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was able to persuade Chairman Herzog 
to accept the appointment at his hands a 
few days ago. 

There is a further personal reason why 
I am so pleased and happy to. have the 
opportunity of voting to confirm this 
nomination. I have known Paul Herzog 
ever since he was a very small child. As 
a matter of fact, his grandfather was 
the family physician to my own par
ents 70 or 75 years ago. I have, of course, 
known the family for many, many years. 
During all the period of my acquaint
ance with Paul Herzog, I have been im
pressed with the quality of his character, 
the quality of his selfless devotion ~o 
duty, and his willingness to serve his 
fellow citizens. It gives me very great 
personal and official pleasure to have 
the opportunity of voting for the con
firmation of his nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nomination is con-

· firmed. 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Ewan Clague to be Commissioner of 
Labor Statistics. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Joseph Frederick Green to be sec
ond lieutenant in the Air Force, with 
date of rank June 2, 1950. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. .With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

'fhat completes the calendar. 
RECESS 

Mr. McFARLAND. As in legislative 
session, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
o'clock and 50 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
August 1, 1950, at 12 o'clo~k meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 31 <legislative day ·of July 
20), 1950: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
The following-named persons, now Foreign 

Service officers o~ class 3 and secretaries in 
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
general of the United States of America: 

Waldo E. Bailey, of Mississippi. 
Cabot Coville, of California. 
John B. Ocheltr ee, of Nevada . 
The following-named persons, now For

eign Service officers of class 5 and secretaries 
in the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
of the United States of America: 

William C. George of the District of 
Columbia. 

Edward F. Rivinus, Jr., of Pennsylvania. 
Robert Rossow, Jr., of Indiana. 

The following-named Foreign Service staff 
officers to be consuls of the United States of 
America: 

Mrs. Doris H. Allen, of Kentucky. 
Sanford Menter, of Texas. 
LaMar D. Mulliner, of Pennsylva~ia. 
Edwin L. Smith, of Arkansas. 
Joseph A. Yager, of Ohio. 

The following-named Foreign Service re
serve officers to be consuls and secretaries in 
the diplomatic service of the United States 
of America: · 

Belton O'Neal Bryan, of South Carolina. 
Howard Trivers, of Maryland. 
Coburn B. Kidd, of Oklahoma, a Foreign 

Service reserve officer, to be a secretary in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America. 

UNITED STA'IES ATIORNEY 
Harvey L. Carey, of Louisiana, to be United 

States attorney for the western district of 
Louisiana, vice Malcolm E. Lafargue, term 
expired. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following-named officers of the 

Marine Corps for permanent appointment to 
the grade of major general: 
William T. Clement Merwin H. Silverthorn 
John T. Walker Ray A. Robim:on 

The following-named officer of the Marine 
Corps for permanent appointment to the 
grade of brigadier general: 

William J . Whaling 

The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps for permanent appointment to the 
grade of major: 
George E. Wasson 
Percy F. Avant, Jr. 
David R . Moak 
Alfred G. Carlson 

Jefferson D. Smith, Jr. 
Frank C. Caldwell 
John A. Conway 

The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps for permanent appointment to the 
grade of major, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 

John K. Hogan 
Thomas A. Durham, Jr. 
John I. Loy 
The following-named officers of the Ma

rine Corps for permanent appointment to 
the grade of captain: 
Robert W. Hohl 
Richard J. Schriver 
Robert B. Clay 
John W. Walker 
John E. Shields 
Roscoe R. St. John 

David G. Swinford 
William J. Longfellow 
Richard A. Bauer 
Norman G. Ewers 
Roger A. Morris 
Harold 0 . Jones 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 31 (legislative day of 
July 20), 1950: 

~ATIONAL LABOR RELATic:; s BOARD 
Paul M. Herzog, of New York, to be a 

member of the National Labor Relations 
Board, for a term of 5 years, e~::r:!ring August 
27, 1955. 

DEP~RTMENT OF LABOR 
Ewan Clague, of Pennsylvania, ~:.> be Com

missioner of Labor Statistics, for a term of 
4 years, expiring August 20, 1954. 

UNITED STATES _·1m Fonc;:;: 
Joseph Frederick Green, a graduated cadet, 

United States Military Academy, class of 
1950, for appointment in the United States 
Air Force, in the grade of second lieutenant, 
with date of rank from June 2, 1950. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, JULY 31, 1950 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend Joe Weldon Bailey, pas

tor of the First Baptist Church, Sulphur 
Springs, Tex., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, our Father, we come to 
Thee today especially within our hearts, 

with gratefulness and thanksgiving for 
all of the blessings Thou hast given us, 
blessings we have received as individ
uals, blessings that have been ours col
lect~vely as a Nation and as a world. 
We thank Thee, our Father, because we 
know that every good and perfect gift 
cometh from above; and as we stand 
here in this sacred place this afternoon 
we do pray that we as citizens may have 
wisdom to do and to know Thy will, and 
that these who are leaders of our coun
try may likewise have wisdom that 
comes only as we come to Thee and 
welcome Thy love; and we pray for the 
deliberations of this day, that all 
thoughts said and done may be to the 
honor and glory of Thy great and holy 
name. 

Bless ~ver'yone who is here, o God, 
today; and may, as we recognize the im
portance of this hour, we turn unto 
Thee for help and for strength. We 
pray in the name of the Son of God and 
for His sake. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, July 27, 1950, was read and 
approved. 
COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK OF 

THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Cl~rk of the House of Representatives: 

JULY 28, 1950. 
The honorable the SPEAKER, 

House of Representati ves. 
Sm: Pursuant to authority ·heretofore 

granted, the Clerk received today from the 
Secretary of the Senate the following mes· 
sage: 

That the Senate had passed without 
am·endment House Joint Resolution 512, en
titled "Joint resolution m aking further tem
porary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1951, and for other purposes"; and 

That the Senate agree to the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill 
S. 3859 entitled "An act to authorize the 
President to control. the anchorage and move
ment of foreign-flag vessels in waters of the 
United States when the n ational security of 
the United · States is endangered, and for 
other purposes." 

Very truly yours, 
RALPH R. ROBERTS, 

Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that ~ommittee had on July 27, 1950, 
exammed and found truly enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions of the House of the 
following titles: 

H. R. 702. An ac'; for the relief of Mrs. 
Ethel N. Plunkett; · 

H . R. 1022. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the District of Delaware to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Alvin 
Smith, of New Castle, Del., arising out of 
the damage sustained by him as a result of 
the construction and m aintenance of the 
New Castle United States Army air base, New 
Cast le, Del.; 

H. R. 1095. An act for the relief of Pit t s
burgh DuBois Co.; 

H. R. 1626. An act for the relief of Mrs. A. 
H.Hill; 

H. R . 1697. An act for the relief of Mildred 
Smith Butler; 

H. R. 1854. An act for the relief of Kenneth 
Everard Hadfield; 
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H. R. 2196. An act to authorize the eUmi

nation of lands from the Flathead Indian 
irrigation project, Montana; 

H. R. 2264. An act for the relief of C. H. 
Bolling; 

H. R. 2462. An act for the relief of Miju 
Iseri Tsuda; 

H. R. 2535. An act for the relief of Samuel 
J. D. Marshall; 

H. R. 2588. An act to confirm title in V. 
LeBlanc and C. Riccard to certain lands in 
West Baton Rouge Parish, La.: 

H. R. 2753. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of April 28, 1904 (33 Stat. 527; 43 
U. s. C., sec. 213), relating to additional 
homestead entries; 

H. R. 2808. An act for the relief of Grace 
G. Walker; 

H. R. 2851. An act for the relief of Carl L. 
Sexauer; 

H. R. 3169. An act granting permanent 
residence to certain Spanish physicians re
siding in Puerto Rico; 

H. R. 3284. An act to authorize grantees 
of recreational demonstration project lands 
to make land exchanges relating to such' 
properties, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 330E·. An act f'or the relief of the 
estate of Jose Salgad0 Santos; 

H. R. 3316. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Francisco J. Cordova; 

H. R. 3330. An act for the relief of Therese 
Hohman; 

H. R. 3535. A-: act for the relief of William 
A. Cross; 

'H. R. 3906. An act to amend the Federal 
Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, as amended; 

H. R. 3994. An act for the relief of John D. 
Lange; 

H. R. 4041. An act for the relief of Par.ish 
Bros.; 

H. :e. 4141. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Shockley; 

H. R. 4309. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Nellie K. Marlowe; 

H. R. 4343. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Acker; 

H. R. 4364. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruth B. Moore; John Robert Lusk III; John 
R. Lusk, Sr.; Mrs. Minnie P. Pruitt; and Mrs. 
Bill-le John Bickle; 

H. R. 4386. An act to amend section 2 (a) 
and section 7 of the Foreign Agents Regis
tration Act of 1938, as amended, to make 
failure of registration a continuing offense, 
and · to continue the obligation of officers, 
directors, and persons acting as such, to com
ply with the act despite dissolution of a 
foreign agent; 

H. R. 4601. An act for the relief of Jeau
nette Passayanni-Capodistria; 

H. R. 5003. An act to provide for the ex
change between the United States and the 
State of New York of certain lands and in
terests in lands at Manhattan Beach, Kings 
County, N. Y.; 

H. R. 5110. An act for the relief of Janos 
(John} Treber and Mrs. Katalin (Katherine) 
Treber; 

H. R. 5221. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Grazia Riccio DiPietro; 

H. R. 5252. An act for the relief of W. M. 
Tindal; 

H. R. 5470. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Haddad~ 

H. E.. 5526. An act to authorize the Presi
dent to provide for the performance of cer
tain functions of the President by other 
officers of the Government, and for other 
r;urposes; 

H. R. 5628. An act to direct the Secretary 
of the Army to convey certain land to the 
State of Rhode Island; 

H. R. 5799. An act for the relief of the 
Acme Finance Co.; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Samuel 
M. Kornegay; 

H. R. 5947. An act for the relief of Alfio 
Batelli; 

H. R. 5990. An act to provide for the con
struction, development, administration, and 
maintenance of the Baltimore-Washington 

Parkway in the State of Maryland and its 
extension into the District of Columbia as 
a part of the park system of the District of 
Columbia and its environs by the Secretary 
of the Interior, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6013. An act to amend an act fixing 
the price of copies of records furnished · by 
the Department of the Interior; 

H. R. 601_8. An act for the relief of Lubo
mir Mikulik and Viliam Krajcirovic; 

H. R. 6198. An act for the relief of the 
First National Bank in Richmond, Calif.; 

H. R. 6247. An act authorizing transfer of 
land and improvements thereon by the Sec
retary of the Interior to New Mexico State 
Fair; 

H. R. 6270. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain allotted inherited iand on the Winne
bago Indian Reservation, Nebr.; 

H. R. 6292. An act to provide that pay
ments to States under the Oil Land Leasing 
Act of 1920 shall be made biannually; 

H. R. 6482. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Artolozaga Euscola; 

H. R. 6644. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Rounds; 

H. R. 6697. An a0t authorizing the issu
ance of a patent in fee to Howard H. Moran; 

H. R. 6699. An act to authorize the sale 
of certain land on the Rosebud Indian Res
ervation, S. Dak., allotted to Susan EaD.:le 
Dog; 

H. R. 6703. An act to authorize the sale 
of certain allotted inherited land on the 
Rosebud Indian Reservation, S. Dak.; 

H. R. 6709. An act for the relief of Ed 
Howard Russell; 

H. R . 6~59. An a.ct for the relief of Ralph 
E. Brown; 

H. R. 6971. An act to authorize the trans
fer of funds allocated for expenditure in 
cooperation with the New Jerser State High-· 
way Department on State Highway Route 
No. 100 to State Parkway Route No. 4; 

H. R. 6994. An act for the relief of Karen 
R. McAndrews; 

H. R. 7016. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Margaret O'Donnell and Mrs. ArlenP. R. 
Shannon; 

H. R. 7C'46. An act for the relief of C. W. 
Jacobs; 

H. R. 7072. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Young Ja Kim; 

H. R. 7074. An act for the relief of Hiroko 
Fujiwara Matsuoka and Mimiyo Matsuoka; 

H. R. 7078. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Eiko Yamada Nagatoshi, Edward Takeo Naga
toshi, and Frances Yoko Nagatoshi; 

H. R. 7079. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gin Shibasaki Okafuji; 

H. R. 7204. An act for the relief of Maria 
Cristina D'Angelo; 

H. R. 7219. An act to authorize acquisi
tion by the Administrator of General Services 
of certain land and the improvements thereon 
in the DJ.strict of Columbia; 

H. R. 7260. An act to provide for the hold
ing of court and the furnishing of quarters 
at Rock Island for the United States District 
Court for the Southern District, Northern 
division, of IllL'IJ.ois; 

H. R. 7314. An act for the relief of Yukie 
Nishimura Okubo; 

H. R. 7339. An act to abolish the Holy 
Cross National Monument, in the State df 
Colorado, and to provide for the administra
tion of the lands contained therein as a part 
of the national forest witbin which such na ... 
tional monument is situated, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 7392. An act for the relief of Colum
bus Finley; 

H. R. 7414. An act for the relief of Teresa 
Gentile and Galliano Gentile; 

H. R. 7428. An act to admit Mrs. Erna 
Tvedt to the United States for permanent 
residence; 

H. R. 7564. An act for the relief of Marla 
Margareta Ries and Konrad Horst Wilhelm 
Ries; 

H. R. 7608. An act for the relief of Mitsuko 
Morita; . 

H. R. 76-29. An act for the relief of Fumiko 
Arakawa and her child, Rie~ 

H. R. 7667. An act directing the transfer 
to the Department of the Interior by the 
General Services .Administration of certain 
property in Boise Barracks, Boise, Idaho; 

H. R. 7675. An act to authorize the addi
tion of certain land to Chickamauga and 
Chattanooga National Military Park, in the 
State of Tennessee; . 

H. R. 7706. An act for the relief of Ayako 
Kurihara; 

H. R. 7779. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Stamatia Lymberopoulos and Leonidas St av
rou Llm.peropoulos; 

H. R. 7783. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Donald Rafter; 

H.R. 7810. An act for the relief of M. S. 
Davis; 

H. R. '7815. An act for the relief of John 
Yee Horn; 

H. R. 7820. An act for the relief of Keiko 
Uchida Doane and her minor child; 

H. R. 7899. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Michiko Nogami Cotter and Katsumi Cotter; 

H. R. 7916. An act to authorize and direct 
the. Secretary of the Interior to execute an 
oil and gas lease on a certain tract of land 
in Park County, Wyo.; . 

H. R . 7944. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Albert Chandler; 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of Chiyoko 
Yano; 

H. R. 7970. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Regina Anderson and her minor child; 

H. R. 7977. An act to authorize the city of 
Buffalo, Wyo., to make additional uses of 
certain lands, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7982. An act to abolish the Wheeler 
National Monument, in the State of Colo
rado, and to provide for the administration 
of the lands contained therein as a part of 
the National forest within which such na
tional monument is situated, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 8055. An act relating to the collec
tion, payment, and dishonor of demand 
items, and to the revocation of credit for, 
and payment of, such items, by banks in tpe 
District of Columbia; 

H. R. 8067. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Yup Boon (Joan) Kim Skanes; 

H. R. 8098. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Ishikawa; 

H. R. 8119. An act for the relief of Midorl 
Ohta (also known as Mary Stephen); 

H. R. 8125. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Hisae Kawauchi KeiJiy; 

H. R. 8155. An act for the relief of Chiyo 
Furumura Yoshida; 

H. R. 8180. An act for the relief of Parue 
K. Tsugami~ 

H. R. 8183. An act for the relief of Asako 
Tsuchida; 

H. R. 8287. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the- Interior to issue duplicate of 
William Gerard's script certificate No. 2, sub
division 13, to Lucy P. Crowell; 

H. R. 8289. An act for the relief" of Yee 
Baiche Yee; 

H. R. 8361. An act for the relief of Toshiko 
Murai; 

H. R. 8381. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Joseph G. Grant; 

H. R. 8382 An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Misao Hatanaka Deskins; 

H. R. 8451. An act for the relief of Yoshie 
Nozawa; 

H. R. 8500. An act for the relief of Hatsuko 
Torika1; 

H. R. 8514. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to provide for exemption from duty 
of certain sound recordings imported by the 
Department of State, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8519. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Archer C. ·Gunter; 

H. R. 8581. An act for the relief of Yasuko 
Higuchi Thomson; 

H. R. 8583. An act for the relief of Hisako 
Shimizu;· 

H. R. 8600. An act for the relief of Yuriko 
Aoyama; 
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. H.R. 8604. An act to provide for the con:. 

veyance of the Percy Jones General Hospital 
Gull Lake Annex, Gull Lake, Mich., to the 
W. K. Kellogg Foundation, Battle Creek, 
Mich.; 

H. R. 8617. An act to amend title 14, 
United States Code entitled "Coast Guard"; 

H. R. 8709. An act to change the designa
tions of Health Officer and Assistant Health 
Officer of the District of Columbia, respec
tively, to Director of Public Health and As
sistant Director of Public Health; 

H. R. 8722. An act for the relief of Jun Hin 
Lum; 
· H. R. 8958. An act relating to the policing 

of the buildings and grounds of the Library 
of Congress; 

H. J. Res. 461. Joint resolution to provide 
that South Parlrnrsburg, W. Va., shall for the 
purposes of the seventeenth decennial census 
be treated as a part of Parkersburg, W. Va.; 
and 

H.J. Res. 512. Joint resolution making fur
ther temporary appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1951, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to the author
ity granted him on July 27, 1950, he did 
on July 28, 1950, sign the following en
rolled bills and joint resolutions of the 
House: · 

H. R 702. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ethel N. Plunkett; 

H . R. 1022. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the District of Delaware to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
Alvin Smith, of New Castle, Del., arising out 
of the damage sustained by him as a result 
of the construction and maintenance of the 
New Castle United States Army Air Base, 
New Castle, Del.; 

H. R. 1095. An act for the relie.:- of Pitts
burgh DuBois Co.; 

H. R. 1626. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
A.H. Hill; 

H. R. 1697. An act for the relief of Mildred 
Smith Butler; 

H. R. 1854. An act for the relief of Ken
neth Everard Hadfield; 
· H. R. 2196. An act to authorize the elimi
nation of lands from the Flathead Indian 
irrigation project, Montana; 

H. R. 2264. An act for the relief of C. H. 
Bolling; 
. H. R. 2462. An act for the relief of Miju 
Iseri Tsuda; 

H. R. 2535. An act for the relief of Samuel 
J. D. Marshall; 

H. R. 2588. An act to confirm title in V. Le
Blanc and C. Riccard to certain lands in West 
Baton Rouge Parish, La.; 

H. R. 2753. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of April 28, 1904 (33 Stat. 527; 43 
U. S. C., sec. 213), relating to additional 
homestead entries; 

H. R. 2808. An act for the relief of Grace G. 
Walker; 

H. R. 2851. An act for the relief of Carl L. 
Sexauer; 

H. R. 3169. An act granting permanent 
residence to certain Spanish physicians re
siding in Puerto Rico; 

H. R. 3284. An act to authorize grantees of 
recreational demonstration project lands to 
make land exchanges relating to such prop
erties, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 3305. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Jose Salgado Santos; 

H. R . 3316. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Francisco J. Cordova; 

H. R. 3330. An act for the relief of Therese 
Hohman; 

H. R. 3535. An act for the relief of William 
A. Cross; 

H. R. 3906. An act to amend the Federal 
Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, as amended; 

H . R. 3994. An act for the relief of John 
D. Lange; 

H. R. 4041. An act for the relief of Parish 
Bros.; 

H. R. 4141. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Shockley; 

H. R. 4309. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Nellie K. Marlowe; 

H. R. 4343. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Acker; 

H. R. 4364. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruth. B. Moore; John Robert Lusk III; John 
R. Lusk, Sr.; Mrs. Minnie P. Pruitt; and Mrs . . 
Billie John Bickle; 

H. R. 4386. An act to amend section 2 (a) 
and section 7 of the Foreign Agents Regis
tration Act of 1938, as amended, to make 
failure of registration a continuing offense, 
and to continue the obligation of officers, 
directors, and persons acting as such, to 
comply with the act despite dissolution of 
a foreign agent; 

H. R. 4601. An act for the relief of Jean
nette Passayanni-Capodistria; 

H. R. 5003. An act to provide for the ex
change between the United States and the 
State of New York of certain lands and in
terests in lands at Manhattan Beach, Kings 
County, N. Y.; 

H. R. 5110. An act for the relief of Janos 
(John) Treber and Mrs. Katalin (Katherine) 
Treber; 

H. R. 5221. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Grazia Riccio DiPietro; 

H. R. 5252. An act for the relief of W. M. 
Tindal; 
· H. R. 5470. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Haddad; 

H. R. 5526. An act to authorize the Presi
dent to provide for the performance of cer
tain functions of the President by other 
officers of the Government, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 5628. An act to direct the Secretary 
of the Army to convey certain land to the 
State of Rhode Island; 

H. R. 5799. An act for the relief of th~ 
· Acme Finance Co.; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Samuel 
M. Kornegay; 

H. R. 59~7. An act for the relief of Alfi.a 
Batelli; 

H. R. 5990. An act to provide for the con
struction, development, administration, and 
maintenance of the Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway in the State of Maryland and its 
extension into the District of Columbia as a 
part of the park system of the District of 
Columbia and its environs by the Secretary 
of the Interior, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6013. An act to amend an .act fixing 
the price of copies of records furnished by 
the Department of the Interior; 

H. R. 6018. An act for the relief of Lubomir 
Mikulik and Viliam Krajcirovic; 

H. R. 6198. An act for the relief of the 
First National Bank in Richmond, Calif.; 

H. R. 6247. An act authorizing transfer of 
land and improvements thereon by the Sec
retary of the Interior to New Mexico State 
Fair; 

H. R. 6270. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain allotted inherited land on the Win
nebago Indian Reservation, Nebr.; 

H. R. 6292. An act to provide that pay
ments to States under the Oil Land Leasing 
Act of 1920 shall be made biannually; 

H. R. 6482. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Artolozaga Euscola; 

H. R. 6644. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Rounds; 

H. R. 6697. An act authorizing the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Howard H. Moran; 

H. R. 6699. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land on the Rosebud Indian Reserva
tion, S. Dak., allotted to Susan Eagle Dog; 

H. R. 6703. An act to authorize ·the sale of 
certain allotted inherited land on the Rose
bud Indian Reservation, S. Dak.; 

H. R. 6709. An act for the relief of Ed 
Howard Russell; 

H. R. 6969. An act for the relief of Halph E. 
Brown;_ 

H. R. 6971. An act to authorize the trans
fer of funds allocated for expenditure in 
cooperation with the New Jersey State High
way Department on State Highway Route No. 
100 to State Parkway Route No. 4; 

H. R. 6994. An act for the relief of Karen 
R. McAndrews; 

H. R. 7016. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Margaret O'Donnell and Mrs. Arlene R. 
Shannon; 

H. R. 7046. An act for the relief of C. W. 
Jacobs; 

H. R. 7072. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Young Ja Kim; 

H. R. 7074. An act for the relief of Hiroko 
Fujiwara Matsuoka and Mimiyo Matsuoka; 

H. R. 7078. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Eiko Yamada Nagatoshi, Edward Takeo 
Nagatoshi, and Frances Yoko Nagatoshi; 

H. R. 7079. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gin Shibasaki Okafuji; · 

H. R. 7204. An act for the relief of Maria 
Cristina D'Angelo; 

H. R. 7219. An act to authorize acquisition 
by the Administrator of General Services of 
certain land and the improvements thereon 
in the District of Columbia; 

H. R. 7260. An act to provide for the hold
ing of court and the furnishing of quarters 
at Rock Island for the United States District 
Court for the Southern District, northern 
division, of Illinois; 

H. R. 7314. An act for the relief of Yukie · 
Nishimura Okubo; 

H. R. 7339. An act to· abolish the Holy Cross 
National Monument, in the State of Colorado, 
and to provide for the administration of the 
lands contained therein as a part of the na
tional forest within which such national 
monument is situated, and for other pur
poses; 

H. R. 7392. An act for the relief of Co
lumbus Finley; 

H. R. 7414. An act for the relief of Teresa 
Gentile and Galliano Gentile; 

H. R. 7428. An act to admit Mrs. Erna Tvedt 
to the United States for permanent resi
dence; 

H. R. 7564. An act for the relief of Maria 
Margareta Ries and Konrad Horst Wilhelm 
Ries; 

H. R. 7608. An act for the relief of Mitsuko 
Morita; 

H. R. 7629. An act for the relief of Fumiko 
Arakawa and her child, Rie; 

H. R. 7667. · An act directing the transfer 
to the Department of the Interior by the 
.General Services Admini&tration of certain 
property in Boise Barracks, Boise, Idaho; 

H. R. 7675. An act to authoriie the addi
tion of certain land to Chickamauga and 
Chattanooga National Military Park, in the 
State of Tennessee; 

H. R. 7706. An act for the relief of Ayako 
Kurihara; · 

H. R. 7779. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Stamatia Lymberopoulos and Leonidas 
Stavrou Limperopoulos; 

H. R. 7783. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Donald Rafter; 

H. R. 7810. An act for the relief of M. S. 
Davis; 

H. R. 7815. An act" for the relief of John Yee 
Horn; 

H. R. 7820. An act for the relief of Keito 
Uchida Doane and her minor child; 

H. R. 7899. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Michiko Nogami Cotter and Katsumi Cotter; 

H. R. 7916. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to execute an 
oil and gas lease on a certain tract of land 
in Park County, Wyo.; 

H. R. 7944. An act for the relief of Mr. 
and Mrs. Albert Chandler; 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of Chiyoko 
Yano; 

H. R. 7970. An act for the relief of :Mrs. 
Regina Anderson and her minor child; 

H. R. 7977. An act to authorize the city of 
Buffalo, Wyo., to make additional uses of 
certain lands, and for other purposes; 
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H. R. 7982. An act to abolish the Wheeler 

National Monument, in the State of Colo
rado, and to provide for the administration 
of the lands contained therein as a part of 
the national forest within which such na
tional monument is situated, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 8055. An act relating to the collec
tion, payment, and dishonor of demand 
items, and to the revocation of credit for, 
and payment of, such items, by banks in the 
District of Columbia; 

H. R. 8067. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Yup Boon (Joan) Kim Skanes; 

H. R. 8098. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Ishikawa; 

H. R. 8119. An act for the relief of Midorl 
Ohta (also known as Mary Stephen); 

H. R. 8125. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Hisae Kawauchi Kelly; 

H. R. 8155. An act for the relief of Chiyo 
Furumura Yoshida; 

H. R. 8180. An act for the relief of Parue 
K. Tsugami; 

H. R. 8183. An act tor the relief of Asako 
Tsuchida; 

H. R. 8287. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to issue duplicate of 
William Gerard's script certificate No. 2, sub
division 13, to Lucy P. Crowell; 

H. R. 8289. An act for the relief of Yee 
Balche Yee; 

H. R. 8361. An act for the relief of Toshiko 
Murai; 

H. R. 8381. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Joseph G. Grant; 

H. R. 8382. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Misao Hatanaka Deskins; 

H. R. 8451. An act for the relief of Yoshie 
Nozawa; 

H. R. 8500. An act for the relief of Hat
suko Torikal-; 

H. R. 8514. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to provide for exemption from duty 
of certain sound recordings imported by the 
Department of State, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8519. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Archer C. Gunter; 

H. R. 8581. An act for the relief of Yasuko 
Higuchi Thomson; 
. H. R. 8583. An act for the relief of Hisako 

Shimizu; 
H. R. 8600. An act for the relief of Yuriko 

Aoyama; 
H. R. 8604. An act to provide for the con

veyance of the Percy Jones General Hospital 
Gull Lake Annex, Gull Lake, Mich., to the 
W. K. Kellogg Foundation, Battle Creek, 
Mich.; 

H . R. 8617. An act to amend title 14, 
United States Code, entitled "Coast Guard"; 

H. R. 8709. An act to change the designa
tions of Health Officer and Assistant Health 
Officer, of the District of Columbia, re
spectively,' to Director of Public Health and 
Assistant Director of Public -Health; 

H. R. 8722. An act for the relief of Jun 
Hin Lum; 

H. R. 8958. An act relating to the policing 
of the buildings and grounds of the Library 
of Congress; 

H.J. Res. 461. Joint resolution to provide 
that South Parkersburg, W. Va., shall for the . 
purposes of the seventeenth decennial cen
sus be treated as a part of Parkersburg, 
W. Va.; and 

H.J. Res. 512. Joint resolution making 
further temporary appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1951, and for other purposes. 

And an enrolled bill of the Senate as 
follows: 

S. 3859. An act to authorize the President 
to control the anchorage and movement of 
foreign-flag vessels in waters of the United 
States when th(l national security of the 

· United States is endangered, and for other 
purposes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was communi-

cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
a joint resolution of the House of the 
fallowing titles: 

On July 26, 1950: 
H. R. 5866. An act to adjust and defin~ the 

boundary between Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park and the Cherokee-Pisgah
Nantahala National Forests, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. R. 7477. An act providing for the con~ 
veyance to the town of Nahant, Mass., of the 
Fort Ruckman Military Reservation. 

On July 28, 1950: 
H. R. 3506. An act for the relief of Louis 

P. Murphy, United States immigrant inspec
tor, El Paso, Tex.; and 

H. J . Res. 513. Joint resolution to author
ize the burial in the National Cemetery at 
Nashville, Tenn., of the bodies of members of 
the Tennessee Air National Guard killed in 
a plane crash near Myrtle Beach, S. C., July 
23, 1950. 

On July 31, 1950: 
H. R. 940. An act to authorize construc

tion of the Eklutna project, hydroelectric 
generating plant and transmission facilities 
in connection therewith, and for other 
purpqses; and . . 

H.J. Res. 512. Joint resolution making fur
ther temporary appropriations for the fiscal · 
year 1951, and for other purposes. 

RESTRICTIONS ON THE AUTHORIZED 
PERSONNEL STRENGTH OF THE ARMED 
FORCES. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 9178) to 
suspend restrictions on the authorized 
personnel strength of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment 

as follows: 
Line 9, after "suspended" insert "until 

July 31, 1954." 

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

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this amend
ment? 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, under the 
House bill there was no limit. Under 
the Senate amendment it provides that 
the suspension shall exist until the date 
stated in the amendment, in 1954. As a 
.matter of fact, the whole subject has got 
to be considered in July 1951, the date of 
the expiration of the Draft Act. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
is agreeable to Members on both sides of 
the aisle? 

Mr. VINSON. It is. 
Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 

yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

1n connection with the statement made 
by the gentleman from Georgia, at the 
time the bill was before the House the 
gentleman assured the House this que~
tion would come under scrutiny by ·the 
Congress in July 1951. 

Mr. VINSON. That is c~rrect. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentle
man reiterates that as being his posi
tion ill spite of the fact that the ·pro
posed amendment places the time ·limit 
in 1954? · 

Mr. VINSON. The act expires on 
July 1, 1951, and notwithstanding this 
amendment this whole subject must be 
reconsidered at that time. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. RICH. If this expires in 1951, 
why do you have the date 1954? 

Mr. VINSON. I am agreeing to the 
Senate amendment because it has been 
put in there QY the Senate. It does not 
make any difference whether it is in or 
out. It is just a question of going ahead 
and agreeing to the amendment. It is 
all right. There would not be any harm 
if it were not in there at all and it 
cannot make any difference one way or 
the other. · 
· Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman is going to see that the whole 
business is reviewed next year? 

Mr. VINSON. We have to review it 
under the law anyway . . 

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

There was no .objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in. 
· A · motion to reconsider was laid · on 
the table. 
CONSTRUCTIO~ OF MODERN NAVAL 

VESSELS 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, i . ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 7764) to 
authorize the construction of modern 
naval vessels, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments as follows .: 
Page 1, line 4, strike out "and directed." 
Page 1, line 10, strike out "and directed." 
Page 2, line 7, preceding -"Sums", insert: 

"Construction authorized by this section 
shall be chargeable against tonnages author
ized by existing law." 

Page 2, line 13, after "appropriated", in
sert: "not to exceed." 

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

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain these amend
ments? 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, one Sen
ate · amendment strikes out the words 
"and directed." When the House passed 
the bill we used the language: "The Pres
ident is authorized and directed." The 
Senate did not like the word "direct." 
The words "authorization" and "author
ize" and "direct" are practic·any the 
same thing. So we ask that the amend
ment of the Senate be agreed to. The 
other amendment relates to tonnage on 
the books. This tonnage is charged 
against the tonnage that was authorized 
in 1938. Instead of additional tonnage 
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it is just charged against the tonnage of 
1938. There is still left on the books 
about a million or two tons of naval con
struction; that is merely just charged 
against it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And 
there is no new construction authorized 
at all? 

Mr. VINSON. Oh, yes; there is a good 
deal of new construction. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
mean, additional construction to what 
has already been authorized. 

Mr. VINSON. This is authorizing 
two-hundred-and-some-odd ships, and 
this amendment was not to make it 
against the tonnage authorized, but 
against the tonnage previously author
ized. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And 
·that is agreeable to both sides of the 
Committee on Armed Services? 

Mr. VINSON. Yes. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con-: 

curred in. -- . 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
UNITED STATES MARINE BAND 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 8139) to 
authorize the attendance of th~ Vnited 
States ,Marine Band · at the annua~ re
union of the United Confederate Veter
ans to be held in Biloxi, Miss., Septem
ber 27 through September 30, 1950, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend.:. 

ments, as ·follows: 
·Page l, line 4, ~trike ~ut "Marine Co~ps'' 

and insert "Navy." 
·Page 2, line 2; strike out "Marine B~nd" 

and insert "Navy Band." · 
Amend the title so as to read: "An act· to 

authorize the attendance ·of the United 
States Navy. Band at the annual reunion of 
the United Confederate Veterans to be held 
in Biloxi, Miss., September 27 through Sep
tember 30, 1950." 

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

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman please explain the 
Senate amendments? 

Mr. VINSON. As the bill passed the 
House, it authorized the Marine Band 
to go to this reunion, and this substitutes 
the Navy Band. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
certainly have no objection to that, Mr. 
Speaker. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendnients were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
CIVIL GOVERNMENT FOR dUAM 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the · 

Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 7273) to 
provide a civil government for Guam, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments there, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 2, line 5, after "and" where it appears 

the second time insert "its relations with the 
Federal Government." 

Page 2, line 6, after "the" where it appears 
the first time insert "general administrative." 

Page 2, line 13, strike out "207" and insert 
"206." 

Page 3, line 11, after "States" insert ": Pro
vided, That in the case of any person born 
before the date of enactment of this section, 
he has taken no affirmative steps to preserve 
or acquire foreign nationality." 

Page 4, line 8, strike out "(6)" and insert 
"(5)." 

Page 6, line 5, strike out "sex,". 
Page 6, line 6, strike out all after "denied" 

down to and including "authority" in line 11. 
· Page 7 lines 1 and 2, strike out ", in a 
school approved by the Governor of 

1

Guam." 
Page 7, line 3, strike out "political or." 
Page 7, line 3, strike o~t all after "te.st" 

down to and including "Guam" in line 5. 
Page 7, line f?, after "shall" insert ' '..ever.'.' 
Page 7, after line 7, insert: "(t) No person 

who advocates, or who aids or belongs to 
any party, organization, or association which 
advocates, the overthrow by force or violence 
of the government of Guam or of the United 
States shall be qtlalified to hold any public 
oince of trust or profit under the govern-
ment ·or Gu.am." . 

Page 7, lines 17 and 18, strike out ", u~less 
sooner removed .by the President for cause." 

Page 8, line 25, strike out "or ordinance." 
Page 9, lines 7 and 8, strike out "Lieuten

ant Governor for" and insert "secretary of.''. 
Page 9, lines 20 and 21, strike out", unless 

-sooner removed by the President for cause." 
Page 10, lines 3 and 4, strike out "Lieuten

ant Governor" and insert "secretary.'' 
Pao-e 10 11ne ·9, strike out "house of coun-

cil" :nd i~sert "legislature." · 
Page 10, line 10, strike out all after "and" 

down to and including "ancestry." in line 
14 and insert "instrumentalities. In ~ak
ing 'appointments and promotions, prefer
ence shall be given to qualified persons of 
Guamanian ancestry." . 

Page 10, line 17, aft~r "ancestry." insert 
"The legislature shall establish a merit sys
tem and, as far as practicable; appointments 
and promotions shall be made in accordance 
with such merit system." 

Page 11, strike out lines 4 to 7, inclusive. 
Page 11, line 8, strike out "e" and insert 

"(d)." 
Page 11, line 13, strike out all after "10." 

down to and including "house." in line 16 
and insert "The legislative power of Guam, 
except as otherwise provided in this act, shall 
be vested in a legislature which shall consist 
of a single house -0f not to exceed 21 mem
bers to be elected at large. General elec
tions to the legislature shall ·be held on the 
Tuesday next after the first Monday in No
vember, biennially in even-numbered years." 

Page 11, line 21, strike out "shall be con
stituted and." 

Page 12, line 4, strik'.e out "and" where it 
appears the first time and insert "sales,". 

Page 12, line 4, strike out "fees" and insert 
"fees,". 

Page 12, line 6, after "be", insert "uni
formly." 

Page 12, line 18, after "exempt", insert "as 
to -principal and interest,". 

Page 12, line 24, after "choose", insert 
"from its members." 

Page 14, ·line 11, strike out all after "1.8." 
down to and includi~g "'!-allowing." in line 
13 and insert "Regular sesslons of the legis
lature shall be held annually for a period or 

periods not to exceed in the aggregate 60 
calendar days, as the legislature may deter
mine. Such sessions shall convene in Agan a 
on the second Monday in January." 

Page 15, lines 10 and 11, strilre . out "two
thirds of each house (if there be two houses) 
or." 

Page 15, line 12, strike out "(if there be 
only one house) ." 

Page 17, strike out all after line 8 over to 
and including line 9 on page 19 and insert: 

"SEC. 22. (a) There is hereby created a 
court of record to be designated the "Dis
trict Court of Guam", and the judicial au
thority of Guam shall be vested in the Dis
trict Court of Guam and in such court or 
courts as may have been or may hereafter 
be established by the laws of Guam. The 
District Court of Guam shall have, in all 
causes arising under the laws of the United 
States, the jurisdiction of a district court 
of the United States as such court is defined 
in section 451 of title 28, United States 
Code, and shall have original jurisdiction in 
all other causes in Guam, jurisdiction over 
which has not been transferred by the leg• 
islature to other court or courts established 
by it, and shall have such appellate juris
diction as the legislature may determine. 

· The jurisdiction of and the procedure in the 
courts of Guam other than the District 
Court of Guam shall be · prescribed by the 
laws of Guam. 

"(b) The rules heretofore or hereafter pro
mulgated and made effective ·by the Supreme 
Court of the United States pursuant to sec
tion 2072 of title 28, United States Code, in 
civil cases; section 2073 of title 28, United 
States Code, in admiralty cases; sections 
3771 and 3772 of title 18, United States Code, 
in criminal cases; and section 30 of the Bank
ruptcy Act of July 1, 1898, as amended (title 
11, U. S. C., sec. 53), in bankruptcy cases; 
shall apply to the District Court of Guam and 
to appeals therefrom. 

"SEc. 23. (a) The United States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit shall have 
jurisdiction ·of appeals from all final deci
sions of the District Court of Guam in au 
cases involving the Constitut.ion, laws, or 
treaties of the United. States or any authority 
exercised thereunder, in all habeas corpus 
proceedings, and in all other civil cases when~ 
the value ~n controversy exceeds $5,000, ex-
clusive of interest and costs. · · 

"(b) Any party may appeal to the Supreme 
Court cf the United States from an inter
locutory or final judgment, or order -of the 
District Court of Guam, holding an act of 
Congress unconstitutional in any civil action, 
suit, or proceeding to which the Un ited 
States or any of its agencies or any officer 
or employee thereof, as such officer or em
ployee, is a party. A party who has received 
notice of appeal under this section shall take 
any subsequent appeal or cross appeal to the 
Supreme Court. All appeals or cross appeals 
taken to other courts prior to such notice 
shall be treated as taken directly to the 
Supreme Court. 

"SE€. 24. (a) The President shall, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
appoint a judge for the District Court of 
Guam who shall hold office for the term .of 
4 years and until his successor is chosen and 
qualified unless sooner removed by the Presi
dent for cause. The judge shall receive a sal
ary payable by the· United States which shall 
be the same as the salary of the Governor 
of Guam as provided by section 26 (a) of this 
act and shall be entitled to tlw benefits of. 
retlremer.t provided in section 373 of title 
28, United States Code. The Chief Justice 
of the U11ited States may, with the consent 
of the judge so assigned, assign any United 
States circuit or district judge to serve as a 
Judge in the District Court of Guam when
ever it is made to appear that such an as
signment is necessary for the proper dispatch 
of the business of the court. 
- "(b) The •President ·shall appoint, by and 
wlth the advice and consent of the Senate, 
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a United States attorney and United States 
marshal for Guam to whose offices the provi
sions of chapters 31 and 33 of title 28, United 
States Code, respectively, shall apply. 

"(c) The provisions of chapters 21, 41, 43, 
49 and 57 of t itle 28, United St ates Code, 
sh~ll apply to the District Court of Guam." 

Page 20, line 8, strike out "of $16,000" and 
insert "at the rate provided for governors of 
Territories and possessions in the Executive 
Pay Act of 1949, but not to exceed $13,125." 

Page 20, line 12, strike out "$16,000" and 
lnsert "the equivalent of the compensation 
for a civilian governor." 

Page 20, strike out lines 13, 14, and _15 and 
insert "(b) The secretary of Guam shall re
ceive an annual salary to be paid by the 
United States at a rate established in ac- -
cordance with the standards provided in the 
Classification Act of 1949." 

Page 21, line 13, after "States", insert "at 
established rentals:" 

Page 22, line 14, after "property", insert 
", real and personal,". 

Page 22, line 22, after "property", insert 
" real and personal,". 

' Page 23, line 5, after "property", insert 
", real and personal,". 

Page 23, lines 15 and 16, strike out "advan
tageous to the Government of the United 
States" and insert "in the public interest." 

Page 23, line 16, after "property", insert 
",real and personal,". 

Page 24, line 6, strike out "collected in" 
and insert "derived from." · 

Page 25, line 4, strike out "The" and 
insert "Upon the 21st day of July 1950, the 
anniversary of the liberation of the island 
of Guam by the Armed Forces of the United 
States in World War II, the." 

Page 25, line 5, strike out "immediately 
upon enactment." 

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, may I ask 
the chairman of the Committee on Pub
lic Lands a question? As I understand, 
this is a bill which gives a civilian form 
of government to American Guam which 
has been under a military administra
tion for about 50 years? 

Mr. PETERSON. That is correct. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. And wherein the 

President by Executive order last Sep
tember established a civilian governor, 
who has been in charge since that date, 
pending the enactment of this bill? 

Mr. PETERSON. That is correct. 
The amendments are more or less pro
cedural. In other words, as to the gov
ernor's salary, the Senate bill is less than 
the House bill, and it provides for a sec
retary of Guam instead of a lieutenant 
governor, and instead of a supreme court 
it provides for a district court, doing 
away with two judges.- As far as the bill 
i~ concerned, the Senate bill is more eco
nomical than the House bill. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I agree with the 
gentleman on that. I withdraw my res
erv~tion of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
,COMMITTEE OF ESCORT 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
as a committee to escort our distin
guished guests into the House the gen-

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc: 
CORMACK] and the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares 
the House in recess at this time subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly <at 12 o'clock and 15 min
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess, 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

RECEPTION OF MEMBERS OF THE 
JAPANESE DIET 

During the recess the following pro
ceedings occurred : 

The members of the Japanese Diet 
entered the Hall of the House of Repre
sentatives at 12 o'clock and 18 minutes 
p. m., and were escorted by the _commit
tee appointed for that purpose to the 
places reserved for them. 

The SPEAKER. Members of the 
House of Representatives, it is my hig}?. 
privilege and great pleasure to welcome 
on this ft.oor today and in the gallery 
distinguished citizens from Japan. 

To say that they are welcome here in 
the United States of America and that 
we are glad to have them is putting it 
only mildly. We are glad that you are 
here representing the country you do. 

For many, many years peace ~nd 
amity reigned between the Umted 
States and Japan. In recent years that 
has been disturbed. We trust that your 
visit here is an evidence that your gov
ernment is a friendly one. It gives ~s 
the opportunity of showing you that m 
the future we want to be your fri~nds. 
We want to live in peace with you, that 
you and we in a democratic way may 
carry on and make the world in which 
we live a better place. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted to _join w_ith our 
distinguished Speaker in this cordial wel
come to our distinguished guests from 
across the sea. We are living in a tu~
bulent period, a period when all that 1s 
dear and precious to mankind is at.stake. 
In these critical days, we are deh~hted 
to have this genuine gesture of friend
ship and we welcome you to a country 
whi~h is ready and anxious to establish 
firmly the bonds of friendship. 

The United States at the present mo
ment is trying to aid in the rebuilding 
and rehabilitation of your native land. 
We want to make Japan one of the great 
countries of the world, a country that 
will join with us and the other forces 
that will fight for freedom and for better 
days for peoples everywhere·. 

It is in this spirit we welcome you here 
today; We believe the generous ges~u~e 
of your visit to us will bear good fruit m 
the days that are to come. We want you 
to realize that the people of the United 
states have no desire either for domina
tion of other countries or of empire. We 
are only trying to build a more peaceful 
world, a world where we may achieve a 
better life for the average man and 
woman, whether they live in the United 
States, Japan, or any other country .. 

The people of the world are beggmg 
for peace. They seek peace, but at the 
same time, they want freedom and op-

portunity. People who believe in peace 
and freedom must be rallied together in 
one great common cause. 

We hope that this visit will cement 
better relations between two great peo
ples, two peoples, who, working in full 
cooperation, can rescue the world from 
war and destruction. 

I repeat, I am happy to join with our 
distinguished Speaker and to welcome 
you to the United States. I hope your 
visit will be happy and profitable. I am 
sure that it will help to give you a better 
understanding of what can come from 
people who live in freedom, where pri
vate initiative has the opportunity to 
work its wondrous results. We want you 
to take back to Japan the most kindly 
feelings toward the people of the United 
States. I believe the peoples of our two 
great countries working together can be 
a positive force-a positive force for bet
ter things for all the people of the world. 

Let us work together. With full con
fidence and trust in each other, we can 
rescue mankind from the threat of those 
who would put out the lights of freedom 
and usher in an era of oppression and 
perhaps slavery. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask 
the spokesman for the members of the 
Japanese Diet to come to the Speaker's 
rostrum, that he may be presented. 

·Delegate Kitamura stood at the 
Speaker's rostrum, to the right of the 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair takes 
great pleasure in presenting to the Mem
bers of the House of Representatives a 
leader of the Democratic Party in the 
Japanese Diet, Member for Nagasaki, 
and former Minister of Finance, Dele
gate Tokutaro Kitamura, representing 
the members of the Diet of Japan. 

Delegate KITAMURA. On behalf . of 
the Japanese delegates who have been 
permitted to come into this great place, 
I should like to be allowed to express sev
eral things in my reply. 

I wish to express our very deepest 
gratitude for this great honor which has 
been extended to· us, to be permitted to 
come here, and especially to be permitted 
to come to this great place of honor here 
on the stand to express our message of 
gratitude. This is something which 
words cannot express. 

As a representative of the Japanese 
people, I should like to express our deep
est regret for the tragic trouble that we 
have caused to the people ,of the United 
States, the peoples of the European na
tions, the people of of China, and also 
the people of the Australian nation, 
representatives of whom I believe are in 
the gallery today. 1Applause.] 

The third point to which I should like 
to refer is the very deep gratitude the 
Japanese people have for the material 
assistance in the form of food ~nd other 
aid which has been given to Japan for 
her rehabilitation after the war. This is 
a gesture which indicates the great for
giveness which ·the United States has, 
and gives to your aid a moral and spirit
ual significance by which we, the Japa
nese people, are deeply moved ~nd for 
which we are deeply grateful. [Ap
plause.] 

Unfortunately, a very serious situa
tion has .arisen in the Far East in this 
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most historic moment. I wish to ex
press also our very deepest appreciation 
for the quick and effective action that 
the United States has taken in line with 
the action taken by the United Nations 
to forestall the aggressors against peace, 
the aggressors that are threatening the 
freedom, the justice. and the liberty of 
nations in the Far East and elsewhere in 
the world. 

We realize that the pt.ecious blood of 
the sons of America is now being shed to 
protect the freedom of the world and 
the Far East, and if we might be per
mitted, as Japanese, to bow our heads 
in deepest and humble gratitude and ap
preciation for this great sacrifice that 
the United States is making, it will be 
indeed an honor and a privilege for us. 

Although Japan is not yet a free mem
ber of the family of nations, still we, the 
Japanese people, would like to do every
thing in our own present power to sup
port the action now being taken to pro
tect the Far East. Following the devas
tation of the war, Japan is now trying to 
rehabilitate herself and is doing every
thing that she possibly can to bring order 
out of great confusion, a confusion which 
is typified by the loss of 4,000,000 homes. 
Every effort that she can possibly put 
forth is being exerted to bring herself up 
economically out of the destruction that 
has taken place in Japan. 

We had thought that the first step that 
we must take was an economic and ma
terial rehabilitation in our nation, but we 
have discovered that the far greater and 
far more basic rehabilitation is the es
tablishment of a true moral order in the 
Far East and in our nation. Only on the 
basis of this moral order can a true eco
nomic order be established. [Applause.] 

It was with this in mind that many of 
the leaders representing all phases of life 
in Japan went to the assembly at Caux, 
Switzerland, and discovered there that 
the four basic standards set forth by the 
program for moral rearmament can be 
the real ba3is on which a true rehabilita
tion and reconstruction can be carried 
out in our nation. [Applause. J 

Especially in view of the great forces 
of communism that are now penetrating 
the Far East, we, the Japanese people, 
feel extremely responsible for finding a 
true answer to that great ideology, an 
answer that will be a better ideology, an 
answer that will give a true constructive 
basis on which inspired democracy can 
be established in the Far East. This is 
the great question and the great subject 
to which we; the Japanese people, must 
find the answer and carry it out. [Ap
plause.] 

The 80,000,000 citizens of Japan are 
now trying to work themselves into a 
truly democratic and truly peaceful na
tion for readjustment and freedom in 
the world. To bring this about in a real 
sense in our nation is the best way in 
which we can express speclfically our 
deep gratitude to the United States for 
the assistance she has given us. [Ap
plam:e. J 

In closing I should like once again to 
express my very deepest gratitude fJr 
this great honor and most hi3toric op
portunity that has been accorded me to 
address the Members of the House of 
Representatives and to express my grat-

itude to you and to the Speaker of this 
House. [Applause, the Members rising. J 

At 12 o'clock and 38 minutes p. m., the 
members of the Japanese Diet retired 
from the Hall of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, at 12 o'clock 
and 40 minutes p. m. the House was 
called to order by the Speaker. 
THIRTY-FIRST' REPORT TO CONGRESS ON 

LEND-LEASE OPERATIONS-MESSAqE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 666) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
This is the Thirty-first Report to Con

gress on Lend-Lease Operations, for the 
period ending March 31, 1950, furnished 
in accordance with section 5, subsection 
(b) of the act of March 11, 1941 (55 Stat. 
32; 22 U. S. C., sec. 414 (b)). 

The Government of Chile, in February 
1950, arranged to pay the entire balance 
on its lend-lease accounts, thus providing 
for settlement in full of its lend-lease 
obligations. Efforts have been continued 
to complete the negotiation of settle
ments with the few countries which have 
not entered into final agreements for 
lend-lease, and to dispose of various 
claims, accounts, and other residual 
problems. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 28, 1950. 

SENECA NATION OF INDIANS OF 
NEW YORK 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 4942) to 
regulate the collection and disbursement 
of moneys realized from leases made by 
the Seneca Nation of Indians of New 
York, and for other purposes, with Sen
ate amendments thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend-· 

men ts, as follows: 
Page 2, line 3, after "leases", insert 

": Provided further, That nothing herein 
contained shall be construed to authorize the 
city of Salamanaca to grant new leases, or 
to modify, change, or alter existing leases, 
except with the consent of the Seneca Na
tion and upon terms agreeable to the Seneca 
Nation, such consent and such agreement to 
be obtained from such officer or agency of 
the Seneca Nation as may be duly authorized 
by the Seneca Nation to give such consent 
or arrive at such agreement". 

Page 2, after line 3, insert: 
"SEc .. 2. Nothing in this act shall be con

strued as waiving the rights or title of the 
Seneca Nation to the lands referred to in the 
first section of this act, nor shall such rights 
or title be abridged except as may be here
after provided by the United States in full 
consideration of the rights of the Seneca 
Nation." 

Page 2, line 4, strike out "2" and insert "3." 
Page 2, line 9, after "basis.", insert "The 

council of the Seneca Nation shall keep com
plete and detailed record of all payments 

and disbursements from the sum so set aside, 
and shall make such records available for 
inspection by members of the Seneca Na
tion at all reasonable times." 

Page 2, line 10, strike - out "3" and in
sert "4." 

Page 2, line 14, strike out "he" and insert 
"the treasurer . of the Seneca Nation." 

Page 2, line 17, after "Act", insert ", and 
shall transmit a copy of this report to the 
council of the Seneca Nation and shall make 
a copy available for inspection by members 
of the Seneca Nation at all reasonable times." 

Page 2, line 18, strike out "4" and in
sert "5.'' 

Page 3, strike out lines 5 to 9, inclusive, 
and insert: 

"SEC. 6. The Secretary of the Interior is 
directed to give to the State of New York 
or to any authorized agency thereof or to 
the proper officials of the several tribes copies 
of official records required by the .State, or 
by any authorized agency thereof or by the 
officials of the several tribes, to carry out 
the purposes of this act or other purposes 
which, in the discretion of the Secretary CJf 
the Interior, are in the interests of the wel
fare of the Indians of New York State: Pro
vided, -That copies as are given to the State 
of New York or to any authorized agency 
thereof shall be available for inspection at 
all reasonable times by duly authorized rep
resentatives of such tribes or of the Six 
Nations of New York.'' 

Page 3, line 10, strike out "6" and in
sert "7.'' 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr, BARTLETT asked and was given 
·permission to address the House for 30 
minutes on Friday next, following the 
legislative program and any special or
ders heretofore entered. 

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS DURING 
RECESS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pro
ceedings that took place during the re
cess be made a part of the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
IMPORTATION OF DRIED EGGS FROM 

CHINA 

Mr. SCUDDER. 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 Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, the 

State Department is an "Alice in Won
derland" sort of institution inhabited 
by, among others, our foreign-trade pol
icy makers. In this land of make be
lieve, the fantastic is never unusual or 
an accident. But, just recently, they 
have achieved a new high in ridiculous
ness. At a time when the· American 
people are threatened with a 20-percent 
increase in their already staggering tax 
load to pay for heavy governmental ex
penditures for mobilization-we find 
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these happy policy makers actually giv
ing the Chinese Communists "cut rates" 
on tariff duties to be paid on products 
they are dumping on our American mar
ket. This is even more fantastic when 
we reaJize that, in the view of our Gov
ernment, the Chinese Communists do 
not even legally exist. 

There have been repeated protests on 
the importation of dried eggs from Com
munist China, but the administration re
fuses to act. The rate of imports has 
greatly increased since the first of the 
year, and established an all-time record 
in the month of May. This at a time 
when the Department of Agriculture was 
accumulating nearly 110,000,000 pounds 
of dried eggs, equivalent to nearly 300,-
000,000 dozen shell eggs, under a price
support program. In the first 5 months 
of this year we have imported dried eggs 
from Communist China equivalent to 
nearly five and one-fourth million dozen 
shell eggs. 

The duty on dried eggs was set in 1931 
at 27 cents a pound following a compre
hensive study by the Tariff Commission. 
In late 1947, the State Department nego
tiated a new treaty with the Chinese 
Nationalist Government under the Re
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act in which 
the duty was reduced to 17 cents a pound 
on dried eggs. This spring the Chinese 
Nationalist Government notified . our 
State Department that it was withdraw
ing from the trade agreement as of May 
5, 1950. 

We do not now have a trade agreement 
with either the Chinern Nationalists or 
the Chinese Reds. In fact, we do not 
recognize the Communists as a govern
ment, but apparently they are nice peo
ple to do business with. The State De
partment contends they can do nothing 
to stop the imports of these dried eggs. 
Further, that before they can put the 
duty back to the old level of 27 cents a 
pound it is necessary to consult with 58 
other nations-none of whom sell us 
dried eggs. Then the President, by 
proclamation, may restore the previous 
cut. 

Facing, as we are, extremely critical 
times, I believe that we should put a stop 
to this type of muddle-headed thinking. 
The cleaning up of a few messes--of 
which the "case of the dried Red eggs" 
is a typical example-would, I am sure, 
be greatly appreciated by that "for
gotten man," the American taxpayer. 

DOMESTIC MINING INDUSTRY 

Mr. BARING. 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 
Nevada? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARING. Mr. Speaker, I should 

like to submit a copy of a telegram which 
I dispatched to Hon. Oscar L. Chapman 
on Friday of last week, the contents of 
which ate as follows: 
Hon. OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, 

Secretary, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Have just been informed that you have 
summoned a meeting of the National Min
erals Advisory Council scheduled to meet 
Thursday, August 3, to discuss mineral situ
ation and advise the President of the urgent 

need for strategic and critical metals and 
minerals. I heartily approve of this move 
whereby many errors of the last war may be 
eliminated. Inasmuch ·as industry leaders 
and Members of the Senate and Congress 
are interested in production of raw materials, 
would suggest at some point during the ad
visory committee meeting invitations be ex
tended to myself and other -key Members 
from the Western States to meet with your 
representatives and members of the National 
Minerals Advisory Council so that not only 
the administration will benefit by the ad
vice of these men, but the Members of Con
gress as well. We are the ones who have to 
supply the administration with the necessary 
authority to carry out such plans as may be 
determiµed, and we should be fully informed. 

- WALTER S. BARING, 
Congressman from Nevada. 

I should like to add that this body here 
in Congress has repeatedly turned down 
legislation dealing with our domestic 
mining industry, and it is my hope that 
this meeting with the advisory commit
tee, if granted, will help open the eyes 
of Congress to the urgency of the imme
diate consideration of our domestic min
ing industry in relation to national de
fense. 
AMENDMENT OF WAR CLAIMS ACT OF 1948 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme
diate consideration of the bill <S. 3644) 
to amend the War Claims Act of 1948, 
as amended. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill, which passed 
the other body unanimously, grants to 
the War Claims Commission power to 
subpena witnesses and documents in con
nection with hearings held by the Com
m1ss10n. The House last Thursday 
passed on the. Consent Calendar the· bill -
H. R. 7802, which deals with the same 
subject. If my unanimous-consent re
quest is granted, it is my intention to 
offer an amendment striking everything 
after the enacting clause in the bill S. 
3644 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
provisions of the bill that passed the 
House. 

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

Mr. WOLVERTON. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, and there 
is no objection to the bill to which the 
gentleman has just made reference, may 
I say that the_ House bill was reported 
out of our committee unanimously. It 
is legislation that is highly necessary, 
and should have the unanimous consent, 
of the House. -

Mr. CLEMENTE. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, what is this bill? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. This bill simply 
gives the War Claims Commission the
power to subpena certain data with ref
erence to claims of people whose cases 
it is considering at this time. The House 
bill was passed . the Hou~m. and this is 
merely a substitution of the House bill 
for the Senate bill. 

Mr. CLEMENTE. I withdraw my res
ervation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 

War Claims Act of 1948 (Public Law 896, 

80th Cong., approved July S, 1948), as. 
amended be further amended by redesig
nating subsection "(d)" thereof as subsection 
"(g) ," and by adding to section 2 three new 
subsections "(d) ," "(e) ," and "(f)" to read 
as follows: 

" ( d) For the purpose of any hearing or 
examination under this act, the Commission 
and those employees designated by the 
Commission shall have the power to issue 
subpenas for, and compel the attendance of, 
witnesses to appear and testify or to appear 
and produce documents, or both, at any 
designated place where such hearing, exami
nation, or investigation is being held. The 
production of a person's documents at any 
place other than his place of business shall 
not be required, however, in any case in 
which, prior to the return date specified in 
the subpena with respect thereto, such per
son either has furnished the issuer of the 
subpena with a copy of such documents• 
(certified by such person under oath to be 
a true and correct copy) or has entered 
into a stipulation with the issuer of the 
subpena as to the information contained in 
such documents. 

"(e) The Commission may, in case of a 
failure to comply with any such subpena, 
employ the aid of any district court, for 
the district in which such person is found, 
resides, or transacts business, in requir
ing the attendance and testimony of wit
nesses and the production of documentary 
evidence. Such court may, in case of a 
refusal to obey the subpena issued to such 
person, issue an order requiring that person 
to appear there to produce records, if so 
ordered, or to give evidence concerning the 
matter in question. Any failure to obey such 
order of the court shall be punishable by 
such court as a contempt thereof. Witnesses 
subpenaed under subsection 2 (d) or (e) 
shall be paid the same fees and mileage 
that are allowed and paid witnesses in United 
States district courts. · 

"(f) The Commission may authorize and 
empower any of its employees to administer 
to, or take from, any person a.n oath, affirma
tion, or affidavit when such instrument is 
required in the performance of the functions 
or activities of the Commission." 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Cler!{ read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BECKWORTH: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause of 
the bill s_ 3'644 and insert the provisions of 
the bill H. R. 7802 as passed, as follows: 

"That section 2 of the War Claims Act of 
1948 (Public Law 896, 80th Cong., approved 
July 3, 1948), as amended, is hereby amended 
by redesignating .subsection '(d)" thereof as 
subsection '( e) ', and by inserting immedi
ately after subsection (c) thereof the follow· 
1ng subsection: 

" '( d) ( 1) For the purpose of any hearing, 
examination, or investigation under this act, 
the Commission and those employees desig
nated by the Commission shall have the 
power to issue subpenas requiring persons to 
appear and testify or to appear and produce 
documents, or both, at any designated place 
where such hearing, examination, or investi
gation is being held. The Commission or any 
employee so designated shall, upon applica
tion of a claimant, issue to such claimant 
subpenas requiring the attendance and testi· 
mony of witnesses or the production of docu
ments, or both, required by such claimant 
in hearings upon his claim: Provided, That 
the claimant making such application pay 
the witness fees and mileage of any witness 
or witnesses subpenaed upon his request. 
The production of a person's documents at 
any place other than his place of business 
shall not be required, however, in any case 
in which, prior to the return date specified 
in the subpena with respect thereto, such 
person either has furnished the issuer of the 
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subpena with a copy of such documents 
(certified by such person under oath to be 
a true and correct copy) or has entered into 
a stipulation with the issuer of the subpena 
as to the information contained in such 
documents. 

" • (2) The Commission may, in case of a 
failure or refusal on the part of any person 
to comply with any such subpena, invoke · 
the aid of any United States district court 
within thJ jurisdiction of which the hear
ing, examination, or investigation is being 
conducted, or such person resides or trans
acts business. Such court may issue an order 
requiring such person to appear at the.desig- . 
nated place of hearing, examination, or in
vestigation, there to give or produce testi
mony or documentary evidence concerning 
the matter in question. Any failure to obey 
such order of the court shall be punishable 
by such court as a contempt thereof. All 
process in any such case may be served in the 
judicial district wherein such person resides 
or transacts business or wherever such per
son may be found. 

" '(3) Witnesses subpenaed under this sub
section (d} shall be paid ti+e same fees and 
mileage that are allowed and paid witnesses 
in United States district courts. 

" ' ( 4) Any member of the Commission, and 
any employee of the Commission authorized 
by the Commission to do so, may administer 
to, or take from, any person an oath, affirma
tion, or affidavit when such action is neces
sary or appropriate in the performance of the 
functions or activities of the Commission.'" 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 

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

The proceedings whereby a similar 
House bill (H. R. 7802) was passed were 
vacated, and the bill was laid on the 
table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks. 

Mr. CROOK asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude an article by Mr. McKenna ap
pearing in the Washington Sunday Star 
in regard to communism. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
and include an article entitled "Tru
man's Task." 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
and include an editorial. 

Mr. MULTER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. GORSKI, Mr. DEANE, Mr. JEN
KINS, Mr. MARCANTONIO, and Mr. 
COLMER asked and were given permis
sion to extend their remarks. 

Mr. FERNOS-ISERN asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
and include a message from the Legis
lature of Puerto Rico. 

Mr. BATTLE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks. 

Mr. STIGLER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include an editorial. 

Mr. SPENCE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial appearing in the 
Washington Post. 

Mr. JACKSON of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks and include a joint statement by 

15 Members of the House of Representa
tives on the current ~ituation. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given per
mission to extend his · remarks and in
clude an address by Commander Harold 
Russell, of the AMVETS. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in two in
stances and in each to include extrane
ous material. 

Mr. DA VIS of ·Wisconsin asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
and include a short editorial. 

Mr. COLE of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
and include an editorial. 

Mr. GOODWIN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and in
clude a newspaper article. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE (at the request of 
Mr. AucHINCLoss) was given permission 
to extend her remarks and include news
paper clippings. 

Mr. HESELTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in 
three instances and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
and include an editorial. 

Mr. HERTER asked and was given per
mission to· extend his remarks and in
clude an article. 

Mr. BROOKS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. WILSON of Oklahoma asked · and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. WALSH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial by Arthur Krock. 

Mr. BRYSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and in
clude an address by Hon. Cliff Wood-
rum. . 

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was giv
en permission to extend his remarks and 
include an editorial. 

Mr. HOPE asked and was given per
mission to include a letter in the re
marks he expects to make later today in 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. RANKIN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude a bill introduced by him today to 
outlaw subversive activities in the United 
states. 

COTTON ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS AND 
MARKETING QUOTAS 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 9109) to· 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended; the Soil Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act; Pub
lic Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress; 
the Agricultural Act of 1949; and for 
other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur-

ther consideration of the bill H. R. 9109, 
With Mr. ROONEY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee rose on Thursday, July 27, the 
Clerk had read section 1 of the bill. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, I off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE of Cali

fornia: Strike out all of section 1 and re
number the remaining sections accordingly. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, in view of the importance of this 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for an additional 5 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair

man, the -purpose of this amendment is -
to remove from the bill that provision 
which would make the proclamation of 
cotton quotas practically certain for the 
next 2 years. This is the amendment 
about which many of the Members, es
pecially those from Western States, have 
received telegrams requesting support 
of it. While this bill does not make any 
direct provisiori for the distribution of 
cotton acreage between the States, this 
section 1, which ·my amendment would _ 
eliminate, would have the practical ef
fect of slowing down the movement of 
cotton acreage from the Southeastern 
States to the Southwestern and Western 
States. It will be noted from the pop
ulation figures released by the Census 
Bureau recently that the population of 
California has increased about 50 per
cent in the last 10 years, and other 
Western States also increased by a large 
percentage. Most of those new people in 
California, Arizona, New· Mexico, and 
west Texas, came from Oklahoma, east 
Texas, Arkansas, and other Southern 
and Southeastern States. Many of 
those people who have moved out West 
were cotton farmers. But, when they 
moved, they could not bring their cotton 
allotments with them because the Fed
eral law provides that the cotton allot
ment goes to the farm and not to the 
farmer. As a result, the western cotton 
States have wound up with a great many 
cotton farmers whose cotton allotments 
are still in Oklahoma, Arkansas, or some 
other cotton-growing States. 

