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There -being no·· objection, the ·letter 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,l 
as follows: 

UNITED STATFS 
ImPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, . 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., April 9, -1952. 

Mr. SOL. MARKOFF, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. . 

DEAR MR. MARKOFF: Your letter dated 
March 28 addressed to the United States De
partment of the Interior inquiring as to the 
services the DepJ.rtment of the Interior pro
vides in connection with migratory birds has 
been referred to this Service for reply. 

This Service has a permanent indefinite 
appropriation which is made up of receipts 
from the sale of Federal hunting stamps. 
These receipts are set aside in the migratory 
bird conservation fund. Fifteen percent of 
the fund is used for enforcing the Migratory 
Waterfowl Hunting Stamp and Migratory 
Bird Treaty Acts and 85 percent is used for 
the acquisition and administration of mi
gratory waterfowl. It is anticipated that the 
expenditures from this fund in the current 
fiscal year for the benefit of migratory water·
fowl will approximate $3,722,000, of which 
$2,342,000 represent anticipated expenditures 
for the development and maintenance · of 
migratory bird refuges. Other major expend• 
itures under this fund which are antici
pated the $500,000 for the acquisition of 
refuge lands for migratory waterfowl; $305,-
700 for enforcement activities, $201,500 for 
migratory waterfowl management investiga
tions. 

The Service also has other appropriatibns 
which are expanded in part for the benefit 
of migratory waterfowl. The Service expects 
to spend in the current fiscal year from its 
appropriation for management of resources 
approximately $2,065,000 for th-e benefit of 
migratory waterfowl. Of this am_ot~nt, $1, 
316,000 is earmarked for expenditure for 
management of wildlife refuges maintained 
for the benefit of migratory waterfowl; $320,-
000 for administration of Migratory Bird 
Acts; $250,000 for acquisition of migratory 
waterfowl management areas in the State of 
California, and the balance for other mis
cellaneous services. 

From other appropriations available the 
Service expects to spend during the current 
fiscal year approximately $761,000 for the 
benefit of migratory waterfowl. Major items 
included in this total are $367,000 for con
struction of refuge facilities; $150,000 for 
refuge maintenance activities; $50,000 for 
population studies of migratory waterfowl; 
and $50,000 for studies to improve migratory 
wildlife management methods. 

I trust that the foregoing information 
w~ll satisfactorily answer- your inquiry. 

Sincerely yours, 
w. E. CORBIN, 

Acting Director. . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in 
connection ·with the $7 million figure 
I have used, it is assumed the Service 
would use approximately the same fund 
this year that Mr. Corbin's letter de
scribes for that prior year. 

Mr. CORDON. I have read from the 
justification filed by the committee, and 
I call attention to the fact that the mi
gratory bird conservation account is an
other item, but represents a permanent 
appropriation under a special act of 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I now renew my point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the amendment the sum of $500,000 shall 
be made available to tqe Secretary of the 
Department for the purpose stated in 

the amendment. This constitutes art 
amrm~tive di_rec.tion . to .an executive, _it 
restricts his discretion . in. the per~orm
ance of his duties, and, further, it im
poses upon him additional duties not 
now authorized by existing law. The 
Chair therefore sustains the point of 

·order. ' 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 

after consultation with the acting mi:
nority leader and with Senators on both 
sides of the aisle, I should like to pro
pound a unanimous-consent request and 
remind the Senate that we have already, 
under an agreement, planned to meet 
tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. 

The unanimous-consent request is as 
follows: 

Ordered, That during the further con:
sideration of H. R. 4828, the Interior Depart
ment Appropriation Act, 1954, no Senator 
shall speak longer than 15 minutes on any 
amendment, motion, or appeal, and that 
debate -upon the bill shall be limited to 3 
hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Col!.noN] 
and the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]". 

That is similar to the agreement we 
entered into in connection with the Agri
culture De_partment appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

RECESS 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 

unless there be further business, I move 
that the Senate now stand in recess until 
10 o'clock · tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o'clock and 51 mihutes p.m.) the Senate 
tool~ a recess, the recess being under the 
order previously entered, until tomor
row, Friday, June 26, 1953, at 10 o'clock 
a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 25 <legislative day of June 
8)' 1953: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
Philip K. Crowe, of Maryland, to be Am

bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Ceylon. 

Roy Tasca Davis, of Maryland, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Haiti. 

FARMERS' Ho~ ADMINISTRATION 
Robert B. McLeaish, of Texas, to be Ad

ministrator of the Farmers' Home Ad
ministration. 

MUNICIPAL COURT FOR THE DISTRICT Oi' 
COLUMBIA 

Leonard P. Walsh, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be chief judge of the municipal 
court for the District of Columbia, vice 
George P. Barse, term expired. 

Edward A. Beard, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be an associate judge of the mu
nicipal court for the District of Columbia, 
vice Walter J. Casey,- deceased. 

Mildred Emily Reeves, of the District of 
Columbia, to be an associate judge of the 
municipal court for the District of Colum
bia, vice Ellen K. Raedy, deceased. 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
Richard A. Simpson, of Virginia, to be 

United States marshal for the eastern dis
trict of Virginia. 

CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 

the Senate June 25 <legislative day of 
June 8), 1953: 

Cor,.LECTOR OF CusTOMS 
George F. Jameson to be collector of cus

toms for customs collection district No. 29, 
with headquarters at Portland, Oreg. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate June 25 <legislative day of 
June 8), 1953: 

DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF MINES 
Tom Lyon, of Utah. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1953 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, in our prayer at this 

morning hour, may we center all our pe
titions upon our individual self, for each 
needs Thee so greatly, 

It is daily becoming increasingly clear 
that we cannot hope to build a better 
world unless we begin with our own life, 
striving to make it victorious over every
thing that undermines our character and 
defiles and corrupts our spirits and 
harms our fellow men. 

We are not asking Thee that we may 
be better than someone else but that we 
may be better than ourselves and that 
our personal life may be transformed 
from what it is to what it ought to be. 

Give us now, through Jesus Christ our 
Lord and Saviour, the assurance of for
giveness and that peace which come's 
from pardon. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed, with amend
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the . House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 3853. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, entitled "Crimes and 
Criminal Procedure," with respect to con
tinuing the effectiveness of certain statutory 
provisions until 6 months after the termina
tion of the national emergency proclaimed 
by the President on December 16, 1950. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu
tion of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested : 

S. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for the reenrollment of Senate bill 
1839 amending the District Fire and Casualty 
Act. 

DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED 
RUBBER-PRODUCING FACILITIES 
Mr. ALLEN of Tilinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I call up House Resolution 298 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption o! this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself intp the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
5728) to authorize the disposal of the Gov
ernment-owned rubber-producing facilities, 
and for other purposes, and all points of 
order against said bill or any provisions con
tained in said bill are hereby waived. After 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill, and shall continue not to exceed 2 
hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Armed Services, 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 ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized .for 1 hour. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may re
quire. I note, Mr. Speaker, there is no 
member of the Rules Committee on the 
minority side and I dislike very much 
to start the consideration of this rule in 
their absence. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, a 

point of order. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Broyhill 
Buckley 
Busbey 
Bush 
Carrigg 
Chatham 
Coudert 
Dawson, Dl. 
Dies 
Ding ell 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Fogarty 
Gamble 
Green 

[Roll No. 65] 
Hale 
Hinshaw 
Hoffman, Dl. 
Lantaff 
Lucas 
McVey 
Mack, Dl. 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, N.Y. 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Moulder 
Norblad 
O'Konski 
Patterson 

Philbin 
Phillips 
Priest 
Rayburn 
Regan 
Roosevelt 
Secrest 
Shelley 
Stringfellow 
Taylor 
Thompson, La. 
Thornberry -
Wigglesworth 
Yates 

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and 
eighty-two Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro .. 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following the 
legislative business of the day and any 
special orders heretofore granted. · 

DISPOSAL OF' GOVERNMENT-OWNED 
RUBBER-PRODUCING FACILITIES 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

at the time the point of no quorum was 
made I had called up House Resolution 
298, a resolution from the Committee on 
Rules making in order the bill <H. R. 
5728) to authorize the disposal of the 
Government-owned rubber-producing 
facilities. That bill passed the Armed 
Services Committee unanimously, and 
the rule was granted unanimously. 

This is an open rule. It waives points 
of order, and it provides for 2 hours of 
general debate, the bill then to be open 
for amendment under the 5-minute rule. 
It may be true, Mr. Speaker, that there 
are some on this side who are not in 
sympathy with the bill, although I know 
of no one. May I say also that I know 
of no one who is opposed to the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes of my 
time to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. WHEELER]. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of order. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Speaker, I was 

very greatly impressed last fall with the 
promise made by the current majority 
party to the effect that they proposed to 
bring about very great ·economies in the 
operation of the Government. Since the 
advent of this administration, I have 
seen through reading the newspapers 
that they have gone so far as to call for 
new examinations for the filling of cer
tain Federal positions on the pretext 
that they are seeking more "superior 
personnel" for these jobs. Along that 
line, of course, they insisted that they 
were going to reduce the number of Fed
eral employees in the service. So I have 
kept a very close check of the newspapers 
in an attempt to see just how far they 
have gone in accomplishing this purpose. 

