori. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I have now proposed a unanimous­
consent agreement that debate on the 
Douglas amendment identified as E be 
limited to 4 hours, and that the limita­
tion apply only to that one amendment; 
and that all amendments offered to that 
amendment must be germane to it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is .the draft I hold 
in my hand now before the Senate for 
consideration? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No. The 
pending proposal applies only to the 
Douglas amendment lettered E. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi­
dent, I understand that the pending pro­
posal relates only to the Douglas amend­
ment E and to any amendments thereto. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That is 
correct. It would not apply to any other 
amendments. 

Mr. President, I should like to have 
the Senate know-if it is possible to 
have this agreement entered into-that 
between now and 10 . a. m. tomorrow, 
the Douglas amendment lettered "E" 
will be disposed of. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
rise to a point of information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon will state it. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I have at the desk 
an amendment which is vital to my State 
and region. That amendment is the 
reason why I have not joined in spon­
soring the Douglas amendment. 

I wish to know whether my amend­
ment would be ruled out of order on the 
ground of not being germane, whereas 
by means of the proposed unanimous­
consent agreement the Douglas amend­
ment will specifically be made germane. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, the Senate will convene tomorrow 
at 10 a. m .• and will remaip in session. 
if Senators are willing to do so, until 10 
p.m.; and the Senate will hold a session 
on Saturday for so long as may be nec­
essary, in view of the fact that Saturday 
is the expiration date of the existing 
law, and this measure should be passed 
by that time. 

The Senator from Oregon will have 
ample opportunity to have his amend­
ment considered·, as will all other Sen­
ators, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement now proposed. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the yeas and nays ordered 
on the question of agreeing to the Doug­
las amendment lettered "E." 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I so request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sub­

mit, and send to the desk my amendment 
identified as "3-12~58-E"; and I request 
that it be printed at this point in the 
REcoRD. I have now made the fQllowing 
technical modification of the amend­
ment: · 

On page 18, in line 5, after the word 
"article" and before the comma, insert 
the following: 

(Or, 1n the case of an article subject to 
the tax imposed by section 4061 (b). an 
an;tount equal to the difference between the 
tax paid by him on his sale of the article and 
the amount of the tax made applicable to 

such article on and after the tax reduc­
tion date.) 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment, as modified, will be received, 
and will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment lettered "E," as sub­
mitted by Mr. DouGLAS, is as follows: 

On page 1, after line 2, insert the follow­
ing: 

".SECTION 1. Short title, etc. 
" (a) Short title: This act may be cited 

as the 'Tax Reduction Act of 1958.' 
"{b) Amendment of 1954 code: Except as 

otherwise expressly provided, wherever in 
this act an amendment or repeal is expressed 
in terms of an amendment to or a repeal of 
a section or other provision, the xeference 
shall be considered to be made to a provision 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

"TITLE I-REDUCTION OF .INCOME TAX ON INDI-
VIDUALS FOR TAXABLE YEAR 1958 

"SEC. 101. Reduction of rate applicable to 
first $1,000 of taxable income 
for taxable year 1958. 

"(a) Rates of tax on individuals other 
than heads of households: So much of sec­
tion 1 (a) (relating to rates of tax on Indi­
viduals) as precedes the table therein 1s 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a). Rates of tax on individuals.-
" • ( 1) Taxable year 1958: A tax is hereby 

Imposed for each taxable year beginning af­
ter December 31, 1957, and before January 

· 1, 1959, on the taxable income of every 
individual other than a head of a household 
to whom subsection (b)' applies. The 
amount of the tax shall · be determined in 
accordance with the following table: 
"' 'If the taxable in-

come is: The tax is: 
Not over $1,000----- 15 percent of the tax-

able income. 
Over $1,000 but not $150, plus 20 percent 

over $2,000. of excess over $1,000. 
Over $~,000 but not $350, plus 22 percent 

over $4,000. of excess over $2,000. 
Over $4,000 but not $790, plus 26 percent 

over $6,bOO. of excess over $4,000. 
Over $6,000 but not $1,310, plus 30 per-

over $8,000. cent of excess over 
$6,000. 

Over $8,000 but not $1,910, plus 34 per-
over $10,000. cent of excess over 

$8,000. 
Over $10,000 but $2,590, plus 38 per-

not over $12,000. cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

Over $12,000 but $3,350, plus 43 per-
not over $14,000. cent of excess over 

$12,000. 
Over $14,000 but $4,210. plus 47 per-

not over $16,000. cent of excess over 
$14,000. 

Over $16,000 but $5,150, plus 50 per-
not over $18,000. cent of excess over 

$16,000. 
Over $18,000 but $6,150, plus 53 per-

not over $20,000. cent of excess over 
$18,000. 

Over $20,000 but $7,210, plus 56 per-
not over $22,000. cent of excess over 

$20,000. 
Over $22,000 but $8,330, plus 59 per-

not over $26,000. cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

Over $26,000 but $10,690, plus 62 per-
not over $32,000. cent of excess over 

$26,000. 
Over $32,000 but $14,410, plus 65 per-

not over $38,000. cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

Over $38,000 but $18,310, plus 69 per-
not over $44,000. cent of excess over 

$38,000. 
Over $44,000 but $22;450, plus 72 per-

not over $50,000. cent of excess over 
$44,000 • 

. 
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•• 'If the taxable in­
come is-Con. 

Over $50,000 but 
not over $60,000. 

Over $60,000 but 
not over $70,000. 

Over $70,000 but 
not over $80,000. 

Over $80,000 but 
not over $90,000. 

Over $90,000 but 
not over $100,000. 

Over $100,000 but 
not over $150,000. 

Over $150,000 but 
not over $200,000. 

Over $200,000------

The tax Is-Con. 
$26,770, plus 75 per• 
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$34,270, plus 78 per­
cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

$42,070, plus 81 per­
cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

$50,170, plus 84 per­
cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

$58,570, plus 87 per­
cent of excess over 
$90,000. 

$67,270, plus 89 per­
cent of excess over 
$100,000. 

$111,770, plus 90. per­
cent of excess over 
$150,000. 

$156,770, plus 91 per­
cent of excess over 
$200,000. 

• '(2) Other taxable years: A tax is hereby 
Imposed for each taxable year, other than a 
taxable year beginning after December 31, 
1957, and before January 1, 1959, on the tax­
able income of every individual other than 
a head of a household to whom subsection 
(b) applies. The amount of the tax shall 
be determined in accordance with the fol­
lowing table:'. 

"(b) Rates of tax on heads of households: 
So much of section 1 (b) (1) (relating to 
rates of tax on heads of households) as 
precedes the table therein is amended to read 
as follows: -

" ' ( 1) Rates of tax.-
•• '(A) Taxable year 1958: A tax is hereby 

imposed for each taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 1957, and before January 1, 
1959, on the taxable income of every indi­
vidual who is the head of a household. The 
amount of the tax shall be · determined in 
accordance with the following table: 

••rf the taxable in­
come is: 

Not over $1,000----

0ver $1,000 but 
not over $2,000. 

Over $2,000 . but 
not over $4,000. 

Over $4,000 but 
not over $6,000. 

Over $6,000 but 
not over $8,000. 

Over $8,000 but 
not over $10,000. 

Over $10,000 but 
not over $12,000. 

Over $12,000 but 
not over $14,000. 

Over $14,000 but 
not over $16,000. 

Over $16,000 but 
not over $18,000. 

Over $18,000 but 
not over $20,000. 

Over $20,000 but 
not over $22,000. 

Over $22,000 but 
not over $24,000. 

Over $24,000 but 
not over $2'8,000. 

Over $28,000 but 
not over $32,000. 

The taxis: 
15 percent of the tax­

able income. 
$150, pius 17'12 percent 

of excess over $1,000. 
$325, . plus 21 percent 

of excess over $2,000. 
$745, plus 24 percent 

of excess over $4,000. 
$1,225, plus 26 percent 

of excess over $6,000. 
$1,745, plus 30 percent 

of excess over $8,000. 
$2,345, ,PlUs 32 percent 

of excess over $10.-
000. 

$2,985, plus 36 percent 
of excess over $12,­
ooo. 

$3,705, plus 39 percent 
of excess over $14,-
000. 

$4,485, plus 42 percent 
of excess over $16,-
000. 

$5,325, plus 43 percent 
of excess over $18,-
000. 

$6,185, plus 47 percent 
of excess over $20,­
ooo. 

$7,125, plus 49 percent 
of excess over $22,-
000. 

$8,105, plus 52 percent 
of excess over $24,• 
000. 

$10,185, plus 54 per­
cent of excess over 
t28,000. 

•• 'If the taxable in­
come is-Con. 

Over $32,000 but 
not over $38,000. 

The tax Is-Con. 
$12,345, plus 68 per­

cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

Over $38,000 but $15,825, plus 62 per• 
not over $44,000 cent of excess over 

$38,000. 
Over $44,000 but $19,545, plus 66 per-

not over $50,000. cent of excess over 
$44,000. 

Over $50,000 but $23,505, plus 68 per-
not over $60,000. cent of excess over 

$50,000. 
Over $60,000 but $30,305, plus 71 per-

not over $70,000. cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

Over $70,000 but $37,405, plus 74 per-
not over $80,000. cent of excess over 

$70,000. 
Over $80,000 but $44,805, plus 76 per-

not over $90,000. cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

Over $90,000 but $52,405, plus 80 per• 
not over $100,- cent of excess over 
000. $90,000. 

Over $100,000 but $60,405, plus 83 per-
not over $150,- cent of excess over 
000. $100,000. 

Over $150,000 but $101,905, plus 87 per-
not over $200,- cent of excess over 
000. $150,000. 

Over $200,000 but $145,405, plus 90 per-
not over $300,- cent of excess over 
000. $200,000. 

Over $300,000 ______ $235,405, plus 91 per-
cent of excess over 
$300,000. 

"'(B) Other taxable years: A tax is hereby 
imposed for each taxable year, other than a 
taxable year beginning after December 31, 
1957, and before January 1, 1959, on the tax­
able income of every individual who is the 
head of a household. The amount of the 
tax sha11 be determined in accordance with 
the following table:'. 
"SEc. 102. Optional tax. 

"(a) Table prescribed by the Secretary: 
Section 3 (relating to optional tax if ad­
justed gross income is less than $5,000) is 
amended by striking out 'who has elected 
for such year to pay the tax imposed by this 
section, the tax shown in the following 
table:' and inserting in lieu thereof 'who has 
elected for such year to pay the tax imposed 
by this section-

" ' ( 1) In the case of a taxable year begin­
ning after December 31, 1957, and before 
January 1, 1959, the tax shown in a table 
which shall be prescribed by the Secretary 
or his delegate. The table prescribed under 
this paragraph shall correspond in form to 
the table in paragraph (2) and shall provide 
for amounts of tax in the various adjusted 
gross income brackets approximately equal 
to the amounts which would be determined 
under section 1 if the taxable income were 
computed by taking the standard deductton. 

"'(2) Ill: the case of any taxable year other 
than a taxable year beginning after Decem­
ber 31, 1957, and before January 1, 1959, the 
tax shown in the following table:'. 

. "(b) Technical amendments: Section 4 
(a) (relating to rules for optional tax) is 
amended by inserting after 'the table in 
section 3' the following: 'and the table pre­
scribed under section 3'. 
"SEc. 103. Withholding of tax at source. 

"(a) Percentage method of withholding: 
Section 3402 (a) (relating to withholding of 
income tax at source) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"'(a) Requirement of withholding: Every 
employer making payment of wages shall de­
duct and withhold upon such wages (except 
as provided in subsection (j))-

" '(1) with respect to wages paid on or 
after the first day of the first month which 
begins more than 10 days after the date of 
the enactment of the Tax Reduction Act .of 
1958 and before January 1, 1959, a tax equal 

to 16 percent of the amount by which the 
wages exceed the number of withholding ex­
emptions claimed, mutiplied by the amount 
of one such exemption as shown in subsec­
tion (b) ( 1) , and 

"'(2) with respect to wages paid before 
the first day of the first month which begins 
more than 10 days after the date of the 
enactment of the Tax Reduction Act of 
1958, or on or after January 1, 1959, a tax 
equal to 18 percent of the amount by which 
the wages exceed the number of withholding 
exemptions claimed, multiplied by the 
amount of one such exemption as shown in 
subsection (b) (1) .' 

"(b) Wage bracket withholding: So much 
of paragraph (1) of section 3402 (c) (relat­
ing to wage bracket withholding) as pre­
cedes the first table in such paragraph is 
amended to read as follows: 

"'(1) (A) At the election of the employer 
with respect to any employee, the employer 
shall deduct and withhold upon the wages 
paid to such employee on or after the first 
day of the first month which begins more 
than 10 days after the date of the enactment 
of the Tax Reduction Act of 1958 and before 
January 1, 1959, a tax determined in accord­
ance with the tables prescribed by the Secre­
tary or his delegate, which shall be in lieu 
of the tax required to be deducted arid with­
held under subsection (a) . The tables pre­
scribed under this subparagraph shall cor­
respond in form to the wage bracket with­
holding tables in subparagraph (B) e.nd 
shall provide for amounts of tax in the vari­
ous wage brackets approximately equal to 
the amounts which would be determined if 
the deductions were made under subsection 
(a). 

"'(B) At the election of the employer 
with respect to any employee, the employer 
shall deduct e.nd withhold upon the wages 
paid to such employee (other than wages 
paid during the period to which subpara­
graph (A) applies) a tax determined in ac­
cordance with the following tables, which 
shall be in lieu of the tax required to be 
deducted and withheld under subsection 
(a):'. 
"SEc. 104. Technical amendment. 

"(a) Retirement income credit: Section 37 
(a) (relating to credit for retirement in­
come) is amended by striking out "an 
amount equal to the amount received by 
such individual as retirement income (as 
defined in subsection (c) and as limited by 
subsection (d)), multiplied by the rate pro­
vided in section 1 for the first $2,000 of 
taxable income" and inserting in lieu there­
of "an amount equal to 20 percent of there­
tirement income · (as defined in subsection 
(c) and as limited by subsection (d)) re­
ceived by such individual". 

"(b) Effective date: The amendments 
made by subsection (a) and by section 102 
(b) shall apply only to taxable years begin­
rung after December 31, 1957, and before 
January 1, 1959. 
"TITLE n-REPEAL AND REDUCTION OF CERTAIN 

EXCISE TAXES 

"SEc. 201. Retatlers excise taxes. 
"(a) Tax on toilet preparations and lug­

gage, handbags, etc: The following provisions 
are repealed: 

"(1) subchapter C of chapter 31 (tax on 
toilet preparations); and 

"(2) subchapter D of chapter 31 (tax on 
luggage, handbags, etc.). 

"(b) Watches and clocks: Section 4003 
relating to exemption from tax on jewelry 
and related items) is a.mended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec­
tion: 

"'(c) Certain watches and clocks: The 
tax imposed by section 4001 shall not apply 
to any watch or clock if the price for which 
such watch or clock is sold is less than $100." 

" (c) Technical amendment: The ·table of 
subchapters for chapter 31 is amended by 
striking out 
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" 'SUBcHAPTER c. Toilet preparations. 
" 'SUBCHAPTER D. Luggage, handbags, etc.' 
"SEc. 202. Manufacturers excise taxes. 

" (a) Repeal: The following provisions are 
repealed: 

"(1) subchapter B of chapter 32 (tax on 
refrigeration equipment, electric, gas, and 
oil appliances, and electric light bulbs~; 

"(2) subchapter c of chapter 32 (tax on 
radio and television sets, phonographs, rec­
ords, and musical instruments); 

"(3) part II of subchapter D of chapter 32 
(tax on photographic equipment); and 

"(4) subchapter E, of chapter 32 (tax on 
business machines, pens, mechanical pen­
cils, mechanical lighters, and matches). 

"(b) Passenger automobiles: Section 4061 
(a) (2) (relating to tax on automobile 
chassis and bodies) is amended by striking 
out 'on and after July 1, 1958, the rate shall 
be 7 percent' and inserting in lieu thereof 
'on and after March 1, 1958, and the rate 
shall be 5 percent.' 

"(c) Parts and accessories for automo­
biles: Section 4061 (b) (relating to tax on 
automobile parts and accessories) is amend­
ed by striking out '8 percent of the price for 
which so sold, except that on and after July 
1, 1958, the rate shall be 5 percent' and in­
cluding in lieu thereof '4 percent of the price 
for which so sold.' 

"(d) Sporting goods: Section 4161 (relat­
ing to tax on sporting goods) is amended to 
read as follows: 
" 'SEC. 4161. Imposition of tax. 

" 'There is hereby imposed upon the sale 
by the manufacturer, producer, or importer 
of fishing rods, creels, reels, and artificial 
lures, baits, and files (including in each.case 
parts or accessories of such articles sold on 
or in connection therewith, or with the sale 
thereof) a tax equivalent to 10 percent of the 
price for which so sold.' · 

"(e) Firearms: Section 4181 (relating to 
tax on firearms) is amended · to read as 
follows: 
" 'SEc. 4181. Imposition of tax. 

"'There is hereby imposed upon the sale 
by the manufacturer, producer, or importer 
of the following articles a tax equivalent to 
11 percent of the price for which so sold: 

" 'Firearms (other than pistols and re-
volvers). 

" 'Shells and cartridges.' 
"(f) Technical amendments.-
"(!) The table of subchapters for chapter 

82 is amended by striking out 

" 'SUBcHAPTER B. Household type equipment, 
etc. 

"'SuBCHAPTER C. Entertainment equipment.' 
and by striking out 
.. 'SUBCHAPTER E. Other items.' 

"(2) The table of parts for subchapter D 
of chapter 32 is amended by striking out 
"'Part II. Photographic equipment.' 
"SEC. 203. Facilities and services. 

"(a) Repeal: The following provisions are 
repealed: 

"(1) part I of subchapter A of chapter 33 
(tax on admissions) ; and 

"(2) subchapter D of chapter 33 (tax on 
safe deposit boxes). 
· "(b) Reduction of tax on communications: 

Section 4251 (relating to tax on communica­
tions) is amende<i-

"(1) by striking out '10' each place it ap­
pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
'5'; and 

"(2)by striking out '8' and inserting in lieu 
thereof '4'. 

" (c) Reduction of Tax on Transporta­
tion.-

"(1) Persons. Section - 4261 (~elating to 
tax on transportation of persons) is amended 
by striking out '10 percent' each ·place it 
appears in subsections (a), (b), and (c) and 
inserting in lieu thereof '5 percent•. 

"(2) Property other than coal: Section 
4271 (a) . (relating to tax on transportation 
of property other than coal) is amended 
by striking out '3 percent' and inserting in 
lieu thereof '1Y:z percent'. 

"(3) Coal: Section 4271 (b) (relating to 
tax on transportation of coal) is amended 
by striking out '4 cents' and 'inserting in 
lieu thereof '2 cents'. 

"(d) Technical amendments-
.. ( 1) The table of subchapters for chap­

ter 33 is amended by striking out 
" 'SUBCHAPTER D. Safe deposit boxes.' 

. "(2) The table of parts for- subchapter 
A of chapter 33 is amended by striking out 
" 'Part I. Admissions. • 
"SEc. 204. Other excise taxes. 

" (a) Repeal: The following provisions are 
repealed: 

"(1) subchapter A of chapter 36 (tax on 
playing cards) ; and 

"(2) subchapter C of chapter 36 (occupa­
tional tax on bowling alleys, billiard and 
pool tables). 

"(b) Technical amendments: The table 
of subchapters for chapter 36 is amended 
by striking out 
" 'SUBCHAPTER A. Playing cards.' 
and by striking out 
"'SUBcHAPTER C. Occupational tax on bowl­

ing alleys, bllliard and 
pool tables.' 

"SEC. 205. Floor stocks refunds. 
" (a) Passenger automobiles: Section 6412 

(a) (1) (relating to floor stocks refunds on 
passenger automobiles) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"!(1) Passenger automobiles, etc.: Where 
before the date of the enactment of the 
Tax Reduction Act of 1958, any article sub­
ject to the tax imposed by section 4061 
(a) (2) has been sold by the manufacturer, 
producer, or importer and-

" '(A) either is held by a dealer on the 
date of the enactment of such act, or has 
been held by a dealer on or after March 1, 
1958, and has been sold by him to an ulti­
mate purchaser before tha date of the en­
actment of such act, 

" • (B) either has not been used before the 
date of the enactment of such act, or, if 
such article has been sold to an ultimate 
purchaser before such date, was not used 
before such sale, and 

"'(C) either is intended for sa_le on the 
date of the enactment of such act, or has 
be.en sold to an ultimate purchaser before 
such date, 
there shall be credited or refunded (without 
interest) to the manufacturer, producer, or 
importer an amount equal to the difference 
between the tax paid by such manufacturer, 
producer, or importer on his sale of the 
article and the amount of the tax made ap­
plicable to such, article on and after March 1, 
1958. if claim for such credit or refund is filed 
with the Secretary or his delegate on or before 
August 10, 1958, based upon a request sub­
mitted to the manufacturer, producer, or 1m­
porter before July 1, 1958, by the dealer who 
held the article in respect of which the credit 
or refund is claimed, and, on or before August 
10, 1958, reimbursement has been made to 
such dealer by such manufacturer, producer, 
or importer for the tax reduction on such 
article or written consent has been obtained 
from such dealer to the allowance of such 
credit or refund. This paragraph shall apply 
in respect of an article sold by the dealer on 
or after March 1, 1958, and before the date 
of the enactment of the Tax Reduction Act of 
1958, only 1f on or before August 10, 1958, 
reimbursement has been made to the ulti­
mate purchaser of the article by such dealer 
for the tax reduction on such article or writ­
ten consent has been obtained from such 
ultimate purchaser to the allowance of the 
credit or refund. No credit or refund of any 
overpayment of the· tax imposed by section 
4061 (a) (2) with respect to any article sold 

by the man~facturer, producer, or importer 
on or after March 1, 1958, and before the date 
of enactment of the Tax Reduction Act of 
1958, resulting from the enactment of such 
act, shall be made or allowed except pursuant 
to the provisions of this paragraph.' 

"(bj Allowance of refunds on other tax­
paid articles: Section 6412 (a) (relating to 
floor stock refunds) is amended by renum­
bering paragraph ( 3) as ( 4) , and by insert­
ing after paragraph (2) the following new 
paragraph: 

"'(3) Miscellaneous articles subject to 
manufacturers excise tax: Where before the 
tax reduction date. any article subject to the 
tax imposed by section 4061 (b), 4111, 4121, 
4131, 4141, 4151, 4161 (other than fishing 
rods, creels, reels, and artificial lures, baits, 
and flies), 4171, 4181 (other than firearms 
(other than pistols and revolvers), shells, 
and cartridges), 4191, 4201, 4211, or 4451 
has been sold by the manufacturer, producer, 
or importer and on the tax reduction date is 
held by a dealer and has not been used and 
is intended for sale, there shall be credited 
or refunded (without interest) to the manu­
facturer, producer, or importer an amount 
equal to the tax paid by him on his sale of 
the article (or, in the case of an article sub­
ject to the tax imposed by section 4061 (b), 
an amount equal to the difference between 
the tax paid by him on his sale of the arti­
cle and the amount of the tax made appli­
cable to such article on and after the tax 
reduction date), if-

" • (A) claim for such credit or refund is 
filed with the Secretary or his delegate on 
or before the lOth day of the ·4th month 
which begins after the tax reduction date, 
based upon a request submitted to the man­
ufacturer, producer, or importer before the 
1st day of the 3d month which begins after 
the tax reduction date by the dealer who 
held the article in respect of which the credit 
or refund is claimed, and 

"'(B) on or before the lOth day of the 4th 
month which begins after the tax reduction 
date, reimbursement has been made to such 
dealer by such manufacturer, producer, or 
importer for the tax reduction on such arti­
cle or written consent has been obtained 
from such dealer to the allowance of such 
credit or refund.' 

"(c) Definition: Paragraph (4) of section 
6412 (a) (relating to definitions), as renum­
bered by subsection (b), is amended by add­
ing at the end thereof the following new sub­
paragraph: 

"'(C) The term "tax reduction date" 
means the first day of the first month which 
begins more than 10 days after the date of 
the enactment of the Tax Reduction Act of 
1958.' 

"(d) Technical amendment: Section 6412 
(c) (relating to applicability of other laws) 
is amended by striking out 'and 4081' and 
inserting in lieu thereof '4081, 4111, 4121, 
4131, 4141, 4151, 4161, 4171, 4181, 4191, 4201, 
4211, and 4451.' 
"SEc. 206. Effective dates. 

"The repeals and amendments made by 
sections 201, 202 (except subsection (b)), 
and 204 (a) (1) shall apply to articles sold 
on or after the first day of the first month 
which begins more than 10 days after the 
date of the enactment of this act. The 
repeal made by section 203 (a) ( 1) shall 
apply to amounts paid on or after such first 
day for admissions on or after such first 
day, except that with respect to the tax im­
posed by section _4231 (6) (relating to tax 
on cabarets) , such repeal shall apply only 
with respect to periods after 10 antemeridian 
on such first day. The repeals made by 
sections 203 (a) (2} and 204 (a) (2) shall 
apply to amounts paid on or after such first 
day. The amendments made by section 203 
(b) shall apply to amounts paid on or after 
such first day for communication services 
or facilities rendered on or after such first 
day. The· amendments made by section 203 

' 
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fe) shalt apply· 'fa amounts p-atdl on or atter 
such :flrst day for,. or in connection with, 
transportation which begins on. 011 after such 
:flnst d-ayr~ 

"-'TITLB II1"-r95"'T TAX: 0~ INCOME OF LIFE 
INSURANCE COMPANIES' 

n0n.. page 1., line: 3, strike out. 'SECTI<!>N 1' 
and. insert 'SEc~ 301.: · 

"On page 2, line 1, strike. a.ut 'SEC~ 2.' and 
insert. 'SE.c. a02.' .. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. Presid'ent, I 
rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The 
Senator from California. will stat.e it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Under the unani­
moos-con.sent ag:reemev..t IlO!W proposed­
and I. particularly request the attention 
-of the distinguished Senator from Illi­
:nois-I understand that debate c:m the 
Douglas amendment lettered "E'' will be 
limited to a. maximum of 4 hours How­
everr is.. it not conceivable-although I 
have no way of. knowing,-that if all t.he 
time available under the agreement were 
not wed, the. vote coul<d be taken before 
10 o'clock tomorrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

:Mr .. KNOWLAND. Therefore, Sena­
tors should be on notice, should they 
not, that if all the available time on that 
amendment is not used,. tJae. -vote· on it· 
eol:lld come at. some time between now 
a.nd 10 a. m. tomorrow?· 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 
Mr~ JOHNSON of Texas~ Mrr Presi­

dent,. I should like to, point out that be­
fore the vote is taken on the Douglas 
amendment "E," there, will be a quorum 
call~ and it will be continued long enough 
so that alii senators wm be noti:fied. 

MF; DOUGLAS. Mr. Presfden"':;, is my 
- amendment lettered "E'"' at the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has been sent to the desk, 
and has been ordered to· be pFinted in 
the, RECORD. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Ml". President;. a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The. PRESIDlNG OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Illinois will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the pending ques­
tion on agreeing to iny amendment let­
tered "E," as modified2 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. DOUGLAS, l thank. the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFLCER. Is there 

~ection to the proposed unanimous­
consent agreement on the amendment 
lettered "E"" which has been. submitted 
by the Senator from IIiinois? 

Without objec·tion, it is so ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent,. I understand that the Iast unani­
mous-consent agreemen~ I prop0Sed has 
now been entered inro. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
rise to a parliamentary inq~ry ~ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico will state it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Do I correctly un­
derstand that under the unanimous .. 
consent agreement the Senate has elim­
inated any genera! debate on the bill, and 
has moved directly to consideration of 
the Douglas- amendment lettered "E',1 

The PRES'lDlNG ·OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS . . M~ President, 1 de­
sire· to state that in offering the pending 
amendment •. r am joined by the senior 
Senator from Michigan EMr. PoTTER]. 
the· junior Se:nator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREYl:, the junior Senator from 
Wyoming [Ml"·. O'MAHONEY]. the· junior 
Senator from Wisconsin. [Mr.,PR.OXMIRE'l. 
the senior Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON]', the junior Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], the. senior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoasE.l., and 
the junior Senator from. Rhode rsland 
[Mr. PASTORE]. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yie!d, in order that 
I may have an opportunity, as chairman 
of the committee, to make an explana­
tion of the bill? [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
shall be very glad _to do so, so long as it 
is understood that thereafter the pend­
ing question will be on agreeing to my 
amendment lettered "E," as modified. 

Perhaps the Senator from Illinois has 
become unduly suspicious; but, at any 
rate, Mr. President, l ask unanimous 
consent that the time which will be con­
sumed by the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee not be charged 
te the time allotted for debate on my 
amendment fettered "E." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection. it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The:n, Mr~ President, 
I yield to the Senator. from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, House bill 
1.0021, relating to the taxation of life 
insurance compani-es, was unanimously 
passed by the House of Representatives. 
It extends the 1955-56: tax treatment of 

· life insurance companies to the years 
beginning in 19 57. 

The 1955-56 treatment subjects a 1:itfe 
insurance company ta taxa:ti-on at regu­
laE c.orporate rates on a portion o.f its 
net investment income. Net investment 
income is the gross income from invest­
ments, less investment expenses, in­
eluding ·such things as taxes and de­
preciation on rented real estate. The 
term .. investment income" includes not 
only interest,. dividends, and rents~ but 
also royalties" income from negotiation 
or termination ei leases and mortgages, 
and other income from the operation of 
a business, such as a farm acquired after 
foreclostire of a mortgage. The net in­
vestment income is reduced, under this 
treatment, by a deduction equal to, first, 
87% perc.ent of the first $1 million of 
such income and,. second, 85 pel'cent of 
any remafning balaJnce. 

It is estimated that the extension of 
this treatment to the years beginning in 
1957 will result, in the collection of $291 
mi!Uon in revenue from such companies 
for 1957. For 1956, $26a million wa:s 
collected under this method from in­
surance companies; and for 1951>, $243 
million. Because insurance companies 
were-, in general, allowed a deduction of 
85 percent before arriVIng at. their tax­
able income,. the method in question took 
away from the insurance companies th-e 
a5 percent dividend credit allowed to 
corporations general1y. · 

Our committee was unanimous in be'­
lieving tha.t the 1955-56 treatment 

should not· be adopted as a permanent 
method &f' taxing life insuranee com­
paniesr Ho-wever, in view of the failure 
of the Treasury t& submit- recommenda­
tions for a permanent plan of taxing life 
insurance companies, and in view of the 
short pe:riod le.ft for i,nsurance com­
panies to file th'6ir 195:7 re.tw:ns <the 
due date for 195'1 returns is March 15, 
1958), our committee deems it adVisable 
to, adopt the House bill for 195'T. The 
Treasury indicated tOo the committee 
that it would not be possible for reeom­
mendationS' on a permanent plan to be 
ready prior to March 15,. 195'8 :. and, when 
any such plan is submitted, extensive 
hearings and full consideration of that 
and other· possibilities would be desir­
able. The Secretary of the Treasury 
pointed out to. the committee that weare 
dealing with institutions with responsi­
bmty for- the insurance policies, of mil­
lions of American people, and :final de­
cision by the life insurance companies as 
to the policy, dividends, and surpluses for 
the· year 1957 will depend to some extent 
on the final determination of. their tax 
liability. The Secretary stated fn his 
letter that, in view of this situation and 
in order to assure :full consideration of 
the best permanent method of taxation 
of life insurance company fncome. it 
would' seem reasonable. to extend the law 
effective for the taxable years, 1955-56 
for another year and make it applicable 
for' 1957 income. Your committee con­
curs in that view r 

If the House bill is not enacted, a 
formula which was adopted in 1942 wr11 
come into operation. This formula has 
not been in effect since the year 1948. 
It proved unsatisfactory,_ and was aban­
doned at that time because it was found 
to be inequitable,. and. in some years, 
particularly 1947 and 1948, yielded no 
revenue from the life insurance opera­
tions of. the companies. The 1942' for­
mula is based on a ratio determined on a 
weighted average basis by taking into 
account two factors. The first factor, 
weighted 65 percent, compares 3 Y4 per­
cent of the average reserves of all com­
panies, . and the_ second factor, weighted 
35 percent, compares the interest actu­
ally added to their reserves by an com­
panies during the preceding year, with 
the total net investment income during 
that year of all companies~ There is 
thus derived an average percentage, and 
each company determines its taxable in­
come by deducting that. percentage of 

. its net investment income. This arbi­
trary deduction of 65 percent of a¥4- per­
cent on their reserves was greater than 
the amount they were earning on such 
reserves. For instance, the rate of re­
turn for their investments in 1946 wa:s 
2.93 percent; in 1947, 2'.98 percent; and 
in 1948', 2.96 percent. 

The 1942 formula, because of the 3 Y4 
percent factor. has been shown by its 
operation not to be a dependable souree 
of taxation. It fluctuated to a point 
where it produced no revenue for 1947 
and 19.48.. The House :reached the con­
clusion that the 1942 formula was un­
sound and should not be allowed to 

' come fntc> operation for the year 1957 
even though, by happenstance, the for­

. mura would yield $124. milli0n more than 
H. R. !0021 for the year 1957. -
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Aside from the fact that the 1942 for­

mula produced for some years no reve­
nue from the life insurance business, it 
also had other undesirable features. It 
works a hardship on the smaller life in­
surance companies, and, in addition, 
greatly understates the revenue of life 
insurance companies having a large 
health and accident business. In this 
connection, I should like to quote the 
following from a memorandum sub­
mitted by Dr. Dan Throop Smith, 
Deputy to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and presented to the Senate Finance 
Committee on March 5, 1958: 

A reapplication of the 1942 formula would 
increase the overall tax liab111ties of life in­
surance companies by an estimated $124 mil­
lion or about 43 percent above the stopgap 
method. It would also involve substantial 
shifts in burden among companies, in rela­
tion to their total taxload and their taxable 
capacity. 

Sever~l factors account for this varying 
impact. One is the special treatment for 
smaller companies provided under the stop­
gap law but not under the 1942 formula. The 
1942 formula provides a 77.66 percent re­
serve and other policy liab111ty deduction for 
all companies in 1957, leaving 22.34 percent 
of their net investment income subject to 
tax at regular corporate rates. The stopgap 
method generally allows an 85 percent de­
duction, leaving _15 percent of the income 
subject to tax. However, the deduction is 
87¥2 percent on the first $1 mlllion, leaving 
12¥2 percent of this amount subject to tax. 
Consequently, for very large companies the 
shift from an 85 percent to a 77.66 percent 
deduction would mean about a 49 percent 
increase in the tax base and tax liability. 
For companies with incomes under $1 mil­
lion, the shift would be from 87¥2 percent 
down to a 77.66 percent allowance, involving 
about a 79 percent increase in their tax base. 
Because of the interplay of the insurance 
company deduction and the surtax exemp­
tion for corporations generally, the percent­
age increase it;t tax would be still greater 
at some income levels, ranging as high as 
136 percent for a company with $200,000 net 
investment income. 

On the other hand, data submitted 
by the Treasury Department showed 
that, as an example, for 10 companies 
writing also accident and health insur­
ance, the 1955 formula would yield $7,-
445,000, on the income from that part of 
their business, as compared to orily $6,-
526,000 under the 1942 formula. 

A comparison of the taxes actually col­
lected for the years 1942-56, and the 
taxes which would have been collected 
during those years if the 1942 formula 
had been applied for 1949-56, is shown 
in a table, which I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

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

Taxes collected (in millions) 
Year: 

1942-----------------------------~ $27 
1943------------------------------ 34 1944 ________________ : _____________ 34 

1945------------------------------ 25 
1946______________________________ 22 
1947______________________________ (1) 

1948-------------~---------------- (1) 
1949-------~---------------------- 43 
1950-----------~------------------ 73 
1951------------------------------ 127 
1952______________________________ 144 
1953----------------~-------------· 161 

Taxes collected (in millions) -continued 
Year: 

1954------------------------------ 177 
1955------------------------------ 243 
1956------------------------------ 268 

Total------------------------- 1,317 
1 No taxes were collected on life insurance 

income. About $2 million tax on the acci­
dent and health business of the companies 
was collected each year. 

Mr. BYRD. Although for 1957 the 
1955 formula would yield less than the 
1942 formula, if the 1955 formula had 
been applied for all years beginning with 
1942 <including 1957) it would have 
yielded far more revenue than that for­
mula. The comparison is contained in a 
table, which I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

Year 

[In millions) 

I 
Tax under 

1942 
formula 

Tax under 
1955 

formula 

1942___________________________ $27 $65 
1943_ __________________________ 34 71 
1944__ _________________________ 34 74 
1945___________________________ 25 80 
1946___ ________________________ 22 79 
1947--------------------------- ------------ 83 1948 ___________________________ ------------ 91 
1949___________________________ 2 101 
1950___________________________ 30 122 
1951___________________________ 67 161 
1952___________________________ 101 184 
1953___________________________ 155 199 
1954_ __ _____ ___________________ 212 222 
1955___________________________ 276 243 
1!!56--------------------------- 336 268 
1957___________________________ 415 291 

TotaL__________________ 1, 7361 2, 334 

Mr. BYRD. These figures show that 
if the 1955 formula had been applied for 
the entire period from 1942 to 1957, in­
clusive, it would have produced for that 
period $598 million more than the 1942 
formula would have produced for the 
same period. This demonstrates that 
the 1955 formula, in addition to its other 
advantages, is a much greater revenue 
producer than the 1942 formula. Mr. 
MILLS, chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, in presenting H. R. 
10021 to the House stated: 

The Treasury Department has joined the 
committee in recommending extension of the 
stopgap formula of H. R. 10021 to •the year 
1957 in preference to letting the 1942 for­
mula apply. 

There was some confusion in our com­
mittee as to the Treasury's position on 
H. R. 10021, and I requested Dr. Dan 
Throop Smith, Deputy to the Secretary· 
of the Treasury, to clarify the Treasury's 
position for the benefit of our committee. 
This was done by Dr. Smith in a letter 
dated March 6, 1958, which I wish to 
quote: 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

Washington, March 6,1958. 
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, 

Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I want to make 

the record clear that no statement which I 
made yesterday before your committee was 
intended to indicate any dissent from the 
statement wh_ich the chairman of the House 
Committee on Ways and Means made before 
the House on H. R. 10021. 

With reference to the tax to be imposed on 
life-insurance companies, all of us are most 
interested iii permanent legislation which 
will obviate any need for annual review. 
Satisfactory permanent legislation, in our 
opinion, would not be achieved either by the 
1942 law or by an indefinite extension of the 
1955 stopgap formula. 

Under the circumstances, the Treasury ad .. 
vised the Ways and Means Committee that 
it was agreeable to the application of the 
stopgap legislation for 1 year, and thus 
joined with the Ways and Means Committee 
in such an extension. This is in accord with 
the statement of the chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee on January 30 
in the House. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAN THROOP SMITH, 
Deputy to the Secretary. 

Thus the Treasury, the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Repre­
sentatives, and the Committee on Fi­
nance of the Senate are all agreed on the 
advisability of extending the 1955 for­
mula to the year 1957. 

Our committee is of the opinion· that 
the formula applied under H. R. 10021 
should not be adopted as a permanent 
method of taxing life-insurance com­
panies. The Secretary of the Treasury, 
through Dr. Dan Throop Smith, Deputy 
to the Secretary, has promised to submit 
to the Congress a permanent plan for 
the taxation of life-insurance companies 
by Monday, April 7, 1958. Upon receipt 
of these recommendations by the Treas­
ury, there will be sufficient time to adopt 
a permanent plan for the taxation of 
life-insurance companies for 1958 and 
subsequent years. 

Some members of the committee de­
sired to amend the House bill to provide 
another formula for the taxation of life 
insurance companies for the year 1957. 
However, the committee felt that before 
any change was made in the formula 
contained in the House bill a public hear­
ing should be held by the committee 
This hearing was held on March 5-6' 
1958, and the insurance companie~ 
pointed out the inequities of continuing 
the 1942 formula and other stopgap 
formulas applicable to past years. 

The Congress adopted the policy of 
stopgap formulas, awaiting a satisfac­
tory permanent plan, since 1948, These 
were as follows: 

The 1950 formula applied to 1949 and 
1950. It provided for the deduction by 
each company of an average percentage 
of its net investment income, the per­
centage being the ratio of what the en­
tire industry needed to meet its policy 
obligations for the preceding year to the 
net investment income of the industry 
for that year. 

The 1951 formula was first applied to 
1951, and then extended by subsequent 
Congressional actions to apply to 1952, 
1953, and 1954. It taxed the whole net 
investment income of each company at 
low rates, 3% percent of the first 
$200,000 and 6¥2 percent of the balance. 
The low rates were designed to have 
roughly similar effects as if the usual 
corporation rates had been applied to the 
net investment· income less a deduction 
:for the amount needed to meet policy 
obligations. 

The 1955 formula was enacted on 
March 13, 1956, by Public Law 429 as 
applicable only to 1955, By legislation 
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ih July 1956 that formula was made 
applicable to 195&. 