The present law provides that cotton 
quotas are not to be proclaimed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture when the sup
ply of cotton falls below normal. With 
the very short cotton crop which is now 
being produced it now appears certain 
that the supply of cotton will be below 
normal at the end of the current crop 
year, and therefore no quotas will be 
invoked next year. But now that the 
cotton supply has reached normal and 
the West is to be free to plant the cot
ton it needs to support its people, what 
have our southern friends done in the 
pending bill? Why, they are attempting 
to change the definition of the term 
"normal supply of cotton" to keep the 
West, and even their own farmers under 
restricted cotton plantings when it 
would not be done under the present law. 
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In other words, the definition of "nor
mal supply of cotton" was fine until it 
has given the West a chance to expand 
its cotton acreage. Now our southern 
friends want to change it. They want 
to remove the "plus 30 percent" from-the 
definition of "normal supply," and that 
is what section 1 of the pending bill 
would do. 

If my amendment prevails so that the 
present law is left undisturbed, it would 
mean that some of the Nation's cotton 
acreage can move to the West to take 
care of the people who have moved out 
there. 

I remember very well the dozens of 
Congressmen from the South who ap
peared before the Committee on Agricul
ture a few months ago pleading with us 
to do something about the county to farm 
allotments on cotton. They told us in 
effect that many of their cotton farmers 
were about ready to lynch them because 
of the gross inequities of the then exist
ing cotton allotment law as it pertained 
to the distribution of the county allot
ment to the farms. It will be remem
bered that the Cooley resolution rectified 
that situation for this year only. The 
pending bill would rectify that county 
to farm allotment situation on a perma
nent basis. Therefore, I say to you gen
tlemen from the South that if you leave 
in the pending bill this section 1 which 
my amendment would eliminate, you are 
going to kill this whole bill and bring 
down on your necks that swarm of hor
nets which you must have thought you 
were in a few months ago when we passed 
the Cooley resolution in an effort to get 
them off temporarily. I say this because 
the effect of section 1 of the pending 
bill would be to make that unfortunate 
situation almost certain to prevail for the 
next 2 years by changing the statistics 
upon which the quota proclamation is 
based while if my amendment is adopted 
it would leave the present law on cotton 
quotas undisturbed and the natural law 
of supply and demand would be permit
ted to work thereby allowing these new 
people in the West to raise some cotton to 
meet the demands of the wartime econ
omy. There are members of another 
body in the Congress who are in key 
positions to kill the bill and who have 
openly declared that if this section 1, 
which my amendment would eliminate, 
remains in this bill, the bill will never 
become law. · I hope you gentlemen from 
the South will please bear in mind that 
the influence in a particular committee 
of another body of Congress has recently 
shifted because of the recent election in 
Oklahoma, and therefore, if a certain in
dividual in the other body says section 
1 of this bill must come out if it is to 
become law, then it is a pretty safe bet 
that it must come out. That makes the 
issue on my amendment very simple. No 
amendment, no bill, no bill, no relief for 
the thousands of your cotton farmer con
stituents who will be on your neck de
manding to know why you did not vote 
to give them relief from the county to 
farm-allotment situation about which 
they complained so vigorously to you a 
few months ago and which the Cooley 
resolution relieved for this year only. 

The choice is up to you, my friends. 
For the sake of your constituents and 

mine I beg you to vote "aye" on my 
amendment to strike section 1 from 
this bill Thank you. 

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

Mr. WHITE of California. I yield. 
Mr. TAURIELLO. Can the gentleman 

tell me if the Department of Agriculture 
has recommended this legislation? 

Mr. WHITE of California. I cannot 
answer the gentleman's question. I 
suggest he refer that to the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret that the gen
tleman from California has seen fit to 
make this a sectional matter and inti
mates that someone is trying to take 
some cotton away from California or, 
rather, to prevent California from re-· 
ceiving the cotton which it should have. 
As he states, this amendment that was 
put in the bill was recommended among 
others by the Missouri Cotton Producers 
Association. Missouri, for the benefit of 
those who may not be acquainted with 
that section of the State which produces 
cotton, does produce it in rather large 
quantities. We have high yields there. 
We also have a large acreage which is 
adaptable to the growing of cotton; and 
if we are to be turned loose again in 
another race, Missouri can take care of 
itself, and we can increase in proportion 
along with any other section of the 
country. 

My support of this bill is brought about 
because I would say that unless . we do 
give the Secretary authority to proclaim 
marketing quotas during 1951 and 1952 
we are going to bring about a condition 
that will make the confusion that we had 
in the latter part of last year and the 
early part of this one seem very mild. 

Unless section 1 remains in the bill, 
we are going to bring about the aban
donment of the PMA organizations with 
the records that they have, and we would 
not have any measurement of the crop 
during that year. We recognized last 
year that with the acreage turned loose 
that we could not use 1949 figures as a 
basis for either allotments or yields or 
any other statistics in our cotton pro
gram. Unless we do grant authority to 
the Secretary to impose controls dur
ing next year, I am afraid we are going 
to have a recurrence of that 'situation. 

The gentleman speaks about the fact 
that this bill would not pass the other 
body unless we took this amendment out 
and adopted. his amendment. I do not 
feel that the Members of the House care 
to be intimidated by statements which 
are made by Members of the other body 
in an effort to bring about' a bill that they 
would like to have. I think that we 
want to pass the bill here which we feel 
will bring itbout the greatest amount of 
benefit not only to the people in the cot
ton-producing sections, but throughout 
the Nation. I have heard some Members 
in their conversations say that they were 
not wanting to pass any cotton bill to 
help all of the cotton farmers. This bill 
would not do that alone. I think that 
this bill as it is written now is not going 
to bring about any i.ncrease in the na-

tional cotton acreage; it is not going to 
cost the Government any more money. 
We are merely trying to allocate this 
acreage on a fair and equitable basis and 
to preserve the program which we have 
had and which has not cost the tax
payers any money. Fortunately, as has 
been pointed out many times on the 
ftoor, this cotton program has taken care · 
of itself; and although it has taken us a 
long time to work it out, it has not cost 
what other programs have. 

Let me say in closing that the reason 
I am opposing the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California is the fact 
that we would, by his amendment, take 
off all the controls and, as the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. PACE] said here the 
other day, the race would be on and we 
would have a duplication of what hap
pened in 1937 when we had some 30,-
000,000 acres of cotton planted. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed for one additional min
ute. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair

man, we would have the same situation 
that occurred in 1937. I do not think 
any of us, whether we are in the cotton 
business. or any other business. would 
want to see that happen again. 

Under the provisions of ~his bill as 
presently written the Secretary of Agri
culture, if there is a demand for more 
cotton, would have authority to allo
cate or make larger national allotments 
to take care of all of the cotton that is 
needed. As I read the bill, it does not 
impose any limitation on the number of 
acres that he could allocate, or limit 
him in setting up marketing quotas to. 
meet any demands we may have. 

For the reasons given, this amend
ment should be defeated. 

Mr. WHITI'INGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WHITE] to strike out section 1. 

Mr. Chairman, stripped of its verbiage, 
the argument of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WHITE] on behalf of his 
amendment to strike out section 1 means 
that if followed to its logical conclusion, 
if it has any logical conclusion, the cot
ton program would be utterly destroyed. 

He states that his purpose is to con
tinue the California trend and to pro
vide that cotton may be grown in Cal
ifornia instead of in the South and the 
Southeast. He is rather frank about tne 
matter. He says that he wants to return 
to the law of supply and demand. There 
is nothing about supply and demand in 
section 1, or in the amendment, for 
under the amendment the remaining 
sections of the bill continue. 

What the gentleman wants to do · is 
absolutely unsound. He wants the Gov
ernment, the taxpayers of the United 
States, to continue a reasonable support 
price with an unlimited production. In 
order to provide for that unlimited pro
duction, not satisfied with the generous 
treatment accorde1i the far West includ
ing the State of California in the exist
ing law, he now asks that all curbs 
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against production be eliminated, for the · 
next 2 years. 

I lay down as fundamental the fact 
that if we are to repeal existing law for 
marketing quotas and return to supply 
and demand we return to 5-cent cotton 
that we had in the early 1930's. Price 
supports are dependent upon one thing 
and one thing alone and that is there 
must be control of production. Advo
cating continuation of price supports, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WHITE] would destroy that upon which 
they are based; to wit, marketing quotas. 
That argument is unsound. 

Whether he knows it or not, under the 
guise of providing for a temporary ex
pansion in California, he is rendering a 
disservice to the Cotton Belt and to the 
cotton growers of this country because I 
repeat and emphasize that there can be 
no reasonable price supports unless there 
is authority for marketing quotas. 

Authority for quota is one thing. The 
exercise of that authority is another. 
But authority is absolutely fundamental 
if the price-support program is to con
tinue to function. 

It must be kept in mind that by elimi
nating section 1 the other provisions 
of this bill remain. They are intended 
to continue the allotments among the 
States on the basis of 1950 and they are 
intended to prevent inequities between 
one country and another and between 
one farmer and another which obtains 
by providing amendments that will en
able the State committees and that will 
enable the county committees to adjust 
these inequities. 

Moreover, this bill is important be
cause it extends for 2 years the Soil Con
servation Benefits Act that has been 
greatly beneficial to the farmers of the 
Nation, including the cotton growers. 
It expires with the current year. So, 
I . say with respect to the pending 
amendment under the guise of helping 
that section of our country . that was 
aided more than any other by taking 
acreage from Mississippi, Louisiana, 
Arkansas, and other States, and by the 
use of gadgets giving it to California 
and other western States, because of the 
cotton trend there, that a distinct dis
service is being rend·ered to agriculture 
in general and to the Cotton Belt in 
particular, because we would destroy at 
one fell swoop that which is necessary to 
agriculture, which provides for price 
supports, and this would allow unlimited 
production, letting down the bars. That 
happened in 1949, and we had a produc
tion that was almost unprecedented. 
We had it in 1937 because of the de
claring of the Adjustment Act void, and 
we had a production of 19,000,000 bales, 
with an unjustifiable and unprecedented 
surplus. 

Cotton growers are interested in a pro
gram that is fair to them, to the con
sumers, and to the public. The most 
beneficial provision of the program has 
been reasonable price supports. The 
Public Treasury, therefore, is to be con
sidered. The Cotton Belt is glad that 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and under the support of prices 
with Government loans thus far the 
Treasury has made on cotton a profit of 
something like $200,000,000. The cotton 

growers thus prospered without burden
ing the Treasury. It is essential for this 
program to be maintained. The adop
tion of the pending amendment would 
strike at the very vitals of that which 
is fundamental to a sound program. It 
would provide unlimited production. 
This can only mean the end of reason
able price supports. 

Section 1 contemplates mandatory 
marketing quotas for the years 1951 and 
1952, but under the terms of the pend-

. ing bill and the existing law, if more 
cotton is needed, the quotas can be ad
justed by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The allotments among the States will 
remain, but will be adjusted proportion
ately up or down with respect to quotas. 

There have been injustices and in
equities. It is the fault largely of the 
State and county committees. The fault 
has been in administration. Among the 
purposes of the bill is to provide for the 
elimination of discriminations. 

The apportionment among the States 
will remain. Provision is made, how
ever, for adjustments within the States, 
within the counties, and among growers. 
The allotment for 1950 is the basis except 
in Texas, and there is a clarifying 
amendment to make that which was 
intended to be the basis in 1950 the basis 
for 1951. 

Under the terms of the bill, beginning 
with 1953 allotments will be determined 
upon the basis of history. 

Both dangers and difficulties would 
arise if there is no authority for market
ing quotas in 1951 and 1952. I urge that 
the amendment be rejected. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I .move . 
to strike out the last word and ask unani
mous consent to proceed for five addi
tional minutes, if necessary, to answer 
questions. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I heard 

the remarks of the gentleman who just 
preceded me. Again I want to say that 
anytime that we put a statute on the 
books of this Legislature or any other 
Legislature interfering with the free 
competitive economy of agriculture or 
business, then we have set up a situation 
that in itself demands that we be lashed 
round and round a vicious circle of oc
casional argument and temporary expe
diency. Now it is not a question of party 
politics at all. 

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

Mr. WERDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. If the gentleman is 
opposed to any kind of controls on agri
culture, why did he come before the 
House committee and urge the passage 
of Public Law 272 last year? 

Mr. WERDEL. Well, now, I do not 
take it that in my remarks so far I have 
said that I am opposed to controls on 
agriculture. What I said is that if in 
the confines of the Committee on Agri
culture they conceive a law and put it 
on the statute books that interferes with 
the economy of this country, by putting 
every type of problem into that law that 
will satisfy the members of the Agricul~ 

ture Committee year after year, and 
come out here with a bill, then they have 
created a situation that of itself demands 
that we will be lashed round and round 
a circle of occasional argument and tem
porary expediency. As long as the basic 
law is on the books, this Congress and 
every succeeding Congress is going to be 
required to consider something equitable 
by way of amendment to the law on the 
books. 

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

Mr. WERDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The provision now in 
the bill provides for the full production 
of domestic needs, plus estimated export 
needs. 

Mr. WERDEL. Right. 
Mr. COOLEY. If that is authorized, 

before we can have any control, the sum 
and substance of what the gentleman is 
advocating is to permit California to 
grow all the cotton it wants to produce 
and sell it to the Government. 

Mr. WERDEL. No. 
Mr. COOLEY. Why should we pro

duce any more than our needs for do
mestic and export uses? 

Mr. WERDEL. With Government 
support, we should not. 

Mr. COOLEY. Then, without Gov
ernment support, the gentleman knows, 
and I know that last year's cotton would 
have been selling for about 8 cents a 
pound. In 1937 the cotton farmers al
most went into bankruptcy because of 
the 19,000,000-bale crop. 

Mr. WERDEL. A year ago in the first 
session of this Congress we were consid
ering the equities of the cotton-grow
ing areas of this country. The people 
from the West, the people from those 
States who created, financed, built, and 
prepared during a war, in free, competi
tive enterprise, cotton gins, cotton com
presses, and the oil production plants, 
came here knowing that there was a 
statute on the books from 1938 that cut 
them back so· that the men working in 
that industry in ·their States could not 
possibly succeed if they were cut back 
to the point where they were when the 
act was effective and prior to forced 
competition in the industry. They came 
out here, and after consultation in 
Memphis, agreed to accept a figure that 
would permit that industry still to exist 
in those States, believing at the same 
time that there would be no mandatory 
controls if the supply did not exceed do
mestic consumption plus exports plus 30 
percent; in other words, with that 30 per
cent margin there was a possibility for 
all of this equipment, all of this develop
ment, to work in the field of cotton and 
in the interest not only of the commu
nity but of the Nation. 

In reviewing the figures of what hap
pened during competitive enterprise 
during the 5 years preceding 1945 as 
compared with the 1930 figures of pro
duction in 11 Cotton States, there were 
7,000,000 acres of cotton that went out 
of production in those States. They 
went out of production because ·they 
could make more money in something 
else during those years. 

If this amendment is not adopted, the 
ratio as it now exists between States and 
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set up in the act last year will be pro
jected in future acreage. I say again 
the war effort demands that we again do 
what we had to do in the last war effort, 
produce the most cotton that we can 
produce on the least amount of acres. In 
other words, this bill says that so far as 
this war effort is concerned, for every 
acre of the 300,000 forced out of produc
tion last year in California by virtue of 
the amended act, for every acre that will 
grow cotton again in the war effort of 
1951 and 1952, we will have to produce 27 
acres of what was proved to be marginal 
land in the last war effort. That is what 
this language means, that so far as our 
Nation is concerned. to me the situation 
demands that it be taken out of H. R. 
7309. The statement that this Congress 
is going to -find itself in a condition 
where it i& going to have to consider this 
subject again next year or 2 years from 
now is entirely beside the point, because 
there never will be a year when the equi
ties of this subject will not have to be 
considered by the Committee on Agricul
ture and this Congress as long as the 
basic act is on the books. 

I am spea~ng in the interest of my 
State, to be sure. I am speaking in the 
interest of the men who were here this 
year when this bill was being considered 
and who went home and then found this 
language put into a newly drafted bill, 
and reported out of committee without 
amr notice to them or to me or to any
one else I know of. That bill is now 
being considered on the floor of this 
House setting the pattern, ii you please, 
for mandatory controls in cotton for 1951 
and 1952-setting the pattern for man
datory controls at all times, not only in 
cotton but in all the basic agricultural 
commodlties. The pattern is now here. 
I submit to you if you :read the new lan
guage which provides that controls are 
mandatory, whenever the available cot
ton exceeds domestic consumption plus 
exports, then you know if we ever have 
a surplus at any particular time in any 
particular production year, that there 
must be controls year after year. So 
when this bill is passed, there is nothing 
but mandatory controls for cotton for 
2 years and the pattern is here for all 
of our basic commodities in the future. 

Let us keep this in mind, too. When 
I said the language of this act requires 
27 acres of marginal land in the South 
to be produced in the war effort to one 
in the States that have proven that they 
can better produce cotton in the imme
diate past, there is no discretion in the 
Secretary of Agriculture in this regard. 
That is a mandate. I pointed out last 
Thursday in general debate that some 
of these States which are supporting this 
provision had produced only half of the 
ground and are making three times the 
money out of the cotton industry that 
they did in 1930. -

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

Mr. Chairman, if you get mandatory 
controls in this legislation I just wonder 
how many of your farmers in the cotton 
States· are interested in such controls. 
Are the farmers of the cotton States, as 
the Secretary of Agriculture states, if 
they can plant 2 acres or 22 acres of cot
ton, do they want the Secretary of Agri-

culture to tell them they can get 20 cents 
per pound or are they willing to take 30 
cents per pound if they can get that.price 
for cotton? Your interest is in subsidies 
and controls. 

I sometimes think you have these con
trols to the point where the people in this 
country are subject only to the rules and 
regulations laid down by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. I have been thinking 
this morning also of the fact that we are 
in a war and sometimes I wonder wheth
er we know just where we are going, and 
what the next step is in the process of 
winning this war. 

I remember during the last World War · 
you built two great pipelines, the Big 
Inch and the Little Inch, to furnish oil 
from the Texas oil fields, and bring it up 
into the State of Pe:nnsylvania and the 
eastern seaboard in order that we might 
get gasoline and oil to produce the 
things that were necessary and also to 
be able to run your automobiles. The 
Government, at great expense, built 
those two big pipelines. After the war 
they had no further use for them be
cause they found they could get 0il from 
the Texas fields by boat cheaper than 
they could get it through these oil lines. 
Then the War Assets Administration. 
sold the Big Inch and the Little Inch to 
the Texa~ Eastern Transmission Corp. 
They made a contract that if at any 
time an emergency existed the Secretary 
of War could take back these Big Inch 
lines under certain conditions, if they 
met those conditions. They had a 20-
year recapture clause whereby they 
could take them over for a 5-year period 
with two renewals, or take it for a sec
ond 5-year period. It requires a study 
to be made of these contracts in order 
that the Secretary of War, if he wishes 
to take these lines over in case of emer
gency at any time, there is a 90-day 
clause whereby it is necessary for them 
to have proper information in order to 
do that. It seems to me that since the 
President of the United States has 
started us. into this third world war, we 
ought to refer this matter to the proper 
committee of the House in order that 
the 90-day period would not have to de
lay the process in case of an emergency. 

I hope that the proper committee of 
the Government will make a study of 
the capture clause that there is in this 
Big Inch and Little Inch line contract, 
and then, if the Secretary of War finds 
it is expedient to do so, he may take 
over those lines. That is the principal 
reason I wanted to get this before the 
House now, so that that study might be
gin, and time will not have to be wasted 
in case of dire need. 

Now, let us get back to this cotton 
and peanut regulation. I do not know 
who is. to gain by this regulation except 
the southern cotton farmers, at the ex
pense of the American taxpayers. If 
you will look at your financial state
ment and find out that you went into 
the red about three and a half billon 
last year and that you will go into the 
red many billions more this year, and 
talk about prosecuting the war success
fully, I wonder how far you can go by 
creating a deficit each and every year 
and getting this country into greater 
financial ·difficulties, so that eveµtually 

we may find ourselves in such .financial 
difficulty that we will go bankrupt. You 
are headed for it sure as the world. Be 
American-be wise and economize. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RicH] has expired. 

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

Mr. COOLEY.. Will the gentleman 
yield for a unanimous-consent request, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 15 minutes, 5 minutes 
to be reserved to the committee to be 
used by the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. PACE]. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak out of 
order. 

The CEAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the :request of the gentleman from 
Montana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, in 

view of the emergency which faces our 
country at this time, I feel it is incum
bent upon me to state that it is the duty 
of this Congress now to enact legislation 
to meet the crisis which confronts us. 

I believe we should do the following: 
FiJrst. Restore regulation W to the 

Government to limit consumer credit 
and installment buying. It is my under
standing that consumer credit buying 
has reached the astounding total · of 
$19,000,000 ~000 at the present time. · 

Second. Enact tax legislation to carry 
on the full cost of the conflict in Korea, 
and to insure our own national security. 

Third. Enact legislation to tax all 
profits over and above ordinary peace
time profits on all industries engaged in 
the war effort. This will take the profits 
out of war and insure more funds to pay 
for the cost of the conflict and help to 
balance the budget. 

Fourth. Prices on all commodities 
should be rolled back to June 25, the 
day before the Korean conflict started. 

Fifth. Nonessential Government ex
penditures must be reduced. 

It is up to this Congress, Mr. Chair
man, to do something about high prices, 
hoarding, and irresponsible profiteering, 
These practices are dangerous to our own 
security; they hililder our war effort; 

·they create undue burdens on our econ
omy and lead to inflation. They are 
unpatriotic and dangerous, and they fall 
hardest on the people who can least af
ford to pay the ultimate costs. 

There is no economic basis for price 
rises, hoarding, and war profiteering. 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics has 
stated that prices have risen 10 percent 
in its index of 28 key commodities since 
June 25~ These include such articles 
as rubber, tin, wool, wheat, copper, zinc, 
lead, bread, cotton, and so forth. Cot
ton has jumped 5 or 6 cents a pound; and 
woolen and worsted fabrics have in
creased from 121/z to 171/z cents a yard for 
men's and women's clothing; coffee from 
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4 cents to 5 cents.a pound; cotton has in
creased 4 to 5 cents per yard; wool has 
increased 5 cents a pound; wheat is up 
2%. cents per bushel; lard is up 60 cents 
a hundred; rubber is up 17 percent; print 
cloth is up 15 percent; and bread, as a 
personal illustration, is in certain sec
tions of the State of Montana, up 3 cents 
a loaf. In the past month the price of 
hogs has risen 20 percent, resin 14 per
cent, cocoa 13 percent, coffee 12 percent, 
tin 10 percent, and pepper 18 percent. 
These figures which I have compiled over 
the week end are out of date already, but 
they do give us a picture of what has 
happened in just 1 month and should 
serve as a warning of what will happen 
if we do not take remedial action now. 

All the estimates of the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics indicates that 
there is no shortage of foodstuffs in this 
country. Food production today is 
about the same as it was in 1949. Stocks 
of food are substantial; average con
sumption is high; meat will be as plenti
ful as last year; wheat and corn will be 
plentiful, and fruits are abundant. 
Profits are at a record high, as the fol
lowing figures which I will insert at this 
point will show, when we go back into the 
House: 

First 6 months of-

1949 

R epublic Steel__ ______________ $24, 500, 000 
General Electric_______________ 46, 500, 000 
Unit ed Fruit__ __ ______________ 24, 200, 000 
At lantic R efining Co__________ 12, 500, 000 
Johns-Manville __ - -- -- -------- 5, 700, 000 
Libbey-Owen s-F ord Glass____ 9, 100, 000 
Admiral T elevision___________ 3, 100, 000 

1950 

$37, 700, 000 
77, 400, 000 
34, 200, 000 
17, 600, 000 
10, 100, 000 
15, 000, 000 
8, 500, 000 

The above figures, and they represent 
only a few of the many corporations 
whose profits have increased tremen
dously, speak for themselves. · 

President Truman has acted with 
speed and courage to provide the in
creased military needs of the times. He 
has offered an anti-inflationary program 
which I do not think goes far enough. 
While wages have not gone up, as yet 
they are bound to unless prices are con
trolled. The ~ost of our military pro
gram plus the additional expenditures 
which will be needed for our increased 
program will amount to approximately 
$30,000,000,000 this fiscal year. This 
means an illcrease of $15,000,000,000 over 
the present military budget and an in.; 
crease of the total budget by one-third; 
$60,000,000,000 will be needed this year 
compared with the present $45,000,000,-
000 for fiscal year 1951. 

If we are courageous enough to tax 
ourselves sufficiently to meet our needs 
the less it will be necessary to set up 
controls, because taxation, if gone into 
honestly and deeply enough will make 
controls unnecessary. If prices continue 
to rise, it will be hard to bring them 
down; and the longer this situation con
tinues, the more difficult it will be to find 
a solution. Voluntary controls and ap
peals to patriotism will in themselves not 
work; they have never stopped inflation 
before; there is no reason to believe they 
will now. This is no ordinary political 
year; we cannot continue either business 
or politics as usual. The American pe<>-
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pie are awake to the dangers of the times 
and they are looking to us for leadership. 
. Our future as a free nation may well 
be at stake. Are we prepared to face up 
to our responsibilities, pay the costs, and 
take the consequences? 

Mr. Chairman, under unanimous. con
sent, I am inserting at this point in my 
remarks, copies of letters and telegrams 
from people in Montana relative to the 
present price rise and hoarding situation 
in that State. I am also inserting a 
short news item from today's Washing-
ton News. · 

HELENA, MONT., July 27, 1950. 
Hon. HARRY s. TRUMAN, 

Presi dent of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR PRESIDENT TRUMAN: The price of 
bread went up 3 cents overnight in this 
locality, and an investigation proves that 
there is no reason for such a price boost-
someone is just taking advantage of the 
situation. 

We, the undersigned, protest this 15-per
cent raise in bread, and urgently petition 
your honor to do something about it to stop 
such sudden inflation of essential it.ems, 
such as bread, the staff of life. 

The reason for this price boost was given 
in the local newspaper, clipping of which 1s 
enclosed, and you can read between the lines 
that this baker, who declined to be quoted 
by name, has just a selfish, greedy interest 
at heart. ' 

PETER AND JOSEPHINE M. JASMIN. 
FRANK AND MARY ZORICH. 
ANN CRIMMINS. 
MARY STOKAN. . , 
ANNA AND MARY DRAGOYE. 
MARY G. BISCIGLIA. 

GREAT FALLS, MONT., July 28, 1950. 
Mr. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. MANSFIELD: A group of us house

wives feel that something should be done 
about the way many civilians are buying up 
things they don't need. You can't buy a 
bed sheet in this town, together with a short
.age of other things, even foodstuffs. We 
know there is no real shortage but there 
-are too many people who don't -realize this 
crisis 1s a responsibility of every American 
as well as the boys fighting on the front lines. 

We want an all-out effort such as the 
Baruch 'plan. We think a full-scale mobi
lization for this war is necessary. While 
there is a crisis there should be ceilings on 
everything, but when it's over, they ~hould 
be removed. We don't want a socialized 
economy permanently, but if it's necessary 
temporarily, we are for it, and we think it's 
necessary now. 

Yours sincerely, 
Mrs. DELLA LEE TAYLOR. 

MISSOULA, MONT., July 26, 1950. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. MANSFIELD: My reason for writ

.Ing you is to see if you can do anything 
,about the increase in price of certain foods. 
Bread has gone up from 19 to 22 cents a 
-loaf. When I cailed a bakery about it, I was 
told that fiour had gone up $1.50 per 100 
pounds, that lard and milk also had raised. 
.If this were necessary, I would be the last to 
protest, but from the reports coming from 
Washington, this ts not necessary. Someone 
is making a big profit and I wish it could be 
.stopped. If you can do anything about this, 
l am sure many would appreciate 1t. 

I am sincerely glad of the primary election 
returns and feel sure we shall have you in 
Congress again. We appreciate your efforts 
for Montana, and also for the veterans' cause. 

Very truly, 
·Mrs. L. C. GOFORTH. 

HELENA, MONT., July 25, 1950. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. MANSFIELD: This letter is to ad
vise you today the wholesale bakeries in 
Helena raised their price of bakery goods 
and the retail merchants followed suit. All 
bakery goods took a jump, but an example 
ls 1 pound of bread (white) 15 ·cents raised 
to 17 cents and lY:i pound was 20 cents and 
now 23 cents. The wholesalers advised they 
raised 1 cent per pound so the retailers fol
lowed suit by 2 cents or better. I do believe 
some action is necessary to stop this kind 
of doing because this is definitely wha·t the 
President recently asked people not to do. 
They should realize that this wlll just bring 
back price controls and rationing which they 
all were against, so maybe you might be able 
to put some good sense into their minds if 
you can. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. E. REYNOLDS, 

HELENA, MONT., July 27, 1950. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

Representative of Montana, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: Enclosed is an article clipped 
from our local n ewspaper wh ich shows just 
one of the reasons my husband and myself 
would like to see price control go into effect 
immediately, and prices, primarily food, re
vert back to those of about 2 months ago. 

Our highest meat bill for 1 mont h for a. 
family of four in this past yea r was $20, and 
that in Christmas month. This month our 
meat bill is already $26.65 and the month 
not yet over. This includes a menu of ham
burger twice a week and hot dogs once a 
week. The grocery bill got so out of hand 
we had the grocer close our books for this 
month on July 24. Will have to make up 
for those extra days in the month of August. 

So many of the raises seem to rev.ert back 
to the farmers, which 1s fine for them, but 
puts the average white-collar worker on the 
spot. We need other things _as well as food. 
We may eat to live but don't live just to eat. 

Since price control seems to be the only 
answer, this letter is just to let you know 
our family is for it. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. ANTHONY M. VERZUH. 

'BREAD PRICE ADVANCES HERE WITH OTHER 
PRODUCTS ALSO HIGHER 

Bread and other bakery products took a. 
sharp advance here today, the lY:i-pound 
loaf that formerly sold for 20 cents jump
ing to 23 cents on retail counters, grocers 
reported today. The 1-pound loaf formerly 
selling for 15 cents will now be 17 cents. 
· Doughnuts and sweet rolls went up 5 cents 
each a half dozen. A package of doughnuts 
·now costs 25 cents instead of 20 cents and 
sweet rolls will retail for 30 cents instead 
of 25 cents. 

A baker, who decllned to be quoted by 
name, said, "we're entitled to a raise." 

MISSOULA, MONT., July 25, 1950. 
MIKE ~NSFIELD, 

Member of Congress, 
Washington, D. C . 

DEAR MIKE: Bread is up 3 cents per loaf 
(lY:i pounds) this morning was 19 cents now 
22 cents=l51M.o percent. Looks like the re
tailer is the first hoarder and forcing the 
consumer to do likewise. Wheat 1s not up, 
fiour 1s not up, labor has not suddenly 
brought on this condition. 

How about this? 
Yours truly, 

FRANK L. BUSCH, Sr. 

MISSOULA, MONT., July 28, 1950. 
Representative MIKE MANSFIELD, 

Congress of the Uni ted· States, 
Washington, D. C. 

DE;AR Ma. MANSFIELD: I am writing this 
letter to express the opinions of myself and 
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my family concerning an important, current 
issue. That issue is whether or not this 
country should adopt price control and ra
tioning. 

I don't think it can be disputed that we 
are in one hell of a fight and that if we come 
out of this Korea thing without many losses 
and much damage we will be very lucky. 
I think we should face the fact that we are 
in a battle for our existence, or are at least 
entering into the preliminaries of such a 
battle. All of my remarks are based on that 
premise. Let us assume that is true, at least 
for the sake of argument. Then is it not 
necessary for us to gird ourselves for such 
a battle? I think one of the most important 
things the country can do to keep itself in 
shape· for a fight is to keep its economy 
healthy. This cannot be done if we allow in
flation to go unchecked. No one of conse
quence b~nefits from inflation-many are 
hurt--a few profiteers make a profit. I 
hardly need express these things to you, 
for you are more aware of them -than I am. 
I will, however, point out one instance, which 
I believe to be typical of thousands, or 
millions. My father died 5 years ago; At 
the time of his death he was adequately in
sured so that my mother need have no 
worry concerning her own welfare. But since 
then the value of the , dollar has been re
duced to somewhere near half of its value 
then. My mother is getting on in years. 
It is too late for her to strike out in a new 
profession. She is dependent upon that 
insurance, yet each day it becomes less and 
less useful to her. 

The ·Korean War and the wars that are 
likely to ensue will put much worse infla
tionary pressures on the economy. What 
will happen to widows, all types of Govern
ment workers, white collar employees? And 
what will happen to labor? These groups 
can only lose by inflation. 

Even .assuming that the war of itself will 
not strain the economy, there are secondary 
reactions that will strain it. Thousands of 
merchants all over our country for some 
reason place the gain of dollars ahead of all 
other pursuits of life and hence use a sit
uation like we are in today to their own 
advantage and raise prices on their goods, 
whether warranted or not, knowing full well 
that the public will buy, or, rather, knowing 
full well that the public will hoard. No 
doubt this is reprehensible on the parts of 
both merchant and buying public, and it is 
a voluntary thing. But voluntary measures 
will not prevent it. 

Prices on many items have begun to go 
up right here in Missoula. In the last few 
weeks I have seen and heard many ads using 
the war-scare psychology to stimulate buy
ing. They are heard over the radio and they 
are seen in the paper. I select one and en

. close it as a typical example of what is 
taking place here. 

The value of our dollar has declined far 
enough. I personally don't want to see 
it go any further. 

Many people believe that rationing and 
price control mean dictatorship. Perhaps in 
a certain sense they do. But these are 
emergency times, and to my way of think
ing it is far better to have a regulated con
trol lawfully enacted by a democratic Con
gress than an unregulated economic havoc. 

Well, I think I have made my sentiments 
and those of my family and friends clear 
enough to you. I hope you will forgive this 
long exposition of my thoughts, but I feel 
very strongly on the subject. 

Yours truly, 
BRUCE R. TOOLE, 

MISSOULA, MONT., July 27, 1950, 
Representative MIKE MANSFIELD; 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN MANSFIELD: I am an 

instrmtor at Montana State University, liv
ing in the university's housing project, 
among many students. 

There ls one thing that we all have in 
common, and that is making our incomes 
meet the rising costs of living, particularly 
food prices. 

Two items, in particular, that we all use 
to help balance the food budget are bread 
and hamburger. Two days ago bread went 
up 3 · cents a loaf, and hamburger has in
creased 12 cents per pound in the past 
month. Why wait longer for price control? 

Yours very truly; 
DAVID ·P. COLE. 

BOZEMAN, MONT., July 27, 1950. 
E,epreeentative MIKE MANSFIELD, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

We are all for increased taxes. But can't 
something be done about price increases. 
Meats and bread already advanced notice
ably in last few days. 

ETHELYN C. HARRISON, 

BUTTE, MONT., July 24, 1950. 
Mr. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

Representative, Montana State, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. MANSFI~LD: It is very essential to 

us that you do not ignore this letter. You 
have been to Butte, so you know how large 
our Federal housing project is. It is in be
half of all these folks and little children 
living in the project that I am writing this 
letter. 

The war scare here is just awful. Sheets 
and sugar have practically disappeared. One 
store today was selling sheets at the stagger
ing price of .$4.25 each sheet. These sheets 
are actually worth about $2.79 each. 

Bread, coffee, sugar, lard, meat, and cotton 
goods have gone up as much as 5 to 10 per
cent in the last week. The crowning point 
was today when bread and other bakery 
goods went up in price to the tune of 5 
percent. 

To us here in the project, these profiteers 
are helping Russia in their war effort. They 
are doing (along with the hoarders) exactly 
what Russia wants them to do. 

Hoarding and higher prices go hand-in
hand and something will have to be done. 
We claim your immediate attention to these 
matters. It looks to us like price control is 
needed right now. 

We sincerely hope you can do so.mething 
about this dreadful war ecare. 

Thanking you for your attention, we 
remain, 

.sincerely yours, 
Mrs. Everett F. Beacher (two children). 

Mrs. D. J. Larkin (two children), Mrs. 
L. McClung (two child~en), Mrs. A • 
McCloskey (two children), Mrs. G. 
Blewett (four children), Mrs. Ted May 
(four children), l'.1:rs. D. Badovinoc 
(five children), Mrs. F. Resch (three 
children), Mrs. Vesta Lawney (one 
child), Henry Gardner (two children), 
Mrs. Jack Schulte (two children), Mrs. 
Rance Edden (two children), Mrs. 
Griffin L. Smith, Mrs. Gene Dufresne, 
Mrs. Adelia Hackman, Mrs. Mary De
laney (one girl), E. A. Sheehan (four 
girls), Mrs. Robert Leeson (three chil
dren), Mrs. W. V. Lanning (one boy). 
Mrs. Antonielti (four children), Mrs. 
William Honka (three girls), Mrs. 
Charles Hollahan (two girls), Miss Eve
lyn Sampson, Mrs. Virgil L. Hills (one 
child), Mrs. Olivia Menard (four ehil
dren), Sang Howard, Mrs. Sang How
ard (one child), Mrs. Dale Kittel (two 
children). Mrs. Albert Cutler (six 
children), l\.fi"s. Florence Campbell 
(two children), Mrs. A. Albright (two 
children), Mrs. John T. O'Donnell (one 
child), Mrs. Herbert J. Malone (two 
children), Mrs. H. L. Edwards (two 
children). 

· The signatures on this letter represent 
about 250 families living in Silver Bow 
homes, with an average of three children to 
each family. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. JACK SHULTE. 

BOZEMAN, MONT., July 25, 1950. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Profiteering bakeries in Bozeman raised 
bread prices 3 cents per loaf today. Ap
parently we need controls at once. 

L. R. DAEMS. 

GREAT FALLS MILL AND SMELTER-
MEN's UNION No. 16, 

Great Falls, Mont., July 12, 1950. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. MANSFIELD: The members of the 
Great Falls Mine, Mill, and Smelterworkers 
are very concerned over the recent increase 
in the cost of living and what may happen in 
the future due to the war hysteria caused 
by the conflict in Korea. 

As you probably know, price boosts have 
already been reported in a wide variety of 
foodstuffs, especially meats. 

They are also worried on what may hap
pen to rent control, especially if this war 
should expand. 

Now, this practice of appealing to busi
nessmen and retailers to hold the line on 
prices is just another way of fooling the buy
ing public. 

Therefore, we believe and recommend to 
you that you immediately do all in your 
power to invoke price control over foodstuff 
and rents, until this conflict is over. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM H. GRAHAM, 

Financial Secretary. 

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY, 
SCHOOL OF JOURNALISM, 

Missoula, July 18, 1950. 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MIKE: I want to urge that you sup
port the placing of controls on prices, wages, 
profits, and other elements of the economy. 
We are definitely in ·a wartime period and 
the necessary wartime controls should be 
imposed. I hope you will urge the President 
that profiteering and gouging on the pre
tense of scarcity already have started and 
we cannot act too soon to protect the ordi
nary citizen. 

Thanks and best regards. 
Cordially yours, 

JAMES L. c. FORD. 

[From the Washington Daily News of 
July 31, 1950] 
MILK GOES UP 

Milk went up 1 cent a quart in Indian
apolis today, and butter and other dairy 
products followed suit. Washington's milk 
price went up a half-cent. 

The Royal Typewriter Co.'s standard mod
els will rise about 7 percent tomorrow. A 7 
percent boost in the wholesale price of Proc
ter & Gamble's Crisco and household soaps 
was expected to reach corner markets this 
week. 

Effective tomorrow, the Brown Shoe Co. is 
raising its prices an average of 15 to 25 cents 
a pair. 

STEAK UP A DIME 
Round steak went up an average of about 

10 cents a pound across the nation from June 
23 to today. But there were wide fluctua· 
tions. One Indianapolis shop said its price 
remained unchanged at 99 cents a pound, 
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while one CleveJanct butcher · increased the 
price from 69 cents to $1.09. 

Bread was up 1 cent a loaf in most cities, 
including Washington, and sugar was up 
one-half to one cent a pound. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. MARSHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, an 
agricultural problem would be a very sim
ple one if people were not involved. I 
wonder if those of us here realize the 
problem that some of us have in connec
tion with the people. I think if we would 
fully realize the .problem that we have in 
supporting the people and the types of 
enterprise they are engaged in that we 
would be in a better position to deal with 
the problems. · 

Mr. Chairman, I dislike to disagree with 
my good friend, the gentle~an ~rol? 
·California [Mr. WHITE]. Callforma IS 
not totally dependent upon cotton as far 
as its economy is concerned. There are 
many things that may be grown in Cali
fornia. There are many things that we 
in the House are going to pass in the form 
of legislation to help develop that western 
country, and we are going to be .glad to 
do that sort of thing. It will enlarge our 
taxable base. We are going to be happy 
to put into effect reclamation projects 
which will bring into production land that 
is vitally needed for the welfare of that 
entire country. We are going to do that, 
but at the same time, we do not want to 
put' an unfair burden upon other sections 
of the country. There ~re many people 
whose only possible business or opportu
nity is the growing of cotton. They are 
getting an income from cotton because 
there is a support price on it. That is the 
only reason for a support price in a free 
enterprise system. If lt were not in ef
fect certainly the price of cotton would 
bes~ low that the folks in California and 
the other States who want to expand, 
would not engage in the. growing of cot
ton. That is the whole reason for it. 

In Minnesota we have a problem, for 
example, in connection with dairy pro
duction. Dairy production is going awa_y 
from our area, and being drawn from It 
unfairly I think to places where consum
ers are being compelled to pay more for 
dairy products with the restrictions that 
are put into effect. That is free enter
prise in reverse. I know what this 
means to our people, I · know what it 
means to the small family sized farms, 
I know what it means when an industry 
in which they have been engaged for 
many years is shifted away from them. 
If this continues we will have people ~n 
our State who are going to have a most 
difficult time making a living. Why? Be
cause the trade areas are restricted by 
charging the consumers more in a par
ticular area. That means, as far as 
they are concerned, that certain un
fair competition has been developed. 
Why? Because of marketing agree
ments that support prices in those areas 
that made production profitable by dis
criminating against areas of more effi
cient production. 

We in Minnesota do not have an allot
ment system that will keep that sort of 

thing from happening. So it is going 
to create a hardship. It is going to cre
ate a hardship for these people in areas 
where they cannot be expected to grow 
much cotton. . . 

I am opposed to the White amendment 
for the reason stated. 

I am interested in farmer control of 
any agricultural program. I think a 
farmer-administered agricultural pro
gram is the backbone of our agricultur:=tl 
economy. I wish some of the people m 
the cotton areas were more inclined to 
have farm control of their programs. 
Many of the counties turn over the ad
ministration of these programs to so
called executive secretaries, some person 
who has a brilliant clerical or political 
mind but who has not the practical con
ception of farming who can sit in an 
office and give all the answers to the 
farmers. i:n my opinion, the farmer 
ought to have more to say about his 
program in a particular area. There 
would be a better understanding of the 
whole problem. The people in my area 
would be much happier over an agri
cultural program if they could be as
sured of it being a~ministered by the 
farmers themselves. We are interested 

. in the welfare of the people all over the 
country. When one segment of our 
agricultural society, when one segment 
of our agricultural economy, goes to 
pieces, it affects the whole country agri
culturally. We cannot afford to have 
that sort of thing happen. We must 

·have a strong agriculture. The stronger 
agriculture is in Minnesota, the stronger 
agriculture will be in the country as a 
whole. Minnesota is not going to grow 
a bale of cotton. The stronger the agri
cultural economy is, whether it be in 
Georgia, Mississippi, or California, the 
better off we will be in Minnesota. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
PACE]. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, the com
mittee respectfully urges you to vote 
down the pending amendment. The 
purpose of the amendment, if it was 
adopted, is to make it possible to have 
no controls whatever on cotton next 
year. As I told you last Friday, we 
had that exeperience once when the 
Supreme Court, in 1936, knocked out 
the old Triple-A Act, and in 1937 they 
produced 19,000,000 bales of cotton. If 
you think your Government can stand 
that next year, then you might support 
the amendment, but I think it might 
endanger the whole price-support pro
gram. If we should produce something 
like 19,000,000 or 20,000,000 bales of 
cotton it would mean that 8,000,000 or 
io,000,000 bales would probably have to 
go under the loan, which means that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
would probably have to come back over 
here and ask authority to loan another 
billion or two billion, and I think that 
would be most unfo.1;'tunate. 

Now, I am discouraged sometimes. It 
seems to me that a trade is .. a trade. 
Last year there was a division among 
the representatives in Congress of the 
States as 'to how much cotton each one 
should have, and as chairman of the 
subcommittee I went to the cotton grow-

ers of all the States. I said, "We are 
having a controversy. Why do you 
growers not get together and reach some 
agreement?" The cotton growers from 
every cotton-growing State met and 
they themselves made an agreement as 
to how this acreage would be distrib
uted, and we put it in the law and it is 
there now. . 

The statement was made here just 
now on behalf of one of the gentlemen 
from California that during the war 
they built some gins and some com
presses for their cotton production,· and 
now· they cannot get the cotton. Well, 
now let us see. In 1943, California pro
duc~d only 291,000 acres of cotton; in 

· 1944 only 303,000, and in 1945, 319,000. 
You understand, 319,000 is the highest 
acreage they planted during the_ war, 
and they say they built gins and com
presses during that period. But, what 
have we done for California? We told 
California we were not going to put the 
general rule on them. The general rule 
is that every State gets its cotton quota 
on the basis it planted to cotton in 
the 4 years, 1945, 1946, 1947, and 1948. 
That is the way every one of these 
States took theirs; every one of them. 
In the case of Arkansas, Arkansas does 
not favor this amendment. In the case 
of Missouri, Missouri does not favor this 
amendment. In the case of those States 
we said "You have had a sudden in
crease l~tely on cotton, and we will give 
you special credit for that increase. In-

-stead of putting you on the 4-year rule 
we will let y'ou use either the last year, 
1948 or the 2 years, 1947 and 1948. ' 
Now: if you do not think our commit
tee has done fairly to California, you 
vote for this amendment. 

Here is what we did for California: In 
1945 they had only 319,000 acres in cot
ton; in 1946, 359,000 acres; in 1947, 536,-
000 acres· and in 1948 they jumped up 
to 810,000'. Now their 4-year average is 
only 506,000 acres, and then they would 
be cut from that. But do you know what 
we ·gave them this year and what they 
will have next year? Six hundred and 
forty-two thousand acres in cotton, 
which is more cotton than they have 
grown in any 1 of the 4 years except 
the last year, 1948. We have given them, 
if you please, more than three-fourths of 
the highest year. As I said, their 4-year 
average would have been 506,000, and 
under the general rule they probably 
would have gotten about 450,000, but at 
their request, agreed upon not only by 
us but by the cotton representatives of 
the United States, meeting at my re
quest as chairman of the subcommittee, 
they deliberated, and they figured it out, 
and they came back and laid it on the 
table of the subcommittee, and they said, 
"Here is the agreement of California, of 
New Mexico, of Arizona, of Georgia, of 
Missisippi, of Missouri," and by all the 
others. "Here is what we have agreed 
upon, and we ask you to put it into the 
law." And we put it into the law. They 
have it this year, they will get it next 
year, and all of this, it seems to me, gen
tlemen, amounts to this: I do not want 
to be unfair to anybody; but if an agree
ment is an agreement, if they have got
ten all this extra cotton this year, shall 
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we now agree that since they have gott::m 
that much are we going to have no con
trols next year at all so that they can 
plant more acreage and get more cotton 
acreage in the years to come? I think 
it would be unfortunate, to be perfectly 
frank with you. I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WHITE]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. WHITE of 
California) there were-ayes 20, noes 71. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 2. Section 344 of the Agricultural Ad

justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amend
ed as follows: 

1. Subsect ion ( c) ( 1) is amended by 
changing item (A) to read as follows: "the 
additional acreage added in each State acre
age allotment base in 1950 for minimum 
small farm allotments adjusted upward or 
downward by the percentage by which the 
1951 national acreage allotment is above or 
below the 1950 national acreage allotment." 

2. Subsection (d) is amended . to read as 
follows: 

"(d) · The national acreage .allotment for 
cotton for 1952 shall be apportioned to States 
on the basis of (1) the acreage planted to 
cotton (including the acreage regarded as 
planted to cotton under Public Law 12, 79th 
Cong.) ciuring the years 1946, 1947, 1948, and 
1950, with adjustments for abnormal weath
er conditions during such period, plus (2) 
the additional acreage· added in each State 
acreage allotment base in 1950 for minimum 
small farm allotments adjusted upward or 
downward by the percentage by which the 
1952 national acreage allotment is above or 
below the 1950 national acreage allotment." 

3. Subsection ( e) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(e) (1) The State acreage allotment for 
cotton for 1951 shall be apportioned to coun
ties on the basis of the acreage planted to 
cotton (including, in any State. which re
ceived its 1950 acreage allotment base under 
subsection ( c) ( 1) of this section, the acre
age regarded as planted to cotton under 
Public Law 12, 79th Cong.) during the same 
period of years used for such apportionment 
for 1950, plus the acreage added in ~ach 
county in 1950 for minimum small-farm al
lotments adjusted upward or downward by 
the percentage by which the 1951 State acre
age allotment is above or below the 1950 
State acreage allotment: Provided, That the 
1951 allotment for any State which received 
a 1950 State acreage allotment in excess of 
3,000,000 acres shall be apportioned to coun
ties on the basis of the acreage planted to 
cotton (including the acreage regarded as 
planted to cotton under Public Law 12, 79th 
Cong.) during the years 1945, 1946, 1947, and 
1948: Provided further, That the State com
mittee shall reserve an adequate acreage not 
exceeding 10 percent of the State acreage al
lotment which shall be used (A) for adjust
ments in county allotments for trends in 
acreage, for abnormal conditions adversely 
affecting plantings, for incomplete or inac
curate basic county cotton data, and, upon 
proper showing by the county committee, for 

· inequitable county allotments; and (B) for 
new farms, small farms, for farms adversely 
affected by abnormal conditions affecting 
plantings, and for adjustments by the coun
ty · committee in other farm acreage allot
ments in counties in which the 15-percent 
reserve is insufficient to provide equita:ble 
farm allotments. 

"(2) The State acreage allotments for cot
ton for 1952 shall be apportioned to counties 
on the basis of the acreage planted to cot
ton (including the acreage regar_ded a.s 
planted to cotton under Public Law 12, 79th 

Cong.) during the years 1946, 1947, 194.8, and 
1950, plus the additional acreage added in 
each county in 1950 for minimum small
farm allotments adjusted upward or down
ward by the percentage by which the 1952 
State acreage allotment is above or below the 
1950 State acreage allotment: Provided, That 
the State committee shall reserve an ade
quate acreage not exceeding 10 percent of 
the State acreage allotment which shall be 
used (A} for adjustments in county allot
ments for trends in acreage, for abnormal 
conditions adversely affecting plantings, for 
incomplete or inaccurate basic county cot
ton data, and, upon proper showing by the 
county committee for inequitable county al
lotme·nts; and (B) for new farms, small 
farms, for farms adversely affected by ab
normal conditions affecting plantings, and 
for adjustments by the county committee 
in other farm-acreage allotments in counties 
in which the 15-percent reserve is insuffi
cient to provide equitable farm allotments. 

"(3) The State acreage allotment for cot
ton for 1953 and subsequent years shall be 
apportioned to counties on the basis of the 
acreage planted to cotton (including the 
acreage regarded as planted to cotton under 
Public Law 12, 79th Cong.) during the same 
years as are used in apportioning the na~ 
tional acreage allotment to the States under 

. subsection (b)' of this section: Provided, 
That the State committee shall reserve an 
adequate acreage not exceeding 10 percent 
o.: the State acreage allotment which shall 
be used (A) for adjustments in county allot
ments for trends in acreage, for abnormal 
conditions adversely affecting plantings, for 
incomplete or inaccurate basic county cot
ton data, and, upon proper showing by the 
county committee, for inequitable county 
allotments; and (B) for new farms, small 
farms, for farms adversely affected by ab
normal conditions affecting plantings, and 
for adjustments by the county committee 
in other farm-acreage allotments in coun
ties in which the 15 percent reserve is in
sufficient to provide equitable farm allot-
ments." · · 

4. Subsection (f) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"{f) (1) The county acreage allotment, 
less the acreage reserved under paragraph 
(3) of this subsection, shall be apportioned 
in 1951 and 1952 to farms on which cotton 
has been planted (or regarded as planted un
der Public Law 12, 79th Cong.) in any one 
of the 3· years immediately preceding the 
year for which such allotment is determined, 
on the basis of the acreage allotments estab
lished for such farms (without deduction 
for acreage surrendered in 1950) for the 
immediately preceding :·ear, with such ad
justments as the county committee deems 
necessary for errors in basic farm data: Pro
vided, That if the allotment base for any 
farm for the 1951 crop is less than the larger 
of 65 percent of the average acreage planted 
to cotton (including the acreage regarded as 
planted to cottor. under Public Law 12, 79th 
Cong.) on the farm in 1946, 1947, and 1948, 
or 45 percent of the highest acreage pianted 
to cotton (including the acreage regarded 
as planted to cotton under Public Law 12, 
79th Cong.) on the farm in any one of such 
3 years, the county committee, upon appli
cation in writing by the owner or operator 
of the farm within such reasonable peri9d 
of time as the Secretary may prescribe, shall 
increase the allotment base for such farm 
to the larger of such acreage as determined 
by the county committee upon a proper 
showing of the facts, but such allotment 
base shall not be increased by reason of this 
proviso to an acreage in excess of 40 per
cent of the acreage on the farm which is 
tilled annually or in regular rotation, as de
termined under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

"(2) The county acreage allotment, less 
the acreage reserved under paragntph ( 3) of 
this subsection, shall be apportio~ed in 1953 

and subsequent year~ to farms on which 
cotton has been planted in any one of the 
3 years immediately preceding the year for 
which such allotment is determined, on the 
basis of the average acreage planted to cot
ton on the farm in such 3-year period. 

"(3) The county committee shall reserve 
an adequate acreage not exceeding 15 per
cent of the county allotment which shall 
be used for {A) making such adjustments in 
the farm-acreage allotments established un
der paragraph (1) or (2) as m ay be neces
sary to provide allotments which the county 
committee determines are fair and equitable 
in relation to land, labor, and equipment 
available for the production of cotton, crop-

. rotation practices, and abnormal conditions 
of production; and (B) establishing allot
ments for farms on which cotton was not 
planted (or regarded as planted under Pub
lic Law 12, 79th Cong.) during any of the 
three calendar years immediately preceding 
the year for which the allotment is made, 
on the basis of land, labor, and equipment 
available for the production of cotton and 
ci:op-rotation practices: Provided, That not 
less than 20 percent of the acreage reserved 
under this subsection shall, to the extent 
required, be allotted upon such basis as the 
Secretary deems fair and reasonable to farms, 
if any, receiving allotments of not exceeding 
10 acres under other provisions of this sub
section. 

" ( 4) Any part of the acreage allotted to 
individual farms in any county under the 
provisions of this subsection which is vol
untarily surrendered to the county commit
tee shall be deducted from the allotments 
to · such farms and may be reapportioned, 
under regulations prescribed by the Secre
tary, to other farms in the same county, in
cluding small farms, receiving allotmenta 
which the county committee determines are 
inadequate and not representative in view 
of the past production of cotton on the farms 
and to · new farms in such county. Any 
transfer of acreage in 1950 shall not operate 
to reduce the allotment base for any subse
quent year for the farm from which such 
acreage is transferred, unless cotton was not 
planted (or regarded as planted under Pub
lic Law 12, 79th Cong.) on such farm in 1947, 
1948, or 1950. Any part of any farm-acreage 
allotment may be permanently released in 
writing to the cou~ty committee by the 
owner and operator of the farm and any 
acreage so released and not reapportioned by 
the county. committee in accordance with 
the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, 
shall be added to the State reserve under 
subsection (e) of this section and be avail
able for the purposes specified therein. 

" ( 5) Any unused acreage in the State re
serve shall be apportioned. to counties on the 
same basis used in establishing basic county 
allotments. Any !J.Creage so apportioned and 
any unused acreage in the county reserve 
shall be allotted to farms on the basis of the 
factors specified in paragraph (1) or (2) 
of subsection (f) of this section. 

"(6) No farm-acreage allotment estab
lished under the provisions of this section 
for any year shall exceed an acreage in excess 
of 45 percent of the acreage on the farm 
which was tilled annually or in regular rota
tion, as determined under regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary: Provided, That the 
county committee may, by the use of the 
county reserve, increase any farm-acreage 
allotment up to 50 percent of such acreage: 
Provided further, That any part of the coun
ty acreage allotment not apportioned by rea
son of the limitation in this paragraph shall 
be added to the State reserve under subsec
tion (e) of this section and be available for 
the purposes specified therein." 

5. Subsection (g) is amended as follows: 
"(g) Notwithstanding .the foregoing provi

sions of this section and section 347-
" ( 1) State, county, and farm-acreage al

lotments and yields for cotton shall be estab-
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lished in conformity with Public Law 28, 
Eighty-first Congress; 

"(2) for any farm on which the acreage 
planted to cotton in any year is less than 
the farm-acreage allotment for such year 
by not more than the larger of 10 percent 
of the allotment or 1 acre, an acreage equal 
to the farm-acreage allotment shall be 
deemed to be the acreage planted to cotton 
on such farm, and the additional acreage 
added to the cotton-acreage history for the 
farm shall be added to the cotton-acreage 
history for the county and State; 

"(3) the additional acreage planted to cot· 
ton pursuant to paragraph ( 5) of subsection 
(f) of this section as amended prior to the 
enactment of this act shall not be taken into 
account in establishing future State and 
county allotments; 

"(4) for the purposes of computing future 
county allotments in any State which re
ceived a 1950 State acreage allotment in ex
cess of 3,000,000 acres, the 1950 cotton acre
age history for the county shall be deemed 
to be the larger of the 1950 county acreage 
allotment or the acreage which would have 
been allotted to the county in 1950 if the 
State acreage allotment, without deduction 
for a State reserve, had been apportioned to 
the counties on the basis of the acreage 
planted to cotton (including the acreage re
garded as planted to cotton under Public 
Law 12, 79th Cong.) during the years 1945, 
1946, 1947, and 1948; 

"(5} in any State in which more than one
half of the cotton allotments established for 
the 1950 crop, for farms on which cotton was 
planted (or regarded as planted under Pub
llc Law 12, 79th Cong.) in 1946, 1947, or 1948, 
were 5 acres or less, the county committee 
may, with the approval of the State com
mittee, adjust downward any farm acre
age allotment base for the 1951 or 1952 crop 
so that such farm acreage allotment base 
shall not be less than the average acreage 
planted to cotton (including the acreage re
garded as plante~ to cotton under Public 
Law 12, 79th Cong.) on the farm in 1946, 
1947, and 1948." 

SEC. 3. Section 347 of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
umended to read as follows: 

"LONG STAPLE COTTON 

"SEC. 347. (a) Except as otherwise pro
vided by this section, the provisions of this 
part shall not apply to extra long staple 
cotton which is produced from pure-strain 
varieties of the Barbadense species, or any 
hybrid thereof, or other similar types of 
extra long staple cotton designated by the 
Secretary having characteristics needed for 
various end uses for which American upland 
cotton is not suitable, and grown in irrigated 
cotton-growing regions of the United States 
designated by the Secretary or other areas 
designated by the Secretary as suitable for 
the production of such varieties or types. 

"(b) Whenever during any calendar year, 
not later than October 15, the Secretary 
determines that the total supply of cotton 
described in subsection (a) for the market
ing year beginning in such calendar year 
will exceed the normal supply thereof for 
such marketing year by more than 8 per
cent, the Secretary shall proclaim such fact 
and a national marketing quota shall be 
in effect for the crop of such cotton pro
duced in the next calendar year: Provided, 
That the Sacretary may exempt from such 
quota any variety or type of such cotton if 
he determines that the total supply of such 
variety or type does not exceed the demand 
therefor, but such exemption shall apply 
only to such cotton which is produced in 
irrigated cotton-growing regions of the 
United States designated by the Secretary 
or other areas designated by the Secretary 
as suitable for the production of such varie
ties or types. The Secretary shall also de
termine and specify in such proclamation 
the amount of the national marketing quota 

in terms of the quantity of cotton described 
in subsection (a) adequate to make avail
able a normal supply of such cotton, tak
ing into account (1) the estimated carry
over at the beginning of the marketing year 
which begins in the next calendar year, 
(2) the estimated production during the next 
calendar year of any varieties or types ex
empted pursuant to this subsection, and 
(3) the estimated imports during· such mar
keting year. The national marketing quota 
for cotton described in subsection (a) for 
any year shall not be less than the smaller 
of 30,000 bales or a number of bales equal 
to 30 percent of the estimated dome·stic 
consumption plus exports of such cotton for 
the marketing year beginning in the cal
endar year in which such quota is pro
claimed, less the estimated production from 
exempt varieties and types of such cotton to 
be produced from the crop for which the 
quota is proclaimed. 

" ( c) All provisions of this act, except sec
tion 342, subsections (c}, (e), (1), (h), (k), 
and (1) of section. 344, and the provisions 
relating to minimum small farm allotments, 
shall, insofar as applicable, apply to market
ing quotas and acreage allotments author
ized by this section: Provided, That the 
applicable penalty rate for such cotton under 
section 346 shall be 50 percent of the parity 
price for American-Egyptian cotton as of 
the d.ate specified therein. The national 
acreage allotment for 1951 ~hall be appor
tioned to the States on the basis of the 
acreage planted to such cotton in the State 
during the years 1946, 1947, 1948, and 1950, 
with adjustments for trends in acreage and 
for abnormal weather conditions during such 
period. The State acreage allotment for 
1951 shall be apportioned to counties on 
the same basis as is required for such ap
portionment in 1952. Farm acreage allot
ments for 1951 and subsequent years shall 
be established in accordance with the pro
visions of subsection (f) of section 344. 

"(d) Unless marketing quotas are in effect 
under subsection (b) of this section, the 
penalty provisions of section 3-j6 shall not 
apply to any cotton the staple of which is 
1 Y:i inches or more in length. 

" ( e) The exemptions authorized by sub
sections (a), (b), and (d) of this section 
shall not apply unless the cotton is ginned 
on a roller-type gin." 

SEC. 4. The Agricultural Act of 1949 is 
amended, effective with respect to the 1950 
and subsequent crops of cotton, as follows: 

1. Add a new subsection (f) at the end 
of section 101 of such act, reading as follows: 

"(f) The provisions of this act relating to 
price support for cotton shall apply severally 
to (1) American upland cotton and (2) extra 
long staple cotton described in section 347 
(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, and ginned on a roller
type gin, except that the parity price for 
American-Egyptian cotton shall be used in 
determining the support level for all cotton 
described in such section 347 (a). Disap
proval by producers of any quota proclaimed 
under such section 847 shall place into effect 
the provisions of section 101 (d) (3) of this 
act with respect to all extra long staple cot
ton described in subsection (a) of such sec
tion 347, regardless of whether certain types 
or varieties of such cotton were exempt from 
the quota." 

2. Add, in the last sentence of section 403 
of such act, following the words "the stand
ard grade'', the words "of American upland 
cotton" and add a new sentence at the end 
o:'.:' section 403 reading as follows: "For extra 
long staple cotton as defined in section 347 
(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, the standard grade for 
parity and price support shall be grade No. 2 
of lY:i-inch staple length." 

a. Add a new section 420 to such act, read
ing as follows: 

"SEC. 420. Any price support program in 
effect on cottonseed or any of its products 

shall likewise be extended to the same seed 
and products of the cottons defined under 
section 347 (a) of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938, as amended." 

SEc. 5. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 is amended by inserting a colon in 
lieu of the period at the end of the third 
sentence and adding the following: "Pro
vided, That the Corporation shall not sell 
any cotton at less than 5 percent above the 
current support price for the quality of such 
cotton, plus an amount each month for 
carrying charges, cox:.1puted from January 1 
of the calendar year in which the current 
marketing year begins to the date of sale, 
equal to the average monthly carrying 
charges incurred by the Corporation for car
rying cotton during the preceding market
ing yeai: and interest at the rate currently 
charged by the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion on cotton loans. The Secretary shall 
determine and announce within 15 days after 
the beginning of each marketing year the . 
average monthly carrying charges incurred 
during the preceding year." 

SEC. 6. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the 1951 wheat acreage allotment 
for any· county shall not be reduced below 
the 1950 allotment for such county by more 
than 5 percent in excess of the percentage 
by which the national wheat acreage allot
ment for the 1951 crop is reduced below the 
1950 national acreage allotment. For the 
purposes of this sectfon, the additional acre
age allotted pursuant to Public Law 272, 
Eighty-first Congress, and in conformity with 
regulations of the Secretary promulgated 
thereunder, shall be regarded as a part of 
the county and national wheat acreage al
lotments. The allotment for any county 
shall be increased to the extent required to 
provide such minimum county allotment and 
such acreage required shall be in addition 
to the national acreage allotment proclaimed 
for the 1951 crop. . 

SEC. 7. The second sentence of paragraph 
(2) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Con
gress, is amended to read as follows: "The 
rate of the penalty shall be 50 percent of the 
support price per bushel of the commodity 
for such marketing year." 

SEC. 8. Section 8 (a), as amended, of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act, is amended (a) by striking out "Janu
ary l, 1951" wherever it appears therein and 
inserting in lieu thereof "January 1, 1953", 
and (b) by striking out "December 31, 1950" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "December 31, 
1952." 