In my experience, if I have something 
~o buy or something to sell, I usually ad
vertise such fact in the classified section 
of the newspaper. I have such a classi
fied section in my hand which comes 
from the Nashville <Ga.) Herald under 
date of June 18, 1953. I think it would 
be of interest to note the method they 
are using in recruiting these so-called 
superior personnel. Advertising in the 
the classified section I find the following: 

Notice to public: For Government posi
tions see J. H. Anderson, county chairman, 
and A. C. Tucker, Ocilla," Ga., patronage com
mitteeman for Eighth Congressional District. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Did that adver
tisement quote the prices? 

Mr. WHEELER. Prices are not 
quoted. This is of special interest since 
very recently in my district Federal court 
indictments· were obtained for six either 
old-line Republicans or Republicans 

who have claimed that affiliation since 
November 4last. Those six Republicans -

· are now under Federal indictment in my 
district. I can very well understand how 
they got indicted if this is the method 
they are using in recruiting Federal 
personnel. 

I hope that you accomplish your pur
pose of reducing the number of person
nel, economizing in that field, and secur
ing superior personnel. I am just very 
much interested in the method that you 
are using to accomplish those things. 

The so-called fair-play faction of the 
Republican Party in Georgia was certi
fied at the last convention as the recog
nized spokesmen for the party. If the 
fair-play faction uses the classified-ad
vertisement approach to the problem of 
recruiting people for Federal jobs, then 
I wonder what could have been expected 
of the opposing faction. Have we be
come so tolerant in this country that 
we unashamedly advertise Federal jobs 
in a manner that so obviously implies 
a job to the highest-bidder basis? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and to include certain 
statements. 

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

There was no objection. 
POSSIBLY NEED THE FACILITIES AGAIN 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
opposed to this rule 'and to the bill. The 
first reason why I am opposed to this 
rule and to the bill is because it is pos
sible we will need these facilities again 
and we should not have them in hands 
where they will be out of our control. 
We have been embarrassed in the past 
by reason of the lack of production of 
rubber. We should not again place our
. selves in a vulnerable position. 

No. 2. The big rubber companies or 
~ · few of them-there are just a few
would like to have these facilities dis
-posed of now in this tight-money, hard .. 
money, policy. No one will be able to 
bid on tpese facilities except the big rub .. 
ber companies. The committee has been 
rather generous in its bill in that it does 
not require a deposit of more than 10 
percent on a bid, or more than $500,000 
per bid. But, the little fellows cannot 
put up that kind of money. 

LITTLE FELLOWS WILL SUFFER 

Now, the people who will suffer under 
this proposal, when the big rubber com
panies buy these plants, are the little 
fellows, and under this proposal and 
under the present situation they cannot 
go any other place except to the large 
rubber companies. The small independ
ent producer and fabricator of goods 
using rubber as a basic material will be 
dependent upon these large companies 
as .a source of supply. Well, these large 
companies have similar fabricating facil
ities which they own, and naturally the 
large companies are not going to be very 
sympathetic and generous to the little 
fellows across the street from their own 
facilities in allocating rubber from their 
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plants. ThiS-is-a serious pr.oposition . . ·It 
will destroy the little rubber fabricators 
throughout the United States except 
those who will live by sufferance, be
cause the big fellows will own-them~ _ 

NO CREDIT AVAILABLE To· BUY· 

Now, people cannot bid on these facili~ 
ties unless they .have credit and money, 
a.nd now there IS a hard-money policy, 
tight:-money policy, money hard to get. 
The mterest rates are high but· that is 
not the important thing. The interest 
rate does not mean · so much as the in~ 
ability to get money at an· that is the 
main thing. So, in this 'hard-money 
policy it is doubly hard for the little fel
lows to make any kind of bid on these 
facilities. The fact is, they will be out; 
they will not have a chance. 
. ~o~. on this hard-money policy, since 
It IS Important in connection with this 
bill, because credit has got to be reason~ 
ably easy, or no one except a few of the 
big rubber companies can bid on these 
projects, let me discuss that briefly. On 
yesterday the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System lowered the re~ 
serve requirement of the member banks. 

Now, let us spell that out and see what 
-it means. It means ·giving the banks in 
New York $840 million excess reserves in 
addition to what they would be entitled 
to if they were under the maximum of 
26 percent which the law sets as a maxi
mum. The reserve city banks under the 
order will get less than that; they will 
get about $345 million more than they 
have under the 20-percent reserve re~ 
quirement-a reduction of 1 percent is 
given them-and the country banks with 
a reduction of 1 percent from the ~axi~ 
mum of 14 percent, will get $3i2 million 
a_dditional. In other words, this · order 
yesterday is nothing more or less than 
permit~irig the b_anks; principally the 
~ew York banks-at least a large num~ 
ber of them would. be in New York, al~ 
tpough they say New York and Chicago 
are the central banks-to have this 
~indfall. Five-sixths of the excess re~ 
serves created by this order is in New 
York. Do not overlook that. Now, I am 
not against it because it is New York 
~ot at all, but I am against favoring any 
P.articular sec~ion of the country and 
discriminating against the other sec
t~ons of. the country. Wheh you spell 
this out in simple language it means that 
tbese 'banks will be able to go to the Bu~ 
reau .of Engraving and Printing and cart 
Off more than $6. billion in money and 
carry it to their banks and lend that 
money over the counter at interest rates 
that they fix, and continue to draw in
terest on, and keep the money outstand .. 
ing. The money is an obligation of the 
United States Government. That is 
what the order means. 

If anybody else had proposed that ex
cept the Board· of Governors of the Fed
eral Reserve System they would have 
called it "funny money;'' they would 
have called it, as the majority leader did 
one time in referring to a bill, "rubber 
dollars." or they would call it "fiat 
money." But coming-from them it is all 
right. . . 

Let me tell you the bad t>art about 
that. The Board of - Governors has 
tuen an about-face there. They have 

turned around completely . . They have 
reversed their former attitude absolutely 
100 percent. 

~ Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, but the 
daJllage has been done. · 
M~: PATMAN.· The damage has been 

d_one, and they are doing further damage. · 
. I~ they wanted to take an about-face, 

why did they not support the Govern
ment bonds at par? They are down to 
91 now. If they would support the Gov~ 
ernment bonds at par, it would not be 
near as inflationary as this. It would 
get ·the job done that they claim they 
want done, and it would help everybody 
not just a few, it would help everybody' 
and stabilize our Government bond mar~ 
k.et and give everybody a chance, and 
any speculation would be above par. 
But they prefer to manufacture this 
money through the process of using ink 
on the books, bookkeeping transactions 
and letting the banks profit by it, and 
not permitting the people to profit by 
being able to sell their bonds for 100 
cents on the dollar. 

The Federal Reserve Board has backed 
up another way. They claim they do 
not want to support the Government 
security market, but the last 3 weeks 
they have been supporting it; but they 
are supporting it at 91, not 100. If they 
are going to support it at 91, why not · 
support it at 100? It would not cost 
them a penny in the world, it would not 
cost the Government a penny. It would 
not cost anybody a penny. It would 
stabilize our security market and help 
everybody. It is absolutely wrong for 
people to buy bonds on the strength and 
promise of the highest Government offi
cials in our Nation that those bonds will 
not go below par. That is what they 
have said for more than a decade, they 
will not go below par; and then for the 
Federal Reserve System to permit those . 
bonds to go below par and down to 89, 
I think it is absolutely a disgrace. 

One word of warning I have for the 
Federal Reserve Board. They have 
caused half a dozen major and minor 
depressions in this country. They are 
very insecure. Another depression, and 
the Board of Governors and the Federal 
Reserve System are both gone. They 
are out, because people are tired of their 
going in and causing depressions at every 
opportunity they have. They have 
started now to plan a depression. ·They 
had better stop it, and they had better 
use some weapons and vehicles a little 
bit different from the ones that they are 
using to help a selfish few. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker will 
the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle~ 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I notice on page 
6, paragraph (e), with relation to the 
payment of the purchase price, that they 
can take a purchase-money mortgage in 
an amount not to exceed 75 percent of 
the purchase price, and that the rate of 
interest is 3 percent. We are paying 
3% percent ourselves on the last long~ 
term bond issue. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right. 