The testimony du:ring the recent hear­
ing was unanimous, that. the 1955.-56 
formula should be applied for the year 
1957 on account o! the failure of the 
Treasury Department to submit a per­
manent fo:rmura. After hearing an tbe 
testimony and considering the matter 
in executive session, it was the opinion 
of the committee that the House bill 
should be reported without amendment. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize that 
our committee is desirous at providing­
a permanent method of taxing life-in~ 
surance companies. This will not only 
be fair to the insurance companies but 
also to the Government. For the past 
9 years, insurance companies have been 
left. in confusion as to their proper tax 
liability. This has made it difficult for 
them to determine their policy dividends 
and surpluses. for the years in question. 
I feel that we have made considerable 
headway in receiving assurance from the 
Treasury Department that they will 
make to the Congress by Monday,. April 
'i, 1958, defulite recommendations for a. 
permanent plan for the taxation of life-· 
insurance companies. Full hearings will 
be held on the Treasury recommenda­
tions and it is believed that a permanent 
plan can be ev0-lved which will make it 
possible for the Congress. to adopt per­
manent legislation for 195a and future 
years. I hope. that the Senate will give 
speedy approval to this bill, so that in­
surance companies can file their 1957 
returns in the time prescribed by law. 

Mr. President, in regard to the 19'42 
formula, it was not intended by the Con­
gress that it should come into effect after 
1948. The Congress was seeking a per­
manent method for taxing life-insurance 
companies to replace the discredited 
1942 formula, which yielded no. revenue 
in 1947 and 1948 on the life insurance 
business. The legislation that has been 
enacted since 1948 has all been stopgap 
legislation for temporary periods to pro­
vide revenue pending a permanent.. SO'lu­
tion for taxing life-insurance companies. 
The stopgap legislation passed by the 
House in 1950 applied ta the year 1949. 
In its report on this stopgap legislation, 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
said~ 

The committee is net willing, at this timt}, 
to recommend permanent legislation. Sub­
stantial! objection has: been made to the 
principle of baSing the. tax on. the average 
e-xperience of the industry rather than. on · 
the experience. of the individual company. 
The restriction of the tax to net investment 
income (leaving underwriting income out 
of account) has also been criticized. The 
committe& does not believe that it is pos­
sible to resolve these fundamental questions 
of principle on the basis of the necessa.rUy 
brief study whieh. it has been posslbi& to 
make at this time. Therefore,, the com­
mittee plans. to give the problem of defining 
the. appropriate tax bas.e for life-insurance 
companies further study, with a view to the 
enactment of permanent legislation during 
this session of Congress. In the event that 
no action is taken on permanent legiSlation 
during 196(), this stopgap legislation. c.an 
be amended to appli also tOJ taxes f(m 1950. 

Thus it appears that there was no 
thought on the part· of' the Committee 
on Ways and Means to returning to the 
discredited 1942 formula for it was spe.. 

cifically stated in the report of that com­
mittee that in the event that no action 
is taken on permanent legislation during 
1950, this stopgap legislation can be 
amended to apply also to taxes for 1950. 

The Committee on Finance of the Sen­
ate took the same position as the House 
Committee on Ways and Means. Ih its 
report, the committee stated: 

Your committee is in agreement with th& 
House. that the legislation in question should 
be merely of a stopgap character. The com­
mittee bill extends this stopgap legislation to 
1950 'because it seems unlikely that a perma­
nent. plan for the taxation of life insurance\ 
companies can be developed in sufficient. 
time to be made applicable to 1950. 

Thus it is clear that neither the House 
nor Senate committees contemplated a 
return to the 1942 formula. 

Since no permanent method for taxing 
life insurance companies had been de­
vised in 1950, stopgap legislation of vari­
ous kinds. continued to be enacted for 
1951 through 1956·. This bill was intro­
duced in the House in January 1958, and 
passed the House on January 30. It ex­
tends stopgap legislation for 1957. 

If a stopgap law expired before it was 
extended or a substitute law was adopted~ 
there would be without the 1942 law no 
tax on insurance companies for the pe­
riod after such expiration. If legisla­
tion were subsequently enacted for the 
expired period, some insurance com­
panies might be in a position to legally 
attack its retroactivity~ as was done in 
the case of the retroactive legislation for 
the years 1947 and 1948. To prevent this 
from happening, the Congress deemed 
it advisable to provide for such a con­
tingency by keeping the 1942 legislation 
on the books. By this means, the Con­
gress would lessen the chance· of attack 
on retroactive grounds of a law passed 
after the close of a year and applicable 
to such a year. The taxpayer would be 
less likely to attack such a law if it were 
known that the discredited 1942 formula 
would come into operation and apply for 
the same year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sena,tor from nlinois is recognized. 

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

I think it is highly appropriate that 
the amendment which I have sent to the 
desk on behalf of the group of Senators 
be considered in connection with the tax 
reduction bill for the life insurance 
companies. 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Finance has said, the pas­
sage of the insurance bill in its present 
form would reduce taxes for the life in­
surance companies by approximately 
$124 million a year below what t:tiey 
would pay if the 1942' formula were to 
be put inta effect., 

1 voted for this bill in the committee. 
I intend to support it on the' floor .. for 
the reasons which the chairman has 
stated. However, if we are to have a 
$12~ million tax reduction f~ the life in­
surance compat:ilies, then I tllink it is 
appropriate that. we should also have a 
tax reduction fM the American people 

In brief, the amendment which I have 
proposed calls for a total tax reduction 
of approximately $5.: billfon a year. 

RECEsSION' HAS Ji!:ACHEn IJANGER' POIN'l' . 

~ 1$ it that. we present this ta,x re­
duction amendment? We do it because 
of the vezy serious economic recession 
which is now under way in this country. 

On Tuesday of this week the Bureau 
of the Cemus gave out the figures of 
the completely unemployed for the li5th 
of February as 5,173,000. We can take 
roughly 5'.2 million as the figure. 

I may say that the Senato:r from TIU­
nois as far back as well ever a week ago 
predicted that when the figu:re came out 
it, would be 5.2 million. 

This, however, i:s a figure merely of the 
completely unemployed. It does not in­
clude the equivalent of :full-time unem­
ployed for the involuntary. part-time 
workers, which factor' has become in­
creasingly important in recent years. 
INVOLUNTARY PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT IS 

EQUIVALENT TO AN ADDITIONAL 1.2 MILLION 
FULL-TIME UNEMPLOYED 

The various State unemployment in­
surance laws almost uniformly provide 
that the contributions or taxes which a 
given employer will pay into the State 
fund will be graduated according to the 
amount of benefits paid to his specific. 
workers. The benefits generally do not 
begin until the earnings of the employee 
have fallen below ¥2 of his normal full­
time wage. This means that a big fi­
nancial inducement is offered to em­
ployers to dilute employment and to put 
men. on part time, instead of laying 
them off completely, when they would 
receive unemployment insurance bene­
fits. 

For example, if there were 500 work­
ers in a plant, working a 5-day week, 
tbe normal full-time work for a week 
would be 2,500 man-days. Suppose the 
business falls off by 40. percent,. so that 
there is work enough for only 1,500 man­
days a week. Instead of laying off 200 
workers and working the remaining- 300 
men 5 days a week-and with the 200, 
incidentally, receiving unemployment 
insurance payments--what is very fre­
quently done is to work all of the 500 
3 days a week so that their earnings are 
above 50 percent of normal earnings 
and none of them is entitled to unem­
ployment insurance benefits. 

This may have been a good plan be­
fore the days of unemployment insur­
ance, but during the period in which 
unemployment insurance is in operation, 
it results in a smaller total amount be­
ing paid out in wages to- the workmen 
of the country. 

It also results. in a smaller number 
of persons being counted in the official 
figur.es of -those totally unemployed. 

So it seems to me that, we should take 
account of this unempletyment within 
employment, so to speak, and the time 
lost by the involuntary part-time work­
ers. 

For .several years -l have had the index 
computed of what the equivalent full­
time employment would be in the case 
of the involuntary part-time workers. I 
explained this method briefly in the Sen­
ate the other day. In short,. I showed 
that far the .month o! Februaryr if this 
part-time -faeto:r wer& taken into ac­
count, it would am~nt to the equivalent 
of an additional l,2tl4;·ooo unemployed. 
Jtdding this number to the total num-
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ber of completely unemployed, we have would expect an increase in employment 
a figure just short of 6.4 million. and a decrease in unemployment to the 

This, I submit, is a much truer figure extent of approximately a quarter of a 
of the extent of unemployment than the million persons. 
figures for the completely unemployed . I am sorry that the figures which we 
alone. have thus far do not indicate any such 
TRUE PERCENTAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT IS 11 •2 pickup. Yesterday I placed in the 

PERCENT RECORD the figures on insured unemploy-
Of course, we want not only absolute ment for the week of February 22. By 

figures, but relative figures, to find the insured unemployment, I mean people in 
percentage of unemployment out of all the occupations covered by unemploy­
employees; and to get this we need to ment insurance laws, including State 
have a denominator which we can apply unemployment insurance laws, the Fed­
to the numerator of 6,400.000. eral employees unemployment insurance 

Frequently what is used is the total law, veterans' unemployment insurance 
working force of approximately 67 mil- laws, and railroad unemployment insur­
lion persons. But this is obviously in ance laws. The latte1· two items are fre­
error, because there are a little more quently omitted. 
than 10 million persons who are self- The combined figure of insured unem­
employed, such as farmers who own ployment for February 22 was 3,478,600, 
their farms, or are tenant farmers, and or an increase of 141,000 over the pre­
those who are conducting a business ceding week. In other words, unemploy­
enterprise under their own direction. ment increased in the first week after 
Similarly, large numbers are independ- February 15 in the insured occupations 
ent shopkeepers, and considerable num- by 141,000. 
bers are independent professional men, As I have pointed out on numerous 
carrying out work on their ovvn. occasions, throughout most of this win-

Those people cannot become unem- ter the insured unemployed have gen­
ployed. A depression does not throw ·erally formed approximately 63 percent 
them out of work. They own their jobs, of the total unemployed. If this ratio 
so to speak. What a depression or re- were to continue, it would mean an 
cession does to them is to decrease their increase of approximately 224,000 un­
incomes, but they are not in the group employed in all occupations betweeJ 
which could become unemployed. February 15 and 22. 

Therefore, if we want an accurate de- I now have some incomplete figures 
nominator to measure the extent of un- for the week ending March 1. They are 

t t 1 :pot final figures, but they have been 
employment, we should take not the 0 a pieced out from the official reports based 
working force, but the working force 
minus the self-employed, and those in on the figures of various State services, 
the immediate families of the self-em- and I think I can make a fairly good 

estimate. 
ployed who are working in the family For example, I find that insured rail-
establishments. 

Deducting the 10 million in these way unemployment, which has run at 
·137 ,000 for some weeks, went up to 

groups leaves us 57 million who either 145,000 for the week ending March 1. 
are employed at wage or salaried labor, · Insured unemployment of veterans 
or are seeking wage or salaried labor. went up by a little more than 2,ooo. I 

It is this figure of 57 million which wish to make an estimate that the in­
should be used as the denominator in crease in insured unemployment under 
computing the percentage of unemploy-
ment. When this is done, if we divide the State and Federal employee acts will 

amount to approximately 15,000. 
6.4 million by 57 million, the percentage My own estimate is that the total 
becomes 11.2; or one-ninth of the total number of insured unemployed for the 
working time· of all employees of the week ending March 1 was somewhere 
country is lost because of involuntary between 3,500,000 and 3,505,000. This 
unemployment-and I stress the word is an increase in insured unemploy-
"involuntary.'' ment of between 163,000 and 168,000 · 

This, I think, is a very serious situa- over the figures for 2 weeks before, that 
tion. It cannot be laughed oft'. The is in the middle of February, 
Congress, the country, and the adminis- Applying this same ratio of 63 per­
tration should give it the most serious cent, we come to a total of somewhere 
attention. around 260,000 more unemployed on 
HOPED-FOR SEASONAL UPTURN IN EMPLOYMENT March 1 OVer the figure for February 15. 

HAs NOT occURRED As a matter of fact, the 63 percent ratio, 
I know that there have been many which I have applied, will probably de­

hopes that March might bring a revival, crease as a larger and larger number 
and that business might improve. Cer- of workers exhaust their claims for 
tainly that is the wish of the Senator standard benefits for the 20 or 26 weeks 
from Illinois. No one wishes that more now given; so that probably the number 
devoutly or more strongly than I. of insured unemployed will be a smaller 

It is important, however, to see the and smaller proportion of the total num­
degree to which such hopes are actually ber who are unemployed. However, I do 
being fulfilled. · not stress this in the analysis I am now 

Of course, in the normal year we have giving. 
a seasonal pickup in employment a11d a In other words, during the first half of 
decline in unemployment between Feb- · the month which has elapsed since the 
ruary and March, because the weather middleofFebruary-thefiguresforwhich 
usually becomes warmer at this time of were issued by the Census Bureau on 
year, with the result that building con· Tuesday-conditions, instead of getting 
struction picks up, outside work in· better, have become worse. Somewhere 
creases, people begin buying more auto- around a quarter of a million additional 
mobiles, and so forth. So normally we workers have lost their jobs. 

Of course we do not know what has 
happened in the 13 days which have 
elapsed since the first of March. It may 
be that there has been a spring pickup. 
But that is not at all certain. I have 
been taking informal straw polls in my 
State from various sections, and I can 
report, so far as Illinois is concerned, 
that we have not had any real pickup 

· since the first of March. Quite the con­
trary. 

Therefore it looks somewhat dubious 
as to whether the March 15 figures will 
show any decrease in unemployment 
over the February 15 figures. 

Normally. we would expect an increase 
in employment of 250,000 or so. If 
merely the decline up to the first of 
March is maintained without any net 
change after that date, instead of get­
ting an increase of 250,000 in employ .. 
ment, we shall get a decrease of 250,000. 

What I am trying to say is that the 
situation, far from becoming less seri­
ous, is becoming more serious since the 
date for which the Census Bureau 
issued its release 2 days ago, on Tuesday. 

DEEPER ECONOMIC DECLINE WOULD CAUSE 
SEVERE HARDSHIP 

This is therefore a subject to which we 
must pay some immediate attention. I 
go on the assumption that the worst 
thing that could happen to this coun­
try would be to have a severe depression. 
Probably the majority of the -American 
people who are now living do not re­
member the great depression which 
lasted from 1929 to 1933, and which in­
deed was not fully conquered in the 
thirties. That was an experience which 
virtually tore this country apart and 
which, if we had not had the great re­
forms of the thirties, might have led to 
convulsive changes in our whole eco­
nomic and political system. 

It was a period in which millions­
yes, perhaps even tens of millions-of 
families suffered deprivation. It was a 
period in which the great masses of 
Americans suffered tremendous physical 
and psychological pain and loss. The 
worst thing that could happen to this 
country would be for anything ap­
proaching that to occur once again. 
REFORMS OF 1930'S ARE IMPORTANT STABILIZERS 

I may say that I do not expect things 
to go down as far as they went then, 
because the administration of my party 
during the 1930's and under the leader­
ship of President Roosevelt put in a 
great many reforms which I believe have 
not only tremendously improved the 
condition of the people, but which will 
also serve to lessen economic declines, 
and which can serve as so-called built-in 
stabilizers. 

Unemployment insurance was the 
most important' of these. I can re· 
member speaking for unemployment in­
surance in towns in Illinois in the 
twenties when many of the manufac· 
turers associations tried to drive me 
out of the communities. Finally that 
system came into being. Now it is ac­
cepted, at least in theory, as a good 
measure. 

Another great stabilizer has been the 
insurance of bank accounts, first up to 
$5,000 and now up to $10,000, which 
should, although not wholly, at least 
largely prevent runs on banks. 
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Still another was the Securities and cold air moves. The cold air moving in 
Exchange Act, and the granting of power creates a wind. The wind then fans 
to fix margin requirements on stocks, so the flames, which create more hot air, 
that the margins have been higher and which creates more wind, which creates 
the danger of distress selling of stocks more fire, which creates more hot air, 
11as been reduced. and so on. 

Of course there are many other things, In that way, what starts as a very 
such as the protection against the fore- small blaze may wind up as a terrible 
closure of mortgages and protection of conflagration. I shall never forget 
farm prices, and so on. fighting that fire. I believe I fought it 

Therefore I wish it understood that I for 4 days and 4 nights. I saw it grow 
am not predicting that we are going to with every day, almost with every hour. 
go through a 1929-33 experience again. I felt in the grip of impetuous forces 
A great many people say, "Well, we may which seemingly were beyond human 
go down, but we will come up again." control. 
Yes, we will come up again, but the ques- I think human history is something like 
tion is how far will we go down, and that. I think that if we examine the de-
how long will we stay there? velopment of human history since 1914 

OTHER DANGERS OF A FURTHER DECLINE and See hOW mUCh WaS latent in that 
What I am trying to point out is that pistol shot at Sarajevo, we will see it was 

we could go down · appreciably more and a potent and explosive force. The full 
stay down for a time, and if that hap- effects of it have not even yet developed. 
pens the damage to the American peo- In history thus we see the movement of 
_ple will be incalculable. powerful and impetuous forces. In eco_. 

In addition to that, we must consider nomic life we can observe the same. -
the foreign economic and political posi- · When a recession starts and gathers 
tion of the United states. The worst ground, the purchasing power of the peo- · 
blow that we could suffer in our struggle ple is decreased. Workers are laid off 
against Soviet Russia or communist im- and buy less at the stores. The stores 
perialism would be a high ratio of un- order less from the factories. The fac­
employment in this country. It would be tories lay off workers, who buy less from 
used not only for propaganda purposes the stores, which buy less from the rae­
against us, but it would also be used to tories, which lay off more workers. That 
undermine the alliance of the free coun- is one cumulative force. 
tries of the western world with us. But there are other cumulative forces 
Therefore merely from the standpoint of · a different and greater degree. For 
of military defense, which I believe to be example, if the demand for consumer 
extremely important, the prevention of a goocis decreases then businesses say to 
depression and the turning around of a one another, ''We have idle plant; we 
recession, so that we may once again have idle equipment. Why should we 
have prosperity quickly, is the primary build new factories? Why should we buy 
task of the American public and of their ·new machine tools? Why should we put 
Government. in new equipment?" · 

In addition.we know that the economic So the demand for and the production 
consequences of such a decline would not of so-called capital goods falls off and in­
be confined 'to this country, btit would be deed falls off, invariably, at a greater rate 
felt throughout the Free World. than the percentage by which the de-

We have heard a great deal of talk mand for consumer goods decreases. 
about the conquest of space. I am in- That is precisely what is happening in 
terested in the conquest of space. How- the present situation. 
ever, it iS alSO important for US tO COn- DECLINE IS PREDICTED IN PLANT AND 
quer the problemS Which face US On EQUIPMENT EXPENDITURES · 
earth, and not to have our eyes so taken I have some figures about what has 
up with things celestial that they do been happening to expectations of in­
not see the importance of things ter- vestment. Just released by the Depart­
restrial. ment of Commerce and Securities and 

For all these reasons, therefore, I ar- Exchange Commission, these figures are 
gue that at all costs we should act to now appearing in Friday morning papers 
avoid a depression. on the newsstands. They indicate that 
DANGER OF CUMULATIVE FORCES WHICH MIGHT aS Of the present time bUSineSSeS expect 

BRING DEPRESSION MUST BE HALTED tO inVeSt apprOXimately 13 percent leSS 
. The danger is that the impetuous than they did last year. This is interest­
forces within the economy may have ing, because at the end of last year the 
reached such a dangerous point that decline in their expectations was only 6 
they will snowball and accumulate. percent. 

The other day I spoke in the Senate So in the space of a few months the 
of the experience which I had as a boy expectation of capital investment has 
up the Maine woods when I went up gone down from a decrease of only 6 
close to the Canadian border to fight a percent to a decrease of at least 13 per­
forest fire·. I said that I learned more cent below last year's figures. If condi­
about economics in fighting that forest tions do not improve, the decrease will be 
fire than I learned in any other way. even more than that. 
Those Senators who have fought a forest There are various other forms of in­
fire or who have watched a forest fire stability within the economic system 
know how it behaves. The fire starts. which a serious recession may touch off. 
The immediate atmosphere is heated by Therefore, -what should be done is to 
the fire. The hot air rises. That is prevent these impetuous forces from op­
characteristic of all hot air. Some peo- ; erating, to prevent the decline from 
pie believe it is characteristic also of · going further, and to reverse· the process 
oratorical hot air. The rising of the hot of breakdown so that we may get the 
air creates a vacuum, into which the _ economy back on its feet. 

ACTION NOW MAY AVERT NECESSITY OF MORE 
EXTENSIVE ACTION LATER 

In this connection, I should say that 
a small degree of aid now will be more 
effective than a large degree of aid later, 
if conditions then are worse. There is an 
old maxim that an ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure. Similarly, it is 
true that a pound of prevention in the 
early stages of a serious recession is worth 
a ton. of cure later. 

If we postpone effective prevention and 
do not act, as the present policy of the 
administration seems to be, we are likely 
to wake up in April or May and find that 
it is too late to avoid much more drastic 
action; that the impetuous forces may 
have gathered ground to such an extent 
that to reverse the trend will take a much 
larger expenditure than if we act now. 

So serious i~ tlie situation that, in my 
judgment, it is better to act, even though 
if one does act, one may do too much, 
rather than not to act at all now, and 
then to act too late, and possibly on a 
scale that is too little. 

I know that an experienced military 
commander does not commit all his re­
serves at the inital attack of an opponent. 
He knows that the opposing force prob­
ably follows the tactics of a feint of a 
diversionary attack, to be followed with 
the main pressure attack at a later and 
at another point. Therefore, a military 
commander is likely to wait until the 
point of the main assault is clear. 

But this is a very faulty analogy to use 
in dealing with economic affairs. A mili­
t.ary commander generally knows what 
the forces of his opponent are. He can 
tell pretty well how much of the op­
ponent's forces are being committed in a 
particular attack. But in the case of a 
business recession one does not know the 
degree to which the impetuous forces 
can swing the economy off ·balance and 
carry it down sharply to lower and lower 
~evels. So I suggest that the military 
analogy, which may influence the pres­
ent distinguished occupant of the White 
House, is a very poor one to use in deal­
ing with economic matters. 

TAX CUT IS QUICKEST AND MOST EFFECTIVE 
ACTION TO HALT RECESSION 

Suppose we grant that something 
should be done· to prev·ent the recession 
from gathering ground. The next ques­
tion is, What should we do? 

I submit that a tax cut is the quickest 
and the most effective action that can 
be taken. It will operate immediately. 
Its effects do not have to be postponed. 
This is the· great advantage it has over 
the suggested program of public works, 
which many persons are advocating as 
a superior and better way of dealing with 
the recession than a tax cut. 

Many very reputable authorities are 
advocating public works instead of a tax 
cut. One of them is Professor Galbraith 
Qf Harvard. His argument is given i~ 
the New York Times this morning, My 
reply is given in an adjoining column. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that these two views, as published 
in the New York Times of this morning, 
be printed at this point ·in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD. 
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(F.rom the New York Times of 

March 13, 1958) 
A TAX CUT VERSUS PUBLIC WORKS: EXPERTS 

GIVE OPPOSING VIEWS-SENATOR DOUGLAS 
BACKS SLASH IN LEVY, PROFESSOR GALBRAITH 
URGES WIDER UNITED STATES SPENDING IN 
RECESSION 

. (WASmNGTON, March 12.-Tax cut or public 
works-which is the better way of halting 
the recession? Senator PAUL H. DoUGLAS, 
Democrat of Illinois, an economist in his 
own right, is one of the leading advocates 
of a tax cut. Prof. John Kenneth Gal­
braith, a Harvarc1 economist, favors public 
works. Senator DouGLAS gave his views in a 
minority report to the report of the Con­
gressional Joint Economic Committee in 
February. Professor Galbraith presented his 
arguments earlier at the committee's hear­
ings. Following are excerpts from their 
remarks:) 

SENATOR PAUL H. DOUGLAS 
The quickest and most effective way to 

act is by means of a tax cut for lower and 
middle-income groups, 1. e., those groups 
which tend to spend almost all of their 
income. 

Such a tax cut would be fed into the 
economy almost immediately; it would stim­
ulate demand for goods and services; afford 
the best hope for- stopping the current eco­
nomic recession, and help to start an eco­
nomic upturn. The increase in the demand 
for consumers' goods should also stimulate 
the demand for, and investment in, capital 
goods. 

Specifically, I would propose that we either 
raise the personal exemption from $600 to 
$700, or tax the first $1,000 of taxable income 
at 15 percent rather than 20 percent. Either 
of these proposals could go into effect im­
mediately and could be made retroactive to 
January 1, 1958. 

Loss could be recouped 
Further, such a cut should expire on Jan­

uary 1, 1959, so that if the recession is 
stopped, the loss of revenue-which is proper 
in a recesSion--could be recouped during a 
prosperous period. Such a tax cut would 
pump some $3 billion per year into the 
economy. This would take effect currently 
and immediately. 

In addition, I propose that the excise taxes 
on consumer durables, such as radios, tele­
vision sets, refrigerators, air conditioners. gas 
and oil appliances, luggage, handbags, wal­
lets, etc., be repealed; that the excise taxes 
on the transportation of property and per­
sons and on communications be cut in half; 
and, if the automobile industry will agree 
to pass along such a cut in lowered prices, 
a 50-percent reduction in the manufacturer's 
excise tax on passenger automobiles. 

Both the personal income and excise cuts 
could become effective almost Immediately. 
They would show up in the weekly paychecks 
of individuals within a week or two follow­
ing Congressional passage, and they would 
bring a reduction in the prices of consumer 
durables for which the demand has declined. 

Wh1le I am certainly not opposed to the 
expansion of needed public works in periods 
of economic recessions, I do not have the 
same faith as my colleagues in their ability 
to help mattf:rs quickly. 

THREE REASONS CITED 
There are three principal reasons. First, 

public works are too slow. Except for pos­
sible psychological effects, major projects 
would be very slow in actually being started. 
Plans must be made, land bought, contracts 
b:d for, etc. Therefore, even at best it would 
be many months before most of these proj­
ects could actually 1nfiuence the course of 
the recession. · 

Second, even those projects which can be­
gin early wm·not necessarily be 1n the locall­
ties where the major portion of the unem• 
ployment ex.l.sts. Navigation and flood-con­
trol projects on our major and minor rlvers, 

and reclamation projects in the scantily 
populated areas of the West are not calcu­
lated to provide jobs for unemployed workers 
in the automobile, steel and the fabrication 
industries in our industrial centers. 

Third, even if taken off the shelf quickly, 
and even if built in the right localities, pub­
lic works generally do not directly employ 
those who have lost industrial jobs. 

I favor, in this period, an expansion of 
needed public works. I would put schools 
and hospitals along with slum clearance and 
housing for low:- and middle-income groups 
at the top of the list of priorities. 

SWIFT ACTION URGED 
Nevertheless, public works cannot be relied 

upon to give the economy the immediate 
stimulus it needs to change the direction 
in which economic forces are moving, but 
they should be provided at an appropriate 
time so that men will not be forced to be 
permanently unemployed if we experience 
a cumulative breakdown in the economy. 

In summation, what we need is an imme­
diate tax cut for lower and middle-income 
groups in order to increase demand and pur­
chasing power. At the same time, we should 
increase unemployment benefits for those 
out of work, for a· personal tax cut will -not 
be received by them directly; for, if they have ­
no income, they pay no taxes. However, they 
would benefit immediately from the excise 
cuts on the goods they buy. 

Therefore, an increase in unemployment 
benefits to approximately half of the aver­
age wage as opposed to the one-third which 
is now the case, and an extension of time for 
receiving unemployment benefits by an addi­
tional 13 weeks, · are both needed. Further, 
we should start processing needed public­
works projects so that, if a tax cut fails, 
these men will have jobs to go to. 

PROFESSOR GALBRAITH 
In the present situation, there Is a good 

deal to be said on the choice between lower­
ing taxes and increasing public outlays. And 
the choice is very strongly in favor of the 
latter. 

Tax reduction, as we all recognize, is a 
rather irrevocable step. Once taxes are re­
duced, it will be difficult to raise them again. 
Should the present rescession prove tempo­
rary, we would want to have them back and 
fairly promptly. We can't have a deficit in 
both depression and boom. Life is not yet 
that wonderful. 

There are other reasons for favoring an in­
crease in expenditures. These have the ini­
tial effect of providing jobs and income to 
men who are now unemployed or would be­
come so. Personal-tax reduction has the ini­
tial effect of providing added income to 
individuals who already have jobs and in­
comes and for that reason are taxpayers. · 

Thus, both on grounds of equity and fiscal 
effect, there is much to be said for the first. 

Rebate held drawback 
Any talk of tax reduction wlll bring !or­

ward many claimants for attention and with 
many claims-good, bad, or merely self­
serving. They will argue colorfully for the 
favorable effect of tax relief on their own 
investment, purchasing power, or morale. 
The 1nevitab1lity of debate over who should 
benefit from any tax reduction is another 
reason for avoiding this remedy. 

But the most important reason for favor­
ing an increase in civillan public outlays as 
the principal protective device is that we 
now have so many things that need doing. 

Let me explain why I confine the refer­
ence to civilian outlays. It is because mili­
tary outlays should be established wholly by 
need and not at all by fiscal considerations. 
This is an ironclad rule. 

To adjust military spending to the fiscal 
needs of the economy 1s both reckless and 
immoral. It is reckless because it means 
that such expenditures will then be cut, 
regardless of urgency, whenever inflation 

threatens. And it is immoral because it 
means that outlays for these instruments of 
~ea th would be increased regardless of need 
when there was unemployment and idle 
capacity. 

Arms and the economy 
There has already in these last few weeks 

been far too much ill-considered talk about 
defense expenditures as the new form of 
pump priming. 

I don't suppose there is any aspect of 
Communist propaganda that has so much 
headway as the conviction in some way that 
the American economy is dependent on arms 
expenditures. It is a charge that we should 
most scrupulously and honestly avoid. 

On the urgency of innumerable civllian 
requirements, I need not dwell. · 

Schools and aid to education; research 
support and facilities; health facilities, ur­
ban rental housing, urban redevelopment, 
resource development, metropolitan commu­
nications are all deficient or lagging. 

It would surely be a. mistake to talk of tax 
reduction to make jobs when so many of our 
schools are dirty, run down, overcrowded, 
understaffed, on double shifts, or scheduled 
to become inadequate when the next increase 
in the school population hits them. 

Trouble in suburbs 
Obviously, we should first make jobs 

building the schools. If any taxpayer needs 
help, incidentally, it is the hard-pressed local 
property taxpayer in the new suburb. 

Now this Federal tax reduction, as an al­
ternative to help on schools and other facil­
ities, means a continued squeeze on this 
man. 

To support the economy by getting ahead 
with these urgently needed public activities 
is by no means the easiest course. 

The Employment Act places the responsi­
bility for offering a plan on the Executive, 
and there it belongs. AE. and when business 
picks up, the administration will be right in 
stretching out and tapering off expenditures. 
In so doing, it will be entitled to the sup­
port of those who now urge action. 

PUBLIC WORKS ARE DESmABLE, BUT MUCH LESS 
EFFECTIVE TO HALT THE. RECESSION 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, let me 
make it clear that I am not against pub­
lic works as such. I have a great in­
terest in clearing the slums of our cities. 
The slums are one of the worst disgraces 
of our civilization. I feel very keenly 
the need for better housing for the lower 
and middle-income groups of the Nation. 
I believe the housing industry is running 
out of customers in the upper income 
groups. I think we need better school 
buildings, and more hospitals, and that 
we need to move along with the highway 
program. I wish to make it clear that 
I am not against any of these things; in 
fact, I am for them. I merely say that 
as antirecession devices. they are far too 
slow. 

In the first place, in many cases the 
engineering plans are not finally drawn. 
In some cases they are; but in many 
cases they are not. In the cases where 
they are not drawn, it will take time to 
draw the plans. Then the land must be 
acquired in nearly all cases. This is not 
so simple a move as the advocates of 
public works sometimes assume. Fre­
quently, it takes much time to acquire 
the necessary land, 

Then the contracts have to be let. 
This involves a process of competitive 
bidding, with the various possible con­
tractors each given an adequate chance 
to bid. Then follows the presentation of 
the bids, the opening of the bids, and 
the awarding of the contracts. 
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When the contracts are awarded, it is 
necessary for the contractors to assemble 
the material and the labor, which can­
not be done in advance when they do 
not know whether or · not they will get 
the contracts. 

So a very large amount of time is nec­
essarily involved between passing a pub­
lic-works program on paper in Congress 
and getting the work under way out in 
the country. During that time there is 
no additional monetary purchasing 
power being drawn into the gap, and the 
economy can slide still further downhill. 

For instance, the suggested increase in 
the roadbuilding program, which the 
President has submitted, is not supposed 
to start until the next fiscal year, or al­
most 4 months from now . . It will be 
still further delayed in practice. 

The second difficulty with public works 
is that very often they are not built in 
the right place to absorb the unem­
ployed. The unemployed pr~marily exist 
in the great industrial centers-in Pitts­
burgh, in Detroit, in Chicago, in indus­
trial New England, in the region around 
the Great Lakes, and in the Pacific 
Northwest also, it is true. 

The public works which I have seen 
suggested are not slum-clearance works 
for the cities or rehousing for the cities 
or schools or hospitals. The projects 
which I have seen suggested are pri­
marily reclamation projects and rivers­
and-harbors projects, to be carried out 
in the great open spaces, where there are 
not many unemployed persons. An un­
employed automobile worker in Detroit 
certainly would not be given direct em­
ployment by a river-and-harbor devel­
opment on the Upper Colorado River. 
The proposals are for projects and for 
types of labor for which most of the un­
employed would not qualify. · 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL­
MADGE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Illinois yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I wish to say to the 

distinguished Senator from Illinois that 
this morning I read in the New York 
Times a statement by my very good 
1friend, Prof. Kenneth Galbraith, and 
also, in the adjoining column, the state­
ment by the Senator from Illinois [Mr .. 
DOUGLAS]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope the Senator 
from Colorado was convinced by my re­
marks rather than by those of Professor 
Galbraith. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I come 
from the West where there are numerous 
great reclamation projects. 

Also I have voted for the public works 
program. 

I have served with the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico and the dis­
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma on 
the Interior and Public Works Commit­
tees. 

I voted .for the rivers and harbors pub~ 
lie works authorization bill at a time 
when many Members of this body de­
clined to support it. 

But it now seems to me that I am com­
pelled, because of the logic and the per­
suasive reasoning of the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois, and also the ex-

change between himself and Professor Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
Galbraith-which to me is conclusive- from Colorado. 
to endorse the view taken by the distin- Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will 
guished Senator from Dlinois, however the Senator from Illinois yield briefly to 
desirable may be the public works and · me? 
the reclamation projects. Certainly I Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
will continue to fight for them. On the Mr. McNAMARA. I wish to congrat-
other hand, if action is to be taken in this ulate the Senator from Dlinois for the 
depressed economic situation, we must excellent job he has done and for the 
provide that it be taken immediately and amount of time and intelligent work he 
with _tax cuts. has devoted to the amendment he now 

An editorial of the New York Times of has before the Senate. 
the same date also points out that the I can disagree with him on only one 
tax-reduction program was a major fac- point-and I believe I have stated it to 
tor in bringing us out of the recession of him privately. I am reluctant to go 
1953-54. along with what would amount to only 

Mr. DOUGLAS. We can also learn a $50 increase in the personal exemption. · 
about the ineffectiveness of public works I have been committed, both publicly 
to halt a recession by our experience and privately, to a greater increase in 
during the depression. My good friend, the personal exemption. · 
Harold Ickes, was then Administrator of I question the benefit which would be 
Public Works. But it was found that it derived from a $50 increase in the per­
took so long to get public works under- sonal exemption; I do not ' think that 
way, that they were inadequate as re- would meet the need of the times. 
covery measures. I h b f · · 1 Mr. CARROLL. As I recall, in 1937- ave · een avormg an mcrease n 

the personal exemption from $600 to 
1938, notwithstanding the WPA and the $800-or a $200 increase. I believe that 
PW A and all the other pump-priming would be of substantial assistance to the 
programs, there was an economic re- economy. 
cession. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. Of I suppose I shall vote for the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois, but 

course, business had been allowed to lose I hope he will consider somewhere along 
a great deal of ground between 1929 and the line, accepting an amendment which 
1933. will increase that figure substantially. 

Mr. CARROLL. That is true. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I may 
Mr. DOUGLAS. That was the primary say to my dear friend, the Senator from 

cause. 
But it ' is true that the public works Michigan, that his proposal to increase 

the personal exemption from $600 to 
programs, as a means of economic recov- $800 for each dependent would amount 
ery, were altogether too slow. 

As I have said, I was a personal friend to a tax cut of approximately $6 billion, 
in total. and a political associate of Mr. Ickes. 

His integrity was beyond reproach. But Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct. 
try ·as he did, that program did not give Mr. DOUGLAS. I am proposing a 
employment to many persons and did not tax cut which will amount in the ag­
result in the amount of economic recov- gregate to almost that much; it will 
ery which originally had been hoped amount to $5,200,000,000, but will be 
would be obtained by that means. divided as follows: $3 billion on the in-

Mr. CARROLL. It should also be come tax; $2,200,000,000 on the excise 
pointed out that in the 1932-1933 period, taxes, including a reduction by one-half 
the national income was about $40 of those on the automotive industry, 
billion. At this time there were about with which I am sure the Senator from 
14 million of the American people unem- Michigan is deeply concerned. 
played. So a tax cut at that time would Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, in 
not really have helped very much, be- the light of the statement the Senator 
cause so many of the American people from Illinois has. made at this time­
had no earnings. and I recognize that he is a noted econ-

On the other hand, in the present omist and a great authority in this 
situation I believe a quick tax cut of an fleld--:-he has persuaded me that the in­
equitable nature, such as proposed here crease in personal exemption he pro­
today, will stimulate purchasing power poses is only about half of the increase 
at many different levels in the economy. which should be made. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the senator Under the circumstances, I would be 
from Colorado, and I appreciate his willing to propose an increase of $100, 
statement on this point-namely, that rather than $200, in the personal ex­
despite the fact that he comes from one emption; perhaps we can work out such 
of the great Rocky Mountain States, he a compromise. 
puts the-economic recovery of the whole Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wei-
Nation first. come the support of the Senator from 

Mr. CARROLL. Our part of the Michigan. 
country has not yet suffered from the Mr . . CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
recession in the same degree as the the Senator from Illinois yield further 
heavy industrial areas of the · Nation. to me? 
However, as I have said to the people of Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
my State, notwithstanding that fact, Mr. CARROLL. The colloquy has 
eventually our State will be affected. been very interesting, Mr. President. 
We are inevitably caught in the under- I desire.to state that the Antimonopoly 
tow of a recession. So I believe we must Subcommittee has been making its usual 
pay attention to conditions in the areas investigations of the monopoly control 
of the Nation that are suffering right of the Nation. We have had to do with 
now from a depression, ,and we must General Motor .Corp., the Ford .Motor 
take action now to curb that depression. Co., and Chrysler Corp. 
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I believe I had not fully compre­

hended the effect of the proposed tax 
cut on the automotive industry until 
today I began an investigation to de­
termine the extent of the excise-tax cut 
proposed to be given the automobile 
industry. . 

If my information is correct-but per­
haps I shall not venture to make an as­
sertion on this point until I inquire 
further of the Senator from Illinois. 

Let us assume that a manufacturer's 
price for an automobile is $2,500. Let 
us assume that the automobile is shipped 
from Detroit to Denver, Colo. I should 
like to know what the tax cut the Sen­
ator from Illinois proposes would mean 
to the dealer in Denver. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The present tax is 
10 percent; that is paid by the manufac­
turer to the Government. In other 
words, the tax a manufacturer normally 
would pay would be $250. 

I am proposing that the tax be re­
duced to 5 percent. In the case to 
which the Senator from Colorado has 
referred, such a reduction would mean 
that the tax would be $125 less. 

We have had a pledge-and I refused 
to propose this amendment to the tax 
bill until we received that pledge-from 
all the major automobile manufactur­
er~namely that they would pass on 
this reduction; and in the last 2 days 
I have placed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC• 
ORD telegrams I have received from all 
of them. - In those telegrams they have 
agreed to pass on to the dealers this re­
duction. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield further 
tome? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I think this point is 

most important. If my memory serves 
me correctly, Dr. Yntema, of the Ford 
Motor Company, stated. that about 1,000 
employees of that company are engaged 
in the pricing mechanism. Therefore, 
let us assume that the manufacturer's 
price to the dealer is $2,500. 