SEC. 9. The Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, is amended as fol~ows: 

1. Subsection ( c) of section 358 of such 
act is amended to read as follows: 

" ( c) The national acreage allotment for 
1951 and for any subsequent year shall be 
apportioned among the States on the basis 
of the acreage allotted to each State as its 
share of the 1950 national acreage allotment 
established under the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938, as arr.ended by Public Law 
272, Eighty-first Congress: Provided, That 
the State acreage allotment so established 
for any State shall not be less than the 
acreage allotment which would be estab
lished if the national acreage allotment were 
apportioned among the States on the basis 
of the average acreage harvested for nuts in 
the State in the 5 years, 1945-49, inclusive: 
Provided further, That if the Secretary deter
mines that the supply of any type of peanuts 
will be. insufficient to meet the estimated 
demand for cleaning and shelling purposes at 
prices at which the Commodity Credit Cor
poration may sell for such purpose peanuts 
owned or controlled by it, the State allot
ments for those States producing such type 
of peanuts shall be increased to the extent 
determined by the Secretary to be required 
to meet such demand, but the allotment for 
any State may not be increased under this 
proviso above the 1950 acreage allotment for 
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such State, and such additional acreage shall 
be apportioned among the farms in such 
States producing such type of peanuts: 
Provided further, That the additional acre
age required to provide the increases in al· 
lotments authorized under the foregoing 
provisos of this subsection shall be in addi
tion to the national acreage allotment and 
the production from such acreage shall be ip 
addition to the national m arketing quota, 
but the increase in acreage allotted shall 
not be considered in the establishment of 
future National and State acreage allot
ments and marketing quotas: And provided 
further, That the national acreage allotment 
for the crop year 1951 shall not exceed 
2,000,000 acres." 
· 2. Add a new subsection (e) at the end of 
section 358 of such act reading as follows: 

" ( e) Any part of the acreage ailotted to 
individual farms in any county under the 
provisions of this section which will not be 
planted to peanuts and which is voluntarily 
surrendered to the county committee shall 
be deducted from the allotments to such 
farms and may be reapportioned by the 
county committee to other farms in the same 
ccunty to the extent necessary to provide 
such farms with fair and reasonable allot
ments on the basis of land, labor, equipment, 
crop rotation practices, and the soil and other 
physical factors affecting the production of 

. peanuts." 
3. Amend subsection (g) of section 359 of 

such act by striking out after the word 
"That" where it first appears in the proviso 
in such section the following words: "for the 
19EO crop." 

SEC. 10. The provisions of sections 1, 2, 3, 
and 9 of this act shall become effective with 
respect to the 1951 cotton and peanut crops 
and nothing therein shall be deemed to mod
ify or amend existing law relating to acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas for the 
1950 cotton and peanut crops: Provided, That 
the provisions of section 3 of this act shall 
be effective for the 1950 crop for the purposes 
of section 4 of this act. All other provisions 
of this act shall become effective upon enact
ment. 

Mr. COOLEY (interrupting the read
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the bill be considered as read and that 
amendments be in order at any point in 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMi\N. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to section 2? 
Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, I off er 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. COMBS: Amend 

section (e) (1), (2), and (3) of the bill bf 
adding the following to page 4, line 6, page 
5, line 2, and page 5, line 21: "Provided fur
ther, That the State committee may set aside 
not more than 1 percent of the State acreage 
allotment to be apportioned to counties on 
the basis of requirements for the county 
committee to adjust cotton · acreage allot
ments for farms operated by persons who 
were regularly engaged in the production of 
cotton as owner-operators, tenant-operators, 
share--:;enants, or members of families so en
gaged during the 3-year period immediately 
prior to ~ 942 on the basis of land, labor-, and 
equipment available for the production of 
cotton, crop-rotation practices, and the cot
ton allotments for other similar farms in the 
community.'' 

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

Mr. COMBS. I yield for a ·question. 

Mr. PACE. Does the gentleman object 
to confining his amendment to his own 
State? 

Mr. COMBS. I would, of course, have 
no objection to confining it to my own 
State. The purpose of my amendment 
is to meet a situation which perhaps 
does not exist anywhere else, but I did 
not want to offer it as a State or sectional 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee 
will accept this amendment. · I want to 
call attention briefly to what it will do, 
and the situation which it is designed to 
meet. It does not affect in any way the 
total cotton acreage provided under this 
bill. It would not affect in any way any 
policy contained in the bill. What it 
does is to give a broader discretion to the 
State and county committees to make 
allotments of acreage to meet a peculiar 
situation which exists in some sections 
particularly in the eastern part of my 
own State and in my own congressional 
district. 

I want to explain to you what that sit
uation is. The east Texas region is a 
region of small farms. The people there 
have farmed cotton since before the 
Civil War. In recent years they have 
been getting away from cotton farming 
to a more diversified form of agriculture 
which we are glad to see. But during the 
war period, beginning in about 1940 or 
1941, a large number of the boys from 
the farms went either into the armed 
services or the farmers went into the 
war plants of the region and the cotton 
acreage was reuuced in many counties as 
much as 75 percent to 90 percent. Since 
the war the boys have returned from the 
armed services and from the shipyards 
and war plants and have been getting 
married and buying farms and settling 
down. What has happened is this: One 
of these soldier boys wants to farm a lit
tle cotton. They have to have a cash 
crop to get started with diversified agri
culture. But they cannot get an acre of 
cotton allotment for the simple reason 
that they were not engaged in cotton 
farming in 1946, 1947, 1948, and so on. 
Then again we will have the situation 
where tenants have been displaced by 
reductions in cotton acreages. They 
have never done anything but farm cot
ton and the law does not let them have 
any . acreage. This is intended simply to 
set up an acreage allotment which the 
county and State committee can use to 
meet these cases which are deserving 
and need to be met. Under the present 
law the situation is too rigid and too re
stricted. 

I hope the committee will accept the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. COMBS. I yield. 
Mr. PACE. Is it the intention of the 

gentleman's amendment that the 1 per
cent should come out of the 10 percent 
of the State reserves or that it shall be 
in addition to the 10 percent State re
serve? That is not made clear by the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. COMBS. I do not care which it 
comes out of, just as long as we get it, 
sir. 

Mr. PACE. But we need to know. 

Mr. COMBS. · May I ask the commit
tee this question. Which do you think it 
should come out of? I want to get this 
allocable acreage allotment so that it 
can be used in making these adjust
ments. That is all I want to do. 

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

Mr. COMBS. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman of 

course realizes you have a ·lO-percent res
ervation of acreage at the State level. 

Mr. COMBS. I understand that. 
Mr. COOLEY. And you have a 15 per

cent reservation at the county level. 
Mr. COMBS. Yes, sir; but it has not 

been used down there to meet this situa
tion. 

Mr. COOLEY. It has not been used 
because the State committees and the 
county committees have not exercised 
the discretion which Congress intended 
that they should exercise in making these 
adjustments. 

Mr. COMBS. I know that that is the 
chairman's view, and I know that he 
knows this bill. The committees down 
there tell me that they are not allowed 
any leeway. I do not know who is right . 
But if you put this into the law, it. tells 
them to do so and that is the poirit I 
make. . 

Mr. COOLEY. The law now being 
considered provides that the reservation 
shall be made at ·the State ievel and at 
the county level for the purposes enu
merated in the law. 

Mr. COMBS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, but 
I want to point out that "they still have 
to go back to 1947 and 1948 on this acre
age proposition. It is not mandatory, as 
I understand. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. And it is not in 
the bill1 either. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will 
look at the proviso on page 5, line 9, he 
will note the fallowing language: 

Provided, That the S~ate committee shall 
reserve an adequate acreage not exceeding 
10 percent of the State acreage allotment 
which shall be used-

And so forth. 
Mr. COMBS. The point is, Mr. Chair

man, that this little region I am talking 
about of a few counties, including the 
districts of my colleagues, the gen
tlemen from Texas [Mr. PATMAN, Mr. 
PICKETT, and Mr. BECKWORTH]' as well 
as my own district in eastern Texas, have 
been getting the go-around, and we have 
been trying for 2 years to get this mat
ter corrected. It has not been done. 

I hope as a matter of fairness that this 
amendment will be adopted. It does not 
affect the bill in any other way and it 
will put the needed discretion in the 
hands of these people to meet the situa
tion. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if I understand the 
gentleman's amendment correctly, it is 
incompatible with the very philosophy of 
this law and all of the other control 
programs, for the reason that the gentle
man is advocating by his amendment 
giving special consideration to individ
uals who have, on former occasions, been 
engaged in the production of cotton. 



1950 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11395 
Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. In just 1 minute; as 

soon as I finish my sentence. ·Whereas, 
under the control program, acreages al
lotted are allotted on the basis of the 
history of the farm rather than the his
tory of the farmer, and the acreage is 
allotted to the owner of the farm rather 
than to the tenant on the farm. 

Mr. COMBS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. COMBS. Let me point out that 

it does just exactly that with respect 
to this small group of people. Here is 
a bunch of ex-soldiers going out buying 
new farmland and they have to have 
some cotton acreage and they cannot 
get it under your bill. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is en
tirely wrong. Last year in Texas when 
you had an opportunity to have reserved 
10 percent of the acreage at the State 
level, my recollection is that they re
served only about 3 percent. This bill 
provides that the State and the county 
shall reserve this acreage for the pur
poses mentioned in the bill. 

Mr. COMBS. Will the gentleman 
yield again? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. COMBS. I have Just finished a 

tour of my district. I had a little busi
ness down there. I talked to those farm
ers and to those committeemen, and they 
tell me they cannot do anything. Per
haps under the law they could. I wa:nt 
a measure that they say will do the job. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman did not 
want it in there any more than the com
mittee wanted it in, because we put the 
word in there that makes it mandatory, 
that they shall reserve the acreage. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. You say it makes 

it mandatory that they shall reserve the 
acreage. Is it not a fact that they may 
not reserve any percent under it or that 
only 1 percent or 2 percent will be re
served, depending on what they say is 
adequate? 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. That is exactly 

true. 
Mr. COOLEY. Now, let me answer 

that~ People came before our commit
t ee and complained that we had left too 
much authority in the bureaucrats in 
Washington; that we should decentral
ize this program and vest it in the com
mitt eemen back in the counties and the 
States. Is the gentleman advocating 
that we vest this authority here in Wash
ington? 

Mr . BECKWORTH. I will tell you 
what the gentleman is advocating. 

Mr. COOLEY. I wish you would. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman 

has a county, for example, that had 600 
applicants, and we got 400 acres ; seven
tenths of an acre.each. It threw out 350 
people. The gentleman is advocating 
that the Congress assume the responsi
bility right here and now, as this amend
ment would do, in order to prevent that, 
irrespect ive of what anybody might say. 

Mr. COOLEY. Very well. Then you 
are advocating, in effect, that we take the 

authority of this law and vest it in the 
Capital City of Washington and in the 
hands of bureaucrats far removed from 
Texas. 

Mr. BECKWORTII. Let the author 
of the amendment comment on that, be
cause it does not do that. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am asking you to an
swer it. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I have read the 
amendment, quite a while ago, and in my 
opinion it does not do that. 
. Mr. COOLEY. It is exactly what I 
thought the author of the amendment 
sakl. · 

Mr. COMBS. It puts it in the State 
and county committees and not in Wash
ington. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is exactly where 
it is in this bill. We direct in this bill 
that they shall reserve acreage in ade
quate quantities to take care of the situa
tion. 

Mr. COMBS. It has not resulted that 
way in the past. . 

Mr. COOLEY. No, it has not, and 
your trouble is back in Texas. I do not 
think you should advocate vesting au
thority in Washington. Do you advocate 
that? 

Mr. COMBS. No, sir. My amendment 
puts it in Texas, and if your bill already 
does it the amendment cannot hurt any
thing. 

Mr. COOLEY. Very well. Then, I 
say further, that it is contrary to the 
philosophy of this bill, and it would be a 
desperately bad precedent for us to set. 
If we are going to provide this acreage 
to be allotted to tenant farmers who 
can work on your farm this year and on 
some other farm next year and move 
about with the acreage in his own pocket, 
then we are putting a premium on the 
tenant who might be induced to move 
from place to place, even from one 
county or State to another county or 
State. 

Mr. COMBS. It will give the tenant 
· a little freedom; is that it? 

Mr. COOLEY. It will give him too 
much freedom. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
COOLEY] has expired. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. It is entirely pos

sible that the gentleman's amendment 
would be a limitation on the present law; 
that is, on this bill. 

This bill provides that as much as 10 
percent at the State level can be reserved 
for that purpose, and as much as 15 per
cent at the county level; .whereas, if the 
gentleman's amendment is adopted it 

· will limit that particular type of farmer 
to 1 percent. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman 
:ls correct. 

Mr. COMBS. If the gentleman will 
yield, my amendment does not limit a 
thing in the bill; it adds something to it. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. PACE] asked you a moment 
ago the question whether it was to be 

taken from 10 percent or added to the 10 
percent; and you asked the committee to 
answer. 

Mr. COMBS. The committee mem
bers have been telling us it would be 1 
percent of the State allotment. 

Mr. COOLEY. It would be taken from 
the 10 percent. Mr. Chairman, it does 
not make any difference where it is talten 
from; in my judgment it would set a 
bad precedent. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. POAGE. For the information of 

the committee it could be done under ex
isting law; it would be possible to make 
these allocations although, admittedly, 
the power has not been exercised. I will 
read from existing law, that is, Public 
Law No. 272, which reads: 

The State committee may reserve not to 
exceed 10 percent of its State allotment. 

Section 3 reads: 
The. county committee may rese~ve not in 

excess of 15 percent of the county allotment 
which, in addition to the acreage made avail
able under the proviso in subsection (e) 
shall be used for establishing allotments of 
all farms on which cotton was not planted 
(or recorded as planted under Public Law 12, 
79th Cong.) during any of the three calendar 
years immediately preceding the year for 
which the allotment is made, on the 
basis of land, labo~. and equipment available 
for the production of cotton, crop rotation 
practices, and soil and other physical facili
ties affecting the production of cotton and 
making adjustment s of the farm acreage al
lotments established under paragraphs 1 and 
2 of this subsection so as to establish al
lotments which are fair and reasonable in 
relation to the factors set forth in this para
graph and abnormal conditions. of produc
tion on such farms. 

The law says it can be done. While 
it is true some of these committees did 
not use this power, it is perfectly clear 
they have the power to do it and have 
had it all along; so it will not hurt any
thing to have this amendment in the bill. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from North Carolina may proceed 
for two additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. If I understood 

the chairman of the committee correctly 
a while ago, the State may reserve up to 
10 percent of the total State allotment 
for adjustment purposes. 

Mr. COOLEY. Between the counties. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Then when it gets 

down to the county, the county author
ity may reserve up to 15 percent. That 
is what the bill provides at the present 
time. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman's 

amendment, as I understand it, makes it 
mandatory for 1 percent to be dealt with 
in what manner? 
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Mr. COMBS. It is to be withheld for 

allocation to this type of farm tenant. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. That would be 1 

percent of the total State allotment? 
Mr. COMBS. Not exceeding 1 percent 

of the total state allotment. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentle

man intend that to come out of the 10 
percent which the bill now carries? 

Mr. COMBS. The gentleman will no
tice that the same proviso is added in 
three sections of the bill. I do not have 
the amendment before me. It would 
depend on how the whole thing was 
interpreted. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. As the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE] points out, the 
present law states that they may do it, 
and this bill provides that they shall 
withhold not less than 10 percent at the 
State level or 15 perce_nt at the county 
level. 

Mr. COMBS. What my amendment 
would do would be that the States set 
aside this acreage for this particular 
year; whether it is out of the 10 percent 
or the 15 percent would make no dif
ference. 

Mr. COOLEY. Would the gentleman 
mind answering this question: Is it the 
purpose of the gentleman's amendment 
to provide acreage allotment to tenants 
who have not formerly owned real prop
erty on which cotton has been grown? 

Mr. COMBS. It applies to the man 
who goes out and buys a new farm. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does it apply to the 
man who formerly owned his farm and 
had grown cotton on it but disposed of 
the farm and has bought anot.her on 
which cotton has not been grown? 

Mr. COMBS. No; he could be taken 
care of. The man I am interested in 
taking care of particularly is the soldier 
who has gone out and bought a new 
farm. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman is 
trying to provide this acreage to take 
care of new growers, then certainly it is 
not necessary, in view of the fact that 
both the 10-percent acreage which is to 
be reserved at the State level and the 
15-percent acreage which is reserved at 
the county level can be used so as to 
provide allotments for new growers. 
While no specified part of such reserved 
acreage is set apart solely for new grow
ers, certainly substantially more than 
that which would be made available by 
the gentleman's amendment might be 
m:ed to accomplish the purpose sotJght 
by the amendment-which the gentleman 
has offered. Frankly, I am glad to know 
that the gentleman has now made it 
clear that he intends for his amendment 
to affect only new growers who have ac
quired land upon which cotton has not 
formerly been produced. There has al
ways been a new-grower provision in the 
cotton program. I certainly have no ob
jection to providing adequately for new 
growers of cotton and other commodi
ties, but I do object to changing the 
philosophy of these control laws by mak
ing the acreage allotments to ,indi- · 
viduals rather than on the definite fac
tors now contained in these control pro
grams. We cannot make acreage allot-

. ments to individuals who do not own · 
farm land. We cannot make individual 
allotments to certain classes or groups of 

individuals to the exclusion of other 
groups or individuals and thereby aban
don the fundamental philosophy upon 
which these programs have been oper
ated. The law as it is now written is per
fectly plain. The gentleman's amend
ment will result in confusion and am
biguity, and should therefore, in my 
opinion, be defeated. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pending amendment in 
order to clarify the issues here. 

Let me say, first, that the State ·Of 
Texas receives 37 percent of all cotton 
allotted in the United States. This year 
that State has 7,600,000 acres allotted 
to it. Under the bill as drawn the State 
commit.tee of Texas may reserve 10 per
cent or 760,000 acres. To do w.hat? 

If you will turn to page 3, line 19, you 
will find that among the uses the State 
committee shall make of the 760,000 
acres is stated in the first line of page 1. 
It is for new farms. That is what the 
gentleman from Texas is striking at. 
He says he wants some acreage allotted 
to farmers, to people in Texas, who have 
not planted cotton since 1941. 

A new farm under the law now is a 
farm on which cotton has not been 
planted in the last 3 years. Therefore, 
what the gentleman is striking at is this: 
He wants acreage available for new 
farmers. Under the bill the State of 
Texas has the right to reserve 760,000 
acres and if it wants to it can use every 
acre of it to do what the gentleman 
from Texas proposes to do by his amend
ment. 

But that is not all. Over on page 7, 
each of his counties may reserve not 10 
percent but 15 percent. If a county is 
allotted 20,000 acres of cotton the county 
committee can reserve 3,000 acres of it. 
To do what? They can use every acre 
of the 3,000 for the new farms that the 
gentleman is so much concerned about, 
except the 20 percent set aside for farms 
under 10 acres. 

Mr. Chairman, when we have these 
acreage controls, when you give to one 
you must take from somebody else. I 
do not know who the gentleman from 
Texas proposes to take it from. I know 
this, and I want it understood all day 
long because this question is coming up, 
coming up and coming up, that under 
the present bill we are· giving to the 
state of Texas, the State of Missouri, the 
State of Arkansas, and every other State 
all of the cotton land they are entitled 
to. We have not had a single complaint 

·from any State. We are giving them 
all the land they are entitled to and we 
are telling the people of Texas, we are 
telling the people of Arkansas, we are 
telling the people of Missouri: "Here it 
is. You take it. You can hold 10 per
cent at the State level, you can hold 
back 15 percent at the county level, you 
can give it to new farms, you can in
crease the allotment of small farms, 
you can take care of cases where a man 
has a big acreage on his farm but only a 
small cotton allotment; you can use it 
for certain other adjustments." 

They can take it down there at the 
home level. The gentleman from Texas 
has now gone one step forward.. His 
amendment says that a State committee 
may reserve 1 percent. There is noth· 

ing mandatory about it, I may say to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAW
FORD], who used that ·word. He has not 
added to the authority, he has not added 
to what the State committee may . do. 
He says the State committee may reserve 
1 percent for new farms which shall be 
confined, however, to one group of new 
farms. A man who planted cotton the 
last time in 1942 cannot get any of 
it. A 'man who planted cotton the last 
time in 1944 cannot get any of it. A man 
who planted cotton the last time in 1943 
cannot get any of it. It is only for those 
fellows who have not planted any cotton 
since 1941. He has picked his crowd, he 
has selected his few, and the gentleman 
admits it is only adaptable to his district 
and the district represented ·by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH]. 
The State committee now has all of this 
discretion and much more. 

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

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. 'chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, practically every time 
an effort is made to try to safeguard the 
rights of a group of people that are being 
left out, irrespective of the cause-and 
no one ·is imputing to somebody the de
sire to do wrong by somebody-but prac
tically every time an effort is made to 
safeguard for sure, as this amendment 
does, their righ.ts, we hear vigorous argu
ments against such moves. I start with 
Van Zandt County, previously men
tioned, where they have 600 so-called 
new farmers who applied for acreage, 
and 400 acres to distribute among the 
600. And what is a new farmer? You 
know, the important thing is not the new 
farm, but the farmer himself. Why, a 
man could have grown cotton for 40 

·years on a given piece of land here, could 
' have a family of five children right in the 

house, lose his place this very year, go 
out to another farm that did not have 
cotton on it in 1946, 1947, and 1948, go 
to his county committee this past spring 
and say, "I would like to get a cotton 
acreage allotment," and he might be told, 
"Sorry, Mr. Jones, although you farmed 
cotton for 40 years, you are a new farmer, 
and we can only give you, as in the case 
of Van Zandt County, one acre, or seven
tenths of one acre, or some sum, however 
small perhaps none. That means that 
he cannot continue farming cotton; his 
acreage is too small. 

If any of ·you want to look at the 
RECORD as it actually is, I ref er to you to 
the RECORD of Wednesday, July 26, and I 
can show you State by State, almost 
without any exception, where that ver~ 
same thing that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. COMBS], described as having 
taken place has taken place in other 
States. Almost without exception it has 
occurred in every cotton State. 

Now, what is significant about this lit
tle fellow? It does not help him to say 
that the fault was with the State com
mittee; it does not help him to say that 
was the fault of the Department of Ag--: 
riculture office in Washington; it does 
not help him to say your county com ... : 
mittee did not reserve enough. That 
does not put a stitch of clothes on his" 
back or a morsel of food in his stomachJ 
A,s I conceive it. the dutv of a Renrei1 
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sentative here is to .try to help those who 
need help; I have in the RECORD right 
before me ·this kind of disparity. It 
shows in some States the average pro
ducer has an allotment of 110· acres, on 
an average, in a co~mty, whereas in some 
States you have an allotment of the av
erage producer, on an average, of a little 
less than 3 acres. Gentlemen, I think 
that anybody knows that there is too 
much spread there. We have in our own 
State-and nobody is blaming anybody, 
we are simply trying to get it corrected
allotments where the average producer 
r eceives an allotment of over 100 acres, 
whereas in some of the counties the av
erage allotment will run not more than 
8 or 10 acres, or perhaps less. The gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBS], as you 
all know, has been preeminently fair on 
all matters that he has worked on. He 
is a former county agent. He was reared 
on the farm and he has been close to 
the farm. He knows what this problem 
is, and he is trying as best he can to 
correct it, to bring about that which is 
justice. 

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

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. What does the gentle
man recommend that we should do for 
the people that he speaks for? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentl€man 
offered an emendment, although the 
time for debate was brief in late August 
a year ago, saying that any genuine cot
ton farmer recognized by h is county 
committee as being a cotton farmer 
should be given a minimum of 5 acres 
of cotton. That is what I recominended 
a year ago. That is what the gentleman 
recommended before the subcommittee, 
and that is what the gentleman favors 
now. 

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

Mr. Chairman, if cotton were grown 
in an area where there was very limited 
gin capacity and cottonseed oil capacity 
and cotton compressor capacity your 
acreage miseries would be less than they 
are under present conditions. That is 
why you have this controversy up here 
at the moment. 

As I understand the bill, it eliminates 
the crop year 1949 as being included in 
the base period because of course that 
year you had more acreage, very big 
acreage, and very big production, prob
ably 60 or 70 percent more than the 
present estimated crop, so your base pe
riod is 1946, 1947, 1948, and 1950 in
stead of 1949. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
COMBS] has offered this .amendment. He 
says that the State committee may re
serve not to exceed 1 percent. There is 
nothing mandatory in that. That would 
give Texas about 76,000 acres on the basis 
of 7,600,000 acres that they might re
serve up to 1 percent. Your bill pro
vides here that the State committee shall 
reserve an adequate acreage not exceed
ing 10 percent. As the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH] said, it might 
be one-half of 1 percent or it might be 
10 percent. There is nothing manda
tory in tl:ere, as I see it. There is pro-

vision in there for adjustments in county 
allotments for trends in acreage, and for 
abnormal conditions adversely affecting 
plantings, and the county committee 
could reserve allotments up to 15 per
cent, but it is not mandatory. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE of California. The gen

tleman said there was nothing manda
tory about that. I hope he will bear in 
mind that it is mandatory that an ade
quate acreage be reserved. That is 
what the bill says. · 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is to be de
termined by the local committee, so it 
might be 1 percent or 15 percent, based 
on the showing. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Yes; but 
it is mandatory that it be adequate. 

·Mr. CRAWFORD. The local county 
committee deals with new farms, small 
farms, for farms adversely affected by 
abnormal conditions affecting plantings, 
and for adjustments by the county com
mittee in other farm-acreage allot
ments in counties in which the 15-per
cent reserve is insufficient to provide 
equitable farm allotments. 

I am convinced that this acreage fight 
will be up every year. Where wheat gets 
lo a point where you have to deal with 
similar cont rols you will have your wheat 
acreage fight between your States. You 
will have your corn acreage fight be
tween your States. You will have it on 
every crop except those crops which 
have an interdependence between the 
field area and the processing plant. If 
you had limited cottonseed oil, com
pressor, and gin capacity, you would not 
have to deal with this because each gin, 
each compressor, and so forth, would 
have its particular acreage around it. 
The industry would rpeet together and 
say, "Gin No. 1, there shall be so much 
acreage in your community," and that 
would just settle the issue. Here you 
have a commodity which is not inter
dependent on some particular gin, be
cause you have so many gins as related 
to the reduced capacity that you are 
now producing. Therefore, you have ex
cess processing equipment. Therefore, 
the acreage fight must come· down to the 
individual farmers and their Represent
atives sitting here in Congress. I can 
sympathize with you. I am not argu
ing either side. I am just trying to ac
quaint myself with what you are up 
against. 

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 
Mr. COMBS. The committee has 

contended all along that the State and 
county committees could meet the prob
lem I have in mind, but -the committees 
tell me they cannot. I want to be frank 
to say that I went to the authorites this 
time who are administering the law and 
they helped write this provision and they 
say it will do the job. That is the reason 
I want it in the law. It does not change 
the law in any way. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I do not think 
either the State committees or the 
county committees-will ever administer 
this in anything like an ~quitable or 

satisfactory manner to the individual 
growers involved. I think it is utterly 
impossible for human beings to do such 
a thing. Therefore I see no chance of 
your ever being satisfied. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on · 
the pending amendment and amend
·ments thereto close in 7 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in .opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, may I inquire of the 

gentleman from Texas, who offered the 
amendment, Whether his amendment 
provides that the State committee may 
or must reserve 1 percent for the pur
poses detailed. 

Mr. COMBS. I believe it reads "shall 
reserve not exceeding 1 percent'', if I 
remember the amendment correctly. I 
had only one copy of it which is at the 
Clerk's desk. The gentleman may read 
the amendment if he wishes. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman's 
amendment reads as follows: 

Provi ded, That the State committee may 
set aside not more than 1 percent. 

I appreciate the problem which con
fronts the gentleman. As a member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, I want 
to say that we, too, have been confronted 
with this problem and the many, many, 
many other problems that a law of this 
kind naturally brings about. I think it 
should be pointed out for the benefit of 
the gentleman's constituents that the law 
as it now exists provides that the State 
committee in Texas can reserve 10 per
cent or ten times as much as the gentle
man's amendment provides. 

Mr. COMBS. In my judgment this 
problem down in Texas is occasioned by 
the fact that these little farmers, they 
are little farmers, have had nobody to 
speak for them. They cannot go down 
to the central State agency and make a 
fight for the acreage. They are getting 
it in the neck because they have had no
body speaking for them. My amend
ment simply tells the committee to treat 
them justly and gives them the authority 
to do it. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. No, it does not tell 
the committee to do it. 

Mr. COMBS. Oh, yes, it does. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman's 

amendment does not provide that any
body shall speak for them. I read the 
amendment and I cannot see that it des
ignates anyone to speak for them. It 
simply limits the discretion which is 
placed in the State committee by the 
present law. 

Mr. COMBS. I asked those men: What 
will it require so that you can do the job? 
And they helped write that. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Who were those 
men who wrote it? 

Mr. COMBS. Never mind. But offi
cials administering the program were 
consulted. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I think the RECORD 
ought to show whether any members of 
the Texas State committee or just who 
down there wrote this amendment. 



11398 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JULY 31 
. Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield. 
M r . REGAN. With reference to the 

10-percent provision, we had the experi
ence last year that the State committee 
did not exercise their prerogatives as 
provided in the law and they tool{ some
thing less than 3 percent which threw 
many of our counties out of gear. Some 
counties got more of an allotment than 
they needed m· used or required, and 
other counties received much less. It 
seems to me, as far as the State of Texas 
is concerned that if we say here that 
the State committees may reserve an 
adequate acreage equal to, but not ex
ceeding 10 percent, that we can get the 
acreage that I would like to get in the 
right counties down there. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. "That is what the 
bill does. 

Mr. REGAN. What we are concerned 
about is to see that the State committee 
allocates the acreage to certain coun
ties that are entitled to and should be 
allowed to plani; their fair share. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. But this bill pro
vides that the State committee shall 
reserve up to 10 percent and use it to 
meet the inequities that arise. This bill 
is a .home-rule bill and provides for ade
quate discretionary powers to meet any 
emergency or inequity that might arise. 

Mr. REGAN. Not that we wish to 
call attention to the fact that the State 
of Texas is a big State, but it is; and 
there seems to be many counties of the 
State that the State committee has not 
become acquainted with. But if it says 
"equal to but not exceeding 10 percent," 
I believe those counties would be taken 
care of. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am just as sym
pathetic with your problem as any Mem
ber in this House. The 27 members of 
the Committee on Agriculture have been 
studying this thing for a long, long time. 

Mr. REGAN. I thoroughly realize 
that. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. We have called 
in people from all over the Cotton Belt 
·and from the Department, and in our 
considered judgment the provisions in
corporated in the bill as now before the 
House are much better than the amend
ment that is now pending. 

Mr. REGAN. The amendment may 
be entirely correct but what I am con
cerned with more particularly is in west 
Texas, where since the war much new 
land has been put into cultivation, and 
we thought last year the law would pro
tect and take care of some of those new 
farms, but when the State committee, not 
being familiar with west Texas, decided 
that 3 percent would be the maximum 
they would use under thiE 10 percent, we 
were seriously affected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. ABER
NETHY] has expired. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
WIER]. 

Mr. WIER . . Mr. Chairn:an, coming 
from Minnesota, I am not too conversant 
with the cotton problem, ex~ept insofar 
as I have heard it discussed on the floor 

of this House. I have heard a lot about 
the lit tie fell ow during my 2 years in 
this House, but the thing I want to clarify 
in my mind, and which prompts me to 
support the Combs amendment is this 
fact:. that in the State of Mi':lnesota and 
in the Northern States, where we have 
other agricultural problems, there has 
been a great trend in the lar:t few years 
toward la:·ge corporation farms. I am 
tempted to believe that in many 0~ these 
county organizations or State organiza
tions it is the larger units that prevail 
in the allocation of this cotton acreage. 
It is for that reason that I want to sup
port this amendme·'lt. 

For instance, in Montana, where the 
Camobell interests represent the large 
grain growers, they naturally control the 
disposition of legislation of this kind. I 
want to say that the little fellow who 

· h1s just returned from the service should 
have an opportunity to eke out an exist
ence, and I think he has a right to an 
existence and I think he ought to be 
protected. Up to this mcment in the 
discussion of this farm problem, particu
larly with reference to cotton, it appears 
the only way you are going to give that 
little fell ow some protection and the right 
to existence is a designation by law that 
he shall have the right of recourse in 
the production of cotton, ::ather than lei 
the large group make the designation 
and have the power of authorization. 
That is the reason I am g')ing to support 
the Combs amendment at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

All time has expired. 
The question is on the amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
COMBS]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. COMBS) there 
were-ayes 50, noes 25. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AL:iv;:RT: After 

the word "allotment" where it appears on 
page 3, line 21 , and page 4, line 18, and page 
5, line 11, insert the following: "Fifteen per
cent of the State's 1948 acreage was in excess 
of 1,000,000 acres and less than half of its 
1943 allotment." 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to restore 
in the pending measure a provision ap
plicable only to Oklahoma in the present 
law. Under this amendment, the Okla
homa State committee may withhold a 
15-percent rather than a 10-percent 
reserve. 

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. PACE. In the interest of time I 

may say to the gentleman that this pro
vision is in the present act and the com
mittee has no objection to the gentle
man's amendment. 

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ABERNETHY: 

Page 11, after line 16, insert a new paragraph 
reading as follows: 

"(6) In apportioning the county allotment 
among the farms within the county, the Sec
retary, through the local committees, shall 
take into consideration different conditions 
within separate administrative areas within 
a county if any exist, including types, kinds, 
and productivity of the soil so as to prevent 
discrimination among the administrative 
areas of the count y." 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
the present law provides that in its ad
ministration the Secretary of Agri
culture, in his discretion, may establish 
administrative areas within the county. 
There was some question in the com
mittee as to whether or not this discre
tionary authority should be continued. 
The committee finally decided to take it 
out. After further considering the mat
ter I think now it is the sense. of the 
committee that the discretionary author
ity ought to be restored to the Secretary, 

Mr. PACE. The gentleman is correct; 
it is in the present law. The committee 
has no objection to continuing it in the 
law as proposed by this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GATHINGS .- Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
limendment offered by Mr. GATHINGS: Page 

9, line 16, after the word "acreage:", insert 
the following: "Provided further, That if the 
national acreage allotment is more than 
21,000,000 acres, the farm acreage allotment 
limitations in this paragraph shall be 
increased by the same percentage that the 
national acreage allotment is in excess o! 
21,000,000 acres: And" 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, sub
section (6) of page 9 sets out limitations 
to the effect that no cotton farmer could 
plant more than 45 percent of the tilled 
acreage on his farm. In certain in
stances this percentage could be raised 
to 50 percent but such 5 percent addi
tional acreage would come out of the 
county reserve. This bill was drafted 
as a reduction program to cut cotton 
acreage. 

Due to the invasion of South 
Korea the picture has changed. It 
cannot be determined at this date what 
acreage would be needed to produce an 
adequate supply of cotton in 1951. It is 
probable that a considerable increase 
over the 1950 national allotment would 
be asked by the officials of the Govern
ment to meet the demands of the pre
paredness months that lie ahead. 
Twenty-one million acres was provided 
as the 1950 national acreage allotment. 
Should it be necessary in connection 
with the defense program to go to 
22,000,000 acres, 23,000,000 acres or say 
25,000,000 acres the proportionate per
cent increase over the 45 and 50 percent 
will be the same. This is. to make it 
equitable across the board so that each 
county will be given the same considera
tion should the acreage allotment go 
above the 21,000,000 acres that was al
lotted in 1950. This amendm~nt would 
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treat all alike and permit the high-factor 
counties to share in any increase in acre
age asked by the Government. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. WHITE of California. So that 
there will not be any misunderstanding, 
may I say to the gentleman that I tavor 
his amendment and I hope· the other 
members of the California delegation, 
and those from the West, will likewise 
favor it because we have a situation 
similar to that of the gentleman from 
Arkansas who proposes this amendment. 
It would help us as well as him and do 
justice to all, I may say. 

Mr. GATHINGS. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GATfilNGS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri.. May I say 
to the gentleman that I shall support 
his amendment. I had a similar amend
ment I would have offered had he not 
offered his. 

Mr. GATHINGS. · I thank the gentle
man. This amendment was presented to 
the Committee on Agriculture this morn
ing and received unanimous approval 
with the exception of one member who 
opposed the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be adopted. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Cotton Subcommit
tee of the Agricultural Committee held a 
meeting this morning-and felt that in 
view of the present circumstances they 
should approve the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arkansas. I 
want it understood that when I speak 
I do not represent the committee as a 
whole. I am merely presenting my owri 
personal views. 

I would not want to let this matter 
pass without calling the attention of the 
committee to the fact that this amend
ment does allow an allocation of cotton 
acreage sufficient in some cases to require 
the producer to plant cotton after cot
ton. I for one, and again I express 
merely my individual views, do not be
lieve we can in good conscience tell the 
taxpayers of America that we are urging 
a sound farm program when we author
ize allotments that will require a farmer 
to plant cotton this year. and to plant 
cotton next year on the same land. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. The gentleman will re
call that this morning we had the offi
cials of the Department of Agriculture 
before us and inquired whether or not 
they favored this provision. They 
stated it might be necessary in ordet to 
get the needs for the defense program 
filled. 

Mr. POAGE. No, I am afraid I do not 
recall just that, although I do recall that 
the official said t~ey had no objection to 
this amendment and that undoubtedly 
some experiment stations would say that 
some land was strong enough to justify 

planting cotton after cotton. I have 
heard that claim all my life. I have lived 
in the black lands of Texas practically 
all of my life and I have heard that that 
soil would never wear out. That has 
been the experience in every part of the 
Cotton Belt. In every part of the Cotton 
Belt it has been stated that the land 
would not wear out. but it has worn out. -
I grant that the gentleman from Arkan
sas comes from one of the richest sec
tions in the world and it will probably 
be longer wearing out there than the 
red hills of Georgia, or the sandy lands 
of east Texas, but it will wear out never
theless. Land simply will not stand a 
continual repetition of planting cotton 
year after year. 

I think that our first duty is to pro
mulgate a program that is sound from · 
the standpoint of soil conservation. To 
my mind a program cannot be sound 
that requires a farmer to plant cotton 
after cotton. For that reason I must 
object to this amendment, I must there
fore oppose it. I recall that in the legis
lation we passed last. spring, Public Law 
471, we provided that no one should be 
allowed to build up his cotton acreage 
where he would plant cotton after cot
ton. We put a limitation of 40 percent on 
the amount that anybody could get un
der the terms of that bill. This bill has 
a limitation of 45 percent, which, frankly, 
was a compromise, and I think a rather 
fair one. However, in this amendment, 
we are going too far and, in my opin
ion, we will see the day when those who 
put this thing over, if we do put it over, 
will be upbraided and you will have to 
answer the charge of depleting the soil 
resources of America in order to reap 
quick profits for a limited area of this 
country . . There is not anything involved 
here except the question of somebody 
being able to grow more than half their 
land in cotton. 

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

Mr. Chairman, certainly there is merit 
in the policy declared by the gentleman 
from Texas, [Mr . . POAGE], and it is the 
general policy of the committee to recog
nize proper soil conservation and rota
tion practices. At the same time, the 
committee agrees that this amendment 
should be approved, for this reason: No 
one knows what the war might bring on. 
The Secretary may want twenty. 
five or twenty-six million acres of cot
ton next year. If that should be his 
request, he must have producers in 
a position to produce that much cot
ton. We therefore think we need to pro
vide against the contingency if the Sec
retary should ask for substantial in
creases in cotton acreage, and therefore 
this amendment should be approved. If 
·it was general language to go on every· 
year, I am quite sure the committee 
would never have approved it, but the 
committee does not believe that this 
could happen for more than 2 or 3 years 
out of a stretch of 10 or more. There
fore the amendment has the approval of 
the committee and we request U;s adop- · 
ti on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. GATHINGS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE of Cali

fornia: Page 11, after .line 16, add a new 
subsection 6 reading as follows: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of -
law, farms in California entitled to an allot
ment base of 5 acres of cotton or less shall 
have such base treated as a minimum allot
ment." 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, this amendment was agreed to by 
the Cotton Subcommittee this morning 
and I should like to ask the distinguished 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. PACE] to 
confirm that for the benefit of the com
mittee at this time. 

Mr. PACE. I will be glad to state 
that the gentleman from California 
·seems to feel that in the 5-acre or less 
allotment he has a problem that is pe
culiar to .his State, and the subcommit
tee does not interpose any objection to 
the amendment in order that that sit
uation might be met in that State. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Before we 
vote, may I use a little more of my time 
here to direct a question to the gentle
man from Georgia to provide some
thing for the RECORD here. I hold in my 
hand a newspaper item from my home 
town, and it refers to the legislation we 
have under consideration at this time. 
It says: 

Another provision of the proposed legis
lation would reduce the small farm from 15 

. acres to 10 acres. 

I ask the gentleman froni Georgia 
whether or not that statement is correct. 

Mr. PACE. In response to the gentle
man may I say there is no such provision 
in the bill. There is a provision in the 
bill that provides that for farms of 10 
acres or less the county committee must 
use at least 20 percent of the county re
serve for the purpose of building them 
up toward 10 acres, but all of the other 

. provisions of the bill continue for both 
the State committee and the county 
committee. They may make alloca
tions up to any amount within the 
limits of the reserve for the purpose of 
increasing the acreage of the small 
farms and it is lodged in their discre
tion whether a farm of 20 or 25 or 30 
acres shall be regarded as a small fa.rm. 
The 10-acre provision that the gentle
man refers to relates only .to the 20-
percent reserve. 

Mr. WHITE of California. The gen
tleman feels, I am sure, that this bill is 
better for the small farmer than is the 
present legislation because of the fact 
that these reserve requirements are 
mandatory whereas before ·they were 
permissive; is that not correct? 

Mr; PACE. They are mandatory to 
the extent that the bill directs the coun
ty committee to make reservations of an 
adequate acreage not exceeding the lim
itation fixed for these purposes. 

Mr. WHITE of California. And the 
gentleman feels that this bill is better for 
the small farmers than the present law, 
and for that reason? 

Mr. PACE. I believe it is. 
Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. Mr. 
Chairman, my purpose in rising now is. 
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to find out what the amendment is. If 
I understand it correctly, it is to pre
clude acreage in California from being 
less than 5 acres. You say there is some 
peculiar situation existing in California 
that does not exist in the other States. I 
should like to know why the State of 
California should have a favor extended 
here that is not extended to the other 
States in the Cotton Belt. 

Mr. WHITE of California. I offered 
this amendment because out in Califor
nia we have a number of very large cot
ton farms, as the gentleman knows, and 
we can afford to take care of the few 
people who produce 5 acres and less 
much more easily than other States in 
the Nation. For instance, take Virginia 
and North Carolina. Over there most of 
their farmers have less than 5 acres. If 
we would put such a provision into effect 
there, it would wreak havoc among those 
people who have 6 and 7 acres. 

I hope the gentleman will follow us on 
that. We have given it a lot of thought. 
The subcommittee has agreed to let us 
handle the matter in this way on a spe
cial basis for California. 

Mr. TACKETT. The gentleman's 
amendment is asking that in California 
you be given a minimum; that is, the 
minimum that California could receive 
would be 5 acres. 

Mr: WHITE of California. Yes; but 
that does not take anything from any 
other State. I hope the gentleman re
alizes that. That is merely dividing up 
the pie in California after it gets there. 

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

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle
man from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. I assure the gentleman 
this deals only with the operations of 
acreage within the State of California, 
as handled by the State and county com
mittees. 

Mr. TACKETT. Suppose you do the 
same thing for Arkansas. If you do that 
for Arkansas, it will not apply to any
body except Arkansas. But it could mess 
up · the whole cotton program, and the 
gentleman knows it. 

Mr. PACE. Let me get the gentleman 
straight. As I have tried to state several 
times, we give the gentleman's State 
just as we give my own State all the 
cotton they are entitled to. So far as we 
are concerned, we then leave it for home 
administ ration. We have just adopted 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas, who in effect says, "Either I 
don't think my State committee has any 
authority or I don't think my State com
mittee will do this, therefore, I ask that 
this amendment be adopted." 

In this case we have general provisions 
with reference to 5 acres or less. The 
gentleman from California comes in and 
says, "Well, that does not fit my picture. 
I am afraid it will not be handled in this 
way." So we tell the gentleman, just as 
we tell the gentleman from Arkansas if 
he has a peculiar problem in Arkansas, 
and wants to offer an amendment relat
ing to Arkansas, that we have no objec
tion to that. We look to the gentleman 
and his associates here as Representa
tives of the people of Arkansas, because 
when we give Arkansas its two-million-. 

some-odd-thousand acres it becomes an 
Arkansas problem. We think that you 
as their Representatives truly reflect the 
best interests of the people there. 

Mr. TACKETT. I am not going to 
oppose this amendment since I ftnd that 
other States will not be affected, but we 
do have a peculiar situation in Arkansas. 
It is, just as some· of the gentlemen from 
Texas mentioned a while ago, that we 
have thousands of little farms in Arkan
sas that are not allowed any cotton. 
These farmers were off in the war. They 
are little fellows. The fellows on the big 
plantations were exempted. These little 
fellows came back to find that the plan
tation owners had not lost any of their 
cotton allotments. You start off in 1945, 
1946 and 1947 with your allotments. 
Those little fellows out there that went 
into the Army did not get out until 1945 
and did not have the money to go back 
on the farm. That is a peculiar situation 
existing all over the United States, and 
there is nothing we can do about it. 

Mr. PACE. But we have vested in the 
State and county committees of Arkan
sas special · authority to handle that 
problem. 

Mr. TACKETT. We gave it to them 
at the last session and they were unable 
to do anything about it. . 

Mr. PACE. Get yourselves new com
mittees. 

Mr. TACKETT. I do not know about 
that, but there are plenty of cotton
farming veterans down there that I can 
stand here and name to you, that I know 
personally, who do not have one speck 
of cotton. Somebody let them down. I 
do not know who did it. 

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

Mr. TACKETT. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Who makes up the 

local committee? 
Mr. TACKETT. I am not going into 

that. It is a long-drawn-out affair, 
and we could argue here all day as to 
what makes up the various State com
mittees. 

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

Mr. TACKETT. I yield. 
Mr. PACE. The answer is that the 

committee is elected by the farmers in 
the gentleman's district. 

Mr. TACKETT. Yes; the county com
mittees, but sometimes I am a little 
doubtful about the method of selecting 
the State committees. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield. 
. Mr. CRAWFORD. Of course if the 
large-acreage fellows dominate who shall 
be on the committee, I do not think they 
are going to cut their acreage. 

Mr. TACKETT. You know who domi
nates. 

The CHA.IRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WHITE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MAHON: Page 

3, line 13, beginning on line 13 strike out 
all of line 13 and following, down to and 
including the figures "1948," line 19. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
have your attention, I think you will de.' 
sire to favorably consider the amend
ment which I have offered. Unlike some 
of the amendments which have been 
offered, this is not complicated or diftl· 
cult of understanding. Anyone can 
easily understand the amendment which 
I offer. Let me read it to you again. 
And if you have a copy of the bill, will 
you please follow me. 

On page 3, line 13, the committee bill 
reads: 

Provided, That the 1951 allotment for any 
State which received a 1950 State acreage 
allotment in excess of 3,000,000 acres shall be 
apportioned to counties-

On a 4-year basis. 
That is what the committee recom

mends and that is what my amendment 
would strike out. Now do you under· 
stand? There is only one State in the 
Union which has a 3,000,000-acre cotton 
allotment. Do you understand further 
that this proposed provision in the law. 
would apply only to one State-Texas. 
Do you understand that this provision, 
then, is the Texas bill incorporated in the 
regular bill which applies to the other 
47 States of the Union? I would like 
to make my position clear. A principle 
as fundamental as the government it
self is involved here. If you vote for 
that principle of good government and 
fair play you ·wm, in my judgment, vote 
for the amendment which I have offered 
to let Texas proceed like every other 
State in the Union. That is all that is 
involved in my amendment. 

Under the broad terms of the present 
law provision is made that some States 
will operate on ·a 1-year history basis, 
some on a 2-year basis and some on a. 
4-year basis. Under the broad terms of 
the law the different States find their 
place in that pattern, and no one can 
complain. No State is singled out in the 
existing law for favor or for discrimi
nation. But, gentlemen, Mr. PoAGE, my 
able and good friend, and there can be no 
better Member of the House, was un
happy with this provision in the existing 
law because it militated against his por
tion of the State, and it would appear
though I do not charge it-that the com
mittee turned to my friend, Mr. POAGE, 
and said, "Write your own ticket for 
Texas in the pending bill and just so long 
as it does not affect any other State 
you may have what you want." 

That is what I am complaining about. 
Texas is receiving different treatment 
from any other State in the Union. Texas 
came under the 2-year base period. Ar
kansas came under the 2-year base. The 
State of Missouri, farther east, came 
under the 2-year base. New Mexico 
came under the 2-year base, and Califor
nia came under the 2-year base. Some 
States came under the 4-year base. 
While I prefer the 2-year base for Texas, 
I say, let Texas stand on the 1-year, 2-
year, or 4-year base as such may result 
from the broad provisons of existing law, 
and let Texas ask for nothing more than 
she is entitled to under the broad prin
ciples of the general law applicable to the 
other States of the Union. 

You know, Texas joined· the Union in 
1845, and I hope my Texas friends will 
pardon me when I say I do not think 
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we should be so arrogant as to claim that 
we should have a Texas cotton bill with
out regard or respect to the other States 
of the Union. But this proposed provi
sion in the law, which I seek to strike 
out, this Texas gadget, if I may call it 
that, actually means a private ·bill for 
Texas, Texas being the only State with 
a 3,000,000-acre allotment. Texas alone 
among the States would no longer be 
under the general law. 

If the proPosal is good in a 3,000,000-
acre State, why is it not good in a 1-mil
lion-acre State or a 100,000-acre State? 
I am shocked and amazed that my 
proud State should be placed in the posi
tion of asking for the violation of a prin
ciple that is so fundamental to good gov
ernment. 

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. · 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON. Let me probe a little 

further. I think you will see that the 
Texas bill has no place in a general law, 
applicable to the other States of the 
Unfon. Will anybody rise on this :floor 
and challenge the principle which I have 
laid down and which I think you would 
like to support? No. 'No man will chal
lenge it. 

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

Mr. MAHON . . Let me proceed for just 
a few moments, and then I will be glad 
to yield. 

Those who will oppose this principle 
will not dare assert it on the :floor. But 
they will say, "Now, now, Mr. MAHON, 
did not your district get an allotment 
this year of more than 2,000,000 acres? 
Did not your. district get more cotton 
than any State in the Union with the ex
ception of Texas?" Yes. That is true. 
The district that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH] represents got 
about 100,000 acres. My district got 
2,300,000 acres simply because in many 
respects it is the greatest cotton-pro
ducing area in the world. We got this 
acreage on the basis of plantings in 
1947 and 1948. Other areas would have 
received allotments of similar amounts 
had they planted a similar number of 
acres in 1947-48. Those who by dis
crimination would seek to take away the 
west Texas cotton allotment might ar
gue. "Yes, there is a rich man in town. 
There are more poor people in town, so 
let us confiscate the belongings of the 
rich man." Is that the principle to which 
we have fallen? My district had the big
gest cut in acreage this year of any dis
trict in the United States, the biggest 
cut below previous plantings. We were 
cut perhaps 400,000 acres below what we 
planted in 1947 and 1948-the biggest cut 
of any area. 

I see the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
PACE] on the floor. Should I, with en
vious and covetous eyes, look at the pea
nut district, which the gentleman from 
Georgia represents, and say, "You have 
a vast peanut acreage, I do not have 

any peanut acreage. Look at Mr. PACE, 
is it fair for him to have a large peanut 
acreage? · Let me have some of those 
acres and level up the program." Shall 
I look to the lush rice fields of east 
Texas and say: "I have no rice allot
ment. Therefore, give an equal rice al
lotment to our west Texas people." Shall 
I look to the rich wheat fields of Kansas 
and say, "The wheat allotment is small 
in my congressional district, so on the 
basis of prejudice and ill-founded logic, 
let us take the wheat from Kansas and 
Mr. HoPE and put it in the district I rep
resent." 

Such an unfair and illogical request on 
my part would be ridiculous. Yet that 
is the type of logic which will probably 
be urged against my amendment. I am 
not alone in my opposition to the at
tempt to write a private cotton bill for 
Texas. Officials of the Production and 
Marketing Administration in Texas and 
officials of the Production and Market
ing Administration in Washington rec
ognize that the so-called private bill for 
Texas is indefensible and no official of 
whom I have heard has recommended 
the proposed language which I seek to 
strike out. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman seems 

to be trying to leave the House under the 
impression that we have given to the 
great State of Texas something which 
the great State of Texas does not de
serve, and that we are discriminating in 
favor of the state of Texas. The gen
tleman does not want to leave that im
pression, does he? 

Mr. MAHON. I leave the impression 
that the language which I seek to strike 
out does not apply to any State in the 
Union except Texas; therefore, it just ap
plies to Texas. Cut it out and let us 
rise or fall with the rest of the people 
of the Nation. Why discriminate? 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman states 
that he wants Texas to come uniformly 
under the law, but what he actually 
means is that his district got a favorable 
cotton acreage allotment last year and 
he wants to hold to it next year. 

Mr. MAHON. I say, take my acreage 
away from me if you will, but just let my 
State operate on a 1-, 2-, or 4-year basis 
just as any other State or any other dis
trict under rules of law applicable to all 
States. Cut out this obnoxious and 
vicious language which says that the 
State of Texas should operate under· an
other principle. If my district must lose 
acreage, let it lose on the basis of a fair 
law and not on the basis of discrimina
tion. In justice that is all I could ask. 

Mr. COOLEY. All right; but this ob
noxious, vicious, and repugnant language 
actually takes away from the gentleman's 
district certain acreage that he has 
received. 

Mr. MAHON. It takes away 300,000 
acres, three times as much as Mr. BECK
WORTH has; and Mr. BECKWORTH is going 
to get less acreage next year if the pend
ing bill becomes the law. 

Mr. COOLEY. While it may take 
something away from the gentleman's 
district it gives it to others, does it not? 

Mr. MAHON. Unfortunately 11 or 12 
districts in Texas will have smaller acre
age allotmen,ts in 1951 than they had in 
1950, if the pending bill becomes the law. 

Mr. COOLEY. Whatever it takes 
away from the gentleman's district it 
certainly gives to other districts in the 
State of Texas; is that right? 

Mr. MAHON. Yes; in a measure it 
is given to the rest, it is given to other 
districts. But there is no justification 
for deVising a provision applicable to 
only one State in the Union just to take 
away from counties and cotton farmers 
that to which they are entitled under the 
law. 

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for four 
additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON. Have we descended to 

such a low level as to say in this legis
lation that might makes right? I am 
only asking that you give us the same 
treatment under the law of the land 
that you give every other State. 

Mr. COOLEY. Forsooth, the gentle
man doth have an interest in this propo
sition. 

Mr. MAHON. I have an interest in 
it, but the principle is greater than 
GEORGE MAHON or HAROLD COOLEY; it is 
as great as the principle involved in 
our great democracy itself. 

Mr. COOLEY. Our committee meets 
in wide-open sessions; there is certainly 
no logrolling there. The gentleman, I 
am sure, knows that the great State of 
Texas is well represented on that com
mittee with two distinguished Members 
of the Texas delegation sitting on the 
committee. Would the ·gentleman be 
willing for the great State of Texas to 
settle its own problems by ·a majority 
vote on this matter? 

Mr. MAHON. If the gentleman wants 
to suggest any such change in our form 
of government as that, then let him go 
right over to the Library of Congress and 
destroy the original of the Constitution 
Which reposes there. 

Mr. COOLEY. Would the gentleman 
leave it up to his delegation? 

Mr. MAHON. Is it proper to say: 
"Now, now, we have the advantage of 
you; we are going to kick over all prin
ciples of proper legislative procedure 
and take away your cotton acreage." It 
is amazing that such an attempt should 
be made. · 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for an observation? 

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman not 
heckle me? 

Mr. COOLEY. I am not trying to 
heckle the gentleman. The gentleman 
says ~exas was treated differently. 

Mr. MAHON. I am not yielding. I 
know when you point out a weakness in 
a man's position he tries to defend him
self. I think I have pointed out the in
defensible position which the commit
tee takes. Of course, I know the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
COOLEY] under ordinary circumstances 
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would not dream of supporting the lan
guage which I seek to strike out. 

Again, I renew my appeal that my 
amendment be adopted and that the 
special discriminatory language on page 
3 which applies only to Texas be stricken 
from the bill. 

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

Mr. MAHON. Not at this time. 
Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman want 

an answer or is he simply making a 
speech for the RECORD? 

Mr. MAHON. I am making a speech 
for the House. The gentleman can get 
time in his own right if he wishes to 
speak, and he will no doubt wish to do 
so. The simple proposition is that Texas 
should be on the same basis as all other 
States, taking her chance under the 
broad -terms of the general law of being 
on the 1-, 2-, or 4-year basis. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pending amendment 
and I ask unanmous consent to speak for 
five additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, there is an 

issue here that certainly I do not desire 
to have any part in. It is a Texas issue. 
But I regret the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. MAHON] finds it necessary to be 
critical of the House Committee on 
Agriculture. The gentleman knows that 
his district received about 350,000 acres 
of cotton this year that the committee 
had not intended. 

I want to say to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MAHON] that his State is 
well represented on the Committee on 
Agriculture. It is a matter of keen re
gret to me that he finds it necessary to 
come here and indirectly attack the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE]. 

I want to say further that I regret the 
gentleman made the statement a mo
ment ago against the whole committee, 
that it had thrown fair play out of 
the window. For the purpose of the 
RECORD, and in order to make this a 
Texas matter, I am going to make the 
unusual n:!quest that every Member of 
the House, when this amendment comes 
to a vote, except the Texas delegation 
keep their seats and let the Texas Mem
bers vote on it. Whatever the Texas 
delegation does it will be the pleasure 
of this committee to go along with. If 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE] 
has done wrong, let us see whether or 
not his action is in accord with the over
whelming majority of the Texas delega
tion. 

I am going to keep my seat, and I am 
going to let you gentleman from Texas 
settle this question. 

What is the situation? The gentle
man has a congressional district that 
has lots of cotton. There are 21 con
gressional districts in Texas; it is a great 
State. This year, and I think every
body needs to understand this, leaving 
out the State of Texas, the congressional 
district repres.ented by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MAHON] received more 
cotton acreage than any State in the 
Union. May I repeat that? Outside of 
the State of Texas the congressional dis-

trict served by the gentleman from 
Texas received more acreage than any 
other State in the Union, including the 
State of Mississippi and the State of 
Arkansas. 

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

Mr. PACE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr .. MAHON. So what? 
Mr. PACE. Well, I am going to ex

plain the situation that arose. 
Mr. MAHON. Do not other States 

rank above me in peanuts .and in other 
crops? We always had the largest 
amount. 

Mr. PACE. As I said before, I am 
going to get out of this fight but I 'think 
the House is entitled to know the facts. 
As I stated earlier in the afternoon, we 
asked the representatives of all cotton 
growers of the United States to get to
gether and try to settle this division of 
how much cotton acreage each State 
wQuld get. They got together. Texas 
was represented; my State, Arkansas, 
Missouri, Oklahoma, and all the others. 
They reached an agreement to take care 
of three or four States, mainly in the 
West, California, Arizona, New Mexico, 
and Arkansas. We were assured at the 
time that Texas would not come under 
what was known as the California gad
get; that is, our committee was. After 
the bill had been prepared and the fig
ures were run up, Texas did not come 
under that gadget. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MAHON] had nothing to do 
with this. I know he did not, and I want 
in make that crystal clear. But, some
body changed the figures of the State of 
Texas and brought that State under the 
California gadget. By doing that they 
shifted acreage throughout the State of 
Texas to one or two other areas. It was 
contrary to the intent of the committee 
and through that manipulation, with 
which the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHON] had nothing to do and did not 
even know about until after it happened, 
the gentleman's district received about 
350,000 acres of cotton land in the 
high plains of Texas which the commit
tee intended should have gone to the 
other cotton farmers of Texas. In addi
tion, the law provides for credits for war · 
crops, for which the State of Texas was 
entitled to 1,400,000 acres. By throwing 
Texas under the California gadget, it 
meant that the farmer who had earned 
credits for war crops did not receive cot
ton acreage for it, but other farmers who 
did not earn it, did receive it, which I 
think was most unjustifiable. 

That is all I intend to say on this 
question. I had not intended to say a 
word, but after the gentleman criticized 
the committee, I felt called upon to 
make this statement. 

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

Mr. PACE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Any statement made by 
the gentleman-from Texas charging the 
committee with unfairness was not in
tended. I did mean to say that the pro
vision was unfair, in my judgment. Let 
me say further that I conferred with the 
officials of PMA in Washington and 
Texas, and they told me that they told 

the committee they did not claim that 
Texas would be under the gadget prin
ciple, and if the gentleman would have 
anything in writing here showing it 
would· be under the 2- or 4-year basis, it 
would be interesting. Missouri, Arkan
sas, Arizona, and California came under 
the 2-year prqgram. Why change the 
law and say that Texas shall not have 
the privilege? Can the gentleman de
fend that? How can you change the law 
for just one State? 

Mr. PACE. The pending bill merely 
declares the law as originally intended by 
the committee in the law passed last 
year. 

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

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas be permitted to proceed for 
five additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 

the gentleman from Georgia has ex
pressed the situation better than most 
of us could. Certainly he has explained 
it far better than I might. The gentle
man from Georgia cannot be charged 
with . having a personal interest in· this 
matter. Of course, every one of us from 
the State of Texas will either gain or lose 
depending upon the formula that is 
adopted in the State of Texas. 

There was a formula placed in effect 
in my State this year that had the effect 
of transferring approximately half a mil· 
lion acres of cotton from the older grow· 
ing sections of the State, largely to one 
district in the western section of our 
State. There are four congressional dis· 
tricts involved, but most of this acreage
more than 355,000 acres out of the half 
million-went to the Nineteenth District 
of Texas. It is a great district, it is rep
resented by a great Congressman, and 
it produces a great cotton crop. It is 
reported that this district alone grew 
more cotton this past year than any State 
in the Union outside the State of Texas. 

Those counties had a large cotton fac
.tor without applying any special gadget. 
Many of the counties of that district 
would run well above 40 to 45 percent 
without applying any special gadget. 

Think of that-those of you whose 
counties got 6 and who got 8 and who 
got a 10-percent factor. Many of the 
counties of that district would get 45 
percent of their total cultivated land in 
cotton without applying any special 
gadget. The gentleman from the nine
teenth district of Texas complains bit
terly that we should not pass legislation 
which has special application. Last year 
this committee did pass legislation with 
a special application. We passed it be
cause we were convinced that there was 
a situation in the State of ·California and 
possibly in New Mexico and Missouri 
which required special legislatio~ in or
der to do equity in those States. In an 
effort to do equity the committee did 
pass special legislation which applied 
only to certain areas where certain fig
ures developed. 

Now, the gentleman makes a great 
point of saying: "Can you produce a shred 
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· of written evidence? Can you produce 
a document showing that the Depart
ment of Agriculture told you that Texas 
would not be involved?" No; I do not 
think we can produce a written instru
ment. But for 6 months the committee 
sat there, and day after day in every one 
of those meetings that we had the repre
sentatives of the Department of Agricul-

. ture present· and I repeat to you, as did 
the gentleman from Georgia, that it was 
the definite understanding of the mem
bers of tbe committee that if we adopted 
this special formula to take care of a 
situation which we felt might result in 
inequity in certain States, that it would 
not apply to the State of Texas. No; 
this assurance was not in the form of a 
letter. Nobody asked that it be in the 
form of a letter. At that time we felt 
we could rely on the informal assurance 
of the Department. Time after time 
we discussed this matter with the repre
sentatives of the Department. We talked 
about it in committee with them, but 
not one time that I can recall was there 
ever a suggestion that this formula would 
apply to the State of Texas. On the con
trary I think the gentleman will find that 
the recollection of every member of that 
committee is the same as that of the 
chairman of the subcommittee [Mr. 
PACE], who has just addressed you, and 
my recollection when we say that we had 
no intimation from the Department that 
this special formula could possibly apply 
to Texas. On the contrary we had every 
reason to believe that this special for
mula would not apply to the State of 
Texas. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. MAHON. Is it not true that you 

laid down a broad principle of law ap
plicable to all the States and that you 
did not know whether it would apply to 
the State of Texas or not? Of course it 
would seem that perhaps some of the 
witnesses may have been asked this sim
ple question at some of the numerous 
hearings: Do you think it will apply to 
Texas? 

It just happened under the broad prin
ciple of the law that Texas, to the sur
prise of the gentleman from Texas, and 
I have no view to the contrary, came 
under that provision of the law on the 
2-year basis. 

Let us go on the 2-year basis under 
the broad terms of the general law or 
whatever bracket we come in, insofar as 
the law may apply to our State. That 
would seem fair to all concerned. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has 
asked if we did not think maybe the 
special formula would apply to the State 
of Texas. The answer is we did not so 
think, and the Department of Agricul
ture did not so lead us to think. On the 
contrary they definitely led us to believe 
it would not apply to the State of Texas. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. I think it should 

be pointed out that the thing that 
brought about this shift of 350,000 acres 
of cotton from the central and east sec
tions of Texas to the west section of 
Texas was a mere 93 acres of cotton. , 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. And that if the 
State of Texas had planted as much as 
only 93 acres of cotton less than it did · 
plant, that 350,000 acres would have been 
distributed in the sections of Texas 
where they have had the most trouble 
administering this law. · 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. It took 
acreage from the very areas where the 
factor was already low and took it to 
counties that alree,dy had a very high 
factor. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. And that is in the 
gentleman's district, in the district of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BECK
WORTH], and in the district of the gentle
man from Texas, Judge COMBS, and 
others who have had trouble with this 
law in that respect, is that correct? 

Mr. POAGE. That is absolutely cor
rect. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield ·i 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. ALBERT. Did if take an extra 

lu,000 acres to bring Texas under the 
California gadget? 

Mr. POAGE. After the Department 
t..ad factored away· 117,000 acres of 
4-year history from Texas it still re
quired a further addition of 9,907 acres 
additional of 2-year history to bring 
Texas under the gadget. The Depart
ment conveniently found a 10,000-acre 
error in the Texas figures, going back 
to 1948, but they did not find 1t until 
after we were making the allotments 
in 1949. They needed 9,907 acres to 
bring Texas under this gadget and they 
found 10,000 acres. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE of California. I want to 

say to the California delegation, as well 
as to the Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Missouri delegations, that when this 
matter comes to a :vote, if they do not 
choose to keep their seats, as the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. PACE] rec
ommended, that they do vote with the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE], for 
the reason that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. POAGE] was trying to protect 
those four States, especially California, 
to give them a fair deal in acreage dis
tribution when we got into this mess, and 
it was by a mere accident in statistics 
that we did get into this trouble, and it 
was never intended. I reiterate, it was 
never intended in the Committee on 
Agriculture that Texas should come 
under the so-called California gadget. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman from 
California was a member of the sub
committee. Did he ever get the intima
tion from any representative of the De
partment of Agriculture that the State 
of Texas would be brought under this 
gadget? 

Mr. WHITE of California. Not at any 
time. 