Mr. PATMAN. That will be of help 
t? the ~ittle big rubber companies. The 
little big rubber companies are the only 
one~ that can bid on this. Look at -the 
testlm~my. Look who testified for this. 
The big rubber companies. They want 
it done, of course. Get it out in the 
open, and they are going to buy. When 
the! buy, they can punish every com
petito~ they have in the business. They 
ca~ Withdraw the supplies from the com
petitors .of their subsidiaries. They can
not do It now, but they will be able to 
do. it when they buy. As the distin
gu~shed acting minority leader just 
pomted out, they will have an interest 
rate of 3 percent. The Government 
bond going rate is 3% percent on a 30~ 
!ear term right now. Of course, that 
Is a small matter, but it just goes to show 
the opportunity that is given to them 
I am not impugning anybody's motive~ 
in doing ~t-it just happens that way. 
But the b1g companies are the only ones 
that can buy these facilities. Now is 
not the time to sell them. Let us kill 
this rule and kill this bill. 
CRITICISM OF ACTION OF FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD 

OF YESTERDAY 

On the action of the Board of Gov~ 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System on 
yesterday, I desire to state: 

First, the Federal Reserve System is 
~avoring the bankers against the public 
mterest, and particularly eastern bank .. 
ers; that 

Second, Congress should reexamine 
reevaluate, and rewrite the Federal Re~ 
serve Act to relieve it of eastern banker 
control and domination so it can serve 
the public interest; and that 

Third, I will tomorrow commence ac~ 
tion to force consideration of House 
Concurrent Resolution 98, calling on the 
Federal Reserve System to support Gov ~ 
ernment bonds at par. 

The Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve Banking System in its action on 
yesterday in lowering the reserve re~ 
quirements of banks to favor the New 
York banks and discriminate against the 
banks in other areas shows clearly that 
the System is now working under the 
control and domination of the eastern 
banks and not in the interest of the 
people. 

REVERSAL OF BOARD'S STAND 

The action taken is a reversal of the 
Board's stand, but instead of renewing 
its support of Government bonds at par 
which would have helped everybody and 
accomplished as much in the direction 
claimed as the action taken, the Board 
elected to legalize the issuance immedi~ 
ately of more than $6 billion in money 
by the commercial banks withqut putting 
up one extra dollar of security or col~ 
Ia teral. If this proposal had come from 
any other source, it would have been 
labeled immediately funny money, rub
ber money, or fiat money. 

It is my consid~red opinion that Con~ 
gress should immediately reexamine, 
reevaluate, and rewrite the Federal Re~ 
serve Act so it will serve the interest of 
the people. 

Mr. McCORMACK. They ought to BANKERS FIRST OPPOSED FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTElVl 

pay. at least 4 percent, it would seem When the act was put upon the stat .. 
to me. ute books in 1913, it was opposed by tho 



7310 CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD -HOUSE June 25 

bankers; they have gradually embraced 
it, and now the eastern bankers have 
taken it over lock, stock, and barrel. 

· Our economy can never be safe from 
depressions and panics as long as the 
Federal Reserve banking system is on 
the loose in the hands of selfish interests 
as at present. ( 

FORCE BOARD TO SUPPORT GOVERNMENT 
SECURITIES 

Tomorrow, House Concurrent Resolu
tion 98, which I introduced and which is 
sponsored by Democratic Leader SAM: 
RAYBURN, Democratic Assistant Leader 
and Whip JoHN W. McCoRMACK, and a 
majority of the Democratic members of 
the Banking and Currency Committee 
of the House of Representatives, will be 
eligible to be placed on the Clerk's desk 
with a discharge petition to be signed by 
a majority of the Members of the House 
to force its consideration. The petition 
will be filed tomorrow and an effort 
made to secure suffi.cient signatures. 

The Board of Governors has seen fit 
the past 3 weeks to support the Govern
ment security market to the extent that 
long-term bonds are supported at 91 al
though they went down to 89. The ac
tions of the Board in this respect are be
ing kept in the dark, hidden from the 
public, permitting insiders to profit by 
the changes; in other words, it is a wind
fall for the speculators, whereas, if a 
definite policy is adopted of support
ing bonds at par, everybody would know 
and all speculation would be above par 
which would be all right. 

It is contended that supporting Gov
ernment bonds at par would be infia
tionary. It certainly would not be as in
:ftationary as pumping the more than $6 
billion additional new fountain-pen, 
bookkeeping money into the stream of 
distribution and trade. Furthermore, 
during the most dangerous in:ftationary 
period in history, for more than a decade 
preceding 1951, the Board of Governors 
supported Government bonds at par. It 
is rather late for the Board to claim that 
it is too infiationary to do so now es
pecially when the Board says we ne~d to 
in:ftate the currency by more than $6 
billion now. 

The effect of the Board of Governors• 
action on yesterday reduced reserve re
quirements as follows: 

First. Under the law which governs 
the Federal Reserve System, fractional 
reserve requirements c·an be increased 
by the Board to 26 percent on central 
reserve banks--New York and Chicago-
to 20 percent on Reserve city banks-
about 85 other large cities--and 14 per
cent on country banks--all other banks. 

Second. The Board reduced the re
quirements to 22 percent on central bank 
cities. The amount was 24 percent be
fore the reductions, as the limit of 20 per
cent was not being imposed on the cen
tral cities like it had the others, to 19 
percent from the 20 percent on the Re
serve cities and to 13 percent from the 
14 percent on country banks. 

Third. This enables central cities to 
have $1 billion more reserves than they 
would have under the maximum ceiling, 
In the increase of excess reserves for the 
central Reserve cities by this recent or
der, five-sixths of the increase is for New 
York and one-sixth for Chicago. The 
Reserve cities will have $345 million ad-

ditional reserves under the new order 
and the country banks $312 million ad
ditional. 

Fourth; This will enable these banks 
to make loans on their books, create 
money with ink to the amount of over 
$6 billion. When the money is created 
by a bookkeeping transaction, if the cus
tomer wants the money, it is obtained 
from the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing here in Washington and de
livered to them. 

The SPE.A.KER. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no further requests for time on 
this side. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to, and a 

motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the considera
tion of the. bill (H. R. 5728) to authorize 
the disposal of the Government-owned 
rubber-producing facilities, and for 
other purposes. 
· The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN]. 

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 con
sideration of the bill H. R. 5728, with 
Mr. HESELTON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may require. 
Mr. Chairman, I shall take only ·a 

brief time to make a general statement. 
I think we all realize in order to win 
a modern, mechanized war, you have to 
have three things--indispensable mate
rials--steel, rubber, and oil. I want to 
remind the Members of the House that 
immediately following the fall of Malaya 
when the Japanese sank two British bat
tleships off Singapore we came danger
ously near losing World War II when 
the chief source of supply of natural 
rubber was cut off from the United 
States. 

The administration at that time 1m
mediately got busy and set to work to 
develop synthetic rubber plants. It was 
not until the late and. lamented Big Bill 
Jeffers, president of the Union Pacific 
Railroad was brought to Washington 
that we brought some order out of chaos. 
We spent $700 million of the taxpayers' 
money in developing our great synthetic 
rubber industry. That saved our necks 
because America is a nation on wheels 
both in time of peace and in time of 
war. 

By the time World War II ended, we 
were actually producing at an annual 
rate of almost a million tons of synthetic 
rubber in this country. Now, instead 
of letting these plants deteriorate and 
go to pieces and losing this large invest
ment, the Congress very wisely in 1948, 
when the Republicans controlled the 

House, .under the very able chairman• 
ship of the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. SHAFER], passed the Rubber Act of 
1948· which required the Government to 
maintain most of these synthetic rubber 
plants in operation, to keep others in a 
standby condition, and to dispose of those 
plants that had become obsolescent or 
would soon become obsolete. 

At the same time, we required the in
dustry in this country to consume 222,-
000 tons of synthetic rubber annually; 
and by 1950, shortly before Korea, we 
were actually consuming 450,000 tons of 
synthetic rubber. It merely goes to show 
how fast this industry was built up, It 
is still expanding. 

You will recall that a rubber tire was 
perhaps the only thing you could buy as 
cheaply, or more cheaply, at the end 
of World War II-and a better tire, I 
might say-than you could purchase be
fore World War II. So it was a wise in
vestment that saved our Government and 
our consumers millions of dollars and 
though the then President of the United 
States, Mr. Truman, in 1950, r-ecom
mended the sale or disposal of these 
plants, the Congress thought it was wise 
to continue them under Government 
ownership, supervision, allocations, and 
requirements for at least another 2 years. 

We extended the law, the 1948 act, 
from 1950 to 1952. Then in 1952, after 
the Korean crisis, when the consumption 
of both synthetic and natural rubber 
enormously increased because of the de
mand, we extended the act a second time, 
until March 31, 1954. 