Included within that price are income 
taxes and excise taxes. That would 
mean, therefore, when the manufacturer 
sold that car to the dealer, it would be 
at what price? Two thousand three 
hundred and seventy-five dollars, a re­
duction of $125. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
Mr. CARROLL; I hope this does not 

prejudice the proposal of the distin­
guished Senator, but that is even rriore 
than Walter Reuther has recommended 
as a reduction. I am happy to have re­
ceived this information from the Sen­
ator from Illinois. Did the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois say that all the 
automotive industries made that agree­
ment? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. All four of the major 
automobile manufacturers have agreed 
to pass on the tax cut to their -distribu­
tors. All four have agreed they will 
encourage their distributors to pass the 
tax cut on to the dealers. The National 
Association of Automobile Dealers has 
announced that it is their policy to have 
their members pass the price cut on to 
the consumers. Of course, the National 
Association of Automobile Dealers can­
not legally bind their individual mem-

bers, but the association has stated that 
all moral pressure will be used to do so; 
and the buyers will know of it, and will 
be sure to hold the dealers to that per­
formance. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc­
NAMARA] has pointed out repeatedly to 
me, and I have also included a provision 
to ·~hat effect in the amendment, that 
automobiles which are sold between 
March 1 and the time the bill goes into 
effect should also have the benefit of the 
tax rebate, so there will be no tendency 
to discourage sales in the meantime. I 
want to say the Senator from Michigan 
has convinced me on this point, and in 
the revised amendment which was sent 
to the desk yesterday, and modified to­
night, such a provision is included. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. CARROLL. . I think the RECORD 

ought to show that the. problem of pro­
viding a price decrease to the consumer 
exists above the dealer level, because 
when the manufacturer sells an auto­
mobile to the dealer, the dealer must put 
cash on the barrelhead. The dealer 
buys automobiles for cash, and there is 
great competition at the dealer level and 
dealers are forced to hold prices at a 
competitive level. It was made clear to 
me, not only from statements I re­
ceived from automobile dealers in Den­
ver, but also by statements by dealers 
all over the country, that their profits 
are tightly limited by competition and 
by the wholesale price they pay the man-
14facturer. It is most important that 
there be a reduced price by manufac­
turer to the dealer. There is no doubt 
in my mind, because it was the testimony 
of the dealers, that by virtue of the ad­
ministered prices-some persons have 
been so indelicate as to call them "rigged 
prices"-fixed by the great three auto­
motive manufacturers, who control 96 
percent of the automobile market, the 
dealers have to pay the prices fixed by 
the manufacturers. That was the testi­
mony we received from auto dealers in 
our recent Antitrust Subcommittee hear­
ings. The dealers say the manufac­
turers have priced them out of the 
market. The dealers have testified that 
when a price is fixed, it is not a flexible 
price, but a rigid one. That is why this 
auto-tax reduction provision in this tax­
cut amendment is a wise one. It re­
duces the price of an auto at the point 
that counts-the manufacturer's end. 

If I may take 1 or 2 more minutes to 
emphasize my point, prices are high and 
consumers are not buying cars and deal­
ers are not ordering cars, the automobile 
manufacturers begin to lay off employ­
ees. There are now almost 200,000 per­
sons unemployed in the automotive 
trades. 

Mr. McNAMARA. In Detroit alone. 
Mr. CARROLL. Plus unemployed in 

other automotive areas. 
The evidence in the hearings disclosed 

that when automobile manufacturers 
begin to shut down production and lay­
·offs of employees begin, the effect is felt 
in the steel industry, the rubber indus­
try, the textile industry, the glass in­
dustry,· and by all the great suppliers of 
automobile manufacturers. 

We received testimony in the anti­
trust committee to the effect that Gen­
eral Motors has 18,000 suppliers. All of 
these suppliers are hit hard once - the 
public stops buying because prices are 
too high. 

One of the most important purposes 
of this tax-cut proposal is to stimulate 
sales. 
· Vve know that under our administered 
price economic system, which defies the 
law of supply and demand-the man­
ufacturers are not going to cut their 
prices. 

We have got to stimulate sales in 
some other way. What we propose here 
today will be a way of stimulating sales 
in spite of the manufacturers. 

The manufacturers ought to decrease 
prices, but they are not going to. Stand­
ing alone, by itself, I say this amendment 
is worth the gamble. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield briefly for a question? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. McNAMARA. A few days ago we 

had a discussion of how much such a 
proposal would reduce the prices of cars. 
I think the general public has a general 
idea that it will be 10 percent, or 5 per­
cent, depending on what the ultimate 
.figure we finally adopt will be. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of the retail price? 
Mr. McNAMARA. Yes. From the 

figures the Senator from Illinois has 
quoted, that impression is not correct, 
but the reduction would amount to 10 
percent of the manufacturer's price. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. To the dealer. 
Mr. McNAMARA. Which would 

amount to approximately 7.3 percent of 
the retail cost of the car, and not 10 
percent, if my figures are correct. I 
think we ought to make the RECORD clear 
on that point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think the Senator 
from Michigan is completely correct if 
the 10 percent excise were wholly re­
pealed. If it is merely reduced to 5 per­
cent as our amendment proposes, the 
cut in the retail price would, of course, 
be a somewhat lower percentage. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one point? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. CARROLL. It was brought out in 

testimony before the Antitrust Commit­
tee that dealers have to put cash on the 
barrelhead for automobiles, and that 
their markup is very small in some in­
stances. 

Competition is very keen, the dealers 
told us, because the three great auto­
mobile manufacturing giants have priced 
buyers out of the market. 

The dealers are, in many instances, 
making $50 or $100 on a car. 

They believe if the retail price of a car 
can be brought down it will stimulate 
consumer interest again, and will enable 
them to reduce the principal on notes 
they have had to carry. 

While those notes would be for the 
same period, the payments would be 
reduced. 

This tax-cut proposal may prove to be 
a great psychological factor in stimulat­
ing our declining economy. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado is correct. 
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IMPROVEMENTS IN UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA• 

TION ARE ALSO NEEDED 

May I say, just as I am not opposed to 
public works, so am I strongly in favor of 
liberalized unemployment compensation. 
The Kennedy-McNamara-McCarthy bill 
is a "must" bill for us to pass in order to 
increase benefits for those out of work. 

I drafted many of the early unemploy .. 
ment insurance laws. It was our inten­
tion in the beginning to make the scale 
of benefits equal to one-half the wages. 
The scale of benefits, however, has been 
severely limited by maximum amounts 
that can be paid under present State 
laws and by the limited.duration of pay­
ments. So for the period benefits are 
paid, they generally do not exceed one­
third of the going -wage. The Kennedy­
McNamara-McCarthy bill will raise the 
benefits to at le.ast one-half the wage 
paid, and will extend the duration of th~ 
benefits. 

I wish to say I think it is one of the 
first measures the Senate Finance Com­
mittee should take up. The proposal for 
a tax cut, therefore, is not a rival, in any 
sense, of a bill providing liberalized un.;. 
employment compensation benefits.. but 
is intended to supplement it. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a point? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. ·cARROLL. Going back again to 
wh&t Professor Galbraith said, I quote 
him as follows: 

Tax r.eductlon, as we all recognize, Is a 
rather irrevocable step. Once taxes are re-

. duced, it will be d111lcult to raiSe them again. 
Should the ,present recession prove tempo­
rary, we would want to have them back and 
fairly promptly. 

Is there not a time limitation provided 
· in the proposed amendment? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. I am glad the 
Senator has made that point. So far as 
reduction in the income tax which I 
have proposed is concerned, the reduc­
tion will end on the 31st of December 
1958, unless specifically renewed. In 
other words, the income tax reduction 
would be effective only for the calendar 
year. 

If the recession is over by then, as we 
hope it will be, then the previous income 
tax rates will go into effect. So I can­
not understand the objection of Mr. 

·Galbraith. He must not have known 
the proposal which I was making. 

Mr. CARROLL. I thank the Senator. 
AMENDMENT Wll.L INCREASE PURCHASING POWER 

AT ONCE 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think we have already developed the fact 
that the plan which is proposed would 
stimulate consumption. It provides for 
a reduction from 20 to 15 percent on the 

Excise provisions of Douglas tax-cut amendment 

first $1,000 o! taxable Income, or a· re­
duction of $50 per taxpayer. Since there 
are approximately 60 million taxpayers, 
this item of the bill will call for a re­
duction in total income tax payments of 
approximately $3 billion a year. 

Tha~t is the first part of the proposal, 
the part which will take effect imme­
diately. The withholding tax will be 
diminished by that amount, which is ap­
proximately $1 a week for each taxpayer, 
which will increase the purchasing power 
flowing into the pockets of the people 
immediately. 

Furthermore, the tax reduction will be 
retroactive to the 1st of January 1958, 
to be paid at the end of the year, and 
the prospect of the refund will stimulate 
pUrchasing in the meantime. There­
fore, this is a measure which on the in­
come tax side will immediately result in 
increased purchasing power. 
REPEAL AND REDUCTIONS IN EXCISE TAXES WILL 

ALSO HAVE STIMULATING EFFECT 

There is also provided a repeal or a 
reduction of most excise taxes on con­
sumer durable goods, transportation, 
autos, and communications. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a table relating to the excise 
tax cuts covered by the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

Revenue 
New 1 oss as esti~ 

Item Present rate How collected at present proposed mated in 

1. Retailer's excise: , 
Sec. 4.001: Watches and clocks below $100.------------- 10 percent of selling price__________ Paid by consumer to retailer--------------------

~:: !g~i~ i~:~fe~E~~~~~~w8i1e-ts:-etc.==::::::::: -~~-~d'~-~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: -~~~~~~~:::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
2. Manufacturer's excises: 

Sec. 4061 (a) (2): Passenger automobiles ________________ 10 pcvcent (permanent rate 7 per- Paid by manufacturer to G·overnment ____ ______ _ 

Sec. 4001 (b): Auto parts and accessories (includes 
parts for trucks). 

Sec. fill: 

cent). 
8 percent (permanent rate 5 per- ____ _ dO------------------------------------------

cent). 

1. Refrigeration equipment, household type ____ ____ 5 percent___ _______________________ Paid by manufacturer·--------------------------
2. Air-conditioners. _____ _________ ___ ___ ------------ 10 percent ___________________ ----- _____ .do·--------------- ___ ------------------------

Sec. 4121: .Electrical, gas, and oil appliances___________ 5 percent .. ------------------------ _____ do ___________ _________ ___________________ ___ _ 
Sec. 4131: Light bulbs. ________ __________ __ ----------- 10 percent------------------------ _____ do. _________ --------------------------------
Sec. 4141: Radio and TV, phonographs, etc _________________ do _______________ ______ ___ _____ _____ do.·-----------------------------------------
Sec. 41.51: Musieal instruments ___________ ------- ____________ ao ___ __ ------------------------ _____ do _______ _____ __ ----------------_---------:.-_ 
Sec. fi61~ Sporting goods (except fishing equipment) ________ do ____ _____________________________ dO------------------------------------------
Sec. 4171: · 