Mr. POAGE. Let me say this further 
in that connection: The gentleman from 
the Nineteenth District of Texas has 
made much of the point that he did not 
want special legislation. The legislation 
which placed 355,000 acres of cotton in 
his district, which he would not otherwise 
have received this year, was special leg
islation in every sense of the word. It 
was special legislation intended to assist 

in the correction of. a situation in Cali
fornia and certain other States, where 
the committee felt there would otherwise 
be inequity. I want to make this clear 
when we gave special legislation to take 
care of California and the other States, 
we did it on the showing that an injus
tice would result if we did not do it. 
Has there been any showing that any in
justice would result in the Nineteenth 
District of Texas if we apply the same 
law in Texas that applies in Mississippi, 
that applies in Georgia, that applies in 
North Carolina, that applies in Alabama, 
and across the belt? Has there been ariy 
effort on the part of the representative 
of the Nineteenth District of Texas to 
show you that it would work unfairly if 
we applied the general law in the Nine
teenth District of Texas? Has he at
tempted to point out where anybody who 
was entitled to a· cotton allotment would 
not receive it, in his district, under the 
general law? He has made a very elo
quent plea to apply the general formula. 
The bill riow before us, the provision 
immediately before us, does nothing in 
the world except make sure that the 
State of Texas will fall under the gen
eral formula for the distribution of 
cotton. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas may proceed for five addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POAGE. I ask the House to place 

this on the basis that the gentleman 
from the Ninteenth District of Texas 
asked for, and to give to all Texas, in
cluding the Ninteenth District, and all 
the 17 districts that were slaughtered 
by the application of this provision this 
year-to give to all of them exactly the 
same formula that applies over the rest 
of the Nation, except where they do have 
some special formula. In other words, 
let us take Texas out from any special 
gadget. 

I want further to call to the attention 
of the gentleman from the Nineteenth 
District of Texas, when he charges that 
we were trying to be unfair to his dis
trict, that we have not, in any part of 
this bill, taken away from him the his
tory that he built up this year. Oh, he 
drew one-third of a million acres that 
belonged to 17 other districts of Texas, 
and he got the money in his pocket for 
it. He cashed it out and this year he 
grows a third of a million more acres 
that belong over in east Texas, north 
Texas, ·central Texas, and on the coastal 
bend. He grows it, he sells it, l.e puts 
the money in his pocket. We are not 
asking that he return these profits. On 
the contrary, we give him the history he 
has acquired by reason of growing this 
excessive acreage. We have no animus 
against the Ninteenth District; certainly 
we prove this when we do not ask him to 
forego the history that he built up with 
this one-third of a million acres. This 
bill gives to his district the history that 
it built up by planting those acres that 
he found lying on his doorstep, that 
he knew came from down in central 
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Texas. Oh, he could recognize them; 
they had our names on them. His dis
trict had 118,292 acres from your dis
trict, Mr. LYLE; they had 12,999 acres 
from your district, Mr. BECKWORTH; they 
had them from all over the great State 
of Texas, and they could recognize where 
they came from. They were able to take 
them in through the operation of the 
special gadget which he now condemns 
and says this Congress should not be so 
little as to engage in special gadgets. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I just wish to ask the 

gentleman if as a result of these myste
rious calculations in the Department of 
Agriculture which has the result of 
throwing Texas under the California 
gadget, it did not actually deprive Texas 
of war crop credits which they were just
ly entitled to? 

Mr. POAGE. It absolutely did; and, of 
course, the gentleman knows that that is 
at the root of the opposition by certain 
officials in the Department of Agriculture 
who have never believed in carrying out 
the contract that this country made-not 
the Department, but this Congress 
made-with growers of war crops. 
Whether it was a wise contract or not, we 
promised it; and it is my opinion that we 
should carry it out. But they say "No;" 
and the gentleman from the Nineteenth 
District says with his amendment "No." 
The man who down in your district, Mr. 
FISHER, grew war crops under .this 
amendment will be blocked off from 
claiming that credit and be unable to re
ceive the benefits promised him by this 
Congress. I do not think that is fair. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MAHON. My district took a re

duction of 400,000 acres, I believe. Is it 
not true that we got the acres which we 
did get out of a bill passed by this com
mittee, which the committee said was a 
gocd bill a year ago, but which it now 
seemingly is attempting to repudiate? 
And is it not true that all I am asking 
for in my amendment is that you not sim
ply single out Texas for special treat
ment? 

Mr. POAGE. All the gentleman is 
asking by his amendment is that his 
district be protected in the advantage it 
received under this gadget. At the same 
time he complains that a special gadget 
used by anyone else is harmful and im
moral, but so long as it gives his district 
355,000 acres additional then he is will
ing that we should continue this im
moral and unconstitutional special 
gadget. 

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

Mr. POAGE. ·I yield to the gentleman 
from the Twenty-first District. · 

Mr. FISHER. I will ask the gentle
man if it is not true that under the 
terms of the bill now pending-and I 
think the House should understand this 
very clearly-Texas will have exactly the 
same treatment that the other cotton
producing States will have? 

Mr. POAGE. Exactly. 
Mr. FISHER. It will have exactly the 

same treatment as Mississippi, the same 

as Georgia, Alabama, Louisiana, North 
and South Carolina, and all the other 
States; is not that correct? 

Mr. POAGE. That is right, with the 
exception of those that come under the 
California gadget, which is the gadget 
which gives the gentleman from the 
Nineteenth District 355;000 acres. It is 
the gadget which he vigorously applaud
ed this year as being a just and meri
torious proposition. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas may proceed for five addi
tional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle

man from the Twenty-first District. 
Mr. FISHER. I think it is important, 

as has been pointed out here, that all of 
these other cotton-producing States are 
.now operating under the Public Law 12 
and are guaranteed a credit for war 
crops grown during the war period. Is 
not that correct? 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. 
Mr. FISHER. If this bill is not 

passed without amendment then we will 
be deprived of the war-crop allowance 
which was guaranteed and assured in 
Public Law 12. Is not that correct? 

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly right. 
Now, let me summarize this if I may: 

Last year the Congress in an effort to 
do justice to California and certain other 
States passed a special gadget which 
worked very materially to the advantage 
of the gentlemen from the Nineteenth 
District of Texas at the expense of the 
17 other districts in Texas. 

Regardless of how it came about, and 
the chairman of the subcommittee has 
pointed this out, as have other members 
of the committee who heard all of the 
evidence, it is the clear opinion of the 
subcommittee it was done deliberately, 
but, regardless of how it happened, it did 
happen. An injustic~ was done to 17 
districts in Texas. We simply ask that 
next year Texas will not operate under 
any special gadget but that Texas will 
be on the same basis in distributing its 
cotton acreage within the State that all 
the other States except those that 
showed there was some reason for giving 
them a gadget, as is the case with Cali
fornia. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. WERDEL. I think the gentleman 
should point out why in the State of 
Texas the State committee, by withhold
ing its 10 percent, cannot clear up this 
problem. 

Mr. POAGE. I feel that that was 
probably pointed out before, but the 
State of Texas cannot clear up this 
problem, even by use of the State re
serve. The State committee did not use 
the State reserve, that is true and doubt
less aggravated a certain situation. But 
the basic problem here is that there was 

a shift of a half million acres from sec
tions in the State that would have re
ceived it under the general law to areas 
that received it simply because of the 
special gadget; but those areas in Texas 
that had the special gadget made no 
effort to show that they had any merit or 
that there was any reason for receiving 
the special gadget. The State of Califor
nia showed they had some reason for it. 
Not so in the Nineteenth District of 
Texas. It was simply a windfall that fell 
on their doorstep or their br9ad plains. 
Again I call attention to the fact there 
was no malice on the part of the com
mittee, that we are leaving the Nine
teenth District, and I want to make this 
plain, with a third of a million acres of 
production this year for which they. are 
getting cash. We are leaving them with 
a third of a million acres of history 
which will go on and on as long as they 
grow cotton. Yet the gentleman from 
the Nineteenth District says we have 
animus against his district, that we are 
prejudiced against it. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that 
when the law was written in 1949 it was 
clearly understood that Texas would not 
come under the California gadget? 

Mr. POAGE. It was so understood, 
and every member of the subcommittee 
I have heard express himself points out 
that that was the understanding with 
the Department of Agriculture. 

I want to call attention to the fact 
that not only was that understood but 
the gentleman from the Nineteenth Dis
trict does not claim he had any other 
understanding. He simply found it ly
ing on his doorstep. Of course, he used 
it. I do not blame him, and we are 
charging him no rent for the use; we 
are not trying to penalize him; but we 
are saying that because they had a 
special gadget out in the Nineteenth 
District in 1950 it does not entitled them 
to perpetually take advantage of this. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BRAMBLETT. I want to reiter
ate the fact that as a member of the 
committee it was my understanding that 
Texas did not come under the gadget. 

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. 
Mr. MAHON. I am absolutely as

tounded and amazed that somebody did 
not ask the witnesses when they were be
fore the committee, or ask the Depart
ment if Texas was under the 2-year 
gadget. What you diq .was to write an 
over-all bill that applied to all States. 
The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
GATHINGS] did not know for sure that 
his State would be under the 2-year base 
program. 

Mr. POAGE. May I say to the gen
tleman from the Nineteenth District of 
Texas that of course we did not suppose 
the representatives of the Department 
would run out on what they had told us 
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informally. We had a lot more confi
dence in them then than we have now. 
We thought at that time we could rely 
upon what they were telling us. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this measure very 
likely would not be before you today 
except that the Department of Agri
tulture succumbed as so many of the 
executive branches have throughout 
the years to the desire to not only ad
minister but to also write the laws of 
the land. · Therefore, the ' integrity of 
our system of government is somewhat 
at stak:e, for we must impress upon the 
executive branch the necessity for them 
to stay in thefr field of administration 
and permit us to write the laws. 
· It seems at times that they misun
derstand the word "executive" and take 
it to mean that they should execute the 
laws that Congress passes and that is 
what happened to Public Law 272. The 
Department of Agriculture executed it 
by misinterpretation. 

Cotton is important to the Nation, but 
it is vital to areas such as I represent. 

Homes depend upon it for existence 
and children depend upon it for their 
food. 

Although the impression may have 
been left that this is a battle for ad~ 
vantage for one section or another in 
Texas, that is not true. The question is 
whether or not this Congress should 
write legislation which will fairly and 
equitably distribute cotton acreage al
lotments in the State of Texas and not 
leave them subject to the whims of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

I do not seek advantage over my 
neighbors, but I do ask that my district 
be treated as the law directs and has 
directed for a number of years. 

Our Committee on Agriculture has 
attempted to write this legislation in 
such a manner as to accomplish equity 
and I ask you to follow the committee 
in this bill. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word and rise 
in support of the amendment. 

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

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman's dis
trict got about 82,000 acres more under 
the California gadget than it would 
otherwise have received. · 

Mr. BENTSEN. That is quite correct. 
Mr. COOLEY. Of course the gentle

man wants to keep that 82,000 acres. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Absolutely. 
Mr. COOLEY. I do not suppose we 

could find fault with the gentleman in
dividually on that issue, but actually the 
State of Texas will not lose any acreage 
as a State if we pass the bill now before 
us; is that not true? · 

Mr. BENTSEN. It.is my understand
ing that the districts of Texas will lose 
acreage by the passage of this bill from 
what they received in their 1950 quota 
after Public Law 471 was enacted. 

Mr. COOLEY. No; all States will be 
treated alike at the State level. My 
question is, when the State of Texas re-

XCVI-7Hl 

ceives its State allotment it will be fair 
and equitable among the other States of 
the Nation. Texas does not stand to lose 
one acre by what we are trying to do 
here. · 

Mr. BENTSEN. I do not know that I 
would say that. · 

Mr. COOLEY. We are attempting to 
bring about a redistribution of the acre
age within the State of Texas. 

Mr. BENTSEN. That is exactly right. 
That is the point I was going to make. 
I believe it is more fair that you put the 
cotton quota where the cotton is planted; 
that you not go back as far in history as 
you can go to try to see what they were 
planting in 1945 and 1946. I think you 
should put this cotton where it is being 
planted and where you can encourage its 
being efficiently grown, as in the vast 
reaches of west and south Texas. It 
would be economically unfeasible if you 
tried to protect the areas of high-cost 
cotton production, areas that · evidently 
want to go out of the cotton-production 
business, and penalize those who are in
creasing their production. 

Mr. Chairman, we have before us today 
a bill having a provision which for Texas 
alone changes the apportionment of the 
cotton acreage for 1951 from what it was 
for 1950. The provision, in my opinion, · 
is a most inequitable one. The Agricul
ture Committee has agreed to a piece of 
legislation for Texas that penalizes prog
ress and efficient production of this ma. 
jor commodity in the districts of south 
and west Texas. Rather this bill says to 
those areas who have been reducing their 
cotton acreage because they can profit 
more by diversifying their farming en
deavors, we want you to plant cotton. 
We have a bill that will give you a quota 
that will help keep you in cotton, a quota 
that will help stop this trend of diversi· 
ft.cation of farming, a bill that will help 
stop those new areas of Texas with their 
modernized and mechanized production 
from farming their just share of the 
cotton acreage. A bill that does not con
centrate on giving quotas to where cotton 
is planted, but to giving quotas based on 
history of what was planted as far back 
as 1945. This bill says let us go back to 
the year 1945 and see what you planted 
in the way of cotton then. Let us not 
start with the year 1947, when the new 
areas of Texas were reaching the peak of 
their progress. Nineteen forty-seven, 
when thousands of war veterans were 
planting their cotton in these new areas 
of Texas, on new lands because the land 
with the old cotton histories was beyond 
reach in price. In short, this provision 
in this bill for Texas says, "Let us stop 
progress and trends: let us continue 
business as usual." Not only does this bill 
drastically reduce cotton acreage of the 
districts who have been expanding their 
production of 1947 and 1948, but it goes 
a step further to punish these new areas. 
The bill gives to the affected counties a 
1950 cotton acreage history equal to the 
acreage which would have been allotted 
if this year's State allotment had been 
apportioned on the basis of 4 years in
stead of 2 years. 

It was stated last Thursday in the de
bate, "it does not make any difference to 
those who live in other States of the 
Union whether Texas operates under the 

provisions of this law or operates under 
the provisions of the present law. 
The State as a whole will get exactly 
the same." This is correct insofar as 
saying that Texas as a whole will get 
exactly the same, but I cannot help but 
believe that it does make a difference to 
the Members of this House if an injus
tice is done within the boundaries of 
any State as a result of the legislation 
passed by this House. It has been point
ed out that of the 21 congressional dis
tricts in Texas, 17 received less acreage 
because of the use of a 2-year average 
for 1950 quotas. I put it to you that a 
majority in numbers alone does not make 
it right that the acreage of these 4 dis
tricts should be divided among the other 
17. 

Now, I say to my 17 friends and col
leagues from Texas who may covet that 
which I believe rightfully belongs to the 
farmers of my district by law, study this 
bill and its applicable quotas carefully 
before voting for it. 

A table was placed in the RECORD 
Thursday which showed that 17 of our 
Texas congressional districts would re
ceive more cotton under this bill than 
under Public Law 272. The joker in this 
table is that it does not show you your 
true 1950 quotas after the· passage of 
Public Law 471. Actually, according to 
estimated :figures prepared by Mr. B. F. 
Vance, chairman of the State committee 
in Texas, out of 254 counties in Texas, 
only 71 will receive a higher quota for 

· 1951 under this bill than that received 
in 1950. Eleven of the 21 congressional 
districts will receive less cotton quota 
under this bill than was allotted them 
in 1950. I ask you to try to explain to 
your farmers why you voted for a bill 
that in the great majority of the coun
ties in Texas reduced their quotas for 
1951 below what they were in 1950. Re
duced their quotas at a time when the 
country faces its most serious interna
tional crisis since World War II. Re. 
duced their quotas when we are spend. 
ing that farmer's tax money to stockpile 
rubber, manganese, tin, copper, and yet 
this country faces a rapidly dwindling 
Government stockpile of cotton, which is 
just as essential and which has dropped 
from over 6,000,000 bales on January 1, 
1950, to less than 4,000,000 bales today 
and is continuing to rapidly drop. 

I ask your help in defeating this bill. 
I will vote against its passage. 

A MISTAKE-NEVER INTENDED 

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

Mr. Chairman, as disclosed here on 
the floor by a number of speakers, the 
amount of cotton received by the four 
districts referred to as favored districts, 
and I do not criticize their Members for 
·defending the rights of their constitu-
ents to have anything that is good for 
them, was purely a mistake. It was 
never intended. Our people-the people 
in Texas-were trying to help the States, 

· uke California, New Mexico, and Mis
souri write a special formula for the 
benefit of those special cases because 
they would be discriminated against 
without this special formula. It was 
thoroughly understood at all times it 
wonld never ::-.pply to Texas and it would 
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not have applied to Texas, except for 
the fact that some person in the De· 
partment of Agriculture discovered two 
gins out there in west Texas that had 
ginned, it was claimed, 93 bales more of 
cotton that particular year than the 
records disclosed. The records that 
the committee were acting on were the 
records which did not include the 93 
bales of cotton. So, discovering the 93 
extra bales only, Texas came within that 
special formula intended for Missouri, 
New Mexico, and California, and coming 
under that formula which was never in· 
tended, it gave our distinguished friend 
from the Nineteenth District [Mr. 
MAHON] 355,000 extra acres of cotton in 
1950, which was never intended to be 
given to him or his district. We want all 
districts treated the same, and just like 
other districts are treated. 

As a result of that, in the eastern part 
of the State and in the middle section of 
the State where we have small cot. 
ton growers, they were discriminated 
against. They could not get as much as 
a half acre of cotton allotted to them to 
plant, and now where they have planted 
an acre and a half, some of them have to 
plow up half of that cotton, because, by 
reason of that accident, they came with· 
in the California formula and all this 
acreage was transferred to west Texas. 
That is not right. 

Hundreds of families in east Texas and 
central Texas have been denied the right 
to make a living with their hands by pro. 
ducing cotton which they have always· 
produced, by reason of this mistake 
which was made. May I inform you, too, 
that many of these families are headed 
by veterans who came back from the 
war and now are unable to make an 
honest and decent living performing 
their duties as farmers as they have al· 
ways performed because that mistake 
was made. 

Thousands of World War veterans 
with distinguished records have been 
denied the privilege of making a living 
because of that mistake. So all we are 
doing is asking you to right a wrong. A 
wrong has been committed-accidental· 
ly-never intended-never intended ·in 
the world-but it has been actually com. 
mitted. And certain parts of our State 
and thousands of our people have been 
discriminated against and denied the 
privilege and opportunity of earning a 
living on the farm because of that mis· 
take. 

We are asking you to carry out the 
original intent of the law by voting 
against the Mahon amendment and vot. 
ing for this bill in that respect as it is 
now written. 

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. If we vote down the 

Mahon amendment the State commit· 
tee will have 10 percent of the State 
allotment of 760,000 acres with which 
they can adjust any inequity? 

Mr. PATMAN. Certainly. Not only 
that, each county will have 15 percent 
to make adjustments within the county, 
.We should leave this to Texas, and let 
the Texas committees handle it. That 
is the way the bill is written, and I hope 
the bill, as written in that respect, is 
adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] 
has expired. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the good faith of ' 
the United States Government is in· 
volved here. The issue is a very simple 
one. Back in 1945 this Congress passed 
a bill which is known as Public Law No. 
12, a copy of which I hold in my hand. 
It was approved February 28, 1945. In 
that Public Law No. 12 the Congress told 
the cotton farmers of America that in 
future allotment programs · they would 
be given credit for war crops which they 
were encouraged to raise during war 
times for war purposes and to better 

. meet the demands of the war emergency. 
Acting in accordance with that public 
law, and believing, of course, in the good 
faith of the Federal Government in pur. 
suance of that law, many of the farJllers 
turned to war crops. Now, with the war 
over, and it being found necessary to im· 
pose quotas and restrict t}?.e number of 
acres that can be planted, ·the farmers 
find to their amazement,_ as a result of a 
departmental interpretation of the law 
that we passed last fall, that the Texas 
farmers did not get credit for war crops 
as they had been assured in Public Law 
No. 12. Is there anyone who will say 
that they were not assured in 1945 that 
they would be given credit for the war 
crops? Of course not. Everyone knows 
that is part of that law. It constitutes a 
contract between the Federal Govern· 
ment and the cotton farmers of America, 
those who wanted to be included in its 
provisions. 

It happens that a few States had a sit· 
uation which was unusual, and they 
brought that to the attention of the 
committee. They made a special gadget 
to take care of their particular situation. 
Everyone understood it did not apply to 
Texas. There is not a single member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, from 
what they have said and from what T 
have heard previously, who understood 
it to apply to the State of Texas. But 
because of the interpretation it was 
made to apply. Now, to undertake to 
perpetuate an old law which was mis· 
interpreted, and which would deprive 
the Texas cotton farmers of their rights 
to war-crop allotments in making credit 
during this base period, would be to 
break faith with the farmers, and, as I 
have pointed out, contrary to Public Law 
No. 12. The good -faith of the Govern· 

· ment is involved. I do not see how this 
Congress could be impressed by the 
argument that Texas should be put 
under a special gadget, which was never 
intended by the law last fall, and con. 
trary to the intention of the members of 
the committee and which would be con. 
trary to the express provisions of Public 
Law No. 12, upon which the farmers in 
the part of the country where I live have 
always depended. · 

If there are injustices which arise in 
any congressional district or in any part 
of the State, they can be corrected 
through withholding the 760,000 acres by 
the State committee and reassignment 
to areas which have been adversely 
affected, .where they can show that . they 
are entitled to it. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I earnestly hope 
that this committee will keep Texas 
where it belongs; that is, in the same 
category with Mississippi, Georgia, and 
most of the ·southern cotton-producing 
States. Give them the credit that they 
were told they would have in 1945. Do 
not treat them difierently. All we want 
is the same identical treatment as is 
given the other cotton-producing states. 

As far as my individual district is con· 
cerned, we want no advantage over any 
other district in Texas. We want the 
same formula to apply, and we want that 
formula to be in accordance with what 
the farmers were told they would ·have 
when Public Law 12 was written in 1945. 
When we have that we have no right to 
ask for more. 

It is our belief that Texas is entitled 
to the same treatment as the other 
States. We do not want any more, and 
we do not think we are entitled to have 
any less. 

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

Mr. Chairman, there is little t;Ompfaint 
in my district concerning the amount of 
acreage this year or last year, but there 
is considerable complaint as to the way 
the county committees are to allocate 
that cotton. For that reason I should 
like to ask some member of the commit· 
tee three questions. The · first question 
is: Does the bill require the county com. 
mittee to allocate cotton to a farm 
where cotton was planted in 1941 for the 
last time and war crops were grown in 
1947, but the planter intends to plant no 
cotton in 1950 or future years? Can the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. PACE] 
answer that, please? 

Mr. P_'\CE. The gentleman has refer· 
ence to the war crop credit? It is neces· 
sary for farms to have a 1950 cotton al· 
lotment in· order to get the benefit of the 
war crop credit. 

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

Mr. TEAGUE. I yi~ld. 
Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is talk· 

ing about another matter. Any cotton 
farmer has the right under this law to 
surrender his acreage; he does not have 
to plant it if he does not want to. 

Mr. TEAGUE. But if this farmer 
planted cot ton for the last time in 1941, 
then planted war crops in 1947, the 
county committee is .required to allocate 
cotton acreage even if he does not intend 
to plant cotton in future years? 

Mr. ALBERT. He would be entitled 
to a cotton quota. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Is not the county 
committee forced to allot him whether 
he plants cotton or not? 

Mr. ALBERT. That is correct. 
Mr. TEAGUE. And will continue to 

be entitled to this allotment in future 
years if not planted. 

Mr. ALBERT. Yes; if it is not planted. 
Mr. TEAGUE. Does the gentleman 

think it would be fair, then, to let that 
county committee reallocate that acre· 
age? 

Mr. ALBERT. That authority is in 
the law, if it is voluntarily surrendered . 

Mr. TEAGUE. But if it is not volun. 
tarily surrendered the county committee 
would not have the authority to reallo
cate the acreage. 
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Mr. ALBERT. No. The same prin

ciple applies in any other State of the 
Union. _ 

Mr. TEAGUE. Is this bill more flex
ible ·than Public Law 272 ·in the matter 
of allotments? 

that I believe your law is adequate to take 
care of all the discrepancies that may 
be found throughout the various districts. 

I do not think Texas should be singled 
out and put under any particular gadget. 
We do not seek any gadgets. We think 
we ought to be put on a 1-, 2-, or 4-year Mr. ALBERT. Much more. 

Mr. TEAGUE. In _what v/ay? 
gentleman state, please? 

Will the basis as the State committee sees fit. 

Mr. ALBERT. Certainly, The lan
guage is su·ch as to make reserves man
datory. Another thing, it contains the 
right to surrender and reallocate. For 
another thing, the 65-percent base which 
was an addition to Public Law 272 
by Public Law 471 is · maintained. In a 
number of ways the bill is more flexible 
and will allow greater latitude on the 
part of the county committee and the 
State committee in allocating the acre
age allotted to them. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, later I 
will off er an ·amendment which gives 
county committees authority to reallo
cate cotton which is not planted within 
the county. Time and again it has been 
said to me by county committee after 
county committee that we have plenty 
of acreage allotment for our counties if 
we could only put it on farms where the 
producers want to grow cotton. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, my proposal · that the 
county committee be given more latitude 
in making allotments to farms is pased 
upon the fact that I believe county and 
community committees are in a better 
position to know the individual circum
stances in our respective communities 
and counties and therefore are in better 
position to make just and equitable al· 
lotments to bona fide cotton producers 
in the county than any formula could 
possibly give the farmers particularly 
if that formula is applied to all cotton 
farmers in the Nation. · 

I believe these committees will assume 
the responsibility, and since they are 
elected by the farmers in the community 
and county, if they do not assume the 
responsibility in the making of equitable 
allotments they will be replaced and 
others will be put on the committees to 
do the job for the following year. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to quote a part 
of a letter which I received this morning 
·as a result of a request of mine from Mr. 
B. F. Vance, the chairman of our State 
PMA committee: 

Let the State committee have a 10 per
cent leeway there to allocate the acre
age among the various counties. We 
know that under last year's allocation 
the State committee only saw fit to use 
a very small part of that 10 percent which 
was allowed by the law, less than 3 per
cent, I believe. They allocated cotton 
to land in many counties that were not 
planted to cotton. We have in the El 
Paso Valley land that has been in cotton 
for more than 50 years, some of it for 
100 years. Now, all at once they come 
along here and find that they are going 
to come under a special law which will 
permit the State-committee to take from 
the farms out there some 15,000 acres of 
land that have been planted to cotton. 
If the Mahon amendment is adopted, 
everybody in Texas will receive fair 
treatment. Under that you have the 10 
percent provision. Why do we have to 
put Texas under a special provision of 
4 years when Texas might see fit to do 
better under the 1-, 2-, or 4-year basis? 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Mahon 
amendment be given serious considera
tion in fairness to all of Texas. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
Mahon amendment. The good faith of 
the Government is at stake. The Con
gress promised all the farmers in Public 
Law 12 that in any future acreage al
lotment programs they would be given 
credit for war crops planted during the 
base period. If the pending amendment 
is adopted, no farmer in Texas will be 
given credit for one single acre of war 
crops raised during this base period. 

This applies particularly in the north 
central portion of Texas where many of 
our farmers, in response to the urgent 
request of the Government during the 
war, turned to war crops instead of con
tinuing to plant cotton. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I repeat that 
the good faith of the Federal Govern
ment ·is involved. This amendment Just today I discussed the county allot-

ments with the chairmen of the county com- should be defeated. 
mittees in 12 east Texas counties, and each Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
chairman was of the opinion that the allot- to strike out the requisite number of 
ment received for his county in 1950 was words. · 
ample if it could have been placed on farms Mr. Chairman, members of the Louisi-
where the farmer desires to plant cotton. ana delegation have not taken the floor 

Mr. Vance, as chairman of our State on the bill under consideration for the 
PMA committee, whose other members reason that we have been in constant 
are Mr. w. Lewis David, Mr. J. R. Adams, contact with the gentleman from Georgia 
Mr. v. L. Cade, Mr. Howard T. Kings- [Mr. PACE], chairman of the Cotton Sub
bery, and Mr. Ide P. Trotter, make up committee, and we had been advised of 
the State PMA committee in Texas. This the findings and recommendations of the 
committee from Texas has worked hard subcommittee, and while we do not feel 
and done everything possible to make this that the bill under consideration is per
bill work the way Congress intended it to f ect, we believe that considering the 
work. • many phases and complexities of the sub-

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in ject that, the committee has conscien-
support of the amendment. tiously done the best job possible in an 

Mr. Chairman, this seems to be Texas effort to meet the situation -in what they 
afternoon; we have all been up here. consider a fair, reasonable, and equitable 
We have some little difference of ideas manner. 
about this bill, but I do speak in behalf Early in the year the Louisiana dele
of the Mahon amendment for the reason gation held a meeting in regard to dis •. 

cussing the Cotton Acreage Allotment 
Act, and I ask permission to include in 
these remarks a copy of the resolution 
agreed upon at that meeting by the 
Members present, as follows: 

The Louisiana delegation in the House o! 
Representatives met today for the purpose 
of discussing the situation arising out of the 
application of the Cotton Acreage Allotment 
Act passed in the last session of Congress. 
At this meeting were present the following: 
A. LEONARD ALLEN, OVERTON BROOKS, F. ED• 
WARD HEBERT, HENRY D. LARCADE, OTTO E. 
PASSMAN, HALE BOGGS, EDWIN E. WILLIS, and 
JAMES MORRISON. 

After considerable discussion, the group 
present unanimously felt that some modifi· 
cation of the act was imperative and that 
this change should be brought about · as 
quickly as possible in order to reassure cot
ton farmers and relieve injustices. The dis
cussion centered around proposed changes o! 
the law which would guarantee that no cot
ton farmer should be compelled to reduce 
his cotton acreage by more than 30 percent 
of the average acreage planted during the 
years 1946, 1947, and 1948. The discussion 
further centered around the idea of unfreez
ing unused cotton acreage presently frozen. 
. Cotton is .still a basic crop in the State of 
Louisiana; and any action which unduly de
creases the production of this staple crop 
in effect injures the economy of our entire 
State. In addition to this, any law which 
in its application results in equities and in
justices will produce dissatisfaction among 
our farm population and cannot bring about 
wholesome results. 

Mr. Chairman, in my own district in 
Louisiana I met with the leaders of the 
cotton industry and at that time they 
agreed upon the general principles indi
cated in a letter wr.itten to me by Mr. 
G. J. Durbin, district field man, of Baton 
Rouge, La., which I also ask permission ' 
to include at this point, as follows: ' 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTltATION, 
Baton Rouge, La., December 20, 1949. 

Congressman HENRY D. LARCADE, Jr., 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. a. 
DEAR MR. LARCADE: In accordance with the 

agreement in the Opelousas meeting yester
day, I am outlining below the thinking o! 
the group from Et. Landry, Evangeline, and 
Acadia Parishes of what changes it might be 
best for Congress to make in the law for 
establishing 1950 cotton allotments. 

The group felt that farmers having more 
allotments than they want should be per
mitted to release part or all of their allot
ments to the PMA County Committee for 
reapportionment to other farms which the 
county committee determines received in
equitable allotments. The group also 
thought that the acreage released should be 
considered released for 1 year only and that 
for the purpose of establishing acreage allot
ments in 1951 and subsequent years the acre
age released in 1950 by a farm should be 
considered the s~me as acreage planted to 
cotton in 1950 on that farm. 

This change in the law would not increase 
the national acreage allotment but would, 
in the opinion of those attending the meet
ing, provide a more equitable distribution of 
the national allotment. 

Very truly yours, 
G. J. DURBIN, 

District Field Man. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to most 
of the debate on the bill under consider
ation, and I was just a little surprised at 
the remarks of my good friend and col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PHILLIPS] on the floor on Thursday 
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of lest week. The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PHILLIPS] was complaining 
about the State of California having 
been discriminated against in the alloca
tion of cotton acreage in favor of the 
Southern States, and as was well ex
plained by the chairman of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], 
instead of being discriminated against, 
California has a substantial advantage 
in allocation over the Southern States, 
and if anything, the shoe is on the other 
foot. 

The same advantage held by Califor
nia in the present situation also obtains, 
in my opinion, as obtained in the allo
cation of acreage for rice. As a matter 
of fact, I appeared before the House 
Committee on Agriculture and presented 
facts and figures and objections by my 
constituents showing that Louisiana, one 
of the largest rice-producing States had 
been discriminated against in the allo
cation of rice acreage in favor of Cali
fornia and Texas due to the formula used 
in making the allocation. Of course, it 
is true that California and Texas in
creased their rice acreage, as they have 
increased their cotton acreage in the last 
2 years, and taking the 5-year Louisiana 
average, under the formula used for 
California and Texas, Louisiana was 
penalized in their allocation of rice acre
age allocation. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no quarrel with, 
nor am I hostile to my neighboring State 
of Texas, nor to the State of California. 
On the contrary, I wish to cooperate with 
both States in any way possible; how
ever, I cannot let the occasion pass with
out speaking in order to keep the record 
straight, and at least let it be known 
that, instead of the State of my good 
frJ.end, Mr. PHILLIPS, being discrimi
nated against; Califorina has profited 
and in fact, instead of being discrimi
nated against in the cotton-acreage pro
gram-it not only has an advantage in 
acreage allotment in cotton, but also in 
rice, at . least compared to Louisiana 
under the formula used in both instances. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I cannot 
refrain from calling to the attention of 
the House my insertion in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of March 27' 1950, outlin
ing the proposed farm plan of the Asso
ciation of Southern Commissioners of 
Agriculture, as proposed at a meeting ·of 
that association held in Atlanta, Ga., on 
December 10, 1949, and while I am not 
an expert on agricultural problems, it is 
my opinion that this plan is worthy of 
study by the Agricultural Committees of 
both Houses and the membership as well. 
The article discusses the cotton support 
price problem at length and I believe 
that the suggestion is worthy of con
sideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MAHON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. · 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BECKWORTH: 

Page 11, after line 16, insert the following: 
"SEC. -. Section 346 of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, · is 

a.mended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

" ' ( e) The penalty provided for in this 
section shall not apply with respect to cotton 
produced by any veteran of World War II 
who ts recognized by the county committee 
as being a cotton farmer if his total acreage 
planted to cotton during the year in which 
such cotton was produced did not exceed 5 
acres. As used in this subsection the term 
"veteran of World War II" means a person 
who served in the active mllitary or .naval 
service of the United States on or after De
cember 7, 1941, and before September 3, 1945, 
and who has been honorably separated from 
such service.'" 

And renumber the following sections ac
cordingly. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment is very brief and very 
simple. It simply says that if a veteran 
is recognized by his county committee 
as being a cotton farmer he can plant 
5 acres of cotton without being subject 
to penalty. It is my opinion that this 
amendment should go even further, and 
I do have an amendment that goes fur
ther; it would provide that any genu
ine cotton farmer, if he is recognized 
by his county committee as being a gen
uine cotton farmer, would receive a min
imum of 5 acres. 

It is said over and over again that this 
legislation is mighty fair, which may be 
true, but in some instance it has worked 
injustices, and ·admittedly so. 

I have here a letter from one of the 
Virginia districts that says: 

Number of cotton farmers that received 
less than 5 acres that wm cease to grow cot
ton: 150. 

We have one here: · 
Number of producers ceasing farming for 

themselves in 1950: 20 estimated. 

That is in one county. 
Number of producers receiving less than 

5 acres that will not plant cotton: 150. 

This is in Wilson County, N. C., 
incidentally. 

Here is another one: 
Estimate of number of producers receiving 

less than 5 acres that will probably grow no 
cotton in 1950: 100. 

This is from your county committees: 
Producers receiving less than 5 acres who 

probably will grow no cotton: 250. 

This is from an Alabama county. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield, why are they not 
producing ·cotton? Because of an in
sufiicient amount of land? 

. Mr. BECKWORTH. There is no ques
tion about that. If you give a person 
one-tenth or one-seventh or half an acre 

· or 2 acres or 3 acres, you are likely giving 
him so little that he cannot afford to 
grow cotton. Incidentally, I am going 
to include as part of my remarks letters 
that have come from many cotton States, 
from commissioners of agriculture, from 
the Farmers Home Administration, and 
others, that say it is uneconomic for a 
person to grow less than 5 acres. In a 
number of instances these letters say
that. 

When you talk about aiding the 
farmer, let us mean not one segment of 
the farmers. Let us ref er to all .the 
farmers. Incidentally, I was pleased 
when you adopted the Combs amend-

ment. I certainly express my apprecia
tion for the fact that this House did 
adopt that amendment. That is a good 
amendment. I happen to. know a good 
deal about that amendment. This, 
though, is one additional step, and if you 
truly want to help the family-sized 
farmer to stay on the farm and earn a 
living there, it will certainly help to do 
the job. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is it the purpose of 
the amendment to give a minimum acr·e
age of 5 acres to every veteran? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. A veteran who is 
recognized by his county committee as 
being a genuine cotton farmer; yes, sir. 

Mr. COOLEY. That means if a vet
eran came in and showed that he had a 
piece of land upon which he could grow 
5 acres of cotton, that they would give 
him 5 acres? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. If the county 
committee said the veteran is a genuine 
cotton farmer, they would give him 5 
acres of cotton to produce. 

Mr. COOLEY. So it would be entire
ly possible that the 14,000,000 veterans . 
of World War II would each receive 5 
acres. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman 
knows that that is not the case, for this 
reason: There is no county · committee 
in North Carolina that would recognize 
a New York City. or Brooklyn veteran 
who would be one of the 14,000,000 you 
are talking about as a genuine cotton 
farmer. Incidentally, I have a letter 
from the Department of Agriculture, 
which is in the RECORD now, that says 
that these PMA committees would be in 
a position to judge which is a genuine 
farmer and which is not, and I will be 
glad to show that to the gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY. What is a genuine 
farmer, except a man who desires to hon
estly till the soil and to grow something 
on the soil? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. What is "ade
quate" which is used in this legislation? 

Mr. COOLEY. What does the gen-
tleman mean? · 

Mr. BECKWORTH. What is "ade-· 
quate"? I will say this, you have to rely 
on judgment, and your committee is re
lying on the judgment of these county 
committees when it talks about reserving 
an adequate amount up to 10 percent. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. We re
serve 15 percent to the county, and that 
15 percent can be used for the very pur
pose for which the gentleman desires ad
ditional acreage. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman 
asks, "What is a genuine farmer?" I 
think it is as easy to identify a genuine 
farmer by your county committee as it 
is to know the meaning of the word 
"adequate.'' 

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is plain to 
see that if this amendment is adopted 
it would be utterly impossible for the ad
ministrators to put into effect any satis
factory program. It would make possible 
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the granting of a· 5-acre minimum allot
ment to every veteran of World War II 
to the exclusion of all of the veterans of 
World War I who could show to the satis
faction of the local committee that he was 
in good faith a farmer and intended to 
plant the acreage that he was requesting, 
If you were to grant a 5-acre allotment to 
all of the veterans, you would throw the 
whole program out of gear, and it would 
result in having no program· at all. 

I should like to say further that the 
State of Texas is well represented here 
with two· Members of the Texas delega
tion on the Committee on Agriculture. 
They h_ave worked diligently in the prep
aration of this bill. I know that they 
conducted hearings that extended not 
only for days and weeks but for months. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH] appeared before 
our committee, and he was then suffering 
from no limitation of time. No time was 
fixed for the presentation of his views. 
This proposition was never offered in the 
House Committee on Agriculture. I sub
mit to the House that it is not now worthy 
of consideration here on the floor of the 
House. It is ill-advised and entirely im
proper to single out the veterans of one 
war, the war that was waged in the days 
of his age and generation, to the exclu
sion of those of my age and generation 
who engaged in World War I. It would 
be mighty hard for me to sit on a com
mittee and deny to an old soldier of World 
War I the same fair treatment that the 
·gentleman is anxious to give to ·the 
younger men of World War II. 

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

Mi'. COOLEY.' . I · yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman 
made the statement that I said nothing 
about this idea before the Committee on 

· Agriculture. 
Mr. COOLEY. I said the gentleman 

did not off er the amendment. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Yes, I did offer 

some amendments incorporating this 
very idea, extending it not only to the 
veterans but to all genuine farmers. If 
the gentleman will print the hearings, 
and I ask him to do that, he will certainly 
find that in the hearings. 

Mr. COOLEY. I have the hearings in 
my hand, and t find that_ the gentleman's 
testimony runs from page 703 to 711. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Does the gentle
man find the amendment there? 

Mr. COOLEY. Let the gentleman 
come here and see if he can find it. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I know I intro
duced before the Agriculture Committee 
an amendment, which in my opinion in-· 
corporates this idea. 

Mr. COOLEY. Here is the record, if 
the gentleman wants it. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman is 
the one who made the statement. I said 
I offered the amendment that would ex
tend this idea to everyone who is recog
nized by the county committee as being 
a cotton farmer, which would include all 
veterans, of course. _ 

Mr. COOLEY. Here is the record. I 
do not have the time to read these pages 
but I will give them to the gentleman. 
Will he point out where he offered this 
amendment? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman 
is the one who _made the statement. Let 
him point it out. 

Mr. COOLEY. It is not here to point 
out. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. It is there. 
Mr. COOLEY. Let the gentleman 

find it, then. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Let the gentle

man find it. _He is the one who made the 
statement, and the statement is just a 
mistake. 

Mr. COOLEY. I have the record here. 
The gentleman wanted all of the record. 
Let him show that the amendment was 
offered. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a bad amend
ment. It ought to be defeated. I should 
just like to know why the gentleman 
picked out the men who fought the war 
in his day to the exclusion of those who 
fought in World War I. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I did not pick 
them out. As I stated I have offered and 
do offer an amendment which includes 
all farmers including all veterans. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman singles 
out World War II veterans. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I did not pick 
them out to the exclusion of anyone. 
The amendment I have offered before 
definitely includes all of them. . 

Mr. COOLEY. How much acreage wiU 
the gentleman's amendment take? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. How much does 
the gentleman say it will take? 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is the 
one who offered the amendment. So it 
is plain to. see the gentleman does not 
know anything about the full effect of 
-his amendment. He comes to the floor 
of the House and offers an amendment to 
give relief to the veterans of World War 
II to the exclusion of all other veterans 
and the exclusion of all other worthy cit-
izens. · · 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I do not interpret 
my amendments as you do. He asked 
me how much acreage it would take. 

Mr. COOLEY. And what did the gen
tleman tell me? 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend
ment be defeated. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman I 
move to strike out the last word. . ' 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want and I do 
not intend to take issue with this fine 
Committee on Agriculture, but there is 
some merit tq this amendment that has 
been offered by the gentleman from 
Texas. 

I mentioned to you a while ago, dur
ing the 5 minutes I had here on the floor 
and all of you know many instances just 
like the one I mentioned. A lot of these 

_ fellows who had little, bitty farms w~nt 
off to the Army. But the fellows who 
had big plantations stayed here to build 
up their history which they are now re
lying on to get this cotton acreage. It 
has been mentioned that you are taking 
the World War II veterans and exclud
ing the other veterans . . That is not true. 
The basic period which is under con
sideration was the period -immediately 
following World War II. Of course the 
World War I boys were farming and rais
ing cotton during the time of the basic 
period involved. The amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
plainly states that only those who are . 

actual cotton farmers would be protected 
under his amendment, and would receive 
any benefits from it. 

Gentlemen, it is not a laughing prop
osition. These fellows in my district on 
these little farms came back home and 
were not able to go back on the farm in 
1945 and 1946 and are excluded under 
this cotton program by virtue of the 
legislation now before the House. I 
honestly and sincerely feel that they are 
entitled to some consideration-not just 
merely because they were veterans, but 
because of the fact they were not allowed 
to farm and participate at the time they 
were building the basic period. 

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

Mr. TAC~ETT. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. How about the men 

who left the farms to go into the ship
yards and the munitions plants and all 
the other war activities? Would you 
also accord them the right to come back 
to the farm and get 5 acres of cotton? 

Mr. TACKETT. If it were absolutely 
necessary for them to go to the shipyards 
and they did not go there to make money, 
I think they should be included,·but that 
situation is not covered by the proposed 
amendment. 

All the~e boys whom we are consider
ing here did not go to the shipyards to 
make money. 

Mr. COOLEY. Whom would you au
thorize to make the determination 
whether a boy went into a shipyard to 
make money? · 

Mr. TACKETT. This amendment 
·does not say anything in the world about 
shipyards. We are talking about boys 
who did the fighting, Those are the fel
lows I am trying to help. If you want 
to bring in a shipyard amendment, you 
bring it in. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am just asking if you 
favor that. 

Mr. TACKETT. I am not interested 
in any shipyard amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. You are not interested 
in the man who left the farm to go into 
war activities? 

Mr. TACKETT. I am interested in 
those who had to leave the farms. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is, only those who 
were drafted, and not those who volun
teered? You would not give a man who 
volunteered the same benefits? 

Mr. TACKETT. Oh, you are trying to 
get off into deep water where you can
not swim. 

Mr. COOLEY. You said only those 
who were forced to go. 

Mr. TACKETT. I have in mind those 
who actually went, and tried to contrib
ute to the war effort as a soldier. · 

Mr. COOLEY. And you would give 
every one of those 5 acres? 

Mr. TACKETT. I would give those 
who were farming, and f~rming cotton, 
at the time they left here. 

Mr. COOLEY. So if a man had five 
beys who went into the armed services 
who came back, he would get 5 acres 
for each one of those boys? 

Mr. TACKETT. Let me tell you some
thing, Mr. COOLEY-just listen a min
ute-you are not trying to listen. 

Mr. COOLEY. _ No, I am not, because 
I consider it absolutely ridiculous and 
unthinkable. 
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Mr. TACKE'IT. I know you think it 

fs ridiculous. 
Mr. COOLEY. I think it is ridiculous 

and unthinkable that you should get up 
on the floor ·Of the House and ask for 
this sort of an amendment. 

Mr. TACKETT. Let me ask you 
something. Suppose I am a cotton plan
tation owner and I have 1,000 acres of 
cotton land which I was farming in 1943. 
Suppose my neighbor has a little 40-acre 
farm and he has 5 acres of cotton. Of 
course I am producing war materials for 
the war effort. They take this little f el
l ow off the 40-acre farm and send him 
into the Army. He comes back and he 
is not able to go on the farm in 1945 or 
perhaps he is still in the Army. It does 
not make any difference. He does not 
have any funds to go back there ·and 
raise cotton. He has to try to make a 
little bit of money to get back on the 
farm in 1945 and 1946 and 1947. But · 
still the big plantation owner-me-I get 
the benefit of this legislation that you are 
passing today to the exclusion of the boy 
who went over there and fought for the 
principles of democracy that gave me 
the opportunity to raise the cotton. Now 
laugh that off. You know it is true. 

Mr. COOLEY. I will not laugh it off. 
Mr. TACKETT. You have laughed 

off every amendment that has come be
fore the House. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am just telling you 
that the farm which that ·boy was on 
before he went into the Army still is con
sidered in the history of that farm. The 
farm is still given the allotment. You 
fellows who were not here and did not 
help draft the basic legislation do not 
seem to understand that no provision is 
made for any man, the provision is made 
for the farm, and not to the farmer. 

Mr. TACKETT. That is exactly my 
complaint. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is the reason why 
you want to change the whole philos
ophy. 

Mr. TACKETT. No; I do not want to 
change the whole philosophy: I want to 
help those fellows who did not have an 
opportunity to build up a cotton-plant
ing history. 

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

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I re

alize that it is necessary to have a cot
ton allotment program if the Govern
m ent is going to subsidize the farmers 
in raising cotton. I fully realize that 
I do not want to tear down the cotton 
program, but I do think there should be 
some exceptions to the cotton program. 
I do not know of a better exception than 
the one the gentleman from Texas has 
·brought to the attention of the House. 
You men who live out in the country 
know, as I do, that it is not fair for the 
plantat ion owners to get all the cotton 
and the little farmers, who were ex-

eluded from the opportunity of growing 
cotton, to participate in the program. 
That is exactly what you are doing. 

Wben I was home a few days ago I 
·talked with 10 or 12 fellows wb,o were 
raising cotton before they went to war 
in 1943. They came back in 1945 and 
1946 and were not able to go back on the 
farm because they did not have the 
money to do it with. They eventually 
got back out there. The GI fund that 
this Congress provided gave them an 
opportunity to go back to the farm, and 
now they cannot raise cotton. They 
were just as good cotton raisers before 
the war tore up their economy and tore 
up their way of living. Certainly, the 
fellows in World War I and the Spanish
American veterans were raising cotton 
and they were not hampered in any way 
from building a record. But the World 
War II veterans were hampered. 

I have never stood up here and insisted 
that all the legislation in this House 
should be on behalf of the veterans. I 
do not think the veterans should, or de
sire, to tear up the economy of this coun
try, but I honestly and sincerely feel that 
they should be able to go back and raise 
cotton as they were doing before they 
were taken off the farm. I do not see 
anything wrong in this Congress giving 
them an opportunity to go back and raise 
cotton. I do not believe there will be 
such a great number of acres involved 
in any event. 

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

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. MORRIS. Yes. 
Mr. COOLEY. I ask unanimo'us con

sent, Mr. Chairman, that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 

- thereto close in 15 minutes, 5 minutes to 
be reserved to the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. PATMAN. Reserving the right to 

object, does that include. 5. minutes 
for me? · 

Mr. COOLEY. Five minutes for the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MORRIS], 
5 minutes for the gentleman from Texas 
CMr. PATMAN], and 5 minutes to be re
served for the committee. 

The .CHAffiMAN. , Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY], as modi
fied? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, this 

ap.Pears to me to be a good amendment. 
I do not believe it will add 1 acre to the 
requirements, assuming that the law 
will be administered equitably and fairly. 
I will tell you why. In the first place, in 
answer to a suggestion that has been 
made, I can assure you that the veterans 
who live in the Northern States are not 
going to :flock down to the Southern 
States to get 5 acres of cotton. Anyone 
who knows .anything in the world about 
cotton knows that that will not happen. 

In the second place, it only applies to 
half a dozen, a handful, figuratively 

speaking and proportionately speaking. 
because nearly everybody is going to get 
far more than 5 acres. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH] is trying 
to see that the little fell ow is guaranteed 

, at least 5 acres. Nearly everybody gets 
far more than 5 acres. He wants to see 
that nobody gets less than 5 acres. 

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

Mr. MORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 

know that in the State of North Caro
lina 50 percent of the · farmers receive 
less than 5 acres? That shows what 
an important problem we are dealing 
with. 

Mr. MORRIS. That is a deplorable 
condition. I am sorry the gentleman 
has to make that admission. If that ' 
is true, there ought to be a change in 
the law, because that .is not right. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is true in seven 
other States. 

Mr. MORRIS. It just is not right that 
that situation should develop, and that 
is why this amendment should be 
adopted. Anyone who is a valid farmer 
ought not to have less than 5 acres of 
cot ton; that just should not be. 

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

Mr. MORRIS. I would like to yield 
to my colleague from Georgia [Mr. PACE], 
but I hope he will let me proceed just a. 
little further. 

I{ th:is amendment prevails it will be 
to the general country just what the 
recent amendment was to California. 
We gave a similar right to California.. 
just a few moments ago, did we not? 

This amendment does not go far 
enough. I am going to support this 
amendment, and I am going to support 
the amendment the gentleman from 
Texas has indicated giving every valid 
farmer !n America the right to have at 
least 5 acres. If we cannot write a law 
here, Mr. Chairman, giving the people 
of this country who validly grow cotton 
at least 5 acres apiece, there is something 
wrong. 

I want to express my sincere gratitude 
and appreciation to this great Commit
tee on Agriculture--and what I say here 
is not intended in any way as a criticism 
of this great committee. I wish the gen
tleman from North Carolina would give 
me his attention. I have watched the 
gentleman from North Carolina, the 
chairman of this great committee; and 
I have watched the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. PACE], chairman of the 
great subcommittee, arld these other 
members, and our own beloved member 
froqi Oklahoma [MI'. ALBERT]; I have 
watched them work diligently week after 
week. You gentleman have performed 
a great service to agriculture in this 
country. I take my hat off to you; as 
a matter of fact, you draw me to your 
hearts by reason of the efforts that you 
have made, and I am not standing here 
criticizing you. I am merely suggesting 
to you that you with all of your great
ness, with all of your astuteness, with 
all of the energy that you have put into 
this bill, you are not omnipotent, neither 
am I, and neither is the great Speaker 
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of this House; neither is the President 
of the great United States. No one is 
omnipotent. We all make mistakes, and 
you are making a serious mistake, jn 
my estimation, great as you are, in op
posing an amendment like this, because 
it is a guaranty to the little fell ow that 
he at least will have enough money out 
of his year's work to buy his children 
just a little food to eat and just a few 
things to wear. I know, of course, that 
the speech I am making might indicate 
that I am kind of demagoging here, 
but I most certainly am not. I do not 
intend to mail this speech out to my 
constituents. As a matter of fact I have 
never mailed out to my constituents 
even one, no not one of those I have 
made since I have been here. Not one 
speech have I mailed to my constituents 
in the 3% years I have been here. No, 
my friends, I am not demagoging, I am 
in dead earnest. 

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Time for debate 
has been limited. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. There are many vet
erans who have purchased homes from 
the Farmers Home Administration. 
They are in this .ironical position: They 
are honest, hardworking people and 
could pay for their homes if they were 
privileged to produce as much as 5 acres 
of cotton per year. They are not privi
leged to do that, and a lot of them can
not even make payments to a Govern
ment agency for the farm home they 
have purchas~d, because of their inabil
ity to get the small amount of 5 acre·s of 
cotton allotted to them. 

One of the best bills we passed preced
ing the end of the war was the GI bill of 
rights which gave these boys an op
portunity to finish up their education 
after they got cut of the service. One of 
the greatest losses we had during World 
War II, outside of the loss of life and 
limb, was the educational loss of these 
fine young men. We induced them, and 
properly so, to go back to school and to 
college and to follow up their education 
that was interrupted by their war serv
ice. But by reason of that act which 
we passed which was attractive to them, 
they lose their cotton allotment when 
they come back home, and the county 
committees know that they are genu
ine farmers. They are genuine farmers, 
but they cannot get an allotment of even 
5 acres. Sometimes a half acre is pro
vided them. As the gentleman from 
Tex~s mentioned here a while ago, many 
county committees will tell you frankly 
that less than 5 acres is an uneconomic 
operation of a farm. You cannot suc
cessfully operate a cotton farm with less 
than 5 acres of cotton. 

We are beginning to see monopoly 
rear its ugly head in the farming busi
ness. Did you know that since it has 
been made so attractive for farmers to 

make an honest living, if they work for 
it, the factory-type farm is coming into 
being? Did you know that last year 1.7 
percent of the farmers produced 25 per
cent of the farm income? 

I may say to the chairman of this 
committee that if the 5 acres is too large, 
why does he not suggest something else? 
I ask him to give this se:i'ious considera
tion because it is not an idle dream. It is 
something that means a great deal and 
should have careful consideration. If 
the 5 acres "is too much, tell us why and 
offer something that will be fair. In 
the end this acreage will probably coma 
principally from the factory-type farm, 
the 1.7 percent that are producing 25 
percent of the farm income. 

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

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

Mr. COOLEY. Under the law for 1949 
We provided that anyone who had 
planted less than 5 acres during the 
3-year period would not be required to 
make any contribution to the reduction 
program. In other words, he would have 
an allotment exempt from any reduction 
of his planted acreage. 

Mr. PATMAN. Doe::; the gentleman 
mean exempt him under 5 acres? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. PATMAN. Yes, but say it is one

tenth of an acre. He is still exempt. 
Mr. COOLEY. We permit him to 

plant the highest amount of acr'Cage he 
had planted in the 3-year period. 

Mr. PATMAN. Suppose he was going 
to school under the GI bill of rights and 
he is away from home. He has lost his 
cotton acreage. Why can he not come 
back and reclaim that cotton acreage? 

Mr. COOLEY. I can read from the law 
the protection which we already have 
for the boy who was forced to give up 
growing cotton and had to go to war. 
The gentleman is not familiai· with the 
law now on the books. 

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman do 
that in his own time? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. PATMAN. The question here is, 

Are you going to discriminate against the 
veterans who are going to school and 
who lost their allotments in favor of the 
fa~tory-typa farm that has been growing 
cotton and getting bigger and bigger and 
bigger during the past 5 or 10 years? Are 
you in favor of giving this veteran just a 
small acreage of 5 when it will not come 
from any others except those who have 
greatly increased their acreage during 
this time of prosperity on the farm? 
We should not further encourage the 
factory-type farm. We should encourage 
the family-type farm. 

The way to get a way from even the 
danger of socialism and communism in 
this co·untry is to encourage farm and 
home ownership. We are encouraging 
farm ownership, but you cannot continue 
it fully unless you give the man enough 
acres to make a living on that farm. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
PACE]. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I should 
l~ke to repeat here again that when the 

Secretary of Agriculture says there shall 
be but so many acres of cotton produced 
in a year, when you give it to somebody 
you have to take it away from som.ebody. 

Do not be too much misled by this 
veteran angle. We have had similar 
proposals before the committee. Well 
over half of the cotton farmers today 
are veterans. Do not go wild about the 
veteran end of it. What about the veter
an who has 6 acres and that is all he 
has? Are you going to come along and 
take something a way from him? 

There is no such thing, Mr. Chair
man, as just getting cotton acreage out 
of thin air. You do not have any quotas 
when that goes on. Like this year we 
are going to have so many bales of cot
ton that require so many acres; then 
whenever you go out and give to some
body, you must take. In 1945 we passed 
an act and provided that every cotton 
farmer who left his farm to go into the 
service, he will be regarded as having 
planted cotton every hour he was in the 
service. That is Public Law 12, of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress. It says that 
when he is in the service he is taken 
care of, and that is the only question 
that his amendment applies to, because 
the gentleman's amendment says that 
the county committee must regard him 
as a cotton farmer, and he cannot be a 
cotton farmer under this amendment 

· unless he was pl.anting cotton before the 
war. Every one of them are being taken 
care of now if, as a matter of fact, he 
was a real cotton farmer and wanted to 
get back into cotton production. 

But, in addition to that I want to re
peat again that we have given to the 
State committee of Texas the right to 
reserve 760,000 acres and give every acre 
of it to the veterans if they want to. 
We have authorized every county com
mittee in the State of Texas to reserve 
15 percent of the county allotment and 
give every acre of it to the veterans. We 
cannot get an estimate as to what this 
would take in acreage, but the gentle
man offered a similar amendment last 
year when the bill was up, which was de
feated, and then we did get an estimate 
that it could take from five to ten million 
acres. If you do not have but 20,000,000 
acres allocated, and this amendment giv
ing veterans 5 acres, that will take five or 
ten million acres, what are all the other 
veterans that are really cotton farmers 
going to have? Where are they going 
to get their cotton acreage? You do 
not have but so much to allot. 

What we have done in the bill is to . 
put that into the hands of the home 
people. If the county committee wants 
to give every acre of it to a group of vet
erans, they have the right to do so. But, 
I appeal to you, do not wreck the en
tire prog1•am to meet a situation that 

· happens to exist down in one county of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BECK
WORTH]. He has been talking about that 
county for the last 18 months. I am 
willing for him to put a local amend
ment in here to take care of that county 
if the other Members from Texas will 
agree. But, my friends, please do not 
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wreck the entire program. Do not de
st roy the whole equitable system that 
has been set up. We have no State lines 
on this amendment. 
· The· gentleman from California was 
in here this morning talking about his 
situat ion. Let me tell you that if this 
amendment goes in, it utterly destroys 
the protection that our States have now, 
because whenever this group can come 
in and take five or ten million acres, 
then you take whatever is left, that is all. 
As I say, you are taking it from veterans 
and you are giving it to veterans who 
now, under the law, if they were honest, 
real cotton farmers, could go back and 
get it under the law as it now exists. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 
All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BECKWORTH]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
. sion (demanded by Mr. BECKWORTH) 

there were-ayes 15, noes 46. 
So the amendment was rejected . . 
Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TEAGUE: On 

page 8, line 8, after "is", strike out "volun
tarily surrendered to the county committee" 
and insert "not to be planted." 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, under 
present law the county committee is 
forced to allocate cotton to any farm 
which last planted cotton in 1941, planted 
war crops in 1947, and has no intent of 
planting cotton again. This amendment 
will give the county committee authority 
to take that allotment and reallocate it 
within that county to a farm which will 
plant cotton. 

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

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle
man from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. Would the gentleman 
help us by trying to explain how the 
county committee could ever find out, if 
the planting season was over, whether or 
not a man was going to plant his allot
ment? 

Mr. TEAGUE. On line 10 the bill 
states that "under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary." Therefore he can 
require that a farmer say whether or not 
he is going to plant his cotton. 

Mr. PACE. We have attempted to do 
that in here. We say if he is not going to 
do it, he can surrender it. 

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman from 
Georgia well knows that in cotton dis
tricts the value of your land is based on 
your cotton allotment. Therefore, most 
farmers refuse to surrender the acreage 
which they do not plant because they are 
afraid they will lose that allotment to 
their farm. 

Mr. PACE. The farmer loses as much 
by not planting as he does by surrender. 
He do~ not gain anything by hanging 
onto it and not planting. 

Mr. TEAGUE. If the farmer does not 
plant over a certain period he loses that 
acreage and the State loses that acreage. 
This amendment gives the county com
mittee that acreage, and they will keep it 

within the county atid keep it within the 
State. 

Mr. PACE. I just do not see how the 
county committee could know until after 
the planting season was over whether 
he is going to plant. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Is it not true this is 
the same provision that is in the wheat 
law? 

Mr. PACE. I am not familiar with 
that. 

Mr. TEAGUE. One member of the 
gentleman's staff just told me it was. 

Mr. PACE. What the committee did 
was to -say that you can determine when· 
a man is going to plant it by going to 
h!m and asking him, "Are you going to 
plant it?" "No." "Will you sign this 
surrender?" That closes the book. 

Mr. TEAGUE. If he says "No," there 
is nothing you can do about that acre
age, and the great majority of the cotton 
farmers will not surrender their county 
acreage. 

Mr. :POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAQUE. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. Suppose the gentleman's 
amendment is agreed to, and by the 
middle of May a farmer has not planted, 
and the county comes to him and says, 
"Do you intend to plant that acreage?" 
and he s3.ys, "Yes," would the gentleman 
still suggest the county committee should 
go ahead and take that cotton away 
from him? 

Mr. TEAGUE. If there is evidence to 
indicate- he' has not planted it and that 
-he will not plant it. 

Mr. POAGE. What would be that 
evidence? 

Mr. TEAGUE. If he has not planted 
cotton since 1941, and he has made no 
preparation to plant, I would say that 
was sufficient evidence that he was not 
going to plant it this year. 

Will the gentleman answer my ques
tion about wheat? Is not this the same 
provision that is in the wheat law? 

Mr. POAGE. I confess I am not fa
miliar with the wheat law. Perhaps it is 
not in the wheat law, but the wheat_ law 
allows a great deal more liberality on the 
part of the local committees than the 
cotton law does. If we want to change 
the cotton law so that we do not have 
legislation, but simply leave it up to the 
county committee, of course this bill goes 
a long way in that direction. However, 
it strikes me the bill goes about as far 
in that direction as we can afford to go, 

Mr. TEAGUE. The county committee 
is elected by the people in the county, 
and I would have no fear as to what that 
county committee might do as far as 
reallocating this cotton acreage is 
concerned. 

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

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Suppose farmer A, 
who grew cotton in 1941, has a 25-acre 
allotment coming to him, say for 1951, it 
he wants to use it. 

He states he does not intend to plant 
for 1951, and they allocate the a:creage 
to some other land. What is his status 
in the spring of 1952? 

Mr. TEAGUE. On page 8, line 15, the 
bill reads: 

Any transfer of acre.age in 1950 shall not 
operate to reduce the allotment base for 
any subsequent year for the farm from 
which such acreage is transferred. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In other words, by 
stating any particular year that he does 
not intend to grow cotton that year, he 
does not lose the right to grow cotton for · 
some subsequent year. 

Mr. TEAGUE. But if he does not 
plant it over a certain period, he l_oses . 
it, the county loses it and the State 
loses it. 

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

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield. 
Mr. PACE. I want to correct that. 

The next year and the years after he 
does lose it. We simply said that he did 
not lose it in 1950, because of the act 
that we passed in April we said he would 
not. But we have changed that, and 
hereafter he will lose it. 

Mr. TEAGUE. He will lose it. 
If you transfer it or do not plant it, 

you lose it. That is, if you do that for 3 
years. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. So that you come 
to the spring of 1951, and you say: "Are 
you going to plant this acreage"-

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on the 
pending amendment close in 2 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Ml'. MORRIS. A short while ago I 

was stopped in midair. 
Mr. COOLEY. I am sorry. 
Mr. MORRIS. That was unfair to 

me. Not that the gentleman from 
North Carolina was unfair, but the situ
ation was. I made a statement which 
might on its face appear as if I wa8 mak
ing a demagogic statement. But I say 
to the gentleman and to the Members 
of the House that I was not. I was in 
dead earnest. I have not sent out one 
speech-not one in 3 % years-and I was 
not making the speech to be broadcast. 
I was making it because I believe in the 
justice of this amendment. I have not 
sent out any speech, and I do not intend 
to send this one out. 

Mr. COOLEY. I agree that the 
gentleman was lett hanging in mid-air 
because of the circumstances which we 
faced at the time, to wit, that the time 
had been fixed. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. POAGE. May I call attention to 

the fact that if we adopt the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas, it 
will leave any man who tried to diver
sify by planting cotton only 1 year out 
of 3 in such position that I do not see 
how he can continue with his program. 

Mr. TEAGUE. The Secretary has the 
right to write th8 regulation on that, and 
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what the gentleman states in my opinion 
is not correct. 

Mr. COOLEY. The law provides that 
if he does not plant once in 3 years he 
loses it, and if he does plant once in 3 
years he retains it. As the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE] says, we are 
trying to encourage a program of diversi
fied agriculture so that farmers would 
engage in rotation practices, and I am 
very much afraid that the gentleman's 
amendment would destroy that program. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. COOLEY. ! _yield. · 
Mr. TEAGUE. The State chairman 

of Texas wrote this yesterday: 
I discussed the county allotments with 

the chairmen of county committees in 12 
east Texas counties, :ind each chairman was 
of the opinion that the allotment received 
for his county in 1950 was ample if it could 
have been placed on farms where the farmer 
desired to plant cotton. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right, but if 
the farmer desired to surrender his acre
age, he may voluntarily do so. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend
ment be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE]. 