We now feel, however, those of us who 
have lived with this problem and have 
studied it for years, as President Tru
man believed in 1950, and as President 
Eisenhower believes today, that we 
should dispose of these plants at a time 
when we can get the largest price for 
them. 

In writing this bill we had three defi
nite and specific things in mind. First, 
that the Government must be assured of 
a full, fair value for these rubber plants. 
Secondly, that the public, the consumer 
public, must be assured of fair treatment, 
and the sale of these facilities made pos
sible to both large and small rubber fab
ricators, in free competition, making it 
clear that no monopoly could be devel
oped, that no antitrust law could be vio
lated by these large rubber companies, 
because it must receive the approval of 
the Attorney General and then come to 
the Congress before the sale is made. 

Then, thirdly, and more important, 
was to make sure that these facilities, 
if sold, would be made available for the 
Government to produce synthetic rubber 
in time of war or emergency. 

Those three points conform to the 
three points laid down in the President's 
message. 

I do not want to trespass further upon 
the time and patience of this Committee, 
because I think if there is one man in the 
country who understands this synthetic
rubber industry it is the gentleman from 

. Michigan [Mr. SHAFER), who has lived 
intimately and closely with it ever since 
we wrote the original law; and especially 
be~alJ_se of _the valuable and untiring ~
sistance that has been given him by our 
counsel, Mr. Blandford. Both of these 

-gehtlemen were recently invited by our 
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State Department to spend 2 weeks at 
the International Rubber Conference in 
Copenhagen, Denmark. 

Since their return, the Shafer subcom
mittee, those gentlemen on both sides of 
the aisle who worked so long and hard 
with him, and with the able assistance 
of our counsel, Mr. Blandford, brought 
this bill before our full Committee on 
Armed Services by a unanimous report. 
I know of no piece of legislation that has 
had more thorough, exhaustive hearings 
or consideration than that which is be
fore you today. The report is one of the 
best I ever have read. 

We spent a whole week reading this 
bill, paragraph by paragraph, line by line, 
and word for word, with a sectional anal
ysis of the bill. I am happy to tell you 
that the bill was unanimously reported 
by our full Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

It is hard for me to believe that after 
labor in this country, industry in this 
country-! mean the big rubber manu
facturers and the little rubber manufac
turers of both synthetic and native rub
her-the petroleum industry, after 
every department of government con
cerned, after _the public · that has come 
before us, and all have approved this 
measure, it is difficult for me to believe 
that my good friend the gentleman from 
Texas, WRIGHT PATMAN, has read the bill 
or the report. If he has, he certainly 
has utterly failed to understand English. 
He started out discussing synthetic rub
ber, but as always in every speech he 
makes, he got into a ~iscussion of money; 
and anybody who thinks constantly of 
money gets just a little "batty." Some
times I think if the gentleman from 
Texas should see a beautiful girl walk 
down the street he would start discussing 
with you the Federal · Reserve System, 
bonds, and the value of the dollar. Now 
that is all right but let us confine our 
discussion to this particular bill. 
· Because of the time spent, bec~use of 

the hard, painstaking, thorough study, 
and ·untiring energy of the gentleman 
from Michigan, on this bill, Mr. Chair
man, I am going to designate the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER] to 
allot the rest· of the time on our side on 
this specific measure. 

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

Mr. SHORT. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I notice in con .. 

nection with the mortgage obligation
and this is a matter of ' concern to the 

. Government in terms of dollars-that 
the interest rate is 3 percent. We are 
110w paying 3 Y4 percent. · 

Mr. SHORT. I heard the gentleman 
make the point a moment ago. If he will 
just listen to the gentleman fro-m Mich
igan who is going to cover every portion 
of this bill, he will get an explanation. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I ·yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

Mr. Chairman, , answering the inquiry 
Qf the gentleman from Massachusetts 
concerning the 3 perc_ent interest rate 
that has been placed in, there so that 
the so-called little fellow can . come 
in and make some o.f these purchas.es 
and will know what the interest rate .will 
be when he 'makes his l;>id . . ;_:a:owever, I 
a:r..1 sure the committee would amend this 

bill to authorize the Commission to set 
the interest rate when bids are asked. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1948 I stood in the 
well of the House and urged the enact
ment of a bill which eventually became 
the Rubber Act of 1948. At that time we 
were concerned about the future of our 
tremendous Government-owned syn
thetic--rubber industry. We were fearful 
that the production and consumption of 
synthetic rubber would fall by the way
side unless we required its consumption 
and unless we gave the Government the 
right to authorize allocation, specifica
tion, and inventory controls over natural 
and synthetic rubber. We did not think 
that was the time to sell the facilities 
to private industry·. At that time we 
were building up a stockpile of natural 
rubber, and following so close after our 
narrow escape during World War II be
cause of the shortage of rubber, we were 
extremely conscious of the importance of 
rubber to the Nation's economy. 

Since that time, the situation with re .. 
spect to rubber has undergone a tremen
dous change. 

We have now reached a point where 
our stockpile of natural rubber has been 
virtually achieved and in the event of 
war that stockpile, together with our 
capacity to produce synthetic rubber, 
could satisfy the Nation's rubber needs 
without any difficulty. The justification 
for the Government continuing in the 
synthetic.;.rubber business no longer ex
ists. And when Government can no 
longer justify engaging in what should 
be private business, it is time for Gov
ernment to get out. We in the Armed 
Services Committee believe that time is 
now. 

Now we are not alone in our views on 
(;his subject. The President, in a mes
sage to the Congress, dated April 14, 
1953, also urged the sale of our synthetic 
rubber industry to private industry. 
And I might also mention that former 
President Truman, in 1950, likewise urged 
the sale of these plants to private in
dustry. 
· In the President's message of April 14, 

1953, he indicated that national security 
was the most important single element 
to be considered. But the President also 
stated that the legislation should ac
complish three other objectives: First, 
a return to the taxpayers of the full fair 
value of the facilities; second, the crea
tion of a competitive pattern which 
would assure a source of rubber to both 
small and large consumers alike; and, 
third, assurances that the plants if sold 
to private industry, would be readily 
available for the production of synthe
tic rubber in the event of an emergency. 
, The bill H. R. 5728, in our opinion, ac .. 

complishes all of those objectives. 
You will find, in the report on this 

measure, a complete analysis of each 
provision in the bill. What I propose to 
do.here is to give you a brief explanation 
of the bill with the hope that that, 
coupled with the very complete report, 
will convince you of the fairness of the 
proposed legislation. 

The first matter of importance is the 
creation of a disposal commission, to 
consist of three persons to be appointed 
by .the President. The commissioners 
Will come _from civilian life and will re .. 
ceive $50 per day, plus expenses, while 

actually engaged in the business of the 
Government. 

Now synthetic rubber is a chemical 
product made in most instances from 
petroleum sources, so there are three 
major industries primarily interested in 
the manufacture and consumption of 
synthetic rubber. These are the petro
leum, chemical, and rubber industries. 
The bill thus provides that no member of 
the Commission may be employed in or 
receive a substantial part of his income 
from the rubber or petroleum industry 
or that part of the chemical industry 
which supplies or is capable of supplying 
feedstocks for the manufacture of syn
thetic rubber. I want to particularly em
phasize the proposed Commission be
cause the committee is of the opinion 
that it is extremely important that these 
facilities be sold fairly, efficiently, and as 
rapidly as good judgment dictates. That 
is the reason why we did not put this dis
posal program in a Government agency 
or a combination of Government agen
cies. 

It will be the duty of the Commission 
to take bids on the facilities and recom
mend prospective purchasers to the Con
gress. In effect, this means that the 
Commission will advertise for bids. Af
ter the date for the termination of the 
bids has passed, the Commission will 
negotiate for the sale of the plants using 
as the basis for the negotiation the high
est bona fide bid submitted for each fa
cility. There is a 4-month negotiation 
period provided in the bill, although this 
may be extended by the President for to 
n9t exceed 90 days. Forty-five days prior 
to the completion of the negotiation pe
riod the Commission will submit the pro
posed contracts of sale to the Attorney 
General and will consult and obtain the 
advice of the Attorney General as -to 
whether the proposed sales would tend to 
create or maintain a situation inconsist
ent with the antitrust laws. 

After the Attorney General's advice 
has been sought, the Commission will 
submit the report to the Congress and 
for 30 days of cor.tinuous session, either 
House will have the right to reject the 
sales by adopting a resolution disapprov
ing the report. 

That, in essence, is the heart of the 
bill. A Commission to take the bids and 
negotiate the sale contracts and final re
view by the Congress. 