1. CaJDeras and films __________________________________ .do ___ _____ ------ __ ----------- __ -----do ___ __ ----------- ____ ---------------------- -

~~~~2~i~~o~~1Els~!!~~f~~~;~~~--~~;=~~~~~;~~=~~;;=~ .!~~~io~~~======~==========~====== =====~~=====================~==================== Sec. 4201: Mechanical lighters, pencils, fountain and ____ do.--------------------------- -- ___ do.-----------------------------------------
ball-polnt pens. . 

Sec. 4211: Matches: 
l. Plain __ ------------------·--------------------_ 2 cents per 1,000 but not more than __ ___ do._----------------------------------------

!. Fancy __ ----------------------------------------
10 percent. . 

5Y.! cents per 1,000 .. ---------------- _____ do. __ ---------------- - ----------------------
3. Facilities and services: 

Sec. 4231 (1-6)~ Admissions of all kinds including mu- Various (20percent cabaret) _______ Paid by person paying admission; collected 
sicians cabaret . from proprietors. 

Communications~ 
Sec. 4251: 

1. Tel and Tel, leased wires, etc________________ 10 percent.------------------------ Imposed on person paying for facility_----------
2. Local telephone. ____ __ ______ -------------- _____ _ .do ____ ------------------------- . ---.do _____________________________ --------------
8. Wire and equipment service_________________ 8 percent.------------------------- ----.dO------------------------------------------

Transportation: 
Sec. 4261: Persons.--------------------------------- 10 percent------------------------- Paid by person making purchase; wllected by 

transportation company. 
Sec. 4271 (a) : 

1. Transportation of property other than coaL. 3 percent..----------------------- Paid by person making purchase of transporta­
tion. 

2. Transp01·tation of coaL·--------------------- 4 cents per ton •••• ---------------- . ••• • d0-------------------------------------------
4. 1\flscellaneous: 

Sec. 4286: Safe-deposit boxes .• • ------·----------------­
Sec. 4451: Playing cards------------------------------­
Sec. 4471: Occupation tax on bowling alleys and tables, 

otber minor provisions. 

1 Estimate. a "2 cents per ton. 

10 percent.________________________ Paid by person paying for USt' ·Of bOX------------13 cents per pack __________________ Manufacturer's excise tax ______________________ _ 
$20 per year per alley or table ••••• Occupational tax. Paid by person owning or 

leasing item. 

rate fiscal year 
1959 budget 

Percent Million 

0 1$10. 0 
0 102.0 
0 60.0 

5 500.0 

' 57.0 

0 44 . .0 0 
0 75.0 
0 28.0 
0 179.0 0 
0 10.0 

0 22.0 0 
0 2.0 
0 93.0 
0 10.0 

~ } 6.0 

0 100.0 

! } 330.0 

107.5 

H~} 238.0 
(2) 

0 6.0 
0 6.9 
0 1. 0 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In brief, Mr. Presi­
dent ... it is proposed that the present 10 
'J)ercent tax on watches and clocks of less 
than $100 value be completely repealed. 

The same is true with regard to the 
10 percent tax on toilet preparations. 
SUch a tax would be repealed. 

The 10 percent tax on luggage, hand­
bags, wallets, and so forth would be re­
pealed. 
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The 10 percent tax on passenger auto­

mobiles would be cut in half, 
The 8 percent tax on auto parts and 

accessories, which includes parts for 
trucks, would be cut to 4 percent. 

The 5 percent tax on refrigeration 
equipment of the household type, which 
was reduced by 5 percent in 1954 upon 
motion of the Senator from Illinois, 
would be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on air conditioners 
would be eliminated. 

The 5 percent tax on electrical, gas, 
and oil appliances would be completely 
eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax presently applied to 
light bulbs would be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on radio, TV, phon­
ographs, and so forth, would be elim­
inated. 

The 10 percent tax on musical instru­
ments would be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on sporting goods, 
except fishing equipment-that is left in 
order to provide funds for conservation­
would be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on cameras and 
films would be eliminated. 

The 5 percent tax on projectors would 
be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on pistols and re­
volvers would be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on business ma­
chines would be eliminated. 

The 10 percent tax on mechanical 
lighters, pencils, fountain and ballpoint 
pens would be eliminated. 

The tax on matches would be elim­
inated. 

The admissions tax would be swept 
away, including the cabaret and musi­
cians'· tax. 

The 10 percent tax on the use of the 
telephone and telegraph would be re­
duced to 5 percent. The taxes on the 
loca.I telephone calls would be reduced 
from 10 percent to 5 percent. 

The tax on the transportation of .per­
sons, which is now 1C percent, would be 
reduced to 5 percent. That should be a 
great help to people who have to travel 
long distances, such as those who travel 
from the Padfic coast to Eastern States. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. Is there also provided 

a reduction in the tax on transportation 
of property? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, the tax on trans­
portation of property other than coal 
would be reduced from 3 percent to 1% 
percent, and the tax on the transporta­
tion of coal would be reduced from 4 
cents per ton to 2 cents per ton. In other 
words, the transportation-of-property 
taxes would be cut in half. 

Mr. CARROLL. Such a tax cut would 
be to the benefit of the railroads, which 
are in serious difficulty today. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor­
rect. There are also provided tax reduc­
tions on safety deposit boxes, on playing 
cards, on bowling alleys, and so forth. 

The tax reduction would apply to the 
fioor stocks of the manufactured goods 
and, in the case of automobiles, to all 
automobiles manufactured after the 
first of March. · 

The total reduction provided in excise 
taxes would be approximately $2.2 billion. 

I think I should make clear, Mr. Presi­
dent, that the reduction in excise taxes­
many of which would be wholly re­
pealed-is intended to be permanent. 
The reduction in excise taxes would not 
automatically expire at the end of the 
year, as the income tax cut would. The 
reason is that I regard these excise taxes 
as nuisance taxes. It is a good idea to 
sweep them a way completely. They are 
regressive in nature. They should not 
have been continued into the postwar pe­
riod, and I believe they should be elimi­
nated. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I Yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. When I was a Mem­

ber of the other body and served as a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means in 1950, we spent 6 months work­
ing on excise taxes, . in the hope that we 
could eliminate them. Then along came 
the Korean war. Through one crisis after 
another we have continued the excise 
taxes, which are, in a way, hidden taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. CARROLL. Perhaps we ought to 
get rid of them and approach the tax 
problem properly. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think that is right. 
CONTINUING RECESSION WILL DECREASE TAX 

RECEIPT S BELOW BUDGET ESTIMATES AND IN-
CREASE DEFICIT 

Mr. President, I know that very con­
scientious Members of this body will say 
that we should not have a tax cut, for it 
would increase the budget deficit. They 
will say that we already expect revenue 
losses, and if the tax cut is heaped on 
top of the loss in revenue it will create 
too large a deficit. 

I appreciate the sincerity of those who 
will offer that objection, but I should like 
to point out that if the recession con­
tinues through the middle of the year 
before there is an upturn in business, 
instead of being stopped, with business 
turning up 'in March, which is this 
month, there will be a revenue loss be­
cause of lower corporate and personal 
tax liability of approximately $5 billion. 
In other words, unless economic condi­
tions take a turn for the better, we are 
going to collect $5 billion less revenue 
than was anticipated in the budget esti­
mate. 

From the sheer standpoint of the 
budget, therefore, it is important to try 
to bring national income up. If we 
bring national income up, there will then 
be more personal and corporate income 
taxes, and we may find that either there 
will be no loss in revenue at all or, what 
is more likely, that the loss will be in a 
much smaller amount than the estimate 
I have made. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to 
yield for a question, provided the 
Senator will take it out of the time on the 
other side, because I am under a time 
limitation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
will yield the Senator whatever time is 
necessary. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do I correctly un­
derstand the theory of the Senator from 
Illinois to be that if we adopt the pro-

posed tax cut of $5 billion the ultimate 
revenue which will go to the Treasury 
Department will be greater than it would 
otherwise be? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not say that 
such a result would necessarily follow. 
I say that there is a good chance it might 
happen, and that certainly if the econ­
omy revived such a procedure would in­
crease tax revenues above what they 
would otherwise be if we were either to 
continue to slide down the hill or to re­
main on the present economic level. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. My question is this: 
If bY reducing taxes $5 billion the Sena­
tor thinks we can increase our revenues 
to the point where we would have as 
much income as we would have with the 
higher taxes, then why should we not 
reduce taxes by $10 billion, so that we 
would have a surplus? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is re­
sorting to a reductio ad absurdum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am simply illus­
trating the point made by the Senator. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. All I said was that 
one of the big causes of the deficit will 
be the reduced national income. If .we 
can prevent the national income from 
being reduced to the degree I have men­
tioned, we can therefore decrease the 
deficit which would otherwise occur. I 
do not claim that if we put the plan into 
effect we would get the same amount 
of taxes we receive now· I say such ac­
tion will help ameliorate a decrease 
which will otherwise occur, and that ap­
parently the full revenue loss will not 
occur. 

I am not trying to sell the Senator 
from Delaware any patent medicine. I 
am merely trying to invite to his atten­
tion a fact which is at times ignored 
in discussing such a question of revenue 
and budget estimates. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I appreciate the Sen­
ator is operating under a limited amount 
of time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is all right. I 
am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I have just received 
in my office tonight the lates~ report 
from the State of Wisconsin as to un­
employment. This report relates to the 
point which the Senator from Illinois 
was making so brilliantly earlier in his 
address. 

The covered unemployment compen­
sation in Wisconsin, according to the 
Industrial Commission of Wisconsin, in­
creased between March 1 and March 8 
from 59,000 to 68,000. 

Wisconsin has been a microcosm of 
the country. It has about the same pro­
portion of farming, industry, small 
towns, big towns. ·and so forth. 

The Senator from Illinois made the 
point earlier that unemployment in­
creased in the first week of March-at 
least in the early part of March. 

The point I make is that in my State, 
which is so representative, unemploy­
ment increased between 15 and 16 per­
cent in the past week. I think this is 
extremely alarming. I have examined 
the figures, which are broken down by 
cities. They an. fairly evenly distributed, 
although there was an alarming increase 
in Kenosha and Milwaukee. Most of the 
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cities showed an increase, which empha­
sizes the point which the Senator from 
Illinois made so well. 

.to have that report printed in the REc­
-ORD at this point. 

.dated March 8, 1'95"8, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder if the Sen­
ator from Wisconsin will be good enough 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report from 
the Industrial Commission of Wisconsin, 

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

TABLE 5'9A.1040.-Unemployment compenBation claims filed in Wisconsin-Through 1958 week No. 10 (ending Mar. 8, 1958) 
[Latest week's figures are preliminary] 

A :a I c D 1 E j F G H I J I K 

Period . Week Allunein­
N o; ployment 

compensa­
tion claims 

filed 

1957: 
Weeks Nos. 1 to 52·------------------- ----- -Maximum :week _________________ ._____ _ 52 
Minimum week_______________________ <>I 
Average week.----------- ------------- ------1957 weeks Nos. 1 to 10 .• :. ________________ _ ------

1958 weeks Nos. 1 to 10.------- 7 ------------ ----~-
Percent change ____ ------------------ ------

1957 week ending Mar. 9------------------ 10 
1958 week ending Mar. 8------------------ 10 
1958 weeks ending-

Jan. 4--------------------------------- 1 
!Tan. 11-------------------------------- 2 
:ran. 18-------------------------------- 3 
Jan. 25------------------------ -------- 4 
Feb. L-------------------- ~ ----------- 5 
Feb. 8--------------------------------- 6 
Feb. 15-------------------------------- 7 
Feb. 22-------------------------------- · 8 
Mar. 1--------------------------------- 9 
Mar. 8---------------------~---------- 10 

1,358,620 
44,937 
17,837 

. 26,127 
330,913 
567,319 
+71.4 
31,246 
68,107 

50,765 
56,529 
53,350 
52,620 
54,546 
56,456 
57, 18() 
58,415 
59,351 
68, 107 

Interstate claims 

All intra-
Initial (1B-2) state 
(lB-1) . continued claims 

Intrastate claims 

Initial 

New Addi-
tional 

Continued 

W-aiting 
period 
weeks 

Compen­
sable 
weeks 

Unemployment indicators 

New 
eases t 

Completed weeks of 
unemployment 2 

As percent 
Number of average 
oi weeks covered em­

ployment 

8, 204 48, 922 1, 301, 494 126, 614 54, 312 100, 351 1, 014, 217 189, 130 ---------- ------------
---------- ---------- --------~--- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------------ ---------- ---------- ------------
------158" ------94i" -----25~()28 """"if435" ----1~044" ----2~045" ----~9~5()4- ----3~637" ----22~490" ---------2:7 

1, 779 12,245 316,889 . 32,823 3, 831 Zl, 832 252,403 38,43.3 ---------- ------------
3, 165 24, 105 540. 049 63, 336 6, 351 43, 942 426, 420 72, 852 ---------- ------------

+77. 9 +96. 9 +76. 0 +93. 0 +65. 8 +57. 9 +68. 9 +89. 6 ---------- ------------
127 1, Z79 29, 840 2, 130 824 1, 831 25, 055 3, 081 ---------- ------------
296 2, 784 65,027 12,735 1, 089 -4, 124 47,079 14, 120 ---------- ------------

351 2,124 48,290 7, 053 0 4,634 36,603 ' 7,404 48, 159 5. 7 
465 2,093 53,"971 7,905 0 5,487 40,629 ~.370 46,654 5. 5 
312 2,242 50,796 6,110 274 5, 456 38,956 6,696 47,063 5. G 
287 2,276 50,057 4, 777 493 4,614 40,173 5, 557 •48, 547 5. 8 
281 2,384 51,881 5,043 ' 675 3, 881 42,282 5, 999 49,446 5. 9 
.370 .2,373 53,713 5,826 814 3,930 43,143 7,010 . 51,345 6.1 
275 -2,543 54,362 4,470 1, 090 4, 582 44,220 5,835 . 52..,707 6.3 
276 2,577 55,562 4,480 952 3,898 ' 46,232 5, 708 53,351 6.3 
252 2, 709 56,390 4, 937 964 3,386 47,103 6, 153 53,987 6. 4 
296 2,784 . 65,027 12,735 1,089 4,124 47,079 14,120 ---------- ------------

t "New cases" (col. I) include new and additional claims' (cols. B, E. and F) which 
merely give notice of the start of a period of unemployment as noted below. Some 
of these "new cases" reflect "partial" unemployment, rather than the start of a layoff 
period. 

A new claim is the 1st claim filed during a calendar year after a job break. 
An additional claim is any nther 1st claim filed after a job break. 

ber of claimants unemployed during the given week based on all continued claims 
(cols. C, G, and H) filed during the immediately following week. · · · 

Col. K which represents "covered unemployment as percent of av.erage covered 
£'mp1oyrnent" is computed by dividing the "weeks of unemployment" shown in col. 
J by Wisconsin's average covered employment (840,850) for the 12-.month period 
ended Mar. 31, 1957. · · · · · 

:The "completed weeks of unemployment" figure (col. J) approximates the num- Source: Industrial Commission of Wisconsin Stati~tical Department. 

TABLE 59.1040.-Unemployment compensation claims filed, in each Wisconsin employment service district, in 1958 week No. 10 (ending 
Mar. 8, 1958) · 

WSES districts 

[Latest week's figures are preliminary] 

XXX I XXX I XXX I XXX I A 

All unemployment compensation claims 

In week 
6 

In week 
7 

In week 
8 

In week In week 
g 10 

B c 

Interstate claims 

Initial 
(lB-1) 

Con­
tinued 
(lB-2) 

D G H 

Intrastate claims 

Initial Continued 

A~f~~~ -------.-------1-------.-------
claims 

New 
Addi­
tional 

Waiting Com pen-
period sable 
weeks w:eeks 

---------'-------'--'--------------------------------------------
Entire State _________ -- •. ---------- •.•••• 56,456 57, 180 58,415 59,.351 ,68,107 296 2, 784 65,027 12,735 1,089 4,124 ------------------------------- -------Appleton .••••• __ •••••• _____ ...... _._._ •••• ____ . 1,853 1, 795 1,762 1, 577 1, 530 . 4 19 1, 507 77 7 Iil 

Ashland ..•.• ---------------------------------- 1,154 1,142 1,158 1,174 1, 227 35 187 . 1,005 77 34 48 
Eau Olaire. ------ ... -------- ___ ----- __ - -- --- __ 3,567 3, 551 3,!)67 3,646 3, 535 56 487 2,992 197 62 145 
Fond duLac·--------- - ·---------------------- 1,.343 1,360 1,2Hl 1, 365 1, 352 1 16 1, 335 84 21 80 
Green Bay------------------- ---------~--- - 3,059 3,088 3,274 3, 241 3,408 5 65 3,338. 236 119 296 
'Janesville. __ ----------.---- ...... --- .. --- ...• - 3, 290 3,242 3, 300 3,438 3,423 37 294 3,09.2 277 39 272 
Kenosha .• ------------.------ ••.• ---------- __ . 1, 073 1,128 1,176 ' 1,156 5,339 10 40 5,289 4, 267 22 62 
La Crosse ..•••• ------------- •• ---_.----------· 3, 302 3, 211 3,288 4,014 3,918 22 179 3, 717 1'65 37. 839 
Lancaster.----------------------------------- - 1,184 1, 248 1, 258 1, 259 1, 212 13 113 1, 086 60 13 47 
J\1:adison.. _ --------.----------••••• --- -- •.•• - 4,072 4, 260 4,368 4,383 4, 504 . 10 81 4, 413 25"5 78 254 
Manitowoc._.------------------------------ •. 1, 815 1, 744 1,662 1, 595 1, 518 4 22 1, 492 75 ' 24 47 

. Milwaukee, central.-------------------------- 4,168 4, 225 4, 233 4, 547 . 5,546 32 339 . 5,175 1, 627 36 245 
Milwaukee, north ... -------------------------· 16,634 6,856 7,322 7,387 8,887 0 0 8, 887 1, 983 156 471 
Milwaukee, south ..• -------------------------- 6,.578 6, 77~ 6,879 6,988 8,193 0 0 fl. 193 1,520 "66 463 
Oshkosh •••••.•• ------------------------------ 1,186 1, 254 1,185 1,193 1,185 1 16 1,168 54 35 68 
Racine __ •.• __ ••••••••••. ____ -------- __ • ___ • ___ 2,004 2,()32 2,095 2,021 2, ·673 6 43 2,624 839 58 154 
Rhinelander.--------------------------------- 1, 207 1,118 1,145 1,155 1,152 9 '73 1,070 84 . 22 41 
Sheboygan .•.. -----------------··-~---·--------- 1,100 1, 086 1,135 .1.102 1, 016 1 14 1,001 69 32 62 
Su perlor __ ------------------------------------ 1, 498 1,549 1, 536 1, 549- 1,637 41 665 931 81 30 42 
V\' atertown. _ --------------------.•••• -------- 855 878 1,150 902 813 1 4 808 ' '50 16 75 
\Vaukesha. _______ -------------------------••. 2,423 2,455 2, 551 2,603 2, 761 1 20 2, 740 . 426 : -66 178 
V\T ausau ... ___ .. __ .. ----- ---~. ----••• ---••••• -- 1, 631 1,650 1,669 1, 588 1,692 2 38 1, 6"52 125 70 87 
Wisconsin Rapids •• ------------------------- 1,!60 1, 535 1, 486 1,-468 1,.586 5 69 1,512 107 ~6 97 

PART-TIME UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION SERVICE (INCLUDED ABOVE WITH DISTRICT SHOWN IN PARENTHESES) 

Beaver Dam (Madison)--------------------- 573 668 :591 
Beloit (Janesville)---------------------------. 940 929 1,069 
M-arinette (Green Bay).----------------------- 399 37G "346 Neenah (Appleton) _______ __________________ 226 202 234 
Stevens Point (Wisconsin Rapids) _________ 452 425 434 

1 E. A new claim is the first claim filed during a calendar year after ajob break. 
. • F. An additiomu claim is any other fust claim filed after a job break. 

596 
1,101 

"889 
188 
-460 

563 0 0 563 41 5 32 
1,155 27 . 210 918 75 10 77 

404 0 18 386 '36 16 28 
212 0 0 212. 8 0 l3 
-486 1 15 470 44 8 33 

Source: Industrial Commission nf Wisconsin Statistical Department. 

47,07() 

1,3i2 
8-hl 

2,588 
1,150 
2, 687 
2,504 

938 
2,676' 

966 
3,826 
1, 346 
3, 267 
6, '1:77 
6,144 
1,011 
1, 573 

913 
838 
778 
667 

2,070 
1, 370 
1,272 

485 
756 
306 
191 
885 
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TABLE 56.211.-VeteronB' UOV cla't"ms filed i1l Wisconsin--'{A) In entire SUite during 
recent weeks; CB) in each employment .service district during latest week, lhrough J91i8 
week No~ 10 :endi·11:g MaT~ 8, 195~ . 

U.OV -claims ,(uncmployment'OOmpcnsation for vetenmcs) 

Intrastate UrCV claims 
.All unemployment claims 

(UO, 'UCV, Rnd UC'FE) 
filed in we:e'k.speolfied 

Week number, 'eni'I"mg 
Interstate UCV J----r------r---

All claims 1 
UC'V :Init1al 
claims l----.---1 

Total 
Initial 'Cun- New .A.ddt-

tinued · tiona! 

Con­
tmued 

---------l---------''----1·--·1----.-----------
52,291_ _____________ Week .No~ 1 {Jan. 4)______ 1, 079 ~ 26 1, 047 112 2.5 .910 
58,310 •.• --------------- Week No.~ (Jan. 11)________ ~. 292 12 "25 1, 255 170 2ll 1, 061 
55,r85 _____________________ Week No. '3 (Jan.18)________ 1, 329 6 37 1, 286 121 22 1, 1.43 
54,58L---------------- Week No.4 (Jan. '25)________ 1, 468 .3 40 (:A) 1, 425 98 ·44 1, 283 

·56,608_____________________ Week .No. 5 (Fe:b. 1)_ ------- 1, 58.5 5 .37 1, 543 131 76 1, 336 
58,524 .•• ---------------- Wee'k No. 6 (Feb~ 8) ----"-- 1, '643 5 39 1, 599 126 34 1, 439 
59,318·-------------------- Week N·o. 7 (Feb.1&)....... 1, 698 . 2 40 1, 656 129 'J7 1,4W 
'60,579 ____________________ Week No.8 (Feb. '22)....... 1, 743 2 28 (A) 1, 713 · 128 53 1, 532 
61,.67.5_______________ Week No. 9 (Mar. 1}_______ 1, 880 3 29 1, '848 120 '2'5 1, 703 
70,546 ••••••••• ------------ Week No. 10 (Mar. 8)....... 1, 997 2 31 1, 964 130 32 1, 802 

In week 9 In week 10 DISTRICT OF.FICES 

] ,64() _________ 1,603 ______ :A J>pleton ______ • ___________ • _ 65 0 0 65 .5 0 60 1,303 _________ 1,354 ______ 
Ashland .. --------·----------- 98 0 0 98 1 1 .96 3,839 _________ 3,750.. ____ Eau Claire __ _ , _____________ 181 0 8 173 14 6 153 1,400 _________ 1,395 ______ Fond duLac ________________ 39 0 0 ·39 1 0 .38 3,479 _________ 3,681. ____ Green Bay------------------ 174 0 2 172 17 6 149 .3;509 _________ 3,498 ______ Janesville. _________ --_-----_ 70 0 0 70 3 1 66 1,194 _________ 

5,3&7 ------ Kenosha.------------------- 45 0 0 45 3 1 41 4,274 _________ 4,174 ______ La Crosse __________________ 155 2 1 152 ' 12 1 139 1,319 _________ 1,266 ______ Lancaster----------------- 49 0 1 48 0 1 47 4,528 _________ 4,649 ______ Madison ___ --------------- -- 129 0 - 0 129 10 5 114 1,629 _________ 1,550 ..• :. •. Manitowoc .. --------------- - 28 0 0 28 2 0 26 4,723 ______ 5,739 ______ Milwaukee central _________ 150 0 7 143 9 1 133 7,52L ________ , 9,022 _____ Milwaukee north~--------- 1Hi 0 0 116 7 2 167 7,163 _________ 8;361_ _____ Milwaukee south ___________ 164 0 0 1.f>4 14 1 J .!9 1,228 _________ 1,223 ______ Oshkosll. _. --------------- 35 0 0 35 3 1 31 .2,063 _______ -2, 701'-- .: •. Racine. _____ --------------- 30 0 0 30 1 0 29 1,269 _________ 1,262 ______ Rbinelander _ --------------- 97 0 0 97 6 1 00 1,143 _________ 1,057------ Sheboygan _________________ 37 0 0 37 3 0 34 1,f>46 ____ , ____ 1, 742.----- Superior_------------------- 94 0 12 82 .3 2 77 
915. --------· &23------- Watertown .• ·-·------------ 10 0 0 10 0 ·0 10 '2,661 _________ 2,835 _______ Waukesha ____ ______________ 58 0 .() 58 6 0 '52 1,684_ ________ 1,799 _____ Wausau.._. ________________ 98 0 0 98 8 2 88 
1,545--------- 1,669.----- Wisconsin Rapids _________ ;_ 75 0 0 75 2 0 73 

1 Most interstate UCV claims are supplemental. (A UC claim is also taken.) Those which are not supplemental 
are indicated as follows: (A)-1 claim, (B)-2 claims, (.0)-3 claims, etc. 

Source: Industrial Commission of Wisconsin Statistical Depart~ent. 

TABLE 5~A. 165.-Feder.al employees' UCFE claims filed in Wisconsin-(A) In -entire 
State during recent weekB; (B) in each employment service district during latest week, 
through 1958 week No. 10 ending Mar. 8, 1958 

Week No.-Ending 

W.eek No. 1 (Jan. 4) -------------------·-
W.eck No.2 (.Tan. 11)-------------------
WeeK: No.3 (Jan. 18) -------------------
Week No. •4 (Jan. 25) -----------------
Week No.5 (F.eb.l).-----------, 
Week No.6 (Feb. 8)·-------------------
Week N-o. 'i ·(Feb. 15)----------------
W-eek No.8 (Feb. 22)------------
Week No. 9 (Mar. 1). -----------------
Week No. 10 (Mar. '8) ------------------

Appleton--------------------------.Ashland _______________________ 

Eau Claire __ -----------------------.Fond du La.c... __________________ · 
Green Bay ________________ 
J anesville ___________________________ 
Kenosha. ________________ 

La Crosse .•• --------------------• 
Lancaster_--------------------M adison ______________ 
M anitowoc .. ______ ._.---•• ---.-----
Milwaukee oontraL ---------------
M~lwa.ukee nort'h.. ________________ 
Milwaukee south _______________ 
Oshkosll _______ . ___________________ 

R a'Cine. __ ·------------------------'Rhin:elander ________________ .., 
.,Sheboygan __________________ 

'8 uperior ____ -----------------.------W.ntertown__ ______ _:_ _____ 
Waakesha. ______ . -------·--
W-ausau_ ______ ---------------------WiscoDSin,Raplds ______ ,.. ________ 

UCFE claims ("unemployment compensation for Federa1 civilian 
employees'~) · 

All 
UCFE 

Interstate 
UCFE claims 

claims <Jon-
Inltial tlnued Total 

---------
447 4 "22 421 
489 . 8 25 456 
506 5 27 474 
493 4 25 464 
47'7 4 25 448 
425 3 24 398 
.440 1 25 414 
421 1 23 1 397 
ru 3 25 416 
442 3 25 414 

8 · 0 o · 8 
29 0 1 28 
34 0 4 30 
4 0 J ;a 

Il9 0 0 99 
'5 ' 0 i 4 
~ - 1 2 0 

101 1 4 .00 
'5 0 ' 0 5 

16 1 .2 '13 
4 0 0 4 

43 0 4 39 
1'9 . 0 Or 19 
4 0 11 4 
'3 •0 0 3 
4 0 l. 3 

'1.3 0 0 · 13 
4 0 1 3 

11 0 1 lO 
!() : 0 0 0 

16 0 0 16 
9 0 1 ;s 
~ 0 2 Jl 

Intrastate UCFE claims 

Initial Continued . 

.Addi- Waiting Campen-
New tiona! period sab1e 

weeks weeks 
------------

35 0 · .g 378 
41 0 33 '382 
34 1.0 2.5 405 
28 1 31 404 
26 6 19 397 
26 0 16 356 
28 1 23 362 
21 4 19 ' 353 
34 6 20 35.6 
58 '9 32 315 
0 .0 ~ 7 
0 1 0 27 
3 1 e 26 - D 1 {) 2 

20 4 19 56 
·o 1J '{) ~ 
'{) 0 .D () 
1 i 2 92 
1J 6 , 0 5 
:D ]. , 0 . 1:2 

, 1 0 .0 .a 
.20 . 0 .., 1'2 

6 0 3' 10 
2 0 .D 2 
'1 0 0 ~ 
0 (I 0 :a 
i o . ·o n 
1 0 0 :J 
ill '() 0 '10 
0 0 0 1) 
.1 0 0 15 
1 'it ·e 7 .., J) D '6 

Source: Industrial. O_omm~on o~ Wisconsin ·S~tisti?l Department! 
CIV--271 

- Mr. DOUGLAS. 'Mr. President, I 
know my time Is r·unning out, and I shall 

· be brief. A tax "eut now, whieh might 
help to revivify the economy and stup 
the reoession, oould nave the effect of 
raising tax ·recelpts -aj)ove what they 
would be if the recession were to con­
tinue--and tbere seems to be every pos­
sibility that it will continue-unless we 
actnuw. 

When 11ny such 'PTO.POsa1 is made_, tbere 
are always three objections: First, ·"This 
is ·not the time to do it· .. ; second~ .. This 
is not the place to do it"'; and third, 
J'This is not tbe ·wa-y to do it.'' 

!l'.HE TIME .FOR DECISIVE ACTION YS NOW 

A great many persons are saying, "Yes, 
perhaps we should have a tax cut some 
time in the future, but not now.'' That is 
the official position .of the administra­
tion. .It may be the o.fiicial position of 
many important Senators on this side of 

· the aisle. It never is the time for most 
of these men. .It is always some other 
time that we should act-always in the 
future; never tod-ay. 

Sometimes it may be .necessary to post­
pone action. But· when the economy is 
sliding, when it is going downhill, w.e 
had better not postpone action into the 
future. We had better act now. W.a 
need to beware of the cumulative and 
impetuous forces of economic break­
down. It is better to act decisively, 
even if it turns out that we ultimately 
do too much, than to do nothing and 
later find disaster ·upon us. There is 
more to lose by not acting now than by 
acting. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr~ CARROLL. Is it not true,. acco.rd­

·ing to the reports we read in the press, 
that the administration has under con­
sideration a tax-cut program? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; and I would say 
that a tax cut is inevitable. The ques­
tion is simply when will it come, and in 
what form will it come? My argument 
is that it is better to act now than to 
postpone it into the future, because the 
future may be too late; and when we do 
pl!lt the tax cut through-as we will-it 
'may 'have to be a larger tax cut than that 
which 1 am now proposing • 

Mr. CARROLL. Does not the Senat~r 
.think it would be the part -of wisdom 
for this body, which has been so vigor­
ous in stimulating leadership in the 
executive branch in other fields, to pla.oe 
.another tool in the hands of the executive 
branch with which ta functian tn this 
period ()f .emer.gency. Is .not this what we 
did yesterday in the case of the public­
works resolution submitted by the dis­
tinguished ma,J0rity leader? 
Mr~ .DOUGLAS. Yes. lfuwever., I 

-think we should not merely l)la'Ce the tool 
:in the hands of the 'Exeeutive, but -we 
'Ourselves should m{)ve. We snou1d take 
.action, and not 1et tbis tax reduction 
be discretionary. 

Mr. <CARROLL. It is the function of 
_the Congress to legislate~ It is .the· func­
tiDn of the Executive to act. And If we 
:S.id the executive .brancb by libls type of 
legislat1on, by working together we ean 
pr.esent a full program tu the country .. 
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That is the purpose of the tax-cut pro­

posal at this time; is it not? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The senator is cor­

rect. 
PROCEDURE OF AMENDING INSURANCE TAX-CUT 

BILL IS QUICKEST ROUTE '1'0 EFFECTIVE TAX 
REDUCTIONS 

I know that there are those who say, 
"This is not the way to do it. Do not 
base the needed tax action on an amend­
ment offered to a tax-reduction bill for 
the insurance companies. Let the larger 
tax-cut measure go through the usual 
process of being initiated as a bill in the 
House, and referred to the Ways and 
Means Committee. Then we can deal 
with it when it comes to the Senate." 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate very 

much the statement the Senator is mak­
ing. 

Inasmuch as he mentions the House 
Ways and Means Committee, I should 
like to enter into the colloquy. It waJ 
my privilege to serve on that committee 
for 8 years under the chairmanship of 
a great American, Robert Daughton. I 
know of the feeling that tax measures 
should originate in the other body. I 
feel rather keenly on that subject. 

I do not intend to be critical of 
the Senator's tax proposal, but I ques­
tion the advisability of trying to write 
such a tax measure, or any tax measure, 
on the floor of the Senate. A tax meas­
ure should have not only the study 
of the Ways and Means Committee of 
the House, but of the Senate Finance 
Committee, of which the Senator from 
Illinois is one of the a.biest members. 

I sincerely hope that he will give that 
thought some consideration. 

:Mr. DOUGLAS. I have considered 
that point very carefully. 

To allow such a measure to take its 
usual course would involve so much de­
lay tha.t we would be likely to wake up 
and find ourselves in disaster. 

A bill would have to be introduced in 
the House-and the leadership in the 
House shows no present signs of an in­
tention to introduce such a bill. 

The bill would have to be referred to 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
which would hold hearings. 

If the bill were then reported by the 
Ways and Means Committee, there would 
have to be a rule from the Rules Com­
mittee to schedule it in the House. 

There would be debate in the House, 
and the House would act upon the bill. 

If it passed the House, it would come 
to the Senate and be referred to the 
Committee on Finance, upon which it is 
a joy for me to serve with the distin­
guished Senator from Kansas. Here 
again hearings would normally be held. 

The bill would then be reported to the 
Senate by the Senate Finance Commit­
tee, and there would be debate on the 
floor of the Senate. There is a great dif­
ference of opinion as to the type of tax 
cut which should be enacted and the 
debate might well be long and compli­
cated. 

So in my judgment it would be possibly 
2 or 3 months before the bill could be 
passed. Then there would be a time lag 
before it went into effect. By that time 
economic conditions might be rather bad. 

Mr. CAPEHART. By that time the 
recession might .be over. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That might happen 
and if so, that would be excellent. But 
the Senator is gambling with dynamite. 
THERE ARE NUMEROUS PRECEDENTS FOR SENATE'S 

ADDING TAX-CUT AMENDMENTS '1'0 HOUSE-
PASSED REVENUE BILL 

I have had the precedents examined, 
and before the debate is concluded I shall 
ask to place in the REcORD excerpts from 
a memorandum from Raymond E. Man­
ning, Senior Specialists Division of the 
Library of Congress, on the subject of 
tax reduction amendments in the Sen­
ate to House-passed bills. A number of 
precedents are cited of the Senate having 
added tax amendments on the floor of the 
Senate to tax bills initiated by the House. 

Mr. CARLSON. May I inquire if they 
were as far-reaching as the Senator's 
proposal? 

Mr·. DOUGLAS. Yes. A few exam­
ples are: The Revenue Act of 1950 ; the 
Revenue Act of 1945; the Revenue Act of 
1932; the Industrial Recovery Act of 
1932; the Revenue Act of 1926; the Rev­
enue Act of 1918, and several others. 

An amendment to the Revenue Act of 
1926 initiated the famous depletion al­
lowance, so dearly beloved by many of 
our Members from the oil-producing 
States. If a depletion allowance for the 
benefit of the big oil companies was legi­
timate by means of a Senate amend­
ment, I think a tax reduction for the 
benefit of the people should be legitima­
tized, too. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Like the Senator 

from Kansas, I was a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee of the 
House, and I am familiar with section 7 
of article I of the Constitution, which 
provides: 

All bills for ralslng·Revenue shall originate 
in the House of Representatives; but the 
Senate may propose or concur with Amend­
ments, as on other Bills. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad the Sen­
ator from New Mexico comes to my aid. 
He is entirely correct. 

This bill did originate in the House. 
It was a bill to reduce the taxes on insur­
ance companies by $124 million a year. 
If insurance companies can get $124 mil­
lion, the people of the United States 
ought to get more. 

I thank the Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President~ will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. I wish to 

conclude briefly. 
Mr .. CARROLL. I also served on the 

House Ways and Means Committee 
under the distinguished Bob Daughton. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is a 
member of quite a distinguished alumni 
association. 

Mr. CARROLL. I know that that 
committee is very jealous of its jurisdic­
tion and prerogatives. I also know that 
when tax measures are reported from 
that committee they are reported under 
a closed rule. 

In this critical period, it is a real 
demonstration and assertion of the 
democratic process to have a tax pro­
posal go from the Senate to the House, 

so that the Members of the House will 
know how we feel about the subject. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The differences can 
then be settled in conference. 

Mr. CARROLL. Of course. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And the House can 

have its opinions considered in confer­
ence, and the House will then have an 
opportunity to pass on any final bill. 

Mr. CARROLL. I said in the debate 
a few days ago, that the House is very 
close to the people in these critical 
periods of economic depression, and I 
have full confidence in them and believe­
that they will not feel we have taken 
away some of their jurisdiction. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. If we postpone action 
in order to .save the - feelings of the 
Members of the House, we may wake up 
and find that we have dealt a mortal 
blow to the American people. I do not · 
believe that we should get to the point 
where we regard parliamentary etiquette 
as more important than the vital inter­
ests of the United States. 

Mr. President, I should like to say, in 
conclusion, that the issue is not whether 
we will have a tax cut, but rather when 
the tax cut is to occur, and how it is to 
occur. A tax cut is coming; there can 
be no doubt about that; and if it is com­
ing, why not now? 

A great many Senators, if they vote 
against a tax cut, will look very silly in 
a few weeks when they come to vote for 
a tax cut. I will be just mean enough 
then to remind them of their votes. 
What a great many · people may regard 
as wrong on the 13th of :March will be­
come the thing to do on the lOth or 11th 
of April, when the unemployment figures 
for March have been released. In other 
words, to use a popular slogan: "Even­
tually, why not now"? 

Secondly, Mr. President, the tax cut I 
. am proposing will build up consumer 
power in the middle and lower income 
groups of the community. 

This is a sound procedure, because we 
suffer at present from plant equipment 
which is not used. How are we going to 
get it used? We will get it used only by 
building up consumer demand. As we 
build up consumer demand, and the idle 
overhead is decreased, there will be a 
demand for further investment. 

If we make a cut in the corporate tax 
or in the upper income group, there may 
be more money saved, but it does not 
mean that this money will actually be in­
vested, because a business with a 30-per­
cent idle capacity will not want to bor­
row or invest at this time. It will want 
to use what idle capacity it has. There­
fore, the amendment is based on the 
theory that the important thing to do is 
to build up consumer demand. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; then I will yield 
the floor. 

Mr. CARROLL. One of the most im­
portant considerations, assuming that 
the tax cut is coming, is what kind of tax 
bill will it be? I served in the other body 
when I saw an across-the-board cut 
made. There is talk, as I read the press 
reports, about the President and some of 
the' administration . leaders advocating 
an across-the-board tax cut. Some of us 
have never believed in it. 
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There has been a great deal of ' debate 

-on this subject. An imposing record has 
been made on this very issue~ and it 
should be examined wlth much care be­
fore it is subscribed to. 

I be1leve that some people .are talking 
.about waiting before making a tax -eut. 
However, this proposal ls the kind 'Of a 
tax cut we can support now and those 
who want to wait -ought to begin to make 
a record now by supporting this type of 
tax cut. 

Ml". DOUGLAS. I thanlt the ·senator. 
Mr. President, I yield the ftoor. . 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 

yield 10 minutes to the Senat'Or from 
Delaware. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak against the amendment offered 
by the Sen&tor fr-om lllinois. I do so for 
two reasons: First, because I do not be­
lieve a tax reduction should be financed 
with borrowed money; and second, be­
cause this amendment has never been 
studied by the appropriate commit­
tee. The only way, really, to reduce 
taxes is by bringing the expenses of the 
Government down to the point where it 
can be done without further deficit 
spending. 

If expressions of sympathy for the 
American taxpayers had cash va1ue, the 
taxpayers would all be very wealthy; 
however., bona fide tax ·reductions will 
not be accomplished by expressions of 
sympathY but only by actions of Con­
gress. I J!>Oint out, 'in connection with 
the ques~ien .nf raising personal exemp­
tions and dropping the tax bracket of 
the first $1;000 from 20 percent to 15 per­
cent, the only reduction the American 
people have -ever llad in either of these 
categories have been under Republican 
administrations. 

The member.s "Of our party have every 
reason to boast of the record of :our ad­
ministrati"On when it comes to -cutting 
taxes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr.. Pr.esident~ will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHA.RT~ Is the Senator .say­

ing that during the depression of 1933, 
through World War II, the Democrats 
never gave a tax -reduction to salve the 
unemployment situation? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Th-at is eorrect. 
When the New Deal administration took 
contml of the Gov-ernment in 1,g33_, tbe 
personal exemption was $1,000 for each 
individual .and $2 .. 500 for a married 
couple. 

When the Republican Party took con­
trol oi Congress in 1948, that exemption 
had been whittled down by the New 
Deal administration from $1.,000 for 
each individual to an .all-time low of 
$500. It was only the Repub1lcan 130th 
Congress, over the veto of the then 
Democratic President, which raised the 
exempti'On to the .Present rate of $60Q. 
1 realize that $600 is low_. and I wish ·we 
had the money in the Treasury so that 
we could raise it, but .I emphasize that 
since the first income tax act was en.­
aeted in 1913, in a11 th-e history of that 
tax, when the Democrats were in control 
they never once ·raised 'the personal ex­
emption for tlle individual taxpayer. 
Every cbange th-at they made has .been 
'downward. Likewise, when the New 
Deal administration took 'OVer the Gov-

emment in 1933 the rate on the first 
$1,000 of taxable income was only 4 per­
cent. -when the Republican Party took 
over the administration in 195'3, that 
rate had been increased by this .same 
New Deal administration. 550 per~ent in 
the lowest bracket-from 4 percent to 
an an-tlme of 22.2 peroent. We 
promptly reduced that rate to 20 per­
cent. It is still high. 1Iowever the faet 
remains that at no time was it ever re­
{iuced during the New Deal or Fair Deal 
administrations. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senator 
speaking now fr-om the record? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am speaking from 
the record. 

Mr. CAPEHART. At no time during 
the history '<Jf Democratic administra­
tions have taxes _been reduced? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; they reduced 
taxes twice in 1913. I said they never 
raised exemptions. They raised taxes 13 
times, however~ during -the same period. 

Mr. CAPEHART. ·When did they re­
duce taxes? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Since the first Fed­
eral income tax law was passed, in 1913, 
the record shows that ther.e have been 
10 tax reductions. Eight of those tax 
reductions were given to the Amerlcan 
people under Republican administra­
tions. and on only 2 occasions, in the 
entire .history of Democratic adminis­
trations have there been any reductions 
in taxes. 

.Mr~ CAPEHART. What years were 
those? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will place the com­
plete repnrt in the REcoRD later. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Has there ever 
been a time when taKes were red-uced 
during a depressed period? 

Mr. WILLIAMS~ 'Before I get to that 
.I should like to point out that there 
.have been lO tax reductions, and 8 of 
those were under Republican adminis­
tmt:ions. I -shonld slso point cut that 
since 1913 there .ha-ve been 1-5 tax in­
creases, and that 1:3 of those increases 
w.ere put into ~ffect under Democratic 
administrations. On only 2 occasions 
since 1'913 have there been tax increases 
under a Republican administration. 

We can stand here today and ,boast of 
the record -of our party on giving bona 
fide tax reductions to the people. 

Now, what did the Democratic Party 
do when we had serious unemployment 
during the depr-ession .of the 19'30~s? 

In 1,g34 there wer-e 11,34'0,000 unem­
p1oyed. What did the New Deal admin­
istrati-on do? It increased taxes. In 
1936 there were 9,0'30,000 un-employed. 
What did they do? They incr~ased tax­
es again. In 1940, there were still 8,-
1'20,000 unemp1oyed. They -again in-
creased taxes, and they increased them 
ag~in in 1941 before the outbreak o.f 
World Wa-r n, at a time when tnere 
were 5,560,000 unemployed. 

At no time did the New Dea:l admin­
istration give a tax reduction in periods 
of unemployinent. Dh, when they are 
out of power they really get enthusiasti:c 
for tax reducti-ons, but it is action that 
counts, not promises. 

Let us stop kidding the American peo­
ple, and ten them the truth; namely, 
that they can expect no bona fide tax 
reductions ·until the cost ·of Government 

bas been br..ought ·under oontro1. 'Tax 
reductions on borrowed m.()Iley only 
mean more lnnai'tion. 

I repeat: I do not think it is sound 
economics to 'Vote a tax xeductinn on 
borrowed maneyJ We are thinking too 
much of the pOlitical implications -of a 
tax bill rather than discussing such a 
bill from an .economic standpoint~ 

I should like to hear the proponents of 
the amendment tontg.ht cSaY they de­
nounce the New Deal administration, 
with which they are affiliat-ed. and admit 
that they were wrong baek in the 1930's; 
when they voted increases in. taxes with 
our unemployment _figures running 
around 1:0 .milli"On~ I am confident that 
if that administration w.ere in power to­
night, they would vote .for another tax 
increase rather than :a reduction. I 
think it is time the American people 
examine the :record of what the two po­
litical parties have done when ln power. 

I, too, am concerned ~bout the 5 mil­
lion presently Wlemployed. The situa­
tion is almost as bad as it was under the 
New Deal administrations. But I point 
out again that :5 million as compared 
with the total employment is a far dif­
ferent picture than it was in 1938, after 
6 -years of the New De-al administrations 
when they still had a total of 10,390,000 
unemployed. 

We hear .much about a tax reduction 
now being needed. It is being advo­
cated on the basis that if the man wbo 
has a job is given a tax cut, some 'Of the 
cut will trickle down to the man <>n the 
street who is out of work. I am sur­
prised to hea-r my friends on the uther 
side of the aisle advocate the trickle­
down theory. They now .gay, give a tax 
reduction to a man who has full-time 
employment, -and some of the reduction 
may trickle down to the man out of 
work. If it is desired to do something 
f.or the un-employed, let us do it directly, 
and nGt on the trickle-down theory. 
What -an unemployed man wants is a 
j.ob not a lot of hot air promises. 

.Mr. CAPEHART~ Is the Senator ad­
vocating that we do those things which 
will help the unemployed directly? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. A 
tax reduction now, w.hich every Senator 
will admit can be financed only with bor­
rowed money, would mean that by in­
creasing the deficit spending we would 
only be decreasing the value of the dol­
Jar~ thus promoting inNati.on. Through 
this resulting inflation, we would only 
further lnel"ease the cost of living, 
thereby making it even harder far the 
person who is unemploy£d and who .needs 
assistance. 

Do not overlook the fact that as .a 
result of the inflation of the past 20 
years "Our dollar .has lost over one-half 
of its 1939 value. 

That means that one-half of the life 
savings of every American has been de­
stroyed. This deterioration of our dol­
lar has got to stop. 

Bow will the :man who is out of work 
be helped by -a tax .reduction when he 
bas no taxes to pay? Taxes are not paid 
on unemployment benefits. Let us stop 
kidding ourselves. This $5 billion tax 
reduction is simply a proposal to under­
mine lurther the solvency of the Gov­
ernment by promoting another round of 
inflation in tbe hope that some of the 
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tax cut may trickle down to help the 
man on the street. · 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. POTTER. Would the Senator 

from Delaware rather have a huge pub· 
lie works plan of spending or a tax re­
duction as a means of stimulating the 
economy? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not advocate 
either an unsound tax cut or a wild 
spending spree. It is time we woke up 
to the fact that all the economic prob· 
lems cannot be solved by the Govern· 

· ment in Washington. A government 
cannot spend itself into prosperity any 
more than can an individual. I do not 
think the . Government is so powerful 
that it can control every phase of our 
economy from Washington. Certainly it 
can help, but it does not have all the 
answers. 

The Government can accelerate those 
projects which can be justified, proj .. 
ects which may have been postponed a 
year ago to wait for the time when there 
was unemployment. Certain1Y projects 
which are necessary should be accel· 
erated. But let us not get panicky and 
go off on a wild spending spree. We 
do not want a repetition of the WPA of 
the 1930's. Despite the WPA and the 
PW A in the thirties millions of people 
were still walking the streets unem­
ployed after 8 years of the New Deal. 
They were taken off the unemployment 
rolls only to be put in uniform when we 
entered World War II. 

The same was true in 1950. In 1950, 
during the so-called Fair Deal admin· 
istration, unemployment in February 
reached a high of 4,684,000. The total 
labor force then was 64 million. Today 
our labor force exceeds 70 million, and 
5 million are unemployed. 

I still say we should be concerned about 
this figure, but how did our opponents 
handle their unemployment situation in 
1950? It was handled by the Korean 
war. I am not suggesting that the Dem­
ocratic Party is a war party, but the rec­
ord is that they had no cure for unem­
ployment. 

To get the record straight, I call at­
tention to the statistical fact that during 
the 20 years of the New Deal and Fair 
Deal administrations, when you subtract 
the war years the average unemployment 
for every peacetime year in which they 
were in power was over 7 million. 

I repeat: unemployment under New 
Deal and Fair Deal administrations, be­
tween 1933 and 1952, averaged over 7 
million for every year in which we were 
not in war. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. . 
Mr. POTTER. I feel certa~~ that the 

Senator recognizes that after every tax 
reduction, whether in the United States 
or Canada, the national revenue has in· 
creased. I happen to be old-fashioned 
enough to believe that one of the greatest 
impediments to a healthy economy is an 
overburdened tax system. I think the 
United States has one. I think taxes 
have grown up through the imposition 
of wartime levies. We have not had the 

courage to improve _that system during 
a period of prosperity. . 

Today we are not at war. Today we 
have unemployment. In Michigan there 
is unemployment amounting to more 
than 30 percent. More than 350,000 are 
unemployed. - . 

I think the best means of solving the 
unemployment problem is by a tax re­
duction. The Senator from Delaware 
says that will not help the unemployed. 
It will help the unemployed. Michigan 
is an automobile manufacturing State. 
The excise taxes on automobiles alone 
are a great deterrent to the sale of 
automobiles. This in turn hurts the 
production of cars. · · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator· from Delaware has 
expired. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield 10 minutes 
more to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the 
Senator from Michigan that the tax 
structure is too high. But the way to 
approach a reduction is t6 stop wasteful 
Government spending .. . The trouble is 
that there has not been any such reduc­
tion of spending in the past several 
years~ In times of high prosperity, the 
Government should · hold back on the 
construction of some of its projects. 
That was not done. In the last several 
years, Congress has been voting fo: the 
construction of more and more proJects, 
because it is so much more popular, 
politically, to advocate those things. To 
get back to your question: Unemploy­
ment does not always drop immediately 
after a tax reduction. · 

In 1948 there were 2,060,000 unem· 
ployed. Taxes were reduced. In 1949, 
only a year later, unemployment was 50 
percent higher than it was in 1948. It 
had gone to 3,395,000. 

I think the real way to approach a tax 
reduction is to reduce the expenses of 
the Government. The American people 
want a stable Government, one which is 
being operated on a sound financial 
basis. Then business will resupte, and 
the economy will pick up . and move 
forward in a healthy manner. 

To maintain a solvent America we 
must do two things--first, we who are 
candidates for reelection must stop 
promising everything to everybody for 
the sole purpose of getting ourselves re­
elected or perpetuating our party in 
power, and second, we as American citi­
zens must stop trying to unload on the 
Federal Government all the responsi­