The amendment ·was rejected. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BECKWORTH: On 

page 11, after line 16, insert the following: 
"Section 346 of the Agricultural Adjust

ment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection (e) the penalty provided 
for in this section shall not apply with re
spect to cotton produced by any person who 
is recognized by the county committee as 
being a cotton farmer if his total acreage 
planted to cotton during the year in which 
such cotton was produced did not exceed 5 
acres." 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
this is the amendment that was men
tioned several times a while ago, 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment, and all amendments 
thereto, close in 7 minutes. 

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

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this amendment, and 
all amendments thereto, close in 7 
minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 

as I said, this is the amendment that 
has been talked about heretofore. I of
fered it a year ago, on August 3. Inci
dentally, things have not been nearly as 
serene today as they were a year ~go. It 
is obvious there have been inequities ex
isting in the year gone by. 

I do want to say this: that there have 
been some figures used here. Five mil
lion and ten million were used as an es
timate a year ago. Those same figures 
were used. I happen to have the August 
3 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and here is 
what I said: 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. PACE] 
spoke about 6,000,000 bales. On July 25 the 
Department wrote me a letter as to the 
number of farmers growing five bale-s or less, 
on an average, and there were 601,273. 

Now, that refers to bales, but it also 
gets its origin from the acres, which is 
found in the August 3, 1949, CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. I said there: 

It would be interesting, indeed, when we 
consider the fact that I have here a letter 
from the Secretary of Agriculture, written 
on July 5, 1949, that this particular figure 
I have ~iven, and I ask Mr. PACE to supply 
the source of his figures. 

Later on Mr. PACE wrote me this year. 
I answered that letter, and I asked Mr. 
PACE again to give me the source of his 
figures. Before the House I simply want 
to ask that the source of these figures 
and the figures be given to me, that I 
might find them, because honestly I 
have not been able to find any such fig
ures. The contrary is true. I have 
these figures that were supplied me on 
July 25, 1949, by the Department of Agri
culture (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 95, 
part 8, p, 10710), the latest figures I have 
been able to get. If we have. later fig
ures, I simply want to courteously ask 
that they be given. 

Mr. PACE. Do you want me to give 
them to you now? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. No. I asked you 
in a letter, and you have not answered 
my letter. I also stated in the August 3, 
1949, RECORD that I would appreciate 
your giving me the figures. All I ask him 
courteously today is to send me the 
figures. 

This shows that 601,273 farmers were 
growing 9 acres or less-not 5 acres or 

. less-in 1945, out of over 1,000,000 
growers. If all of them grew 5 acres, 
that would be only a iii. ~tle over 3,000,000· 
acres, and it is for that reason that I am 
anxious to get the source of the 6,000,-
000 or the 10,000,000 figure, in writing, 
or on the :floor of· the House, as I have 
heretofore requested. I think it will be 
conducive to helping clarify this whole 
picture. I assure you I will be very 
grateful to have it. 

This same amendment which I am 
referring to would simply permit any 
recognized cotton farmer to have 5 
acres of cotton. Incidentally, in many 
sections that will not grow more than 
two bales of cotton; in fact, not two 
bales. I propose to include in the REC
ORD at this point some figures and some 
letters from authoritative agricultural 
people showing that. 

My suggestion is this: If you cannot 
do this for the smallest, there is some
thing wrong .with the program, because 
I do not believe anybody will make the 
argument that he feels a man can go 
out and produce 5 acr,es of cotton and 
make very much of a living doing it if 
this is his chief money crop. ·1 do not 
think anybody will make the argument 

that that can be done, if that is his 
primary money crop. If anybody feels 
that that is his primary money crop 
and he can make a living on 5 acres of 
land, I would be glad to have him ex
press himself; that a man can do well 
when and if that is his main money 

. crop . 
. Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield. 
Mr. MORRIS. As a matter of fact 

these reservations of the State and 
county committees in substance are in
tended to relieve hardship cases, are 
they not? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. That is exactly 
right. 

Mr. MORRIS. If it is carried out as 
it should be, no one should have less 
than 5 acres, should they? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. There are many, 
as will appear from the RECORD tomor
row who say that is their belief. 

Mr .. MORRIS. Then, the truth of the 
matter is that this would just be guar
anteeing to the little fell ow that he 
would have 5 acres. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. That is rig·ht. 
You could not tell him: "You can have 
one-tenth of an acre, one-half of an 
acre, that is all." You could not tell ' 
him a thing like that. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Wa[hington, July 27, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This will confirm 

the information given to you by telephone 
today to the effect that we have had no re
quest from the House Committee on Agricul
ture, nor have we reported to them on H. R. 
9109. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. J. OVERBY, 

Assistant to the Secretary. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1950. 

Mr. B. F. VANCL:, 
Production and Marketing Adminis· 

tration, College Station, Tex. 
DEAR MR. B. F. VANCE: I have received the 

letter of July 26 and the list which you sent 
me at the request of IIr. TEAGUE. You men
tion 12 East Texas counties. I _would like 
a list of the counties to which you refer. 

Sincerely. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tex., July 26, 1950. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: At the request of Con
gressman TEAGUE I am enclosing herewith a 
list of Texas counties giving the 1950 county 
cotton allotments under Public Law 272 and 
the total allotment after applying Public Law 
471. In the last column I have listed the 
approximate allotment each county would 
receive in 1951 under H. R. 8969, assuming 
that the national allotment will be the same 
in 1951 as was announced in 1950 before 
Public Law 471 was passed. You realize, of 
course, that these figures are purely estimates 
since the bill provides for certain adjust
ments and I am not in a position tci know just 
what adjustments would be made when all 
the facts are available. 

I a:n of the opinion that certain amend
ments should be made in the .present law; 
however, I think t h e most urgent need is for 
more flexibilit y in making allotments to 
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!arms. Just today I discussed the county 1950 county cotton allotments, Texas-Con. 
allotments with the chairmen of the county [Preliminary, July 17, 1950} 
committees in 12 East Texas counties, and 
each chairman was of the opinion that the 
allotment received for his county in 1950 
was ample 1f it could have been placed on 
f arms where the farmer desired to plant 
cotton. 

County 
Under 
Law 
2721 

I hope this information will be of value to · 
you. 

(1) (2) 

Very tru~y yours, 
B. F. VANCE, 

Chairman, State Committee. 

Galveston..... 30 
Garza_________ 48, 733 
Gillespie______ 790 
Glasscock..... 4, 861 
Goliad_---···- 5, 427 1950 county cotton allotments, Texas 

[Preliminary, July 17, 1950] 

Under Under Other Total 
County Law Law adjust- allot-

2721 4711 ments' ments 1 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

-----
Anderson _____ 14, 665 2, 775 126 17,.566 Andrews __ ____ 1, 641 1, 411 _____ ... _ 3,052 Angelina ___ ___ 4, 772 375 ------- 5, 147 Aransas _______ 1,029 134 ------- 1, 163 
Archer ________ 1, 554 280 ------- 1,.834 . 
Armstrong_ •• _ 954 31 ------- 985 
Atascosa.--··- 5, 696 2, 796 ------- 8,492 Amtin ________ 2.3, 138 793 ---2.35" 23, 931 B ailey ___ _____ 85, 910 4,431 90, 576 
Bandera •••••• (3) 

·1;338- ------- ·17;5ff Bastrop _______ 16, 173 -------
Baylor •••••••• 13, 433 1, 775 635 15, 843 
Bee .•••••••••• 8, 887 3, 828 ------- 12, 715 Bell ___________ 

83, 165 5, 581 316 89, 062 
Bexar .•••••••• 5, 420 782 ------- 6,211 Blanco ________ 467 19 486 Borden ________ 19, 512 ·1;666- ------- 19, 512 Bosque _______ 16, 102 62 17, 830 
Bowie .••••••••. 29, 338 1, 061 75 30, 474 
Brazoria.···-- ll, 129 514 11, 643 
Bra~os. _. ----- 26, 208 89 21 26, 318 
Brewster ••••• _ (3) ---548- ----68- "i8;874" Briscoe .••••••• 18, 258 
Brooks .••••••. 3, 399 336 ---317" 3, 735 Brown ___ _____ 5, 423 1, 386 7, 126 Burleson ______ 36, 541 103 ------- 36, 644 
Burnet ..•••••. 8, 042 1, 359 ------- 9, 401 
Caldwell •••••. 28, 131 2, 457 ------- 30, 588-
Calhoun .• ---- 18, 039 10 ------- 18, 049 Callahan ______ 5, 673 2,407 -··779· 8,080 
Cameron •••••. 161, 660 -·-·57· 162, 439 Camp _________ 

6, 965 ------- 7,052 Carson ________ (3) T63o- ------- ·25;973· Cass .••••••••• 24,343 ----30· Castro ________ 6, 639 2, 573 9,242 
Chambers .•••• 261 2 ----68- 263 Cherokee ______ 15, 726 2, 147 17, 941 Childress ______ 51, 242 2, 141 27 53, 410 Clay ___ _______ 

. 16, 238 2, 923 38 19, 199 
Cochran .••••• 81, 434 1, 162 2,067 84, 663 Coke __________ 

4,492 3, 295 27 7, 814 
Coleman ••.••. 19, 021 10, 135 -----·- 29, 156 Collin _________ 129, 882 2, 380 132, 262 
Collingsworth. 73, 425 2, 271 --·-55· 75, 600 Colorado ______ 13, 123 817 13, 995 
ComaL. ---- -- 671 49 ------- 720 
Comanche_. __ 4, 989 1, 435 --·-40· 6,424 
Concho.------ 24, 500 711 25, 251 Cooke _________ 

13, 972 l, 970 -·-559· 15, 942 Coryell _______ _ 23, 149 2, 670 26,388 Cottle _________ 57, 263 483 ------- 57, 746 Crane ___ ______ (3) -----·- ------- ----106-Crockett ______ 106 
T882- -------Crosby ___ _____ 99, 910 --··55· 101, 792 Culberson _____ 191 ------- 246 Dallam _______ (3) 
·2:245· ------- ·55:445· Dallas _________ 53,199 

-6~121· Dawson.. ______ 228, 758 ---344- 235, 485 
Deaf Smith ___ 1, 563 ----is- 1, 907 Delta. ________ 54, 769 ------- 54, 787 
Denton.------ 33, 614 5, 027 8 38, 649 
DeWitt. •••••• 21, 536 2, 117 208 23, 861 
Dickens.. •••••• 53, 521 342 ------- 53, 863 
Dimmit ••••••. 633 53 -·-·32· 686 Donley ________ 28, 416 3,387 31, 835 Duval ___ ______ 17, 867 381 ------- 18, 248 
Eastland ..•••. 2, 533 607 ............. 3, 140 
Ector •• _----·- 315 30 ------- 345 Edwards __ ____ 8 ·------ -·-5ff 8 Ellis _______ ___ 166, 927 239 167, 683 El Paso _______ 44, 208 ------- 253 44, 461 
Erath.·······- 9,293 3,373 ---i05- 12, 666 Falls ___ _______ 

96, 795 2,563 99,463 Fannin ________ 
116, 023 1,240 ------- 117, 263 Fayette _______ 36, 252 2, 977 5 39, 234 Fisher _________ 84, 229 1,453 ----ff ~;~ Floyd _________ 46, 073 6, 911 Foard _________ 17, 194 274 ------- 17, 468 

Fort Bend •••• 72, 541 12 ------- 72, 553 Franklin ______ 8, 780 385 ------- 9, 165 
Freestone _____ 26, 951 446 41 27, 438 Frio ___ _______ _ 836 260 ------- 1, 096 Gaines ________ 32, 913 10, 922 10 43, 845 

Esti-
mated 

1951 
allot· 

Gonzales...... 221 182 
Gray__________ 3, 153 
Grayson •••••• 63, 682 
Gregg_________ 3, 110 
Grimes________ 19, 289 
Guadalupe____ 27, 145 
Hale __________ 77, 399 

ments2 Hall ___________ 103, 335 
Hamilton..... 10, 770 

(6) 

115, 08 
1, 50 

H1µ1sford...... (3) 
Hardeman •••• 36, 196 
Hardin________ 62 

5 Harris......... 5, 061 
7 Harrison...... 25, 027 
Ii Hartley....... (3) 4, 12. 
2 Hask11ll ••••••• 123, 517 1, 32 

1, 65 

11, 33 
25, 
76,47 

5 Hays__________ 10, 94.4 
893 Hemphill..... 1, 549 

2 Hender~on.... 12, 705 
223 Hidalgo ••••••• 141, 999 2 Hill ___________ 158, 381 

··15;49 Hockley_ •• ··- 203, 884 7 Hood ___ ______ 2, 788 
3 Hopkins...... 4ii, 576 15, 19 
o Houston •••••• 26, m 13, 47 

89, 7 
7,00 

15, 94 
15, 5 
27,10 
10,6 
25,9 

--16:00 
3, 19 
5, 93 

36,49 
10,68 

44 Howard....... 87, 927 
1 Hudspeth..... U, 936 

568 Hunt.._--·-·- 149, 182 
7 Hutchinson... (3) 

29 Irion.......... 807 
8 Jack.......... 2, 744 

44 Jackson....... 17, 413 
24 Jasper_________ 1, 001 

Jeff Davis-..... (') 
2 Jefforson_ ••••• 359 
1 Jim Hogg_-·-- 1, 912 
9 Jim Wells..... 20, 395 
6 · Johnson_______ 44, 406 
2 Jones __________ 96, 872 
2 Karnes________ 38, 031 29,22 
8 Kaufman..... 94, 013 18,25 

8, 65 
137, 00 

5, 05 

--20;62 
6, 50 

31 
12, 49 
51, 04 
20, 59 
67, 73 

7, 23 
33, 86 

6 Kendall.______ 14 
2 Kenedy_______ 11 
8 Kent.......... 23, 173 

Kerr.......... 11 
i Kimble....... 250 
4 King.......... 11, 546 
2 Kinney_______ 290 
3 Kleberg_______ 7, 932 
6 Knox......... 72, 616 
2 Lamar-------- 99, 233 9 Lamb _________ 188, 710 
o Lampasas..... 2, 804 
5 LaSalle _______ 1,459 
7 Lavaca........ 42, 036 134, 14 4 Lee ___________ 11,144 74, 61 

14, 60 7 Leon__________ 13, 698 
6 Liberty_------ 3, 416 89 

6, 1 58 Limestone •••• 100, 062 
23,92 8 Lipscomb..... (3) 

2 Live Oak ••••• 15, 835 15, 35 
96 Llano_________ 347 24, 2 
5 Loving___ _____ 460 56, 38 

8
- Lubbock •••••. 248, 703 ---- ·--

7 Lynn ______ ___ 203, 782 
96, 66 1 McCulloch____ 10, 188 

McLennan ____ 111, 797 -------
------- _ McMullen____ 1, 363 

58, 66 2 Madison...... 9, 755 
187, 90 9 Marion....... 5, 093 

0 Martin._______ 99, 435 96 
55, 1 29 Mason________ 834 
38, 45 2 Matagorda .••• 16, 742 
26,19 7 Maverick_____ 7,296 

24 Medina_______ 495 52, 1 
46 0 Menard_______ 452 

31, 65 5 Midland...... 23, 297 
00 Milam________ 64, 407 17, 5 

3, 15 4 Mills__________ 2, 539 
6 Mitchell .••••• 67, 009 

Montague_____ 5, 714 
30 

-------
176, 28 
43,64 

9, 7 
101, 99 
124, 02 
38, 40 
87, 59 

2 Montgomery__ 1, 559 
3 Moore_________ (3) 

20 Morris........ 1, 065 
1 Motley________ 38, 814 
2 Nacogdoches.. 12, 752 
9 Navarro •••••• 139, 499 
1 Newton....... 723 

38, 77 
18, 3 
73, 81 
8, 12 

25,25 
62 

27, 50 

6 Nolan_________ 38, 649 
03 Nueces........ 92, 113 
8 Orhiltree...... (3) 
1 Oldham....... (3) 
2 Orange________ (3) 
2 Palo Pinto____ 2, 385 
8 Panola________ 17, 463 

Esti-
Under Other Total mated 

Law adjust- allot- 1951 
471 I mentsi ments' allot· 

mentsl 

(3) (4) (5) (6) 

----------
----38- 30 14 

1(} 48, 781 46, 160 
58 848 813 

3, 063 7, 924 4, 733 
1, 797 --·--3- 7, 224 8,022 
1, 377 23, 562 23, 028 

443 3, 596 3,048 
4,806 ----19· 68, 488 69, 802 

13 3, 142 2, 232 
1, 439 60 20, 788 21, 635 
4, 730 31, 875 31, 226 

12, 663 126 90, 188 68, 553 

·2;4i8- 87 103, 422 101, 417 
---· ... -- 13,_!88 12, 350 

·1;2<>7- ::::::: ·37;403· ·-ae:sao 
62 21 

-··457· ::::::: 5, 528 4, 729 
450 1, 313 26, 790 23, 919 

-··245- ::::::: 122;752· "iiiJ;(11 
1, 012 ------- 11, 956 11, 731 

130 l, 679 l, 303 
2, 322 801 15, 328 10, 474 

508 78 142, li85 110, 836 
42 ------- Ui8, 423 161, 870 
20 ------- 203, 904 176, 071 

1,081 ------ - 3,869 2, 752 
2, 849 54 48, 479 48, 115 
5, 595 61 32, 433 29, 033 

2 ---- -· - 87, 929 80, 519 
------- 292 15, 228 13, 353 

2 -----·- 14ll, 184 156, 143 

--··72· ::::::: ----87il -----6i8 
636 ------- 3, 380 8, 022 
936 ___ _.___ 18, 349 17, 825 
17 ------- 1, 018 685 

-·--19- --····- --··37g· --·-·268 
339 ------- 2, 251 2, 169 

5, 515 19 25, 929 SO, 218 
2, 012 259 40, 677 47. 225 
5, 441 ------- }(l2, 313 107, 965 
6, 562 44, 593 54, 013 
1, 472 --·-57· 95, 542 97, 932 

------- -- ----- 14 10 
11 86 -·-315· ·2;312· 25, 801 23, 918 

---·15· ::::::: 2~~ - -- --355 
------- ------- 11, 546 12, 646 

290 ---897" ----60" 8, 889 -··a,-i53 
67 42 72, 725 75, 903 

94, 183 
164, 120 

3, 529 
1, 850 

42, 697 

------- ------- 99, 233 
351 ------- 189, 061 

~~ ----6.5- ~: m 
621 42, 657 

1, 470 12, 614 
1, 735 15, 433 

12, 593 
14, 501 

154 ------- 3, 570 3, 214 
106, 542 1, 408 306 101, 776 

"3;426" ::::::: "i9;26i" --20.-iiii 
.87 ------- 434 544 

------- -----·- 460 402 
55 ------- 248, 758 228, 089 
13 ----- -- 203, 795 182, 053 

6, 938 83 17, 209 21, 541 
9, 686 47 121, 530 114, 422 

306 1, 669 1, 707 

~i -·--13· 
1~: ~~ ~: ~~g 
99, 435 86, 231 

1, 249 1, 530 ---4i5" -------
762 
414 
91 

379 
422 

2, 791 
588 
943 

1, 196 
91 

17, 504 17, 954 
---iii.5" 7, 905 5, 721 

586 768 
831 967 -·-229· 23, 948 23, 464 

15 67, 213 67, 474 
3, 127 2, 750 

67, 952 71, 643 ----25· 6, 935 6, 615 
l, 650 1, 101 

---i7i" ------- -"7;2.36- --"6;988 
139 140 39, 093 35, 857 

l, 123 87 13, 962 11, 505 
292 131 139, 922 142, 103 
33 . ------- 756 411 

2, 647 ------- 41, 296 41, 526 
7, HO .S5 100, 038 112, 518 

------- ------- -------- -------i 
···11s· ------- ·-a;i63- 2, 655 
1, 656 ----69- 19, 188 15, 542 

1950 county cotton allotments, Te:ra.s-Con. 
[Preliminary, July 17, 1950} 

Esti-
Under Under Other Total mated 

County Law Law adjust- allot- 1951 
2721 4711 mentsi ments1 allot-

mentsi 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

----------
Parker--··---- 2,692 645 ------- 3,337 3, 101 
Parmer ••••••• 4,972 707 ------- 5,679 4,009 
Pecos ••••••••• 17, 145 548 -----·- 17, 693 15, 425 
Polk __ .---···- 4, 721 345 ------- 5,068 4, 529 
Potter-~---···- (a) -·-255· --·357- ··2;753· -·-1:845 Presidio ..••• :. 2, 151 Rains _________ 12, 370 1, 810 712 14, 952 12, 976 
Randall.. ••••• • (3) ---104- -----·- --·-001· -----~9 Reagan ________ 503 ---·---R eaL. -----·-- (3) 

~ 1;255- ------- "5i;4il) 
4 

Red River •••• 50, 145 --··45· 50, 330 Reeves ________ 20, 269 541 20, 855 18, 005 
Refugio_ •••••. 10,030 1, 907 30 11, 967 12, 543 Roberts _ ______ (3) 

---869" -·--20- ·40;18i" -·41;327 Robertson ••••• 39, 292 
Rockwall .••••• 33, 166 ·4;4(>9- ------- 33, 166 34, 684 Runnels _______ 85, 320 ------- 89, 789 91, 777 Rusk __________ 

23, 918 2,571 ------- 26, 489 19, 353 Sabine ________ 3,274 140 ----ff 3,414 2,480 
San Augustine 7,855 402 8,271 6,683 
San Jacinto ___ 3,409 114 3 3,526 3,329 
San Patricio ••. 67,590 4,260 __ ., ____ 71, 850 79, 293 San Saba ______ 5,650 3, 120 ------- 8, 770 9,628 
Schleicher ••••• 4,999 1, 910 ···507- 6, 909 5,324 
Scurry_-----~- 84, 917 112 85, 536 84, 257 
Shackelford ••• 2, 169 800 2,969 3,242 Shelby ________ 

15, 780 2,205 --·-57· 18, 052 14, 534 Sherman ______ (3) ---876" ----29- -i7;553· -~13,"is.5 Smith _________ 16, 658 
Somervell _____ 1, 525 503 -··259- 2,028 1, 710 Starr ___ _______ 24, 974 795 26, 028 20, 944 
Stephens .••••• 900 165 ------- 1,065 818 Sterling _______ 52 33 ·------ 85 97 
Stonewall ••••• 21, 608 3,046 ------- 24, 654 26,0"49 
Sutton .•••• ~-- (3) 

·4;472· ------- -i1;79i" --"7;607 Swisher------- 7,319 
Tarrant. •••••. 14, 774 1, 689 7 16, 470 16, 118 
Taylor .••••••• 28, 253 8,219 169 36, 641 36, 679 
Terr.ell ••••• _._ 102 ·9;688- 102 72 
TerrY-----~--- 118, 973 -·-·25· 128, 650 110, 612 
Throckmor-ton __________ 

4,831 1, 064 74 5,969 5, 123 
Titus •• ••••••• 10, 453 448 6 10, 907 10, 209 
Tom Green ••• 56, 978 M3 ----15· 57, 521 53,392 
Travis ..•••••• 46, 597 3, 163 49;775 48, 696 -Trinity _______ 4,437 350 ------- 4, 787 4,309 
Tyler._--···-- 544 3 -----,- 547 392 
Upshur ••••••• 10, 214 114 10, 332 8,431 
Upton .••••••• (3) --·-40· ------- --·-292· --·--371 Uvalde ________ 252 -------Val Verde _____ 47 ·2;845- ------- 47 --------
Van Zandt .••. 36, 395 60 39, 300 37, 420 
Victoria ..••••• 25, 824 876 ------- 26, 700 26, 524 
Walker ••••••. 7,464 682 30 8, 176 7, 190 
Waller..------ 6, 672 765 197 7, 634 7, 275 
Ward.-------- 11, 622 27 ------ - 11, 649 11, 600 
Washington ___ 34, 442 591 10 35, 043 35, 053 Webb _________ 1, 390 142 ---iiio- 1, 532 l, 245 
Wharton ______ 81, 339 526 82, 055 89, 367 Wheeler _______ 30,085 3,~ 12 33, 750 30, 448 Wichita _______ 10, 083 ------- 10, 865 10, 242 
Wilbarger ____ _ 66, 354 423 55 66, 832 70, 286 
Willacy_------ 109, 473 5, 964 ------- 115, 437 95, 973 
Williamson .•• 140, 286 740 241 141, 267 150, 655 Wilson ________ 6, 755 2,419 83 9,257 10, 997 
Winkler •.••••• (3) -··353- ------- --3;620· --T6ii Wise __ ________ 3,267 -------Wood _________ 10, 433 384 --·20r 10, 817 8,091 
Yoakum ______ 9,576 7, 148 16, 925 9,372 Young ________ 9,054 1, 908 ................... 10, 962 9,633 
Zapata •••••••• l, 611 202 ----20- 1,813 1,205 
Zavala .•.••••. 6, 019 555 6, 594 3,540 

1 Actual acres are rounded and therefore do not add 
to a.ctual totals based on acres. and tenths of acres. 

2 Estimated 1951 allotment under H. R. 8959 assuming 
State allotment for 1951 is same as 1950 allotment before 
applying Public Law 471. 

a No cotton. 

AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL 
COLLEGE OF TEXAS, 

College Station, Tex., July 25, 1950 . 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BECKWOETH: Your letter of in
quiry regarding the minimum number of 
acres in cotton a family of a man, wife, and 
three or four children need in order to make 
a. living in the South was referred to our 
Mr. C. A. Bonnen who heads up our research 
work in farm management. Mr. Bonnen 
has written you giving you the benefits of 
such research and observations that we have 
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made along this line . I have discussed this 
with Mr. Bonnen and have no further com
ment to offer. I feel that the most compre
hensive and useful study that has been 
made along this line w~s that made by the 
Southwide Committee of which Dean Frank 
Welch, of Mississippi State, was chairman. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. P. GABBARD, 

Head of Department. 

THE FEDERAL LAND BANK 01" HOUSTON, 
Houston, Tex., June 5, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: I am sending your 

letter of May 25, 1950, to the research divi
sion of A. and M. College and asking that 
they mak:e reply to your inquiry; namely, 
what is the minimum number of acres in 
cotton a family of a man, wife, and three or 
four children need in order to make a living 
in the South. 

Very truly yours, 
STERLING C. EVANS, 

President. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME; ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D. C., June 6, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, . 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This acknowledges 

your inquiry of May 13, 1950, regarding the 
minimum number of acres of cotton the 
average family in the upland area of the 
South, with cotton as the primary money 
crop, would need in order to make a living 
for the family. 

Such an estimate, as you well appreciate, 
would need to be based on average condi
tions, because of soil type, rate of fertiliza
tion, kind of power available, and other con
ditions that influence production. The aver
age gross cash income of our operating loan 
borrowers in Texas for the 1948 crop year 
was $2,283. The average gross cash income 
of such borrowers in Arkansas, Mississippi, 
Louisiana, and Oklahoma for the sanie period 
ranged from $1,381 to $2,204. The operating 
loan borrowers referred to are operators of 
not larger than family-type farms to whom 
the Farmers Home Administration has ad
vanced production loans. To produce a 
gross cash farm income of $2,000 under pres
ent market prices, with 80 percent of the in
come from cotton, would require 16 acres, 
aveJ:aging approximately 450 pounds of lint 
cotton per acre. 

Throughout the cotton areas of the South, 
there are many thousands of farmers who 
produce less than an average of 450 pounds 
of lint cotton per acre. For such farmers 
to obtain a gross cash farm income of $2,000 
would require a proportionately larger acre
age of cotton or the making of adjustments 
in their farming operations to provide addi
tional sources of income. 

Should additional information regarding 
this question or any phase of our activities 
be desired, we shall be glad to furnish it 
upon request. 

Sincerely yours, 
DILLARD B. LASSETER, 

Administrator. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Montgomery, Ala., May 26, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR Mn. BECKWORTH: Your communica

tion of May 15 is requested our judgment 
as to the minimum number of acres in cotton 
the average upland family in the south, with 
cotton as their primary money crop, would 
need in order to make_ a livin_g for the family. 
Such an estimate, as you well appreciate, in-

valves many variables but, in my opinion, 
a minimum of 15 acres would be required. 

Sincerely yours, 
JULIAN BROWN, 

State Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS, 

Montgomery, Ala., May 18, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: In reply to your letter of May 13, 
addrersed to the Commissioner of Agricul
ture, y'ou are advised that the number of 
acres of· cotton necessary to meet the needs 
of a family of five varies with the general 
type of farming done by the particular family. 
In some instances six or eight acres might 
be sufficient, in other cases three or four 
times that number of acres might be re
quired. Since we have no factual data .on 
this subject. we are hesitant in suggesting a 
minimum acreage. · 

I am sorry that we are unable to give you 
some definite information. 

Very truly yours, 
J.C. GARRETT, 

Agricultural Statistician. 

ALABAMA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE, 
Auburn, Ala., June 12, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: Your letter ad

dressed to the Alabama A. & M. College at 
Auburn has been referred to me. I am sorry 
to have to report that it is quite impossible 
to give you an answer to your question that 
can be defended. 

In certain areas it may take 4 acres of 
cotton to make a bale, while in other areas 
a bale per acre can be made with no great 
difficulty under average seasonal conditions. 
The number of bales of cotton that might be 
picked depends on the number of persons in 
the family who might be willing or forced to 
pick cotton. A number of these kinds of 
considerations might be listed, all of which 
show that a real, usable answer cannot be 
given to your question. 

Very truly yours, 
M. J. FUNCHESS, 

,• Dean and Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
BUREAU OF AGRICULTVRAL ECONOMICS, 

Montgomery, Ala., June 6, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: In reply to your letter of May 26, 
addressed to the Commissioner of Agricul
ture, you are advised that the number of 
acres of peanuts necessary to meet the needs 
of a family of five varies with the general 
type of farming done by that particular fam
ily. In some instances 6 or 8 acres might be 
sufficient, in other cases three or four times 
that number of acres might be required. 
Since we have no factual data on this sub
ject, we are hesitant in suggesting a mini
mum acreage. 

I am sorry we are unable to give you some 
definite information. 

Very truly yours, 
J.C. GARRETT, 

Agricultural Statistician. 

STATE AGRICULTURAL AND 
MECHANICAL COLLEGE, 

Magnolia, Ark., July 3, 1950. 
Congressman LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN .BECKWORTH: I have 
our letter of June 27 inquiring about the 

advisability of acreage allotments of less than 
3 acres. In my opinion, regardless of the 
type of.land and the type of farming opera
tion L1volved, no farmer could afford to in
clude cotton in his diversification program 
and plan'.; less than a minimum of 5 acres. 
I base this statement on farm-management 
ccurses studied in college and on my ex
perience in owning and operating farms. 

In my opinion, your personal information 
gathered as a young man in east Texas would 
be sufficient on which to base your judg
ment. I believe you understand the small 
farmers' problem as well as any other Mem
ber of Congress. 

Please call on me at any time that I may 
be of service to you. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLIE S. WILKINS, 

President. 

STATE AGRICULTURAL ANi' 
MECHANICAL COLLEGE, 

Magnolia, Ark., June 12, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: In reply to your inquiry of June 
7, 1950, I would say that the very least num
ber of ,acres of upland cotton a farmer could 
afford to grow economically in our State 
would be 10 acres. This could be made eco
nomical only on a highly diversified plan. in 
which the farmer expected to realize not 
more than one-fifth of his total farm ·income 
from cotton. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. E. GRAHAM. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
. PRODUCTION AND 
MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 

Tallahassee, Fla., May 17, 1950, 
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, , 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: In reply to your letter of May 
12, 1950, relative to acreage required where 
a family of a man, wife, and three or four 
children depend on cotton as their primary 
money crop. · 

In my opinion, through observations, the 
minimum would be eight acres per family cf 
this size. 

Yours very truly, 
MARTIN D. HURST, 

Chairman, Leon County PMA Com~ittee. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINIETRATION, 

Atlanta, Ga., June 1, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: Your communica

tion of May 15, 1950, addressed to the State 
. Director of Farmers Home Administration 
for Georgia regarding cotton acreage was re
ceived on May 25. You asked for our opinion 
as to the minimum number of acres of cot
ton a man, wife, and three or four c;hildren 
should have in order to make a living where 
cotton is the primary money crop. 

In order to arrive at a figure which may 
represent an average, we will have. to con
sider mai:iy factors. In the first place, in 
financing farmers under our program we con
sider the land resources of the individual 
operator, its adaptability to cotton produc
tion, family resources and the ability of the 
family to produce cotton under boll-weevil 
conditions. We also have to consider the 
county average yield. In some counties in 
Georgia where cotton has previously been 
the major cash crop, we now recommend 
planting less than one-half of acres formerly 
planted to cotton. In counties where yields 
under good farming methods are less than 
400 pounqs of lint we discourage cotton pro
duction except a small acreage during the 
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transition period to other cash enterprises. 
Generally speaking, farmers in the northern 
half of the State are getting Elway "from cot
ton as a primary cash crop. 

In our opinion, a Georgia farm family of 
the size referred to above should have as 
a minimum a gross cash income of $1,500 
plus adequate subsistence crops in order to 
enjoy a fair standard of living. Based on 
present price levels and average yields which 
are less than 400 pounds of lint in many 
counties, you can readily see that it would 
require from 15 to 17 acres of cotton in areas 
where cotton is the primary crop. 

In our program we are recommending a 
more diversified type of farming which calls 
for less cotton acreage with better cultural 
practices and more livestock and livestock 
products. 

The above comments are largely related to 
our program in Georgia and may not reflect 
the thinking of all the agricultural leaders 
in the State. 

Sincerely· yours, 
R. L. VANSANT, 

State Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Atlanta, Ga., June 28, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: We have your com

munication of June 7, 1950, in which you 
ask our opinion as to the least number of 
acres of upland cotton a farmer can afford to 
grow or economically grow in Georgia. 

Our letter of June 6 on a similar subject 
reflects our thinking as to the number of 
acres of cotton a family-type operator 
should have where cotton is the primary 
cash crop. The question in your last com
munication is more difficult to answer for the 
reason that you refer to farm-ers in general 
and not a special group. We have a number 
of farmers in Georgia who cultivate and 
harvest their cotton crops with mechanized 
equipment. This type of operator can util
ize more cotton acreage than a farmer with 
less facilities. 

After considering the above and all the 
factors outlined in our letter of June 6 and 
based on our observations, it is· our opinion 
that the average cotton producer whose ma
jor cash income is derived from cotton needs 
from 15 to 20 acres in cotton. We have not 
taken into consideration a few large opera
tors who use all mechanized equipment and 
employ hired labor and share croppers. 

Should additional information regarding 
this subject be desired, we shall be glad to 
furnish it upon request. 

Sincerely yours, 
S. L. VANLANDINGHAM, 

Acting State Director. 

GEORGIA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT 
STATION, 

Experiment, Ga., June 5, 1950. 
Representative LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

Congress of the United States,· 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: Your request of May 25 addressed 
to the.president of the University of Georgia 
for information on the minimurµ number of 
acres in cotton needed to make a living has 
been referred to me. 

I am enclosing copies of two reports con
taining information bearing on your ques
tion, one of which is Project I Agricultural 
Adjustments Toward an Efficient Agriculture 
in the South, a statement presented to 
Special House subcommittee on cotton on 
July 7 and 8, 1947. Table 5 of this report 
shows estimates of acreages needed in va
rious subregions of the South. You will note 
from the other publication (see p. 28), Farm 
Adjustment Opportunities in Greene County, 

Ga., that we do have many families making 
a living on 30 acres or less of cultivated land. 
This obviously may not be a very satisfactory 
living. 

I hope that this information will be helpful 
to you. · 

Sincerely yours, 
W. E. HENDRIX, 

Agricultural Economist. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Atlanta, Ga., May 26, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: I am in 

receipt of copy of your general letter in 
which you asked the question, "What is the 
minimum number of acreage in cotton a 
faniily of man and wife and three or four 
children require when depending on cotton 
as their primary money crop?" 

Naturally, this is a difficult question to at
tempt to answer as there are so many factors 
involved-type of soil, ability of the farmer 
to produce, and many other things. I would 
rather think of the question not in number 
of acres needed, but the production neces
sary to give this family a reasonable cash 
income. Certainly not less than 8 to 10 
bales of cotton are necessary for such a 
family when depending on cotton as their 
main source of income. 

As a matter of fact, I am definitely of the 
opinion that that type of farmer should not 
be restricted at all, but giv-en the opportu
nity of producing all he can, with a mini
mum guaranteed price announced at the be
ginning of the year for a certain portion of 
his production, based on the amount of cot
ton that is to be consumed domestically. 

I am mailing you, under separate cover, a 
mimepgraphed copy of my editorials that 
appeared in the Market Bulletin last No
vember and December in which I have at
tempted to analyze the permanent farm 
plan that has been approved by t~e south
ern commissioners of agriculture. I hope 
you will have the opportunity of reviewing 
this plan, as we think it is the orily logical 
and reasonable farm program .that has been 
proposed so far. 

With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

TOM LINDER, 
Commissioner of Agriculture. 

GEORGIA STATE OFFICE, 
Athens, Ga., May 16, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This will acknowl
edge your letter of May 12 requesting obser
vations or information in regard to the mini
mum number of acres of cotton per family. 

We would like to state at the outset that 
. your question is very broad-, and the assump
tion much too general to allow for a definite 
answer. Since the agricultural picture i~ 
the Southeast has changed so radically in 
the past 7 years, and we have tended to lose 
sight of actual cotton farm conditions be
cause of our loss of contact with the cotton 
farmer, we are not at all certain that the 
"family cotton crop" is the basis for the pro
duction of this commodity as it was 10 years 
ago. There are undoubtedly still a large 
number of "family crops" of cotton still be
ing produced, however, there are certain in
dications that the relative number of people 
producing cotton on this basis has substan
tially lessened. A great deal of the produc
tion of these units has been taken over by 
subsistence farmers; the increasing numbers 
of farmers operating with motorized equip
ment; and those persons producing cotton 
to maintain labor for other crops and farm 
products. 

For your information and study, we are 
enclosing a tabulation for Georgia showing 
by counties the number of cotton acreage 
allotments in various acreage ranges. These 
acreage ranges r~fer to the cotton acreage 
allotments established for farms, and the 
tabulation was prepared subsequent to the 
establishment of "new grower" cotton allot
ments, but before putting into effect of Pub
lic Law 471. 

Another point in your question that pre
vents a direct answer is the lack of a defini
tion of what would constitute a "living for 
the family." The constant pressure to im
prove social and economic conditions has 
caused an elevation which probably is ap
proaching the limit of the physical capacity 
of the family unit to produce cotton suffi
cient enough to provide them with the means 
for reaching the levels toward which they 
are being educated. 

We dislike having to .evade your question 
but it is not felt that an adequate answer 
could be made based on conditions that 
were predominant in the past and the exist
ence of which are not positive at this time. 

lf it will be of any assistance to you in the 
formulation of your idea in this matter, we 
are outlining below a few of the accepted 
costs and value estimates regarding cotton 
in this area. The various cost figures are 
for the actual cost of the items and do not 
include any incidental cost connected with 
the business of farming. 

Cost of: 
Seed ______________________ per acre __ 
Fertilizer _____________________ do ___ _ 
Insect control _________________ do ___ _ 
Ginning _____________ _' _____ per bale __ 
Picking _______________ per hundred __ 

. Gross value of cotton and cottonseed 
acre: 1948, $106.50; 1949, $64. 

Very truly ·yours, 

$3 
10 

. 10 
8 
s 

per 

T. R. BREEDLOVE, 
Chairman, $tate PMA Committee. 

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF 
I . 

AGRICULTURE AND IMMIGRATION, 
Baton Rouge, May 25, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: This will 

acknowledge receipt of your letter · of the 
twelfth making inquiry as to what, in my 
opinion, is the minimum number of acres 
planted to cotton necessary for a family of 
from 5 to 6 to make a living on from the 
production of cotton in the average upland 
cotton area of the South. 

I feel that a minimum of 25 acres are nec
essary for a family this size to make a rea
sonaQle living·. 

Sincerely yours, 
w. E. ANDERSON, Commissioner. 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND 
AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE, 

Baton Rouge, La., May 26; 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Your letter 
of May 12 to Mr. L. A. Mullin, chairman, 
State PMA committee was referred to me 
for further attention. There are many var
iables in the problem with whic.h your ques
tion is concerned, such as the ages of the 
children, the normal yield of cotton, the 
price of cotton, and other farm enterprises 
in addition to cotton. 

After discussing the matter with Mr. Felix 
Stanley, our farm management specialist, 
we would say that the average upland cotton 
farmer who depends primarily on cotton for 
cash income should have 30 acres of cotton 
and 30 acres of other cropland as a minimum 
in order to mak.e a living for his family 
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above out-of-pocket costs of operation. This 
conclusion is based on an assumed. average 
cotton yield per acre of 250 pounds and a 
market price of 30 cents per pound. 

Summary 
Estimated cash income ______________ $2, 400 
Est imated expenses for labor, mule 

work, picking, machinery, mate-
rials and services_________________ 1, 057 

Farm income _______________ _ 
Less interest on investment ________ _ 

Labor income _______________ _ 

1, 343 
300 

1,043 

If the farmer should own all the capital 
i:p.volved , he would of course return for him
self the interest earnings. 

Kindly write me if you have need for fur
ther information. 

·s incerely yours, 
B. M. Gn.E, 

Head, Department of Agricultural 
Economics. 

.STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AND COMMERCE, 
Jackson, May 18, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Repn;sentatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: We have your letter 

of May 13 with reference to cotton acreage. 
In the old days when most cotton was pro

duced on the small farm by mule power it 
was believed that from 15 to 20 acres was 
all of the cotton which could be properly 
planted, cultivated anc:i harvested by the 
average small family. This same situation 
would exist today in the hill section with 
the poorer class of farmer. On the other 
hand if the farmer has a tractor and other 
machinery and if he employs day labor dur
ing peak sea:sons, this acreage could easily 
be doubled or tripled. 

The amount of cotton acreage would also 
depend on the amount of time consumed 
on ot her crops, livestock, poultry, dairying 
and so forth. 

I believe you will understand from the 
above many factors enter into acreage and 
production. I would say that 20 acres is 
still not a bad estimate, but I would further 
say that the average family with little means, 
doing its own work, can live, but would make 
a bare existence if it depends on cotton 
production. 

Very truly yours, 
ALLAN MCCLUER, 

Chief Inspector. 

STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AND COMMERCE, 
Jackson, June 13, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: We have your re

cent letter with reference to the minimum 
acreage of upland cotton in this State. 

I would say that many of the most pro
gressive small farmers in upland. counties 
grow no cotton at all. The minimum acre
age would depend entirely on other pursuits 
which were carried on at the same time. If 
a farmer depended on cotton alone I would 
say a 10 acre minimum. If, on the other 
hand, he produced hay, grains, hogs, beef 
cattle, dairy products, vegetables, poultry, 
and the many other pursuits which are open 
to him, he would probably be better off with 
2 or 3 acres or no cotton at all. 

Very truly yours, 
ALLAN MCCLUER, 

Chief Inspector. · 

MISSISSIPPI STATE COLLEGE, 
SCHOOL OF AGRICULTURE AND 
. EXPERIMENT STATION, 

State College, Miss., June 6, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECK~ORTH, 

House of Representatives,. 
Washington, D. C. · 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Your let
ter of May 25 addressed to the President has 
been referred to me for reply. 

It appears that no categorical answer can 
be given, good for all times and places,· on 
any definition of "a living for the family." 
It depends on the price of cotton and cotton
seed, or rather their buying power, their rel
atin price; and on yields per acre, which 
vary greatly not only as between areas but 
also from farm to farm within most areas. 
It also depends on what else can be ad van- . 
tageously produced-on what combination 
of farm enterprises, in a given locality with 
its marketing opportunities and its natural 
advantages, will accomplish the best use of 
all resources, including labor especially, so as 
to bring the largest net returns from the 
whole enterprise. And such matters as soil 
conservation must alco be considered. The 
adaptation of the land, because of topog
raphy, to the use of farm machinery is an
other variable factor, influencing the poten
tialities. 

We enclose two publications which we sug
gest you look over, along with two maps 
which you can obtain from Mr. Ralph R. 
Botts, Principal Agricultural Economist, Di
vision of Agricultural Finance, BAE: "County 
Aven:: ge Yield of Cotton for Period 1939-46" 
and "Coefficient of Variation in County Aver
age Yield ." 

Unless, by use of the new insecticides, the 
boll weevil is controlled, not all the cotton 
acreage that a family can cultivate in hill 
areas of the lower South, east of the Texas 
high plains, wilf make a decent American 
living for the average producer or the below
average producer; unless, indeed, economical 
fully mechanized cultivation and picking 
become practical in those areas-and it can 
hardly be said that this is now in sight. 

The farm family of a .man, wife, and three 
children, no matter how large the farm and 
even without legal limitation on acreage, is 
not likely to undertake, or be able, to cul
tivate more than 10 acres of cotton-maybe 
12 ~ometimes. The average in scores and 
hundreds of counties is below 250 pounds per 
acre, county-wide average; and half the cot
ton land makes less, of course. In a large 
number of counties it is below 200 pounds. 
Four or five bales, therefore, is average, per 
farm family of the size mentioned, when cot
ton is the main cash crop. Such a family 
cannot carry on much else but cotton farm
ing, because of the high labor requirement 
in the two peak periods. At present prices, 
the gross sales from the farm is, therefore, 
likely to be less than $1,000; and the net 
only a fraction of that, because costs are, 
with low yields, a relatively large part of the 
gross. 

In other hill areas there are a relatively 
few counties that have an average of 350 or 
even 400 pounds per acre; and there are some 
farmers in most counties in the Cotton Belt 
that average as well or better. 

Without stating this as an official view of 
the college, I may say that many of us believe 
that where yields are below 250 pounds, at 
least, on an average, more farmers still should 
go out of cotton production; because there 
is little if any profit-unless the yields can 
be raised. 

In any case, in most hill areas especially 
but in the Delta also,· we do ~ot believe it 

most profitable for a family to cultivate all 
the cotton possible; rather, it is advisable to 
select the cotton land, and to organize the 
farm enterprises for diversified production. 

If such a family grows cotton, perhaps six 
or seven acres of cotton, together with 8 to 
12 dairy cows where dairying can be carried 
on, with some other production, would be ad
visable; and a minimum size for the farm 
might be 50 or 60 acres of reasonably good 
open crop and pasture land. A family might 
make a minimum standard of income on 
such a farm. If beef cattle, then a larger 
farm is needed. And we, in fact, see the 
family farm of the future (except for spe
cialized poultry and the like) to be from 
80 to 150 cpen acres, up to 250 acres, in 
average hill areas. 

In sum, we do not see how it is pract~cable 
for an average f:l.mily, with cotton as the 
almost sole money product, to make a living 
that is acceptable, outside areas like the 
high plains, unless economical fully mechan
ized operations become practical-In which 
case the family farm would be much larger. 

We may say, Congressman, that we know 
now of many hill farms that are making· a 
living and some of them include cotton; but 
we need field studies of these family farms 
in the hills-and need funds in order to make 
these studies. 

These statements are as precise as we feel 
we can make. If there is anything else you 
wish of us, please advise us. 

Very truly, 
H.P. TODD, 

Assistant Agricultural Economist. 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Raleigh, May 19, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This acknowledges 
your letter of May 12, 1950, requesting my 
opinion as to the minimum number of acres 
of cotton necessary to produce a living for a 
family of five or six, a man, his wife, and three 
or four children. This is a rather difficult 
question to answer since it would depend on 
a number of factors such as the age of the 
children, productiveness of the soil, and the 
standard of living, and whether or not it was 
an independent operation in which .all of 
the work had to be done by hand, or whether 
or not it would be a part of a large opera
tion in which more mechanical devices 
would be used. 

On an independently operated farm in 
North Carolina where cotton is the primary 
money crop, I would say that a man, his 
wife, and three or four small children could 
handle only abo'ut 5 or 6 acres. This, of 
course, would produce a very meager income 
for a family of that size. In cases where the 
children are large enough to work, the family 
could handle considerably more acres, say up 
to 12 or 15 or more. 

It is hard to discuss the acreage needed 
without determining the amount of acres 
that the family could harvest. At any rate, 
I would not suggest that a family of a man, 
his wife, and three or four children, small, 
should have less than 5 or 6 acres of cotton. 
Even then, the family would need consider
able supplementary income from other 
phases of his farming program. The above 
suggested acreage is predicated on a produc
tion of not less than 400 to 500 pounds of 
lint cotton per acre. 

Very truly yours, 
L. Y. BALLENTINE. 
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NORTH CAROLINA STATE 

COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE AND 
ENGINEERING OF THE UNIVERSITY 

OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
Raleigh, May 30, 1950. 

Representative LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BECKWORTH: In re

sponse to your inquiry of May 25 addressed 
to Chancelor Harrelson, I would like to make 
th~ following comments: 

1. It is difficult to answer your question 
unless it is framed in a given set of circum
stances. 

2. I do not believe a small farm family 
can. grow enough cotton using conventional 
or workstock methods of production to af
ford the kind of standard of li:ving which is 
usually recommended. To attain an ac
ceptable standard of living, it would be nec
essary to produce a good many things in ad
dition to cotton. 

3. The maximum acreage which a family 
of four or five can handle in cotton under 
present workstock methods of production is 
approximately 10. If this is the primary 
source of income, it would not afford a very 
high standard of living unless tJ:?-e price was 
extremely high. 

4. I am enclosing a bulletin entitled "Op
portunities for ,Adjustments in Farming Sys
tems Southern Piedmont Area, North Caro
lina" which will give you additional infor
mation on this subject. 

If I can be of additional assistance, please 
let me know. 

Very truly yours, 
H.B. JAMES, 

Head, Department of Agricultural Eco
nomics. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRic°ULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Oklahoma City, Okla., June 30, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: In reply to your in
quiry as to the minimum acres of upland 
cotton a farmer can afford to grow or eco
nomically grow in Oklahoma, we advise you 
that, generally speaking, we believe from 12 
to 15 acres is the very least such a farmer 
can afford to grow and that would be as a 
cash crop in conjunction with other enter
prises. Our experience indicates that where 
cotton farmers have too little of their major 
crop, there is a tendency for failure. 

Sincerely, 
E. LEE OZBIRN, 

State Director. 

PANHANDLE AGRICULTURAL 
AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE, 
Goodwell, Okla., May 31, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 
. Washington, D. C. 

Sm: In response to your letter of May 25 I 
Wish to say that a lot of things would enter 
into one's estimate as to the number of acres 
of cotton a family of five or six would need 
in order to make a living. The type of land, 
rainfall, and the price of cotton would all 
enter into the picture. It is my honest opin
ion that a person would need a minimum of 
50 acres of average · Texas land planted to 
cotton each year in order to have anything 
like an average standard of living. 

I would like to point out this is just an 
estimate. From my observations while living 
in the cotton area, it is my belief that the 
average family does not have adequate living 
conditions, comparable to those of families 
producing other agricultural products. 

Yours very truly, 
MARVIN McKEE, President. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 25, 1950. 

FIRST .NATIONAL BANK, 
Stillwater., Okla. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In the average upland 
cotton area of the South where a family of 
a man, wife, and three or four children de
pend on cotton as their primary money crop, 
in your judgment, what is the minimum 
number of acres in cotton this kind of family 
needs in order to make a living for the 
family? 

Any observations or information you may 
give me in this connection will be appre
ciated. 

Sincerely, 
LINDLEY BECKWORTH. 

(Answer:) 30 acres of cotton; ?O acres of 
feed crops; 30 acres of pasture; about 5 cows, 
2 sows, 50 hens, and desirable number of 
good roosters. Of course presuming that he 
has four good work horses or a tractor with 
other necessary implements to go with them. 

With the above he may come OU~ even. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Columbia, S. C., July 11, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: Present cotton

growing requirements, especially insect-con
trol equipment, make it necessary for the 
average grower to have five or more acres 1n 
cotton if he is to follow a well-balanced 
farming program. 

On our opinion, a cotton allotment in 
excess of 5 acres lends itself admirably to 
proper diversification and good farming prac
tices until it reaches a point of occupying 
one-third of the cultivated acres on the farm. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. F. KOLB, State Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Columbia, S. C., May 18, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWOR'l'li: Our State average 

cotton yield for the past 10 years (1941-49, 
inclusive) is 306 pounds of lint. The aver
age price per pound over a like period is ap
proximately 21 cents, resulting in about $600 
income from 10 acres of cotton. 

Based on these figures and the labor re
quirements in this section, it is our belief 
that a minimum of 10 acres of cotton when 
proJlerly balanced with other farm enter
prises will be required to support a family 
of five or six on a fairly satisfactory living 
standard. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. F. KOLB, 

State Director. 

STATE OF TENNESSEE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Nashville, May 19, 1950 •. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

Member, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D .. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Our esti
mate in this department is that 12 acres 
in cotton are necessary for a family to make 
a living in Tennessee. The average for the 
State is about 8.5 acres . . 

Yours very sincerely, 
EDWARD JoNEs, Co_mmissioner. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,· 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Nashville, Tenn., May 19, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: It is my thinking 

that 10 would be a minimum number of 

cotton acres as outlined in your letter of 
May 15. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. S. BEASLEY, 

State Director. 

STATE OF TENNESSEE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Nashville, June 9, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

Member, House' of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: It is the 
consensus of opinion in this department that 
the least number of acres of cotton a Ten
nessee farmer can afford to grow economi
cally in this State is 12 acres. 

Yours very sincerely, 
EDWARD JONES, 

Commissioner. 

STATE OF TEXAS, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Austin, June 12, 1950. 
Congressman LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR LINDLEY: Absence from the office and 
a desk piled high with correspondence ac
count for t .he delay in answering your ·two 
letters. · 

In one you ask, "In the average upland 
cotton area of the South where a family of 
a man, wife and three or four children, de
pend on cotton as their primary money crop, 
in your opinion what is the minimum num
ber of acres in cotton this kind of family 
needs in order to make a living for the 
family?" 

Lindley, you asked the $64 question. Acres 
do not mean production since climatic · con
ditions enter tb.e picture. Therefore, no farm 
program which makes allotments in acres will 
ever succeed. The allotments mUst be in 
units such as bales, bushels, or pounds, based 
on acreage and soil fertility. 

Since we have small farmers, medium sized 
farmers, and large farmers, all of whom have 
equal rights as citizens and pay taxes in 
proportion to the property they own, it is 
very evident that any farm program which 
will be constructive and enduring must allot 
to each farmer-according to the acreage and 
fertility of the soil-his fair share in the 
American market, allotments to be made in 
units upon which he must receive full parity 
price. 

Regardless of whether he be a small, 
medium, or large farmer, he must be per
mitted to use his own judgment as to 
whether or not he will produce in excess 
of his domestic allotment for sale in foreign 
markets at world market prices. No demo
cratic government can discriminate for or 
against citizens just because they have more 
or less of this world's goods. When a farmer 
is given his fair share in the ·American 
market, according to his acreage and the soil 
fertility, that is as far as the Government 
can go. Some think that there should be a 
family exemption up to so many bushels, 
bales, or pounds, but that would bring such 
complexities that it would not work. 

Wishing you everything good, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

J. E. McDONALD, 
Com missioner. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Louisiana such 
time as he may desire. 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
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Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, com

ing from one of the largest cotton pro
ducing districts in Louisiana, and my 
own parish, being off and on, one of the 
largest cotton-producing parishes in 
Louisiana, I feel that the amendment by 
the gentleman from Texas EMr. BECK
WORTH] has considerable merit and is 
worthy of consideration. 

I think that the system under which 
we operate in the State of Louisiana, 
with a large percentage of our cotton 
farmers being sharecroppers, and since 
many of the families; -both white and 
Negro grow cotton on the same farms, 
reducing the amount of acreage allowed 
to any one farmer or family has resulted 
in disorganizing and causing hardship to 
these small cotton farmers, and espe
cially since no family can exist on less 
than 5 acres of cotton when the farms 
have been reduced to a point where there 
is less than 5 acres of cotton to be plant
ed, the landowner has no other alterna
tive than · to let the tenant or share
cropper off and out of the farm, and 
these poor, small farmers have no other 
place to go to raise cot.ton as all of the 
others use the acreage allotted to them, 
and unless they are able to find some 
other employment, they become a public 
charge. This has resulted in affecting 
the economy of our section, and many 
families who have been planting small 
cotton acreage all of their lives are frus
trated and homeless. 

Mr. Chairman, I could place in the 
record hundreds of letters which I have 
received from my constituents, but I will 
only ask permission to place in the REC
ORD two sample letters which I think 
show the situation in regard to the 
5-acre farmers, as follows: 

EUNICE, LA., March 13, 1950. 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D. C. · • 
DEAR Srns: I am a farmer, a veteran of lhe 

recent war, living in Evangeline Parish, and 
am having difficulty getting enough cotton 
acreage to make a living. 

It is my understanding, that a farmer is 
allotted at least 5 acres under the cotton
quota system. I have been allotted but 3Y:! 
acres of cotton to plant this year. This is not 
enough to make a living for me and my 
family. I have appealed several times to the 
parish PMA office to let me plant at least 5 
acres, but have had no results. With such 
a small allotment, I will have difficulty sup
porting my wife and three children. 

I would appreciate any help or considera
tion on this matter, and receive it in time 
that I may plant my crop. 

Yours truly, 
WILSON SOILEAU. 

ST. LANDRY PARISH 
YOUNG F'ARMERS ORGANIZATION, 

· Opelousas, La., May 8, 1950. 
Ho;1. HENRY D. LARCADE, 

Congressman of Louisiana, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. LARCADE: We, the undersigned 
committee, were authorized by the· execu
tive c:>mmittee to represent the St. Landry 
Parish Young Farmers Organization, which 
is composed of some 400 or more young 
farmers, in the matter explained below. 

We, as representatives of this organiza
tion, wish to appeal to you as our lawmakers, 
and ask that you look into the cotton acre
age quota law and see iI it cannot be amended 
in a manner that it will equalize the cot
ton acreages given to tenant and share
cropper farmers. As the law stands, the 

cotton-acreage quota is based on a per-farm 
basis and not on a per-family-unit basis. 
Thii:; will force some of the landowners to 
reduce the number of tenants on their farms, 
thereby forcing these same tenants to leave 
the farm; and ir.. society they will fit no
where. 

This law as it presently stands has a ruling 
that no farm can get a smaller quota than 
5 acres, unless there was less cotton planted 
on the farm the previous 3 years. We have 
no complaints against the amount if the 
man concerned is a landowner. However, if 
it takes 5 acres' production to balance a 
family's farming Gystem and that family is 
a one-half share cropper, this same family 
will actually receive in labor inome the pro
ceeds of 2Y:! acrei:; of production, which is 
not enough. The landowner will get by, on 
the other hand, by cutting down the num
ber of families on his farm. When this takes 
place, however, you will have displaced about 
one-fifth of the tenants on a farm. It will 
not be possible for them to go to another 
farm, because all landowners are faced with 
the same problem. 

These tenants have in most cases been 
farming all their lives, therefore, are not 
qualified for any other occupation. Wh~n 
they :~ave the farm they will become social 
misfits, not by their own choice but for 
reasonz beyond their control. 

Hoping we have made our point clear and 
that you look in-:-a this matter, we remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
NICK DUBUISSON' Chairman. 
GEORGE BULLER. 
JOSEPH HAROLD RICHARD. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr Chairman, this is 
just an enlargement upon the amend
ment which was defeated a little while 
ago. The gentleman from Texas EMr. 
BECKWORTH], sought first to provide 5 
acre3 as an allotment for every veteran 
of World War II who could satisfy a 
local committee that he was in good 
faith a farmer and desired to plant 
cotton. . 

The effect of this amendment is even 
more gracious on his part and he is a 
little more generous, because he now 
wants to give to every Tom, Dick, and 
Harry, man, woman, and child, a 5-acre 
minimum acreage allotment. The effect 
of his amendment would be to destroy 
the cotton-control program entirely. I 
think that anybody who knows anything 
at all about the amendment knows that 
that would be its effect were it to be 
adopted. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. POAGE. Is it not true that 40 

percent of the farms of the United States 
now have a cotton allotment of 5 acres 
or less? 

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. POAGE. That would mean that 
40 percent of the cotton farmers could 
not save anything in the way of acreage. 

Mr. COOLEY. In my own State of 
North Carolina over 50 percent of the 
farmers have: less than 5 acres in cotton. 
This would mean that 50 percent of the 
farmers in my State could not contribute 
anything to this acreage-reduction 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, without further delay, 
I do want to insist that this is an impor
tant amendment and it would be very 
disastrous to · the cotton program if 
adopted. I hope the membership of the 
House will vote the amendment down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state it. 
Mr. PACE. The committee has two 

amendments at the desk. I should like 
to be advised when they are reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is the under
standing of the Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole that the pending 
amendment to section 2 is the amend
ment now at the Clerk's desk offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAHON]. 
The gentleman from Georgia has two 
amendments which concern section 3 
and section 9 of the bill. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
wiil state it. 

Mr. MASON. Under the rules of the 
House how long can the Committee · of 
the Whole continue a free-for-all among 
the cotton growers and particularly the 
Texas cotton growers? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee of 
the Whole will continue in session until 
a motion to rise is adopted. 

The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MAHON: Page 

10, after line 16, strike out paragraph 4 
down to and including all of ~ine 3 on 
page 11. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I pre
pared this amendment as a companion 
amendment to the amendment which I 
offered earlier this afternoon and which 
was not adopted. I wish to keep the 
RECORD straight and insist that the posi
tion presented by these two amendments 
is correct and sound. 

The arguments which I urged in seek
ing to strike out the language on page 3 
that applied only to Texas apply in the 
same manner to the pending amend
ment. It is not necessary to repeat those 
arguments. All the talk in the world 
cannot erase the fact that the pending 
bill deprives the State of Texas of operat
ing under the general terms of the law 
as is the case with every other State in 
the Union. 

May I take a moment to say that on 
the final vote I shall vote against the 
pending bill. Let me say further that 
if the pending bill becomes the law I 
predict that there will be widespread dis
satisfaction throughout all parts of 
Texas. Those who ardently defend the 
pending bill seem not to realize that 
if the pending bill becomes the law the 
farmers in 11 of the 21 congressional dis
tricts in Texas will get a smaller cotton 
acreage allotment in 1951 than they re
ceived in 1950. I am speaking of con
gressional districts and not of individual 
counties and individual farmers. This 
unsatisfactory condition will be partially 
brought about by the fact that the House 
Committee on Agriculture has failed to 
reenact Public Law 471 of the present 
Congress which gave emergency relief to 
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many cotton producers throughout the 
State. I had hoped that the 1950 pro
gram would be improved and that the 
1951 program would .be better than the 
1950 program. The pending bill, while 
it contains some helpful provisions, is so 
hopelessly inadequate it is unacceptable. 

The following statement has been pre
pared by the Production and Marketing 
Administration in regard to the contro
versy over whether or not Texas allot
ments in 1950 should have been made 
on a 2-year base period or on a 4-year 
base period. 

Officials of the Department have been 
repeatedly attacked on the floor. I per
sonally have found officials in the De
partment to be gentlemen of high char
acter who have cooperated in a very fine 
way. Since I am not aware of all the 
facts and circumstances I have requested 
the Department to supply me with a 
statement on the attitude of the Depart
ment in regard to the controversy. I ex
pect to get unanimous consent to insert 
that statement in the RECORD at this 
point. · 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. c. 

Hon. GEORGE MAHON, 
Member of Congress. 

DEAR MR. MAHON: In reply to your request 
for a. statement from this office regarding 
certain charges concerning the determina

. tion of 1950 cotton acreage allotments for 
the State of Texas and the counties therein 
the following informationg is supplied. 

RALPHS. TRIGG, 
Administrator, PMA. 

This statement deals with the matter of 
apportioning cotton acreage allotments to 
the State of Texas and the counties therein 
and the charge that officials of the Depart
ment of Agriculture made a mistake that was 
intended to be made in order to make the 
allotments work out in the State of Texas in 
the manner which it did. It was stated in 
effect, 1f not in faet, that officials of the De
partment of Agriculture had intentionally 
miscalculated acreage in applying the for
mula set forth in the law for apportioning 
State and county cotton acreage allotments 
in Texas with the intention of forcing the 
State acreage· allotment in Texas to be com
puted on the basis of the years 1947 and 1948 
rather than the 4 years 1945, 1946, 1947, and 
1948. 

I want to review for your information some 
of the basic steps and basic facts which served 
as a fundamental basis for the cotton allot
ment legislation which Congress passed in 
1949 and which is before Congress at this 
time for amendment. On April 24 and 
April 25, 1949, a meeting was held in Mem
phis, Tenn., generally known as the Belt
wide conference, at which time various rep
resentatives from the cotton-producing States 
met for the purpose of formulating basic rec
ommendations with respect to apportioning 
cotton-acreage allotments for future pro
grams. It is an established fact that this 
group came forth with a number of recom
mendations, the principal one of which con
sisted of a formula for apportioning the na
tional cotton-acreage allotment to States 
.and State acreage allotments to counties. 
The statement was made that representa
tives of the Department of Agriculture had 
advised the committee that that portion of 
the Memphis agreement dealing with estab
lishment of a State acreage allotment based 
on the planting from 1947 and 1948 instead 
of plantings during the 4-year period 1945 
to 1948 would not apply to the State of 
Texas and that it did not do so until the 
original acreage figurrs were changed. It is 
largely with respect to this statemen~ that 

I direct your attention. I submit that the 
. exact contrary is the fact with reference to 

the statement that the Department of Agri
culture advised the committee that this 
gadget would not apply to the State of Texas. 

I submit for the record a copy of table 
No. 2 which was formulated and adopted at 
the Memphis meeting and which today is the 
basic formula in the cotton acreage allotment 
law. I refer you to the fifth column of this 
table and direct your attention within this 
column opposite the name Texas showing an 
adjustment for the State for the purpose of 
carrying out the 1947-48 protective provision 
of the agreement. This is further identified 
by the note at the bottom of the table. A 
copy of this same table can be found in the 
hearings before the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, dated June 14, 15, 22, 
27, 1949, regarding S. 1962, which was the 
basic bill embodying the principle worked 
out at the Belt-wide conference in Memphis, 
I submit also a copy of a table relating to 
this same matter worked out by the Depart
ment and made available to the Cotton Sub
committee of the House dealing with this 
same subject, both of which point to the 
probability that the State of Texas would re
ceive the protection of the special provisions 
relating to 1947 and 1948. The reason I use 
the word "probability" was the fact that at 
the time the committees were considering 
this legislation and the Department made ap
plication of the various formulas being con
sidered, the amount of war-crop credits which 
would be used with respect to each State was 
undetermined and was not available to the 
Department or anyone else for several weeks 
after the law was enacted. No representa
tiv~ of the Department, not even a.nee, ever 
gave any member of the House Agriculture 
Committee the assurance that the State cot
ton acreage allotment would work out in any 
specific manner. Proof of this is the fact 
that no one in the Department could have, at 
the time this legislation was being consid
ered, known what the exact final answer was 
going to be. However, all the determina
tions made and submitted to the committees 
with respect to the application of the basic 
formula up to the time the Public Law 272 
was finally enacted, pointed very clearly to 
the probability that Texas might be one of 
the States protected by the so-called gadget 
provision as relates to 1947 and 1948. 