Now in negotiating these contracts and 
in taking these bids the proposed legis
lation establishes certain requirements 
which must be met. In the first place 
the bidders must identify themselves to
gether with their business affiliations. 
Then the bidders must indicate their 
plans, formally or informally, for the 
supply of feedstocks to and the disposi
tion of the end products of the facilities 
proposed to be purchased. Each sale will 
contain a national security clause having 
terms, conditions, restrictions, and reser
vations which will assure the prompt 
availability for the production of syn
thetic rubber for a period of 10 years 
from the date of the contracts. These 
terms and conditions will be those pro .. 
posed by the Commission so long as they 
accomplish the objective sought by the 
legislation, namely, that the facilities be 
readily available for the production of 
synthetic rubber when they are needed. 
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The Commission is authorized to em
ploy professional, clerical, .and steno
graphic assistance and· likewise they are 
authorized to request the assistance of · 
other Government employees. No mem
ber of the Commission and no person en- : 
gaged in negotiating the sales contracts 
or actually participating in the negotia- . 
tions may be employed by any purchaser 
of a facility or any subsidiary thereof for · 
a period of 2 years following his employ
ment with the Commission. Violation of 
this provision carries with it a severe . 
penalty. This is an additional safeguard 
to remove any possible collusion between 
employees of the Commission and pro
spective purchasers. 

Each bid will be accompanied by a de-· · 
posit of cash or Government bonds equal 
to 10 percent of the gross bid but not ex
ceeding $500,000 for each facility. Suc
cessful purchasers will be required to 
make a down payment of 25 percent of 
the sales price and may finance the re
mainder of the purchase price on a pur
chase money mortgage to run for a pe
riod of not more than 10 years at an 
interest rate of 3 percent. The purpose · 
of this is to make the down pay..ment 
suftlciently high to assure that the pur
chaser will stay in the rubber business 
and to make the interest rate low enough 
to attract bidders for the facilities. 

It is our hope that the plants will be · 
transferred to private industry not later 
than June 1, 1954, and the bill so pro
vides. It may be necessary for us to 
appear before this body next spring and 
ask for a short extension of that date, . 
but we are attempting to establish a tar- · 
get date for the sale of the facilities and · 
June 1, 1954, is the date. · 

After the plants have been trans
ferred, the Government will go out of 
the rubber business except for the sale 
of synthetic rubber and feedstocks then 
on hand. 

It is quite possible that not all of the 
plants will not be sold and since private 
industry does not want to compete with· 
Government in this business the plants · 
not sold will be placed in standby and 
maintained by the General Services Ad
ministration. They may not be sold 
thereafter for a period of 3 years, . 
and they may not tie operated for Gov
ernment account without further Act · 
of Congress. This is a guarantee to in
dustry that they need have no fear of · 
competition from the Government. No 
facility may be leased for operation as· 
a synthetic rubber facility except the 
two Government-owned alcohol-buta- · 
diene facilities. 

We have made an exception in the 
case of these two alcohol butadiene fa
cilities because it is quite possible that· 
there will be no bidders for the.se two 
facilities. Alcohol butadiene is more 
expensive than petroleum butadiene and· 
cannot compete under normal condi
tions with petroleum butadiene. How
ever, we do permit these facilities to be· 
leased, either for the production of al
cohol-butadiene or for any other pur
pose, for not less than 1 year nor 
more than 3 years. It is possible that 
there may be a temporary demand· 
for alcohol-butadiene in spite of its high-· 
er cost, which would encourage a pros-. 
pective lessee to operate one of these 

facilities for the purpose of manufac- · Now just to give you an example of 
turing alcohol-butadiene. Or in the al- . other safeguards which are contained · 
ternative, prospective lessees may be in the bill, I would like to call your at
interested in operating an alcohol-buta- r tentiori to-section 15 which provides that 
diene facility for some other purpose. · the Coinmission, after the bids have ~ 
Since it would be a great saving to the been received, must report to the Con
Government to have these facilities gress monthly on the amount of funds 
maintained by private industry rather which have been obligated or expended 
than have them maintained in standby by the Reconstruction Finance Corpo
by the Government, it would be to the ration for the repair, replacement, or 
Government's advantage to enter into . maintenance of the facilities for which 
such a lease. But because of the ex- · bids have been received. This provision 
treme importance of these facilities, in is to remove any possible temptation . 
time of war or national emergency, any that might be in the minds of a present 
lease of an alcohol-butadiene facility operator who feels that he will be the 
must contain .a recapture clause, and successful purchaser of the facility in
provisions with respect to the recon- valved, and who might otherwise be in- · 
version of the facilities to the manu- clined to recommend extensive repairs 
facture of alcohol-butadiene in a short to his facility prior to the transfer to 
period of time. private ownership. · 

All of the facilities are for sale ex- Mr. Chairman, there are many other 
cept the Government Evaluation Labo- provisions in this bill which are impor
ratory at Akron, Ohio. We feel that it tant and which, in my opinion, make it 
would be better for the Government to . the soundest and fairest disposal pro- · 
retain ownership of this laboratory be- gram ever contemplated by the Congress. 
cause there may still be fields for test- . I would like to ask you to bear in mind 
ing which are peculiar to military needs t:wo things: The disposal will be handled : 
which may not attract private industry. by a Commission of outstanding men 
Thus this facility is not for sale. who wili be concerned only with a fair 

Section 17 of the proposed legislation return to the Government, protection 
is extremely important for it estab- for the small consumer. of ·rubber and 
lishes the principles which will guide the the continuing availability of these fa
Commission in arriving at the prospec- cilities for the manufacture of synthetic 
tive contracts of sale. This section re- rubber in the event of war or national 
quires that the prospective purchaser . emergency. They will act with dispatch 
possess the technical competence neces- and without any thought of future em
sary to operate a rubber-producing fa- ployment with one of the successful pur- · 
cility but we were careful to say that · chasers. The second point that I hope 
prior operating experience of a rubber- · you will remember is that when all the 
producing facility would not be required sales contracts have been written and 
as a basis for determining whether a the negotiations have been completed, 
purchaser has that technical compe- . the entire report will be submitted to the 
tence. To do otherwise might limit the Congress and either House will receive 
bidders to the present operators, which · the right to reject the plan in its en
c.onsist of rubber, chemical, and petro- tirety. I .know of no disposal program 
leum companies. ih which the Government has -ever par-
. Paragraph 2 of section 17 is very- im- . ticipated which has more safeguards. 

portant. This provides that the pr.os-·. · Before I close, I would like to call your 
pective contracts of sale must contain : attention to the fact that not one wit
adequate provision that will assure that ness who appeared before the committee 
no person by purchasing a facility or, opposed the sale of these facilities. It 
facilities will possess unreasonable con- has the support · of Government, labor, . 
trol over the manufacture of synthetic · industry, and the unanimous approval of : 
rubber or its component materials. This · the House Committee on Armed Services. 
is an additional safeguard, particularly Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, . 
for the small consumer, and is intended will 'the gentleman yield? 
to assist the Commission in esta_blishing) Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle- · 
a competitive pattern. It is intended to man from Massachusetts. 
avoid undue concentration in the hands · Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle··· 
of one purchaser, and likewise means · man state what small fellows would be 
something less than_ a monopoly, for that · able to bid on these plants? 
is covered in the antitrust provisions of - Mr. SHAFER. There are 680 small · 
the bill. consumers of rubber in this country, 

The Commission . must be convinced: manufacturers. Many of these plan to 
that the prospective purchaser actually band together and bid on these facilities. 
intends to operate the facility or facili-, But we want to make sure that those in- 
ties for the purpos~ of manufacturing dustries are given an opportunity to do 
synthetic rubber. Likewise, the Commis.oJ just that; .You could place this higher. · 
sion must be satisfied that fair value for We originally started out with a deposit 
the facilities will be received by the· of $1 million and a higher rate of inter
Government and that national security· est.· The gentleman from New York [Mr: 
will be strengthened by sale of the · CELLE~] .came before our committee, and 
facilities. we followed his reasoning on this. He · 

And lastly, but of extreme importance,• helped to write the bill. 
is the requirement. that no sales will be· Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
recommended to the. Congress unless the: the gentleman ·yield? · 
purchasers ·of the facilities, together, MtJ SHAFER. I am not going to talk 
will be capable of annually producing- about money. 
not less than 500,0001ong tons of general' Mr. PATMAN. I am sure the gentle
purpose synthetic rubber and .not le-ss man would not object to that at the right· 
than 43,000 long tons of butyl rubber. · time. However, he mentioned that there 
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are-680-corisumers . . Does 1ie meah that 
there are only that many prefabricating · 
plants that buy' the' raw rubber? . . 

Mr. SHAFER. There are probably :· 
more than that, not including the large · 
industries. There are 680 small con· : 
sumers, according to the RFC report. · 

Mr. PATMAN. I think the gentleman 
is mistaken abOut that. I thought there 
were many thousands of them. 