bilities which were once recognized as 
being our own. _ All of us should rec­
ognize now that we cannot continue the 
vast expenditures of $72 billion, $74 
billion, or $80 billion on borrowed money 
unless we intend to destroy the solvency 
of the Nation. · 

I ask my friends to study the lessons of 
history, _whether the less~n be that of the 
Roman Empire or of any of the other 
great nations of the past. Many of those 
nations were destroyed because of in­
solvency and moral decay from within, 
rather than by the eriemy from without. 

With all due respect to the threat of 
communism, let us remember that the 
threat of inflation is very great in the 
United States today. If we are not care­
ful, we can set off another round of 
inflation, which could be very disastrous~ 

Under inflation the man who re13-lly 
suffers is not the so-~alled wealthy man, 
becaus~ his holdings or savings are in 
equities which will appreciate in direct 
proportion to inflation. 

But the man who is hurt by inflation is 
the workingman who, when he retires, 
is dependent on his pension and life 
insurance policies or his savings ac­
counts. As a result .of the erosion of the 
value of the dollar in the· last 20 years, 
one-half of the life savings of the 
American people has been destroyed. 

Yes, in the past 2o years through 
inflation one-half of the value of every 
life insurance policy, eyery pension, 
every savings · account has been de­
stroyed. We have through the deficit 
financing policies and inflation of the 
past 20 years been pauperizing the aged 
of America. · 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President: will the Senator from Dela-_ 
ware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I 

simply wish to add that the 40 million 
Americans who own Government bonds 
are also greatly damaged by the infla­
tion which has occurred. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. They are. Ten 
years ago, the Government bonds were 
sold on the basis that for every $3 in­
vested in such a bond, $4 would be paid 
back· at the end of a 10-year period. 
When the 10 years have expired, $4 is 
paid back, but the investor cannot buy 
with $4 what he could have purchased 
10 years before with $2. 

Such erosion of the value of the dollar 
must be stopped. That cannot be done 
by making a $4 billion tax reduction at 
such a time as this when the Government 
already is so deeply in the red. 

I repeat, our Government cannot 
spend itself into prosperity on borrowed 
money, and a tax reduction on borrowed 
money is a farce. ' 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield further to 
me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. POTTER. Does the Senator from 

Delaware believe that the Government 
will end this year without deficit financ­
ing? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I do not, and that 
is why I am opposed to this bill which 
would only make the deficit bigger. 

Mr. POTTER. I know the Senator 
from Delaware is a distinguished member 
of the Finance Committee. But having 
voted on yesterday, as I did, for a .reso­
lution which would accelerate Govern .. 
ment spending--

Mr. WILLIAMS. That resolution-­
Mr. POTTER. Just a moment, Mr. 

President--
Mr: WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 

the Senator from Michigan to wait just 
a moment; I wish to place my own inter­
pretation on that resolution. At the be­
ginning of the consideration of the 
resolution, I said that nothing was pro­
posed in connection with that resolution 
except to accelerate those projects which 
could be justified and which could be con· 
structed today as well as tomorrow. 

I believe any necessary and essential 
public works projects should be under­
taken in times of unemployment, just as 
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I believe that when there is full employ .. 
ment, projects which are not immedi· 
ately necessary should be postponed. 

Mr. POTTER. But the Senator from 
Delaware knows as well as I do that 
their construction will be pushed and 
expedited by the construction of other 
projects scheduled immediately behind 
them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But today I voted 
against two such spending proposals. We 
will act on each as it comes before us. 

Mr. POTTER. My point is this: Does 
the Senator from Delaware not believe 
that one of the greatest deterrents to a 
healthy economy is unemployment? 
Perhaps Delaware is different from 
Michigan; but in Michigan, 350,000 peo­
ple are unemployed--or 13 percent of our 
working population or our labor force. 

It is rather hard to get the people of 
Michigan concerned about inftation 
when 350,000 of the people of Michigan 
are unemployed. 

The Senator from Delaware can sit 
back, if he wishes to, and can say, "The 
country will pull out of it." I believe 
the country will pull out of it; if nothing 
is done in the meantime, I think even­
tually the country will pull out of it. 

But we cannot be insensible to the fact 
that today so many persons are unem­
ployed, and -many of them have used up 
their unemployment compensation ben­
efits. 

The Senator from Delaware and I and 
all the other taxpayers will have to sus­
tain those unemployed people by means 
of some type of relief program. But re­
lief programs do not do anything for the 
economy. 

I believe that the soundest program 
by means of which we can aid the unem­
ployed will be an immediate tax-relief 
program-not only because of the actual 
relief involved, but also because of the 
psychological effect it will have. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
not suggesting that we sit idly by and 
ignore the 350,000 workers who are un­
employed -in Michigan. Certainly we 
should not do that. But a tax reduction 
. is not what they want. What those men 
want are jobs and not just a faint hope 
that some or part of a tax reduction will 
trickle down to them. 

Mr. POTTER. But the tax reduction 
will put the economic machine back into 
operation, and in that way jops will be 
provided. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No good will be done 
if the solvency of the Government is de­
stroyed, and confidence in this country 
will not be restored by advocating a huge 
tax reduction on borrowed money. An­
other round of inftation would be 
touched off, thereby further raising the 
cost of living. 

Since 1900 the Government of the 
United States has lived within its in­
come in only 24 of the 57 years. The 
result is that today we have a huge na­
tional debt of over $275 billion. The in­
terest on our debt today is higher than 
the entire cost of Government a·s re­
cently as 25 years ago. 

Let us stop kidding ourselves. In times 
of prosperity the Government has not 
laid aside "for a rainy day .. as it should 
have done. That was because too many 
of the Members of Congress were not 

willing to reduce some of the expendi­
tures of the Government. 

The Government of the United States 
has lived within its income during only 
24 of the years since 1900. I am proud 
to say -that 21 of those years were under 
Republican · administrations. During 
only 3 years under Democratic adminis- · 
trations did the Government of the 
United States live within its income. 

Mr.- MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Dela­
ware yield to :me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Pei:msylvania. Is it 

not true that, with the possible excep­
tion of excise taxes, under a tax reduc­
tion program it would be 2 or 3 years 
before the expanded economy would 
commence to respond to the extent of 
providing increased employment and 
things of that kind? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
So far as the psychological effect is 

concerned, a man cannot live on psy­
chology. A man who is unemployed 
needs something to eat. He nee<;ls a job. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
additional minutes yielded to the Sena­
tor from Delaware have expired. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Delaware like 
me to yield additional time to him? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, I would like to 
have 10 more minutes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 additional minutes to the Sena­
tor from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized for 
10 additional minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
little while ago I promised to yield to the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLsoN]. 

Mr. POTIER. Mr. President, before 
doing so, will the Senator from Delaware 
yield once more to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, but not for the 
Senator from Michigan to make a speech. 

Mr. POTTER. Of course not . 
Is the Senator from Delaware saying 

that the confidence of the people of the 
country in the economy of the United 
States has no effect upon the economy? 

Mr. WilLIAMS. No, I do not say that. 
I said that confidence is everything. But 
if we are to build confidence, it must be 
built on the sound principle that the 
American people have confidence in the 
stability of their Government. I think 
the trouble today is that the confidence 
of the people in their Government has 
been undermined as a result of some of 
the schemes which have been proposed. 
The Congress is on the verge of being 
stampeded into rushing off in all direc­
tions at the same time. On the one 
hand, tax reductions which would seri­
ously reduce the income of the Govern­
ment have been proposed,' On the other 
hand, vast expenditures by means. of all 
sorts of spending programs have been 
proposed. Both programs would result 
in serious deficits for the Government. 
Whether the deficit would amount to $5 
billion or $10 billion or $15 billion, no one 
seems to know, and very few seem to care. 

I reemphasize that if deficit spending 
is resumed, the value of the dollar is 

certain to be affected. That has been 
true of the value of the currency not only 
in this country, but also in other coun­
tries, when the governments have re­
sorted to heavy deftcit spending. 

Mr. POTTER. But those who propose 
the programs believe that a tax reduc­
tion should be made because it will give 
impetus to the economy, and as a result 
there will not have to be deficits. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I disagree with 
that theory. I do not think an unem­
ployed man will be helped by giving a tax 
reduction that can be financed solely on 
borrowed money. , 

Mr. President, at this time I yield to 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap­
preciate the courtesy of the Senator from 
Delaware in yielding to me. 

The Senator from Michigan has called 
attention to the difficulty which is ex­
perienced when Senators begin to deal 
with taxes on the floor of the Senate, 
without having had studies made by the 
House Ways and Means Committee and 
the Senate Finance Committee. 

I am not so sure that the automobile 
industry is not being very seriously dam­
aged as a result of the debate which has 
been occurring in the Senate Chamber, 
unless a tax reduction is really going to 
be made; and many intelligent and well­
informed people do not believe that a tax 
reduction will be made at this time. 

As a matter of fact, people who are 
contemplating purchasing automobiles 
today are not buying them, because they 
assume ~hat within 20 or 30 days a tax 
reduction will be made. 

I would not object to a reduction of the 
excise taxes ori automobiles, washing 
machines, refrigerators, or other items in 
that category, if the Government could 
afford to make such a tax reduction. 

But I believe Senators are making a 
mistake by discussing such a proposal at 
this time and by making the people of 
the country believe that such a tax re­
duction is to be made, because I do not 
believe it will be made. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly talk about 
a proposal for a cut in excise taxes has 
the effect of delaying the purchases of 
automobiles and other items mentioned. 
Certainly, the sooner we get the answer 
to this question, the better it will be, and 
I hope the answer will be the overwhelm­
ing rejection of the Douglas amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at 'this point in the 
RECORD, in connection with my remarks, 
a tabulation giving the history of all the 
tax reductions and tax . increases that 
have been made under the Federal in· 
come tax law from 1913 through 1954. 

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

JOINT COMl\UTI':EE'ON INTERNAL 
REVENUE TAXATION, 

Washington, D. C., October 14, 1954. 
Hon. JoHN J. Wn.L'IAMS, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Wn.LIAMS: The :following in­
formation is :furnished 1n reply to your re• 
quest of October 8, 1~54. 

The individual income tax burden has 
been increased 15 times and decreased 10 

I 

' 
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times since the' 'fear. 1913. Th1a is: shown as 
follows: 
Year aJfected: Change 

1913-----------------·----· First enacted 
1914--------------------· None 
1915---------------------· None-
1916---------------------· Increase 
1917---------------------· Increase 
1918---------------------· Increase 
191~--------------------- Decrease 
1920---------------------· None 
1!:!~1--------------------- · None 
1922---------------------· Decrease 
1923--------------------- Decrease 
1924---------------------· Decrease 
19~--------------------- · Decrease 
1926--------------------J Non~ 

, 1927:..--------------------· None 
1928---------------------· Decrease 
1929---------------------- Decreas.e 
1930------------------- Increase 
1931---------------------· None 
1932--------------------- Increase 
1933---------------------· None 
1934---------------------· Increase 
1935------------~--------· None 
1936---------------------· Increase 
193'1---------------------· None 
1938---------------------· None 
1939---------------------· None 
1940--------------------- Increase 
1941--------------------- Incr.ease 
1942--------------------- Increase 
1943:--------------------- Increase 
1~--------------------- Increase-
1945------------------.:___ None 
1946--------------------- Decrease 
1947---------------------· None 
1948---------------------· ~rease 
19.49------·-------------- None 
1950--------------------- Increase-
1951--------------------- Increase 
1952------------------- Increase 1953 _______________ _:____ None 

1954--------------------- Decrease 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Pres-ident, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at. 
this point in the RECORD, as a part of my 
remarks, a statement of the history of 
the first tax-bFacket rate and personal 
exemptions. The. table- shows a break­
down by years and indicates just when 
the changes occurred. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as foiiows: 
IndiV"itLu;aZ income tax:· Combined exemptions 

and credits for married- person with. 3 de­
penaents and 1st bracket tax 1:ate., 19I3-54 1. 

Ineomeyear 

191.3-15 ______________ _ 
1916 ______________________ _ 

Hll7 ------------------
1918_ --------------------1919-20 ________________ _ 
1921-22._ _________________ _ 

1923_--------------------
1924_ ---------------------
1!t25-27 --------------------1008 _____________________ _ 

1929_----------------------1~30-31 ___________________ _ 
1932-33 ___________________ _ 
1934-39 ___________________ _ 

1940_----------------------1941 ____________________ _ 
1942-43 _________________ _ 
1944-45 ___________________ _ 
1 946--47 __________ ---------1948-49 _______________ _ 

1950-----------------------
1951 _-- --------------------1952-53 ___________________ _ 

1954_----------------------

Combined 
exemptions 
and credits. 

$4-.000 
4,000 
~600 
2,600 
2.600 
3, 700 
&,700 
3, 700 
~. 700 
4, '700 
4, 700 
4, 700 
3, 700 
3, 700 
3,200 
2, 700 
2, 250 

t-2,500 
2,500 
3,000 
3,000 
a.ooo 
3,000 
3,000 

lsli bracket. 
rate 

Per~nt 
1 
2 
2 
6. 
4 
~ 

· 3 
2 
I~ 
1M.. 
~ 
1~ 
~ 
4 
4'.-t 

10 
19 
23 
19 
16.6 
l7.t 
20.4 
22.2 
20 

r :Before deductlon& and diSregarding earned Jnoome' 
credit. 

2 $600 e1·edit for each dependent allowed against snr­
tax which begins at 20 percent. Such credits not used 
in computing 3 percent .uor:mal' tax. 

· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad­
ditional time yielded to the Senator from 
Delaware has expiFed. 

Mr. CAPEHART. M:r. President, r 
yield an additional minute to the Sena­
tor from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD two editorials, one from the Wall 
Street Journal and one from the Wash­
ington Daily News, commenting on the 
fallacy of making a tax reduction with 
borrowed money. 
· There being no objection, the editorials 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD# 
as follows: 
(From the Wall Street Journal of March 12, 

1958] 

TAX TRICKS 

Despite its rapidly mounting deficit,. the 
Government seems determined to cut taxes 
unless there is a sudden business upturn. 
And of all the ways for acting on this un­
sound policy, the- prize so far must go to the 
proposal for a tax holiday. 

Superficially, the idea may have some ap­
peal, since it would suspend the withholding 
of Federal taxes for 1 to 3 months. Any 
taxpayer can see that this would give him 
s bfgger immediate piece of change than a 
reduction in rates spread over 12 months. 
Essentially, though, the proposal is- a trick. 
device unworthy of serious consideration by­
a responsible Government. 

For one thing, it would play hob with the 
Treasury's management of the public debt, 
difficult enough as it is. It would mean a 
revenue loss of some $2.4 billion for each 
month it was in effect, requiring the Treas­
ury to borrow heavily and pe.r.haps neces­
sitating another boost in the recently ele.-
vated debt cetling. . 

Even less pleasant is the fact that the 
moratorium would be in the- nature of a 
handout. I.t is not at all a tax cut, which 
would be very much 1n order if the Govern­
ment would ever get its fiscal affairs in or­
der. I.t is simply a. temporary Gqvernment 
giveaway for purposes as much political. as­
economtc. 

Moreover, the. notion that tile people need 
this kind of sharp jolt is way out of propor­
tion to the economic situation as it actually 
exists. The actual situation is one of rela­
tive- prosperity; the vast majority of peopfe 
have purchasing power but for the moment 
choose not to use lt as lavishly as they have 
been doing in the past few years. The· tax­
hollday, in contrast, smacks of real "hard 
times.•• panic measures. 

For. that reason it is far from sure it 
would ha.ve the desired effect of significantly 
increa-sing private spending. The general 
taxpayer-.. seeing the Government rushing- to 
such extremes, might get still mo.re cautious 
about his buying. And knowing that the 
holiday would last only a few months at 
most, he might well decide to save the extra 
cash against t-he possibility of continued 
recession. 

There is only one right ap}}roach to taxes, 
and that. is for the Government to reduce 
rts spending, enough to permit reductions. 
without unbalancing the budget. But if 
that is too much to expect-from the nervous 
politicians in the administration and Con­
gress, then, let them at least enact a leg,it1-
mate cut in tax rates. 
· What the economy- needs far more than 

& tax holiday is a holiday from Government. 
gimmicks. 

[-From the ·washington Daily News of March 
12, 1958] 

WHAT WoULD A TAX CuT Do? 
A reckless, mad contest is going on here. 
The politicians are- outbidding each other 

in a delirious race to see who can do the 
worst in giving a.way the public Treasury. 
There is a recession on, they say, a.nd we 
have to do something-anything at aU, just 
so it is something dramatic. 

Democratic politicians are plugging pri­
marily for more spending-a big public 
works program, more Federal handouts. 

The administration prefers a tax cut. 
A thousand unionists, in the Capital to 

buttonhole Congressmen, are demanding 
both spending and tax cutting. 

The excuse is. a theory that these pro­
posals would put money in the hands of con­
sumers. With no assurance whatever, of 
course, that the consumers would spend it, 
or if' they did on what.· or when. 

The end result of all this frantic con­
fusion may be just to make matters worse. 
Because whether it is extra spending or tax 
reductions or b"oth, the Government. simply 
will be printing more money. It wm bor­
row and borrow, and as lt borrows it will 
depreciate the value of money more. 

Government- deficits and inflation are 
stablemates. They chase each other around 
the same track. 

Yet George Meany, president of the AFL­
OIO, says· "If this takes. a deficit, let there 
be a deficit." 

Damn the torpedoes, full speed ahead~ 
Nobody has been robbed of more money 

by inflation than the members of the unions 
Mr. Meany represents. 

A wise :man, Bernard Baruch, once put it 
this way: 

"If we want to prevent depressions, we· 
first must learn. how to prevent inflation." 

But Washington officialdom, as it talkS, 
now fs trying to solve a so-called recession. 
by firing up inflation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to. have printed at 
this point in the RECORD,. a list a! the un­
employment :figures, beginning with the 
year 1933 and going down through 1957. 

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

' Unempley- Percent of 
ment labor fo:r.ce 

1933______________________ 12, 830, 000 24. 9 
1934__________________________ 11, 340,000 21.7 
1935--.------------------------- . 10, 610,000 20. 1 -1936 _____________________ . 9, 030, 000 16. 9 

1937-------------------------- 7, 700,000 14. a. 
1938"___________________________ 10, 390, 000 19. 0 
1939_________________________ 9, 480,000 17.2 
1940___________________________ 8, 120,000 14. 6 
194L------------------------ 5, 560r OQO \1, g 
1946___________________________ 2, 270, 000 3. 9 
11147-------------------------- 2, 142,000 3. 6 
1948___________________________ 2, 064,000 3. 4 
1949___________________________ 3, 395,000 5. 5 
1950______________________ 3, 142, 000 5. 0 
1953___________________________ 1, 602, 000 2. 5 
1954-------------------------- 3, 230', ooo· 5. o 
1955___________________________ 2, 654, 000 4. 0 
1956_________________________ 2, 551, 000 3. 8 
1957--------------------------- 2, 693, 000 4. 0 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. Preside-nt, I 
yield 5 minutes to the able Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTINJ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for 
5minutes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, I intend to be very brief. No 
Member of this body would ever be more 
desirous of a. tax reduction than would 
the Senator from Pennsyivania. I think 
taxes are entirely too high. But the dis­
tinguished Senator from Delaware has 
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pointed out that the way to reduce taxes 
is to reduce governmental expenditures. 

I remind my colleagues that if we had 
not made grants to State governments, 
municipalities, and individuals, including 
interest lost on such grants, the United 
States Government would not have a 
single dollar of debt at the present time. 
We would then have been in a position 
to reduce taxes greatly all along the line. 

There is no question that incentive 
capital has been dried up because there 
is not sufficient incentive so far as profits 
are concerned. I have had many young 
men say to me, "I do not object to having 
the United States Government as a part­
ner, but I do not like the idea of being 
a junior partner to the United States." 
That has been the situation in the United 
States for the past 20 years. 

There can be no question that our taxes 
are entirely too high. I repeat, the way 
to reduce taxes is to decrease govern­
mental spending. 

So far as public works are concerned, 
I have always favored construction of 
public works during periods of unemploy­
ment. In fact, in the latter part of 1932, 
and early in 1933, I was State treasurer 
of Pennsylvania, and I was on a commit­
tee the duty of which was to take care of 
unemployment and relief in our com­
monwealth. 

I came to Washington on several occa­
sions, urging that there be more con­
struction of public works and of roads­
not WPA, but work under the free enter­
prise plan. If we in Pennsylvania had 
used for the construction of roads the 
amount of money we received from 
WPA, for which no results at all were 
obtained, we would almost have our road 
system completed. 

In the last 2 or 3 days we have been 
meeting in committee considering a 
measure providing for the construction 
of roads. I think in a day or two a bill will 
be reported which will result in much 
employment in the United States. We 
are taking into consideration the num­
ber of man-hours which can be secured 
for the number of thousands of dollars 
we may appropriate. By following such 
a. plan, we shall accomplish something 
useful. 

I am hoping that the same committee 
will take up the question of the improve­
ment of post offices and post office facil­
ities, which will result in permanent 
assets for the United States. Public 
works of that kind are, in my opinion, 
sound, and they result in real improve­
ment in facilities. 

I talked to a group of workingmen this 
morning. They were not urging tax re­
ductions, because all of them said that 
the small tax reduction they would re­
ceive would not mean very much. For 
example, if exemptions were increased 
by $100, it would mean about $18 in tax 
savings to a taxpayer. However, if a 
workingman had a job on a road or on a 
building, he would then have a substan­
tial number of dollars to spend. 

Later on I may have something else to 
say on the bill, btit I wish to state now a 
general tax reduction proposal, such as 
has been presented tonight, needs long, 
careful consideration, when we bear in 
mind what is being said by laboring 

people, industrialists, farmers, and other 
citizens throughout our country who are 
concerned. 

I hope the amendent will be rejected, 
because the Senate floor is no place to 
draft such tax legislation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFICER. The Sen-. 
ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
7 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ap­
preciate very much the courtesy of the 
Senator from Indiana. I do not intend 
to speak at this time on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Illinois, and 
I appreciate the granting of this time. 

First of all, I wish to say that later 
on amendments will be offered propos­
ing a reduction of taxes in the auto­
motive industry. The question has 
risen as to what the dealers will do. I 
think responses I have received from my 
home State of New Mexico, are typical 
of those from dealers across the Nation, 
and I therefore ask unanimous consent 
that I may have printed in the RECORD 
at this point telegrams I have received 
from various individual dealers and 
groups from across the State of New 
Mexico, indicating that if the reduction 
in excise taxes is made retroactive to 
March 1, they will refund to purchasers 
the amount of reduction. 

There being no objection, the tele­
grams were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

DEMING, N.MEX. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

You have our assurance that if any excise 
tax reduction on cars retroactive to March 
1 will be refunded purchasers respectively. 
Your support of bill will be appreciated. 

TRAVIS BREM. 

TucUMCARI, N. MEX., March 13, 1958. 
Hon. CLINTON ANDERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We would appreciate your assistance in get­
ting an excise tax reduction on automobiles 
and trucks to stimulate the car business. 
This stimulation is desperately needed at 
all levels, local, State, and national and 
would help greatly in reducing unemploy­
ment. Any reduction received will be passed 
on to the purchaser. 

Steiner Mason, Director NMADA, Ford; 
C. W. McMullen, Chevrolet; Gross Pel­
zer, Buick; George H. Mundell, Ply­
mouth; Grover Dickinson, Oldsmobile; 
Marcus Huff, Hudson; F. H. Paschal, 
Mercury; Frank Baum, Pontiac; Jim 
Koehler, Studebaker. 

SANTA FE, N.MEx., March 13, 1958. 
Senator CLINToN P. ANDERSON, 

· Washington, D. C.: 
We would like for you to know that any 

excise tax reduction that is made on auto­
mobiles wm be passed on to the consumers. 
We urge you to please help us get this reduc­
tion. 

Santa Fe Auto Dealers Association: Santa 
Fe Motor Co.; Sanco Motor Co.; Cherry 
Motor Co.; Hancock Olds Inc.: Jones 
Lincoln Mercury Edsel; W1111am F. 
Colwes, Pontiac, GMC, Buick. 

DEMING, N. MEX., March 13, 1958. 
Honorable Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Any excise tax reduction on cars retro­
active to March 1 will be refunded to 
customers. Your support of bill will be 
appreciated. Kindest regards. 

JACK KENNEDY, 

DEMING, N. MEX., March 13, 1958. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Any excise tax' reduction on cars retro­
active to March 1 will be refunded to 
purchasers. Please support this bill. We 
appreciate it. Tha1iks. 

ToM McLAUGHLIN, 
Sunland Sales and Service. 

DEMING, N. MEx., March 13, 1958. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

If any excise tax reduction on cars retro­
active to March 1 for our customers here, 
it will be refunded to them. Please support 
this bill. 

NORWOOD IMPLEMENT Co. 

ALBUQUERQUE, N.MEX., March 13, 1958. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: This entire organization 
respectively requests that you give your 
favorable consideration and support to leg­
islation now pending which will reduce the 
Federal excise tax on automobiles. It is my 
intention to pass any reduction on . to the 
public 100 percent and it is my opinion that 
a substantial reduction will stimulate new 
car sales with the resultant effect of im­
proving the overall economy and most spe­
cifically of reducing unemployment. Thank 
you for your favorable representation. 

. LLoYD W. McKEE, 
Lloyd McKee Motors, Inc. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
mention the telegrams particularly be .. 
cause a question was raised as to what 
the discussion of a reduction in excise 
taxes would do to the automobile in­
dustry. I only say the automotive in­
dustry would not be disturbed if pros­
pective customers knew the proposal 
would be retroactive to March 1. 
Therefore, nobody would have any hesi­
tancy about buying an automobile in the 
meantime. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. That is precisely the 

provision which was put in the amend­
ment the Senator from Illinois submit­
ted last night and which is in the pend­
ing amendment in a slightly modified 
form. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am sure that 
would be true of every amendment 
which might be offered. Nobody wants 
to hurt the automobile industry. We 
all want to help it. 

Mr. President, I signed the minority 
views on the bill. I hope the signature 
on those views will not indicate hostil­
ity to life insurance companies. Some of 
us feel retroactive tax reductions should 
not be granted. 

There is no question what the law is. 
Under the law, life-insurance compa­
nies would have to pay, on the 15th day 
of March, approximately $415 million. 
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That is the law. The Mills bill, which 
is now before the Senate, would reduce 
that tax liability for the year 1957-not 
the year we are now in, but the previous 
year-to about $291 million.-

! raised a question as to. who would 
get the money. A great deal has been 
said about the small life-insurance com­
panies. Everybody wants to help them. 
I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
at page 4121, a list of the companies 
that would get the money. I was inter­
ested in that. It will be found that of 
the $124 million which is to be paid ret­
roactively to i11surance companies, more. 
than $115 million will go to 51 large 
mutual companies and 25 large stock 
companies. 

So that while there are 1,200 life in­
surance compa-nies across the United 
States, 76 of the companies will get over 
90 percent of the money. It is. not the 
small companies that will benefit. Some 
persons like to point out that the small 
insurance companies are struggling and 
need help. They are not the ones who 
will be helped. When one company will 
get back $20 million in a retroactive tax 
rebate, it is time to look into the matter. 

Many years ago, as a high-school boy, 
I listened to Teddy Roosevelt make a 
great speech on his return from a hunt­
ing trip to Africa. Teddy Roosevelt had 
a cattle ranch in the Dakotas, and he 
came to the Dakotas to give a report of 
his hunting trip. I was pressed against 
the platform, and I listened to that great 
man with a great deal of interest. He 
said that while he was in the cattle busi­
ness in the Dakotas an employee of his 
eame to him one day -and told him he. 
had found a whole bunch of steers un­
branded, and he- had put the brand of· 
~eddy Roosevelt on the steers. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? J 

Mr. ANDERSON. May I finish the 
story, please? 

Teddy Roosevelt said, "I fired him 
that day, because a man wpo will steal 
for you will steal from you." 

I only want to suggest· to the life in­
surance companies that by advocating 
ibis type of relief they may not be do­
ing the most intelligent thing in the 
world, becau~e if we can give tax money 
to the life insurance companies retro­
actively, after the tax year is closed, we 
can reach back and take it away from 
them, and ·they will be handy targets 
when anybody desires to do that. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. rs there anything to the 

story that these companies l0st money 
last year because they relied upon the. 
fact that the Treasury Department was. 
to come up with a permanent formula, 
which fell through and left the. com­
panies holding the bag? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The able chairman 
of the committee is here and can make 
a statement about that. I think the 
life insurance companies had some rea­
son to believe they were going to be 
granted such relief. They had gotten 
it for the year 1955 and 1956, and their 
:representatives saidlL "We think we have 

everything :fixed. You will get it for 
1.957 also." 

It is significant to note that the life 
insurance companies which filed their 
annual reports in the District of Colum­
bia on the 28th day of February, so fa:t: 
as I know filed with one exception on the 
basis of the Mills bill, which has not yet 
been passed by the Congress. They 
were pretty confident that the bill w:as 
going to be· passed by the Congress. 

I would say the life insurance com­
panies had some reason for their belief. 

Mr. AIKEN. Then the Senator from 
New Mexico thinks the companies should 
have been intelligent enough to believe 
that? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. On the con­
tary I think that they should have be­
lieved the law of the land was the basis 
upon which they had to pay taxes. 

I will say one word further on that. 
When the Senator from Vermont pays his 
personal income tax he does not pay his. 
tax on the basis of tax relief 6 months, 
8 months, or a year from now. The Sen­
ator pays his tax based upon what the 
law is. So should the insurance com­
pany. 

Mr. AIKEN. My personal taxes are all 
collected in advance. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes-, indeed. There 
is no possibility of the Senator coming 
in at a later date for a change. 

Let me say to the Senator from Ver­
mont that he has put his finger exactly 
on the reason why I oppose the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 7 . 
minutes allotted to the Senator from 
New Mexico have expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, may 
I have 3 additional minutes? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recognized 
for an additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Once the tax lia­
bility has been established, the insurance 
companies should not come in to ask for 
$124 million relief, unless they can show 
that they are in worse shape than any 
other industry in the country. 

Personally, I am inclined to agree with 
the Senator from Michigan. I think the 
automotive industry is in worse shape 
than the life insurance industry. 
Mr~ President, in the New York Times 

of Sunday, March 2, 1958, there was an 
interesting article about the President of 
the Prudential Insurance Company of 
America, a very able and fine man. The 
article says: 

Carrol M. Shanks is a happy man. 
He has good reason to be. The Pruden­

tial Insurance Company of America, which he 
heads, reported last Monday sales of $11,296,-
000,000 of life insurance 1n 1957, an industry 

. record. 
~·rt represents over two-and-a-half times 

the amount of insurance which we sold just 
5 years ago and almost four times the amount 
sold 10 years ago;• he told a press conference 
that day. 

That article does not indicate to me 
tha.t the Prudential Ins~ance Co. iS in 
any trouble. The company is doing 
fine, because it ·has excellent progres­
sive managem~nt. I am glad the com-

pany is doing fine. However, the Pru­
dential Insurance Co. does not need, as 
it would get under the provisions of the 
bm, over $17 million of tax relief. If 
we are to give tax relief, we should give 
it to those who need it. 

Mr. President, Newsweek of March 10, 
1958, has an article with relation to the 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. and the 
Prudential Insurance Company of Amer­
ica, and the article points out: 

Metropolitan president Frederic W. Ecker, 
weighing in 2 days later, could report that 
the Met was still the giant of the industry, 
with $79.8 billion insurance on 41 million 
policyholders. 

And other things. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­

sent to have printed in the RECORD sev­
eral paragraphs from the article in News­
week of that date. 

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

There were no firecrackers exploded last 
week in the hushed, walnut-paneled execu­
tive suites of New York's Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Co., nor amid the marble and 
stained-glass munificence of Prudential In­
surance Company of America's headquarters 
at Newark, N. J. But the Nation's two big­
gest life-insurance companies could point to 
plenty of reasons for a.· 21-gun salute: 

In his annual report to 34 million Pru­
dential policyholders, President Carrol M. 
Shanks announced that 1957 sales ($11.2 bil­
lion) were 36 percent over record 1956, giving 
the Prudential a sales edge over Metropolitan 
for the third year running. Total Prudential 
insurance in force hit a new high of $65 
blllion. · 

Metropolitan PresideE.t Frederic W. Ecker, 
weighing in 2 days later, could report that 
the Metropolitan was still the giant of the 
industry with $79.8' billion insurance on 41 
million policyholders. Sales ($8.5 billion) 
were up 19.4 percent last year, and assets 
increased by- $751 million to $15.5 billion,. 
topped only by American Telephone & Tele­
graph (with $17.7 billion) among all com­
panies. 

This proud showing by the two giants of 
insurance was a reflection of" one of the most 
remarkable booms in history. In 7 short 
years, the total of United States life insur­
ance in force has doubled, to a towering $45.6. 
billion. And now, having just completed 
their best year in history ( $65.4 billion in 
sales), insurance men are confidently expect­
ing another record rise in 1958. The Insti­
tute of Life Insurance reported last week 
that group insurance rang up the biggest 
January on record, hitting $1.5 billion. And 
individual purchases o:r ordinary life-insur­
ance policies continued to climb at a pro­
digious pace, setting a January record of 
$3.5 billion. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the­
life insurance companies are · in good 
shape, and we should not be providing 
tax relief for them. If we are going to 
give tax relief, we should find those in­
s.titutions and industries which are in the 
deepest trouble . 

Flnally, Mr. President, I shall hav~ 
more to say about the matter as we go 
into consideration of the bill, but I do 
not believe the life insurance people 
themselves will profit the most by this 
proposed action, because if we once es­
tablish the principle of retroactivity, if 
we can go back to save money for the 
insurance cotnpanies, then we can go 
back and soaR: them for more. 
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The Treasury Department, as the able 

chairman of the committee knows, is to 
come before the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate by April 7 with a new tax 
formula for life insurance companies. 
Suppose we pass the new fm·mula, which 
may raise their taxes to $500 million. If 
the action here proposed is to be con­
sidered a precedent, we can go back to 
say, "We will apply the tax formula to 
the year 1957." Why not? If the com­
panies are going to ask for relief retro­
actively, they might expect to get soaked 
some taxes retroactively. 

I think this is an unwise procedure. 
These companies should pay what the 
law requires. It is a very foolish princi­
ple to establish tax liability on any other 
basis. 

It is on that basis that I oppose pas­
sage of the bill, Mr. President. I am not 
going to be outraged if the Senate passes 
it. I recognize this provision has been 
passed for several years in the law. I 
would not criticize the vote of any Sena­
tor in this regard. 

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

Mr . .A..llffiERSON. I shall be happy to 
yield, if I have any time remaining. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, we 
will allocate 1 additional minute to the 
Senator. 

Mr. THYE. In other words, if we were 
_to permit this bill to become law, chang­
ing the tax liability, there would be a 
direct subsidy to the insurance com­
panies, would there not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, it would give 
back $124 million that they are expected 
to pay by the 15th of March. 

Mr. THYE. But the insurance com­
panies did not operate on a deficit in 
1957? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not think they 
operated on a deficit at all. Some of 
them are in wonderfully fine shape. The 
insurance business generally is in excel­
lent shape, far better than is true with 
regard to agriculture. 

Mr. THYE. That is the reason it 
seems to me it would be a subsidy to 
the companies, because they are already 
operating at a profit. They already have 
a profit and they have paid their taxes. 
This would be a reimbursement. 

Mr. ANDERSON. They have not yet 
paid the taxes, I will say to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. No? 
Mr. ANDERSON. The taxes are due. 
Mr. THYE. But they have the reve-

nues to pay the taxes? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. THYE. Plus the other taxes. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. It is a fact that the 

companies have not been paying the tax 
under the present formula for the last 
several years, is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is true. May 
vre have another half minute? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator 
from California yield 1 minute, please? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from In­
diana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator 
not think that the insurance companies 
might be given a year's notice in this 
regard? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The companies have 
had a year's notice. They were told as 
plainly as could be in 1956 that the for­
mula was to come to an end. 

Mr. CAPEHART. By whom were the 
companies told? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I cannot answer 
precisely the question asked, except to 
say that every bit of information and 
evidence gave that indlcation. The 
trouble was that the companies expected 
the Treasury Department to come up 
with a formula. This is not all black 
and white, I admit. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is my point. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am trying to be 

fair. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I know the Senator 

is trying to be fair. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The companies did 

expect the Treasury Department to come 
in with a formula, but the Treasury 
Department did not come in with a 
formula. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me see if I cor­
rectly understand the situation. The 
insurance companies have not been pay­
ing the tax on the present basis? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Under a formula 

established by law and by the Treasury 
Department? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CAPEHART. There was some 

question as to whether the formula 
under which they had been paying taxes 
was right or wrong? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. It is not the 
best one. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Treasury De­
partment did not come up with a new 
formula, and, therefore, the insurance 
companies had every right to believe 
they would pay taxes on the basis of 
the old formula? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is 
approximately correct. I would not 
quarrel with that statement a great 
deal. 

I simply say that I think it is bad to 
do as is proposed, namely, reduce taxes 
retroactively. 

Mr. President, because I desire to be 
fair about the matter, I should like to 
introduce the figures which show that 
under the 1942 formula over a period of 
some 15 years the insurance companies 
would have paid $1,736,000,000, while 
under the 1955 formula as carried in the 
Mills bill they would have paid $2,334,-
000,000. This situation is not all black 
and white. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Then there might 
be some justification for giving the com­
panies a year's notice while we work out 
a new formula? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will grant that 
point. I say, howevel,', that I think it is 
a bad practice for the insurance com­
panies and the Congress to retroactively 
engage in the granting of relief. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CAPEHART. May I have another 
half minute? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield the Senator 
1 minute. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Then the Treasury 
Department must take part of the blame 
for not bringing in the formula? 

Mr. ANDERSON. They had gone to 
the Treasury Department. That matter 
was under consideration in 1956. In 
July of 1956 a biil was passed reestab­
lishing the formula, and nothing more 
was heard from the Treasury Depart­
ment. Therefore, the insurance com­
panies thought the matter was pretty 
well settled on the basis of the Mills 
formula. 

My point is, I will say to the Senator 
from Indiana, I think a retroactive tax 
reduction is a bad thing. If we can 
give them a retroactive tax reduction 
we can take it away from them. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield to the Sena­
tor for 1 minute. 

Mr. BYRD. I should like to have 2 or 
3 minutes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield to the able 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I should 
like to make clear that under the bill the 
insurance companies will pay $291 mil­
lion in taxes for 1957. In 1956 the com­
panies paid $268 million. In 1955 they 
paid $243 million. 

We are not talking about a reduction 
of taxes as compared to what the com­
panies paid in 1956 or 1955. We are talk­
ing about an increase in taxes. 

The fault does not lie, Mr. President, 
with the insurance companies. The fault 
lies with the Treasury Department, be­
cause the Department did not bring in a 
formula whereby a new tax base could be 
established. 

I know the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico did not intend to imply that 
the companies were paying $124 million 
less than they paid last year. The 
companies are paying more than they 
paid last year. They are paying more 
than they paid the previous year. 

Under the 1955 formula, beginning in 
1942 the insurance companies would have 
paid $2,334 million, while if they had been 
under the 1942 formula straight through 
they would have paid $1,736 million. 

The fault lies-and the Senator from 
New Mexico knows it, because he is a 
very active and influential member of 
the Finance Committee-with the Treas­
ury, because it did not provide a new 
formula in connection with the very 
complicated question of insurance taxes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Then my observa­
tion was correct, that the insurance com­
panies should be given some notice if 
there is to be a change in the formula. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me say a word fur­
ther about the legislative history of this 
measure. 

It was approved by the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House unani­
mously. Under an open rule, it passed 
the House unanimously. The Treasury 
Department has unequivocally endorsed 
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it. The Budget Director included in his 
estimates the revenue which would come 
from the bill now pending, and not the 
revenue which would come from the 
1942 formula. The bill was approved by 
the Senate Finance Committee by a sub­
stantial majority. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished and 
very able senior S~nator from Michigan 
[Mr. POTTER]. 

Mr. PO'ITER. Mr. President, I wish 
to speak in support of the Douglas 
amendment. Let me say by way of 
preface that I am reluctant to support 
a substantial amendment of this kind on 
a technical bill. But we are faced with 
a very practical situation. 

We learn from the press, and from 
announcements by public o:flicials of 
both parties, in the administration and 
out of the administration, that tax re­
ductions are being considered. My State 
is sufiering severely from unemploy­
ment. I can speak only for my State. 
However, I have heard that the same 
situation applies to other States, al­
though perhaps not to such a serious 
extent as in my State. 

In the State of Michigan today un­
employment is more than 13 percent. 
That means that 350,000 men and 
women of our labor force are unem­
ployed, to say nothing of those who are 
employed on a part-time, 2- or . 3-day­
week basis. So our economy is not in 
good shape. 

If pronouncements to the effect that 
tax reductions are under consideration, 
and that we will take a look at the situ­
ation tomorrow, next week, or next 
month, are to be a part of the cure, they 
do little good unless they are accom­
panied by action. As a matter of fact, 
by merely talking about the situation 
rather than acting, we retard, rather 
than help, the recovery. 

I can cite as a good example the ex­
cise tax on automobiles. When people 
talk about it, as they have been doing 
for several weeks, and nothing is done 
about it, the customer says, "I will wait 
and see what will happen." That is 
the reason for the retroactive feature of 
the Douglas amendment, providing for 
reimbursement for the excise tax with 
respect to automobiles which are sold 
from March 1 on. 

That feature applies not only to auto­
mobiles, but to all articles with respect 
to which an excise tax is imposed. 

Moreover, the psychology of people is 
an important factor. They are going to 
wait and see. We have been going 
through a period when people have been 
sitting on their pocketbooks, waiting to 
see what would happen. What we need 
is some leadership. We :r1eed to say, 
"We will" or "We will not." But let us 
not say, "We are going to look into the 
situation. We are going to consider it 
for another week, another 10 days, or 
another month." Let us act. 

When people are in an economic crisis 
soft words and music do them little good. 
Promises and prophecies are of little aid. 
The people want some dynamic action 
and leadership. Until that is forthcom­
ing, the economic climate will grow 
worse rather than improve. 

I happen to be old fashioned. I be­
lieve that when an economic recession 
occurs we need to restore public confi­
dence in our economy. I am one of 

· those who believe that confidence is not 
restored by WPA projects. I believe that 
confidence is restored by allowing the 
people to spend for themselves, rather 
than having the Government spend for 
them. I believe that if the people were 
given an opportunity to spend for them­
selves the money they would save by a 
tax reduction, they would spend it for 
goods, which would create jobs and lift 
the economy out of the mire. 

I have little patience with those who 
say, "We are going to pull out of it." 
Of course I think we shall pull out of 
it. I have no doubt that -this condition 
is of a temporary nature. But I should 
like to remind you, Mr. President, of the 
fact that when 350,000 persons are un­
employed they have lost their paycheclt:s. 
Many of them have expended their un­
employment compensation. We cannot 
be insensitive to that type of situation. 

The bill to which this amendment is 
sought to be attached is a technical bill. 
It is a bill to give aid to the insurance 
companies. Whether it is their fault 
or the fault of the Government that 

. there has been a misinterpretation as to 
what tax they should pay is imma,terial. 
I have noted a great deal of concern and 
interest; and a great many people are 