In applying the law to the best available 
statistics the calculations gave Texas its 
allotment on the basis of 95 percent of the 
cotton grown in 1947 and 1948. When this 
fact became known the Department was 
accused of misinterpreting the provisions of 
the law. A case was filed in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co
lumbia concerning this matter and on March 
27, 1950, the court ruled that the law had 
been properly applied by the Department. 
This approach having failed, an attempt was 
made to sbift responsibility for the way the 
law worked to the Department. The De
partment was then accused of deliberately 
miscalculating the figures. 

Since cotton acreages had not been meas
ured since 1942, the Department used the 
best available statistics, which were the offi
cial figures of the Crop Reporting Board of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. The 
t>asic factor which the B.oard uses in estimat
ing acreages of cotton during years when 
there are no measurements are the bales of 
cotton produced as supplied' to the Bureau 
of the Census by cotton ginners. In the fall 
of 1949 the Census Bureau reported the sum 
of 3,210 bales of cotton which was ginned by 
three gins in the State of Texas .which had 
not been previously reported. As is done in 
all such instances by the BAE when such 
facts are brought forth conclusively, adjust
ments w-ere made in the· basic statistics. 
Also, some adjustments were made in the 
State acreage statistics in the fall of 1949 for 

Georgia. This situation was not something 
new or unusual. 

The Crop Reporting Board follows an es
tablished policy and program in preparing 
cotton acreage and production estimates. 
This program is as follows: 

1. The first acreage estimate for the season 
is made as of July 1 and relates to cotton 
acreage in cult!vat.ion as of that date. 

2. The first production forecast is made 
as of August 1, and subsequent production 
forecasts are made as of the first of the 
months of September, October, November, 
and December. 

3. The first estimate of acreage for harvest 
for the current year is made as of September 
1 each year. . 

4. It is required by law to estimate gin
nings; therefore, it is not possible to release 
estimates of production for any year until 
early May following the year of pi:oduction. 
At that time the Bureau of the Census has 
final reports on ginnings. 

5. When the results of each quinquennial 
census of agriculture becomes available the 
Crop Reporting Board reviews the acreage 
and production estimates prepared since the 
previous quinquennial census. 

6. Revisions are made in the estimates for 
previous years at other times during the sea
son when conclusive evidence becomes avail
able. 

During the past year, questions were raised 
with respect to the acreage determination in 
a, number of States, among which was Texas, 
where county committes presented evidence 
of additional ginnings which had not been 
included in the census records. A similar 
situation developed in Georgia for the years 
1947 and 1948 where new gins were located 
which had not reported their ginnings to the 
Bureau of the Census. These additional gin
nings, not previously reported, were verified 
and accepted by the Bureau of the Census. 
Whenever this situation arises the additional 
ginnings are not considered official until fully 
verified by the Bureau of the Census. The 
discovery of these omissions necessitated the 
revision of acreage estimates in the two 
States concerned. A complete background 
informatior on the Texas situation was pro
vWed Mr. POAGE in a letter dated February 
2.r, 1950, by Mr. C. E. Burkhead, head, Divis
ion of Field Crop Statistics, and also anothe:::
sbtement by him dated February 10, 1950. 

Because of the uses BAE cotton acreage 
estimates were put in the fall of 1949 and 
early 1950 the Crop Reporting Board made a 
thorough analysis of the data for the years 
1944 through 1948, by counties, and on a 
State and National basis. While a minimum 
number of changes were finally required in 
the State estimates a number of changes, 
both upward and downward, were made in 
the county estimates, primarily based on the 
PMA 532-c data and total quantity grown 
reported by the Bureau of the Census. 
Therefore, for all practical purposes the ac
tual production for each county is known. 

While the Board gave considerable study to 
the estimates for a period of years in the fall 
of 1949 the procedure was not unusual. The 
primary purpose of the review was to arrive 
at the most accurate estimates possible based 
on all available information. In the final 
analysis comparatively few changes were re
quired. A record of these changes is in· 
eluded on page 7 of House Report 1509. 

A memorandum dated January 19, 1950, 
was given to Mr. Joseph C. Parker, counsel 
for the House Committee on Agriculture, 
from Mr. S. R. Newell, Assistant Chief of 
BAE, and Chairman of the Crop ·Reporting 
Board, setting forth in more detail the policy 
followed in reviewing and revising the cotton 
estimates in the course of the 1950 cotton 
acreage allotment program. Copies of this 
material are available for anyone interested 
in further studying the facts. The Depart
ment carried out the law in accordance with 

;the facts. 
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TABLE 2.-Cotton distribution, 1945-48 average acreage in cultivation, July 1, with allowance for Public Law 12 adjustments on ratio basis, 

small farm minimum and State adjustment for 1947-48, national total, 22,500,000 acres (consistent with an approximate nati_onal 
baleage of 12,000,000 bales) 

State 

M issourL _____________ ---- ------- ---_. __ ---- __ -•• ---•• ---••• -• -------- --- • ------ -- -• --
Virginia _________ •• -- • _. ___ •• --- ------------ --- - ------------------------------- -------Nor th Carolina ____ ---- ____________________ ---- ___________ • __________________ • _______ _ 

South Carolina_---------------·-----------·------- ---- ---- ------------ ------- --- -- ---Georgia _____ _______ ----- ____ ._. ________ •• ~ - ____ -_ •• -- ____ • __ • _______________ -- ------• -

~~~~~see:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
tf ~~~I>i:: :: : : : : : : : : : : :: : : ::: : : :: : ::: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : ::: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : 
t~~~:Sa-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 0 klaboma _________ __ ________________________________________________________________ _ 
Texas _________________ ---- _. ________________________________________________________ _ 

New Mexico __ ---------------------------------------------------------~_------------Arizona _______________________________________ ---- __________________________________ _ 
California ___________________ -~ ______________________________________________________ _ 

Illinois __ ----_------------------------------------------------- ______ -----_-------. __ _ Kentucky. __________________________ • _______________ •• ______ : _________________ ._ _____ _ 

Basic dis
tribution, 
1945-48 1 

Thousands 
of acres 

423 
24 

712 
1, 122 
1,456 

36 
715 

1, 640 
2,541 
2,093 

945 
1, 188 
8,222 

166 
215 
546 

4 
13 

1947 
acreage 

Thousands 
of acres 

440 
. 23 
654 

1,055 
1, 278 

24 
704 

1, 505 
2,379 
2,0&5 

838 
1, 155 
8, 426 

157 
226 
536 

4 
11 

1948 
acreage 

Thousands 
of acre~ 

534 
24 

725 
1, 133 
1,313 

27 
753 

J,627 
2, 560 
2,371 

940 
1,074 
8,9N 

215 
275 
810 

4 
13 

Averages, 
1947-48 

Thousands 
of acres 

487 
24 

689 
1, 094 
1, 296 

26 
729 

1, 566 
2,469 
2,228 

889 
1, 114 
8, 700 

186 
250 
673 

4 
12 

Adjust
ment, 
State a 

36 __ .., _________ 

------------
------------
------------------------......... ................... 
------------
------------------------........................... 
---------37· 

10 
23 
90 

-------------------·----

Adjust
ment, 

small farm 
minimum 

4. 
2 

29 
25 
24 
3 

23 
41 
40 
18 
21 

4 
6 
1 

----------3-
-------------·----------

Adjust
ment, 
total 

«i3 
26 

741 
1, 147 
1, 480 

39 
738 

1, 681 
2, 581 
2, 111 

966 
1, 192 
8, 265 

177 
238 
639 

4 
13 

1~~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1·~~~~1~~~-

TotaL. ____________ ---------- --------------------- ---- ------------- -------- ----
Provision small farm minimum.------------------------------- ___________ --------- __ _ 

22, 060 21, 500 23, 372 22, 436 196 244 22,500 
244 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ -----------· ------------State adjustment_---- _______ ---- ______________________ ---~ __________________________ _ 196 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

1~~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1·~~~~1~~~~ 

TotaL _________ • ______ ----. -- -- ----·--- ---- --------- ----- ----------- -- ------- ---- 22, 500 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
1 Public Law 12 adjustment included on ration basis. 
1 Reduction·in no State more than 5 percent of 1947-48 average acreage. 

NOTE.-With an estimated 5 percent underplantings the net acreage would be approximately 21,375,000 acres. 

Proposed base for distribution of 1950 and 1951 allotments using the 1945-48 average cotton acreage in cultivation adjusted for war crops 
(see below) (2) . for 1947 and 1948 plantings, and (3) estimated additional acreages for small farm minimum allotments 

State 

t1~~!~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: North Carolina ____________________________________ -----~ ____________________________ _ 
Sou th Caro~-- ___________ ------ __ • __ • _____________________________________________ _ 
Georgia __ ---- __ ----_. __ •• _ ••• __ --- ____________ • _____________________ • ________________ _ 
Florida ___ __________ ---- ___ --- ___ ----. ____ --- _____ • _ --- • _____________________________ _ 
Tennessee. ________ • ____ --- _____ --- ___ --- _______________ --- _______ • __________________ _ 

tif~~~pi::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~::Sa-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 0 klahoma_. __ • ____ • _______ • ___ • ______ • ______________________________________________ _ 
Texas ________ ---- ____ • ____ ----_. --- _________________ --- _____________________________ _ 
New Mexico_. ___________________ ---- __ • ______________________ • ______________________ _ 
Arizona _____________________________________________________________________________ _ 

~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Kentucky.---- --•• ___ -- _______ -_. __ • _ -- ____ • __ -- __ •• ---_ --••• _. _. _ •• ___ • ___ • ________ _ 

Basic dis
tribution, 
1945-48 I 

Thousands 
of acres 

423 
24 

709 
1, 118 
1,450 

36 
712 

1, 633 
2, .531 
2,085 

941 
1, 183 
8,222 

166 
215 
546 

4 
13 

1947 
acreage 

Thousands 
of acres 

440 
23 

654 
1,055 
1, 278 

24 
704 

1, 505 
2,379 
2,085 

838 
1, 155 
8,426 

157 
226 

. 536 
4 

11 

1948 
acreage 

Thousands 
of acres 

534 
24 

725 
1, 133 
1,313 

27 
753 

1,627 
2, 560 
2,371 

910 
1, 074 
8, 974 

215 
275 
810 

4 
13 

Averages, 
1947-48 

Thousands 
of acres 

4S7 
24 

689 
1,094 
l, 296 

26 
729 

1, 566 
2, 469 
2, 228 

889 
1, 114 
8, 700 

186 
250 
673 

4 
12 

Adjust
ment, 
State 2 

36 
----·----·--
------------
------------
_.,. ........................... 
------------
-·----------
------------
-----·------
------------
--------·---
---------37-

10 
23 

13!) 

------------
-- --------- -

Adjust
ment, 

small farm 
minimum 

4 
2 

29 
25 
24 
3 

23 
41 
40 
18 
21 
4 
6 
1 

----------3-
-·--------1-

Adjust
ment, 
total 

«i3 
26 

738 
1, 143 
1,474 

3g 
735 

1, 674 
2, 571 
2, 103 

962 
1, 187 
8,265 

177 
238 
688 

4 
13 

1~~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1~~~~1~~~~ 

Total_ _________ ------------- - ------- ---------- --- -------- ------------------ -----
Provision small farm minimum ____________ ----- __ -------------_------------ _________ _ 

22, 011 21, 500 23,-372 22, 436 245 244 22, 500 
244 ------------ ·----------- ... --------·-- _.., __________ ------------ ..................... ___ 

State adjustment ___ • _____ • ____ •• __ •• ___ ---••• ____________ . ___________________________ _ 245 --··-------- ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ .................. _____ 
1~~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~-1·~~~~1~~~~ 

Total_ ________ --- _______ • ___ -----_ --- ______ --- ____ ---- _______________ -· --- __ • __ _ 22, 500 ------------ ------------ --------- -- - ------------ .r·---- --·--- ------------

1 Public Law 12 adjustment included on ratio basis. 
•Reduction in no State more than 5 percent of 1947-48 average acreage or 15 percent under 1948 plantings. 
Prepared for Mr. Joseph O. Parker, clerk, House of Representatives, Committee on Agriculture, about May 26, 1949. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chai:cman, I rise in 
opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, without trying to im
pose upon your time, I want to call 
attention to what this amendment would 
do if it were passed. You will recall that 
the gentleman from the Nineteenth Dis
trict of Texas sought a short time ago to 
change this bill in order to enable his dis
trict to perpetuate a special gadget or 
formula under which his district will re
ceive substantial benefits this year. The 
committee was of the opinion that we 
should place Texas as most of the States 
of the Union, under a general formula 
that would apply to all alike, to his 
district and to all others alike. The 
committee rejected the gentleman's 
amendment. 

XCVI--719 

Hi:: district for this year had the benefit 
of 355,000 acres of cotton that in the 
absence of the special gadJrt would have 
gone to 17 other districts in Texas. That 
there was no animus on the part of 
those of us who sought to have the gen
eral formula apply in Texas is evidenced 
by the proviso that the gentleman now 
seeks to strike out. That provision pro
vides that any county in the State of 
Texas may in the coming years count for 
their history either the cotton that was 
actually planted in 1950 or the amount 
that they would have had had Texas not 
operated under a special gadget in 1950. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairma:;.1, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Is it not true that under 
the regular law, if my amendment is 
adopted, my district \.-oulc1 get the credit 
for its plantings in 1950, the 2-year basis. 
That is the reason why I offered the 
amendment. 

Mr. POAGE. No; other States will not 
share on the 2-year basis. Only those 
that are under a special gadget and that 
have shown some reason why they 
should be under a special gadget will 
operate under the formula that the gen
tleman proposes. As a matter of fact, 
if this amendment is adopted the Nine
teenth District of Texas and three other 
districts will receive history credit for 
cotton to which they were not entitled · 
and they will perpetuate it on down 
through the years in their history, We 
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are not objecting to that. We are let
ting them keep that history. This 
amendment would however say to those 
districts that were denied their fair share 
of the Texas allotment in 1950 that you 

· can never get your history back. Re
member this history we are talking about 
only relates to the division or acreage 
within the State of Texas and does not 
add anything to the national allotment 
or the State allotments. Those of you 
who come from other States need not 
fear. We are asking that in the future 
Texas · cotton be divided on the basis of 
history as between the counties of Texas 
as if those who were denied this half 
million acres this year had received it. 
We are not trying to take from the gen
tleman the history that he built up this 
year, even though he built it up under a 
misapprehension of facts. We are sim
ply saying those districts who lost this 
year will have the benefit of coming in 
on equal terms with those districts that 
got the advantage this year. His district 
got a cotton allotment this year to which 
it was not entitled. He is going to have 
a history next year as the result of that, 
although it was a mistake. Now, then, 
he comes along and tries to deny to those 
of us who were denied the full right to 
grow a full crop this year even the right 
to grow cotton in the future. It seems 
to me to be grossly unfair. I am sure 
that the membership of this House will 
want those districts in Texas that con
tributed so generously to the tremendous 
crop grown in the Nineteenth District 
to have a history comparable to what 
they would have had had he not found 
this extra cotton on his doorstep. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 
. The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHON]. 

The amendment was rejected .. 
Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PACE: Page 13, 

line 15, after " ( e) ", strike out the comma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an· 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. POAGE:· Page 16, 

line 13, strike out section 6 in its entirety. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment strikes out section 6 in its 
entirety. Section 6 is the section which 
relates to the changing of the allocation 
of the wheat acreage. It was felt neces
sary to put this provision in here earlier 
in the session because of the hardship 
that apparently would be worked on cer
tain Western States were it not placed in 
the bill. In recent weeks the allotment 
of acreage for wheat has been deter
mined by the Department and is substan
tially greatei· than had originally been 
supposed would be possible. This makes 
it possible for the Department of Agri
culture, through the operation of the for
mula that is now in effect, to give to the 
States tllat had expected to sufier an un-

conscionable cut a percentage of wheat 
acreage which we understand is satisfac
tory to all of them. I think it can. be 
fairly stated that the Representatives 
from both the western and eastern sec
tions are in agreement that this section 
should now come out and that the De
partment should allocate wheat on the 
basis of the letter which I placed in the 
RECORD last Thursday on page 11278 in 
which the Department explains the 
method whereby wheat will be allocated. 
That method of allocation Will give to the 
States that had expected an unconscion·
able cut a reasonable amount of wheat. 
They, therefore, proposed to strike out 
the entire section and to operate on the 
basis as outlined in the Department let
ter. We believe it will work substantial 
justice to all sections of the country with
out increasing by 1 acre the wheat al
lotment, and I think everybody was. 
anxious to achieve that result. I am au
thorized to offer this amendment on be
half of the committee. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to de
tain the Committee for the full 5 min
utes, but I should like to ask a question 
or two so that we can clarify the idea 
expressed by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. POAGE], to which, of course, Lam 
not going to object. If I understand this 
correctly, my own State of Colorado, 
since they have increased the wheat
acreage allotments from 72,719,000 to 
72,784,810 acres for this year, would for 
this year, the 1951 crop, or the 1950 acres, 
be allotted 2,856,632 acres less, or 96.1 
percent of our acreage for 1949. · I am 
sure we will make no objection if that is 
the case. 

Mr. POAGE. Yes; because the state
ment of the Department to the subcom
mittee, and . their letter, which is in the 
RECORD of last Thursday, states that they 
will carry out the allocation upon that 
basis. I have before me now their state
ment, which gives the figures in each 
State, and those are the correct figures 
as given to the subcommittee by the De
partment of Agriculture. They state in 
their letter that they will act on that 
basis. 

Mr. HILL. One more question. That 
would answer my objection. Take . a 
county which had an increase of over 
100,000 under gadget 272, that county 
then would not be cut under the applica
tion of this formula more than 4.9 per
cent. This would follow the average 
curtailment of the wheat acres in the 
State. Is that correct? 

Mr. POAGE. If it had the State aver
age, that would be true. I cannot give 
the gentleman assurance that every 
county in the State will get the same 
treatment, but I understand that the 
formula will enable his State committee 
so to handle his State acreage that there 
will be only a 3.9 cut within his State. 

Mr. HILL. That would be even better 
than the figures I just mentioned? 

Mr. POAGE. That is correct. 
Mr. HILL. I think I should state in 

all fairness to everyone that I cannot 

help but feel that the Department has 
the intention and every idea of carrying 
out this wheat allocation or allotment to 
the States in the manner the gentleman 
has mentioned. Therefore, I think we 
can accept the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE]. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, it does seem 
that a factor which we must consider in 
this matter is that as long as this wheat 
amendment or section of the cotton bill 
is being considered by the legislative 
branch of our Government, it would be 
impossible for the Department of Agri
culture to fix the acreage allotments in 
the various States and also b.::: impossible 
for the State committees to assign county 
allotments. Since August is here and 
wheat farmers are anxious to know the 
wheat acreage they can plant this fall, 
and whereas this bill might be delayed 
iri the Senate for some time, I feel that 
with the definite promise of the Depart
ment of Agriculture to carry out the 

· wheat allotment as proposed by charts 
and maps presented to our Committee 
on Agriculture, we should accept the 
amendment and strike this section from 
this bill. · 

Last year this House passed Public 
Law 272, which protected the wheat 
farmers of several Western States, in
cluding Colorado, and permitted them to 
hold the wheat acreage for the 1950 crop. · 

Under this gadget as provided by Pub
lic Law ·272 the testimony by experts 
from the Department of Agriculture in
dicated that had this gadget not been 
provided wheat farmers would have in
creased the wheat acreage in the United 
State for the crop of 1950 more than 
500,000 acres. So, really, gadget 272 
curtailed wheat acreage.· The reason
ableness of it appealed to the _farmers 
and they complied with the recommen
dations oz the Department in a most 
commendable manner. 

If the present wheat allotment is car
ried out as indicated by statements from 
the Agriculture Department, wheat 
growers in the West and in ·Colorado 
should be able to produce wheat in suffi
cient quantities to provide for our usual 
consumption, as well as a necessary re-

. serve in time of crop shortage or world
wide general food supply. 

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

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

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend
ments thereto close in 8 minutes, includ
ing the remarks of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, -

may I remind the committee and Mem
bers of the House of the statements I 
made last year during the consideration 
of the acreage allotment measure. 
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Members of the committee have la
bored under the false premise that just _ 
because a farm was out of cotton pro
duction during the years 1946, 1947 and 
1948 that it had gone out of cotton pro
duction. As a matter of fact, the base 
period should be lengthened. In western 
Oklahoma we are faced with a two-crop 
system, principally cotton and wheat, 
diversifying by raising additional crops 
such as oats, barley, alfalfa, grain sor
ghums, cattle, and some clover, millet, 
and so forth, depending on rainfall, hail, 
drought, windstorms, greenbugs, and so 
forth. 

No law enacted from a national stand
point can work equitably without some 
exceptions. We need · those exceptions · 
in western Oklahoma. If the Depart
ment of Agriculture were permitted to 
express its opinion here today, we would 
find that it would oppose many of the 
provisions in this bill. 

Our farmers are interested in the farm 
program and it is their desire to comply 
with any act which is fair and equitable. 
I hope the committee will adopt my rec
ommendations in conference, because 
the future will be determined by our 
action today. 

The crop year 1949 should not have 
been excluded. It is not fair to allow only 
those who raised cotton in 1950 to vote 
on next year's program. 

There should be a small set-aside to 
constitute a national reserve, to be allo
cated by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
emergen~y areas. 

There should be a special provision to 
allocate some acreage to the Secretary in 
order that he could allocate allotments 
to irrigation and reclamation areas to 
the extent that the acreage would not be 
taken from the acreage of the dry-land 
farmers. 

The program should be so planned as 
to make the most advantageous use of 
the soil to which it is adapted. -

By all means a provision should be 
included in this bill to provide exchanges 
of cotton and wheat allotments at the 
county level through the triple-A com
mittees. 

In the interest of our oountry we 
should take every precaution to protect 

· the family size farms to the extent that 
the farmers and their families will have 
economic family-operating units. 

We should encourage diversification., 
the use of soil conservation practices and 
soil conservation in this and every other 
farm measure. 

Our State PMA committees and our 
county committees exercised full use of 
the provisions under the 1949 act, yet 
many hardships occurred. This was not 
the fault of the state or county commit
tees. 

Although this bill today is an improve
ment over the one passed last year it 
still has many provisions which should be 
corrected. 

Before you vote on the measure I 
should like to read the following news 

article from Saturday's Washington 
News: 

GOT To GROW MORE COTTON 
Cotton experts say Government must spur 

cotton planting next year if we're not to run 
into actual shortage by 1951. We've a short 
crop and stocks are going fast. 

By August l, 1951, carryover's likely to be 
3,000,-000 or 3,500,000 bales, and experts say 
4,000,000 is danger point. That means 1951 
cotton farmers must produce crop big enough 
to meet all 1952 needs plus at least 500,000 
bales to carry over. It means planting 27,-
000,000 acres next year, compared with 19,000,-
000 this year, they say. 

Th.e CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
N°:ARSALIS]. 

Mr. MARSALIS. .Mr. Chairman, I 
shall support the committee amendment 
strikfug section 6, the so-called wheat 
amendment, from this bill. This amend
ment was originally put into the bill for 
the purpose of taking care of the situa
tion that existed in Colorado and a few 
other Western States. At that time the 
national allotment as originally an
nounced by the Secretary of Agriculture 
for the 1950 crop of wheat was 68,944,099 
acres. In view of the Korean war situa
tion, however, the Secretary of Agricul
ture increased this acreage for the 1951 
crop to the sum of 72,784,810 acres. 

The amendment provided that no 
county should be cut more than 5 per
cent of its last year's allotment. The 
Department of Agriculture, through a 
modified formula which it adopted, based 
on the previous law in effect prior to the 
special legislation adopted last year, 
states that such formula will protect 
against undue hardship cases in Colo
rado and other States and that it will 
be equally as effective as section 6 of 
the bill. The distinguished and able 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] gave 
an excellent explanation of how such 
areas as Colorado would be taken care 
of under this formula in answer to my 
question to him during the debate on this 
bill last Thursday. 

As explained to me by the Depart
ment of Agriculture, the Colorado wheat 
acreage allotment for this year will be 
2,856,653 as opposed to 2,971,769 which 
was allotted last year. In other words, 
this new figure represents 96.1 percent" 
of the acreage planted to wheat last year~ 
The Department also stated that the 
State committee would in turn compute 
each county's l.ast 3-year average and 
scale it to the State allotment and that 
in no event should any one county re
ceive less than 95 percent of its last year's 
acreage, nor more than 105 percent of 
such acreage. 

In view of these representations by the 
Department of Agriculture, under which 
any county in the State would be as well 
off as it would be under the amendment, 
and in view of the further fact that the 
farmers otherwise would have to wait 
until legislation including this amend
ment is passed, which might take eonsid
erably longer since it has not as yet been 
scheduled in the Senate and farmers are 
ready to start planting their crop at this 

time. I feel it is for the best interests of 
wheat farmers in my district that the 
amendment be adopted and section 6 
taken out of the bill thereby permitting 
much quicker action in determining the 
specific allotments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr, POAGE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to section 6? 
Are there any amendments to sec

tion 7? 
Are there any amendments to section 

8? 
Are there any amendments to section 

9? 
. Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BECKWORTH: 

On page 19, after line 18, insert the fol
lowing: 

'·'4. Add at the end of section 359 of such 
act the following new subsection: '(J) the 
penalty provided for in this section shall not 
apply with respect to peanuts produced by 
any person who is recognized by the county 
committee as being a peanut farmer if his 
total acreage planted to peanuts during the 
year in which such peanuts were produced 
did not exceed 2 acres.' " 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend
ments thereto close in 7 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 

this is in line with the general principle 
I have advocated in regard to a minimum 
for cotton producers. A strange thing 
has happened in some of our counties. 
We find that a person who has been 
growing cotton cannot grow cotton, and 
in instances he has been growing pea
nuts, he cannot now grow any peanuts
certainly not enough to stay in the busi
ness. 

I have here some letters from folks
some, incidentally, not from my district. 
This one says: 

Numb(lr of producers who will cease to 
grow peanuts: 50. 

That is from one Texas county. 
Number of producers receiving less than 

2 acres who Will cease growing peanuts: 9~ 
percent of those who receive less than 5 
acres. 

In another Texas county there are 53 
old grower farms that receive less than 
2 acres. and 69 new grower farms that 
receive les::; than 2 acres. It is estimated 
that 80 percent of the farms will-cease to 
grow peanuts and 50 percent will cease to 
farm. 

I submit to the Members of this House 
that by legislation, you are definitely 
putting people· out of the business of 
growing a given crop which they have 
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grown, and also putting them out of the 
farming business in some cases. It is 
my opi!lion that an amendment like tbis 
would have a salutary effect to pi:event 
that being done, putting people off the 
farms or out of the business of growing 
certain crops. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 29, 1950. 

DEAR FRIENDS: County by county in your 
State I'd like the following information: 

I would like to know the number of pea
nut producers in each county. Generally in 
thinking of your average farmer and pro
ducer, what is the least number of acres he 
can afford to grow or economically grow? 
How many producers in your State received 
allotments less than the number of acres you 
mentioned in answer to the immediate pre
vious question? How many of your peanut 
producers received allotments of less than 2 
acres? Of the number of peanut farmers 
receiving allotments of less than 2 acres, how 
many will cease to grow peanuts? Approxi
mately how many will cease to farm for 
themselves? How many new producers ap
plied for peanut acreage in your State this 
year-1950? How many acres did you have 
to distribute to them? Approximately how 
much did each receive? 

I repeat I'd like to obtain this information 
county by county. 

Regards, 
LINDLEY BECKWORTH. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tex., June 13, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This will reply to 

your letter of May 29 in which you requested 
certain information regarding peanut acre
age allotments and the acreage of peanuts 
that should be grown on the farm to sustain 
the farm family. 

I am attaching a summary of the number· 
of farms and total allotted peanut acreage 
for all Texas counties. The summary is pre
pared to show data separately for "old" farms 
and "new" farms. 

We do not have information on the other 
questions raised in your letter and feel that 
we .cannot afford to ask our county commit
tees to make the statistical analyses and 
summaries required since each county has a 
very heavy work load for the next several 
months. I trust that the attached summary 
will answer most of the questions on peanut 
allotments. 

Very truly yours, 
B. F. VANCE, 

Chairman, State Committee. 

1950 peanut allotments (original issue) 

County Old Allot· New Allot. 
farms ments farms ments 

-------1-------------
Anderson________ 1, 011 12, 196. 3 
Angelina_________ 78 125. 9 
Atascosa_________ 968 26, 638. 7 
Austin___________ 174 2, 379. 6 
Bailey__ _________ 4 33. 5 
Bastrop__________ 344 2, 654. 5 
Baylor___________ 3 43. 3 
Bee______________ 96 1, 096. 7 

296 
14 
74 
6 
1 

71 
1 

34 
30 

207. 7 
2.8 

3H. 2 
24.1 
1.6 

51.5 
0 

33.1 
101. 8 Bexar____________ 571 9, 466. 7 

Blanco___________ 1 10. 5 -------- ----------
Bosque____ __ ____ 86 1, 949. 2 15 26. 2 
Bowie___________ 58 306. 9 7 3. 9 
Brazos___________ 34 127. 0 5 2. 8 
Brooks___________ 10 48.1 
Brown___________ 526 9, 242. 8 
Bmlcson_________ 7!l 525:4 
Burnet__ ________ 22 344. 7 
Caldwell.._______ 89 717. 0 
Callahan________ 596 8, 675. 3 
Camp . ..•.•. :... 39 91. 5 
Cass_____________ 122 718. 3 
Castro ___________ -------- ---------- . 

------:f ------ff 3 
10 '6.9 

2 4. 7 
19 9.4 
33 100. 1 
13 2. 9 
54 23. 2 
1 5.5 

1950 peanut allotments (original issue)
Continued 

County .Old Allot- New Allot-
farms ments farms ments 

-------1--- ----------
Cherokee.------- 206 1, 470. 2 
Clay___________ __ 42 365. 6 
Coke____________ 5 83. 0 
Coleman_________ 12 98. 2 
Collingsworth... 89 1, 443. 9 
Colorado________ 137 1, 391. 5 
Comanche_______ 1, 924 56, 071. 4 
Cooke. ---------- 674 8, 328. 6 
Coryell__________ 31 271. 6 
Dallas.---------- 9 66. 9 
Denton__________ 619 9, 478. 2 
De Witt_________ 462 3, 700. 0 
Dickens_________ 1 0 
Dimmit. •• ------ 3 116.1 
Duvr.L __________ 120 2, 08.1. 0 
Eastland_________ 1, 575 37, 612. 4 
Erath____________ 1, 286 22, 733. 8 
Falls_____________ 25 90. 1 
Fannin__________ 882 9, 854. 3 
Fayette__________ 268 2, 507. 2 
Fishf'r _ ---------- 19 235. 8 
Fort Bend_______ 5 175.6 
Franklin_________ 239 634.6 
Freestone........ 2!?8 1, 080. 0 
Frio_____________ 421 18, 919. 9 
Gaines___________ 69 2, 3S6. 5 
Garz:i____________ 16 406. 0 
Gill"spie.________ 207 2, 475.1 
Goliad___________ 31 165. 4 
Gonzales_________ 351 4, 227. 2 
Grayson_________ 936 15, 331. 4 
Gregg____________ 10 19. 6 
Grimes__________ 107 584. 9 

203 
13 
1 

77. 7 
13. 4 
1.1 

--·-·2ci ----·-21:3 
24 21.0 
20 180. 8 
20 84. 2 
3 8.8 
1 1.1 

35 111. 1 
27 41. 7 
1 0 
4 6.6 
s 20.8 

17 112. 5 
28 16.1.3 
5 1.2 

36 101.8 
12 29.3 
5 5.4 
1 4. 2 

33 9. 7 
37 20.6 
28 192. 9 
29 67. 7 
2 4. 7 
6 26.0 
7 4. 5 

55 65. 7 
66 174. 2 
2 .2 

58 20. 4 
30 61.4 ~~~~~~~~-~-~~==== 4~~ 5, m: ~· 

Hamilton........ 52 445. 3 ------6- -----·-5:9 
Harris.---------- 95 3, 383. 4 9 38. 7 

~:;c{~~~ciii~====== 31g 1, ~8: & -·-·221· ------sii:9 
Hidalgo __________ -------·- ---------- 1 3. 4 
Hill______________ 534 8. 358. 8 9 61. 7 
Hood____________ 575 11, 615. 3 23 135. 2 
Hopkins_________ 534 2, 241. 1 113 46. 5 
Houston_________ 561 8, 440. 8 127 143. 6 
:rack__ ___ _______ _ 87 639. 0 15 14. 3 
Jackson __________ -------- ---------- 1 . 7 
Jim Hogg________ 47 l, 358. 4 6 17.1 
Jim Wells________ 20 239. 9 8 15. 2 
Johnson_________ 502 5, 557. 6 5 15.1 
Jones__ __________ 165 2, 757. 9 7 30.1 
Ke.roes__________ 176 1, 696. 6 30 30. 5 

itr~~ie--~======== 5~ 9~~:: ------2- -------4:8 
Kleberg __________ -------- ---------- 7 4:6 
Lamar___ ________ 370 3, 041. 7 24 33. 9 
Lamb___________ _ 3 66. 5 -------- ----------
Lampasas________ 22 418. 6 1 4. 3 
LaSalle__ ________ 57 2, 891. 5 3 29. 6 
Lavaca__________ 639 3, 104. 3 91 47.0 
Lee______________ 980 10, 218. o 78 121. 3 
Leon_____________ 345 2, 559. 1 77 46. 3 
Liberty__________ 14 55. 0 10 1. 9 
Limestone _______ 257 1,859.1 40 29.l 
Live Oak________ 36 420. 7 12 8.0 
Llano _________ ___ · 167 4, 007. 5 1 6. 9 
McCulloch...... 65 1,644.9 7 21.8 

· McLennan...... 99 1, 111.1 17 18. 6 

~~~~~~~======= 10~ 1M: i ---·-39· ----·-20:1 
Marion__________ 31 168. 8 2 3. 3 
Mason___________ 293 8, 271. 3 13 36. 9 

• Maverick________ 9 27. 5 6 1. 8 
Medina__________ 182 2, 889. 7 23 36. 3 
Menard__________ 12 122. 3 4 4. 3 
Milam___________ 440 2, 885. 5 49 49.1 
Mills._---------- 91 1, 707. 4 9 17. 9 
Montague_______ 477 3,851.7 34 47.6 
Montgomery_____ 36 282. 8 8 4. 1 
Morris___________ 248 1, 61'(. 2 22 21. 1 
Motley.--------- 23 561. 3 4 18. 2 
Nacogdoches_____ 62 245. 7 29 8. 6 
Navarro_________ 4 10. 6 
Nueces__________ 1 11. 8 
Palo Pinto_______ 187 3, 296. 1 
Panola___________ 24 60. 9 

---·-20· ----·-45:9 
6 1.6 

Parker___________ 798 11, 088. 6 
Parmer---------- 1 8. 0 
Polk_____________ 11 9. 4 

67 129.1 

--·-·-a- --------~2 

Rains____________ 22 112. 6 7 3. 6 
Red River_______ 66 287. 8 54 10.8 
Robertson_______ 294 1, 450. 2 
Runnels_________ 50 650. 9 

31 21. 0 
4 7.9 

Rusk____________ 209 488. 7 48 14. 5 
Sabine___________ 4 6. 3 
San Jacinto______ 19 29. 9 
San Patricio..... 4 37. 3 
San Saba________ 372 8, 736. l 
Shelby___________ 44 52. 6 

--·-·ao· ----·-95:5 
2 .6 

Smith___________ 58 135. 7 37 5. 8 
Somervell........ 151 3, 624.1 
Starr_____________ 3 52. 6 

5 31.0 
16 10. 7 

Stephens_________ 58 724 . . 0 3 9. 8 
Stonewall..______ 184 4, 808. 3 
Tarrant._________ 196 1, 165. 2 
Taylor___________ 9 68. 2 

9 53. 8 
10 7.9 
3 2.3 

Terry____________ 22 582. 9 6 10.1 

1950 peanut allotments (original issue)
Continued 

County Old Allot· New Allot- l 
farms ments farms ments . ' 

-------1--~-1----------
Titus ____________ 566 2, 297. 5 156 43.1 Travis _____ ___ ___ 9 177. 2 ---··27· ----·-·5:4 Trinity __________ 36 248. 5 Tyler ____________ 19 23.0 ---·-54· ---·-·1.s:o Upshur __________ 165 440.3 
Van Zandt.. _____ 187 638.4 95 25.3 Victoria __________ 25 183. 9 4 2.6 Walker __________ 25 47. 5 ---.--47· ---··103:6 Waller ___________ 273 7,070. 3 
Washington .• _ . _ 19 76. 9 12 4.6 Webb ______ _____ _ 3 56. 0 4 1..7 
Wheeler._------- 35 372.1 3 5.4 
Wichita .... ~---- 1 0 

--~----a:s Williamson ______ 50 327. 3 3 Wilson ___________ 1, 157 22, 660.1 107 272. 7 Wise _____________ 
912 11, 765. 3 33 130.1 Wood ____________ 477 1, 284. 4 56 21.6 

i~:tL:==~===== 3i 293. 9 5 6.4 
14 297.1 14 3.5 

-------------Total. _____ 31, 918 477, 397. 9 3, 711 4, 996.8 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION 1 

Giddings, Tex., May 29, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: Reference is made to your letter 
of May 15 and we herewith enclose the fol• 
lowing information: 

1. Number of peanut farms in Lee County: 
1,054. 

2. The least number a farmer can afford to 
grow: 10. 

3. Number of producers receiving allot .. 
ments less than the above: 661. 

4. Number of producers receiving allot
ments less than 2 acres: 174. 

5. Number of producers who will cease to 
grow peanuts (approximate): 50. 

6. Number of producers who will cease to 
farm for themselves (approximate): 25. 

7. Number of producers who applied for 
new grower allotment, 1950: 72. 

8. Number of acres to distribute to them: 
109.7. 

9. Approximate acreage for each new 
grower: 1.5. 

Very truly yours, 
WARREN D. MOODY, 

Secretary, Lee County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Montague, Tex., June 7, 1950. 

Re peanut questionnaire . 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mn. BECKWORTH: In reply to your 
recent questionnaire, you will find listed .be .. 
low the information you requested concern• 
ing peanut growers in Montague County. 

Number of peanut producers in county:. 
375. . 

Smallest acreage producer could afford to 
plant: 5. 

Number of producers receiving less than 
5 acres: 207. 

Number of producers receiving less than 2 
acres: 71. 

Number of producers receiving less than 2 
acres who will cease to grow peanuts: 90 
percent or approximately 64. 

Number of producers receiving less than 2 
acres who will cease to farm for themselves: 
50 percent or approximately 35. 

Number of applicants for new grower al· 
Iotments: 34. 

Number of acres for distribution to new 
growers: 73.2. 
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Acreage (approximate) each new grower 

received: 1.5 to 3. 
Yours truly, 

BUEL E. WRIGHT, 
Secretary, Montague County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Bastrop, Tex., June 1, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: This will reply to your letter 

dated May ~ 5, 1950, regarding peanut farms 
1n Bastrop County. 

Bastrop County has 346 old grower peanut 
farm allotments and 69 new grower peanut 
farm allotments. The committee believes 
that the average producer cannot afford to 
economically grow less than 3 acres of pea
nuts. In Bastrop County 96 old grower farms 
received an allotment of less than 3 acres, 
and 69 new grower farms received less than 
t. 3-acre allotment. 

There are 53 old grower farms that received 
less than 2 acres and 69 new grower farms 
that received less than 2 acres. It is esti
mated that 80 percent of the producers on 
the farms receiving less -than 2 acres will 
cease to grow peanuts and 50 percent will 
cease to farm for themselves. There were 
73 applications for new grower allotments 
and 69 received · all.otments. New grower 
farms received 51.5 acres from the State 
committee reserve. Allotments ranged from 
0.1 to 1.5 acres. 

Respectfully, 
NORMAN U. NovosAD, 

Administrative Officer, Bastrop 
County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT 

· ADMINISTRATION, 
Allendale, S. C~, June 1, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: I am listing below 

the information requested in your letter 
,dated May 18, 1950: 

1. What is the least number of acres an 
average farmer can afford to grow or eco
nomically grow: 5. 

2. 'How many producers received allot
ments less than the number of acres shown 
in 1: 135. 

3. How many peanut producers received 
allotments less than 2 acres: 76. 

4. Of the number of peanut farmers re
ceiving allotments of less than 2 acres, how 
many will cease to grow peanuts: 50 percent. 

5. Approximately how many Will cease to 
farm for themselves: Nohe. 

6. How many new producers applied for 
peanut acreage this year (1950): 9. 

7. How many acres were distributed to 
· them: 18.6. 

8. Approximately how much did each 
receive: 2. 

Very truly yours, 
HENRY B. BARKER, 

County Administrative Officer, PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND 

MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
Thomasville, Ga., June 30, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, . 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your ~etter dated May 17, 1950. 
Peanut producers in Thomas County_ 983 
Peanut producers who received less 

than 5 acres______________________ 567 
Peanut producers who received lesr. 

than 2 .acres---------------------- 164 

Peanut producers who ceased to grow 
peanuts 1n 1949------------------- 28 

New producers who applied for pea-
nut acreage in 1950--------------- 74 

Generally, in thinking of the average 
farmer, 5 acres of peanuts is the least num
ber of acres he can afford to grow eco
nomically. 

One hundred seventy-four and one-tenth 
acres were distributed to the 74 new produc
ers. This averaged approximately 3.2 acres 
per producer. 

We cannot yet determine the number of 
producers who will cease to grow peanuts 
in 1950. · 

Very truly yours, 
EDWIN Z. STERLING, 

County Administrative Officer, 
Thomas County PMA Committee. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND, 

MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
Crawfordville, Fla., May 29, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
. House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sm: In compliance to your _letter 

dated May 12, 1950, we are furnishing you 
with the following information: 
Number of peanut producers in 

countY---------------------------- 78 
Least number of acres producers can 

economically grow_________________ 5 
Number of producers that received al

lotments less than the number of 
acres given in immediate previous 
question__________________________ 40 

Number of producers that received al
lotments less than 2 acres__________ 16 

Of the number of producers receiving 
allotments of less than 2 acres, how 
many will cease to grow peanuts___ 8 

Approximately ho:w many will cease to 
farm for themselves_______________ 5 

How many new producers applied for 
peanut acreage in your county this 
year-1950 :.----------------------- 13 

How many acres did you have to dis
distribute to them________________ 31. 3 

Approximately how much did each 
receive --------------------------- 2. 9 

Yours very truly, 
KENNETH A. STRICKLAND, 

Administrative Officer, Wakulla 
County, Fla. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Wellington, Tex., May 31, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: In reply to your 

letter of May 16,. 1950, with reference to 
the peanut-acreage allotment for our county: 

1. We have 109 farms with peanut allot
ments. 

2. Producers in general should have at least 
15 acres per farm in order to grow them 
economically. 

3. There are 78 farms in the county that · 
have an allotment of less than 15 acres. 

4. We have 15 farms with less than 2-acre 
allotments. · 

5. All farms with less than 2-acre allot
ments will cease to grow peanuts. · 

6. Probably none of thes.e producers will 
cease to farm for themselves, but will have 
to grow other crops for a livelihood. 

7. We have 21 producers who applied for 
new-grower allotments. 

8. A total of 27.3 acres were allotted to 
new growers of this county by the State 
committee. 

9. On an average each new grower received 
1.3 acres. 

Trusting this supplies the information re
quested. 

Yours truly, 
MILLARD P. BROWN, 

Secretary, Collingsworth County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT O~ AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Quincy, Fla., May 26, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Ma: BECKWORTH: In reply to your 

letter of May ·12, 1950, we have 175 peanut 
producers in Gadsden County. The least 
number of acres a farmer can grow econom
ically is usually 5 acres; 89 of these allot
ments are under 5 acres; 39 received less 
than 2 acres. Nearly all of these will quit 
growing peanuts for harvest. We have no 
way of knowing how many farmers will cease 
to farm for themselves on this account. It 
will cause some to do so. Seventeen new 
growers applied for peanut acreage this 
year-1950. We had 17.4 acres to distribute 
to them. These range from 0.5 to 1.7 acres. 

Trusting this is the information you de
sired, I am, 

Yours truly, 
BERNARD H. CLARK," 

Administrative Officer, Gadsden 
County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Inverness, Fla., May 22, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Member of Congress, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: We have one farmer producing 

peanuts in Citrus County, Fla., on allotment. 
In growing these peanuts to be dug it is 

, not economically profitable to grow less than 
about 30 acres, since no other growers in the 
county are growing peanuts for digging, and 
it is not possible to rent a picker, etc. This 
one producer has an allotment less than 
he can produce economically. No producer 
received an allotment of less than 2 acres. 
None will cease to grow peanuts or to farm 
for themselves because of allotments of less 
than 2 acres. No new producers -applied for 
allotments for 1950 because no allotment was 
available for distribution to new growers in 
this county. 

Yours very truly, 
E. A. ZELLNER, 

Chairman, PMA County Committee. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Arapaho, Okla., May 31, 1950. 

Congressman LINDLEY BECKWORTH, . 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
HONORABLE BECKWORTH: In reply to your 

letter of May 18 we wish to advise that we are 
a very small peanut-producing county. In 
fact we have only two allotments, both of 
Which are about 20 acres. They are both 
group I or old grower allotments. 

We received approximately 30 applications 
for 1950 new grower peanut allotments. We 
were unable to give any of these new grower 
allotments because the county reserve for 
new grower allotments was· zero. This was 
due to the fact that our county allotment 
was approximately 40 acres and 1 percent of 
our county allotment would be less than 
one-half acre for new grower farms. 

Hoping this information will be helpful to 
you, we remain, 

Yours very truly, 
RUSSELL E. DILL, 

County Administrative Officer. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

PRODUCTION AND MAKKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 

Greenville, S. C., June 2, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Ma. BECKWORTH: In reply to your let
ter dated May 17, 1950, we wish to advise 
that Greenville County is not a peanut 
county and has only 5 peanut-allotment 
farms with a total of 12.4 acres. The least 
number of acres the average farmer and pro
ducer can afford to grow is 10 acres. All 
allotments in the county are less than 10 
acres, and three allotments are less than 2 
acres, and none of these will cease to grow 
peanuts or farm for themselves. We did not 
have any applications for new-gro\"ler allot-· 
men ts. 

We hope this information will be of help 
to you, and at any time we can furnish you 
any information we will be glad to do -so. 

Very truly yours, 
T. LLOYD GARRETT, 

County Admi nistrative Officer. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS, 

Little Rock, Ark., June 1, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D . C. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH~ We have forwarded 
your letter of May 26 to the extension service 
for reply, as their farm management" special
ist says he has some information which may 
be useful to you. Several other persons were 
contacted, but did not know how large an 
acreage of peanuts is needed . to support a 
family t~at depends on p~anuts as thefr pri
mary money crop. · 
· Inasmuch ~ a question of this kind in
volves farm management and sociology, and 
also since I have not raised peanuts, it was 
believed best to refer the matter to the · 
extension service. 

Sincerely, 
MILES MCPEEK, 

Agricultural Statistician. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTifRE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING -

ADMINISTRATION, 
Quitman, Tex., May 29, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
New House Office ·Building, · 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMA·N: This is in reference to 

your letter, dated May 13, 1950, to the ·Wood 
County PMA Committee. 

We have approximately 400 peanut pro
ducers in the county. The least number of 
acres each producer can afford to grow is 2 
acres. We have about 150 producers who re
ceived allotments of less than 2 acres. Of 
those growers having allotments of less than 
2 acres, there will be about 25 or 50 who wm 
cease to grow peanuts. I do not believe there 
will be any cease to farm for themselves. The 
number of new producers were 35 and the 
number of acres distributed was 21.4 acres 
and the average to each was 0.6 of an acre. 

The exc€SS acreage (for oil) up to the 1947 
picked and threshed will help at least 150 
or 200 producers in Wood County. 

Hoping the above is the desired informa
tion, I am 

Yours very truly, 
ROY E. BARNETT, 

Secretary, Wood County P!JA Committee. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Quitman, Tex., April 10, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, . 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D . C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This is in reference to 

your letter of April 5, 1950, to the county 
committ ee. 

( 1) The number of farmers receiving 5 
acres of cotton or less was 1,248. (2) The 
number of new producers of that applied for 
allotments were 340. (3) The acreage that 
was available to distribute among the new 
producers was 300. (4) Each producer ·re
ceived from 1 to 1.1 acres. (5) The number 
of zero allotments were 10. (6) The percent 
of• new producers regarded as genuine 
farmers was 88 percent (300) applications. 

The number applications left from item 2 
less item 5, less item 6, consisted of 30 ap
plications that did not meet the necessary 
eligibility requirements. 

If you desire further information, please 
advise. 

Yours very truly, 
ROY E. BARNETT, 

Secretary, Wood County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTI~N AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATroN, 
Stillwater, Okla., June 23, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Member of Congress, 

Washington, D. C •. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Attaclied 

is a list, by counties, of the number of 1950 
peanut acreage allotments in Oklahoma. . 

We go n_ot know the exact number of pea
nut pr.oducers in each county; however, the 
attached list of allotments will represent a·p
proximately the number of producers in each 
countY.. 

This information is being submitted in 
compliance with your communication of. 
June 9, 1950. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES T. CAMERON, 

Chairman, Oklahoma State 
· - . PMA Committee. 

Number of -1950 peanut ~Zlotments in 
Oklahoma . 

Atoka ____ :...--------..!----------------
B :ckfiam ___ ..:._ ------------- ---------Bryan _____________________________ _ 

Caddo----------~-------- - --------Canadian _________________________ _ 

Carter-----------------------------~ 
Choc~aw _________ ____ . _ _: ___________ _ 
Cleveland ___________ _ -- -------------Coal ______________________________ _ 

Comanche-----------~--------------
Cotton_~---------------------------Creek _____________________________ _ 

Custer-------------·---- ·--- __ -------
D~wey ___________________ : _________ _ 

Garvin--------------·--------------
GradY-----------------------------
Grant------------------------------Greer __________________ ____________ _ 
Harmon ___________________________ _ 

:Haskell-----------------------------:Hughes ____________________________ _ 

Jackson----------------------------Jefferson _________________________ ~-
Johnston __________________________ _ 

Kingfisher-------------------------
Latimer ______ ---------______ -----__ 
LeFlore-------~--------------------
Lincoln----------------------------

1,073 
52 

2,095 
2,265 

96 
444 

1, 015 . 
. 76 

488 
343 

23 
909 

2 
4 

461 
618 

2 
22 
20 

288 
2, o·65 

94 
138 
537 

2. 
26 

103 
1,022 

Logan _____________________________ _ 
Love ______________________________ _ 
McClain ____________________________ . 

McC'urtain--------------------------
Mcintosh-------------------------- 
Marshall---------------------------
MurraY----------------------------
~uskogee _________________________ _ 
Okfuskee __________________________ _ 
Oklahoma _________________________ _ 
Okmulgee _________________________ _ 
Osage _____________________________ _ 

Pawnee----------------·-----------
~ayne------------------------------Pittsburg __________________________ _ 

Pontotoc----------~----------------Pottawatomie ____________ :.. _________ _ 
Pushmataha _______________________ _ 
Seminole __________________________ _ 
Stephens _______________ :.. __________ _ 
Tulsa ______________________________ _ 
VVagoner __________________________ _ 
Washita ___________________________ _ 

31 
627 
278 
378 
425 
303 
44 

180 
1,197 

,154 
827 

13 
29 

151 
933 
694 
993-
328 

1,483 
766 

28 
11 

101 

Total ________________________ 24,237 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
. Richmond, Va., June 12, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY .BECKWORTH, 
House oi Representatives~ 

Washington, D . C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This will acknowl

edge . receipt of the return of our letter o! 
June 8 with attachment of summary of 1950 
peanut acreage allotments for Virginia. We 
note that at the bottom of this letter you 
have requested· that we give you county-by
county the numtier of producers in each 
county. 

For ·your information, under the 1950 al
lotment regulations, all farms on which pea
nuts were produced in any year of the 3-
year period l.947, 1948, and 1949, are eligible 
for allotments and should have been issued 
allotments. In addition, ·the instructions 
provided for issuing "new farm" allotments 
to certain farms on which peanuts will be 
prOduced in 1950 but on .which peanuts were 
not produced -in t he past 3 years. . There
fore, allotments have beetdssued-to all farms 
producing- peanuts in· each county and the 
number of producers should be identical-with 
the ·number of ' auotments sho"wn in our tab,; 
ulation. It is, of course, tru·e that on many 
farms tenants are involved who might. be 
considered peanut producers and the num
ber of allotments as shown in our tabulation 
would include only one producer ·for each 
farm. :How.ever, all our contacts are with 
the farm operators and we have no record- of 
the -number of tenants involved on various 
farms on which peanut allotments have been 
issued.. · · 

As requested, we are. returning herewith 
your letter and the attached tabulation of 
1950 peanut allotments. · 

Yours very truly, 
. . . R .. B. BRIDGFORTH, 

Chairman, Virgini a PMA S'tate Commi ttee. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Richmond, Va., June 8, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTtl: This will acknowl

edge your letter of May 29, 1950, requestin3 
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certain information on peanuts produced in 
Virginia. r regret the delay in replying to 
your letter, which was occasioned by. my ab
sence from the city. 

Summary of 1950 peanut acreil{!e allot
ments-Virginia 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PROD-UC'l'l.ON AND 

MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
Stillwater, Okla., July 19, 1950. 

County :t;;"~~~-r 1 
Allotted 

men ts acreage Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Member of Congress, 

Washington, D. C. 

For your inf.orma:tion I am enclosing a 
tabulation showing by counties the number 
of peanut allotments established - and the 
acreage allotted for 1950. 

The remaining information requested by 
you would require a great amount of time 
and clerical help in making a compilation, 
and because of the pressure of other work in 
our office at this time, I do not believe we 
will be in a position to furnish the other in
formation until a later date. 

As soon as our work will permit us to gath
er this information, we will be glad to fur
nish rt to you. 

Very truly yours, 
R. B. BRIDGFORTH, 

Chairman, Virginia PMA State Committee. 
Enclosure. 

Accomac ___ -- ________________ --• 
Brunswick ____________________ _ 

Charles CitY---------------- ---Chesterfield ____________________ _ 

Dinwiddie. __ ------------------
Elizabeth CitY------------------Greensville _________ ----- _______ _ 
Gloucester _______________ _: _____ _ 
Isle of Wight ___________________ _ 
James City _____________________ _ 
King and Queen _______________ _ 
Lunenburg _____________________ _ 
Mecklenburg. _________ ---------
Middlesex. __ ---------- _______ _ _ 
Nansemond •. ------- _ ------ ____ _ 
New Kent- ------------ -------
Norfolk. __ ----------------------Nottoway ______________ ____ _ _ 
Prince George ___________ _______ _ 
Princess Anne _________________ _ 
Southampton ________________ _ 
Surry _____ __________ __________ . 

Sussex.-----------------------
State totals _____________ _ 

4 
498 

1 
46 

646 
1 

1, 110 
3 

1, 267 
13 
2 
~ 

76 
2 

r. 446 
11 
35 
1 

520 
5 

1,.949: 
749 

1, 159 

9, 547 

1950 peanut data-Oklahe>ma 

Smallest 

Number o( w~fJi8:U 
peanut be grown 

Number of 
producers 
with fillot
ment lilss 

Number of 
producers 

with 
allotment 

under 
Zacres 

Dis· 
trict County 

3 Osage.----------------------.-----------------
Pawnee. -- ------- ---- - ---------- - -- ---------
Tulsa._-------------------- ----------- ---~ 

producers economi
cally 

(1) (2} 

2 

2 ----~-------

13 3 
29- 3 
21 2 

than that in 
column 2 

(3) 

2 

2 

a 
1 
0 

(4) 

1 
1 
0 

20. 5 
1, 682. 0 

7~5 
172. 5 a 51s., 

3. 6 
13, 327. 4 

12. 3 
21, 224. 0 

182.4 
11. l 
!5. 3 

262.2 
15. 3 

20, 086. 5 
81. 5 

349. 7 
5.4 

5, 413. 5 
15.1 

40, 575.4 
il, 216. 3 
20, 045. 5 

140, 300. 7 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Enclosed 
is a tab.ulation. showing. b.y counties.. the 1950 
peanut acreage data which you have request
ed from each of the peanut counties in Okla
homa. This data is being submitted in 
compliance with your request in our recent 
telephone conversation. 

The data in columns 2, 5, and 6 are neces
sarily based on estimates. Where dashes ap
pear in these columns, we were unable to 
secure an estimate !rom the county commit
tee. 

·we hope that the enclosed tabulation will 
serve your purpose and that you will call on 
us for ·any additional information which you 
think will be helpful. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES T'. CAMERON, Chairman, 

Oklahoma.state PMA Committee. 

Number of Number of 
producers 
who will 
cease to 
farm for 

Number of 
producers 

who appiie.d. 
for 1956 

''newgrower'' 
allotment 

Average 
ol "new 
grower" 

produce1s in 
calumn 4 
who will 
cease to 

grow peanuts 

(5) 

1 
0 
0 

themselves 

(6) 

0 

a 
0 
0 
0 

(7) 

2 

0 
35 
7 

"New 
grower" 

allotment 

(8) 

0 

0 
0 
0 

allotment 
per · 

producer 

(9) 

0 

-------------
0 
0 
0 

Wagoner .•... ~ ------------------------- - ------ 1'-, ----i-----~------l-----l------L------l------l-----1-----11 5 1 0 ------------·-- --------------- 6 0 0 

Total district .• -----.---·-------------- --- 74 --- -------- - 5 0 48 0 ---·--------l=======l======l=======l======l=======p=======l========f======f======= 
4 Beckham ___ ------------ ___ -------.---- ____ --- 44 5 3 0 -------------- 0 g 4 4.0 

Custer. ___ --------- .. __ .. -- -- .. -------- __ . ----Dewey _________________________________ _ 

Washita •. ______ • __ •.......• - -. -- - --- - - - - -- - --- . 

2 10 
4 5 

101 5 

0 
1 

46 

0 ------------0- 0 30 
0 0 5 

30 30 0 6 

0 0 
0 (). 