Mr. SHAFER. That could be possible, · 
but we have it in our committee testi· 
mony that there are 680, and ·I am going · 
by that testimony. . · 

Mr:BONNER. · Mr. Chairman, will the _ 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAFER. I yield. 
Mr. BONNER. What is the estimated 

value of the plants at the present time? 
I have read the financial statement of 
the plants, and it is certainly a splendid 
statement as to the . management and : 
earnings. _The plants must have a pres· 
ent market value. I think a financial 
statement of the plants, which is placed 
before the Congress, should contain that 
information. . . 

Mr. SHAFER. That is a very diffi
cult question to answer. We cannot telf 
you what the value of the plants are .' 
today. We know what we paid for them .. 
We know how much we owe on those 
plants today~ We know how much the 
operating deficit is and so forth. 

Mr. BONNER. What did the Govern· 
ment pay for them? What does the 
Government owe? What has been the 
net in"'ome? 

Mr. SHAFER. The total operating 
deficit is some $411 million or $460 mil· 
lion. We. paid $750 million for them in 
the first place, but these plants are fast 
becoming obsolete. They are on the 
downgrade. They were developed in the 
first place for a lifetime of only 10 years.· 
New methods of production are coming_ 
in, and they are coming in fast. Unless 
we get out of the Government business 
now and sell those plants to private in· 
dustry, we will not get anything for. 
them. · 

Mr. BONNER. . The gentleman will 
certainly understand that I am in no 
way attempting to criticise him .. 

Mr. SHAFER. If we continue in· the 
business, we will be required to spend· 
millions of dollars to build new plants 
and expand the old plants. 

Mr. BONNER. I notice here that 
about $70 million or $80 million has been 

· charged o:fi for depreciation. The:q. 
there is an item for maintenance of the 
plants. Therefore, there must be some 
estimated value of the present day .facil
ities. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman. 
will the gentleman yield? I believe I. 
have the answer to the gentleman•s· 
question. 

Mr. SHAFER. · I _yield. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I hold- in my 

hand a book put dut by the Reconstruc· 
tion Finance Corporation on Govern~ 
ment-owned rubber-producing facilities, 
dated March 1, 1953. In this book, there 
are listed 28 ·plants proposed tO be sold 
under the -pending bill. The total cost 
of these plants .to the . Government was 
$518,347 ,ooo: The depreciation on De~ 
cember 31, 1952, on these same plants 
was $5.50,757,000. The book value on 

XCIX-460 

that· satn·e·da't(r according to tlie Recori• ' The CHAIRMAN. The· time . of the 
struction Finance Corporation was $167,·~ gentleman from Michigan has expired. -
590,000. According to the. testimony ad· Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
duced before the subcommittee, which:. unanimous consent that the gentleman 
held the hearings, it is the belief of the be granted 5 additional minutes. 
members of the committee that we can ·. · The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
probably realize in the neighborhood of to the request of the gentleman from 
$250 million or $300 million, after they Tennessee? 
are sold, or more than the book value, · There was no objection. 
after deducting the depreciation. Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
' Mr. BONNER~ -That is the informa- gentleman yield? 

tion I wanted to have in the RECORD. Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle-
. Mr. SHAFER. · I thank· the gentleman man from Tennessee. 

from ;Iowa [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. Aside · Mr. EVINS. The gentleman stated 
from that, let me point out to the gen· earlier that these plants were in a bad 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. BoN· state of obsolescence, that they were de
NER] that after these facilities are in the preciating very rapidly. 
hands of private industry, we will have Mr. SHAFER. Due to developments · 
an annual income from these facilities that have been made in the synthetic· . 
in taxes instead of paying out taxes. The rubber industry and from the nature of 
Government will be a tax collector on the business. 
these plants. It is difficult to say how Mr. EVINS. On page 4 of the report 
much those taxes the ·Government will it is stated that the present facilities are 
collect will amount to, but we can esti· operating at maximum efficiency, that 
mate that it will be between $40 million they are good facilities, arid. have a high 
to $60 mUlion a year. Thus, we will be . value. 
getting more money back in taxes than Mr. SHAFER. They are good facil .. 
we could possibly make in the continued - ities, but there have been so many de· 
operation of these plants. . v.elopments in the field, once the Govern .. 
· Mr. BONNER. Then the Government ment gets out of competition-we just . 

will have recovered all that it has in· cannot talk about it. 
vested in these plants, is that not cor· . Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
rect? gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SHAFER. Yes. Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle .. 
Mr. BONNER. That is in accord with· man from West Virginia. 

the statement that was read previously Mr. BAILEY. Addressing the distin· 
and your own statement. guished gentleman · from Iowa [Mr. 

Mr. SHAFER. I am sorry that I mis• , CuNNINGHAM], since he pas given some 
understood the gentleman's question at. very valuable statistics, may I say that 
first. we disposed of some 3(} or 32 of these 

Mr. BONNER. And further the Gov- rubber :Plants in the last 2 or 3 yeax:s. 
ernment will make a profit on them. .And I heard the clerk there state that. 
· Mr. SHAFER. That is right. The we realized $57 million from the sale of 

Government will do better than we are them. I would like the RECORD to show 
doing now while we are operating them. · what those plants cost originally, to give 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will us some idea as to how much we might 
the gentleman yield? realize from the present plants. 

Mr. SHAFER. I am glad to yield to Mr CUNNINGHAM. The figure is-
the gentleman. ~pproximately $165 million, and instead 

Mr. wALTER. . In section 6, on page of there being 33, there were only 23. 
6 provision is made for the amortization Mr. BAILEY. I thank the gentleman; 
of the mortgage over a period of 10 years: Mr. SHAFER. All the fac~lities we 
Does not the gentleman feel that 10 years have left are for sale with the exception 
is a short period of time in which to of two alcohol butadiene plants, which 
amortize the payment of such very ex· the Government is authorized to lease 
pensive facilities? '_ under this legislation. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
will the gentleman yield to me? gentleman yield for one more question? 

Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle· Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the gentle ... 
man from Iowa. man from North Carolina. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I believe the an· Mr. BONNER. :J would like to know 
swer to the question of the gentleman why a commission is being set up in lieu, 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] is con· of General Services. They have handled 
tained also in the hearings. There are all surplus Government property. 
two reasons for it. One is th~ life of the . Mr. SHAFER. I will be glad to go into 
plant is 10 years; and the second is the that; because we never get a~ything 
amount of the downpayment, which, done speedily under General Services, or 
according to the bill, is substantial. . under Government agencies. This would 

Mr. SHAFER. These plants deterio.. go on for years and years and years un~ 
rate 10 percent a year. . · · der a Government agency disposal. It 

Mr; WALTER; If the gentleman will is because of the bad record that GSA, 
yield further, the point is, you are going war Assets and other agencies have had 
to limit. under this language, the possi.. in disposing of Government facilities it} 
bility of acquisition, so that there will the past. I inserted one instance of that 
be only a few .people able to take ad· in the RECORD this morning-you will 
vantage of this proposed law. .. find it in the Appendix o·f today's RECORD, 
· · Mr.-SHAFER. No, I do not think that ·and there are many more~ That is one 
is true. we will have plenty of bidders reason for it. And we do not want any
for these piants. · · body to build any dynasties. We want 
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to get rid of this problem and give pri
vate industry a chance. 

Mr. BONNER. I thought you cleane_d 
up General Services and that it was 
operating now on an efficient basis. 

Mr. SHAFER. I believe there has 
been a great improvement, but I am not 
convinced that we can trust this dis
posal to any Government agency. That 
is the reason for the Commission. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time have we consumed? . 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri has consumed 10 minutes 
and the gentleman from Michigan 29. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLER]. . 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ap- . 
peared before the Armed Services sub
committee presided over by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER], and 
I pointed out that I felt that the bill as 
originally presented was not strong 
enough to set up proper safeguards, 
a-ntitrustwise. After my appearance 
where I pointed out certain inadequacies 
in the bill the subcommittee saw fit to 
strengthen the bill, and as it is now writ
ten I can with every degree of assur
ance tell the membership that there are 
proper safeguards now rooted in this bill, 
so we need have no apprehension what
soever that there will be developed undue 
concentration of economic power in any 
of these rubber companies that may be 
enabled under the provisions of the bill 
to secure one or ·more of these synthetic
rubber plants. 
Mr~ EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? · 
Mr. CELLER . . I yield. 
Mr. EVINS~ According to the report 

it is stated that the Commission will se
cure the advice of the Attorney General 
on the disposal of these plants. Is there 
anything mandatory in the legislation 
which would require the Attorney Gen
eral's recommendation to be adopted? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes; there are anum
ber of compulsory provisions, I think, in 
four different places where there is refer
erence to free and open competition; and 
by proper provisions the Attorney Gen
eral must be embraced in the negotia
tions. For example, at the bottom of 
the first page the bill speaks of the 
development within the United States of 
a free, competitive, synthetic-rubber in
dustry. Turn to page 10 and you will 
find the following: That the recom
mendations of the Commission must be 
consistent with the Attorney General's 
advice and counsel. . 