willing to carry the cudgels. As a matter 
of fact, I support them. 

I recognize that it is not the usual 
practice, in connection with a technical 
bill such as the one before the Senate, 
to attach to it a substantial amendment 
of this sort. However, when people are 
involved, why must we make sUI·e that 
we go through all the customary tech­
nical procedures? This is an emergency 
matter. The bill must be pa-ssed by to­
morrow night. Everyone is greatly con­
cerned. 

I am concerned for them, but I am 
also mindful of the fact that if we do 
not act now on the bill, with the amend­
ment included in it, we may not be 
able to act for a month, 6 weeks, or per­
h aps 3 months, on another tax measure. 
I hope that the prophecies are correct, 
that the month of March will see an up­
swing. In the State of Michigan we 
were hit first , and we were hit the hard­
est, and all the prospects are that the 
duration will be long. 

It is a little difficult to sit by-and I 
refuse to do it-and say, "We will wait 
until another tax bill is before the Sen­
ate. We want to wait and see what the 
House of Representatives will do." 

As a Senator from Michigan, I have 
an obligation to the people I, in part, 
represent to do what I can in my best 
judgment to restore the economy of that 
State. I believe that a reduction of 
taxes is the best means. 

I well recall that after World War 
II our good neighbors in Canada were 
decreasing their taxes. They decreased 
their taxes three times, while we were 
maintaining ours. After every tax re­
duction their national revenue increased. 
As a matter of fact, we can look at our 
own history. When we have reduced 
taxes our national revenue has increased. 

Why? Because it gives stimulus to our 
economy. It gives the vitality that is 
needed in our economy today. 

How much, for example, does the Fed­
eral Government receive from the excise 
tax on automobiles which are not sold? 
Is it not better to get people back to work 
and to revitalize the industry, so that 
automobiles will be sold and that men 
will be put to work, so that more corpora­
tion taxes will be collected, and so that 
there will be more income from which 
taxes will be collected? Is that not bet­
ter than to sit idly by and maintain the 
status quo, as unemployment grows anc:J 
grows and relief loads become heaviet 
and heavier? 

I say we would never have invaded 
Normandy in World War II if we had 
waited for all factors to have been lined 
up exactly right. It is time for dynamic 
leadership. It is time for the Senate to 
assert itself. 

In the amendment offered by the dis­
tinguished Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] there are many features. He 
has covered many of them in his address 
this evening. I should like to address 
myself to one feature only. I fervently 
believe that the adoption of an overall 
amendment for the reduction of taxes 
at this time will not result in the Gov­
ernment losing one nickel; instead there 
will be collected revenue which the Gov­
ernment otherwise would not receive. 

Therefore I wholeheartedly support 
the entire amendment the Senator from 
Illinois has offered. However, I am. par­
ticularly interested in the provision 
which reduces the excise tax on automo­
biles. I bring this up not as a State 
matter and not as a sectional question, 
·because Senators well know that the au­
tomobile industry is nationwide, and 
that the people who are employed by the 
automobile companies are located in · 
pr~ctically every State of the Union; cer­
tamly the customers of the automobile 
companies are found in every State, and 
the customers of the automobile com­
panies comprise the vast majority of 
every Senator's constituency. 

Let us look at the record. During 
most of the 1930's excise tax rates of, 3 
percent on cars and 2 percent on trucks 
were in effect. The Revenue Act of 1941, 
a wartime measure, raised the rate on au­
tomobiles to 7 percent and on trucks to 
5 percent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yjeld 5 more minutes 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. In November 1951, the 
rates were raised by Congress to 10 per­
cent on passenger cars and 8 percent 
on trucks. Under the 1951 law, which 
was designed to discourage civilian pro­
duction, as a part of the general mobili­
zation plan, the rates were to revert to 
7 percent and to 5 percent, respectively, 
on April 1, 1954. Congress has enacted 
legislation every year since that time to 
keep the emergency rates in effect on a 
temporary basis. The rate on automo­
biles is due to be reduced to 7 percent on 
June 30, 1958. 

In July 1956 che rate on trucks was 
increased to 10 percent as a part of the 
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Federal Highway Act. Half the tax is 
earmarked fox the Federal highway pro­
gram, which I wholeheartedly endorsed. 
Under the provisions of that act, the 10-
percent rate will remain in effect until 
1972. 

Excise taxes on passenger cars and 
trucks were increased primarily as emer­
gency measures during World War n 
and the Korean war. Many of the other 
taxes which were imposed in the same 
way have been reduced or removed. 
Taxes on automobile production stand 
out as glaring examples of discrimina­
tory taxation. 

There is a need for basic tax reform, 
to remove the inequities in the present 
excise-tax structure. I think many of 
those inequities -are covered in the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Dlinois. Such reforms are long overdue. 

Furthermore, there is currently a need 
for tax measures designed to provide an 
antirecessionary stimulus to our econ­
omy. To eliminate or reduce the tax at 
this time would provide both the tax 
reform and a badly needed antireces­
sionary measure. 

I believe that excise taxes on passen­
ger cars and trucks should be immedi­
ately eliminated or substantially reduced 
for the following reasons~ 

These taxes discriminate against the 
automobile industry and the consuming 
public. The passenger car and truck­
vital necessities in our economy-are 
taxed at the same rate as many luxury 
items. 

The elimination or reduction of the 
excise tax would redress an inequity in 
the tax structure and provide a much 
needed stimulus to the economy through 
increasing the demand for cars and 
trucks. 

The initial revenue reduction to the 
Government due to lower excise taxes 
would be relatively small and would be 
partly offset by increased tax yields from 
improved personal and business incomes. 

DISCRIMINATION 

The original intent of the increases in 
1941 and 1951 apparently was to dis­
courage production of civilian hard 
goods that would compete unduly for 
materials and manpower with the de­
fense program. They were put on to dis­
courage production. 

TRUCKS, BUSES, AND TRUCK TRAILERS 

Looking back, however, it is difficult, 
even during wartime, to justify this 
reasoning on trucks, buses, and truck 
trailers, while other productive tools of 
farm and industry were not taxed. 

To continue such a penalty on trucks, 
buses, and truck trailers in peacetime 
and under fully competitive conditions 
is unsound economics and discrimination 
at its worst. It would be unthinkable to 
impose excises on other producers' dur­
able equipment, such as farm tractors, 
turbines, lathes, grinders, freight cars, 
industrial engines, and so forth. The 
excise tax is a special tax on a single tool 
of production. For example, the buyer 
of a $3,000 dump truck pays $225 in Fed­
eral excise taxes, but none on a power 
shovel used to load the truck. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. ' · · - · -

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, -! yield 
5 minutes more to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. I thank the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Such an excise tax is additionally dis­
criminatory, for no competitive form of 
transportation equipment is subject to 
such a penalty. 

Furthermore, approximately 25 per­
cent of truck sales are made to farmers. 
The excise tax has become an even 
greater burden to farm operators the 
last few years as farm incomes have 
been depressed. 

Trucks, buses, and truck trailers are 
necessities and important tools in pro­
duction and distribution. There is no 
clear reason, other than ease of taxing, 
why these items should be singled out 
for a tax. The elimination of these ex­
cises would reduce production costs and 
be consistent with economic fair play 
and equity. 

PASSENGER CARS 

Although not so obvious as in the case 
of trucks, passenger cars are an absolute 
necessity for business firms and most 
individuals. Yet the 10-percent tax rate 
on cars is the same as that applying to 
a wide range of luxuries. Most other 
necessities, such as food, clothing, and 
shelter, are not subject to Federal ex­
cises. 

The present rate on most consumer 
durables is only one-half the present 
rate on passenger cars. For example, the 
rate was reduced from 10 percent to 5 
percent as of April 1, 1954, on refrig­
erators, freezers, clothes driers, dish­
washers, and other household electric, 
gas, and oil appliances. Radios, tele­
vision sets, phonograph records, and 
musical instruments have the dubious 
honor of keeping company with autos 
at the 10-percent rate. Prior to No­
vember 1951 passenger cars were taxed 
at lower rates than most of the above­
mentioned items. 

The family that buys a $2,500 auto­
mobile today pays $182 in Federal ex­
cise taxes. The family that buys $2,500 
worth of refrigerators and other home 
appliances pays an excise tax of only $75. 
This is due in part to the difference in 
the tax rate and also the fact that ap­
pliances usually have a 40-percent dis­
tributive margin as compared to about 
25 percent on cars. 

As indicated in exhibit II, the rate on 
automobiles is discriminatory even where 
no trade-in is involved. As a percent 
of list price, the effective tax rate is 
2% times greater than on refrigerators 
and one-fourth more than on radios or 
television sets. 

In the case of a sale involving a _ 
trade-in-about 85 percent of all new­
car transactions-the effective rate on 
cars is even more excessive. When re­
lated to the normal type of sale-trade­
ins on new cars and widely available cash 
discounts on appliances-the automobile 
excise, as a percent of cash cost, may 
be as much as 4 to 6 times greater than 
the rate on refrigerators. 

PASSENGER CARS-A NECESSITY 

The passenger car is a necessity in 
the American economy. It provides mo­
bility to the American worker. As shown 

in exhibit m. two-thirds of the workers 
who have to travel 1 to 5 miles to work 
go by car. About 85 percent of those 
who travel over 10 miles use a car. Many 
of these people could not hold their pres­
ent jobs if they had to depend upon other 
forms of transportation. Since the sur­
vey was made, the trend toward sub­
urbanization has increased, thus placing 
an even greater reliance upon the fam­
ily car. 

In 1951, according to a survey made 
by Alfred Politz, Inc., 57 percent of all 
car - mileage was driven in connection 
with going to and from work. 

The role of passenger cars in providing 
local transportation is also illustrated by 
the fact that 72 percent of all persons, 
other than pedestrians, entering down­
town do so by ear. Even in the large 
cities, cities of more than 25"0,000 popu­
lation, almost 60 percent use cars to 
get downtown. The dependence on cars 
rises sharply as the size of the city de­
creases. 

EMPLOYMENT ASPECTS IN INDUSTRY 

Tax relief would help to increase de­
mand for motor vehicles and at the 
same time keep employment and pay­
rolls in the auto industry from falling 
further. This is the most important 
part of the question. 

The level of employment is closely 
geared to production which in turn de­
pends on the volume of sales. For 
example, as shown below, 819,000 pro­
duction workers were employed in April 
1953, a high production month. The de­
cline in sales resulting from the 1953-54 
recession resulted in a reduction in em­
ployment to 557,000 in August 1954. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ·con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a table entitled "Automotive 
Production and Employment-Selected 
Dates." 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows: · 

Automoti ve production and employment, 
selected dates 
[In thousands] 

W eekly average 
pr oduction 

Cars Trucks 

April 1953 .• ---------- 136. 7 
August 1954.. ........ 99.2 
N ovember 1955. ...... 178.3 
November 1956_______ 138. 3 
Janu ary 1957. ....... . 145.9 
November 1957. ..... . 144. 7 
J anu ary 1958.------- - 111.2 

1 E stimated. 

29. 2 
16. 7 
28. 0 
22. 1 
21.4 
22. 6 
18. 7 

Produc­
tion 

workers 

818. 8 
556.8 
796. 1 
693. 7 
709. 7 
664.7 

l 610. 0 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, evi­
dence is mounting that we are in another 
recession. In November 1957, 665,000 
produ-etion workers were employed in the 
auto industry-29,000 below the 694,000 
of November 1956, and 131,000 below the 
796,000 of November 1955. 

Total car and truck production is now 
running about 25 percent below the rate 
a year ago. as shown below. Car pro­
duction in December 1957, WfiS 19.4 per­
cent below December 1956, on a weekly 
average rate. The gap has widened to 
26.4 percent in February. The truck 
production rate in December 1957 was 
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7.7 percent below December 1956. The 
gap has widened to 17.7 percent for 
February. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield 2 more min­
utes to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD a table entitled 
"United States Motor Vehicle Produc­
tion-Weekly Average.'' 

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

United States motor vehicle production-Weekly average 

[In thousands] 

Cars Trucks 

1957-58 1956-57 Percent 1957-58 1956-57 Percent 

November •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ 
December.---------------------------­
January_-·---------------------------_ 
February------------------------------

1 Based on first 2 weeks of production. 

144.7 
133.7 
111.2 
105.1 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, auto­
motive employment in January is esti­
mated to be about 100,000 below Janu­
ary 1957. This would be the lowest em­
ployment level for a January since 1946. 
The prospect for an early reversal of 
the decline in production and employ­
ment is not very bright. 

GOVERNMENT REVENUES 

Even during the initial period of re­
duction revenue losses to the Federal 
Government would not be serious. 
Based on excise tax receipts during fiscal 
1957, a reduction of the tax rate to 5 
percent on passenger cars, trucks, and 
automotive parts is estimated initially 
to reduce Government revenues by only 
$729 million, as shown in exhibit V. 
The lower current level of auto sales 
would mean an even smaller decline in 
revenues because of a rate reduction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield 1 more min­
ute to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, this 
loss would be partially offset by revenue 

138.3 
165.9 
145.9 
142.8 

change 

+4.6 
-19.4 
-23.8 
-26.4 

22.6 
21.7 
18. 7 

119.0 

change 

22.1 +2.2 
23.5 -7. 7 
21.4 -12.6 
23.1 -17.7 

increases from increased sales. A re­
duction or elimination of excise taxes 
would be one of the most effective 
means of stimulating demands for cars 
and trucks. This would mean higher 
employment, payrolls, and profits. This 
in turn would generate higher personal 
and corporate tax revenues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield 30 seconds 
more to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD tables entitled 
"Excise Taxes in Effect on Automotive 
Products, Other Durables, and Luxury 
Items"; "Comparison of Effective Excise 
Tax Rates"; "Use of Passenger Cars by 
Workers''; and "Effect of Change in 
Automotive Excise Taxes on Govern­
ment Revenues, Based on 1957 Fiscal 
Year Receipts." 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ExHIBIT I 

Excise taxes in effect on automotive products, other durables, and luxury items 

Automotive product!!: 
Automobiles---------------------------------
Trucks. ____________ -------------------------
Parts and accessories ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Other durables: 
Refrigerators •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Freezers .• _---------------------- ------------
Electric, ga.c1, and oil: Oil appliances ••••••••• 
Radios .•• _______ ------••••••. __ •••••••••••••• 
Television sets------------------------------­

Luxury-type items: Sporting goods •••••••••••••. 

Furs.---····-------------------------------------
Jewelry-------------------················.; ______ 

Effective date 

June July I October I November I April 

I 1932 1940 1941 1951 1954 

Tax as percent of manufacturers' selling price 

3 3. 5 7 10 10 
2 2. 25 5 8 8 
2 2.5 5 8 8 

5 5.5 10 10 5 
0 0 0 110 5 
0 0 10 10 5 
5 5. 5 10 10 10 · 
0 0 0 10 10 

110 0 10 15 10 

Tax as percent of retailers' selling price 

•10 I 110 ~I .,. I 
110 ~I ,. I 10 

July 
1956 

10 
10 
8 

5 
5 
5 

10 
10 
10 

10 
10 

t Tax inftfally Imposed on Nov. 1, 1950. 
• As manufacturers' excise tax: Rate on furs reduced to 3 percent June 1936. Tax eliminated on sporting goods 

June 1938, furs July 1938, and jewelry June 1936. 
•Increased to 20 percent on Mar. 1, 1944. 

ExHmiT II 
Comparison of effective excise tax rates 

$2.500 
new 
auto-

mobile 

$25 
table 
radio 

$250 
refrig· 
era tor 

Wholesale price _______________ $1,820 1$15.,00 1$150.00 
Excise tax rate (percent)._____ 10 10 5 

Excise t ax ______________ $182 $1.50 $7.50 
Excise tax as percent of price 

if item is sold at suggested 
list.------------------------ 7.3 6.0 3.0 

EFFECTIVE RATE AS PERCENT OF TRUE CASH COST 
TO BUYER 

Assumed allowance on used 
car trade-in: Percent Percent Percent 

3-year old, $900_ ---------- 11.4 -------- --------
2-year old, $1,200__________ 14.0 -------- --------
1-year old, $1,600__________ 20.2 -------- --------

Cash discount on radios and 
appliances: 

10 percent off list price ____ -------· 6. 7 3. 3 
20 percent off list price ____ -------- 7. 5 3. 8 

I Price to distributor, not dealer, based on 40 percent 
distributive margin. 

ExHmiT .III 
Use of passenger cars by workers 

Percent of 
workers using 

cars to get 
1·way distance to place of employment: to work 

0.1 to 0.9 miles__________________________________ 43 
1.0 to 1.9 miles---------------------------------- 67 
2.0 to 2.9 miles.--------------------------------- 65 
3.0 to 4.9 miles.------------------------------··· 66 
5.0 to 9.9 miles----------------------------····-- 77 
10.0 to 19.9 miles________________________________ 84 
20 mlles and over------------------------------- 85 
All employed persons___________________________ 64 

Source: State highway departments in cooperation 
with U.S. Bureau of Public Roads (summer, 195lstudy), 
as reported in Automobile Facts and Figures, 1954. 

ExHmiT IV 
Methods used by persons to enter downtown 

areas of cities-Excluding pedestrians 

Population of city 

Average 
percent 

traveling 
by auto 

Average 
percent 
using 
public 
transit 

Over 250,000___________________ 57 43 
100,000 to 250,000______________ 72 28 
50,000 to 100,000_______________ 75 25 
Less than 50,000_______________ 83 17 

1---------1--------
Average, all cities....... 72 28 

Source: Surveys conducted by cities in cooperation 
witl1 U.S. Bureau of Public Roads (summer 1951 study), 
as reported in Automoblle Facts and Figures, 1954. 

ExHmiT V 
Effect ot change in automotive excise taxes on 

Government revenues based on 1957 fiscal 
year receipts 

[In millions] 

Excise tax rate 

Passenger cars: 
10 percent (present rate) __ 
7 percent (rate scheduled 

for June 30, 1958)---~----5 percent ___ ______________ _ 

0 percent------------------
Trucks: 

10 percent (present rate) __ _ 
8 percent (rate prior to 

1956)- -------------------
5 percent .••••••••••••••••• 0 percent_ ________________ _ 

Automotive parts and acces­
sories: 

8 percent (present rate) . ... 
5 percent (rate ~cheduled 

for June 30, 1958) __ : ____ _ 0 percent_ ________________ _ 

Government revenues 

Total Amount of 
yield reduction 

$1, 144 0 

801 $343 
572 572 

0 1,144 

196 0 

157 39 
98 98 
0 196 

157 0 

98 59 
0 157 
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Mr. President. I thank my distin· 

guished friend, the Senator from Illi­
nois, for having been patient with me 
and for yielding me this much time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have been glad to 
yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair). The Senator 
from North Dakota is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I gladly 
associate myself with the Senator from 
Michigan, in the position he has taken. 
But I wish to say that he omitted stating 
one important item. Practically every 
farmer in the Midwest has one or more 
automobiles or trucks. If the excise 
taxes are to be reduced on automoqiles, 
certainly the reduction should extend to 
trucks. 

Mr. POTTER. Yes. One-thtrd of the 
trucks are purchased by farmers. · 

Mr.· LANGER. Certainly I wish to 
make sure that the farmers also will be 
benefited as the result of this proposal. 
The farmers should be benefited, be­
cause they are also workers; they work 
and they labor for a living. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President­
Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Kan­
sas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the amendment of the senior 
Senator from Illinois, not because of the 
amendment itself,· but because of the 
method employed in submitting it. Al­
though as an amendment to a tax bill, 
it has been submitted on the floor of the 
Senate without its having received what 
I believe is the consideration it should 
receive. 

Last year more than 48 Y2 million tax 
returns were filed in the United States. 
They were based on a total gross adjusted 
income of nearly $275 billion. The tax 
collected amounted to approximately 
$36 .billion or $37 billion. I contend that 
in dealing with taxation, which affects 
so many people and affects the economy 
of the entire Nation, it is essential that 
the Congress give all due consideration 
to any proposed tax reduction. 

As the distinguished Senator from Illi­
nois has said, the tax reduction he has 
proposed may be one for which the Con­
gress will wish to vote in the future. I 
do not know. But I say that the proposal 
should be studied by the staff of the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation. 

On February 25 of this year, the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa­
tion submitted a study of various pro­
posals for tax relief for individuals. As 
a matter of fact, the study deals with 
19 proposals of that sort. 
· Many suggestions for the reduction of 
taxes have been made. I shall not dis­
cuss all the proposals covered by the 
study to which I have referred; but in 
the study I notice one proposal which 
would increase the exemption to $700. 

It may be that that will be what the Con­
gress will wish to do; I do not know. 

Another proposal is to increase the ex­
emption to $650 and reduce the tax 5 
percent, and so on, down the line. There 
are 17 other proposals for reductions in 
the individual income taxes. 

I believe it is incumbent on the Con­
gressional committees concerned and on 
the Congress to study every one of these 
proposals, before taking action on a 
proposal, submitted during an evening 
session, to amend an insurance tax bill 
which we hope will be passed by the 
Senate by tomorrow evening. 

The Senator from Illinois has· said 
that his tax-reduction proposal would 
afford immediate relief, and that that is 
what the amendment is intended to do. 
That is true, and the same may be said 
about other proposals which we might 
adopt. But there are other proposals 
which would afford relief; this is not the 
only one. 

As a matte1; of fact, the second pro­
posal dealt with in the study which has 
been made by the staff of the Joint Com­
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation is 
entitled "Quickie Tax Relief." I shall 
read from the report: 

This suggestion would reduce the · with­
holding rate from 18 percent to 9 percent 
for a 6-month period beginning July 1, 1958. 

I am confident, Mr. President, that 
every Member of the Senate who has 
studied taxes knows that if the with­
holding tax of the individual wage earn­
er of the Nation were reduced 50 per­
cent every pay period, beginning July 1, 
that would put money in the taxpayer's 
pocket, and that money would be avail­
able for spending. 

I have made some studies of the plan, 
and it seems to me to have merit if we 
wish to provide quick relief from taxa­
tion. 

But another part of the comment of 
the staff of the Joint Committee on In­
ternal Revenue Taxation about this par­
ticular plan is as follows: 

This plan would double the $13 value of 
the present per capita weekly withholding ex­
emption with proper adjustments in other 
pay period exemptions. This would increase 
to $26 each per capita exemption claimed by 
the wage earner. The plan could be adopted 
on July 1, 1958, for a 6-month period or 
extended longer if desired. 

For a worker with a family of 4, this plan 
would increase his weekly take-home pay 
by $9.36, and for a 6-month period by 
$243.36. . 

Adoption of such a plan would put into 
consumer spendable income approximately 
$1 billion a month. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Kansas 
has expired. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from West Virginia yield 5 
additional minutes to me? 

Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 additional minutes to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized for 
5 additional minutes. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the 
next question Members of Congress 
would ask, and should ask, when they 

consider such plans. is "How much will 
this plan cost?'' 

The staff of the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation has stated 
that the plan to which I have just re· 
ferred, if adopted, "would put into con­
sumer spendable income approximately 
$1 billion a month"; and the cost for the 
6-month period would be approximately 
$5 billion or $6 billion. 

Mr. President, if we need to have some .. 
thing done quickly, such a plan would 
be one which could be adopted for that 
purpose. 

But again I say that the House Ways 
and Means Committee and the Senate 
Finance Committee should give consid­
eration to these plans. 

Personally, I think the plan has much 
merit. I believe tax reduction has great 
value in aiding in ending a recession. 

In 1954, when a tax reduction was 
·made, we picked up approximately $52 
billion in 16 months. 

I am not so certain that the programs 
we are considering at the present time­
programs for spending on public works-­
will end the present recession. I hope 
they will, but past experience shows that 
such programs do not always work that 
way. 

The plan on "quickie" tax relief is 
based on the proposition that it is better 
for the taxpayer to have more money to 
spend than for the Government to spend 
it on "priming the pump," so to speak, 
by spending on isolated and sometimes 
unnecessary projects. 

I admit frankly that this proposal 
will, if adopted, require some deficit 
financing; but I believe we shall have 
to resort to deficit financing anyway. 
In my judgment, however, · the deficit 
financing required under this plan will 
be less than in the case of the "prime 
the pump" method. In the long run 
this plan will be far better than the 
"prime the pump" method. 

Looking at the plan at applied to pres­
ent conditions-being static-it prob­
ably will result in a deficit of $4 billion. 
Looking at the plan as applied to future 
conditions, as a dynamic problem, it 
probably will result in a deficit of only 
$2 billion, because I believe it will ac­
celerate business sufficiently to result in 
about $2 billion of additional tax 
revenue. 

The plan will give tax relief immedi­
ately to everybody in the United States. 
Government spending is necessarily con­
fined to certain areas and does not bene­
fit all equally. 

But, Mr. President, if on July 1 the 
Congress determines that it is necessary 
to end the recession by making a tax 
reduction, I think that can be done very 
rapidly by cutting the withholding tax 
50 percent for 1 month, 2 months, or 
any other period which Congress may 
decide upon. 

I have prepared some amendments on 
this point. ' 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD the 
table to which I have referred, which 
has been prepared by the staff of the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation. 
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There being ,no objection, the table 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows-: 

"QUICKIE .. TAX REL'IEI' 

( 1) This suggestion would reduce the 
withholding rate from 18 percent :to 9 per­
c~nt for a 6-month period. beginning July 1, 
1958. It also provides for an accompanying 
adjustment in the final liability. Such a 
p lan would increase the purchasing power 
of the wage earner by about $1.2 billion 'a 
month. In the case of taxpayers not sub­
ject to withholding, adjustments could be 
made in their declarations. 

This plan could be extended for a longer 
period if economic conditi<;ms warranted. 
The following table indicates the reduction 
of withheld taxes under various salary lev­
els and exemption classes: 

6 months' reduction In with· 

Weekly 
EarnJngs .beld t ax under plan 

In 
earnings 6-month 

period l exemp- 2 exemp- .4 exemp-
tion tions tions 

------
$50 _______ $1,300 $87 $56 (1) $75 ___________ 

1, 950 145 115 $54 $1()() _________ 
2; 600 204 173 112 $125 ••• ______ 3, 250 262 232 171 

$150 .•• _______ 3, 900 321 2!l0 229 
$175. ________ 4, 550 379 349 288 $200 __________ 5,200 438 407 346 

1 No withholding under present law. 

(2) This plan wOU:ld double the $13 value 
of the present per capita weekly withholding 
exemption with proper adjustments in other 
pay period exemptions. This would increase 
to $26 each per capita exemption claimed by 
the wage earner. The plan could be adopted 
on July 1, 1958, for a 6-month period, or 
extended longer if desired. 

For a worker with a family of 4, this plan 
would increase his weekly take-home pay ·by 
$9.36, and for a 6-month period by $243.36. 

Adoption of such a plan would put into 
consumer spendable income approximately 
$1 billion a month. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Kansas yield for 
a question? 

Mr. CARLSON. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Did 1: correctly 

understand the Senator from Kansas to 
say that if such an amendment were 
adopted, it would result in a $4 billion 
deficit? 

Mr. CARLSON. That was the esti­
mate made by the staff. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That would be 
a $4 billion deficit additional to any defi­
-cit which may result from the present 
spending; is that correct? 

Mr. CARLSON. That is correct. Of 
course, it is estimated that the additional 
spending would "pick up" or result in 
$2 billion of -additional revenue, and 
that would make the net deficit only $2 
billion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter I have received from the 
Kansas Motor Car Dealers Association, 
and also two telegrams which I have re­
ceived. I have discussed this matter 
earlier today. 

There being no ebjection, the letter 
and telegrams were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

NoRTON, KANs.., March 13, 1958. 
Senator FRANK CARLSON, 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Any reduction in excise tax on motor 

vehicles, accessories, parts, etc., passed on 

t .o our dealership 'by th~ manufacturers will 
be passed on to customers. 

CITY MOTORS. 
SCHEETZ MOTOR. 
WALTER MOTOR. 

13ENNETT MOTOR. 
GALL MOTOR. 
MIZELL MOTOR. 

WICHITA, KANs., March 13, 1958. 
Senator FRANK CARLSON, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
If manufacturers excise tax on automo­

biles, truck parts and accessories is repealed 
or reduced retroactive to March 1, 1958 all 
r.eduction of prices will be passed on to the 
customers. 

Bob Moore Olds, Ben Robenson Buick, 
Gage Cadillac-Olds, Byron Stout Pon­
tiac, Spencer Auto Service, ABC Motors, 
R. D. McKay Motor Co., Hobbs Chevro­
let Co., Yingling Chevrolet Co., Price 
Auto Service, Zolgmann Motor Co., 
Palm Swede Motors, Dick Price Motors. 

KANSAS MOTOR CAR 
DEALERS ASSOCIATION, 

Topeka, Kans., March 6,1958. 
Senator FRANK CARLSON, 

Senate Buildi ng, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR FRANK: In behalf of over 85 percent 

of franchised dealers of new cars and new 
trucks who are members of our State Auto­
mobile Dealers Association and the National 
Automobile Dealers Association, and sell over 
90 percent of all new cars and trucks sold in 
Kansas, we appeal to you for immediate help 
to reduce or eliminate the present Federal 
excise tax on new cars and new trucks. The 
increased cost of labor and material since 
World War II has resulted in increased cost 
in the manufacturing of new cars and new 
trucks, resulting in increased cost to fran­
ochised retail dealers and increased cost to 
the buying public beyond their ability to 
pay. 

The profits of the overall retail automobile 
industry, expressed as a percentage of sales 
and before provision for Federal income 
taxes, has varied from a high of 6.3 percent 
in 1950 to a low of 0.6 percent in 1954 and 
0.7 of 1 percent for the year of 1957. 

Federal excise taxes were put on new cars 
and new trucks as a war measure. Since 
Wor.ld Wa r II, Congress has repealed or re­
duced excise taxes on several industries-for 
example, pict,1re shows and other entertain­
ment, etc. 

Over 80 percent of automobile mileage is 
essential; truck mileage-almost 100 percent. 

Since World War II, operating expense of 
automotive trausportation has increased by 
leaps and bounds-due to increased cost of 
maintenance expense, labor, parts, tires, 
equipment, oil, gasoline, city and State taxes, 
vehicle license fees, sales tax, etc., Federal 
and State increased gasoline tax and motor 
vehicle insurance. 

Of recent months, some manufacturers of 
new cars and new trucks have had to reduce 
their working force by thousands of workers. 

The retailing and allied industries of serv­
icing and usage of automotive vehicles is one 
of Kansas' major industries. 

Purpose of the foregoing is to inform you 
the Kansas Motor Car Dealers Association 
endorses proposal of Admiral Frederick J. 
Bell, executive vice president of the National 
Automobile Dealers Association with offices 
at 2000 K Street NW., Washington, D. C., 
that Congress reduce or eliminate excise tax 
on new cars and new trucks, providing the 
manufacturer, 1n turn, passes this savings 
on to the dealers, the franchised dealer will~ 
1n turn, pass this saving along to their 
customers. 

We wish to express to you our sincere 
thanks for your loyal support in the past, on 
legislation that a1fects our industry. 

Wi!i appreciate wiTe'TeP"lY, eo1leet, express­
ing your views on this very important legis­
lation. 

Yours sincerely, 
H. H. W AJ.:L, President. 

Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from New 
Yor k. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I address 
myself to this matter only because I, in 
part, represent the largest industrial and 
commercial State in the Union, a State 
which contributes, in round figures, ap­
proximately 20 percent of the total Fed­
eral tax. I think the people of my:State 
have the right to know why, as their 
Senator, I shall vote as I shall on this 
amendment. Also, it may be of some in­
terest to my colleagues. So I shall take 
but a fe-w moments to state my position. 

I shall vote against the Douglas 
amendment, and I shall do so with a 
heavy heart, because I have very great 
respect for my colleague from Illinois. 
Normally, I would consider myself as be­
ing on questionable ground not to be 
with him on an issue like this. I would 
rather be with him. Then I would be 
more deeply confirmed in my own think­
ing. 

I have thought this question through 
very thoroughly. I feel the question is 
one essentially of timing. I think it is 
.essential that the debate on the question 
-be completed. I rather think, therefore, 
the Senator from Illinois, as is typical 
.of him, has done us service, no matter 
.how the vote on the amendment may · go 
in enabling us to sharpen our thinking on 
his practical and very thoroughly pre­
pared presentation. 

I say it is a question of timing because 
I belie~e the recession is very serious now. 
In my State 442,000 persons are reg­
istered for unemployment benefits, with 
a very heavy ratio in manufacturing in­
dustries, especially in such centers as 
Buffalo, Utica, Elmira, and the Troy­
Schenectady areas. 

What troubles me in the debate on 
this question, here and throughout the 
country-and that is what it is getting 
down to-is that the effort by my dear 
friend and colleague from nlinois comes 
at the beginning rather than at the 
climax of the debate. I think we would 
find ourselves in a m:1ch better position 
to deal with the amendment more wisily 
after we had had an opportunity to let 
the debate mature. 

In designing antirecession remedies 
we should determine the basic cause, as 
nearly as we can, and try to direct our 
fire .at the target. The assumption being 
made is that the basic cause of the reces­
sion is very much what it was in 1953-54, 
and that the recession would be dispelled, 
as it was then, by a tax cut in roughly 
the same amount as was made then, 
about $5 biliion. I think that is a risky 
and unnecessary assumption at this 
time, for these reasons: This recession 
is characterized, not by a major decrease 
in consumer purchasing, which has gone 
down relatively little since we first began 
to see the signs of a recession at the end 
o.f last s.wnmer, but the recession is based 
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on a $5 billion inventory contraction, and 
an annual rate of several billion dollars 
in investment in facilities and equipment 
by business and industry. It has hit 
hardest major durable goods items like 
automobiles. 

The same workers who are now unem­
ployed were buying at record levels for 
consumption only 6 or 8 months ago-­
and, indeed, those who are employed 
are still buying at near record levels. 
The difficulty we now face is with people 
who have no jobs, who only work part 
time, or who are in fear of losing their 
jobs. That is where the danger appears. 

I do not believe the jobholder getting 
the benefit of $50 in a personal income 
tax cut will buy an automobile or a home 
because of it. I believe that is the ful­
crum on which the question turns. I do 
believe when he sees unemployment go­
ing down and feels more secure in his 
job he will go on making the same ex­
penditures for consumption which kept 
our economy at such a high rate in 1955, 
1956, and 1957. 

Accordingly, I have backed and worked 
for, and will continue to back and work 
for, in the intervening period which I 
think is necessary, first, unemployment 
compensation to take up the slack there 
as ~uch as possible, and then programs 
to fit into existing, going projects such 
as housing, highways, education, small 
liusiness, hospitals, defense, aid to do­
mestic underdeveloped areas, foreit;n 
economic and technical assistance, and 
Federal aid to school construction. 
There is capability for adding to the 
economy from $5 billion to $10 billion by 
programs additional to those of the last 
fiscal year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time .of the Senator from Nt!W York has 
expired. 
. Mr. HOBLITZELL. I yie~d 3 addi­

tional minutes to the Senator from New 
York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. These are not tradi­
tional public works programs which need 
a time lead for preparation, but the pro­
grams I am talking about now, fortu­
nately, fit in with going concerns, as it 
were. We have seen some evidence of 
that in the action we have already taken 
this week on. the housing bill. '· 

I might say, in explanation of my own 
vote on yesterday with reference to VA 
mortgage interest rates, that I feel that 
process needs to be facilitated by lower 
interest rates. I express the hope and 
the expectation that we shall see lower 
rediscount rates than we have seen. 
They should have been cut drastically 
when they were cut, in order to give the 
necessary lift to the economy. · 

I think it needs to be emphasized 
again that an income tax cut is essen­
tially a one-shot operation. Hence, 
when it is done, the timing is .all impor­
tant. Added to additional antireces­
sional expenditures .already contem­
plated, it could easily give us, if we pro­
vided a large income-tax cut, a $10 bil­
lion deficit in · the next fiscai year. It 
could cancel out all its gains, and more, 
by inflation. Such an income tax cut 

could not be repeated. In addition, if 
defense necessities or expenditures for 
survival became necessary, which was 
the dominant note only 6 or 8 weeks ago, 
it would be extremely difficult to raise 
the rates again. We need more turn­
around time. 

By way of conclusion, in view of our 
excellent efforts toward stimulating em­
ployment, through Federal appropria­
tions for all types of construction which 
can fit in with work already under way, 
I do not feel at this time-and I empha­
size this-we should run the risk of a 
"quickie" income-tax reduction. 

I conclude by paying tribute to the 
stimulation provided by and to the 
dynamic thinking which the Senator 
from Illinois has brought about in this 
situation. I have no doubt it will accel­
erate very materially, no matter how the 
vote on the amendment goes, vigorous 
action which we must and will take in 
combating the recession. 

Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. PAYNE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Maine is recognized for 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I wish to 
join my distinguished colleague from 
New York in the statement he has just 
made. I also desire to compliment my 
colleague the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAs] for the presentation he has 
made of the proposal . which is under 
consideration. 

It is my feeling that however, an 
amendment of this type, involving bil­
lions of dollars, many technical changes 
in the present law, and many very diffi­
cult formulas-an amendment which was 
spoken on only 2 days or so ago, and 
which was printed only as of March 12 
and placed upon the desks of Members of 
the Senate, should not be given at this 
moment -the serious consideration of 
Members of this body. 

That is not to say that the pending 
proposal does not deserve full and com­
plete understanding, study, and consid­
eration by the Members of this body. 
However, it is a poor procedure, in my 
humble judgment, to legislate in the 
Chamber of the Senate on an amend­
ment involving billions of dollars after a 
period of 4 hours of discussion, with no 
opportunity being afforded to go into the 
many facets of the problem, or to exer­
cise one's judgment and arrive at a 
sound equation. 

I am perfectly willing to state that 
the amendment, containing the several 
items it does, should be given considera­
tion by the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate and the Committee o·n Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives, 
in order that the committees might sub-· 
mit what would be a sound and concrete 
proposal. I shall go a little further. I 
shall be ·very brief, because I know my 
time is limited. 

No one could have a higher regard 
than this Senator has for the distin­
guished senior Senator from the State 
of Virginia [Mr. BYRD] or for the exact­
ing work he has done as the chairman 
of the Committee on Finance. We are 
involved, though, at the present time, 

in an undertaking calling for appropria­
tions of millions of dollars to stimulate 
the economy in several different direc­
tions all at one and the same time. 

I simply say that notwithstanding the 
high regard I hold for my distinguished 
colleague from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], 
I am going to vote against the amend­
ment offered by him, not because it does 
not have merit, but rather because it 
does not bear up under the study given 
to it by a body which was chosen by the 
Senate to make such study and to sub­
mit an answer. 

I am also going to vote against the 
measure reported by the Committee on 
Finance, to give relief to the insurance 
companies, because I shall not agree to 
give that type of relief, involving more 
than $100 million, at this moment when 
we are appropriating hundreds of mil­
lions of dollars. I shall not support the 
bill and neither shall I vote for the 
amendment which is now before the 
Senate. 

Let it be clear on the record that I 
shall vote against the amendment and 
I shall vote against the bill itself. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 

3 minutes to the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sena.tor from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sup­
port the amendment offered by the Sen­
ator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], and I 
shall vote for it. 

I am one of those who do not know, 
Mr. President, when a recession ends 
and when a depression starts. All I 
know is that more than 5 million people 
in this great country are out of employ­
ment. All I know ·is that 13 percent 
of the employable population of my own 
State are now unemployed. 

I do not know whether we should act 
today, act tomorrow, act next week, act 
next month, or act next year. All I 
know is that unless we act now, this 
avalanche may so snowball as to make 
the situation very tragic indeed. As a 
matter of fact, it may become very dis­
astrous. 

There are those here who say, "We can 
wait for 6 weeks. We can wait for 2 
months." Why do they want us to wait? 
It is because they want us merely to 
hope. 

Let us assume that we did made a mis­
take tonight, and acted 2 months before 
time, and that we did stop the snow­
balling depression. What would we lose 
if we did that? Would we all shed croc­
odile tears because we stopped a depres­
sion 2 months before we had hoped to? 
What do we stand to lose if we stop a 
depression . tomorrow rather than stop it 
2 months from now? 

Mr. President, we are dealing with hu­
manity. I think I have some concep­
tion and some understanding of what 
it means for the father of a family to 
come home when he is without work, 
when it is necessary for him to feed his· 
family three times a day. It is not a 
question of his being able to feed them 
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2 months from now, he must feed them~ 
tonight, tomorrow, and every other day 
they breathe the fresh air Almighty God 
made available to all of us. 

That is the challenge we face. I know 
it might be a little better if we sat down · 
in our committee rooms to listen to a 
score of witnesses, but the amendment 
proposed is very simple. It practically 
speaks for itself. How many times have 
we passed a bill and then smoothed it 
out in conference? We have experts. 
We have men who have dealt with tax 
laws and who have been with the Gov­
ernment for years and years and years. 
Better than anyone here in the Senate · 
Chamber, they could meet in a corner 
and within a couple of hours could write 
a tax law which would carry out our in­
tent. 

We are here tonight not to come up 
with the refined language which may be 
necessary, but we are here to express 
an intent and take an action which will 
bring an end to this tremendous ava­
lanche. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Rhode Island 
has expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 more minutes to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. When we count the 
cost in human souls, when we realize 
what is happening to the millions of 
families in this great Nation, when we 
realize that there are more people un­
employed in the United States of Amer­
ica-a greater percentage-than in 
some nations to whom we give foreign 
aid to stabilize their economies, we have 
adequate reasons to adopt the pending 
amendment. That is the situation · 
which faces the Senate, not 2 months 
from now but this evening. The amend­
ment is before the Senate. I am one of 
those who feel responsibility. I cannot 
shirk my responsibility. I shall support 
the amendment because I know that 13 
percent of the working people in my 
State are unemployed. That means 13 
human beings out of every 100 have .no 
place to go to work tomorrow. 

All we are seeking is to do something 
about the economic situation. I care 
not what technicalities may be raised. 
I care not how a gre.at parliamentarian 
would act. I subscribe to what was said 
by the distinguished Senator from Mich­
igan [Mr. PoTTERJ. We need dynamic 
leadership, and we need it now. If a tax · 
cut is necessary at all, it is necessary 
tonight, because as I stand here more · 
than 5 million Americans are out of 
work. That is my reason for supporting 
the amendment, and that is the reason 
I shall vote for it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
resume of the current economic situ­
ation in Rhode Island. 

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

THE CURRENT ECONOMIC SITUATION :IN 
RHODE ISLAND 

Rhode Island is at present passing through 
its severest economic decline since 1949. · 
Total employment in the State has been 
falling steadily in the past year, except for 
brief seasonal upturns. The decline has 

been at a much faster rate since the begin­
ning of the year. As a result, total employ­
ment in the State has currently dropped to 
its lowest point since 1949. Wage and salary 
employment this January (the latest month 
for which complete figures are available) 
totaled 268,700, a loss of 17,200 jobs from the 
same month a year ago-which was by no 
means a January of high employment as com­
pared to other years. For example, in Janu­
ary 1956, the employment total was 295,100; 
in January 1953, it was 304,700; in J anuary 
1952, it was 298,600; in January 1951, it was 
312,700. Even in 1949, before the year's 
lowest point was reached in July, the Janu­
ary employment was .286,700, or 18,000 higher 
than the figure for this January. 

This decline has involved most lines of em­
ployment in the State, but it has been par­
t icularly severe in the manufacturing indus­
tries. Total factory employment has been 
shrinking at a faster rate in the past year 
than nonfactory employment. Manufactur­
ing employment in J anuary dropped to 
109,400, the lowest point since the prewar 
years. ThJs figure was 15,600 below the level 
of a year ago, but much lower as compared 
to the January totals of other years; for 
example, the 149,200 in 1953, the 161,000 in 
1951, and the 158,000 in 1947 and 194.8. The 
d ecline in the textile industry, whose employ­
ment has been cut in half from the more 
than 60,000 it employed in the early postwar 
years, has been responsible for most of this 
loss in factory jobs. 

As a result of these employment losses, 
unemployment in the State has been in­
creasing in the past several years. The job­
less total has been mounting even more rap­
idly since the beginning of this year, and 
now st ands at an estimated 46,000, the high­
est for any January and one of the highest 
for any month since the war. In relation 
to th.e State's total work force this means 
an unemployed ratio of 13.0 percent, as 
compared to the average rate of 7.4 percent 
for the Nation as a whole. 

By comparison, unemployment In January 
1957 totaled only 29,900, representing 8.4 
percent of the labor force; in December the 
total had r isen to 37,800, or 10.6 percent of 
the labor force. 

Compared with other years, the unem­
ployment figure of 36,000 in January 1958 
was nearly equal to the previous high of 
46,500 in April and May of 1954. The cur­
rent January total was also exceeded by 2 
months in 1950-47,000 in May and 48,000 in 
June. The highest postwar unemployment 
levels were experienced in 1949, when the to­
tal rose to 57,000 in April, climbed to the 
postwar peak of 65,000 in July and stayed at 
the high levels of 60,000 in August, 52,000 
in September, and 47,000 in October. At its 
highest point in July 1949, unemployment 
constituted 17.7 percent of the total labor 
force. 
· It should, however, be noted that both 

in 1949 and 1950, the abnormally high job­
less levels reflected in part the Impact of 
the fixed employment security benefit year 
then in effect, as a result of which most 
Of the unemployed workers filed for their 
benefits at or around the beginning of the 
new benefit year on Aprill. 

Unemployment in the State stood at Its 
lowest postwar level in October 1950, when 
it totaled only 14,000 and made up 3.8 per­
cent of the labor force. September, No­
vember, and December of that year were also 
months of low unemployment, averaging 
around 16,500. The first 4 months of 1951 
also showed re~atively low unemployment, 
averaging about 17,500 or 4.7 percent of the 
labor force. The year 1953 again was a year 
of relatively stable employment and moder­
a-te unemployment. The latter averaged 
about 22,000 for the year, or 6.1 percent of· 
the labor force. In more recent years, the 
last 4 months of 1956 were .also periods of 