10 1. 7 
1-----1-----1------1----·l-----·f------1------l-----I----~ 

Total district. __________ ------------ --- •• 151 ------------ 50 30 30 0 50 14 ------------l=======l======l=======l======il===.====l========l========l========'l;==C:::z:== 
43 6 Canadian ____ - --------------- •• -------. -- ---- - 73 3 13 8 6 2 5 50-.0 Cleveland __________________________ _______ ___ _ 76 5 27 10 10 0 5 ()" 0 

Creek. _------_.----- -- ____ _ -- . ---------. --- --- 9G9 3 311 214 128 20 120 45 2.8 
Grady __________________ ----- --- - ----- -------Lincoln _______________________________________ _ 598 5 

987 5 
273 
721 

131 0 0 80 
141 90 0 51 

46 2.4 
39' 3.0 Logan. _______________ ____ • __ __ _______ . ___ ____ _ 

McClain __ ----------------- __________________ _ 
31 5 

275 4 
9 

155 
4 0 0 2 

142 0 0 38 
0 0 

13 6.15 Okfuskee __________________________________ _ 1, 250 5 712 278 139 25 122 65 .5 Oklahoma ___________________________________ _ 148 4 87 17 5 1 20 8 3.0 
Payne·------ ----------------- --------- ---------
Pottawatomie... ______ . -- -- -- - -- - - - -- - - • - - - -- - - -

147 5 
925 3 

63 
103 

6 0 0 33 
47 92 

7 1. 7 
63 3.0 

Seminole.-----------------------------------1-----1-----1------1-----1-----1-----1------1-----1-----1, 479 3 389 ----------i25" -----------i9" 190 133 75 2.8 

Total district _______ ------------------- --- 6, 898 ------------ 2, 9:23 1, 188 1503 67 739 366 ------------
1=======1=======~========1=======~========11========1=========1=======1======== ti HaskelL ____________________________________ ,_ 251 5 109 38 38 8 37 g 3.0 

Hughes . . .• ------------------- -------·---------
Mcintosh. ___ -------------- __ ---·- ----. --- - --- -

1, 940 5-
425 3 

542 
181 

137 14 7 64 
99 5 0 62 

192 5. 5 
19 1.3 

Muskogee.----------.---- - --- - -- - - - -- - - -- - -- --
Okmulgee. __ _ --------- -- ---------- ---- . __ ; ___ _ 
Pittsburg ___________ •• _____ .-----·- ••• ---•. --- --

1~----1-----1------1-----1-----1-----1------1-----1----~ 

171> & 
687 4 
900 5 

73 
348 
410 

70 68 0 30 
153 75 0 105 
138 75 25 205 

11 3. 7 
37 2. 0 

. 58 -4.8 

Total district ___________ -------------- ---

7 Cad~--------------------- ~-----------~==2=,2=00=t====6=~=====~=====l=====l======1=====~~====~==== 
4,382 ------------ 1, 663 

729 

635 275 40 503 

223 190 100 275 

326 ------------
2V2 1. 6 

Comanche------------------- ----------------- 301 6 150 4.4 44 0 19 17 1. 5 
Cotton.------------------- --.--------------- 23 5 

g~~on.:::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~g 1g 
2 
5 
5-

0 0 a 0 
1 1 0 0 
0 0 a 0 

0 0 
0, 0 
0 0 

Jackson.-·----------------~-----;·------------ 70 2 0 0 0 0 24 8 4.0 
1-----1-----1----~ 

T~fildb~ct-~----------~-~---,=~=2=,6=9=4~=-·=·=--=·=-·=·=--=-~=====~~~===~==~==~======~====~====~==== 
8 Atoka .... ------------------------------------- 965- 5 

Bryan.-------------------------------------- 2, 020 5 
Carter ____________ --------------- ___ ----------- 435 10 

891 

"292 
463 
117 

268 235 100 318 

106 79 39 108 
186 96 12 267 

7 7 0 40 

317 -----·-------
67 2. 8 

281 5.0 
32 4.0 

Goal_________________________________________ 481 5 262 72 43 0 51 22 3.0 
Garvin .. -------------------------------------- 442 8 156 11 11 0 19 26 5.5 
Jefferson ______ -------·------------------------- 107 5 41 11 11 0 31 8 8.0 
Johnston______________________________________ 540 5 
Love.----------------------------------------- 610 15 