Subdivision 4 speaks as follows: 
Tq the extent requested by the Attorney 

General the report shall transmit his ad
vice concerning the sales which are pro~ 
posed. 

Turning over to page 12 we have the 
following subdivision (f) : 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this act, the Commission may, subject to 
the provisions of this act, and after securing 
the advice of the Attorney General as to 
whether the proposed lease would · tend to 
create or maintain a situation inconsistent 
with the antitrust laws, enter into contracts 
of lease for th~ alcohol-butadiene facilities·. 

I take it that as a condition precedent 
for effectuating the .sale the advice and 
counsel of the Attorney General must be 

taken and must be considered before 
there can be a sale. 

Furthermore, on page 15, we have the 
fopowing: 

(2) That adequate .provisions In the pros
_pective contracts of sale will assure that no 
person, by purchasing a facility or fac111ties, 
will possess unreasonable control over the 
manufacture of synthetic rubber or its com
pbnent materials. 

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee . 

. Mr. EVINS. In view of the fact that 
the committee report states, "We recog
nize this is a very complicated business," . 
and it also states that rather substantial 
capital will be necessary, what assurance . 
do we have there will not be unreasonable 
control in the hands of one buyer or a 
group of buyers? We declare as a policy 
against that, but what assurance do we 
have, in view of the fact it is a compli
cated business and large capital· is need
ed, that we will not have unreasonable 
control? 

Mr. CELLER. The Commission must 
make reports to the Congress of all pro
jected sales and must make periodic re
ports as to what it is doing. We can, 
therefore, exercise some measure of 
control. 

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

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

Mr. DURHAM. They are subject to 
all the antitrust laws that any other 
business is. 

Mr. CELLER. I do not know what 
more you could put in the bill to insure 
protection along the lines that the gen
tleman related. I tried to get as many 
as I could in and I think the committee 
was very receptive to my ideas. In ad
dition, they reduced the initial down 
payment from $1 million to $500,000. I 
had recommended $250,000. I presume 
in their wisdom they felt the compromise 
was sound. 

· The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield . 
the gentleman 4 additional minutes. 
. Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, we had 
some bad experiences heretofore in the 
disposal of surplus plants; for example, 
when the Government disposed of the 
so-called Geneva plant to United States 
Steel. That was indeed a bad bargain 
for the Government. It was bad anti
trustwise. That increased the United 
States Steel capacity from 17.3 percent 
to 39 percent on the Pacific Coast and 
the Mountain area, and also increased 
the ingot capacity of United States Steel 
to 51 percent. "Once bitten, twice shy." 
Because we did not put proper precau
tionary safeguards in previous legisla
tion we had this bad experience with 
United States Steel. 

Mr. DURHAM. That is exactly why 
we put these provisions in the . bill. It 
comes back here and the Congress has 
to approve within 30 days any contract 
made by any person who purchases one 
of these plants. 
' Mr. CELLER. I agree with the. g~n-
tleman. . 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. CQairman, . will 
the gentleman yield?_ 

Mr. ·CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from ·Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. I -would like to ask 
the gentleman two questions. There are 
two points in the bill I do not like and ·· 
perhaps they have not been fully ex
plaip.ed~ One is the interest rate which 
is less than the rate we .are paying for 
long-term money by the Government 
and the otper is the 10-year period which 
makes the annual payments per year 
quite high. I do not see how it could 
attract anybody except those with tre
mendous capital. 

Mr. DURHAM. We put this on the 
basis of the general going mortgage 
money rate. What else could you base 
it on, because it is in that classification. 
That is about 3 percent around th.e 
country. 

Mr. RABAUT. That is the interest 
rate? · 

Mr. DURHAM. Yes. 
Mr. RABAUT. What does the gentle

man have to say about the 10-year period 
requiring tremendous payments an
nually? 

Mr. DURHAM. If the gentleman has 
ever visited one of these plants he would 
find that all of them deteriorate rapidly. 
They are set up on a different basis from 
what manufacturing plants or textiles 
are set tip, which is 20 or 25 years. It 
is a unique process. Your piping is al
most completely in the building and it 
deteriorates very fast. The Copolymer, 
or the GR-S process or the butadiene 
process, every one of them use a consid
erable amount of acid and liquid and · 
t_hat deteriorates the plants very rapidly. 

Mr. RABAUT. . The gentleman figures 
then it is . wise to provide . this 10-year 
period, because the plant would be very 
much depreciated in that time and it 
should be paid for by that time? 

. Mr. DURHAM. Yes; it would not be 
worth anything at the end of 10 years. 
A fellow might say, "Take it back. It is 
not worth anything anyway." 

Mr. CELLER. I want to call atten
tion to the fact that we have in control 
of the rubber industry· today an oligarchy 
of four big companies: Goodyear, Fire
stone, United States Rubber, and Good
rich. They control about 97 percent of 
all the original equipment. They are in 
complete control of the tire and rubber 
products markets in this country. Also 
they are knee deep in antitrust viola
tions. As of 1951, there was a complaint 
pending under section 1 of the Sherman 
Act cha'rging that the United States 
Rubber Co. and other defendants had 
formed a worldwide pool of patents re
lating to the processing of latex, had 
divided territories, agreed not to com
pete, and engaged in other 1llegal cartel 
agreements-United States v. United 
States Rubber Company <Civil 50-564, 
Southern District of New York). 

Another case now pending against the 
du Pont Co. is based on the claim that 
the latter has gained control of General 
Motors and United States Rubber and 
obtained illegal preferences by virtue 
thereof-United States v. E. I. duPont de 
Nemours ana Company <Civil 49C-1071, 
N. D., Ill.>~ 

Subsidiaries of Firestone, Goodyear, 
had recently come under investigation 
in Canada for their activities in that 
country. _ Only last year, the Canadian 
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Combines Commissioner indicated that 
these companies had participated in 
activities restricting competition in Can
ada and indicated that in the Dominion 
the public never obtained the results of 
thoroughgoing competition. 

With respect to tires, the Commis
sioner concluded as follows: · 

The evidence indicates that at the time 
this investigation commenced (1947) all the 
manufacturers in Canada of tires and tubes 
and one distributing company were parties 
to arrangements for preventing or lessening 
competition and fixing common prices in 
the field of replacement tires and tubes; i.e., 
those sold through dealers or otherwise to 
consumers as replacements, and to some 
extent in the field of original equipment; 
1. e., tires and tubes sold for placing on new 
vehicles and machines. The . arrangements 
embraced passenger, bus ( ?) truck, imple
ment and tractor tires and tubes. (Rubber 
Products, Report of Commissioner, Combines 
Investigation Act (1952), p. 686). 

The United States Government has 
itself been injured by the activities of 
certain of the large tire producers. In 
United States v. Cooper (312 U. S. 600 
0941)), the United States brought a 
treble-damage action against 17 compa
nies because of the following facts. For 
the half year ending March 31, 1937, 18 
companies submitted to the Procure
ment Division of the Treasury Depart
ment bids identical to the penny on 82 · 
different sizes of tires and tubes. 

The same thing occurred in the next 
half-year period, but with substantially 
higher prices than for the preceding 
period. 

When identical bids were again sub
mitted for the third half-year period
October 1, 1937, to March 31, 1938-the 
Procurement Division, upon the advice 
of the Attorney General, rejected the 
bids and invited new ones. 

The new bids were identical to those 
rejected. Determining that a public 
exigency existed, the Treasury Depart
ment negotiated a contract with Sears, 
Roebuck Co. ' · 

In its next invitation to submit bids, 
the Government required bidders to 
warrant that the prices bid were not the 
result of agreement among bidders, with 
the result that the bids submitted were 
substantially lower than the prior ones. 

By comparing these bids with the 
earlier noncompetitive bids, it was as
certained that the United States had 
been injured to the extent of $351,158.21 
in the three 6-month periods during 
which it had been unable to buy on a 
competitive market. The Government's 
suit was dismissed, not on the merits, but 
on the grounds that the United States 
technically was not a person under 
the Sherman and Clayton Acts and 
therefore could not bring a suit for treble 
damages. These defects in the law is 
soon to be changed. Bills for that effect 
are pending. 

Thus we must be on the alert, and 
the Commission to be set up must be 
on the alert, and the Attorney General 
must be on the alert. We are fore
warned. Let us be on our guard. 

I am happy to note that we have the 
proper restraint in the bill. Now it is 
up to the Attorney General and the Com
mission to implement with app;ropriate 
action the warnings that we sound here 
this morning, · 

1 have just been handed· a newspaper 
clipping, which I include in my remarks. 
It concerns · a plea of guilt to antitrust 
charges made against certain rubber 
companies in the suit I referred to in 
Canada. The account is as follows: 
FIVE RUBBER COMPANIES PLEAD GUILTY TO 

CHARGE OF OPERATING COMBINE 

ToRoNTo.-Five rubber companies accused 
of operating a combine in restraint of trade 
pleaded guilty before Justice W. R. Treleaven 
of the Ontario Supreme Court. 