moderate to low unemployment, averaging 

t~:bout 21,000, for an unemployment rate of 
6.1 percent. 
. In other words, unemployment In the 

State currently is more than twice as high as 
the low levels of the years mentioned. In­
dications are that unemployment in the 
State will continue at high levels for some. 
months to come, as they are expected to do 
in other parts of the Nation. 

Reflecting this mounting unemployment, 
claims for employment security benefits have 
climbed sharply in the past 2 months from 
the already high levels of the past year. 
Since the first of this year, the weekly total · 
of all claimants in the State has been well 
above 30,000. The amount of benefits paid in 
January was $2,821,279, and in February, 
$2,640,214. These figures compare with pay­
ments of $1,866,752 and $1,843,830 respec-. 
tively in J anuary and February of last year. 
Both the number of unemployment claims 
filed and the amount of benefits paid have 
been highest since the recession of 1949. 
· The trend in insured unemployment has 

closely paralleled the trend in total unem­
ployment. Thus, in the week ending Febru­
ary 15, 1958 (the latest period available) the · 
number of claimants in continued and com­
pensable status in the State represented 10.3 
percent oj the total covered work force. The 
average insured rate for the Nation for the 
same week was 7.5 percent. For the corre­
sponding week a year ago~ the insured une;m- . 
ployment rate for the State was 7.8 percent 
and the average for the Nation was 4.4 per­
cent. For the week ending September 28, 
1957, before the downturn came in employ­
ment, Rhode Island's insured rate was only 
4.1 percent and the average for the Nation 
2.9 percent. In other words, Rhode Island's 
current insured jobless rate is about 2~ 
times the rate of last September. 

These high claim loads and resultant bene­
fit outlays have meant a much heavler drain 
on the State's employment security fund: 
The effect of these heavier drains are already 
apparent in the balance remaining in the 
fund. From a reserve of $30,929,772 in ,the 
fund as of February 28, 1957, the balance as 
of the end of this February had dropped to 
an estimated $29,129,628, a decrease of ap­
proximately $1,800,144 in the February-to­
February tomparison. The reserve may drop 
still further in the coming months, if the 
benefit outlays continue to remain heavy, 
as they are expected to do. 

· Together with these peak claim loads and 
payments, the number of claimants who have 
~sed up all their benefit credits has been ris­
ing steadily in the past several months. A 
total of 2 ,376 claimants received final pay­
ments in January and 2,190 in February. In 
fact, in the year 1957, 30 out of every 100 per­
sons who received a benefit payment ex­
hausted their benefits, one of the highest · 
exhaustion rates for any State and compared 
with an average of 22.1 percent for the Na­
tion. The average duration of benefits col-· 
lected by exhaustees in Rhode Island in 
1957 was 15.6 weeks. There is every indica­
tion that exhaustions will run even higher 
in 1958. The prospects of reemployment this 
~ear are even less favorable than they were 
last year. Accordingly, the bulk of the 
eXhaustees will not be returning to their jobs 
and will in all probability have to go on the 
r~lief rolls after receiving their final benefit·. 
payments. 

· Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield. 
~minutes to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as a co­
S,Ponsor ()f the amendment, I desire to 
~lace myself on record as voting for the 
~mendment for three main reasons. 
. First, I shall vote for the amendment 

for the reasons set forth in the powerful 
argument just made by the Senator from 
Rhode Island EMr. PASTORE]. I shall not 
r.etrace that argument. It . speaks for 
itself. · 
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Second, Mr. President, it is my judg­

ment , the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] is an unquestioned tax au­
thority. He is not onlY, in my opinion, 
the greatest economist in the Senate; 
but, as I have said from many platforms 
i!l America, I think he is one of the 10 
greatest economists in America. I be­
li.eve in following the advice of experts 
who have the knowledge I do not profess 
to have· as an expert on a matter. such 
as this. 

I am not at all moved by the argument 
that perhaps some of the proposals in the 
amendment have not received all the 
hearings some would .like to have .them 
receive. They. have received very schol­
arly study by the Senator from Illinois, 
and I am waiting for a successful rebut­
tal to the arguments of. the Senator from 

· Illinois. I have not heard it. There­
fore, Mr. President, I shall vote for the 
amendment because I think I have un­
questioned,. competent authority on 
which to rely. · 
· In-the third place, in line with . what 
the Senator from Rhode . Island [Mr~ 
PASTORE] has said, there are millions of 
unemployed people in my State. Oregon 
is just about at the bottom of the ladder 
so far as unemployment is concerned. 
The situation there is about the worst 
in the country. The savings to the peo.:. 
pie which would flow from this amend­
ment would go directly into the cash 
registers of the small-business men of 
my State. They would not go into a 
deep freezer. Those savings would go 
into cash registers to buy necessities for 
the people. That would help to provide 
the employment which the Senator from 
Rhode Island has discussed. 

Mr. President, I am willing to take 
the risks involved. I am willing to re­
solve the doubts in favor of doing some­
thing which will increase the.purchasing 
power of the mass of consumers. 

Lastly, I shall vote for 'the amend­
ment because the entire excise · tax pro­
vision. in it has been before the S.enate 
.since 1947. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield an additional 
minute to the Senator froin Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. The excise tax p_ro­
vision has been before the Seriate since 
1947, when a group of economists ·and 
advisers to the Committee for Economic 
Development first recommended the 
elimination of most of the excise taxe&, 
and the reduction of many of the others, 
giving as their major economic .reason 
the fact that such action would cause 
the savings to flow into tne,cash regis­
ters of the country. 

That ·argument is even more poten,t 
today than it was. in 1947 . . The excise 
taxes are inequitable and . urijust. · I 
think we owe it to American business to 
give it the relief it would get from the 
elimination of the excise taxes. · , · 

I could enumerate marty other reasons, 
but I think ·the .' broad brush strokes I 
have just painted in . support · of the 
amendment sumce to make the .record 
perfectly cleB.r. · I am voting for t~ 
amendment because I think it would 
bring relief to people in. America who 
tonight ·sorely need relief. 

ciiV--272 . 

· ' The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces that the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] has 10·more min­
utes, and the minority leader has 45 
minutes. 
· Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY]. 
, Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am 
very happy to associate myself with the 
able and distinguished Senator from Illi­
nois in support of his amendment. As 
has been stated again and again, he is 
a respected authority in the field of eco­
nomics, and a profound and dedicated 
student of all problems relating to our 
·economy. I realize that there are dif­
ferences of opinion over the method 
which should be utilized to stimulate the 
economy. However, there is one :;:Joint 
which does not seem to be in dispute . 
The economy needs stimulation. There 
-is no doubt about that. 

The question is, How? There is an­
. other question, and that is: How bad off 
is the economy? 
- · I believe it would be prudent on the 
part of the Senate to consider the fact 
that the so-called seasonal upturns and 
inventory adjustments which the alleged 
experts were expecting have not ma­
-terialized. 

.I think it would be well for Members 
of the Senate to recognize that there 
are deep problems in this economy whicli 
.have been with us for a long time. They 
have been glossed over and obscured by 
·a barrage of propaganda and an overdose 
of political soothing sirup. 
- We debated one of · those problems 
earlier in the day. I refer to the decline 
in farm income. Many Senators were 
present when we held hearings dealing 
.with tax relief for small business. There 
is no doubt that small business enter .. 
. prises ..have oeen facing a very serious 
economic situation. I was looking for a 
-clipping which I had in my hand today, 
pointing out that the International Har.:. 
vester Co. had suffered a drop in sales of 
millions . of dollars. . It had suffered a 
drop in its income of more than 13 
·percent. - _ 

I do not have the time tonight to pin.;. 
point what I call the weak spots of econ,.. 
omy, ·but I _did so on March 6 in the 
Senate, and that speech is in the RECORD'. 

The Senator from Illinois propos_es to 
-lower the tax rate on the first $1,000 of 
taxable income. Why? Because that 
relief would reach the great mass pf po­
tential purchasers of goods and s~rvice. 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expir-ed. 

Mr . .'DOUGLAS. I yield another min­
ute te the Senator from Minnesota. -· 

Mr. HUMPHREY. T:Pe proposed de­
_crease from 20 to 15 percent touches the 
pocketbook, in the sense of placing some.­
thing in the· pocketbooks of those who 
.are in the low-income brackets. It 
.touches all, but the majority of the tax­
payers who would be particularly bene­
fited 8tfe in the low-income brackets .. 

Also, the proposed relief would reach 
the single taxpayers, who carry a tre· 
mendous burden of taxation. . · 
_ As to the excise taxes~ I cowd no:t 
_agree more with. what was said by the 
Senator from Oregon. We have been 

intending - to do something about the 
excise taxes as long as I have been a 
Member of the Senate. 

The excise tax structure is inequitable, 
at best. It can be justified only by dire 
conditions, such as war, or conditions 
incident to a postwar era. It is not 
justified today, in a period of economic 
recession. 

I wish I could be more definite about 
a knowledge of the economy; but in this 
instance I would rather be on the side 
of doing a little more than necessary, 
rather than less. Doing more would pay 
dividends, while doing less would re­
sult in deficits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
. Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] has 
6 minutes remaining. The minority 
leader has 45 minutes. 
. Mr. NEUBERGER rose. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. P.resident, I yield 
for a question to the junior Senator 
·from Oregon . 

Mr. NEUBERGER; Mr. President, I 
had requested 5 minutes from the 
other side. -I should like to ask my 
distinguished colleague one question. 1 
expect to discuss this subject in a little 
greater detail_ 18tter. 
. Why is the transportation tax, or the 
-travel tax, npt repealed entirely? I ask 
that question as a Senator from the 
region which has the highest unemploy­
ment rate of any region in the United 
States. -Tqis_ particular tax is choking 
the Pacific Northwest, because we are 
.so far from major markets, and so much 
of the cost of our manufacturing is in­
volved in fr:e~ght. . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say to my 
good friend-- · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
-Chair asks the Senator from Illinois 
whether he is yielding from his time or 
_the time of the minority? . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have no control 
.over the time of the minority. I yield 
from my own time. 
- The ~RESII)I~G PF~ICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield? . 
- Mr. DOUGLAS. As much time as 
may be necessary to deal with the ques-:­
tion of the Senator from Oregon, with. 
the understanding that I do not run over 
'the total time, and· that the-explanation 
-I am about to give will not be deQ.ucted 
from the time of the minority. · 

The· Senator from Illinois is very con.:­
servative financially. He proposed, a de­
crease of $335 million in the transporta .. 
-tion tax. He _has been under a good deal 
of attack for allegedly doing tpo much. 
, N-aw the Senator from Oregon comes 
_along and says that he is not doing 
.enoUgh. The Senator from Oregon re­
.minds ·me of the man who, when he was 
saved from · drowning, asked his res-
:Cuer, "Why didn't you save my hat?'' 
-[Laughter.] 

I should like to eliminate the trans:­
·portation tax entirely, but that would 
cost $335 million a year more, and I am 
trying to get a bill which will embody 
.most of the desirable provisions. 
- Mr. NEUBERGER. I may say to my 
'good friend from Illinois that the $500 
million reduction in the case of automo­
_biles is mainly for the 6Y2 million people 
who might purchase automobiles. But 
'the $330 milliQn r~~uction in the freight 



4300 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE March 13 

tax would go to every person in the credit. However, he· does not believe not that of opening the mind of the Sen­
United States, because the freight tax is that the pending measure is a proper ator from Illinois so that he can better 
a part of the cost of every commodity in vehicle for such an amendment. The understand what is going on. 
our economy; it goes into the cost of all Treasury Department has made it plain Mr. DOUGLAS. Sometimes it is diffi­
the food we eat and everything we wear. that the matter is being ·studied. · The cult to follow the Senator from Okla­
It does not seem to me to be a fair pro- leadership in the House of Repre~enta- homa as he becomes intoxicated with 
portion of the proposed reduction,· in tives has made it plain that the matter the exuberance of his own verbosity 
other words. of a tax reduction is being studied in when he goes along in that fashion, and 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If we wait until we the House, where it has been the historic I was merely trying to introduce a cer­
get a tax bill which satisfies everyone, pattern for tax legislation to originate. tain element of fact. 
we will wait until doomsday. All we·can I am opposed to the pending amend- Mr. KERR. It is almost as burden­
do is write a bill which will take most ment · because I do not believe it would some as having the Senator from Illi­
of the good provisions that we want and accomplish the purpose ascribed to it by ' nois always on the floor interrupting 
put them into effect. I believe it.was'Ed,;; those supporting it. The Senator from other Senators, whether it is on his own 
mund Burke who said that to tax· and to Oklahoma is as conscious of the burden time or on their time. 
please at the same time is 'not given to imposed on our economy by more than Mr. · DOUGLAS. I notice that the 
mortal man. I hope my good friend 5% million unemployed as is any other Senator from Oklahoma does that him­
from Oregon, in his ·desire to· protect the Senator. The Senator from Oklahoma self upon: occasion. 
Pacific Northwest, will not shut the gates has made it plain for 2 years that he felt Mr. KERR. He does indeed. 
of mercy on mankind and vote against a certain policies would inevitably result Mr. DOUGLAS. The next time I have 
measure that' is designed to effect -eco- in recession and unemployment, and any time. assigned to me I shall .be very 
nomic reco\iery~ . . they have. Measures should be taken to glad to yield to my good friend, the 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Would the dis.::. stem the recession and reverse the eco-' Senator ·from Oklahoma, and he can in­
tingtlished Sen~tor from Illinois consider nomic tide. However, the amendment dulge in his characteristic rhodomontade 
modifying his amendment to repeal the offered by the Senator from Illinois will as much as he wishes. 
Federal freight tax entirely? not accomplish that purpose. He offers Mr. KERR. The ·senator from Okla­
. Mr. DOUGiiAS. I am informed that I an amendment which would benefit in- homa ·does interrupt at times, but he 
am not able to do it from a parliamen- dividual taxpayers by about $3% billion. tries to know what he is talking about 
tary ' s'tindpoint, because ' the yeas and Mr. DOUGLAS.. Mr. President, will when he interrupts. 
nays -have been ordered: ·I am told that the Senator yield? Mr. DOUGLAS. He certainly tries but 
there is a possibility that after the con- Mr. KERR. I yield. he is not always successful in that reg,ard'. 
trolled time has been used up; and prior Mr. DOUGLAS. It would benefit tax- Mr. KERR. That is true, but that is 
to the final rollcall,- amendments m'ay be payers to the extent of $5,200,000,000. no -reason why the Senator from Illinois 
proposed. r believe at that ·time it would Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator for should criticize the behavior of -the Sena• 
be appropriate for the senator froJ;Ii ore- his scintillating brilliance and the in- tor from Oklahoma. 
gon to offer an amendment. I believe the ,appropriateness of his manifestation Mr. DOUGLAS. I am ready to. call it 

' Senator from Rhode Island also pas an·. of it. . . . . a draw and -resume the debate. 
amendment' to offer. . However it · can- - Mr. DOUGLAS. · I know the evening , Mr. KERR. That is a fair proposal, 

· not be done during the 'controliect 'time .. ·is late. . and I accept it. As I was saying before 
Mr . . NEUBERGER. Mr.· President, a - ~r. KERR: . The. Senator froll:l Ill~- i was interrupted, the.- Senator from Illi-

parllamentary · inquiry. · · ~ . · n01-s offers two ba~Ic proposals ~n his nois·. proposes a reduction of about $3.5 
The ·. PRESIDING · OFFICER. -· The ame?dll:l~nt. <?ne IS the reductiOn ~~ bil1ion in personal· income taxes. I ask 

Serlator from oregon will ' state it. the m~I~Idu~l mcome tax_; the other _Is the Senator of what benefit that would 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Is it correct that the_ ehmmat10n or reductiOn of certam be to the unemployed? If a man is un­

afte'r. the controlled time has ·been used excise taxes. employed and has no taxable income, 
up, it is permissible to offer an amend- Mr. DOl!GLAS. The Senator from how does it benefit him to reduce liis 
ment to the pending amendment? Oklahoma IS correct. _ tax? 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- Mr. ·KERR. T~e Se!lator from Okla- The Senator from Illinois offers it with 
ator is correct. The unanimous-consent hom was addressmg himself. to the ~rst one hand even to those who are employed 
agreement does not exclude further part of the amendment, WhiCh prOVIdes and have taxable income, and with the 
amendments. for a reduction in individual income other hand takes it way from them; Al-

Mr. NEUBERGER. . I thank my friend taxes. though he offers a $3 billion reduction 
from Illinois. Mr. DOUGLAS. I beg the Senator's on personal income tax, the taxpayer 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pardon. The Senator ·is correct. I must pay about a billion and a half dol­
time of the Senator from Illinois has thought he was giving the total figure. lars of it this year, which, so far as I 
expired. Mr. KERR. I know the Senator from know, is the criticai year, and then un:. 

Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President, r Illinois is the source and fountain of der the provision of the amendment of 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator ·from most knowledge and information, but I the Senator from Illinois, a year from 
Oklahoma. am sure he is not the source and foun:. now or a little over a year from now 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I rise in tain of all of it. Uncle Sam ·will rebate to the individual 
opposition to the amendment offered by . Mr. DOUGLAS. I quite agree with taxpayers about a billion and a half 
the Senator from Illinois to the pending the Senator from Oklahoma. dollars. 
measure. The pending . measure was Mr. KERR. I have been hearing But bear this in mind: The amend-
brought to the floor of the Senate by the about or reading the amendment of the ment will not put $1 into the pockets of 
Committee on Finance as a · measure Senator from Illinois for some days. the unemployed. The tax reduction, 
dealing with the tax on insurance com- Certainly it would not take any great meritorious as it is in some regards, 
panies. It is the opinion of the Senator strain on even the limited brain of the would benefit the employed, not the un­
from Oklahoma, and it was the opinion Senator from Oklahoma to know that employed. 
of. the Committee on Finance, that if the the Senator from Illinois has two sec- Then, Mr. President, I submit that the 
bill were to be made the vehicle for ·tions in his amendment. same thing is true of the Senato'r's pro-
amendments, it could serve no useful Mr. DOUGLAS. I am delighted that posal to reduce or eliminate excise taxes. 
purpose, because it would become an the Senator from Oklahoma should say I was impressed by the eloquent plea of 
overburdened vehicle and break . down ·that. Sometimes the speech of the Sen- the distinguished Senator from Rhode 
somewhere between its present posture ator from Oklahoma is so luxuriant in Island [Mr. PASTORE] for the unem­
and the goal which those offering amend- style that it is very diffi.cult to get at ployed. I join him in that plea. · This 
ments to it would have of its becoming the kernel of the point the Senator recession stalks abroad in Oklahoma, 
the law. · ·from Oklahoma is making, where 200,000 people are going to the 

The senator from Oklahoma favors a Mr. KERR. I know it would be difll- courthouse every Thursday to get hand· 
tax reduction at this time-a tax reduc- cult for the Senator from Illinois to un.. outs of surplus food products. But there 
tion in the forin of' either an ' increase in derstand, but one of· the burdens rest'- is not a thing in the bill which will ' put 
personal exemption or an increased tax ing on the Senator from Oklahoma is $1 in the pockets of any of them. 
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Mr. PASTORE. M;r. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. KERR. I yield. , 
Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator from 

Oklahoma suggesting that the lowering 
of taxes is never a relief to unemploy­
ment? 

Mr. KERR. Not at all. I am saying 
that the tax reductions proposed in the 
amendment will not put any dollars in 
the pockets of the unemployed. 

Mr. PASTORE. Not immediately. 
But the ·condition would be improved by 
the purchasing power of people who now 
cannot spend the money. 

Mr. KERR. But the unemployed need 
help now. 

Mr. PASTORE. How eise can we give 
it to them? 

Mr. KERR. The resolutions have 
been adopted-and the Senator from 
Rhode Island very ably cosponsored 
them-which call for a stepup in public 
works and a step-up in the defense pro­
gram. 

Certainly the Senate voted today to 
put some sort-of foundation under farm 
income. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

Mr. HOBLITZELL. I yield 5 min­
utes more to the Senator from Okla­
homa. 

Mr. KERR. If we are to halt there­
cession, it is necessary to put purchasing 
power into the hands and pockets of the 
unemployed. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? · 

Mr. KERR. My time is limited. I 
regret to say that in the time allotted to 
me I cannot yield. · 

I want Senators to visualize the 200,-
000 people in the breadlines in· Okia­
homa-:and I am sure they are in bread­
-lines in more than half the States of the 
Union. · 

Would the Senator from Oklahoma 
not get a glad hand if he walked down 
to the coUrthouse some Thursday after­
noon, where 500 people were lined up 
to get some surplus food commodities, 
and said, "I've got good news for you. 
We have taken the excise tax off Cadil­
lac cars. Now you can buy one and not 
have to pay any excise tax." [Laugh­
ter.] · _ 

If that did not please them, I wo1.1-ld 
say, "Listen; we have taken off or re­
duced the excise tax on television sets. 
You can quit getting the surplus food and 
go home and rejoice that Uncle Sam, in 
Washington, has come to your rescue by 
taking the excise tax off television sets." 
[Laughter.] 

I would say, "If that does not put 
money in your pocket, I want you to 
know that we have taken the excise tax 
off mechanical refrigerators which 
freeze the units in air conditioners." 

Mr. President, the 5 million unem­
ployed in the Nation are not interested 
in getting rid of excise taxes on- automo­
biles and air conditioners. They are not 
even interested in some of the other 
items, such as toilet preparations. Now, 
.would that not be a boon to the unem­
ployed? [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oklahoma is having such 

a good time in mishandling this subject 
that it is really a shame to interfere. 
But does he not think that the people 
who work in automobile factories, in tel­
evision factories, and in other factories, 
would be very happy if other people 
bought more automobiles and television 
sets, so that they could go back to work? 

I wish the Senator would curb his 
tongue a little and deal with the facts. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator intimat­
ing that I have said something that is 
not true? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Oklahoma has drawn the wrong infer­
ence. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Illi­
nois is drawing the inference. I must 
say it is beyond the almost omnipotent 
brainpower of the Senator from Okla­
homa to prevent the Senator from Illi­
·nois from drawing the wrong inference. 
He should not put that burden on the 
shoulders of the Senator from Okla-
homa. [Laughter.] . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask my good friend 
from Oklahoma if an increase in the 
production of automobiles, televisions, 
air conditioners, and other articles would 
not put people back to work in the 
factories? 

Mr. KERR. Surely. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. That is what the 

Senator from Illinois is saying. 
Mr. KERR. That is exactly what the 

Senator from Illinois is not saying. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. No; it is exactly what 

he is saying. 
Mr. KERR. The Senator from Illinois 

has not made a single .proposal .to put a 
dollar into the pockets of the consumers 
who are now out of work with which to 
buy refrigerators and automobiles. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I reply to that? 
Mr. KERR. The Senator can do so on 

his own time. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I have no time. 
Mr. KERR. Do no_t blame me. The 

Senator knows what happened to the 
foolish virgin who wasted her oil, does he 
not? The Senator from Illinois used 'all 
his time; I did not. [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would my good friend 
from Oklahoma give up his pleasantries 
and discuss the issues? 

Mr. KERR. I must say to my good 
friend from Illinois that if I were yielded 
another 10 minutes, I should have to 
yield first, to my good friend from Rhode 
Island, because of the questions he asked. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Five minutes have 
been yielded to 'the Senator from Okla­
homa. 

Mr. KERR. I want to say 2 or 3 more 
things ; then, if I yield to anyone I will 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island, 
who asked me to yield to him a little 
while ago. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator from 
Rhode Island does not take up the chal­
lenge, I should like to use some of the 
time which has just been granted to the 
Senator to ask him some questions. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Illinois 
would not pay any attention to what I 
told him if I let him ask questions. 
[Laughter.] 

Let me tell the Senate that the Senator 
from Illinois proposes to take the ex­
cise tax off playing cards. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
from Oklahoma oppose that? 

Mr. KERR. No; I buy playing cards. 
The Senator proposes to take the ex­

cise tax· off pistols and revolvers. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. That should be very 

popular in Oklahoma. [Laughter.] 
Mr. KERR. How does the Senator 

from Illinois know? He has never been 
to Oklahoma. 

He. is even proposing to remove the 
excise from the leasing of safety deposit 
boxes. 

Oh, if I could go · home and tell the 
unemployed in Oklahoma, "Boys, hur­
rah. We have got it made. Uncle Sam 
has taken the excise tax off the rental 
you owe the bank on your safety deposit 
box." [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Oklahoma has more safety deposit boxes 
and bigger safety deposit boxes than 
anyone else in the United States Senate, 
and they are crammed full of this 
world's goods, so I am told, and I am 
trying to help him. 

Mr. KERR. Let anybody who believes 
that give me .a quarter. J,.et anyone 
who believes that the Senator from Illi­
nois . is trying to interest the Senator 
from Oklahoma give me a quarter. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have ·not the 
change. 

Mr. KERR. Here is a dime. [Laugh­
ter.] 

Mr. President, if the items of relief so 
.generously proposed by the Senator from 
Illinois did not solve all the problems, 
I am sure any unsolved problems would 
be taken care of by the fac;t that he pro­
poses to eliminate the excise tax on 
fountain and ball-point pens. Imagine 
what a benefit that would be to the men 
standing in the breadlines or to the un­
employed. 

Mr. President, what are needed are 
jobs. What we need is to restore the 
purchasing power of the farmer. What 
are needed are jobs for the unemployed. 
Then they will tear down the factories 
to buy the products. 

But the amendment bill · could be 
adopted three times, and it would afford 
no relief to a single one of thl! men and 
women on the breadlines in Oklahoma 
or Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
irom Oklahoma not realize that most 
families have more than one person re­
ceiving incomes, so that even if there 
may be one person unemployed in the 
family, there will be others receiving in­
come, and that, therefore, if they are 
purchasing, their money will go further 
if there is a tax cut? 

Is not the Senator from Oklahoma 
also supporting, together with the Sena­
tor from Illinois, the Kennedy-McNa­
mara-McCarthy bill to increase unem­
ployment relief compensation? That is 
the way to help the unemployed; not by 
building dams in Oklahoma, which will 
not employ automobile workers in De-
troit. . 

Mr. KERR. What the Senator from 
Illinois has said up to now has not im­
pressed the Senator from Oklahoma; 
but he surely impressed me just now. 
[Laughter.] 
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I now yield to the distinguished Sena­
tor from Rhode Island, if he has any 
questions. 

Mr. PASTORE. I had a question, but 
I think it has been sufficiently covered. 
I merely say to the distinguished Sena­
tor from Oklahoma that no one pre­
tends that anything in the amendment 
will put money in the pockets of the un­
employed. The whole purpose of the 
amendment is to stimulate production 
and to increase the purchasing power of 
the people. 

The administration itself has said that 
perhaps within 6 weeks or 2 months it 
might institute a tax-reduction program. 
That is precisely what we are trying to 
do now. 

I hope the distinguished Senator is not 
trying to take the position, this evening, 
that a tax reduction will not help em­
ployment in the Nation. That is all we 
are trying to do. 

We know that nothing in this amend­
ment will put 10 cents in the pocket of 
an unemployed person tomorrow. · No 
one has said that it will; I did not say it. 

I rose only because the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma took occasion 
to refer to me by name. 

I did make a plea for relief for the 
unemployed, and I · am supporting this 
amendment tonight because I know it 
will stimulate the purchasing power of 
millions upon millions of Americans, and 
in that way · will aid the millions of 
Americans who today are .unemployed. 
I support this amendment in the hope 
·that it will enable 60 million Americans 
to purchase more, and thus will help cre­
ate jobs for tb.e 5 million Americans who 
today are unemployed. 

That is all the amendment is intended 
to do, and that is all it will do. 
· Mr. KERR. -Mr. · President, I thank 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 
· I stated that 1 favor a tax reduction at 
the proper . time and by \ the proper 
vehicle.-' 

But this- amendment would not put 
any money into the pockets of the un­
employed. 

I said I share the sentiments of the 
Senator from Rhode Island, namely, 
that we should do something for the 
unemployed. But I do not believe we 
should say we are going to have the 
Government spend $5 billion to help the 
unemployed, and· then have · the unem.;, 
·played find that they win not get 'a penny 
of it. · · · 

In that connection I am reminded of 
the song we tised to sing in the Army; 
"All we do is sign the payroll, but ·we 
never get a dad-burned cent/' · 

That is what would happen .under the 
proposal now before the Senate: Uncle 
Sam's income would be reduced by 
$5,800 million, but the unemployed would 
not be helped; the American: people who 
are in the J:)readlines would not be 
helped. 

Mr. President, I am surprised that my 
friends on this side of the aisle would 
adopt the trickle-down theory, which I 
thought my friends on the· other· side of 
the aisle had the exclusive right to. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield again 
tome~ · · · · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time under the control of the Senator 
from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to ·yield back the remainder 
of the time under my control; and I do 
yield it back; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DOUGLAS]. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator ·from Arkansas 
[Mr FULBRIGHT], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] , the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG), the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY] are absent on official busi­
ness. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] is paired with the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Arizona would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LoNG] is paired with the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]. If present 
aqd ·voting the Senator from ·Louisiana 
would vote "nay" and the · senator from 
Wyoming would vote ''yea." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of illness in his family, 
and, if present and voting, he would vote 
"nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] and the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] are detained on 
official business, and if present and 
voting, each would vote "nay." . 

The result was announced:· yeas 14, 
nays 71, as follows: 

Anderson 
carroll 
Douglas 
Hill 
Humphrey 

Aikim 
All ott 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case, N: J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworsha.k 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Frear 

Bennett 
·Bridges 
Chavez . 
Flanders 

YEAS-14 
Johnston, S.C. Pastore 
Langer Potter 
Mansfield Proxmire 
McNamara Sparkman 
Morse 

NAYS-71 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Green 
Hickenlooper 
Hoblitzen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Ives 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jenner . 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 

· Kerr · 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin, Pa. 
Monroney 
Morton 

·. iMundt 
Neuberger 
Payne 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Thye . 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Yarborough 
Young 

NOT VOTINa-:-11 
Fulbright 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Long 

McClellan 
Murray · 
O'Mahoney 

So Mr. DouGLAs' amendment was re­
jected. _ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment .. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-4 
dent, the Senator from New Mexico has 
an amendment, 3-11-58-F. The Sen­
ator from New Mexico must leave for 
his home State to attend a funeral to­
morrow. He desires to call up the 
amendment tonight. He is· agreeable to 
a 20-minute limitation of time on his 
amendment, 10 minutes to be controlled 
by the Senator from New Mexico and 
10 minutes by the chairman of the com­
mittee. 

I ask unanimous consent that he may 
call up his amendment at this time, and 
that 20 minutes be allowed on the 
amendment, 10 minutes to be controlled 
by the Senator from New Mexico and 
10 minutes by the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr; BYRD]. 
· The· PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? T.P,e Chair hears none: and 
it is so ordered. · 

The amendment offered by the Sen­
ator from New Mexico will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed, on 
page 2, line 13, to insert the following: 
SEc. 3. Reduction in the manufacturers ex­
. cise tax on automobiles and other 

vehicles, and on parts and acces­
sories therefor. 

. (a) Reduction in rates: The rates of the 
manufacturers excise taxes imposed by sec­
tion 4061 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 shall be reduced as follows: 

(1) The rate on articles taxable under sub­
section (a) .(1) of such section (trucks, etc.) 
shall be reduced from 10 percent to 5 percent. 

(2) The rate on articles taxable ·under 
subsection (a) (2) of such section (automo.:. 
biles, etc.) shall be reduced from 10 percent 
to .. 5 percent; and 

(3) The rate on articles. taxable under 
subsection (b) of such section (automobile 
par.ts and accessories) shall be reduced from 
8 percent to 3 percent. 

(b) Effective date,s.-
(1) The reduction made by paJ;agraphs (a). 

(1) and (a) (2) shall apply to articles sold 
on or after March 1, 1958. 

(2) The reduction made by par~graph (a) 
( 3) shall apply to articles sold on or after 
the first day of the first month whiCh begins 
more than 10 days after date of enactment 
of this act. . 

(c) Floor stock refunds.-
(1) Section 6412 (a) (1) of such code (re­

lating to "fioor ,stotk refunds in. the case of 
passenger automobiles, etc.) is amended, by 
striking out "July 1, 1958" each place it · 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "March · 
1, 1958"; by striking out "November 10, 1958 ~' 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu , 
thereof "July 10, 1958"; by sj;riking out "Oc­
tober 1, 1958" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"June 1, 1958"; and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "This 
paragraph shall not apply in respect of an 
article sold by the dealer on or before the date 
of the enactment· of this act unless on or be­
fore July · 1o, 1958, reimbursement has been 
made to the ultimate purchase:J; of the article 
by such dealer for the tax reduction on such 
article or written consent has been obtained 
from such ultimate purchaser to allowance 
of · the credit or refund." · 

(2). ~ction 6412 (a) (2) is amended by 
adding · .at the end thereof the following: 
"In the case of any article subject to tax 
imposed by section 4061 (a) (1), the fc!:tow­
ing P,ates are substituted !or those contained 
in. the first sentence. of this paragraph: For 
July 1. 1972, is substituted March 1, 1958; 

r 
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. 
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for November 10, 1972, is substituted July 
10, 1958; for October 1, 1972, is substituted 
June 1, 1958. This paragraph shall not 
apply in respect of an article subject to tax 
imposed by section 4061 (a) (1), sold by the 
dealer on or before the date of the enactment 
of this act unless on or before July 10, 
1958, reimbursement has been made to the 
ultimate purcha~er of the article by such 
dealer for the tax reduction on such article 
or written consent has been obtained from 
such ultimate purchaser to allowance of the 
credit or refund." 

say if we have $124 million of retroactive 
tax relief to give out-and that is all that 
is involved in this insurance bill, make no 
mistake about it-

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico will suspend. 
This time will not be charged to him. 
The Senator from New Mexico will wait 
until. the Senate is in order; then he may 
proceed. The Senate will be in order .. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico is recognized Senator yield? -
for 10 minutes. Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena-

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I tor from Tennessee . . 
recognize that the Senate is anxious . Mr. GORE. What segment. of the 
to dispose of this_ bill-- American economy has profited more 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- from the high interest rate policies than 
dent, may we have order? I think we the insurance industry? 
may be able to conclude action on the Mr. ANDERSON. · I think the life in­
bill if we can have order for a few surance industry has profited the most. 
minutes. I do not regret that. I am glad the in-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dustry is in fine shape. It is in .the best 
Senate will be in order. The Senator shape ever. 
from New Mexico is recognized for 10 Mr. GORE. That being the case, what 
minutes. is the justification for giving tax forgive-

Mr. ANDERSON. I recognize that ness of $75 million to 10 insurance com­
the Senate is anxious to dispose of the panies? 
bill. I am anxious to cooperate with it. Mr. ANDERSON. It is simply because 
My position lias been, and other mem- they said they got it last year. They 
bers of the Finance ·- Committee have backed up to the trough last Year and 
agreed with me, this is not the time to the year before and they go_t it. They 
grant retroactive tax reductions to life want to come to the trough again. I do 
insurance companies. not blame them. . 

According to financial reports, life in- I tried to calculate, I will say to _the 
surance companies have been booming Senator, how many trucks loaded with 
during the past few years. Life insur- silver would be necessary to haul away 
ance companies today are in mighty fine the $124 million. We do not have 
shape, but there is an industry which is enough silver in the Treasury to fill 
not in good shape. That is the automo- such an order. 
tive industry. It is recognized that the I say if an industry is in distress, that 
automotive industry is in deep trouble. is one thing. The automotive industry 
There is very substantial unemployment is in distress. The Senate ought to say, 
in Detroit. I understand in ·that city if it is going to give tax relief, that it 
200,000 persons are out of work because will give tax relief selectively, not to 
of shutdowns in that industry, and that the one group which has in the past, as 
there is a total unemployment in the pointed out so well by the able Senator 
State of Michigan of 350,000. The au- from Tennessee, probably profited more 
tomobile industry has been having some by high interest rates than any other 
bad days. I shall not try to say why group in the Nation. 
that is so. That is not my province. Senators may pick up any report of 
Six million passenger cars were produced any life insurance company and observe 
in 1957. In January and February of these companies with one or two excep-
1958 the number is down to 882,700, are- tions which might be laid to bad man­
duction of 27.24 percent. That is what agement, have enjoyed remarkably good 
is happening in the automobile industry - success. If we look at the. reports ~f 
while the life insurance industry, which the largest and best compames, we Will 
it is proposed should receive $124 million see that they have made marvelous rec­
in retroactive tax relief is in the finest ords. They have done so because people 
shape it has ever kno~n. Automobile are living longer, and because of higher 
employment . is down from 689,000 in interest rates. 
March of 1957 _to 600,000. Actually, the I do not begrudge these companies 
current estimate is 550,000. the money. I am not at all sorry they 
· Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the are in wonderful shape. 
Senator yield? I say to the Senate that the automo-

Mr ANDERSON Yes I am glad to tive industry is in trouble. If we start 
yield: · ' to giv~ t.ax relief, we ou?ht ~o giv~ it 

Mr. GORE. I do not know that I can where It IS needed, wher~ It ~Ight stll?­
support the amendment of the able ulate employme~t. I thmk If we d~sire 
Senator, but I should like to ask him to grant tax. rel~ef we should grant 1t to 
which industry he thinks is in more the automot1ve mdu~try. . 
serious economic circumstances now, the I have checked w1th the automobile 
insurance industry or the automobile dealers, and they say that car and truck 
industry? sales are being held back because of the 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think any study of excise tax. 
life insurance statistics will indicate that Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the 
the life insurance companies are in Senator yield? 
mighty, mighty fine shape, and the auto- Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy · to 
mobile producers ~u·e not. That is why I yield to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTI'ER. The Senator's amend­
ment, I believe, is similar -to an amend­
ment I have o1Iered. 

Do I correctly understand that the 
Senator's amendment would reduce the 
excise tax on automobiles from lO per­
cent-to 5 percent? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 
The same would be true with reference 
to trucks. 

Mr. POTTER. The same would be 
true as to the trucks? 

Mr. ANDERSON. And there is pro­
vided a 5-percent reduction on the parts, 
from 8 percent to 3 percent. 

Mr. POTTER. What about a retro­
active date? Is there a retroactive date·? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; there is. I will 
·say to the able Senator from Michigan 
that on cars and trucks the amendment 
goes back to March 1, so that there will 
be no possibility of saying that the sale 
of cars is being impeded by the thought 
that we might give a tax reduction at 
a later date. 

The amendment has been carefully 
drawn. I would be happy.to have either 
or both of the Senators from Michigan 
join in o1Iering the amendment. 

Mr. POTTER. I have a similar 
amendment at the desk. I am delighted 
to join with the Senator on his amend­
ment. 

Mr. McNAMARA. I should also like 
to join with the Senator on the amend­
ment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I appreciate the 
Senators from Michigan doing so. 

Mr: MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. · 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the Senator 
advise the Senate what the profit from 
the production of cars is? I am informed 
the profit is about 15 percent for Ford 
and about 15 percent for General Motors, 
after taxes. I do not see why the Fed­
eral Government should be cutting its 
revenue at this point when we need to 
increase employment, when we have no 
assurance whatever-that any of the re­
duction will generate new employment, 
to be brought about by the masterminds 
of Detroit lowering their already exor­
bitant profits. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the 
Senator from Oklahoma that I will let 
the record of the next few months prove 
who is correct, · but I predict that . at 
least Ford and Chrysler will not. earn 
the dividend for the first quarter, the 
second quarter, and possibly the third 
quarter. I do not. know what the situ­
ation is with relation to General Motors. 
I did not have as frank a discussion with 
them as with the other· companies. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. POTTER. On that score, in the 
first place, the manufacturers have all 
agreed in writing to the Senator from 
Illinois, to me, and to other Senators 
that such a tax reduction will be passed 
on to the dealers, so it would mean 
nothing to them. I wish to assure the 
Senator that at the present time Chrys­
ler is running in the red. Ford will have 
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a very difficult time earning dividends. 
The automotive -industry is not a boom­
ing industry. Removing the excise tax 

. will in no way be a bonanza to the 
industry. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the 
Senator from Michigan that I took the 
trouble to check· the matter. I w~s not 
satisfied with the figures I had. I called 
the President of the Ford Motor Co. and 
asked him if I had correct infor:t11ation 
as to his company. I would not try to 

.reveal the :figures of that compaD:Y, but 
I was assured-and I am sure I was told 
the truth-that Ford would not earn a 
dividend in the first quarter of the year. 
I do not believe they will earn a dividend 
in the second quarter. 

When we run into that sort of a sit­
uation, if we are going to give tax relief­
and that is what is provided in the bill 
for the insurance companies-why 
should we not reach out to try to give 
relief to an industry which is in trouble? 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Will the able Sen­

ator advise us what amount of reduction 
. in revenue will result if the amendment 
is adopted? 
. Mr. ANDERSON. I have some :figures 

on the estimated 1958 revenue loss. If 
the provision is retroactive to March 1, 
assuming a production of 4% million 
units, it will be $593 million. I do not 
know exactly, but · it is somewhere be­
tween $400 million to $.500 million. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Will the Senator 
yield further? · 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am sure the 
Senator realizes my purpose in ascer­
taining the amount of reduction in rev­
enue which will result from the reduc­
tion in taxes. It becomes a question of 
judgment and the best wisdom we can 
exercise as to where we can apply the 
loss of revenue and exactly how much 
reduction we c~n stand. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree with the 
·Senator. I only say that during this 
year we will have to make some tests as 
to what a reduction in taxes will do to 

·sales. I think the quickest way to find 
that out is by giving excise-tax relief to 
the automotive industry. We will find 
out in a hurry then. 

We shall be wrestling with the tax bill 
all during the session. We .can ;find out 
whether this approach does . work or 

' does not w:ork. 
. Mr. McNAMARA and Mr. MONRO­
NEY addressed the Chair. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield first to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. McNAMARA. I . have agreed to 
cosponsor the Senator's amendment, 
though I would much prefer to have the 
matter covered by a separate bill. 

As I understand the situation, the 
Senator's amendment is proposed to 
H. R. 10021? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think this is the 
only thing we will have a chance to do. 

Mr. McNAMARA. The unfortunate 
part of it is, I will say to the Senator, 
that I desire to vote for the amendment 
and against the bill. We are going ui:> 

hill a.nd down again. It is a very pecul­
iar situation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am only trying 
to see if we can apply the tax relief in 
a better way. by doing it selectively, and 
not picking out the one American· indus­
try which is booming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MoRTON in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Oklahoma has expired. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr . . JOHNSON of Texas. May we 
have order, Mr. President? 

The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I merely 
wish to say that the amendment was not 
submitted to the Senate Committee on 
Finance. There has been no committee 
discussion of the . amendment. The 
matter has many ramifications, as all of 
us well realize. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, may we have order, so that we can 
hear the chairman of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. It seems to me to be a 
very unwise procedure to adopt an 
amendment of this importance on the 
:fioor of the Senate without proper con­
sideration. We should all recognize the 
fact that tax measures must originate in 
the House of Representatives. I have a 
feeling that the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House will resent the ac­
tion if the Senate should attempt to 
enact an amendment of this character 
into law. 

Mr. President, the impression has been . 
given tonight that the pending bill pro­
vides a reduction in the taxes of insur­
ance companies. That is not correct. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President,· will 
the Senator yield, before he gets into a 
di.scussion on the insurance provisions? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I should like to say 

I am sorry that some of my distinguished 
colleagues do not serve on the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, which has just fin­
ished the antimonopoly investigation 
with regard to pricing in the automotive 
industry during which we heard from 
General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler. 

Earlier this evening I exchanged some 
remarks in a colloquy with my distin-

. guished friend, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAsJ. As a part of a broad 
general tax reduction program I favor 
the reduction of the manufacturer's ex­