96 
326 

9 5 5 19 
'1 8 0 17 

50 2.5 
74 4.4 

~~~~;1~: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::: 2~ ----------5- ---------- "13" 
Pontotoc.------------------------------------- · 688 ll 439 
Stephens .••• ---------------------------------- 752 7 206 

·-----1-----1------1-~ 

2 ------------4- ------------0- 13 
4 5 

228 110 20 40 
21 10 0 54 

72 10.3 
0 0 

30 7.0 
49 4.9 

Total district----------------------------l=--="'7"", 3=7=3=l==-·=·c:·-..,-... --..,-,..·-==··l•---•ll':.'c:ll=l•----i---ml!li-:l:ac:=--="""'cl=-==o:r====l====::l===== 
664 879 76 664 711 ___ .,. ________ 

----
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1950 peanut data-Oklahoma-Continued 

Smallest Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
Number of acreage producers producers 

which can with allot- with 
producers in producers 

column4 who will 
producers 

who applied "New 
Average 
of "new 
grower" peanut !!TOwer" Dis- · County producers bA grown ment less allotment 

trict cconomi- than that in under 
who will cease to 
cease to farm for 

for 1950 
"new grower" allotment allotment 

per 
producer cally column 2 2 acres 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Choctaw __ --- --- ----- ____ ------ --- ----- ------- 1, 045 4 240 33 
Latimer ________ ____ ----- __ --- . ____ ----- -- _ -- -- 26 5 6 0 
Le Flore ____ ________________ -- --------- ----- --- 95 5 32 2 
McCurtain. ________ _____________ -----------• :. 294 5 232 122 Pushmataha __________________________________ _ 

323 5 122 38 

grow peanuts themselves 

(5) (6) 

20 10 
0 . 0 
2 -----------io-56 

22 --------------

allotment 

(7) 

lW 
3 
8 

88 
34 

(8) (9) 

42 
0 
6 

. 9 
20 

3.0 
0 
3.3 
3.0 
4.0 

1~~---1------1------1-----1------1-....::.----1 ------1~----1-----
Total district__ _____________ --------- ---- 1, 783 ___ .,. ___ ____ _ 

632 195 100 20 283 77 - - - - --- - -- - -1=======1========1========1=======1========:1========1========1========1====== 
State. __ ---- ____ -_ -_ ----- ----- ------ ---- -

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND 

MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
Nashville, Tenn., June 13, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D . C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: In reply 

to your letter of May 29 requesting informa
tion in regard to peanut production in this 
State, we are enclosing a tabulation which 
will furnish you with most of the informa
tion you desire from the questions which you 
have asked in your letter. 

In regard to your question as to what is 
the least number of acres a producer can 
afford to grow or economically grow, this 
ls a question which ls very difficult to answer 
in this State for there are so many variable 
factors involved, such as the size of the farm; 
other crops and livestock on the farms, and 
since peanut production in this State ls a. 
minor crop. We do not have very many 
farmers that depend solely upon peanuts for 
a. living for himself and family. 

The number of peanut allotments of less 
than 2 acres established in this State ls 277. 
The number that will cease to grow less than 
2 acres ls estimated at 50. The number that 
will cease to ·farm for themselves i& estimated 
at none. We have in this State a number o! 
farms whic.h produce less than 1 acre of pea
nuts and these farms do not have an allot
ment established for them, under. the present 
regulations for peanuts. 

Trusting this is the lnforma tion you desire 
and assuring you that it has been a pleasure 
to have served you in this instance, I am 

Very truly yours, 
CARL FRY, 

Chairman, State PMA Committee. 

1950 peanut allotments 

.... 'd 'd Q) 
Q) Number .8 .8 bO --s ~ 

.,, . 
--- st H ~'d 

County and code 
::l ~ 

~ ~ 
.,, .... ~~- (,)0> 

~ .§ "' ..;s al;! ., .... 
mi!:!: 0 

..... 0 $ b.t'd ..... ;::: .,, ;::: s a: .-. "'"' ~"' ...., .,, 
:S! !:!: ., 0 

~I': 0 "' a 0 
E--1 0 z -< < E--1 

- - --- - --
63--003. Benton._---- 93 84 9 516. 9 4. 6 521.5 
63--006. Bradley ______ 8 7 1 18.2 . 4 18. 6 
63--0-09. Carroll__ _____ 6 5 1 33.0 .6 33. 6 
63--016. Coffee _______ 1 1 0 . 5 0 . 5 
63--020. Decatur _____ 87 79 8 436. 5 6. 8 443.3 
63--022. Dickson _____ 10 10 0 10. 5 0 10. 5 
63--024. Fayette ______ 2 2 0 16. 5 0 16.5 
63--033. Hamil ton ____ 5 . 3 2 3. 2 • 7 3. 9 
63--036. Hardin ______ 7 7 0 34. 1 0 34.1 
63--041. H ickman ____ 55 52 3 100. 7 . 9 101. 6 
63--043. Humphreys: 367 332 35 1, 602. 7 20. 3 1, 623. 0 
63--050. Lawrence ____ 22 18 4 29. 3 2. 8 32.1 
63--051. Lewis ________ 133 130 3 265.5 1.4 266.9 
63--057. Madison _____ I 1 0 6.4 0 6. 4 63--068. Perry __ ______ 195 173 22 939. 4 3. 6 943. 0 
63--081. Stewart ______ 2 2 0 2. 3 0 2. 3 
63--091. Wayne ______ 32 30 2 71. 7 3. 2 75.0 Giles ____ _____ 2 1 1 3. 7 0 3. 7 

H ardeman __ _ 4 1 3 13. 8 3. 3 17.1 
-- - - --- - ---TotaL _____ 1,029 938 91 4, 104. 9 48. 6 4, 153. 5 

23, 357 --------·--- 8,577 2,983 1,524 303 2, 607 1, 811 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Paris, Tex., May 29, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: In complying with your letter 

of May 16, 1950, please find below the infor
mation you were seeking. 

Number of peanut producers in Lamar 
County: 393. 

What ls the least number of acres he can 
afford to grow or economically grow: 1 acre. 

Number of producers in county that re
ceived less allotment than mentioned in 
above yuestion,: None. 

How many peanut producers received al
lotments of less than two acres: 80. 

Of the number .of peanut farmers receiving 
allotments of less than two acres, how many 
will cease to grow peanuts: None. 

Approximately how many will cease to 
farm for themselves: None. 

How many new producers applied for pea
nut acreage in your county this year, 1950: 
24. 

How many acres did you have to distribute 
to them: 78 acres. 

Approximately how much· did. each receive: 
1.5 acres." 

Very truly yours, 
ROY P. MASON, 

Secretary, Lamar -County PMA. · 

DEPARTMENT OF ·AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION1, 

Cross 1City, Fla., May 31, 19-50 • . 
. Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

Congressman, Third Congressional 
District o,-' Texas, 

Washington, D. C • 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Reference ls made to 

your letter of May 12 relative to peanut pro
ducers in Dixie County, Florida. Dixie County 
is primarily a livestock county and most of 
the farmers produce peanuts for hog feed . 
However, we do have some 20 farmers who 
grow peanuts for digging. Of these 18 ,have 
less than two acres allotment. It is the 
general thinking of the average farmer 
that they cannot economically dig and pick 
less than 5 acres. Of the number of farm~rs 
having less than two acres allotments none 
will cease growing peanuts but about 75 per
cent of them will not dig. We had no new 
producers applying for acreage this year but 
the reason for this was that when told the 
probable size of new grower allotments those 
that were interested decided that it would 
not be worth the trouble of filling out the 
forms. 

Trusting that this ls the information that 
you desire, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
CLARENCE L. DICKINSON, 

County Agent. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Fairfield, Tex., June 6, 1950. 

Congressman. .LINDLEY. BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Wasltington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Appre

ciate receiving your recent letter regarding 
peanut producers in our coun.ty; however, 
at the present time we are so busy with 
measuring peanut and cotton crops, that we 
do not have a clerk available to secure the 
necessary information you requested. 

Yours very truly, 
NORMAN H. LAMBERT, 

Secretary, Freestone County PMA. 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO, 
Department of Game and Fish, 

Santa Fe, N. Mex., June 8, 1950. 
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: Reference is made to your letter 
of May 26 relative to the number of acres 
o~ peanuts required to support a family. 

It is my opinion that in the section of east
e~n, Ne.w Mexico .. where peanuti; are raised 
successfully that from 5_to 'J. acres_of peanuts _ 
l~ go.odirrigated land is sufficient to support 
a family nicely. . 

Yours very truly, 
ELLIOTT S. BARKER, 

State Game Warden. 

NORTH CAROLINA,. 
·.DEPARTMENT oF AaiiicUi:ruRE; 

Raleigh, June 7, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: In reply 
to your letter of May 26, 1950, this is to 
inform you that the number of acres that 
a family of a man, wife, and three or four 
children need for a primary money crop is -
fr.om 8 to 10 acres of Virginia-type peanuts. 
I ,mention the :Virg_inia-type peanuts as this 
ls the only variety grown on a commercial 
scale in this State. The above estimate of 
acres is based on a yearly average of from 
1,000 to 1,100 pounds per acre, and also on 
the basis of the present support price. 

·Very truly yours, 
L. Y. BALLENTINE, Commissioner. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
De R i dder, La., June 1, 1950. 

DEAR SIR: Please find enclosure for your 
attention. 

Yours very truly, 
T. SHELBY OAKES, 

Parish Administrative Officer, 
County Commi ttee of Beauregard Count y. 
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1. Cotton producers in Beauregard 

Parish-------------------------- 307 
2." Farmers receiving 5 acres or less of 

cotton-----------~-------------~ 272 
3. New producers applied for acreage~'... ' 150 
4. Acreage to distribute among new 

producers _________________ :______ 415 
5. Acreage each received _________ :,. ___ ·2.:...s. 4 
6. Farmers receiving zero acreage_____ 13 
7 .• Percent of new producers regarded 

as genuine farmers______________ 90 
8. a. Acreage the new cotton amend-

ment helped new producers___ None 
b. Old ones------~--------------- None 

9. Number of producers receiving less 
than 5 acres that will probably 
grow no cotton_________________ 1.5 . 

10. Number of farmers that will cease 
to farm for themselves ________ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND 

MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
De Ridder, La., May 22, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Washington, D. 0. . 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: In refer
ence to your letter of May 18, 1950, listed be
low ls a tabulation to your questionnaire. 

Thank you for your interest in peanut and 
cotton farmers. · 

Very truly yours, 
T. SHELBY OAKES, 

Administrative Officer, 
Beauregard Parish Production anc! 
. Marketing Administration. 

Peanuts, 1950 
Number of peanut producers___________ 67 
Number of peanut acres he can economi-

cally grow _____________ ._____________ 6 
Number of producers received ·allotment 

less than 5 acres ___ ;._.:._:______________ 60 
Number of producers received allotment 

less than 2 acres____________________ 47 
Nmnber of producers received less than 

2 acres that will cease to grow pea-
nuts-------------------------------- 25 

Number of producers that will cease . to 
farm for themselves ________________ _ 

Number of new producers applied for al
lotment in 1950--------------------- 8 

How many acres did you have to distrib-ute _________________________________ 5.9 

Approximately how much did they re
ceive (all 3)------------------------- 5. 9 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Troy, N. C., May 26; 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
.House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. · C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: Questions requested 

in letter dated May 18, 1950: 
1. Number of peanut producers: 1. 
2. Least number of acres he could econom- ·. 

lcally grow: 16. 
3. Producers that received allotments less 

than 16: None. 
4. Producers that -received allotments less 

than 2: None. 
5. Number of peanut farmers to receive 

allotments less than 2: None. 
6. How many wnr cease to grow peanuts: 

None. 
7. Approximately how many will cease to 

farm for themselves: None. 
8. How ma~y new producers applied for 

peanut acreage this year: None. 
9. How many acres did you have . to dis

tribute to them: None. 
10. How much did each receive: None. 

Very truly yours, 
DAVID MCALISTER, 

Secr etary, Montgomery County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Junction, ·Tex., May ·24, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, · 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR HONORABLE BECKWORTH: In" reply to 

your letter of May 13, 1950, please. find the 
following information: 

1. Number of peanut producers in your 
county: 10. 

2. Least number of acres of peanuts farm
ers and producers can afford to grow or grow 
economically: 15. 

~: Number of producers in your county re
ceiving allotments less than the number of 
acres we mentioned in answer to the im
mediate previous question: 1. 

4. How many of y_our peanut producers re
ceived allotments of less than 2 acres: 1. 

5. Of the number of peanut farmers re
ceiving allotments of less· than 2 acres·, how 
many will cease to grow pe_anuts: 1. 

6. Approximately how many will cease to 
farm for themselves: 1. . 

7. How many new producers applied for 
peanut acreage in your county this year, 1950: 
2. 

8. How many acres did you have to dis
tribute to them: 4.8. 

9. Approximately how much did each re
ceive: 2.4. 

Yours very truly, 
MILDRED M. SNEAD, 

Secretary, Kimble County PMA Committee • 

DE·PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING . 

ADMINISTRATION, 
• Jackson, Tex., June 7, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Congressman, Third District, Texas, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: In answer to your 

letter relative to peanut allotments in Jack 
County. · 

We believe the least acreage allotment to 
the farmer should be not less than 10 acres 
since special equipment is needed in harvest-
ing the crop. · 

We have only siX old growers who have an 
allotment of less than 2 acres which I believe 
was caused by not planting their allotment 
and maintaining their history. 

Jack County had 15 applications for new
grower peanut allotments for 1950'. I believe 
the law limits the State to 1 percent of the 
State allotment for new growers. Due to 
heavy work in the county tl_lis year the State 
office asked that vie send the· new-grower 
applications to them to figure; The 15 were 
allotted 14.3 acres but not many will plant 
their allotment of iess "than 1 acre. 

We had ·so many in 1949 that didn't plant 
their allotment that ··we sent cards to all of 
our peanut growers asking that they ·return 
the card stating if they would or would not. 
plant their 1950 peanut allotment. Then if 
they said they would not plant their allot
ment the county committee took all the 
allotment they were permitted to and dis
tributed it to other growers. 

We are more · of a livestock county than 
farming but we do have 548 allotment farms; 
Wheat, cotton, and peanuts. 

We do appreciate your interest in the small 
farmer who must be cared for in the market
ing-quota program because there are chil• 
d.ren to be fed, clothed, and sent to school 
besides some· soil- and water..:conservation 
work to do. 

Everyone should feel their responsibility on 
foil and water conservation since it affects 
everyone. 

Very respectfUlly, 
WILLIAM E. YOWELL, · 

Administrative Officer, Jack County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, . 
Dade City, Fla., May 29, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

. Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: Your let

ter o.f May.12, regarding peanut producers in 
this county, is hereby acknowledged. · 

Please be advised that we have only two 
peanut allotments in this county, with both 
receiving allotments in excess of 2 acres. 
These two allotments are 17 .4 acres and 2.4 
acres, respectively. They were not affected 
by the new regulations. 

Very truly yours, 
CARL ·P. DEAL, 

Administrative -Officer, Pasco County 
PMA Committee. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Saluda, Va., June 1, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Ho'l,tse of Representatives, 

Washington, D. c. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: . With reference to 

your inquiry of peanut producers in Middle
sex County, we wish to advise that there are 
only two peanut growers in our county. One 
of these farmers maintains an allotment of 
approximately 10 acres, which is the least · 
acres that the producer can afford to grow 
economically. The other producer now has 
an allotment of 2.7 acres, which we do not 
believe justifies him to grow peanuts. 

There were no producers applying for new 
peanut allotments this year. 

These farmers farm for themselves and we 
believe they will continue to do so. This we 
hope will give you the desired information, 
since we are not a peanut-producing county. 

Yours very truly, 
FLORENCE 6. WILLAFORD, 
Secretary, Middlesex PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Conway, S. C., May 29, 1950. 

Mr. LINILEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Wasliington, D. c. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: With reference to 

your letter of May 17, 1950, the following 
information from Horry County, s. c., ls 
supplied herewith: 

1. The average farmer in this county feels 
that the least number of acres of peanuts 
that he can afford to economically grow 
would be 2.5 acres. 

2. There are 339 peanut producers with 
allotments in Horry County. Of this number 
287 have allotments less than 2.5 acres. 

3. 279 farmers in this county have received 
allotments o.f less than 2 acres. 

4. It is not believed that any producer 
who is interested in peanut production would 
cease to grow peanuts this year because his 
allotment is less than 2 acres. 

. 5. Since this is primarily a fiue-cured 
tobacco county, no farmer will cease to farm 
for himself because of his small acreage of 
peanuts. 

6. There were not applicants for new 
grower peanut allotments in this county 
for this year, the reason being that there is 
hard' . any probability of a person receiving 
over a 1-acre allotment. 

Yours very truly, 
BUCK N. KING, 

County Administrative Offir;:er. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

PRODUCT:::ON AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 

Henrietta, Tex., June 1, 1950. 
LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: There are 42 peanut 

producers in Clay County. About 3 acres 
is the le..tst number of acres a farmer can 
afford to grow. There were 13 producers in 
this county that received allotment::: of less 
than the 3 acres mentioned above. There 
were 6 producers that received allotments of 
less than 2 acres. Peanut farmers receiving 
allotments of less than 2 acres, will cease 
to grow peanuts commercially but will grow 
some for home use. None will cease to farm 
for themselves. There were 13 new pro
ducers that applied for peanut acreage in 
Clay County in 1950. New grower reserves 
were retained in the State office. All new 
growers received a total of 13.4 acres. 

· Yours truly, 
ERMON :::>.WILLIAMS, 

Secretary, Clay County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Burgaw, N. C., May 26, 1950. 

Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR HONORABLE BECKWORTH: This is in re

ply to your letter of May 18, 1950. The fol
lowing is a list of the questions and an
swers requested in your letter: 

1. The number of peanut producers in 
Pender County: 335. 

2. Number of acres of peanuts a producer 
can grow economically: 5. 

3. Number of allotments less than 5 acres 
in county: 185. 

4. Number of allotments in county less 
than 2 acres: 56. 

5. ·Number of allotments in county less 
than 2 acres which will not be planted: None. 

6. Approximately how many will cease to 
farm for themselves: None. 

7. Number of producers who applied for 
new allotments in Pender County in 1950: 
11. 

8. How many acres did we have to dis
tribute to them? We did not have any acre
age to distribute to them as the distribution 
of acreage is done in Raleigh for new growers. 

9. How many acres did the new growers 
receive in Pender County: 3. 

Very truly yours, 
T. W. GARRISS, 

Secretary, Pender County PMA. 

DEPA.~TMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Lampasas, Tex., May 27, 1950. 

Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: In answer to your 

letter of May 13, 1950, we give the follo'wing 
information. 

There are 24 peanut producers in Lampasas 
County, and 20 acres is the least number of 
acres that he can afford to grow or econom
ically grow. Twelve producers in our county 
received allotments less than the. number of 
acres mentioned above. There were no pro
ducers who received less than 2 acres. One 
new producer applied· for peanut acreage in 
our county this year, 1950. We had 4.5 acres 
to distribute to them. Each one received 
4.5 acres since there was only one new pro
ducer. 

Yours truly, 
WILLIAM W. WILSON, 

Secretary, Lampasas County PMA. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
- PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATION, 
Burnet, Tex., May 29, 1950. 

To: Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, House of Rep
resentatives, Washington, D. C. 

. From: Raby A. Alford, secretary, Burnet 
County PMA. 

Subject: Information requested in letter of 
May 13, 1950. 

Information as requested is listed below: 
What is the least number of acres average 

peanut producer can afford to grow: 5. 
How many producers received allotments 

less than acreage mentioned above: 7. 
How many of your peanut farmers re

ceived allotments of less than 2 acres: 2. 
How many of this number (receiving allot

ments of less than 2 acres) will cease to grow 
peanuts: 2. 

How many will cease to farm for them
selves: None. 

How many new producers applied for pea
nut acreage in 1950: 2. 

How many acres did you distribute to 
them: 4.7. 

Approximately how much did each re
ceive: 1.5 and 3.2. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH] 
has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to observe 
that this amendment is objectionable 
just as the other amendments offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BECK
WORTH] have been objectionable, and I 
urge defeat of the pending amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH]. • 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur

ther amendments to section 9? 
Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PACE: Page 20, 

after line 5, insert a new section 11 reading 
as follows: 

"SEC. 11. The first sentence of section 363 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 
'Any farmer who is dissatisfied with his farm 
marketing quota may, within 15 days after 
mailing to him of notice as provided in sec
tion 362, have such quota reviewed by a local 
review committee composed of three farmers 
from the same or nearby counties appointed 
by the Secretary.'" 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment relates to the ~ppointment 
of review committees. It is simply a 
clarifying amendment. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACE. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS of California. What is 

the use of review if the bill has already 
limited him to the amount ·of increase to 
which he may be entitled? What is the 
purpose of this review? 

Mr. PACE. In most every case, if a 
cotton grower is dissatisfied with his cot
ton allotment, he can file an application 
with a review committee. That is the 
general law. This amendment simply 
clarifies the appointment of those com
mittees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. PACE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there ·a.re no 
further amendments, under the rule the 
Committee will rise. 

Accordingly tlie Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. RooNEY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R 9109) to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act; Public Law 74, Seventy:. 
seventh Congress; the Agricultural Act 
of 1949; and .for other purposes, pur~ 
suant to House Resolution 728, he re
ported the same back to the House with 
sundry amendments adopted in Com
mittee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. Is a sepa
rate vote demanded on any amendment? 
If not, the Chair will put them ih gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

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

Mr. BRAMBLETT. Mr. Speaker, I of
fer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. BRAMBLETT. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual

ifies. The Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BRAMBLETT moves to recommit the bill 

H. R. 9109 to the Committee on Agriculture, 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith; with the following 
amendment: On page 1, strike out line 3, 
and all that follows down through line 6 on 
page 2, and insert in lieu thereof: "That sec
tion 344 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act" 
and renumber the following sections ac
cordingly. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. BRAMBLETT. Mr. Speaker, on 

that I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
The question was taken; and on a di

vision (demand by Mr. BRAMBLETT) there 
were-ayes 10, noes 70. 

Mr. B~AMBLETT. . Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant-at-Arms will notify ab
sent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question was taken, and there 
were-yeas 120, nays 179, not voting 131, 
as follows: 

Addonizio 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Angell 

[Roll No. 219] 

YEA~l20 
Arends 
Auchincloss 
Baring 
Bates, Mass. 

Bennett, Mich. 
Bentsen 
Biemiller 
Bishop 
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Boggs, Del. Horan Patten 
B1·amblett Jackson, Calif. Phillips, Call!. 
Brown, Ohio Jackson, Wash. Potter 
Byrnes, Wis. Javits Poulson 
Canfield Jenison Reed, Ilf. 
Case, S. Dak. Jenkins Reed, N. Y. 
Clevenger Jensen Ribicoff 
Cole, N. Y. .Tudd Rich 
Corbett Keating Riehlman 
Cotton Kilburn Rodino 
Crawford Kunkel Rogers, Mass. 
Curtis LeFevre Saylor 
Davis, Wis. Lovre Scott, 
Dollinger McConnell Hugh D., Jr. 
Dondero McCulloch Scrivner 
Douglas McDonough Scudder 
Doyle McGrath Secrest 
Ellsworth McKinnon Shafer 
Engle, Calif. Mack, Wash. Shelley 
Fellows Macy Short 
Ford Madden Smith, Wis. 
Fulton Mahon Stoekman 
Gamble Mansfield Taber 
Goodwin Martin, Mass. Tauriello 
Gorski Mason Tollefson 
Graham Merrow Van Zandt 
Gwinn Meyer Velde 
Hagen Michener Vorys 
Hale Miller, Calif. Wagner 
Hall, Miller, Md. Weichel 

Leonard w. Mitchell Werdel 
Halleck Multer White, Calif. 
Barden Murdock Wickersham 
Havenner Nicholson Wigglesworth 
Herter Nixon Wolcott 
Keselton O'Hara, Minn. Wolverton 
Hoffman, Mich. O'Konski 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Albert 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

AugustH. 
Andrews 
Aspinall 
Barden 
Bates, Ky. 
Battle 
Beckworth 
Bennett, Fla. 
Blatnik 
Bolllng 
Bolton, Md. 
Bonnet· 
Bosone 
Boykin 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Bryson 
Buchanan 
Buckley, Ill. 
Buckley, N. Y. 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Burton 
Byrne, N. Y. 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carroll 
Cavalcante 
Cell er 
Chatham 
Chelf 
Chesney 
Chudotr 
Clemente 
Cole, Kans. 
Colmer 
Combs 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crook 
Crosser 
Cunningham 
Dague 
Davies, N. Y. 
Davis, Ga. 
Deane 
DeGrafi'enried 
Delaney 
Denton 
D'Ewart 
Donohue 
Doughton 
Durham 
Elliott 
Fallon 

NAYS-179 
Feighan 
Fernandez 
Fisher 
Flood 
Fugate 
Garmatz 

· Gary 
Gathings 
Gossett 
Granahan 
Grant 
Green 
Gregory 
Gross 
Guill 
Hardy 
Harrison 
Hart 
Hays, Ark. 
Heffernan· 
Herlong 
Hill 
Hobbs 
Hoeven 
Holifield 
Holmes 
Hope 
Bowell 
Hull 
Jacobs 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Jones', N.C. 
Karsten 
Kearns 
Kelly, N. Y. 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Kilday 
King 
Kirwan 
Kruse 
Lanham 
Larcade 
Lecompte 
Lind 
Linehan 
Lucas 
Lyle 
Lynch 
McCormack 
McGuire 
McMillan, S. CJ. 
Mcsweeney 
Mack,m. 
Magee 
Marcantonio 
Marsalis 
Marshall 
Martin, Iowa 
Miles 

Mills 
Monroney 
Morris 
Noland 
O'Brien,m. 
O'Hara, lll. 
O'Sullivan 
O'Toole 
Pace 
Passman 
Patman 
Peterson 
Philbin 
Pickett 
Poage 
Polk 
Preston 
Price 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Rankin 
Regan 
Rhodes 
Richards 
Rivers 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Sa SS.£ er 
Sikes 
Simpson,m. 
Sims 
Smathers 
Smith. Va. 
Spence 
Steed 
Stefan 
Stigier 
Sullivan 
Tackett 
Talle 
Teague 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Walsh 
Walter 
Wheeler 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wier 
Williams 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wilson, Okla. 
WUson, Tex. 
Withrow 
Wood 
Yates 

?\'JT VOTING-131 

Allen, La. Hand 
Anderson, Calif. Hare 
Bailey Harris 
Barrett, Pa. · Harvey 
Barrett, Wyo. Hays, Ohio 
Beall Hebert 
Blackney Hedrick 
Boggs, La. Heller 
Bolton, Ohio Hinshaw 
Breen Hoffman, Ill. 
Brehm Buber 
Bulwinkle Irving 
Burke James 
Burnside Jennings 
Camp Johnson 
Carnahan Jonas 
Case, N. J. Karst 
Chiperfield ' Kean 
Christopher Kearney 
Cooper Kee 
Coudert Keefe 
Davenport Kelley, Pa. 

. Davis, Tenn. Keogh 
Dawson Klein 
Dingell Lane 
Dolliver Latham 
Eaton Lichtenwalter 
Eberharter Lodge 
Elston McCarthy 
Engel, Mich. McGregor 
Evins McMiIIen, Ill. 
Fenton Miller, Nebr. 
Fogarty Morgan 
Forand Morrison 
Frazier Morton 
Furcolo Moulder 
Gavin Murphy 
Giliette Murray, Tenn. 
Gilmer Murray, Wis. 
Golden Nelson 
Gordon Norblad 
Gore Norrell 
Granger Norton 
Hall, O'Brien, Mich. 

Edwin Arthur O'Neill 

Patterson 
Perkins 
Pfeifer, 

JosephL. 
Pfeiffer, 

WilliamL. 
Phillips, Tenn. 
Plumley 
Powell 
Priest 
Quinn 
Ramsay 
Redden 
Rees 
Robeson 
Saba th 
Sadlak 
Sadowski 
St. George 
Sanborn 
Scott, Hardie 
Sheppard 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Ohio 
Staggers 
Stanley 
Sutton 
Taylor 
Towe 
Underwood 
Vinson 
Vursell 
Wadsworth 
Welch 
Whitaker 
White, Idaho 
Widnall 
Willis 
Winstead 
Woodhouse 
Woodruff 
Young 
Zablocki 

So the motion to recommit was 
rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pail's: 

In this vote: 
Mr. Coudert for, with Mr. Stanley against. 
Mr. Hand for, with Mr. Boggs of Louisiana 

against. 
Mr. Towe for, with Mr. Miller of Nebraska 

agaj.nst. 
Mr. Case of New Jersey for, with Mr. Evins 

against. 
Mr. Kean for, with Mr. Davis of Tennessee 

against. 
Mr. Widnall for, with Mr. Golden against. 
Mr. William L. Pfeiffer for, with Mr. Stag-

gers against. 
Mr. Gavin for, with Mr. Carnahan against. 
Mr. Eaton for, with Mr. Hedrick against. 
Mr. Lichtenwalter for, with Mrs. Wood-

house against. 
Mr. Latham for, with Mr. Ke.ogh against. 
Mrs. St. George for, with Mr. Winstead 

against. 
Mr. Hardie Scott for, with Mr. Hebert 

against. 
Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Joseph L. Pfeifer against. 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Priest against. 
Mr. James for, with Mr.- Whitaker again.st. 
Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Murphy against. 
Mr. Fenton for, with Mr. Klein against. 
Mr. Plumley for, with Mr. Morrison against. 
Mr. Smith of Ohio for, with Mr. Heller 

against. 
Mr. Sheppard for, with Mr. Cooper against. 
Mr. Anderson of California for, with Mr. · 

Young against. 
Mr. Gillet.te for, with Mr. Willis against. 
Mr. Hinshaw for, with Mr. Gilmer against. 
Mr. Fogarty for, with Mr. Frazier against. 
Mr. Elston for. with Mr. Burke against • . 
Mr. Johnson for, with Mr. Karst against. 
Mr. Patterson for, with Mr. Perkins against. 
Mr. Sadlak for, with Mr. Redden against. 

General pairs until further notice: 
Mr. Eberharter with Mr. Beall. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Smith of Kansas. 
MF. O'Brien of Michigan with Mr. Wood

ruff. 
lV..r. O'Neill with Mr. Jennings. 
MF. Barrett of Pennsylvania with Mr. Hoff-

man of Illinois. 
Mr.Davenport with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 
Mr. Moulder with Mr. McGregor. 
Mr. Welch with Mr. Morton. 
Mr. Vinson with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Harris with Mr. Rees. 
Mr. Hare with Mr. Wadsworth. 
Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Vursell. 
Mr. Gordon with Mr. Phillips of Tennessee. 
Mr. Zablocki with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. White of Idaho with Mr. McMillen of 

Illinois. 
Mr. Huber with Mr. Barrett of Wyoming. 
Mr. :Irving with Mr. Chiperfield • 
Mr. Morgan with Mr. Dolliver. 
Mr. Sadowski with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 
Mr. Lane with Mr. Brehm. 
Mr. Murray of Tennessee with Mr. Black-

ney. 
Mr. Forand with Mrs. Bolton of Ohio. 
Mr. Breen with Mr. Harvey. ' 

Messrs. HALE, BENTSEN, MABON, JUDD, 
ANGELL, AUCHINCLOSS,. and WOLVERTON 
changed their votes from "nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Speak

er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared. to have it. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. . The Chair just 
counted 297 Members: A quorum is pres
ent. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
a division. 

The House divided; and there were
ayes 160, noes 85. 

So the bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid· on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, 

the Clerk will be authorized to correct 
section numbers; 

There was no objection. 
WHERE ARE WE? WHY? WHERE DO WE 

00 FROM HERE? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, if Good Old Joe's purpose
President Truman's characterization-is 
a desire to establish communism 
throughout the world, we are now in 
world war III, a war declared by the 
United Nations, not by your Congress. 

Assuming, as we may, that the North 
Korean Communists' attack on the Re
public of South Korea was instigated, 
and is carried on, by order of Stalin, 
there is reason to believe that he will, 
when he deems it expedient, bring about 
similar attacks in Indochina, Greece, 
Turkey, Yugoslavia, and in Germany. It 
is more than probable that these attacks 
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will be first made, not by Russian sol
diers, but by the troops of Stalin's satel
lite governments. 

In Germany, undoubtedly he will use 
the large, well-trained, well-equipped 
army which he has created under the 
guise of establishing a police force in 
Eastern Germany. That force will be 
strengthened by the Red armies of coun
tries whose governments Stalin controls. 

Where are we? Fighting the first 
battles of world war III. 

Why are we in world war III? 
Because, after our armed forces and 

those of our allies had beaten Hitler's 
armies and our fighting men, without 
Russia's help, had beaten Japan, those in 
·authority, not desiring to offend Stalin, 
ordered our soldiers to stay out of Berlin 
and Eastern Germany; gave to Russia 
jurisdiction over a large part of China; 
authority over several hundred million 
people in Asia. Because of the fears of 
France and Britain, we adopted the Mor
genthau.plan, which prevented the Ger
man people from becoming self-sustain
ing, rebuilding their nation as a barrier 
against Russian aggression; gave Russia 
part of Berlin, control over eastern Ger
many and the opportunity to establish 
communism there and in the adjoining 
countries. We aided Russia in taking 
Manchuria, establishing there a Com
munist army of around a million men. 
It now threatens Korea. 

Our contributions of dollars and ma
terial and our concessions to, and -ap
peasement of, Joe Stalin made him so 
powerful that now he has brought on 
world war III and actually threatens- our 
national security, either through direct 
armed force, or by entrapment into wars 
on so world-wide a front as to exhaust 
us. 

The program of the internationalists 
may result in the end of our Republic, 
the enslavement of our pepole; the im
position upon us of the obligation to fur
nish the armies and the munitions nec
essary to carry on from generation to 
generation wars whieh they deem expe
dient, either for world peace or for the . 
fulfillment of their own plans or am
bitions. 

Where do we go from here? 
That question cannot be answered by 

anyone · until we know what the admin
istration, that is, Mr. Truman, intends 
to do. . 

Secretary of State Acheson, who has 
been so friendly to, so afraid of off ending, 
Stalin, while stating that, for our own 
security, we must and would "maintain 
armed forces in Japan, Okinawa, and the 
Philippines," said on January 12, 1950, 
that it would be "a foolish adventure" to 
attempt to defend Formosa.· 

He made it absolutely clear to the Rus
sions that, so far as he was concerned
and presumably he was outlining our 
foreign policy-we would def end neither 
Formosa nor Korea. 

Whe·n, on May 5, 1950, Senator CoN
NALL Y , chairman of the Senate Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, was asked 
whether we were seriously considering 
abandoning South Korea, he said, "I am 

afraid it is going to happen, whether we 
want it or not," and he added that Ko
rea was not "greatly important." 

Yet, when the Communists of North 
Korea, reinforced and directed by · the 
Russian Communists who came to power 
in Manchuria under a policy established 
by Acheson and others, invaded South 
Korea, Mr. Truman, without consulting 
Congress, at the request of the Security 
Council of the United Nations, without 
authority declared war. 

Mr. Truman had no such power. On 
October 29, 1945, Dean Acheson asked 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
that the President be given a free hand 
in ordering the use of our troops when
ever United Nations Security Council so 
voted. But the Senate rejected the pro
posal. 

Public Law 264, which was approved 
December 20, 1945, expressly provided 
that, before placing any troops at the dis
posal of United Nations, the President 
must obtain the approval of Congress. 

The only modification of that law was 
the amendment of October 10, 1949, 
which authorized the President to assign 

· no more than 1,000 Americans to United 
Nations to serve strictly in a "non-com-
batant capacity." · 

Nor can Mr. Truman justify his ac
tions under the North Atlantic Treaty, 
Article 5 reads: 

The parties agreed that an armed attack 
against one or more of them in Europe ·or 
North America shall be considered as an at
tack against them all. 

Korea is in neither. 
How can anyone stand behind a Pres

ident, as we are being asked to do, when 
we do not know from day to day where 
he stands nor what he intends to do 
next? 

As your Congressman here in Wash
ington, the only things that I know the 
President is certain about is that he 
wants more money to carry on the war 
effort-and that he will get; he wants 
additional billions for his socialization 
program, more power to use arbitrarily 
for his own and his party's political ad
vancement. Oh y,es; one thing more he 
wants-a subservieni; "rubber stamp'' 
Congress. 

Mr. Truman is in clear over his head. 
The Congress, particularly the Senate, 
should take him in hand, outline a for
eign and a domestic policy which has 
as its objective the welfare of this coun
try; then, regardless of the advice of the 
Achesons, see that the administration 
adheres to that policy. 

Where do we go from here? Like 
many others who will not admit it, I 
know little, if anything, about military 
science or world affairs. But is it permis
sible to inquire whether, instead of car
rying on, for 5 or 10 or more years, a war 
all over the world and by so doing com
pletely exhaust ourselves; destroying our 
ability to defend ourselves here at home, 
assuming that Joe Stalin and the Com
munists intend to destroy us and world 
civilization-if our air offensive is what 
we have been told it is; if the atomic 
bomb is as powerful as we have been 

led to believe, we should not, without 
delay, use both on Stalin, in Russia, 
where it will hurt the most, and bring 
peace? 

Cruel and ·murderous, do I hear you 
say? Yes. But when was war anything 
but just that? Ho\7 many times have we 
been told by those in authority that 
Stalin intends to bomb us when he has 
the ability? Why sit around, waiting for 
him to destroy us? Would you rather 
have our wounded, with their hands tied 
behind them, when captured, shot? 
Would you rather have your boys pris· 
oners of war, made the slaves of bar· 
barous Korean, Chinese, or Russian 
Communists in Siberia? 

War is hell. I have done my best to 
keep our Nation out of it, but the more 
decisively and the sooner it is ended, the 
quicker will peace come to us and to the 
world. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all members 
may have five legislative days · within 
which to extel;ld their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A SYSTEM OF PRIOR

ITIES, ALLOCATIONS, AND REQUISITION 
OF MATERIALS AND FACILITIES 

Mr. LYLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution <H. Res. 740, Rept. No. 2763), 
which was referred to the House Calen
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop
tion of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bili (H. R. 9176) to establish a system 
of priorities and allocations for .materials 
and facilities, authorize the requisitioning 
thereof, provide financial assistance for ex
pansion of productive capacity and supply, 
strengthen controls over credit, regulate 
speculation on commodity exchanges, and by 
these measures facilitate th_e production of 
goods and services necessary for the national 
security, and for other purposes, and all 
pain.ts of order against said bill are hereby 
waived. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined .to the bill and continue 
not to exceed .1 day, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee pn Bank
ing and Currency, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider without the 
intervention of any point of order the sub
stitute committee amendment recommended 
by the Committee on Banking and Currency 
now ill the bill, and such substitute for 
the purpose of amendment shall be con
sidered under the 5-minute rule as an 
original bill. At the conclusion of such con
sideration the Committee shall rise and re
port· the bill to the House with such amend
ments as may have been adopted, and any 
Member may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any of the amendments· adopted 
in the Commlttee of the Whole to the bill 
or committee·substitute. The previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
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without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit, with or without instruc
tions. 

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL PROPERTY AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT OF 
1949 

Mr. MADDEN, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution <H. Res. 741, Rept. No. 2764). 
which was ref erred to the House Calen
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, Tha.t immediately upon the adop
tion of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 9129) to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, and for other purposes. That after · 
general debate which shall be confined to 
the bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Ex
ecutive Departments, the bill shall be read 
for amendment under the 5-minute rule. 
At the conclusion of the consideration of 
the bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill and amendments there
to to final passage without intervening mo
tion except one motion to recommit. 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MAJOR DIS
ASTERS 

Mr. DELANEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi
leged resolution <H. Res. 742, Rept. No. 
2765), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 
· Resolved, That immediately upon the adop
tion of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 8396) to authorize Federal 
assistance to States and local governments 
in major disasters, and for other purposes. 
That after general debate which shall be 
confined to the bill and continue not to. 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Public Works, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted 
and the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill and amendments there
to to final passage without intervening mo
tion except one motion to recommit. 

FEDERAL AID IN FISH RESTORATION AND 
MANAGEMENT PROJECTS 

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- . 
mous consent for the immediate consid
eration of House Concurrent Resolution 
2.49. relating to the enrollment of H. R. 
6533. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, in the en
rollment of the bill (H. R. 6533) to provide 
that the United States shall aid the States 
in fish restoration and management projects, 
and for other purposes, is authorized and 
directed to strike out paragraph (c) of sec-

tion 2 and to insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

" ( c) the formulation and adoption of 
plans of restocking waters with food and 
game fishes according to natural areas or 
districts to which such plans are applicable, 
together with the acquisition of such facts 
as are necessary to the formulation, execu
tion, and testing the effica:cy of such plans;". 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the concur
rent resolution? 

There was no objection. 
The concurrent resolution was agreed 

to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
ALEXANDER STEW ART 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 1991) for 
the relief of Alexander Stewart, with 
Senate amendments thereto. and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read 'the Senate amend

·ments, as follows: 
Page 1, line 8, after "alien", insert "which 

are based upon the same facts upon which 
such warrants or orders were issued." 

Page l, line 12, after "1947" insert "upon 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax." 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to ~econsider was laid on the 

table. 
WILLIAM B. BUOL 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 2225) for 
the relief of William B. Buol, with a Sen
ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment. · 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ment, as follows~ · 
Page 2, line 1, after "States", insert", upon 

payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax." 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
JOHN MICHAEL ANCKER RASMUSSEN 

. Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 3464) to 
record the lawful admission for perma
nent residence of alien John Michael 
Ancker Rasmussen, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 1, line 10, after "laws", insert "upon 

payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax." 

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

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
.Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
who is the recipient of the payment? 

Mr. WALTER. These are amend
ments made necessary because the 
:fiancees have become brides since the 
House passed the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

_the table. · 
YUK ONN WON 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 3805) for 
the relief of Yuk Onn Won, with a Sen
ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Line 9, 'after "natural-born", Insert: 

"alien." · 

The SPEAKER. Is ther~ objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
DR. FERDINANDO SCHIAPPA 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 4188) for 
t~e relief of Dr. Ferdinando Schiappa, 
with a Senate amendment thereto and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Line 4, after "tax", insert "and visa fee." 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
DR. FRANCESCO DRAGO 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 4806) for 
the relief of Dr, Francesco Drago, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 

as follows.: 
Line 4, after "tax", insert "and visa fee ... 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

MRS. VIRGINIA DALLA ROSA PRATI 

Mr. WALTER. . Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the · 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 50HO for 
the relief of Mrs. Virginia Dalla Rosa 
Prati and her minor son, Rolando Dalla 
Rosa Prati, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. · 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: "That, for the purposes of the immi
gration and naturalization laws, Mrs. Vir
ginia Dalla Rosa Prati and her minor ·son, 
Rolando Dalla Rosa Prati, · shall be held and 
considered to be lawfully admitted. to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of their last entries into the 
United States upon payment of the required 
head taxes and visa fees. Upon the enact
ment of this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct the required numbers from ·the ap
propriate quota foc ' the first year that such 
quota is availabfe:" · 

· The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of th.e gentleman ·.froi:n· 
Pennsylvania? 
~ There was no objectibn. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

- · DR. AGOSTINO DELISI 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I . ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 5566) for 
the relief of Dr. ·Agostino DeLisi, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 
· The Clerk read .the title of the bill. 
- The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, · as fallows: · 

Line 5, strike out "June 26, 1948" and in-
sert "June~27, 1948." . . . ' 

Line 7, after "residence~ ', insert "upon the 
payment of the required" visa ·fee and head 
tax." 

. The SPEAKER. · Is there objection to 
the request of the ge.ntleman ' from 
Pennsylvania? . ~ 
.- There was no· objection. 

The Senate amendments were con-
curred iii. _ 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table: 

CHENG SICK YUEN 

Mr. WALTER. ·Mr: 0 Speaker, I ask 
unanimous · consent to · take from the 
Speaker's desk the · bill <H. R. 6066 > for 
the relief of Cheng Sick Yuen, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

· The Clerk read the title oi the bill . . 
The Clerk · read the. Senate·' amen.d-: 

ment, as foJlows.: 
Strike out all after the enaeting clause .and 

Insert: "That, for the purposes of the immi
gration and naturalization laws, Cheng Sick 
Yuen, the minor adopted child of ·Keung 
Jack Cheng, a citizen of -the United States, 
shall be considered as· eligible for admission 
to the United States under the provisions 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigrati6n· 

Act of 1924, if otherwise admissible under 
the immigration laws." 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was con-

curred it. . 
A motion to reconsider was-laid on the 

table. 
SUN YIP CHIN AND CHUNG LUM 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker " I ask 
unanimous consent to take fr~m the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 6173) for 
the Telief of Sun Yip Chin and Chung 
Lum, with a Senate amendment thereto 
and concur in the · Senate amendment. ' 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the · Senate amend-

ment, as follows: ' 
: Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
"That for the purposes .of the immigra

tion and naturalization laws Sun Yip Chin 
and Chung Lum (Lum Chung), the minor 
children of Lan Bow Chin antl. Lee Lum (Lum 
Lee), respectively, who are citizens of the 
United States·. and honorably discharged vet
erans of World War II, . sha.11 be deemed to . 
be eligible for admission into the United 
States. under the provisions of sections 4 fa) 
~nd 9 of the Immigration Act of 1924, as 
amended, if otherwise admissible under . the 
1m~igr~tion laws." · 

, The SPEAKER. Is there obje~tion to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 
_ There was lio objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 
- A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

MRS. AIMEE HO"Y'NINGEN-HUENE 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 6225) for · 
the relief of Mrs. Aimee Hoyningen- . 
Huene, with a Senate amendment there
to, and concur in the Senate amend
ment. 
- The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend
ment, ~.s fallows: 

Page 1, line 7, strike out "1947" and insert 
"1946." 

_ The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? · 

There was no objection. 
The Senate ~mendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
JIRINA ZIZKOVSKY 

Mr. WALTER: Mr. Speaker, I .ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's c:lesk the bill <H. R. 6461) for 
the. reli~f of Jirina Zizkovsky, with Sen
ate amendments thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 
- The ·clerk· read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk- read the -Senate amend-
~ents, ~S}<?ll~\ys: __ , , · · · 

Line 7, after "date" ins~rt "upop. the pay
ment ot the ;required head tax and visa fee." 

Strike out lin,es 8, 9, and.10 and insert: '. 
"SEC. 2. Upon the enactlfient of this act 

the Secretary of State shall instruct · th~ 

proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota f_or the 
:first year that such quota is available." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman-from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. · 
MRS . . DAVID MUNSON OSBORNE 

·Mr. WALTER. Mr. Sp
0

eaker I ask 
unanimous consent to take f~om the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 6505) to 
legalize the entry of Mrs. David Mun
~on. Osborne (nee Janet Mary Tole>; a 
native of_ N~w Zealand, with a Senate · 
amendment tpereto: and concur in the 
Senate amendment. . 

The Clerk read .the title of .the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 

as follows: . , 
Line 7, after "York", insert "upon payment 

of the required hea_d tax and visa fee.'' 

· The SPEAKER. is there objection to 
the request of tlie gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? · 
. Ther.e was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. . . . • 
- A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
RUBY THAW .AND HLA SEIN 

Mr: W.i_\LTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous co_nsent to ti;tke .from the· 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 6758) for 
the relief of Ruby Thaw and Hla Sein 
with a Senate amendment .thereto and 
concur in the Senate amendm"ent. ' 

The ·Clerk read the title of the bill. · 
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ment, as follows: . . -
. Line~ •. after "Mass~~husetts", insert", ~P- : 

on payment. of the required" visa fe"es and 
l_lead taxes." 

· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
· The Senate-amendment was concurred · 
in. · ·: · · : · 

A m9tion to rec_onsider was laid on the 
table. ' · · 

MRS. MASA IYOKI 

Mr: WALTER. .Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to . take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 7071) for 
the relief of Mrs. Masa Iyoki, with a 
~enate amendment theret.6, and concur 
m the Senate amendment. 
. - The Clerk· read the title of the bill. 
-The Clerk read the Senate amendment 

as follows: - ' 
-Line 9, after · ;'citizen.", · insert "If other

wise adm~ssible -under the immigration laws, 
Mrs. ~~sa Iyokl·shall be held and considered 
to be a returning resident under the provi
sions of secti~~ 4 (b) of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended." · 

I 1• I 

The SPEAKER.· Is there objection to 
the :request· of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 
· There wa_s no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
ih. - , . ' . -

• 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. -
KAZUKO KAMADA -

Mr. WALTER. Mr. - Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 7228) for 
the relief of Kazuko Kamada, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
.Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 

clause down to and inc1 uding "Force:" -in 
line 11 and insert: "That the provisions of 
the immigration laws relating to exclusion of 
aliens inadmissible because -Of race shall not 
hereafter apply, to Kazuko Kama, the Japa
nese fianc-ee of Sgt. Ralph S. Merithew, and 
that tile said Kazuko Kamada may be eligible 
for a visa as a nonimmigrant temporary visi
tor for a period of 3 months:": 

The SPEAKEit. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was ·concurred 

!Ii. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
MARTHA APORTA STRICKLAND 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I , ask 
unanimous consent to take -from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 7812) for 
the relief of Martha Aporta Strickland, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate·amerrdment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. ' 
. The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page ·1, line 9, strike out "(c)" and insert 

"(e) ." .. 

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

· ·There· was no objection. 
The . Senate amendment was · con

curred in. 
·A motion to reconsider was laid orr the 

table. 
YOSHIKO- EMORY 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous copsent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 8117) for 
the relief of Yoshiko Emory, with a Sen
.ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment: 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ment, as follows: · 
Line 9; strike out all after "veteran," down 

to and including "residence" in line 11 and 
insert: "and that the said Yoshiko Emory 
may be eligible for a nonquota immigration 
visa if she is found otherwise admissible 
under the immigration laws." . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the -request · of' the · gentleman from 
Peri.nsylvani.~? _ 

·There was no objection: 
The Senate ainendment was con

curred in; 
A · motion to reconsider was laid· on the 

table. 
DR. ALESANDRO RIZZO 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from -the 

Speaker's desk the bill CH'.. R. 8245) for 
the relief of Dr. Alesandro Rizzo, with 
a Senate amendment 'thereto, and con
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 

as · follows: 
Line 7, after "States", inrnrt: "upon the 

payment of the required head tax and visa 
fee." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the requesf of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania·? 

-There was no objection. 
The Senate' amendment was con-

curred in. . 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
NOAE __ KAWASHIMA 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 8440) for 
the relief of Noae.Kawashima, with Sen..: 
ate amendments thereto, and concur in 
th,e Senate amendments. 

The Clerk -read the title of the bill. 
-The Clerk read the Senate · amend

ments, as follows: . 
Page 1, line 6, strike out "Noae", and insert 

"Naoe." _ 
Page 1, line 7, strike out "Noae", and insert 

"Naoe."· · 
:Amend the title so as to read: "An act for 

the relief of Naoe Kawashima." 

The SPEAKER. Is . there obJection 
to the request .-of the gentleman. -from 
Pennsylvania? : 

There was no objection. 
The . Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion· to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
TOSHIKO KiKYO AND- FRANCiS KIKYO 

,. • • r • • ' ., • 

Mr: WALTER. . Mr. Speak.er •. ·! - ask 
unanimous consent - to take froin the 

· Speak~:i;-'.s desk the .bill <H. R. 865_5) _for 
the relief of Toshiko· Kikyo and Francis 
Kikyo, with a Senate - amendment 
thereto, _ and concur . in the Senate 
amendment. · 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend..: 

ment, as follows: 
Page 2, strike out lines 15 and 16 and insert 

"them as of the date of their last entry into 
the Unit'ed States upon payment of the 
required.visa fees and head taxes." 

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

There. was -no objection. 
The Senate· amendment was con"'. 

curred in: 
A motion · to reconsider w;:ts laid on 

the fable. 
PERMANENT RESl'DENCE TO 'CERTAIN. 

. ·· ALIENS' 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, . I ask 
unanimous· consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the resolution · <H. ·con. 
Res. 181) favoring the granting of status 
of-permanent residerrc·e- to ~ertain aliens, 
with" Sen;:tte -amendments thereto, ahd 
concur ill-the Senate amendments. ; · 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. · 

The Clerk read the· Senate amend-
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, after line 9, insert: 
" , Forostyna, Lidia Maria." 
Page 1, after line 9, insert: 
" , Fortunescu, Radu Constan-

tine." 
Page 1, after line 13, insert:· 
!' , -Gyarfas, John Erving." 
Page 1, after line 13, insert: 
" , Hasek, Joseph Karel, alias 

Joseph Karel Jisa.'.' 
Page 2, after line 3, insert: 
" , Lazlo, Ervin." 
Page 2, after line 3, insert: 
" , Lazlo, Mary." 
Page 2, ·after line 4, insert: 
" , Marinescu; ].141hail, or Mihal Z: 

Marinescu." 

The SPEAKER. Js there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? · 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A.motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
KOREAN LEGISLATION 

Mr. McGUIRJ!:. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to' address the House 
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. McGUIRE. Mr, Speaker, on be

half of our fighting forces in Korea I have 
introduced two bills which I hope wilfbe 
acted upon without delay. Both biils ex
tend. the authority of the War Claims 
Commission to cover our current strug
gle to contain the totalitarian army of 
North Korea. One bill would authorize 
the .War Claims Commission to award 

: up to $10,000 to the· widow, children or 
_· parents of a member of our ·Armed Forces 
: who; as a prisoner ef waF, was illegally 

killed · by the Government of North 
· Korea. Newspaper reports attest daily to 
. the cruel treatment handed out to our 

soldiers when they are captured by the 
North Koreans. While we hope and pray 
that our· enemy will ·soon subscribe to 
the rules of warfare, we must, neverthe
iess, do something for our boys and their 
families under these ruthless praqtices. 
Tbe second bill I haye ihtroduced will 
amend the War Claims Act of 1948 by 
authorizing the Commission to compen
sate prisoners of war held by the North 
Koreans and any ·of our soldiers hiding 
in Korea to avoid capture by the North 

. Koreans. 
SIGNING OF ENROLLED BILL 

Mr, McCORMACK. · M.r : Speaker, I 
ask _ unanim01,J.s consent .that notwith
standing the adjour.nment of the House 
until tomorrow - noon the Speaker be 
authorized to sign the enrolled bill H. R. 
7273, to provide a civil government for 
Guam, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas-

. sachusetts? ·_ · · · 
: . ~her:e was 110 ob)ecgon. 

HOUR OF MEETING. ON -WEDNESDAY 

. Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 

xxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxx
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Hause adjourns tomonow it adjourn to 
meet at 11 o'clock on Wednesday; next. 

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

There was no o.bjection. 
MRS. EVELYN M. HRYNIAK 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I call up the conference report on 
the bill <S. 2655) for the relief of Mrs. 
Evelyn M. Hryniak, and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement of the man
agers on the part of the House be i:ead 
in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: 

CONFERENCE. REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2749) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments .of the House to the bill (S. 
2655) for the relief of Mrs. Evelyn M. 
Hryniak, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the House, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum passed by the House 
insert $6,250; and the House agree to the 
same. 

WILLIAM T. BYRNE, 
WINFIELD K. DENTON, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HARLEY M. KILGORE, 

. ALEXANDER WILEY I 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House 

at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 2655) for the relief of 
Mrs. Evelyn M. Hryniak, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying -confer
ence report: 

1 The bill as passed the Senate appropriated 
the sum of $7,500 to Mrs. Evelyn M. Hryniak 
for personal injuries, pain and suffering, 
permanent disability, a.nd loss of earnings 
sustained by her and ariSing out of an acci
dent which occurred at Gudensberg, Ger
many, on October 21, 1948. The bill was re
duced by the House to $5,000 and at the con
ference the sum of $6,250 was agreed upon. 

WILLIAM T. BYRNE, -

WINFIELD K. DENTON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
MRS. GLADYS J. SENYOHL McCARTHY 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 2234) 
for the relief of Mrs. Gladys J. Senyo-hl 
McCarthy, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to t.he Senate amend-

ments, and ask for a conference with the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the fallowing 
conferees: Messrs. BYRNE of New York, 
DENTON, and KEATING. 

LOUIS J. MARX 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. $peak
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 4528') 
to confer jurisdiction upon the Court o-f 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claim of Louis J. 
Marx, with a Senate amendment thereto, 
and ccmcur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
"That, notwithstanding the provisiol!lS- of 

title 28, United States Code, section 2-680, 
jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the 
United States District Court for the South
ern District of New York to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
Louis J. Marx, New York, N:. Y., against. the 
United States on account of personal injuries 
sustained allegedly as a result of an assa11lt 
by a soldier in the United States Army. 

"SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any statute of 
limitations or lapse of time, suit upon such 
claim may be instituted within any time of 
1 year of the enactment of this act. In any 
such suit brought pursuant to this act pro
ceedings shall be had and the liabllity, if 
any, of the United States shall be determined 
in accordance with the provisions of law ap
plicable in the case of tort claiims against the 
United States (U. S. C., title · 28, sec. 1346 
(b)): Provided, however, That nothing in 
this act does or shall constitute an admission 
of liabl:lity on the pa:rt o! the United States." 

Amend the title so as to read: "An act con
ferring jurisdiction on the United States Dis
trict Court for the Southern District of New 
York to hear, determine, and render judg
ment upon the claim of Louis J. Marx." 

The bPEAKER. ls there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There. was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
JOHN G. ESSENBERG 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's. table the b-111 <H. R. 4628.), 
for the relief of John G. Essenberg, with 
a Senate amendment thereto-, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clau&e and 

insert: 
"That the Secretary of the Treasury be', 

and he is hereby, authorized and directed to 
pay, out. of any money 1n the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,000 to
John G. Essenbei'g", of'436 Sixty-efghth Street, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., in full settlement of all 
claims against the united St&tes· actsing o.ut 
of his personal injury ln an accident, fuvolv-
1ng a United States Army truck~ whieh oc
curred on the West Side Elevated Highway 

between Forty-ninth and Ftlt_ieth Streets, 
New York, N. Y., on March 20, 1944: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful,, any contract to the 

. contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio
lating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exc.eeding $1,,000." 

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

There was no. objec.tion. 
The Senate ame-ndment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconside:r was laid on the 

table. 
PATUXENT DEVEI.OPMENT CO., INC. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 6363) 
conferring jurisdiction on the United 
States District CCi>urt for the Middle Dis
trict of North Carolina, to hear, deter· 
mine, and render judgment upon certain 
claims of the Patuxent Development Co., 
Inc., with a Senate amendment thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the, title of the bill~ 
The Clerk read .the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Strike ol:lt all after the enacting clause, 

and im.sert: 
"That jurisdictfon is hereby conferred up. 

on the United States Dtstrict Com:t for the 
Middle District. of North Carolina to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upo-n the 
claims of the Patuxent Development Co., 
Inc-., of Southern Pines, N. C., against the 
United States for damages, if any, sustained 
by :reason ef the allegedly tortious me and 
occupancy between Augl:lst 17, 1943, and 
August 31, 1943, inclusive, of the Pine 
Needles Hotel propei:ty, at Southern Pines, 
N. C., by the Al'my Air Forces Technical 
Training Ccommand under contract N-0. 
W202 eng-16862, dated March 3, 1942~ 

"SEc. 2. Notwithstanding any statute of 
limitations or lapse of time, suit upon s..uch 
claim may be instituted at an~ time within 
1 year after the enactment of this act. In 
any such suit brought pursuant tQI this act 
proceedings shall be had. and liability, if 
any, of the United States shall be de-ter
mined in accordance with the provisions of 

. law- applicable in the case of tart claims 
against the U:ntted States (28- U. S. C., see. 
1346): Provided, however., That noth>ing in 
this act does. or shall constitute. an admis~ 
sian of lia'bi<ll.ty an the part of the; United 
States." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objecii<m to 
the- request of too gentleman from New 
York? 

There was. no abjection. 
The Senate amendment was. con

curred in. 
A motion to.reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
MAJ. ROY E.. BEVEL, 

Mr: BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to taike 
from the• Speaker's -desk the bill eH. R. 
6458) for the relief of Maj. Roy E. 
Bevel, with a. Sena;.te amendment there-
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to, and concur in the Senate amend
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 1, line 9, strike out all after "pay." 

over to and including "paid." on page 2, 
line 3. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
IN THE FISCAL YEAR WHICH ENDED LAST 

MONTH SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
JOHNSON DID MANAGE TO MOVE 
$2,000,000,000 FROM THE REAR ECHE
LONS TO FRONT LINE SERVICE AND 
COMBAT-HE DID THIS BY SEEMINGLY 
TRIVIAL REFORM-HOLMES ALEXAN
DER 

Mr. BOYKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include two state
ments. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOYKIN. Mr. Speaker, again I 

. wish to tell of the innumerable calls, let
ters, and telegrams that I have received 
with respect to the statement in which 
I told of the magnificent job that Louis 
Johnson is doing and has done since the 
very day upon which he became the Sec
retary of Defense. 

This morning's mail brought to me a 
copy of a special article written by one 
of America's most conservative, and cer
tainly one of our best nationally known 
columnists, Mr. Holmes Alexander. This 
article, headed "The Washington Scene," 
clipped from the Worcester <Mass.) Tele
gram-makes it crystal clear that Mr. 
Alexander did not jump at any conclu
sions at which he arrived, but as he him
self wrote: 

He has spent some time and considerable 
shoe leather in digging up the facts. 

As usual, Holmes Alexander is totally 
disinterested and unbiased, impartial, 
and so palpably fair in giving credit 
where credit is due that it is for me as 
great a pleasure as I deem it a privilege 
and duty to direct it to the attention 
of my colleagues in this House. 

Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday last our 
Secretary of Defense appeared before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee and 
there made a statement of tremendous 
current interest, not alone to the Mem
bers of both Houses of Congress, but to 
every citizen in these United States, and 
particularly to the men, the families, and 
the friends of those in the forces now 
fighting to their death in Korea. 

Mr. Speaker, because of that interest 
and the further fact that this statement 
will not be printed in the hearings of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
and thus become available for distribu-

xcvr--720 

tion for some weeks to come, I ask unani
mous consent . to insert the same into 
the REcoan. 

What follows, Mr. Speaker, is · the 
column of July 26, the Washington 
Scene, as written by Holmes Alexander 
and clipped from the Worcester <Mass.) . 
Telegram together with a statement 
made that same day by the Honorable 
Louis Johnson, Secretary of Defense, be
fore the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee: 

THE WASHINGTON ScENE 
(By Holmes Alexander) 

THE MILITARY DOLLAR 
WASHINGTON, D. c., July 26.-There are no 

neutrals in the war of Louis Johnson, now 
raging over the cocktails and inkppts of this 
stirred-up Capital. 

Ranged against the Secretary of Dafense 
are some who held great personal affection 
for the late James Forrestal, whom Johnson 
replaced; some who \:ere disemployed or "dis
combobulated" by Johnson's economy wave 
which engulfed over 170,000 useless civilian 
workers, and some who believe the locker
room rumor that Johnson has beached the 
Navy, dissolved the Marine Corps, grounded 
the Air Force, and depopulated the Army. 

On Johnson's side are his personal friends 
and a discouragingly small number of 
thoughtful persons who know what the Sec
retary is trying to do. Since I intend to 
support the Secretary in this column, I ad
mit to liking him personally and to have 
spent some time and shoe leather in digging 
up facts. I frankly embrace the theory that 
Johnson, regardless of his ambitions and 
heavy-handed methods, has greatly improved 
the country's ability to fight world war III 
and to live under the long-term war econ
omy which now seems to be our fate. 

No amount of rhetoric, of course, will prove 
these points, but I shall soon give some case 
histories for that purpose. In broad terms, 
Johnson has created a climate of economy 
amrng the servicas, causing Federal dollars 
to go much further than in the past. This 
will not seem important to those who assume 
that Federal dollars are limitless or that desk
borne generals and admirals shouldn't be 
forced to pinch pennies. But in the fiscal 
year which ended last month Johnson did 
manage to move $2,000,000,000 from the rear 
echelons to front-line service and combat. 
He did this by seemingly trivial reforms; 
such as: 

EVERY MAN HIS OWN SHIRT 
In the Army and Air Force, the enlisted 

personnel used to turn in worn-out clothing 
and draw new garments. Now all three serv
ices are under tr_e Navy system which gives 
cash allowance for clothing. The money 
incentive has made the men's clothes last 
a lot longer, and in 1951 the Army and Air 
Force will have a purse of $140,000,000 to 
spend en other items, presumably battJefleld 
hardware. 

BACK TO THE FLI{;HT LINE 
Until recently the Air Force assigned 150 

men and 72 vehicles to the cops-and-rob
bers game of apprehending stragglers and 
deserters. At the suggestion of Johnson's 
office this job is now done by the FBI and 
local cops .. The personnel (equivalent to 
more than a dozen heavy bomber crews) and 
the machines (enough to serve a wartime 
squadron) have been assigned to more essen
tial duties. 

LESS ~HIPS, MORE MEN 
For many years the Navy has conducted 

reservists sea training in a flotilla of small 
craft. By moving the trainees to fewer but 
larger vessels, as suggested by the Secretary's 

management committee, the Navy increased 
the training capacity from 36,000 to 46,000 
reservists a year-and also saved $2,000,000 
per annum to spend elsewhere. Navy avia-'. 
tion, by grounding some desk officers and 
cutting nonessential skylarking, got an addi-'. 
tional 700,000 hours of combat-training time 
out of its planes. · 

GET IT FOR YOU WHOLESALE 
All three armed services were separately 

converting their communications to ultrad 
high frequency waves when Johnson's offic~ 
brought everybody in for consultation. By 
revising the specifications and pooling the·' 
orders, each service purchased 2 years of 
radio supplies with a 1-year budget. ~ 

All such savings must become visible on 
paper before they become tangible in the 
battlefield. Contrary to much misinforma~jl 
tion on th~ subject, none of the mo~ey save~ 1 goes back mto the Treasury. All of it gets to 
the battle area. A 

In terms of · the 1951 budget, still before 
Congress at this writing, the Navy traded its' . 
s::i.vings for three attack carriers, three cari ; 
rier air groups, one cruiser, four marine

1 fighter squadrons, and six marine bat...!
1 

talions. The Army got an extra division anct, . 
$51,000,000 worth of heavy material, largely.: 
artillery and engineering equipment, no~ 
very useful in Korea. 

These are only a fistful of examples, but 
they show the pattern of what Johnson is 
trying to do. Largely because of his 16-. · 
month concern with pinch-penny details, the 
Federal dollar will buy us more front-line 
fighting than ever before. That's something 
to think about in a nation that may be under 
arms for a generation to come. 

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE LOUIS 
JOHNSON BEFORE THE SENATE APPROPRIA• 
TIONS COMMI'ITEE, JULY 26, 1950 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mittee, the last time I appeared before this 
committee was April 26, 2 months before the 
Republic of Korea was invaded. At that 
time I said: 

"The Secretary of State and the Secretary 
of Defense, as a working committee of the 
National Security Council • • • have 
also appraised recent events which make it 
entirely possible that appropriations in ex
cess of those which have been requested for 
the current year will be required in suc
ceeding years, not only for our own military 
forces but also for the military aid program. 
Just as it is possible that in future years 
this Nation will have to devote an increased 
percentage of its total budget to these items, 
it is also possible that our partners in the 
North Atlantic Pact will be required by the 
force of events, and by the force of collective 

.planning as well, to take similar action. The 
events to which I allude include the Soviet 
atomic explosion, the fall of China, the seri
ous situations in southeast Asia, the break 
in diplomatic relations with Bulgaria, and 
deteriorating relations with other satellite 
countries, the Soviet assumption of control 
over the armed forces of Poland, Soviet naval 
expansion, the increased Soviet pressures in 
Germany, the recent attack on a naval air
craft in the Baltic, and the recent Soviet de
mands relative to Trieste. 

"None of this presents a happy prospect; 
but the cold war is not a happy circum.; 
stance. The only satisfaction that I can per .. 
sonally derive from the situation lies in the 
fact that our own Military E3tabliehment is 
well on the road to becoming a stronger and 
more powerful organization, and one which, 
&s cireumstances require, can utilize in
creased appropriations in a manner which 
will provide substantially increased combat 
effectiveness, whereas, even as recently as 
1 year ago, large sums of money out of any 
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increased appropriations would have been 
drained off in the form of unnecessary over
head. It is particularly important that the 
Armed Forces maintained by the United 
States shall at all times provide a sound base 
on which can be built a military establish
ment of increased size, should circumstances 
so require." 

Gent lemen, circumstances do so require. 
That is my reason for being here today, in 
support qf supplemental appropriations in 
the amount of $10,500,000,000. 

-I know that all of you are familiar with 
the contents of President Truman's message 
of last Wednesday. That document pre
sents, bet ter than anything I m ight say, the 
reasons for our request for this supplemental 
appropriation. The chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee of the House, the Hon
orable CARL VINSON, said of the President's 
message that it was a ":firm message which 
will be heartening to all Americans." In 
making this statement~ Chaµ-man VINSON 
added: 

"I want especiallt to say that I am de
lighted to know, from the President's mes
sage and from my own contacts with the 
Dafense Department, that what has been 
recommended has the -complete and unstint
ed support of all the civilian and military 
leaders of the Defense Department. This is 
a splendid example of teamwork and effi
ciency in the Defense Department." 

I am extremely grateful.to Chairman VIN
SON ·for his generous support. It is entirely 
accurate to state that this supplemental 
appropriation has tpe unanimous approval 
and support of the civilian and military 
leaders of the Department of Defense. 

The appropriation problems with which 
this committee, the Congress, and the De
partment of Defense have had to deal in re
cent months have not been easy ones. I 
know of no better summation of these prob
lems than the one which Chairman GEORGE 
MAHON of the Armed Services Subcommittee 
of the House Appropriations Committee 
made on the floor of the House in support 
of that committee's recommended budget for 
1950. You will recall that on that occasion, 
Chairman MAHON said: "If war comes soon, 
we are appropriating too little. If we have 
miscalculated the dangers, if the threat of 
war is just a deceptive mirage on the horizon, 
we are appropriating too much." 

The dilemma described by Chairman 
MAHON was a dilemma. which confronted 
not only this committee and the Department 
of Defense, but also the President and the 
people of the United States. It was not a 
new dilemma. My predecessor as Secretary 
of Defense, James Forrestal, outlined this 
dilemma very aptly in testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on April 
21, 1948, about a year prior to the time that 
I became Secretary of Defense on March 28, 
1949. On that occasion, Secretary Forrestal 
quoted the following excerpt· from a memo
randum he had received from the Joint 
Chiefs of Stai!: 

"Based solely o:::: military considerations, it 
is the opinion of the Joint Chiefs. of Staff 
that the administration should advocate a 
balanced Military Establishment commensu
rate with the 70-air-group program for the 
Air Force. • • • The Joint Chiefs of Stai! 
recognize, however, that the phasing (of this 
balanced Army, Navy, and Air Force pro
gram) must be made responsive to such 
other factors as the capability of the aircraft 
industry to expand, the impact of the cost 
of the program OI! the national economy, and 
the calculated risk which can be accepted in 
the Ueht of changing world politico-military 
situations." 

After quoting the foregoing memorandum 
fiom the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary For-

restal then went on to make the following 
statement: 

"I think that I can say to you, therefore, 
that the President, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretaries 
of Army, Navy, and Air Force-as well as the 
Senate and House of Representatives, · I feel 
sure-are all in agreement, as a military mat
ter, on the desirability of what the Joint 
Chiefs have described as a balanced Military 
Establishment commensurate with the 70-
air-group program. 

"The Joint Chiefs • • • have also re
ported to me that a force of the recommend
ed size would require, in fiscal 1949, addi- . 
tional appropriations in excess of $9,000,000,-
000. • • • 

"In my opinion,. the Joint Chiefs were en
tirely correct in addressing themselves ex
clusively to the military considerations. 
That is tlleir job. But they were equally 
correct in pointing out that other considera
tions-the impact of the cost of the pro
gram on the national economy, for exam
ple-are factors which the Pesident and the 
Congress must consider. 

"The impact on the economy of an addi
tional $9,000,000,000 program ls a matter 
that deserves-and will, I am sure, receive
the most careful attention by both the. Pres
ident and the Congress. 

"My insistence, throughout the considera
tion of these matters, has been that they 
must be considered in a rational and or
ganized manner-and not on a basis 9f emo
tional reaction. • • • 

"If the Congress and the President should 
ultimately decide that the· military consid
erations, at this juncture in world history, 
outweigh the fiscal considerations then we 
should, by all means, embark on the $9,000,-
000,000 additional program. But if the Con
gress and the President should ultimately de
cide that a program of somewhat lesser mag
nitude is required-in the interest of na
tional solvency arrd in the interest of avoid
ing, so far as possible, allocations, rationing, 
price controls, and a host of other restric
tions---then we should proceed in such a 
manner that we will get the most national 
security for each dollar we spend. • • • 

"Bearing in mind over-all considerations 
such as those I :nave just been discussing, 
and after receiving the Joint Chiefs' $9,P00,-
000,000 recommendation of April 14, 1948, 
I asked the Joint Chiefs this supplementary 
question: Granted the military desirability 
of the $9,000,000,000 program, what program 
would the Joint Chiefs recommend-in the 
general vicinity of $3,000,000,000-as tbe 
most effective military program within the 
limits of the funds that will probably be 
available to us? 

.. Yesterday, I received the unanimous reply 
of the Joint Chiefs-and I again emphasize 
the unanimity o"f the reply. Their specific 
recommendation-on the more limited basis 
envisio:ned by my more recent question
was that the $3;000,000,000 program should 
be increased by $481,000,000. • • • 

"The program I am here discussing, there
fore, is a program which would increase the 
original 1949 budget request by $3,481,000,-
000." 

The $3,481,000,000 which Secretary For
restal recommended, when added to the 1949 
budget as originally submitted, gave a total 
recommended military budget of $13,507,-
000,000 for the fiscal year 1949: In other 
words, the dilemma presented by the com
peting military and economic considerations 
was resolved at the $13,500,000,000 leveL 

The President, his advisers in the execu
tive branch of the Government, and the Con
gress solved the dilemma at that time by 
deciding that the fiscal considerations were 
equally as important as the military. The 

substance of that decision has been repeat
edly ratified by the President, his advisers 
in the executive branch of the Government, 
and the Congress, all of whom reflected the 
will of the people of the United States. 

At the outset of my remarks today, I 
quoted from my testimony of April 26. You 
will recall that my concluding remarks on 
April 26 dealt with the same dilemma I have 
just been discussing. On that occasion, I 
said: 

"This year's budget for the Military Estab
lishment, with very little variation, has re
ceived the approval of the Executive Office of 
the President, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Appropriations Committees of the Congress, 
and other responsible persons such as Gen
eral Eisenhower. In other words, there has 
been substantial unanimity of opinion on a· 
vital point---namely, the fact that the world 
in which we live requires military expendi
tures of approximately the amount which 
the President submitted to the Congress last 
January. Consider for a moment how un
usual it is to find that all of the responsible 
authorities who have spoken to this subject 
have been in complete agreement on more 
than 95 percent of the military budget. The 
House Appropriations Committee has sug
gested some reductions; General E.tsenhower 
has suggested the · possibility of some in
creases. But even taking the maximum of 
these suggestions---both on the minus and 
on the plus side-there has been no sug
gested variation which would affect the mili
tary budget in an amount greater than 4 
percent. I call this fact to your attention 
• • • because I think that it constitutes 
the best argument that I could possibly pre
sent as to the fundamental soundness of the 
budget." 

One month ago the Republic of Korea was · 
invaded. The action of the United Nations, 
supported by the. United states, called tor the 
use of troops, ships, and aircraft to · repel 
this criminal aggression which threatened 
the peace of the world and the security of 
our own country. In the light of the actual 
fighting that is now in progress, we have 
reached the point where the military con
siderations clearly outweigh the fiscal con
siderations. 

However, in our efforts to get the most 
efficient use of our military appropriations 
we have not had to deal with the same sort 
of competing considerations as those I have 
just been discussing. For all of us were 
equally determined to get maximum pre
paredness out of every dollar appropriated
and this determination to get the maximum 
return on the defense dollar will continue to 
govern our actions. 

In enacting the National Security Act 
amendments of 1949, the Congress added lan
guage specifically addressed to this pvint, 
and required the Secretary of Defense to 
submit to the Congress, twice each year, 
"itemized statements showing the savings 
of public funds and the eliminations of un
necessary duplications and overlappings that 
have been accomplished pursuant to the pro
visions of this act." · 

Carrying out this congressional mandate 
has been the steadfast policy of the Depart
ment of Defense, and a prime condition of 
our efforts in this regard has been the elimi
nation of unnecessary overhead, with a 
simultaneous improvement in the combat 
potential of the Armed Forces. Indeed, the 
over-all combat potential of our Armed 
Forces was at a higher level on June 25-
the day the Republic of Korea was invaded
than had been the case at any time since 
postwar demobilization was completed. 

I realize that the foregoing sentence could 
be regarded as a fine, glittering generality, 
so I would like to make it concrete. For that 
purpose, I will use specific lllustrations. 
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In the case of the Navy, what the fleet . is 

doing today would not have been possible 2 
years ago. In March of 1948, just after the 
Communists staged a coup in Czechoslo
vakia, Secretary of Defense Forrestal was 
gravely concerned about the readiness of 
the act ive fleet. In a memorandum which 
he received on March 23, 1948, the following 
significant statement appears: "As of 22 
March, there are 111 vessels of the active 
fleet immobilized and 66 reduced to limited 
operations (or a total of 177) by insufficient 
personnel. • • • In addition, most of 
the OIJerating active fleet vessels are under 
peacetime allowance." 

The situation was one of the factors which 
led Secretary Forrestal to request the sup
plemental appropriation o'f $3,4.81,000,000, 
which I have already discussed above. This 
situation was also one of the factors which 
has led the Department of Defense to advo
cate a greater fighting strength for each ship, 
even at the expense of reducing the total 
number of ships in the active fleet. The 
ships we need are ships that can fl.oat and 
fight . A ship that only floats is a liability 
instead of an asset. On June 25, when the 
Republic of Korea was invaded, every ship 
in the active fleet was capable of getting 
underway and moving into action. Off the 
shores of Korea, we are being provided with 
daily illustrations of the readiness of the 
ships in our active fleet. 

In the semi-annual report which I recent
ly submitted to the Congress, I discussed the 
general situation I have been describing 
above in these words: 

"Over-all, the readiness of the· Navy has 
been improved and the active fleet is 'ready 
to go'. It is manned at 67 percent· of war
time strength with trained personnel who 
seek to make a career of the Navy. This rep
resents a_ substantial improvement over the 
situation 18 months ago when a larger ac
tive fleet in number of men and ships was 
manned at only 61 percent of wartime 
strength with many of the ships either im-· 
mobilized or in a reduced operational status 
because of heavy turnover of personnel and 
a serious imbalance in the skills and occupa
tions represented." 

In the case of the Air Force, there has been 
a substantial increase in our actual combat 
potential. In chapter IV of the semi-annual 
report which I submitted to Congress last 
February, I discussed this point in the fol
lowing words: . 

"It is worth noting that on January 1, 
194.8, the Finletter Commission recom
mended 70 groups manned by. 401,000 men. 
On that date the report also noted that the 
Air Force stood at 337,000 men for 55 pro-
gramed groups. • • • · 

"The size of a 'group' is subject to change. 
As President Truman has pointed out, 'The 
number of groups is a somewhat misleading 
measure of airoower since the character, 
size, number of -aircraft, and other elements 
of the group are not fixed but constantly 
change as conditions require'. An example 
of the type of change to which the President 
referred is the programed size of each B-36 
heavy bombardment group-which stood at 
18 planes per group less than a year ago, and 
which stands at 30 planes per group today. 
In this connection it should also be noted 
that the programed size of nine groups which. 
stood at 30 B-29's or B- 50's per group 2 years 
ago, stand at 45 today. In addition, these 
groups include 20 B-29 type tanlters which 
increase the effective range of each indi-
vidual 'bomber. · 

"In our Air Force of today and as planned 
for 1951, we have 416,000 men manning 48 
groups, but due to the organizational 
changes noted above, these 48 groups ac
cording to Air Force estimates, are equivalent 
to 52 ¥2 groups of the size envisaged ill the 
previous concept of the 70 group program." 

I should also like to comment briefly on 
the situation with respect to the Army. In 
March of 1948, the Army's strength was 542,-
000. The Army's budgeted strength for the 
current fiscal year was 630,000, prior to the 
supplemental request which the President 
submitted to Congress yesterday. In addi
tion to this increase in numbers, there has 
been a further increase arising out of the 
fact that proportionately more men are now 
in combat units, and proportionately less 
men are in noncombat categories. In my 
seminannual report, I pointed out that "this 
increase in combat effectiveness was made 
possible by savings in the use of undue ·num
bers of personnel for administrative and over
head purposes". Between March 1948 and 
June 1950 the actual manpower strength of 
the Army's mobile striking force in the con
tinental United States-the general Reserve
has increased by 165 percent. 

As this committee knows, all of the top 
officials of the Department of Defense-both 
civilian and military-have been seriously 
concerned lest even the increased strengths 
I have been describing should be inadequate 
to meet the needs of world conditions. In 
order to do everything possible to meet this 
situation, we set up a Defense Department 
Management Committee, immediately after 
the enactment of the National Security Act 
amendments of 1949. To assist this commit
tee in carrying out the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission with respect to the 
Department of Defense, we employed the 
management engineering firm of Robert 
Heller and Associates. The first paragraph of 
the directive of the management commit
tee reads as follows: "Pursuant to the au
thority vested in me by the National Security 
Act of 1947 as amended, I have established 

· a Defense Management Committee. The 
mission of the committee is to bring about 
progressively better use of defense dollars 
through elimination of nonessential expen
ditures, and through improved management, 
in order to release funds for· increasing com
bat . effectiveness, and to provide opportuni
ties to curtail over-all costs." 

The expanded program which the President 
submitted to Congress Monday makes it all 
the more necessary that we obtain the maxi
mum return for every dollar that we are in
vesting in our national defense. This gives 
added point to a matter I mentioned here on 
April 26, when I said: "Our mobilization in 
time of emergency depends for its success 
upon the soundness of the forces in being 
which constitute our mobilization base". 

The forces in being which make up our 
Army, Navy, and Air Force constitute a sound 
base. To that base, we recommend that you 
now add a total active duty strength in the 
neighborhood of 600,000 men-making a total 
of some 2,100,000 men. 

Earlier this year this committee considered 
requests for a program covering all : activi
ties of the Department of Defense, approxi
mating $13,300,000,000. Monday the Presi
dent submitted a supplemental estimate in 
the amount of $10,500,000,000. The recom
mended revised budget, in the aggregate 
amount of $23,800,000,000, would accomplish 
the purpose of financing the costs of the 
Korean campaign, as well as providing for 
the earlier expansion of the military forces to 
cope with the present international situation. 

The supplemental estimate includes $3,-
063,000,000 for the Army, $2,649,000,000 for the 
Navy, $(535,000,000 for the Air Force, and 
$240,000,000 for establishment-wide activi-· 
ties of the Defense Department. 

About 59 ·percent of the supplemental re:
quest, or $6,200,000,000, has been included 
for guns, tanks, ships, aircraft, ammunition, 
and other major procurement items. (Of 
this total about $3,344,000,000 is fbr aircraft-=-' 
$40,000,000 f?r the Army, $620,000,000 for the 

Navy, $2,684,000,000 for the Air Force-and 
$185,000,000 is for shipbuilding.) 

About 24 percent, or $2,500,000,000, would 
go for the operaiton and maintenance of the 
facilities and equipment for the regular op
erations of the Armed Forces, including the 
sharply increased demands for consumption
type materiel in the Korean campaign. 
(About one-half of the $2,500,000,000 would 
go for consumption-type materiel.) 

About 13 percent, or $1,350,000,000 would 
go for the pay and allowances of military 
personnel, including their food, subsistence, 
and travel. 

Of the balance, $174,000,000 is for military 
construction-$4,000,000 for the Army and 
$170,000,000 for the Air Force. 

Exclusive of costs for Guardsmen and Re
serves on active duty, $33,000,000 has been 
provided for the National Guard, Officers Re
serve Corps, and the ROTC program of the 
Army. 

One hundred and twenty million dollars 
has been included for research and develop
ment, $70,000,000 for industrial mobilization, 
and $50,000,000 has been allocated for con
tingencies. 

As the President stated in his message 
transmitting the supplemental request, cer
tain program changes will undoubtedly be 
necessary in order properly to prosecute the 
campaign in Korea. For this reason author
ity is being requested to adjust by 10 percent 
any single appropriation by transfer from 
other appropriations. This would permit the 
necessary adjustments either in the Korean 
support or in the build-up phase contem
plated by these estimates. I have instructed 
Assistant Secretary McNeil to keep this com
mittee currently informed of all such actions 
which we find necessary. 

I want to emphasize that this ls not a 
call for full mobilization. It is a call to 
increase our strength in being, . in order to 
enable us to support the United Nations 
action in Korea and to build up our strength · 
elsewhere to meet the threat to world peace. 

The supplemental request before you rests 
on two principal factors: First, the require
ments for land, naval, and air forces needed 
by General MacArthur successfully to prose
cute the campaign in Korea; and second, the 
need to build up the strength of our forces 
over and above those committed to the 
Korean campaign. 

The plans covering the build-up of our 
forces are based upon studies which began 
immediately after the President's announce
ment of the Soviet atomic explosion last Sep- · 
tember. You will recall that I discussed 
these studies when I testified here on April 
26. 

Because of the events in Korea the mini· 
mum desired forces which t_hese studies 
showed to be required-normally a matter 
that would have been provided for in next 
year's budget-are being requested at this 
time. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in complete 
agreement and fully . support the forces 
planned for the build-up in our strength, 
and are also in complete agreement as to the 
forces to be provided in supi;ort of the 
Korean campaign. 

The action in Korea is a battle of supply 
and the distances involved are great. As a 
result, we must expect difficult problems and 
slow progress. The Military Establishment 
which we are asking you to expand, however, 
is a sounder mobilization base than the 
United States has ever had before. By 
reason of the groundwork laid by my prede
cessor and the efforts of officers and civilians 
in all the agencies of the Department of De
fense-the spirit of teamwork within the 
Department has grown tremendously. We 
have today a closely-knit team of land, naval, 
and air forces. The swift decisions rluring 
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the past 4 weeks to coordinate the combat 
efforts of the Army, Navy, and Air Force in· 
the Far East are striking examples of the 
benefits of unification in an emergency. 

Our military establishment has been 
geared to provide a sound mobilization base 
and a swift striking force in case of a third 
world war. In addition, we have had to be 
prepared to meet, to the exteht that we 
could, the first shock of an act of calculateq. 
local ag-gression. The latter test has been. 
met with unprecedented speed in Korea. 
We are now in the process of backing our 
shock troops with the necessary reinforce
ments. We are ·asking you to supply the 
men and equipment to replace those being· 
used in the Far East, and additional 
strengths to prepare for the possibility of 
future emergencies. I am sure that all of 
us will meet the challenge of the aggressor 
with the same undaunted spirit as that 
shown by our fighting men ili Korea. 

The witnesses who follow me. will give the 
details of the progFam we recommend. It is 
a program . designed to bring the action in 
Korea to a successful conclusion; it is also a 
program designed to promote world peace by 
deterring further aggression. It is the sort 
of program to which I referred on April 12 
this year when I gave the founder's day 
speech at my alma mater, the University of 
Virginia. 

Speaking in Charlottesvllle that day, 
I said: 

"I have every confidence in our ultimate · 
success. We shall face facts as they are and 
shall fit our defense plans and our manpower 
and munitions requirements to meet them. 
Our defense plans, however, are not rigid. 
They are not the laws of Medes and Per
sians. They are flexible and adaptable to 
changing conditions. They are under con
stant study and review. If we become con
vinced that . our present means are insuffi
cient to meet the exigencies of ·the day and· 
·the probable threats of tomorrow, we shall 
not be too humble to ask far more; and if 
we find them more than adequate, we shall 
not be too proud to ask for less. We shall al-· 
ways seek the truth and we shall take :fitting 
means to meet the truth." · 

Gentlemen, I shall be glad to attempt to 
answer any questions you may have. 

THE ·pHJLIP SPORN PLANT 

Mr. JENKINS. 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 Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENKINS. · Mr. Speaker, a few 

days ago thwe was dedicated in my sec
tion of the country one of the largest 
steam-electric power plants in the world. 
I refer to the Philip Sporn plant directly 
across tne river from . Racine, Meigs 
County, Ohio. This plant has been con-. 
structed by the Ohio Power Co., one of 
the subSidiaries of the American Gas & 
Electric Co. It has been constructed 
without one single dollar of Federal or 
public funds of any kind. 

We hear so much these days about the· 
production of power by public owned 
and operated power plants. This Philip 
Sporn plant will produce more power 
than that produced by the great Hoover 
Dam. It will produce more than 6.000,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours a year, which is 
about a billion more than the annual 
ge::ieration at Hoover Dam. 

We hear so much from some sources 
about the wonderful production by the 
36 plants that constitute the Tennessee· 

Valley Authority. The Philip Sporn . 
plant will produce 40 percent of that 
furnished by the whole 36 plants of the 
TVA. ' 

Mr. Speaker, this plant will be ex
panded so as to almost double its present 
capacity. This plant will guarantee a 
continuation of the progress that has 
been made in the Ohio Valley in the past 
few years. With plenty of water and 
plenty of power, the Ohio Valley will be 
one of the great manufacturing sections 
of the country. · 

URGENT AND IMPORTANT-PO:tiITICS, 
THAT IS . 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. · Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from: 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 

call the attention of the House to the 
fact that whiie American boys .are fight
ing and dying on Korea, the Truman 
administration has delayed an all-im
portant meeting to stimulate a much 
needed minerals and metals production 
program so that a high Government offi:... 
cial can travel around the country mak
ing political speeches. 

The Associated Press reports that In
terior Secretary Chapman has delayed 
from August 1 to August 3 a meeting of 
the Department's National Minerals Ad
visory Council because Crow Girard 
Davidson, the Department's Assistant . 
Secretary for Mineral Resources, is off 
on a political junket and will not be 
in Washington on August 1. 

Mr. ~hapman notified th~ 44 members 
of the Advisory Council that the meet
ing is urgent and important. I agree 
that such a conference is urgent and 
important. But despite the urgency of 
the situation and the need for wartime 
speed up in the development of vital 
minerals and metals now needed on the 
Korean front, Chapman delays the 
meeting in the interest of politics as 
usual. · · . ' 

I believe that the Members ·of this 
House·and the people of the Nation want 
Government. officials, particularly those 
concerned with the war effort, to re-, 
main on the job in Washington in-these 
serious days. I believe the people of 
the country: are getting sick and . tired 
of the double shuffling of the Truman 
Deal, fighting a war with one hand· ~nd 
playing politics with the other. . 

A delay of 2 days in a program for 
the development of critical materials is 
not only shocking, it is criminal. 

The boys in Korea cannot take 2 days 
off from the bombs and the fire of the 
blazing Red tanks. They must stay on 
the job every second, fighting for the 
principles of freedom and liberty while 
the Washington bureaucrats delay the 
war effort with a political junket on the 
taxpayers' time and money, speaking at 
Democratic rallies in Montana, Idaho, 
and other points. 

Th,e SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MAHON). Under previous oiider of the 

I ' 

House, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PHILLIPS] is recognized for 25 min-
utes. · 

<Mr. PHILLIPS of California asked · 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks and include two let
ters from the State Department.) 
THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE CONTINUES. 

. TO IGNORE ITS PLEDGE 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, it was 'just about a year ago 
now, August 8, 1949, to be exact, that I 
called the attention of the Congress to 
the unjustified treatment accorded the 
farmers of the Imperial Valley, Calif., by 
our Department of State. Today I rise 
agairi to say that another year has 
passed and the situation remains un
changed-the rights of these farmers 
are still being denied· to them. 

For another year, the Department of 
State has failed to keep its word whereby 
Imperial irrigation district-the organi
zation of the farmers of the valley-may 
proceed to construct the Pilot Knob hy
droelectric power plant and operate the 
All-American Canal, the right to do 
which was granted by the Congress in 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act of De- ' 
cember 1928 and confirmed by the Fed
eral Government in its contract of 
December. 1, 1932. with the district. 
Since 1944, the district has been trying 
to carry out this contract but has been 
prevented from doing so by the com
bined ref us al of both the Secretary of 
State.and Secretary of Interior to honor 
the contra.ct. 
. In my statement of a year ago I gave 
a brief descrip.tion Of the background Of 
this matter which_ I will not repeat at. 
this time. In November 1947· the district 
submitted a proposal to the state De
partment dealing with the operation of 
the All-American Canal. development of 
the Pilot Knob power site, by and at the 
expense of the district, and several al
ternatiyes as to properties of the dis
trict located at Andrade, Calif.. to· be. 
used in connection with the carrying out 
of the water treaty· with Mexico which 
became effective in November 1945. 

In August 1948 the State Department 
notified the district by letter that as to 
its proposal dealing with the All-Ameri
can ·Canal and Pilot Knob power devel
opment, this was accepted in principle, 
subject to clarifying amendments, and 
that a draft of a proposed agreement 
would be submitted to the district at a 
reasonably early date. The record will 
show that this acceptance was made aft
er the State Department had consulted 
with the Department of Justice and the 
Department of the Interior. No such 
draft of a proposed agreement has as yet 
been supmitted to the district. Two 
years have gone by. 

As to the district's Andrade proper
ties, the letter of August 1948 stated 
that the Department of State had se.:. 
lected from the alternatives proposed, · 
that of acquiring and operating them 
directly by the Federal Government 
since .it was believed that such was re
quired by the treaty. It is interesting 
to :.1ote that, in this connection, a bill is 
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now before the Congress giving the au
thority for such acquisition. The record 
will show that Imperial irrigation dis
trict has ·not only endorsed this bill but 
will coopera.te in carrying out "its pro
visions; Imperial-will stand . by its pro
posal despite the fact the State Depart
ment has failed, so far, at least, to make 
good on its acceptance of the district's 
proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, the record will show that 
a draft of contract was prepared by the 
State Department and submitted for 
comment to the Secretary of the Interior 
in November 1948, and that, despite the 
fact he had previously endorsed the-dis
trict's proposal, he reversed his -position, 
due no doubt to the strong political pres
sure adverse to the district's interests 
brought to bear on him and refused, ·or 
at least failed to submit, comments on 
the draft. This same source of political 
pressure started to work on the then new 
Secretary of State and as a result the 
matter was taken up for review by the 
latter. That is where the inatter rests 
today. 

At this point let me say, Mr. Speaker, 
that the outstanding feature of the oppo
sition from this source of political pres
sure is that no orie knows or can deter
mine any logical reascn for such opposi
tion or what i:r...terest such opposition has 
in the manner one way or another. 

Not only had this continued refusal 
on the part of our Government to honor 
its word to its people been grossly unfair 
and caused damages amounting to many 
hundreds of thousands of dollars to my 
people in the Imperial Valley, but now 
our country is at war again. Mr 
Speaker, we need to ·conserve our petro..; 
leum supply ,for war· needs. This. Pilot 
~ob power. de~ef~.i:Pixienl, _wpich the dis
trict is anxious. to construct .at its own 
expense, and which .was -endorsed and 
urged by the War. Production Board in 
1944 because of· its minimum require
ments of strategic ·materials, should be 
in operation now; lt·is not" in operation, 
and; as a result, . over · 250 ~000 barrels of 
fuel oil a year are being consumed to 
produce the e.fectric .power. which the 
Pilot Knob plant should be producing. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to remark that this 
ls not a good ·example of conduct by our 
Government nor is it in the best interests 
of effort.3 to do all we can to win the war~ 

As a matter of record, I wish, Mr~ 
Speaker, to . place in the RECORD at this 
point the letters from the Department of 
State. The. :first is the. simple acknowl
edgment of the receipt of a tear sheet 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Au
gust 8, a year ago, which I sent the Sec
retary of State, after making my report 
to the Congress on the delay in ·carrying 
out the Department's premise to the 
farmers of the Imperial Valley. I shall, 
of course, send the Secretary of State a 
copy of the RECORD of today, calling his 
attention to the report I ~.m now making 
to the Congress; that another year has 
passed without this promise being kept. 
I hope, Mr. Speaker, this is not to become 
an annual event. · 

AUGUST 15, 1949. 
Hon. JoHN PHn.LIPS, 

House of R epresentatives. 
MY DEAR MR. PHILLIPS: The receipt ls ac

knowledged of your letter dated August 10, 

1949, ·relating to the operation. of ,the All
American Canal facilities by .the Imperial 
irrigation district. 

This matter will receive prompt considera
tion and a. further :reply to your letter undet 
acknowledgment wm be made in the near 
future. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST A. GROSS, 

Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 

The second letter, dated October 5~ 
1949, goes into the matter more fully. 
I call attention to several sentences. Al
though the Imperial district's proposals 
were submitted to the Department of the 
·Interior, by the Department of State, on 
November 10, 1948, the Secretary of 
State says on October 5, 1949, tpat---

No definitive reply has been received from 
the Department of the Interior. 

· I also call attention to the fact that 
the Secretary of State discussed this 
matter, which is entirely a California 
matter, with the Senators from our 
neighboring State, Arizona, and agreed 
to discuss it with the Senators from my 
own State, California; bµt that to this 
date the California Senators and th~ 
Representative from the Twenty-second 
District are still waiting for. the suggested 
conference. 

OCTOBER 5, 1949. 
The Honorable JOHN PHILLIPS, 

House of Representatives. 
. MY DEAR MR. PHILLIPS: Further reference ls 
made to your letter bf August 101 1949, relat
ing 'to the operation by ·the Imperial irriga
tion district of the All-American Canal facili
ties. 

The views which you expressed and the 
summary of the situation which you gave 
before the House of Representatives on Au
gust 8, 1949, have been carefully studied. 
·The summary of.°this matter which you gave 
is substantially correct. However; in respect 
to your statement that the Imperial ir-riga.;. 
tion · district submitted its proposals pursu
ant to the request of the Bepartment ,at the 
Los .Angeles conference in September 1947, 
the record shows that it was as a result of 
'a suggestion made by a representat~ve of, the 
'Department of Justice that t.he district sub~ 
·mitted· proposals for the operation by it of 
·the All:.American banal facmties in confor~ . 
ity . with provicibns bf· the water- treaty 'of 
February 3, 1944. The representative of the 
Department of State agreed that it would 
give consideration to whatever proposals the 
district might submit. The · proposals were, 
of course, submitted in December · 1947 and 
supplemented in January 1948. .· 

The Department, after consultation with 
the Department of Justice, the Department 
of the Interior, and the United States section; 
International ·Boundary ;and Water Commis;. 
sion, United States and Mexico, reached the 
view that under -the provisions of the treaty 
of 1944 a Federal or a State or a local agency 
might perfol'm ·the actual operation, and 
maintenance of the All-American Canal fa
cilities. In accordance with this view the 
Department replied to the district on Au
gust 4, 1948, to the effect that the proposals 
were acceptable in principle provided that 
certain clarifying amendments were made. 

Thereafter, following consultation with the 
United States Section of the Commission, the 
Department prepared a. draft of contract 
amending, in keeping with the proposals of 
'the district, the All-American Canal contract 
of December 1, 1932, to bring it in conformity 
with the provisions Of the Water Treaty of 
1944. This draft of contract, as you noted in 
your speech on August 8, was submitted on 
November 10, 1948, to the Secretary of ·the 

Interior for comment. Under the same date 
this draft was also submitted to the Attorney 
General for his views. 

Since November 10, _1948, the Attorney Gen
eral has replied briefly, but no definitive 
reply has been received from the Depar-tment 
of the Interior. · -

However, during the early part of this year 
it was urged upon the Department that the 
testimony of its representatives before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations when 
the Water Treaty of 1944 was before the 
Senate for advice and consent to ratification, 
supported · the views that the facilities in 
reference were to be operated solely by the 
Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of 
the Interior and that the Senate, in voting 
on the treaty, relied upon this interpreta
tion by the Department of State. 

Subsequently,- Secretary Krug ·also indi
cated his view that the statements of wit
nesses during the Senate hearings on the 
Treaty amounted to assurances to the Sen
ate that the Bureau of Reclamation would 
operate and maintain the facilities in ref
erence and, further, that as a practical mat
ter it was not feasible for the United States 
to permit any agency except a Fec;teral agency 
to operate and maintain the All-American 
Canal works. 
. Pursuant to these representations, the 
Secretary personally reviewed the testimony 
and subsequent developments and as a result 
he was impressed by several points. He 
agreed to discuss with Senators HAYDEN and 
McFARLAND the procedure which should be 
followed by the executive branch before 
reaching a final decision in the matter. He 
.has also agreed, at the request of Senator 
KNOWLAND, to confer with the Sena.tors from 
.California . . The Secretary would, I am sure, · 
welcome you to a meeting with the California 
Senators. No date has been set for such con
ferences and in the meantime action has been 
suspended. · 

Because of .his interest in the matter, we 
a.re transmitting a copy of this letter to Sen
ator-KNoWLAND,for 'his ·infor.mation." -

-We shall -be · g~ftd .to keep you advised of 
further developments~ . · · 

Sincerelyc yours, 
- ERNEST · A. GROSS; -

Assistant. Secretary 
(For the ·secretary. of State). 

__ The SPEAKER -pr~ tempo1:e · <Mr. 
MAHON) .- · Under previous· order -of the 
House. the gentleman from Illinois- [Mr. 
MAsoN] · is: recog?i~ed for 30 minutes. 
TAX THE UNTAXED BEFORE HEAPING 

AD[)ITIONAL TAXES UPON THE OVER· 
TAXED 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, President 
Truman has asked for an additional 
$10,500,000,000 to spend . in tooling up 
for the war in Korea and to prepare for 
any other wars that soon may be in the' 
cards for us-and this request will · be 
~ranted. Senator TAFT has ~aid that we 
should place the war in Korea on a pay
as-you-go basis, that we should raise 
whatever ·money we may need for war 
purposes by tax increases now. Pres
ident Truman recommends a $5,000,000,-
000 tax increase in a "quickie" or emer
gency tax increase bill, the balance 
needed, to be provided by passing a 
regular tax increase bill after January 
1, 1951. Whether to raise the additional 
billions needed for war now, as Senator 
TAFT recommends, or part of it now 
and part of it later, as the President 
suggests, should be an easy question to 
settle. We know additional billions are 
needed; we know addition billions will bJ 
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spent; and. we know the additional bil .. 
lions must be raised in taxes sometime. 
I say we should do the job now, and 
adopt a pay-as-you-go war program. 
. Mr. Speaker, in facing emergency war 
needs it is the duty of Congress today 
to see to it that every individual and 
eve:ry business is taxed at full rates and 
upon all earnings. There should be no 
exceptions. The war tax load should 
rest upon all alike and should be equi .. 
tably spread. We failed to see that this 
was done in World War I. and also in 
World War II. So far as taxation was 
concerned, we played favorites in both 
those wars. Are we going to do the same 
again? 

When the emergency war tax bill is 
written, the American people expect-
and they will demand-that the Con
gress write a tax bill that will require 
everybody and every organization to pay 
their just share of the tax load, including 
the present tax-exempts. This we 
should do. Neither political fears nor 
political thre8.ts must keep us from doing 
our duty in this respect. No one should 
be allowed to make a tax-free profit out 
of the war needs and the war emergency, 
It is our job to increase the tax burden 
to- take care of the increased needs, and 
also to make sure that the increased tax 
burden is properly and equitably spread. 
This can be done by closing all present 
tax loopholes, whether legal or illegal 
loopholes. By closing. all ~ax loopholes 
we can raise an extra billion dollars a 

. year to help pay the war costs. 
. Mr. Speaker, in 1916, just before World 

War I, co-ops were given their first legal 
tax exemption. The tax rate at that 
t ime upon business organizations was 
only 1 percent of their business profits. 
However, that 1 percent tax upon busi .. 
ness profits was raised during and after 
t he war until it was 12 percent by the 
end of the 1920's, becoming a real tax 
advantage for the co-ops and a serious 
threat to taxpaying businesses. 

Now, M~. Speaker, what about World 
War II? 

Careful research by Mr. Homer E. 
Marsh o.f the National Associated Busi .. 
nessmen of Washington, D. C., and by 
Mr. Lovell Parker, former Chief of ~taff · 
for the Joint Committee on Taxation, 
reveals that during the four war years, 
1942 through 1945, co-ops did a total 
volume of business amounting to $33, .. 
000,000,000, the profits of which, at war
time rates, would have paid into · the 
Treasury-had they been taxed-$855,-
. 200,000. Their taxpaying business com .. 
petitors had to pay taxes. The untaxed 
paid nothing and thereby · profited 
enormously. 

The fallowing table shows these figures 
broken down by years: 
Total business volume o! co-ops: 

1942 __________________ $5,484,000,000 

1943---.,--------------- 7,175,000,000 1944__________________ 9,615,000,000 

1945--------------~--- 10,818,000,000 

Total during World 
War ll----------- 32. 818, 000, 000 

The amount of Income tax that ·was 
not paid on earnings by co-ops during 
:those war yea.rs was as follows: 
1942------------------------- $135, 100. 000 1943 ___________ ,. _____________ 19.7,200,000 
1944 __________________________ 259,800,000 

1945-------------------~----- 263,100,000 

Total------------------~ 855,200,000 

This total of unpaid taxes would have 
bought a lot of guns and tanks and 
planes at a time when our armies were 
fighting for their very lives. 

Mr. Speaker, since the war, tax-ex
empts have sprung up like mushrooms 
all over the country. Before World War 
II, no colleges were operating macaroni 
factories, Pottery factories, or luggage 
factories. The sale and lease back of 
stores, wheat farms, cotton plantations. 
and other commercial properties to tax_. 
exempt organizations as a scheme for 
avoiding the payment of taxes is a re-· 
cent concoction. And the present giant 
co-ops, co-ops organized like great hold .. 
ing companies controlling and monopo
lizing whole industries, have just begun 
to be organized and to get established 
financially. · 

It '·was the untaxed earnings of these 
co-ops during World War II, while other 
businesses were paying taxes up to 90 
percent of their profits, that provided 
the funds for expansion and started their 
tremendous growth. Had they been re .. 
quired to pay taxes like their business 
competitors, they would have had to turn 
over to Uncle Sam during the war years 
almost $1,000,000,000 in taxes. Jnstead, 
they were permitted to retain that 
a.mount to plow back into business ex..; 
pansion or to buy out their taxpaying 
competitors. No wonder co-ops mush
roomed so rapidly during and since World 
:War II. 

By 1948 the total volume of business 
done by co-ops had risen to $17,000,000, .. 
000 per-year-and it is still growing rap
idly. The Nation needs the money that 
can be raised by taxing these organiza
tions; and, if the proposed 45 percent 
corporation tax rate is levied. upon reg
ular corporation profits, there is rio good 
reason why it should not be levied upon 
corporations organized as co-ops. 

M:r. Speaker, the following table· indi
cates the handicap that corporations and 
taxable commercial enterprises have 
been laboring under because of the tax
free status of co-ops and the tax-free 
status of the unrelated activities of edu .. 
cational institutions, : religious institu .. 
tions, charitable trusts, labor organiza .. 
tions, and various other tax-free enter
prises, all competing with taxpaying 
ones: · · · 
TAX RATES APPLICABLE TO CrutrORATIONS AND TAX 

PAYING BUSINESS ENTERPRISES FUOM 1916 TO 
THE PRESENT .TIME--NOT APPLICAB~ TO CO-OPS 

Nineteen hundred sixteen, 1 percent (year 
co-ops were exempted); i91S, 12 percent, 
normal t.ax .rate upon profits; 1935, 12¥2 ·to 
15 percent, riormal tax rate upon profits: 
1941, 49 percent, normal tax, · plus 90 per
cent excess-profits tai; 1945, 80 percent over
all rate (normal tax plus excess-profits tax):' 
1946, 38 percent, normal tax rate upon profits; 
1950, 38 percent, normal tax rate upon profits. 

Is it.any wonder that taxpaying enter
prises-with a peak war tax load of 40 
percent ·normal tax plus ~ 90 percent 
excess profits tax-have been losing 
ground, while their tax-free cooperative 
competitors have been expanding by 
leaps and bounds? 

Mr. Speaker, the question often arises 
concerning the extent that our economy 
has shifted to· nonprofit ownership and 
to a tax-exempt or semi-tax-exempt 
status during recent years. Some idea 
can be ascertained · by a comparison of 
the total wealth of the United States 
with the resources of mutuals, coopera
tives, and other nonprofit organizations, 
including Government corporations and 
trust funds earmarked for special groups, 

A study made by the Nati.onal Indus
trial Conference Board, New York City, 
placed the total wealth of the Nation in 
1938 at $309,00(},000;000. The value of 
the dollar has declined approximately 
43 cents since that date. If · we· asst1me 
that· the national wealth has increased 
proportionately; it would be approxi .. 
mately $542,000,000,000 today. Of this 
total, $157 ,500,000,000 is.held by the vari
ous tax-exempt and semi-tax-ex-empt 
organizations. This is 29 percent of our 
total national wealth. Their total re
sources. are as fallows: 
Life insurance co~panies ___ $50, 000, 000, 000 

(Most- all are mutuals and 
pay some income tax) 

Foundations -------------- 2, 500, 000, 000 
Mutual savings banks______ 20, ooo, ooo;ooo 
Building, savings, and loan 

associations __________ ..;._.;. 12, 000, 000, oeo 
Government pension trust 
. funds. ----------------• 35; 000, 000, 000 
Educational institutions___ 2, 500, 000,·000 
Federal Government Cor-

porations --------------- 23-, 000, 000, 000 
Cooperatives -------------- 2, 500, o.oo, 000 
Mutual fire and casualty in· 

surance ----------------.- 2, ooo, ooa, 000 
State and local retirement 

funds --------------~--- 2,500,000,000 
Municipal and REA utili-

ties _______________ .:,_____ 2., 000, 000, 000 
Postal savings--------~---- 3,500,090,090 

. Totai----------~----. 157; 500,000,000 

Such ·a large part of the ·Nation's 
wealth should not go untaxed~ . 

·Now, 1Y1r. Speaker, what about world 
war Ill?.. How long will it last~ When 
will the· conflagration break out in other 
places besides- Korea, Indochina, and 
Formosa? ·How much will it cost in 
money? In "blood, sweat, and tears"? 

Congressman VINSON says: 
· · All the' world ls a tinderbox. Global war 

· can. begin at any time. • • • In the in
ternational arena there is dynamite every
where. We can -have a world explosion at 
any; tim~. ·No one knows what may happen 
tomorrow. . • • • It is a situation that 
demands-the utmost concentration of effort, 

· the greatest forbearance; the greatest will
ingness to ~acrrn.ce we: have' ever .had. 

]v.ir.; VI~~PN'S words ~ present a grim 
picture. The picture is not overdrawn. 
.We must prepare thqroughly for what
~ver J$ l;>efore µs. . ~s a pa.rt of that 
preparation we must-whether we like it 
or not-increase the tax iciad upon . our 
people. In so doing Congress should see 
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that the total tax load is spread equi
tably; that every individual and every 
business organization is required to car
ry their fair share of the tax load; that 
no group and no organization is allowed 
to go tax free, thereby piling up war 
profits to plough back into business ex
pansion at the expense of taxpaying 
competitors. We must, Mr. Speaker, 
tax the untaxed before heaping addi
tional taxes upon the overtaxed. 

CIVILIAN DEFENSE 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address· the House 
for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-· 
man from New Jersey? · 

There was no objection: · 
. 1\fr. CANFIELD . . Mr . . Speaker, the 

spokesman for the Civil Defense Director, 
Mr. Paul J. Larsen, yesterday made a 
statement which is reminiscent of the 
statement made several months ago bY. 
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Louis John
son, that if the enemy strikes at 4 o'clock 
in . the morning we wiil be ready at 5 
o'clock. The statement of this spokes
man, speaking for Mr. Larsen is-

If an atomic bomb attack comes tomorrow 
we could give the cities pretty good guidance 
on what to do ~o protect themselves. 

According to this .spokesman, and I am 
reading from today's report of his st!'tte
ment ·in -the New York Times, . current 
plans call for .a rounding out of the de
fense set-up, Federal, State, and local.
in t8 ·months to ·2 years. This, however,. 
he goes on to say, could be reduced to 6 
months if necessary. It is planned with
in a few months to get out a handbook 
for the guidance of our people in target 
areas. _ 

1 Last Thursday . Collier's magazme
p.rinted a feature articl.e. by its __ writer . 
J. ohn Lea:r, _bl,asting the · neglect Of United 
States civilian defenses. I quote a para
graph from the Washington Post of last 
Thursday summarizing that article: 
i "Washington bureaucrats are saying there 
wm be a lot of double talk about fear of a 
garrison state instead of organizing the Na
tion's civil defense," a Qollier's magazine arti
cle charges in its current issue entitled 
..:'Hiroshima, U. S. A." The article by John 
Lear paint3 a dramatic picture in both words 
and color drawings of the dropping of an 
atomic bomb on Manhattan with a resultant 
death toll of at least 180,000 persons. 
. In this article Mr. Lear emphasizes after a 

study of home defense in England that only 
the British are prepared in the ways of civil
ian defense. 

Going back no:w to our reports -of the. 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy we 
find that this is not true; the Soviet 
Union of Russia is prepared perhaps 
more than the British in the art of · 
civilian defense, having trained thou
sands of squads in -protection· against 
possible atomic bomb attack . . 

I have been hammering away at this 
problem for almost a year, back in those 
months when the National Security Re
sources Board charged with jurisdiction 
·over civilian defense had no permanent 
Chairman, only an Acting Chairman, Dr; 

John R. Steelman, the President's alter 
ego, ·who, as everyone · knows, was too 
busy with other matters on the home 
front to do a real job for civilian de
fense. Now after many months we have 
the able W. Stuart Symington as the 
head of that agency, and things are 
being done, but belatedly. 

·Speed 1s of the essence. Mr. John Q. 
Public is beginning to ask questions. 
He wants to know the ABC's, he is anx
ious to know where he fits ih the pic
ture. He does not go for the l.dea that 
he will be informed in detail after a 
bomb hit and he is among the surviving. 
He wants to know the score now and he 
will do his stuff wheh his Government 
Jets him in on the know. Mr. Spokes
man, tell .Mr. Larsen to rush the hand-
book. · 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to Mr. O'BRIEN of 
Michigan (at the request of Mr. BYRNE of 
New York) indefinitely on account of 
illness in family. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS .. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia; and Mr. O'SUL
LIVAN asked and were given permission. 
to extend their remarks and include ex
iraneoµs matter. 

Mr. MANSFIELD asked and was given 
:Permission to· extend his remarks and. 
include an article appea~ing in the Vin
dicator, and also to· revise and extend 'the.
remarks he made· in committee and in_
clude various letters . and telegrams as 
well as a communication previously in
serted in the RECORD. · 

Mr. HA VENNER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances and include extraneous mat
ter. 
: Mr.-KING (at the request of Mr.-WH'rTE 
of California) was given permission to• 
extend his remarks and include a news.
paper item. 

Mr. MAHON askeci and was ,given per-
mission to revise and exterid the re-
marks he made in Committee ·and in.:. 
elude extraneous matter. · 
' Mr. DOYLE. asked and was given per- -
mission to extend his remarks-in two in-· 
stances and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. FARRINGTON (at the request of 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts) was given · 
Permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances and include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. VELDE asked and was given per
mission· to extend his ·remark"S · and in
clude a speech he made recently-. 

Mr. HOEVEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his· remarks and 
include a resolution. 

Mr. FULTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and: in- . 
elude two excer-pts: from speeches of the 
Minister of External Affairs of Austra
Ua as to relations with the United States 
of America; and in another instance to 
insert in the RECORD a letter of · J. J. 
Singh, president of the India League of 
America, which appeared in the New 
York Times. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 3906. A bill to amend the War Contrac
tors Relief Act with respect to the definition 
of a request for .relief, to authorize con
sideration and settlement of certain claims 
of subcontractors, to provide reasonable com
pensation for the services of partners and 
proprietors, and for other purposes; to the 
Com:i;riittee on the Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined an~ found. 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of 
the following title, which was thereupon 
Signed ·by the Speaker: 
· :H. R. 157. An act authorizing the Depart

ment of Justice of the United States to rec
ognize and to award to outstanding coura· 
geous young Americans a medal for heroism 
known as the Young American Medal for 
Bravery, and for other purposes. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO. THE PRESIDENT 

- Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee 
on '.House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the . following · 
dates ·present .to the President, fQr his
approval,- bills and joint resolutions of· 
t~e House of ~he following. titles: · 

On July 28, 1950: . . 
· H. R. 4390. An act to authorize the con
.;eyanc~. for school purpbses, Of certain land 
in Acadia National Park to the town of 
Tremont; Maine, and for other purposes_; 
· H. R. 6073. An act to amend section 501 
(b) (6) of the Internal Revenue ·cocie; '. 

H.J. Res. 512. Joint resolution making fur
ther temporary appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1951, and for other purposes; and · 

H.J. Res. 513. Joint resolution to author-, 
ize the burial in the National Cemetery at 
NashvUle, Tenn., of the bodies of members of. 
the ·Tennessee Air National Gtlard-killed in 
& plane crash near Myrtle Beach, S. C., July 
23, 1950. . 

on July 31, 1950: 
. H. R. 702. An act for .the . relief of Mrs. 

l!:thel N'. Plunkett; 
H. R. 1022. An act conferring jurisdiction · 

upon the United States ' District Court for 
the District of Delaw~re to hear, deteqnine; 
and render ·judgment upon the ·c1aim of Al
vin Smith, of N~w C~stl~, D~l., arising out ·o! 
the damage sustained by him as a result o! 
the construction and maintenance of the 
New Castle United States :Army Air Base, 
New Castle; Del.; . . 

H. R. 1095. An act for the relief of Pitts· -
burgh DuBois Co.; 

H. R. 1626. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
A.H. Hill; 

H. R. '1697. An act ·for the relief of Mildred 
Smith Butler; · · 
· H. R. 18-54. An act for the relief of Kenneth 

Everard Hadfield; · 
H. R.. 2196.' An act to authorize. the elimi

nation of lands from the ·Flathead Indian 
1rrigattori project, Montana;· · · 
. H. R. 2264. An act .. for the relief of C. H. 

Bolling; 
. H. -R. 2462. An act .for the · relief . of Miju : 

Iseri Tsuda; 
H. R. 2535. An act for the relief of Samuel 

J. D. Marshall; 
H. R. 2588 A act to confirm title in V. Le

Blanc and C. Riccard to .certain lands in 
West Baton Rouge Parish, La.; ' 

H. R. 2753. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of April · 28, 1904 (~3 Stat. 527; 43 
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U. S. C., sec. 213). relating to additional 
homestead entries; 

H. R. 2808. An act for the relief of Grace 
G. Walker; 

H. R. 2851. An act for the relief of Carl L. 
Sexauer; 

H. R. 3169. An act granting permanent res
idence to certain Spanish physicians residing 
in Puerto Rico; 

H. R. 3284. An act to authorize grantees of 
recreational demonstration project lands to 
make land exchanges relating to such prop
erties, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 3305. For the relief of the estate of 
Jose Salgado Santos; 

H. R. 3316. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Francisco J. Cordova; 

H. R. 3330. An act for the relief of Therese 
Hohman; 

H. R. 3535. An act for the relief of William 
A. Cross; 

H. R. 3906. An act to amend the Federal 
Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, as amended; 

H. R. 3994. An act for the relief of John D. 
Lange; 

H. R. 4041. An act for the relief of Parish 
Bros.; 

H. R. 4141. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Shockley; 

H. R. 4309. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Nellie K. Marlow; 

H. R. 4343. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Acker; 

H. R. 4364. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruth B. Moore; John Robert Lusk ill; John 
R. Lusk, Sr.; Mrs. Minnie P. Pruitt; and Mrs. 
Billie John Bickle; 

H. R. 4386. An act to amend section 2 (a) 
and section 7 of the Foreign Agents Regis
tration Act of 1938, as amended, to make 
failure of registration a continuing offense, 
and to continue the obligation of officers. 
directors, and persons acting as such. to com
ply with the act despite dissolu~ion of a 
foreign agent; · 

H. R. 4601. An act for the relief of Jean
nette Passayanni-Capodistria; 

H. R. 5003. An act to provide for the ex
change between the United States and the 
State of New York of certain lands and in
terests in lands at Manhattan Beach, Kings 
County, N. Y.; 

H. R. 5110. An act for the relief of Janos 
(John) Treber and Mrs. Katalin (Katherine) 
Treber; 

H . R. 5221. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Grazia Riccio DiPietra; 

H. R. 5252. An act for the relief of W. M. 
Tindal; 

H. R. 5470. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Haddad; 

H. R. 5526. An act to authorize the Presi
dent to provide for the performance of ·cer
tain functions of the President by other 
officers of the Government, and for other 
purposes; 

H . R. 5628. An act to direct the Secretary 
of the Army to convey certain land to the 
State of Rhode Island; 

H. R. 5799. An act for the relief of the 
Acme Finance Co.; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Samuel 
M. Kornegay; 

H. R. 5947. An act for the relief of Alf~o 
Batelli; 

H. R. 5990. An act to provide for the con
struction, development, administration, and 
maintenance of the Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway in the State of Maryland and its 
extension into the District of Columbia as 
a part of the park system of the District of 
Columbia and its environs by the Secretary 
of the Interior, and other purposes; 

H. R. 6013. An act to amend an act fudng 
the price of copies of records furnished by 
the Department of the Interior; 
. H. R. 6018. A11 act for the relief of Lubomir 

Mikulik and Viliam Krajcirovic; 

H. R. 6198. An act for the relief of the Firs~ 
NationaL Bank in Richmond, Calif.; · 

H. R. 6247. An act authorizing transfer of 
land and improvements thereon by the Sec
retary of the Interior to New Mexico State 
Fair; 

H. R. 6270. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain allotted inherited land on the Winne
bago Indian Reservation, Nebr.; 

H . R. 6292. An act to provide that payments 
to States under the 011 Land Leasing Act of 
1920 shall be made biannually; 

H . R. 6482. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Artolozaga Euscola; 

H. R. 6644. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Rounds; 

H. R. 6697. An act authorizing the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Howard H. Moran; 

H. R . 6699. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land on the Rosebud Indian Reserva
tion, S. Dak., allotted to Susan Eagle Dog; 

H. R. 6703. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain allotted inherited land on the Rose
bud Indian Reservation, S. Dak.; 

H. R. 6709. An act for the relief of Ed How
ard Russell; 

H. R. 6969. An act for the relief of Ralph E. 
Brown; 

H. R. 6971. An act to authorize the trans
fer of funds allocated for expenditure in 
cooperation with the New Jersey State High-· 
way Department on State Highway Route 
No. 100 to State Pft?kway Route No. 4; 

H. R. 6994. An act for the relief of Karen R 
McAndrews; 

H. R. 7016. An act !or the relief of Mrs. 
Margaret O'Donnell and Mrs. Arlene R. Shan-. 
non; 

H. R. 7046. An act for the relief of C. W. 
Jacobs; 

H. R. 7072. An act for the relief of MJ,'s." 
You11,g Ja Kim; 

H. R. 7074. An act for the relief of Hiroko 
Fujiwara Matsuoka and Mim1yo Matsuoka; 

H. R. 7078. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Eiko Yamada Nagatoshi, Edward Takeo Naga
toshi, and Frances Yoko Nagatoshi; 

H. R. 7079. An act for the relief of Mrs. Gin 
Shibasaki Okafuji; 

H. R. 7204. An ii.ct for the relief of Mar~a 
Cristina D'Angelo; 

H. R. 7219. An act to authorize acquisition 
by the Administrator of General Services of 
certain land and the improvements thereon 
in the District of Columbia; 

H. R. 7260. An act to provide for the hold
ing of court and the furnishing of quarters 
at Rock 'Island for the United States Dlstrict 
Court for the Southern District, Northern 
Di vision, of Illinois; 

H. R. 7314. An act for the relief of Yukie 
Nishimura Okubo; 
· H. R. 7339. An act to abolish the Holy 

Cross National Monument, in the State of 
Colorado, and to provide for the admin
istration of the lands contained therein, as a 
part of the national forest within which 
such national monument is situated, and 
for other purposes·; 

H. R. 7392. An act for the relief of Colum
. bus Finley; 

H. R. 7414. An act !or the relief of Teresa 
Gentile and Galliano Gentile; 

H. R. 7428. An act to admit Mrs. Erna Tvedt 
to the United States for permanent resi
dence; 

H. R. 7564. An act for the relief of Maria 
Margareta Ries and Konrad Horst Wilhelm 
Ries; 

H. R. 7608. An act !or the relief of Mitsuko 
Morita; 

.H. R. 7629. An act for the relief of Fu
miko Arakawa and her child, Rie; 

H. R. 7667. An act directing the transfer 
to the Department of the Interior by the 
General Services Administration. of certain 
property in Boise Barracks, Boise, Idaho; 

H. R. 7675. An act to authorize the addi
tion of certain land to ChiCk~maug·a and 

Chattanooga. National Military Park, 1n the 
State of Tennessee; 

H. R. 7706. An ct for the relief of Ayako 
Kurihara; 

H. R. 7779. An act for the relief of Mrs. · 
Stamatia Lymberopoulos and Leonidas Stav
rou Limperopoulos; 

H. R. 7783. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Donald Rafter; 

H. R. 7810. An act for the relief of M. S. 
Davis; 

H. R : 7815. An act for the relief of John Yee 
Horn; 

II. R. 7820. An act for the relief of Keiko 
Uchida Doane and her minor child; 

H. R . 7899. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Michiko Nogami Cotter and Katsumi Cot-
ter; . 

H. R. 7916. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to execute an 
oil and gas lease on a certain tract of land 
in Park County, . Wyo.; 

H. R. 7944. An act for the relief of Mr. 
and Mrs. Albert Chandler; 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of Chiyoko 
Yano; · 

H. R. 7970. An act for the relief o! Mrs. 
Regina Anderson and her minor child; 

H. R. 7977. A'n act to authorize the city of 
Buffalo, Wyo., to make additional uses of 
certain lands, and for other purpo,ses; 

H. R. 7982. An act to abolish the Wheeler 
National Monument, in the State of Colo
rado, and to provide for the administration 
of the lands contained therein as a part of 
the national forest within which such na
tional monument is situated, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 8055. An act relating to the collec
tion, payment, and dishonor of demand 
items, and to the revocation of credit for, 
and payment of, such items, by banks in the 
District of Columbia; 

H. R. 8067. An act for the relief · of Mrs. 
Yup Boon (Joan) Kim Skanes; 

H. R. 8098. An act for the relief of Teruko 
Ishikawa; 

H. R. 8119. An act for the relief of Midori 
Ohta (also known as Mary Stephen); 

H. R. 8125. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Hisae Kawauchi Kelly; 

H. R. 8155. An act for the relief of Chiyo 
Furumura Yoshida; 

H. R. 8180. An act for the relief of Parue K, 
Tsugami; 

H. R. 8183. An act for ·the relief of Asako 
Tsuchia; 

H. R. 8287. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to issue duplicate of. 
William Gerard's script certificate No. 2, sub
division 13, to Lucy P. Crowell; 

H. R. 8289. An act for the . relief of Yee 
Blanche Yee; 

H. R. 8361. An act for the relief of Toshiko 
Murai; 

H. R. 8381. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Joseph C. Grant; 

H. R. 8382. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Misao Hatanaka Deskins; 

H. R. 8451. An act for the relief of Yoshie 
Nozawa; 

H. R. 8500. An act for the relief of Hatsuko 
Torikai; 

H. R. 85H. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to prdvide for exemption from duty 
of certain sound recordings imported by the 
Department of State, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8519. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Archer C. Gunter; 
· H. R. 8581. An act for the .relief of Yasuko 

Higuchi Thomson; 
H. R. 8583. An act for the relief of Hisako 

Shimizu; 
· H. R. 8600. An act for the relief of Yuriko 

Aoyama; 
H. R. 8604. An act to provide for the con- · 

veya.nc~ of the Percy Jones General Hospital 
Gull Lake Annex, Gull Lake, Mich., to the 
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w. K . Kellogg Foundation, Battle Creek, 
Mich.; 

H. R. 8617. An act to amend title 14, United 
States Code, entitled "Coast Guard"; 

H. R. 8709. An act to change the designa
tion of Health Officer and Assistant Health 
Officer of the District of Columbia, respec
tively, to Director of Public Health and As
sistant Director of Public Health; 

H . R. 8722. An act for the relief of Jun 
Hin Lum; 

H. R. 8958. An act relating to the policing 
of the buildings and grounds of the Library 
of Congress; and 

H.J. Res. 461. Joint resolution to provide 
that South Parkersburg, W. Va., shall for 
the purposes of the seventeenth decennial 
census be treated as a part of Parkersburg, 
W.Va. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o'clock and 33 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues
day, August 1, .1950, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's · table and referred as follows: 

1598. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting supple
mental estimates of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1951 in the amount of $818,670.30 
for the District of Columbia (H. Doc. No. 
667) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1599. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple
mental estimate of appropriation for the fis
cal year 1951 in the amount of $18,000,000 
for the Department of Commerce (H. Doc. 
No. 668); to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

16:>0. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple
mental estimate of appropriation for the fis
cal year 1951 in the amount of $600,000,000 
for the General Services Administration (H. 
Doc. No. 669); to the Committee on Appro
priations and ordered to be printed. 

1601. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of State, transmitting a report of ex
penditures made and activities carried out 
pursuant to section 1008 of Public Law 402 
(80th Cong.), the United States Information 
and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, dur
ing the 6 months ended December 31, 1949; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1602. A letter from the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission, transmitting the 
Eighth Semiannual Report of the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission, pursuant 
to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946; to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

1603. A letter from the Administrator, 
Federal Security Agency, transmitting a 
draft of a bill entitled "A bill to establish 
a program of financial aid to student~ in 
higher education, and for other purposes"; 
to the Committee ·on Education and Labor. 

1604. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Federal Trade Commission, transmitting the 
report of the Federal Trade Commission en
titled "Rates of Return for 529 Identical 
Companies in 25 Selected Manufacturing . 
Indust ries, 1940, 1947-49"; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1605. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
autho~izing the Civil Aeronautics Board and 
the Secretary of Commerce to undertake 
security measures relative tQ the regulation 

and control of air commerce wh en author
ized by the. President in t imes of national 
emergency; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

1606. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting . a draft of a 
proposed bill ent itled "A bill to revise, con
solidate, and codify the navigation laws re
lating to admeasurement, documentation, 
entry, clearance, coastwise trade, foreign 
trade, and United States fisheries, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
. BILLS AND RESOLUTI<;ms 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar as follows: 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Bankil"; and 
currency. H. R .'9176. A bill t? establish a 
system of prio.rities and allo?ations for ma
terials and facilities, authorize the requisi
tioning thereof, provide financial assistance 
for expansion of productive capacity and 
supply, strengthen controls ov~r credit, regu
late speculation on commodity exchanges, 
and by these measures facilitate the produc
tion of goods and services necessary for the 
national security, and for other purposes; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2759). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Expenditures 
1n the Executive Departments., Seventh in
termediate report of the Committee on Ex
penditures in the Executive Departments, 
pursuant to Public Law No. 601, Seventy
ninth Congress; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2761). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on Public Lands. 
H R. 9219. A bill to promote the rehabilita
ti~n of the Five Civilized Tribes and other 
Indians of eastern Oklahoma, and for other 
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2762). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. LYLE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 740. Resolution for consideratien 
of · and waiving all points of order against 
H. R. 9176, a bill to establish a system of 
priorities and allocations for materl_a~s and 
facilities, authorize the . requisitioning 
thereof, provide financial assistance for ex
pansion of productive capacity and supply, 
strengthen controls over credit, regulate 
speculation on commodity exchanges, ~nd by 
these measures facilitate the production of 
goods and services necessary for the na:tional 
security, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2763). Referred to 
the Hous·e Calendar. 

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 741. Resolution for considera
tion of H. R. 9129, a bill to amend the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2764). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 742. Resolution for con
sideration of H. R. 8396, a bill to authorize 
Federal assistance to States and local gov
ernments in major disasters, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2765). Referred to the House Calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 

for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 9236. A bill for the re
lief of H. Halpern & Bro., Inc., of Boston, 
Mass.; with amendment (Rept. No. 2760). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. RANKIN: 
H. R. 9271. A bill to protect the American 

home front against subversive activities, 
constituting a part of the world C<;>mmunist 
movement, which threaten the existence o! 
free, representative self-government in the 
United States; to the Committee on Un
American Activities. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 
H. R. 9272. A bill to amend the a.ct of Oc

tober 5, 1949 (Public Law 322, 8lst Cong.). 
so as to extend the time of permits cover
ing lands located on the Agua Caliente In
dian Reservation; to the Committee on Pub
lic Lands. 

By Mr. BATTLE: 
H. R. 9273. A bill to extend the provisions 

of the servicemen's Readjustment Act o! 
1944, as amended, and Public Law 16, Sev
enty-eighth Congress, as amended, to per
sons in active service in units of the Armed 
Forces employed in the Korean theater, and 
for other purposes; to . the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

r 1 Mr. MARCANTONIO: 
H. R. 9274. A bill to prevent profiteering 

and protect the welfare of the American peo
ple by limiting to $25,000 the net income o! 
individuals after the payment of other Fed
eral income taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. R . 9275. A bill to extend the benefits o! 
Public Law 346, Seventy-eighth Congress, as 
amended, to the members of the armed serv
ices as of June 27, 1950; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

H. R. 9276. A bill to prevent further price 
increases and to reduce present prices to 
price levels consistent with a stable economy 
and the welfare of the American people; 
to the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency. 

H. R. 9277. A bill to tax excessive profits, 
to provide revenue, and to reduce the in
centive for profiteering; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 9278. A bill relative to maximum 
rents on housing accommodations; to re
peal certain provisions of Public Law 388, 
Seventy-ninth Congress; Public Law 129, 
Eightieth Congress; and Public Law 31, 
Eighty-first Congress; and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 
H. R. 9279. A bill to authorize the transfer 

of certain temporary war housing to the 
Housing Authority of Clackamas County, 
Oreg.; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. DEANE: 
H. R. 9280. A bill to establish a system o! 

priorities and allocations for materials and 
facilities, authorize the requisitioning 
thereof, provide financial assistance for ex
pansion of productive capacity and supply, 
strengthen controls over credit, regulate 
speculation on commodity exchanges, au
thorize the institution of price controls, and 
by these measures facilitate the production 
of goods and services necessary for the 
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national security, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON: 
H. R. 9281. A bill to provide for the disso

lution of the War Contracts Price Adjust
ment Board, for the transfer of its functions. 
to otherwise amend the Renegotiation Act. 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 
H. R. 9282. A bill to amend the War Claims 

Act of 1948; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KUNKEL: 
H. R. 9283. A bill to protect the national 

safety and security from the consequences 
of price and credit inflation, to facilitate the 
production of goods and services necessary 
for the national defense, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HOBBS: 
H. R. 9284. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"'An act to establish a uniform system of 
bankruptcy throughout the United States, .. 
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto; to the 

· Committee on the Judici_ary. 
By Mr. RIBICOFF: 

H.J. Res. 516. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President, or such officer or agency as he 
may- designate, to conclude and give effect • 
to agreements for the settlement of inter
custodial conflicts involving enemy property; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H. Res. 739. Resolution to. provide funds 

for the expenses of the investigation and 

study authorized by House Resolution 323; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
·severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mrs. DOUGLAS: 
H. R. 9285. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Tomiko Shinjo Gushiken; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs: KELLY Of New York: 
H. R. 9286. A bill for the relief of Maria 

Manfrini; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H. R. 9287. A bill for the relief of Haruko 
Ogata; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 
H. R. 9288. A bill for the relief of the 

Duncan Coffee Co.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitiOns 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

2291. By Mr. HESELTON: Resolutions of 
the General Court of Massachusetts, pro
viding that the Congress of the United States 
be petitioned to pass legislation authox:izing 
the issuance of a commemorative postage 
stamp ' in recognition of the outstanding 
service to the Nation of Maj. Gen. Henry 
Knox; to the Committee .on Post Office and 
Civil Service • . 

2292. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Drury 
M. Knott, secretary, Orlo Vista Townsend 
Club, No. 1, Orlando, Fla., requesting that 
emergency legislative measures be taken in 
dealing with the vital social-security prob
lem; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

2293. Also, petition of Edward J. Meyers. 
secretary, Townsend Clubs and Senior Citi
zens, St. Petersburg, Fla., requesting that 
emergency legislative measures be taken in 
dealing with the vital social-security prob
lem; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

2294. Also, petition of Mrs. Genevieve :B. 
McGowan, secretary, Townsend Clubs of 
Hillsborough County, Tampa, Fla., request
ing that emergency legislative measures be 
taken in dealing with the vital social
security problem; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

2295. Also, petition of Mrs. Mervin Henry, 
secretary, Orlando Townsend Club, No. 2, 
Winter Park, Fla., requesting that emergency 
legislative measures be taken 1n dealing 
with the vital social-security problem; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

2296. Also, petition of T. S. Kinney and 
others, Orlando, Fla., requesting passage of 
House bills 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

2297. Also, petition of H. Vernon Ferster, 
president, Jaycees, Pennsylvania Junior 
Chamber pf Commerce, Hanover, Pa., re
questing the enactment of legislation to 
draft not only military manpower but also 
the goods and materials of war and labor 
necessary to produce those goods, and taxes 
in relation to the increase in expenditures: 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2023-04-25T12:00:10-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