cise tax on automobiles. But it would 
be unconscionable to ·give relief to this 
one industry alone, and ignore all the 
others. 

I will tell the Senator why in a few 
words. 

The General Motors Corp. has had 
tremendous profits in the past 10 years. 
The Ford Motor Co., the Chrysler Corp., 
and General · Motors-the three of 
them--control 97 percent of the auto­
motive industry. The benefits to them 
of an isolated tax-relief measure would 
be enormous. 

Senators should remember that we are 
trying to relieve the economic plight of 
the. consumer. It is true, I will say 
to ·the distinguished Senator from Vir-

ginia, I think this excise-tax reduction 
might stimulate production, but all the 
evidence we have heard thus far is that 
the great industrial giants, the monopo­
listic corporations-and I mean monop­
olies-have steadfastly refused, in the 
face of declining sales, to reduce their ­
prices. That has been the testimony of 
automotive dealers throughout the 
Nation. 

I say to the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia tb~at I think this amendment 
should be voted down, and that we should 

. have the right to vote on the insurance 
bill alone. 

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I served in the 

House with the distinguished junior Sen­
ator from Colorado and many others. 
The Constitution ·of the United States 
places in the House of Representatives 
the prerogative of originating tax bills. 
When the House sends to us a minor bill 
and we send back an amendment pro­
viding for tax reductions of $5 billion, 
$6 billion,· or $7 billion, we are usurping 
the constitutional prerogatives of the 
House of Representatives. 

This proposal has not gone through a 
committee; and yet, with a meat axe, we 
would cut up the Government revenue, 
and deny the right to go into a public 
works program to · create more employ­
ment. I think it is a poor time, at this 
hour of the night, to usurp the preroga­
tives of the House of Representatives on 
the basis cif one man's judgment. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Virginia yield 2 or 3 min­
utes to me? If not, I should~ like 2 or 3 
minutes on my own time. 

Mr. BYRD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BUSH. I should like brie:fiy to 

make three points in opposition to the 
pending amendment. I am opposed to 
it for several reasons. 

First, I do not believe it would do the 
job. I do not believe it would _have very · 
much effect in stimulating automobile 

·.sales, which is the purpose of the amend­
ment. 

The trouble with the automobile mar­
ket is not the excise tax. The trouble 
with the automobile market, among 
other things, is that the manufacturers 
have been selling cars on the basis of too 
greatly extended financing. 
· They have also made automobiles so 
big and so expensive that they have suc­
ceeded in pricing them out of the reach 
of the average working man or woman. 

That, I believe, is one of the real trou­
bles with the ·automobile business, and 
one of the .factors contributing to the 
current recession in that industry, which 
has so many ramifications in Americah 
industry generally. 

I believe that what is needed in the 
automobile market is a bargain sale, such 
as the sales which are held in the large 
department stores at the end of the year. 
The automobile industry ought to clean 
up the market by reducing prices to the 
point where the market will be cleaned 
up. Then the manufacturers can go 
about · manufacturing cars ·anew. When 

·they do, I hope they will get the size 
and price of the cars down to the point 
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where the average American citizen can 
afford to buy them. 

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield . . 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Several Senators 

are in a quandary similar to that in 
which the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
McNAMARA] finds himself with respect to 
certain tax proposals. 

We are discussing industries which 
are in some sort of financial trouble. 
The Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce has been going into 
the subject of transportation for many 
weeks. I dislike to confer on any one 
industry the dubious honor of being in 
the worst trouble, but I think the rail­
roads would take the prize. 

One trouble with the railroads is the 
problem of taxation. The transporta­
tion tax affects every person in the 
United States, no matter who he is or 
where he lives. It is a discriminatory 
tax, which grows larger the farther one 
gets away from the markets. It is par­
ticularly discriminatory with respect to 
points far removed from markets, as the 
Senator from Virginia knows so well. 

We who are quite concerned over the 
problem are hopeful that there can be 
some relief with respect to the trans­
portation tax on property. We hope 
there will be some hearings on the ques­
tion, and that the Senate Finance Com­
mittee will delve into the subject. 

We are in an unusual situation here 
tonight. An amendment dealing with 
the subject may be presented. This may 
not be the proper place to present it, 
and such a course may not be the proper 
procedure. However, we are deeply in­
terested in these questions. 

I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia whether, in his opinion, there 
is a possibility-! know he cannot say 
definitely-that those of us who are in­
terested in the repeal of the transpor­
tation excise tax, for example, will be 
afforded an opportunity to be heard? 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] · has been discussing one par­
ticular phase of the economy. There 
were certain provisions in the amend­
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] with which I agreed, and with 
which many Senators who voted against 
the amendment agreed. 

What are the prospects, after proper 
hearings before the Senate Committee 
on Finance, of having reported a suit­
able piece of legislation which would 
afford some of the tax relief upon which 
we might agree? 

Mr. BYRD. As chairman of the Com­
mittee on Finance, I shall be glad to hold 
hearings on any such proposal. I can­
not speak for the committee. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that; 
but this may be our last chance in this 
session of Congress to effect some of the 
tax relief which should come about by 
way of tax reduction. That is the ques­
tion which is bothering many of us 
tonight. 

Mr. BYRD. No proposal has been 
made to hold hearings on the subject. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I know the-Senator 
from Virginia could assure the Senate 
that there would be reasonable and fair 

opportunity to present these questions in 
the proper way to the Committee on 
Finance at this session of Congress. 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will sub­
mit an amendment, we shall be glad to 
consider it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. As I under­

stand, the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Finance has sent a letter 
to the leading representatives of labor 
and industry, asking for their sugges­
tions; and he expects to receive replies 
and to give due consideration to them. 

Mr. BYRD. Those questions do not in­
clude the reduction of taxes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What do 
they include? 

Mr. BYRD. They include general 
ideas as to what should be done to over­
come the depression. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the 
Senator think they would have no refer­
ence to taxes? 

Mr. BYRD. Not to any particular 
taxes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I under­
stand; but I assume that when the Sena­
tor collects his information he will give 
due consideration to what should be done 
in the light of the replies received. 

Mr. BYRD. Of course. As chairman 
of the committee, I will say that we shall 
hold hearings. 

Mr. President, I hope the pending 
amendment will be rejected, for the rea­
sons which have been stated. It involves 
a very complex subject. It would result 
in the loss of $850 million in revenue. 
Many other proposed reductions in 
taxes have just as much merit, if not 
more merit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Virginia may be permitted 
to yield to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
NEUBERGER]. 

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question of a parlia­
mentary nature. I should like to ·ask it 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee. 

Is it true or not true that the Finance 
Committee must wait for a House-passed 
bill dealing with tax relief or tax changes 
before the Senate can act on some of 
the urgent problems which the able Sen­
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] 
has mentioned? 

Mr. BYRD. Any revenue bill is sub­
ject to amendment in the Senate, but it 
must originate in the House. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is what I 
mean. It cannot originate in the com­
mittee of the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia. Is that correct? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. [Putting 
the question. J 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the pend­
ing bill provides not only for a tax re­
duction, but for a retroactive tax reduc­
tion. The amendment which was just 
rejected would have provided tax reduc­
tion retroactively to March 1 of this year. 
The pending bill provides retroactive tax 
reduction for insurance companies to 
January 1, 1957. How can that be justi­
fied? Who are the principal benefi­
ciaries? I undertook to find out during 
the course of the hearings of the com­
mittee, but the information was not 
readily available. Fortunately, we have 
been able to secure some information. 
Seventy-five million dollars of retro­
active tax reduction is provided in the 
bill for 10 insurance companies. 
·. Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the passage of the 
bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent, many Senators have asked me 
whether we expect to consider any other 
amendments this evening. So far as 
the leadership is concerned on both 
sides of the aisle, we do not expect to 
have any more yea and nay votes this 
evening if we can avoid it. The Senate 
will meet early tomorrow and we hope 
to consider various amendments which 
have been proposed, and perhaps dis­
pose of the bill before the end of the 
session tomorrow. We do not expect 
any yea and nay votes this evening if 
we can avoid it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I shall de­
lay further remarks until tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I yield to my friend from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President. I be­
lieve there is one point that should be 
cleared up. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, may we have order. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe there is one 
point that should be cleared up. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, may we have order so we may hear 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will suspend. The 
Senate will be in order. The hour is 
late. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is one point 
· I should like to have cleared up before 

the Senate takes a recess this evening. 
The statement has been repeatedly made 
that the proposal to amend the pending 
bill by adding additional tax-cutting 
features is a violation of parliamentary 
procedure. That is certainly not the 
case. It is true that a revenue bill must 
originate in the House. The pending 
bill originated in the ·House. It came 
over here, ·and it is the right of the Sen­
ate to add other revenue features to it. 
There is .a long train of precedents for 
it, including the Revenue Act of 1950, 
which, as passed by the House, provided 
for a reduction of taxes, and which, as 
passed by the Senate, was turned into 
a bill to increase the revenue by several 

. 
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billion dollars. That is also true of the 
Revenue Act of 1945, -the Revenue Act 
of 1932, the Industrial Recovery Act of 
1932, the Revenue Act of 1926, the Reve­
nue Act of 1918, the Corporation Excise 
~ax of 1909, the Tariff Act of 1897, and 
the Tariff Act of 1894, as well as many 
other acts: Many precedents go back 
in time. 

The Constitution clearly states, article 
I, section 7: 

All bills for raising Revenue shall origi­
nate in the House of Representatives; but the 
Senate may propose or concur with Amend­
ments as on other Bills. 

This would seem to settle· the question. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 

the Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the dis­

tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON] and the distinguished 
Senators from Michigan [Mr. PoTTER 
and Mr. McNAMARA] offered an amend­
ment a little while ago which, if con­
ditions permitted, would be regarded as 
having much merit. 

A strong argument made in favor of 
it ·was that the saving effected by it 
would be passed on to prospective pur­
chasers. The distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORE] has just 
said that the pending bill, if passed, 
would give $75 million retroactively to 10 
insurance companies. In one respect the 
Senator is correct. However, I call the 
attention of the Senate to the fact that 
8 of those 10 companies are mutual com­
panies, and they have told the Commit­
tee on Finance-and their record sub­
stantiates their statement-that every 
dollar they save under the enactment of 
the bill will be passed on to other policy­
holders. . The other two will pass on 
much of what they save to their policy­
holders. There is this difference between 
the automobile companies saying they 
will pass the saving on to prospective 
purchasers and an insurance company 
passing on to policyholders the savings 
that they will effectuate by the passage 
of the bill. The former is of benefit only 
to those who are in a position to buy 
an automobile. The latter is for the 
benefit of literally millions of people who 
are consumers and who receive the bene­
fit of this legislation in the form of divi­
dend checks from the insurance com­
panies, and those dividend checks will 
move into the channel of trade and com­
merce and be a stimulus to our econ­
omy, and therefore beneficial, and there­
fore in line with the purposes of those 
of us who are trying to put money into 
the hands of consumers and give our 
economy a lift. 

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

Mr. KERR. I yield the :floor. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SES­
SION OF SENATE 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Public Works may Jl).eet 
during the session of the Senate tomor­
row from 10 a. m. until noon. 

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
On his own request, and by unanimous 

consent, Mr. HoLLAND was exoused from 
attendance on the sessions 'of the Senate 
until Monday next. 

FACTS ABOUT PRICE SUPPORTS 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the factual publication by the 
Department of Agriculture entitled 
"Facts About Price Supports!' Every 
Member of Congress should carefully 
evaluate the content of this analysis, 
and every citizen who is interested in 
sound farm legislation should also con­
sider the basic facts contained herein. 

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

FACTS ABOUT PRICE SUPPORTS 

Items from only 13 crops are in Govern­
ment inventory, plus manufactured dairy 
products and a small atnount of wool soon 
to be sold. Our farms and ranches ·produce 
some 250 commodities including cattle, hogs, 
s11eep, poultry, and tremendous quantities of 
fluid milk. 

Over 80 percent of the price supports and 
stabilization costs in the 1956- 57 period 
were concentrated in three crops and butter 
and manufactured dairy products. Nearly 
one-half-48 percent--of the costs were in­
curred on two crops-wheat and cotton. 

Most !arm products are being ·sold com­
petitively--on free markets. 
Th~ major Federal costs of price supports 

and stabilization programs are concen­
trated in three crops and butter and manu­
factured dairy products (based on fiscal years 
1956 and 1957) : 

Percent of 
total cash 

P ercent farm 
of costs receipt<; 

from 1956 
sales 

Wheat_- -------------------- ----- 30. 0 7. 4 
Cotton___________________________ 18. 2 5. 9 
Corn_____________________________ 13. 8 5. 2 
Dairy products___________________ 20. 2 14. 7 

----!----
SubtotaL_----------------- 82. 2 33. 2 

All other------------------------- 17. 8 GG. 8 
---·1----

TotaL_____________________ 100.0 100.0 

This distribution of price support and 
stabilization program costs is the result of 
operations in conformance with law. 

The net realized cost of programs priqlar­
ily for the support of farm prices and income 
in fiscal 1956 was $1.9 billion and in 1957 
was almost $3.25 billion. These heavy costs 
would be justified if they led to a solution of 
the problems. Such is not the case. Price 
supports at the levels specified by the old 
basic law continue to generate surpluses 
which must be disposed of at heavy loss. 
The stock buildup resulting from the old 
rigid price law contributed to a major part 
of this loss. The losses are shown at the 
time of disposal: 

1957 fiscal year price S'Upport and stabilization calculated costs by size and class of fanns 

Calculated portion 
of 1957 price ~up-

Percent of port and stabili-
Scale of farm product sales Number Percent United zation costs 

of farms of farms States 
farm mar-

ketings Ammmt 
Total per farm 

Tltousand Million 
Large scale farms _____________ Sales of$5,000 or more _____ __ _ 1, 290 'Xi 79 $2,571 ·$1, 993 
Medium-scale farms _________ Salos of$2,500 to $4,999 _______ 811 17 12 391 432 
Small-scale, part-time, and Farms with less than $2,500 2,681 56 9 293 109 

residential farms. sales. 

'l'otal. ____ -------------- _ --- .... ------------------ .. ------ 4, 782 100 100 3, 255 

Most price supports go to the 1.3 million 
large scale farms accounting for 79 percent 
of the farm marketings. For this group, the 
calculated portion of price support and sta­
.bilization costs for fiscal year 1957 averaged 
about $2,000 per farm. 

For the 2.7 million small-scale, part-time 
and residential farms, accounting for only 9 
percent of farm marketings, the calculated 
portion of costs of governmental programs 
for price supports and stabilization aver­
aged only slightly over $100 per farm. These 
farms received little help from the $3.3 bil­
lion of Federal costs in fiscal 1957. 

The rural development program is helping 
primarily the low-income farm families-the 
ones most in need of help. 

The realized net cost per farm of price 
support and stabilization programs for fis­
cal year 1957 by c.rops (based on most recent 
census data of number of farms selling the 
_crops) has been about as follows: 

Cost 
per farm 

Wheat----------------------------- $1,166 
Cotton and cottonseed--------------- 877 
Corn------------------------------- 687 
Grain sorght.lms------·-------------- 365 
Rice--------------~--·-------------- 14,667 

There are, of course, wide extremes be­
tween small 15-acre wheat or 5- to 10-acre 
cotton farms-and the large-scale acreages 
per farm of 100 acres or more. 
· For example, based on 1954 census dis­
tribution of crops by size groups: 

Wheat: 625,000 farms (62 percent) with 
less than 25 acres of wheat accounted for less 
than 14 percent of the governmental costs 
(fiscal 1957). This averaged about $200 per 
farm; 59,000 farms (6 percent) with 200 
acres and over, accounted for 36 percent of 
the Government costs (fiscal 1957). This 
averaged almost $6,000 per farm. 

Cotton: 424,000 farms ( 49 percent) with 
les than 10 acres of cotton accounted for less 
than 11 percent of the governmental costs 
(fiscal 1957). This averaged nearly $200 per 
farm; 32,000 farms (4 percent.) with 100 
acres or more of cotton accounted for 31 
percent of the governmental costs (fiscal 
1957). This averaged about $7,400 per farm. 

Rice: 7,468 fa.rms (64 percent) of the 11,567 
rice farms had 100 acres or more of rice and 
accounted :for about 92 percent of the gov­
ernmental costs (fiscal 1957). This aver­
aged about $21,800 per farm. 

The commodity figures have special mean­
ing when it is realized there are nearly 1.9 
million farms with total sales per year of 
~1,200 or less. 



1958 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4307 
A TRIDUTE TO THE REVEREND 

FREDERICK BROWN HARRIS, 
CHAPLAIN OF THE SENATE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we have 

been operating under a limitation of 
time during most of the day, with the 
result because I was at a committee con­
feren~e this morning when tributes 
were paid to the Senate Chaplain on his 
receiving a special award from Freedom 
Foundation at Valley Forge, I was not 
able to say a brief word that I wish to 
say in tribute to the Chaplain: 

Mr. President, I do not believe any­
thing anyone could say would be more 
fitting by way of commending t?e.Ch~p­
lain for this very deserved d1stmctwn 
that has been bestowed upon him than 
is contained in the words of the award 
itself, which reads: 
To the Reverend FREDERICK BROWN HARRIS, 

Chaplain of the United States Senate: 
With esteem and affection to an American 

whose prayers, sermons and editorial works 
have lifted the hearts of multitudes-

With regard and honor to him whose 
thoughts far vision and steadfast faith 
move all ~hom he touches to 'patriotism and 
love of country-

With matchless service to the c&.use of free 
men, he makes known the st rength of pray:r 
and iron will in language beautiful in h1s 
prayers in the Senate of the United States. 
Truly one who desires freedom for all under 
God, and asks nothing for himself. 

From personal association with the 
Chaplain, who I am privileged to ~ay is 
a very good and close friend of mme, I 
believe him to be one of the' greatest 
spiritual leaders it has ever been my 
privilege to know. 

I extend to ·him, oh behalf of Mrs. 
Morse and myself, our very sincere con­
gratulations and commendation for this 
deserved award. 

Mr. President--
The PRESIDING · OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon. · · 

TAXATION OF LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANIES 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am 
concerned about the record made today 
as it will appear on the pages of the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD, even though I think 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoUGLAS] 
has placed in the RECORD the answer to 
what I consider to be an ungrounded 
comment which has been made several 
times in the course of the debate on the 
Douglas amendment and on the other 
amendments which have been offered, 
which seek the same objective, such as 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. . 

I am a cosponsor of the Douglas 
amendment, and I do not cosponsor 
amendments or author amendments un­
less I am satisfied they are in order. 
But the argument has been made tonight 
that amendments such as the Douglas 
amendment and the Anderson amend­
ment are really not in order because reve­
nue bills must originate in the House. 

These amendments, in effect, consti­
tute reference to a revenue matter. The 
Senator from Illinois has pointed out 
that the bill came to us from the House, 
and that once it came to the Senate from 

the House, these amendments w~re in 
order. 

I do not like to leave the issue clouded. 
I think the Senate is entitled to have the 
question settled once and for all. We 
who will be discussing this matter in Ol_lr 
own States with the taxpayers, who Will 
want to know our explanation for the 
course of action which the Senate took, 
are entitled to be placed in a position so 
that we will have the omcial answer to 
any rationalization that the Douglas 
amendment and the Anderson amend­
ment were not really in order. 

Therefore, I . raise a parliamentary in­
quiry as follows: Was the Douglas 
amendment to the pending bill in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER( Mr. MoR­
ToN.in the chair). The Chair rules that 
the amendment was in ordel!. A unani­
mous-consent agreement was reached as 
to germaneness, and the amendment was 
in order. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Chair. I 
think that when arguments of that type 
are made in debate in the Senate, it is 
important that we get the answers to 
them then and there. I think the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois, 
as the Chair has pointed out, was ger­
mane and in order. 

I am willing to predict that the chances 
are very great that within 90 days the 
Senate will be voting again on the prin­
ciple of the Douglas amendment. The 
danger is that then it may be too late to 

·do much good. I think if the principle 
of the Douglas amendment were adopted 
now it would be possible to put a great 
ma.r{y people back to work within the 
next 90 days, because of the increase in 
purchasing power which would have 
flowed from it. The savings would have 
gone immediately into the cash registers 
of America. 

I shall close, Mr. President, because I 
may not be able to speak on the matter 
tomorrow, with a 1-minute reference to 
the pending bill. 1 shall, of course, vote 
aa-ainst the bill which seeks to give a 
h~ndout to the insurance · companies of 
America. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­
dent, Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi­

dent earlier in our deliberations today, 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAs] asked me if it would be 
possible to have a quorum call before 
the yea-and-nay vote on his amendment, 
without the time for the quorum call 
being charged to his time. The Senator 
from Texas replied in the affirmative, 
stating that it was customary to permit 
a quorum call before a yea-and-nay vote. 

· The Senator from Texas was not in 
the Chamber during the last few min­
utes of the debate. It is my information 
that no Senator suggested the absence 
of a quorum. 

One of our colleagues, relying upon · 
the statement that the absence of a 
quorum could be suggested, was not pres­
ent for the yea-and-nay vote on the 
Douglas amendment. 

Rule XII provides: 
And no Senator shall be permitted to vote 

after the decision shall have been announced 
by the Presiding 011icer, but may !or sum-

cient reasons, with unanimous consent, 
change or withdraw his vote. 

Since no·senator, under rule XII, can 
vote after the decision has been an­
pounced, I deeply regret that the ab­
sence of a quorum was not suggested. 
I apologize to the Senators involved. 

Had I been here, and had I remem­
bered the suggestion I made to the Sen­
ator from Illinois, I would have sug­
gested the absence of a quorum, and 
they would have had an opportunity to 
be recorded. I asked that the RECORD 
show how they would have voted had 
they been here. I assume that was my . 
responsibility, although I do not feel that 
it was my responsibility to nuggest the 
absence of a quorum, because that was 
the privilege of any Senator. 

Mt. MORSE. I add only this to the 
point which the Senator from Texas has 
made. I think it is remarkable that the 
Senator from Texas is able to grant all 
the courtesies and considerations to 
Members of the Senate, with regard to 
the procedures of the Senate, that he 
does grant. Certainly I do not think he 
should feel the least bit apologetic for 
the fact that· in this particular circum­
stance a quorum was not called; because 
it seems to me that some other Senator, 
under ·the circumstances, should have 
calied for a quorum in the absence of the 
Senator from Texas. But his explana­
tion ·is typical of the determination of · 
the Senator from Texas to be fair and 
considerate to all Membel's of the. Senate 
on both sides of the aisle. 

I simply wanted to speak for a minute 
with regard to the bill, because I wish 
the RECORD to show, before we adjourn 
tonight, that I shall vote against the bill 
in its present form. I believe in taxing 
on ·the basis of ability to pay. If any 
group iii America. has the ability . to pay 
the going tate of taxes, which under the 
law it is obligated to pay, it is insurance 
companies. -I think we have already per­
mitted enough loopholes in the tax stru(f­
ture under this administration for the 
advantage of big business without the 
Senate deliberately selecting one spe­
cial, powerful economic group and giv- . 
ing it what I consider to be an unw~r­
ranted tax concession, when millions and 
millions of small taxpayers in the United 
States are entitled to the kind of consid­
eration which the Senator from Tilinois 
sought to give them tonight by his 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I simply cannot under­
stand the motivation behind this bill. 
I am at a loss to understand how it can be 
seriously proposed, in view of the situa­
tion which confronts the economy of the 
Nation, that Congress should give .a 
handout to the great insurance orgam­
zations of the Nation. · 

If it is tax relief that is needed, it 
ought to be tax relief on a broad base, 
not at the apex. It should be at the 
broad base of the economic triangle. 
That would mean relief to the small tax­
payers, whose savings, as the Se~ator 
from Illinois and other Senators pmnted 
out earlier in the debate, would go im­
mediately into the purchase-of commodi­
ties which would put thousands of per­
sons back to work. 
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I believe we would have to stretch our 
imaginations rather far in order to make 
ourselves believe that very much em­
ployment would result from this kind of a 
handout to the insurance companies. 

I wonder whether anyone really thinks 
the insurance companies would, as a re­
sult, lower their premiums on insurance 
policies. Certainly they would increase 
their dividends; but they certainly would 
not lower their premiums. 

Mr. President, ·sometimes I find that 
things in the Senate are beyond explana­
tion. This is one of them. 

I shall vote against the bill, because I 
find it shocking to horse-sense, and be­
cause I am satisfied that any 12 true 
Americans serving in a jury box any­
where in the Nation would, if this pro­
posal were put to them, arrive at a 
unanimous verdict against it. 

Therefore, Mr. President, because I 
. believe the pending bill proposes a gross;.. 
ly unjust handout to the insurance com­
panies and a further discrimination 

·against the best interests of the entire 
group of. so-called small taxpayers of the 
Nation, I shall vote against the bill. 

TRANSACTION OF ADD~TIONAL 
. ROUTINE BUSiN~SS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business- was transacted: 

ADDITIONAL RE:rORTS OF 
COMMITTE-ES 

The following additional _reports of 
committees. were submitted: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, from the Com­
mittee on Armed Services, with amend-' 
ments: 

S. Con. Res. 69. Concurrent resolution fav­
oring the acceleration of military construe­

. tion programs for which appropriations have 
been made '(Rept. No. 1390). 

ADDITIONAL BILLS INTRODUCED 

Additional bills were introduced, read 
the first, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred, as follows: 

By Mr. PASTORE (by request): 
S. 3474. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1954, as amended; to the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. NEUBERGER: 
S. 3475. A bill for the relief of Florentino 

Bustamante Bacaoan, yeoman, second class, 
United States Navy; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

FORMULA FOR TAXING INCOME OF 
LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES­
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. POTTER submitted an amend­
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill <H. R. 10021) to provide that 
the 1955 formula for taxing income of 
life insurance companies shall also apply 
to taxable years beginning in 1957, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS submitted amend­
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to House bill 10021, supra, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. NEUBERGER submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
him, to House bill 10021, supra, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A. M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, pursu­
ant to the order previously entered, I 
now move that the Senate stand ad­
journed. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1-1 
o'clock and 1 minute p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned, the adjournment being, 
under the order previously entered, until 
tomorrow, Friday, March 14, 1958, at 10 
o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate March 13, 1958: 

IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officer to be placed 
on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 

. Code, section 3962: 
To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Thomas Francis Hickey, . 010362, 
Army of the United State's ('major general, 
U.S. Army). 

The following-named officers under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code,' . 
section 3066 to be assigned to positions of 
importance ~nd. responsibility designated by · 
the President under subsection (a) of sec-
tion 3066, in rank as follows: · 

Maj. Gen. Herbert Butler Powell, 016684, 
United States Army, in the rank of lieutenant 
gener.al. · 

Maj. Gen. Clark Louis Ruffner, 015968, 
United States Army, in the rank 'of lieuten­
ant general. 

IN THE AIR' FORCE. 

The following officers to be assigned to 
positions of importance and responsibility 
designated by the President in_ the rank of 
lieutenant general, under the provisions of 
section 8066, title 10, of the United States 
Code: 

Maj. Gen. Robert W. Burns, 527A, Regular 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Roscoe c. Wilson, 360A, Regular 
Air Force. 

Maj. Gen. Roy H. Lynn, 492A, Regular Air 
Force. 

Maj. Gen. Robert M. Lee, 590A, Regular Air 
Force. 

The following officers to be placed on the . 
retired list in the grade of lieutenant general 
under the provisions of section 8962, title 10, 
of the United States Code: 

Lt. Gen. Charles T. Myers, 37A (major 
general, Regular Air Force) , United States 
Air Force. 

Lt. Gen. Joseph Smith, 84A (major gen­
eral, Regular Air Force) , United States Air 
Force. 

Lt. Gen. Donald L. Putt, 494A (major gen­
eral, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

I:N THE REGULAR AIR FORCE 

The following-named officers for promotion 
in the Regular Air Force under the provi­
sions of section 8298, title 10, United States 
Code. All officers are subject to physical 
examination required by law. 

SECOND LIEUTENANT TO FIRST LIEUTENANT 

Line of the Air Force 
Kelly, James s., 31753A. 
Kincaid, Thomas L., Jr., 31754A. 
Paige, Frederick :q., 31752A. 

Degnan, Donald W., 31750A. 
Hilbun, William H., 3d, 31751A. 
Schulman, Herbert L., 31755A. 
Jost, George T., 31756A. 
Caldwell, Troy L., 31757A. 
Hirsh, Leon S., Jr., 31761A. 
Sverdrup, Lawrence H., 31759A. 
Manthei, Donald F., 31758A. 
Lively, William L., 31762A. 
Monahan, John W., 31760A. 
Winbery, Gordon H., 31763A. 
Wright, Clifton D., Jr., 31764A. 
Smith, Warren P., Jr., 31766A. 
Kuhn ell, Ludolf R., 3d, 31 765A. 
Meinig, Helmut P. M., 31768A. 
Comfort, Earle H., 31767A. 
Almond, Gerald R., 28976A. 
Barker, Raoul S., 31770A. 
Koski, Francis H., 31774A. 
Yager, Donald E., 31771A. 
Capper, Dennis L., 31772A. 
Greenblatt, Owen L., 31773A. 
King, Robert J., 31775A. 
Ruth, Alfred E., Jr., 31776A. 
Woodworth, Samuel A., 31777A. 
Waring, George B., 31781A. 
Wathen, John A., 31782A. 
Sharp, Hubert W., 31784A. 
Smith, Richard P., 31780A. 
Chancey, John W:, 31783A. 
McCormack, Eugene L., Jr., 31779A. 
Reese, Jerry W., 31778A. 
Smith, Thomas ' H., 31785A . . 
Gowing, Donald R~. 31786A. 
DiBartolo, Eugene N., 31787A. · 
Frisbie, Erwin C., Jr., 31791A: 
Sager, Robert E., 31790A. 
Braunstein, Eugene D., 31789A. 
Carlson, Fredric J., 31788A. , 
Myers, Franklin W., 31795A. 
Hogeman, Carroll G., 31798A. 
Plaisance, Newton C., Jr., 31797A. 
Duval, Donald K., 31799A. 
Wade; Austin R., 31796A. 
Gray, Eugene T., 30794A. 

- Graver, Jesse ·c., Jr., 31793A. 
: Hinote, Martin A., 31801A. 

Sohn, Randall L., 31800A. 
Hesseltine, William H., Jr., 31792A. 
Aldrich, William B., 31802A. · 
Bruckner, Charles S., 31803A. 
Brown, HarrisS., 31807A. 
Moore, Thomas L., 31805A . 
Plumb, ;Richard E., 31806A. 
Thornhill, William J., 31808A. 
Hendry,. Lynwood B; .• 31804A. 
Oehme, Chester G., Jr., 31809A. 
Nelson, Merle A., 31810A. 
Weiner, Arthur C., 31811A. 
Puckett, William E., 31812A. 
Green, Billy L., ·31815A. 
Prince, Robert E., 31817A. 
Ballard, Arthur T., Jr., '31816A. 
Dyer, Thomas J., 3d, 31813A. 
Barton, Gerard S., 31814A. 
Hamilton, John T., 27259A. 
Jacobs, Delbert H., 27291A. 
Phillips, Fred B., 27379A. 
Adams, Francis J ., 27155A. 
Newell, Marcy L., 27362A. 
Karam, Raymond A., 27295A. 
Ebert, Daniel, 27226A. 
Smetana, Duane W., 27427A. 
Burroughs, William D., 27184A 
Ruth, John C., 27409A. · 
Perkins, John R., 27374A. 
Stuart, Robert B., 27443A. 
Thompson, James L., Jr., 27448A. 
Welch, William W., 27465A. 
Davis, Reginald R., 27212A. 
Poppe, Robert T., 27385A. 
Bossert,' Carl J., 27177A. 
Volgenau, Ernst, 27457A. 
Burton, Robert ·w., 27185A. 
Gamble, John T., 27242A; 
Gregg, Lucius P., Jr., 27256:A . . 
Worden, Alfred·M., 27474A. 
Blitch, George R., 27176A. 
McClure, Samuei t., 27332A. 
Howard, James E., 27288A. 

· Greene, Francis M., Jr., 27255.A. 
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O'Lear, Robert M., 27368A. 
Riedel, Emil G., Jr., 27394A. 
Young, William R., 27478A. 
Rubenstein, Morton J., 27403A. 
Wray, Robert 0., 27475A. 
Cacavas, Paul C., 27186A. 
Millard, Robert G., 27347A. 
Linebarger, John H., 27317A. 
Rupp, Alexander K., 27407A. 
Sims, Thomas E., 27423A. 
Lovely, Howard E., 27319A. 
Fowle, Edward E., 27238A. 
Moore, Thomas D., Jr., 27353A. 
Cosca, Dennis J., 27201A. 
Fuqua, Claude 'r., 3d, 27241A. 
Low, Edward, 27320A. 
Nelson, Harold W., Jr., 27360A. 
Wolfe, Lloyd T., 27472A. 
Bartlett, Robert 0., 27166A. 
Ohme, Calvin E., 27367A. 
Gray, Charles M., 27254A. 
Loosley, Donald J., 27318A. 
Jamison, John W ., Jr., 27292A. -
Lapham, John S., 27310A. 
Conway, William R., 27200A. 
Cathey, Carl H ., Jr., 27191.£:... 
Straub, Edward C., 27439A. 
Edwards, Alan M., 27227A. 
Sherman, Robert M., Jr., 27422A. 
Stewart, James H., 27435A. 
Moses, Kenneth H., 27355A. 
State, Thomas L., 27432A. 
Peterson, Carl B., 27375A. 
Sheldon, Alfred E., Jr., 27421A. 
Hilland, Richard W., 27279A. 
Poirier, John T., 27383A. 
Keranen, Edmund H., 27301A. 
McKelvey, Robert D., 27338A. 
Peterson, Donald H., 27376A. 
Dorough, Felix, 27219A. 
Ware, Walter E., Jr., 27460A. 
Anders, William A., 27158A. 
Holden, Kenneth L., 27283A. 
Hawkins, Jerome D., 27272A. 
Klu,ng, Henry A., jr., 27305A. 
Hodges, Russell B., 27282A. 
Heye, James F., 27277A. 
Lunnen, Ray J., Jr., 27321A. 
Donald, FrankL., Jr., 27217A. 
Hatch, Monroe W., Jr., 27271A. 
Raster, John M., 27390A. 
Hardy, John S., 27266A. 
Helms, Sanda B., Jr., 27273A. 
Chiota, Anthony J., 27194A. 
Fairey, William G., 27231A. 
Rule, Ronald E., 27405A. 
Stone, Reed L., 27437A. 
Moran, Richard A., 27354A. 
Hammond, Robert A., 27263A-. 
Cassells, Cyrus C ., Jr., 27190A. 
Kenney, Charles E ., 27300A. 
Bouchard, Philippe 0., 27179A. 
Chapman, Edwin K., 27192A. 
Benton, Charles R ., 27171A. 
Barlow, William J., 27164A. 
Bottoms, William H., Jr., 27178A. 
Floyd, Leland D., 27236A. 
Sutton, Donald J., 27446A. 
Giza, Donald A., 27249A. 
Trapp, David L., 27452A. 
Schade, David U., 27412A. 
Strickland, Theodore R., 27442A. 
Dickson, Marshall w ., Jr., 27216A. 
Hlawek, Robert A., 27280A. 
Levin, Harold A.; 27314A. 
Prater, Richard H., 27387A. 
Dickinson, James H., 27215A. 
McWilliams, William D., 3d, 27343A. 
McCrillis, Walter C., 27334A. 
Drake, Thomas J., 27220A. 
Russell, Robert L., 27408A. 
Martin, Paul L., Jr., 27325A. 
Volkstadt, Wilfred G., 27458A. 
Monnich, David H., 27352A. 
Conner, George W., 27199A. 
McNiven, Ronald W ., 27340A. 
Meisenheimer, Robert A., 27345A. 
Ulshafer, Paul M., 27455A. 
Keegan, James F., 27298A. 
McPherson, James K ., 27341A. 
Beoddy, John J., 27172A. 
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Olive, LeWis C., Jr., 27369A. 
Carrington, William M., 27188A. 
Thornquist, Robert, 27449A. 
Schlicht, Harold C., 27413A. 
Harnly, Myron, D., 27267A. 
Ward, Brien D ., 27459A. 
Pickitt, John L., 27381A. 
Glidden, Norb R., 27250A. 
Goodwi.n, William J., Jr., 27252A. 
Graue, Robert W ., 27253A. 
Ponti, Robert J., 27384A. 
Seay, James E., 27414A. 
Wargowsky, Richard G., 27461A. 
Secord, Richard V., 27417A. 
Martin, William C., 27326A. 
Gerdon, Gerald A., 27246A. 
Lichtenberg, Herbert S., 27316A. 
Geran, Daniel B., 27245A. 
Binish, Robert H., 27175A. 
Karnes, John H., 27296A. 
Serex; Henry M., 27419A. 
May, Donald M., 27330A. 
Stephens, Jerry D., 27434A. 
Small, Irvin M., 27426A. 
Lyden, Raymond G., 27322A. 
Cutchin, James H., 4th, 27207A. 
Bianclcino, Richard A., 27174A. 
McDonald, John S ., 27336A. 
Strickland, Robert K., 27441A. 
Seborg, Earnest H ., 27415A. 
Bowles, Frederick M., 27180A. 
Phillips, Thomas J ., 2d, 27380A. 
Roades, Charles W., 27398A. 
McDaniel, Robert H., Jr., 27335A. 
Brower, Richard H ., 27181A. 
Regnier, Richard A., 27393A. 
Baker, Marlin R., 27163A. 
St. George, E:lward F., Jr., 27410A. 
Hotchkiss, John F., Jr .. 27287A. 
Millay,-Albert K., 27348A. 
Crouch, David B., 27205A. 
Coulter, Robert K ., 27202A. 
Michalove, Lawrence G ., 27346A. 
Harvill, Preston S., Jr., 27270A. 
Palladino, Norman K., 27372A. 
Anderson, Edwin M., Jr., 27159A. 
Ray, James S ., 27391A. 
Tebben, Gerald D., 27447A. 
O'Connor, Patrick J., 27365A. 
Anderson, William L ., 27161A. 
Francis, Gzorge F ., 27239A. 
Summers, Clarence S., Jr., 27445A. 
Wilhelm, Frederick A., Jr., 2746.7A. 
Wynne, John W. , 27476A. 
Denton, Dwight F. , 27213A. 
Thorsen, Roy T ., 27450A. 
H3n&ley. Russell D .. Jr. , 27274A. 
Dutnell, Richard C .. 27223A. 
Shanahan, Wayne K. , 27420A. 
Dickey, Gerald D ., 27214A. 
Mattox, Rlchard K. , 27328A. 
Mattson, Wayne 0., 27329A. 
Knieriem, Fred G., 27306A. 
Korzep, David A ., 27308A. 
Staffen, Verne G., 27431A. 
Dunbar, J ames R., 27222A. 
Hornbarger, Peter R. , 272E6A. 
Monahan, George L., Jr ., 27351A. · 
Vitori, Theodore E., 27<!56A. 
Leventis, John K ., 27313A. 
Gauldin, John E., 3d, 27243A. 
Cunningham, John T., 3d, 27206A. 
Alfred, Loren R., 27156A. 
Barra s, Gregory I. , 27165A. 
Peterson, Wilbur D ., 27377A. 
Kennebeck, George R. , Jr ., 27299A. 
Ringer, Robert H., 27396A. 
Cohan, John M .. 27197A. 
Samos, Gerald J., 27411A. 
Roth, William E. , 27402A. 
Oppel, Albert F., 27370A. 
Harris, William W., Jr., 27268A. 
Davis, Joseph H., Jr., 27211A. 
Nay, Gerald L., Jr., 27359A. 
Fetterer, George G., 27234A. 
Gimbrone, Joseph L., 27248A. 
Flynn, Charles L ., 27237A. 
Recicar, Steve A., 27392A. 
Nordlie, Roland L ., 27363A. 
Mitchell, Jimmie R. , 27350A. 
Lewis, Alan P., 27315A. 

Pruitt, Leslie D., 27388A. 
Harrison, William L., 27269A. 
Everett, James D., 27229A. 
Buie, Al, 27183A. 
Donaldson, Kenneth L., 27218A. 
Chastaine, LaVerne A., 27193A. 
Johnson, James B., 27293A. 
Gehring, Philip F., Jr., 27244A. 
Weaver, Thomas G., 27463A. 
Wiesner, James F., 27466A. 
Haines, Carl H., 27257A. 
Ewing, Charles V., 27230A. 
Medeiros, Raymond R., 27344A. 
Winters, Albert C., Jr., 27471A. 
Hunter, Gecrge F., 27290A. 
Ruberg, Arthur J., 27404A. 
Law, Donald K., 27311A. 
McCarthy, Richard D., 27331A. 
Todd, William J., 27451A. 
Hall, Bud T., 27258A. 
Young, Brewer H., Jr., 27477 A. 
Weissenborn, Ronald E ., 27464A. 
Neubeck, Francis G., 27361A. 
Pheiff, Robert F ., 27378A. 
Barton, Robert B., 27167 A. 
Kaus, Norbert R., 27297A. 
Faurer, Judson C., 27233A. 
Wilson, Kenneth V., 27469A. 
Smith, Ric'hard S., 27428A. 
Crosby, Eugene A., 27204A. 
Senn, Charles H., 27418A. 
Wilkinson, Thomas C., 27468A. 
Cardosi, John C., 27187A. 
Herman, Milton J., Jr ., 27276A. 
Sullivan, John R., 27444A. 
Roche, James J., 27399A . . 
Chura, Francis R., 27195A. 
Dantzler, Gerald T., 27209A. 
Sechrist, John R., 27416A. 
Hock, William J., 3d, 27281A. 
Odgers, Peter W., 27366A. 
Gilpin, Jerry M ., 27247A. 
Winfrey, Arthur P., 3d, 27470A. 
Riggs, Leland S., Jr., 27395A. 
O 'Brien, Thomas E., 27364A. 
Mudzo, M ichael G., 27356A. 
Harbour, William T., 27265A. 
McLaughlin, Francis J., 27339A. 
Trentman, Clarence L., 27453A. 
Higgs, Robert J., 27278A. 
Stoeckel, Charles G., 27436A. 
Storey, Alvin B., 2d, 27438A. 
Masson, Richard W., 27327A. 
Carruthers, William M., 2718!YA. 
Clarlcson, Joseph E., 27196A. 
Farnsworth, William W., 27232A. 
LeCates, Walter F., Jr., 27312A. 
Zuckerman, Donald L., 27479A. 
Pirkey, Frederick E., 27382A. 
Lamb, Leroy A. , Jr., 27309A. 
Parsons, William E ., 27373A. 
R issi, Donald L ., 27397A. 
Hamilton, Richard E., 27260A. 
M u rray, Ronald S., 27358A. · 
G :>Odwln, James A., 27251A. 
S inger, E arl V ., Jr. , 27424A. 
Arnold, William E., Jr., 27162A. 
Turner, Thomas A., 27454A. 
Martin, Charles H., Jr., 27324A. 
Rank!n, Carl A., 27389A. 
Powers, James F., Jr., 27386A. 
McJoynt, Albert D., 27337A. 
Rumsey, Edwin F., 27406A. 
W f\rner, Morris T., Jr. , 27462A. 
Kittler, Richa rd M ., 27304A. 
Bendrick, Frank E., 27170A. 
Bell, Thomas J., 27169A. 
Hamley, Gordon B ., 27261A. 
Brown, Gerald C., 27182A. 
Kiefer, Richard J., 27302A. 
Hammett, David M., 27262A. 
Mulholland, James W. A., 27357A. 
Eassa, Edward J ., 27225A. 
Hansell, Haywood S., 3d, 27264A. 
Rodes, Allen H., 27400A. 
Lynn, Roy H., Jr., 27323A. 
Miller, Thomas H., 27349A. 
Fisher, Melvyn, 27235A. 
Davis, Dempsie A., Jr., 27210A. 
Drummond, Kent R., 27221A. 
Spangler, Wilson H., Jr., 27430A. 

4309 



4310 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE March 13 
Huey, Brooks T., 27289A. 
Bayly, Philip A., 27168A. 
Steele, Eldon D ., 27433A. 
Rohr, Donald F., 27401A. 
McVey, Robert L., 27'342A. 
Dyer, Pintard M., 3d, 27224A. 
Holland, Leslie R., Jr., 27284A. 
Anderson; John J., 27160A. 
Koonce, David M., 27307A. 
Woodcock, Sidney J., 27473A. 
Kindel, John F., 27303A. 
Pabst, Harold C., Jr., 27371A. 
Sizemore, Tad E., 27425A. 
Ellstrom, James W., 27228A. 
Snyder, John F., 27429A. 
Bernt, Nathaniel, 27173A. 
Freeman, Roy B., Jr ., 27240A. 
Castillo, Francis L., 27580A. 
Dahlquist, Lamont R ., 31819A. 
O'Brien, Thomas H., 31818A. 
Quinn, Lawerance H., 31822A. 
Eggleston, John D., 31820A. 
Faulkner, Fredrick H ., 31821A. 
Jefferies, William R., 3d, 31823A. 
Peterson, Milton R., 31824A. 
Borland, Jack G., 31830A. 
Boseman, Paul M., 31827A. 
Munna, Joseph V., 31825A. 
Somers, Richard L., 31833A. 
Donlon, James M., Jr., 31834A. 
Smith, Robert N., 31826A. 
Hall, John L., 31828A. 
Behringer, Blair R., 31837A. 
Ericson, David M., Jr., 31831A. 
Lund, William R., 31832A. 
Varnum, John W ., 31836A. 
Elmer, Dean ~ .• 31835A. 
Brennan, William F ., 31838A. 
Arenas, Thomas J., 31840A. 
Bolin, John W., Jr., 31841A. 
'.Anderson, William G., 31839A. 
Edgren, Robert D., 31842A. 
Womack, Willis G., 31845A. 
Jameson, George W., 31844A. 
Siegmund, Frederick R ., Jr., 31847A. 
Wi~derspan, Jon·w ., 31848A. 
Zarr, Robert D ., 31846A. 
Phillips, ·John B ., 31849A. 
Girard, Robert M. , 31850A. 
Weaver, James A., Jr., 31853A. 
Smith, Dale H., 31852A. 
Davis, James W ., 31854A. 
Tillotson, Jll:_mes H ., Sr.; 31855A. 
Hall, Gene F., 31859A. 
Newell, Jack L., 31.856A. 
Boehler, Ernest A., Jr., .31858A; 
Walbridge, James S ., 31861A. 
Schmaling, Max.R., 31857A. 
~smond, William R., 31860A. 
NoTE.-Dates of rank of all officers nomi­

nated for promotion w111 be determined by 
the _Secretary of the Air Fore~. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

THURSDAY, MARCH 13,. 1958 

The House met. at 12 o'clock noon. 
1The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: · 
Galatians 6: 9: Let us not be weary 

in well-doing; tor in due season we shall 
reap, if we .faint not. 

Most merciful and gracious God, we 
beseech The~ to be present and favorable 
unto these Thy serva'nts as they again 
assemble in this Chamber to engage in 
the business of statecraft. · 

We pray th~t _Thou wilt increase the 
ardor of our _efforts in well-doing and 
help us to mobilize our faith in the abid­
ing reality and the invincible strength 
of the moral and spiritual resources. 

Grant that we may hasten the dawn­
ing of that day when all shall know Thee, 

and the kingdoms of this world shall be­
come the kingdom of our Lord. 

We thank· Thee for the life and char­
acter of our colleague who now dwells 
with Thee in eternal blessedness. May 
the members of his bereaved family find 
their consolation in Thee. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes­

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

McGown, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed the following 
resolution: 

Senate Resolution 274 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 

profound sorrow the announcement of the 
death of Hon. JoHN J . DEMPSEY, late a Repre­
sentative from the State of New Mexico: 

Resolved, That a committee of two Senators 
be appointed by the Presiding Officer to join 
the committee appointed on the part of the 
House of Representatives to attend the 
funeral of the deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these. resolutions to the House of Repre­
sentatives and transmit a copy thereof to 
the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of the deceased Representa­
tive, the Senate, at the conclusion of its 
business today, adjourned until 10 o'clock 
an temeridian tomorrow. 

The message also announced that th~ 
Senate had passed a bill and a concur_; 
rent resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of th~ House is 
requested: 

S. 3418. An act to stimulate residential 
construction; and 

S. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent · resolution fa­
voring the acceleration of civil construc­
tion programs for which appropriations have 
been made. · 

The mess'age also announced that the ' 
Vice President has appointed Mr. JoHN­
STON of South Carolina and Mr. CARLSON 
members of the Joint Select Committee 
on the part of the Senate, as provided 
for in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled 
"An act to provide for the disposition of 
certain records of the United States 
Government," for the disposition of ex­
ecutive papers referred to in the report 
of the Archivist of the United States No . 
58-10. ' 

ATOM BOMB EXPLOSION AT 
FLORENCE, S. C. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker,' I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- · 
marks at this point in the REcORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, Pentagon 

officials, according to news reports yes­
terday, considered the Florence atomic 
·bomb as a case in point to prove their 
official contentiol}. issued on February 
15, that the possibility of an accidental 
nuclear explosion "is so remote as to be 
negligible." They cite odds of two bil· 
lion to one. 

Please note, however, by "accidental" 
they mean only a mechanical failure 
or inadvertence. If you add, as you 

must, human errors such as ·misguided 
idealism, venality, drunkenness, mental 
illness, and misunderstanding, then you 
must conclude, as I have concluded, 
that an "accidental" or unauthorized 
atomic explosion is inevitable. 

Thousands of nuclear weapons exist 
today, ready for instant detonation and 
in the hands of error-prone human beings 
like you and· me. What happened in 
South Carolina day before yesterday 
raises the question again: "Are we smart 
enough to survive our own inventions?" 
In my opinion, tbe solution, if there is 
still time for one, lies in the suspension 
of nuclear tests, cessation of the produc­
tion of nuclear weapons, and the disposal 
of stockpiles-not unilaterally but by 
common consent to turn back before it 
is too iate. 

PRICE SUPPORTS 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re­
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, our 

friends in the other body have· scheduled 
final fioor action today on the legislation 
to hold the line on farm price supports 
for this year. Our own great Committee 
on Agriculture now is considering· simi­
lar legislation which was introduced by 
several of us on the opening day of this 
session. 

It is imperative that th~s legislation 
be given favorable action before April 
1, ·the date when the first price cut will 
otherwise go into effect. 

This week the Department of Labor 
announced that the offiCial unemploy­
ment total in the Nation is no'w well over 
5 million. I submit, Mr. Speaker, that 
much of this unemployment stems from 
the fact that the purchasing power of 
our farm families has dropped by one­
third since 1951. 

If we permit farm ·i:ncome to drop 
again in 1958, we can expect the 5-
million unemployment figure to move on 
up toward the 10-million mark. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
RoosEVELT] and I have recently intro­
duced comprehensive farm legislation 
that is geared to the best interest of both 
farmers· and consumers. We hope for 
favorable action on our proposal, but for 
the present we need to act on the tempo­
rary hold-the-line legislation which I 
trust will be before the House in the next 
few days. 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimo:us .consent that subcommittee 
No. 5 of the Small Business Committee 
may sit today during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

NORTH ANDOVER'$ f)CARLET 
KNIGHTS 

Mr. LANE. ·Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. . 
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