"There is nothing left for me to do but 
impose sentence," said his lordship. 

However, Thomas Phelan, crown prose
cutor, asked permission to review the cases 
before sentence was imposed. 

The companies are the Goodyear Tire & 
Rubber Co. of Canada, Dominion Rubber Co .• 
Dunlop Tire, Gutta Percha Rubber Co., Ltd., 
and B. F. Goodrich Rubber Co. 

Mr. Phelan said evidence would prove the 
companies fixed prices to the detriment of 
the public. He said they also concealed the 
price fixing and conspired to control materials 
and the offering of tenders. 

The case concerned only what is techni
cally described as "mechanical rubber goods," 
including hose, belting, and miscellaneous 
rubber products. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlem.an from 
Illinois [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I take this means of announcing that at 
2:30 there is going to be a meeting of the 
Committee on Rules in regard to the ex
tension of the excess-profits tax. It is 
going to be an open meeting. I person
ally invited the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. REED], and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. JENKINS], as well as the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CooPER] 
and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
MILLS] to be present. We will be glad 
to hear them or anyone else in regard to 
the extension of the excess-profits tax. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the REcoRD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman. 

if we are to maintain a sound economy 
and provide jobs for our increasing pop
ulation, small business must be encour
aged to develop and expand. This in 
turn requires a source of additional work
ing capital. 

In the past, funds for the expansion 
of small business were obtained largely 
as a result of the accumulation of earn
ings. Outside sources, such as the secu
rity markets and institutional lenders, 

· are not generally available to small busi
ness. 

The impact of Federal taxation on the 
earnings of small business is thus the 
determining factor in the ability of such 
concerns to expand and provide the nec
essary additional employment. The ex
isting Federal tax structure undoubtedly 
acts as a deterrent to the continued 
growth and expansion of small business. 

The Sadlak bill, H. R. 5899. introduced 
by my colleague, Congressman at Large 
SADLAK, of Connecticut, is, in my opinion. 
worthy of support.· 

Under present law the first $25,000 
earned by a corporate busbless ~ sub-

ject to a normal tax of 30 percent. Any 
additional earnings will be subject to a 
surtax of 22 percent, and, at least until 
.;January 1, may also be subject to an 
excess-profits tax of 30 percent. The 
combined rate on corporate earnings in 
excess of $25,000 may thus reach a maxi
mum of 82 percent. At such a rate it is 
practically impossible for the small-busi
ness man to accumulate funds for the 
expansion of his business and thus pro
vide additional employment opportuni
ties for the people in his community. 

The Sadlak bill, by increasing the min
imum excess-profits tax credit from $25,-· 
000 to $100,000, provides much needed 
help to the small-business community. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I know 
that the committee worked long and 
h:;~.rd on trying to get safeguarding pro
visions in this bill, and I commend the 
committee for the fine work that they 
did in many respects, but I do doubt that 
they have actually plugged up all the 
loopholes. I would only have time to 
.refer to 1 or 2. 

The gentleman from Michigan rMr. 
SHAFER], a while ago, seemed.to be ·proud 
of the fact-and I am sure that he was. 
he thought it was the right thing-that 
these bids must disclose exactly who the 
bids are for and everything about the 
affiliation of the people with the bidder. 
Now offhand that sounds very fine; you 
say that is in the public interest, but in 
truth and in fact it is intimidation and 
will restrain the little fellows from bid· 
ding. This committee discloses that al
most two-thirds of the rubber-producing 
business is now in the hands of 4 big 
rubber companies-63 percent. The 
680 companies that have been buying 
rubber from the Government synthetic 
plants, who have processed and fabri
cated it, have got to continue in that 
business if they survive. Who will they 
get their supplies from? From the peo
ple who buy these plants. 

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

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

Mr. DURHAM. Not necessarily. 
They can go out and build plants of 
their own if they can finance them. 

Mr. PATMAN. With all due respect 
to the gentleman, that is not of any ef
fect now because there is no place to get 
the financing. There is no Reconstruc
tion Finance Corporation. There is no 
place they can get the financing. Here
tofore the gentleman would have been 
right, but they cannot get that kind of 
money now at all. · 

Mr. DURHAM. Does the gentleman 
mean to say that the four large rubber 
plants have no credit they can borrow 
mone:v on? 

Mr. PATMAN. The big rubber com
panies will not borrow money from the 
little fellow. They borrow it for them
selves if they borrow at all. These 680 
are intimidated on this. They canrtot 
afford to go in and pool their little re· 
sources and offer a bid, because tbe big 
fellow would know it. When this big 
fellow buys the plant, and he will buy 
it, these little fellows will not have a 
chance of getting a square deal from him. 
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They have to get their supplies, and they 
will find themselves in direct competi
tion with the fabricating concern across 
the street that is owned by the big man. 
Do you think the big man is going to 
favor his own processing plant or this 
little fellow who opposed him on pur
chasing the plant? That is the story 
exactly. You are intimidating these 
little fellows. They cannot possibly go 
in together. They cannot oppose the 
big fellow. They will have their heads· 
cut· off. 

Another reason the little fellows can
not come in is because they have no 
credit now. Back in 1950 when Mr. Tru
man recommended this, the Reconstruc
tion Finance Corporation was standing 
ready to advance any amount of money 
that was necessary to enable the little 
fellows to go in together, to put up a 
reasonable amount of money themselves 
and buy a plant. 

Mr. DURHAM. There is nothing in 
this act or any other act which pre
vents 10 of these small companies or 
2 or 3 of them from getting together 
and making a bid. For instance, now 
the Seiberling Co., and several others, 
own the copolymer process, which is the 
No. 1 process in synthetic rubber. They 
themselves are not giants. 

Mr. PATMAN. It is all right to say 
that these firms must be American citi
zens, and you can require any kind of 
anti-Communist or anti-Fascist or anti
a~ything affidavit; that is all right, but 
when you put in the bill that they have 
to disclose their identity when they are 
putting in a bid through another person, 
that means they are not going to put in 
a bid because they do not want their 
heads chopped off. 

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. DOYLE. With reference to the 
gentleman's observation that the small 
companies would not bid, the testimony 
of the small c~mpanies, so-called, be
fore the committee was · that they al
ready had plans to bid. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is fine. I hope 
they do. 

Mr. DOYLE. The testimony of the 
small companies in several instances was 
that they were prepared to bid and would 
be prepared to bid. 

Mr. PATMAN. It is possible that 
there will be that intention on the part 
of a few, but not many of them. They 
will be worriec;l about their future. You 
do not want to antagonize the man who 
will be your supplier. That does not 
make good commonsense to me. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yieid? ' 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle· 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. CUlilNINGHAM. I wish to cor
rect the gentleman. I do not believe he 
has read the bill thoroughly. The bid
ders are not required to d~sclose it .to 
competitive bidders or to the public. 

Mr. PATMAN. Let me refer to the 
bill, which on page 5, line 6, reads; 
"identification in whose behalf the bid is 
submitted, including the business affilia
tions of such person." 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That goes to the 
Commission, and it is one of the require-

ments of the bid, but it is not made :Pub
lic and the competitive bidders do not 
get it unless the Commission is dis
honest. Read the language at the top 
of page 6. 

Mr. PATMAN. I am not so naive as to 
believe it will not be made public to the 
big rubber companies. It will, and the 
gentleman probably knows that, too. 
They will know it. Later on they will 
know who was trying to block them. 

There is talk that the Congress has the 
right to pass on it. When the contract 
is made they submit it to the Congress. 
Congress has 30 days in which to disap
prove it. Well, whenever you do things 
that fast in Congress, you are doing it 
awfully fast, whenever you can disap
prove anything in 30 days. If the Con
gress does not take affirmative action and 
disapprove it in 30 days, then they can 
go ahead with it. You know it does not 
take much opposition in the Congress to 
delay anything longer than 30 days. If 
Congress had to affirmatively approve it 
instead of affirmatively disapprove it, 
I think we would have a great deal more 
protection. I wish the committee would 
seriously consider changing it so that 
the Congress would have to affirmatively 
approve these contracts so that the pub
lic would be protected in the future. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

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

. Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 
Mr. LANE. May I say to the gentle

man who has worked so diligently on 
this subcommittee on this bill that the 
chairman of the subcommittee, · the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER], 
made a very excellent statement in 
explaining the new bill, H. R. 5728, 
to us. I think it is much better than 
the original bill, H. R. 5425. But, 
I have some correspondence from at least 
one of these small rubber plants in my 
district. I know they were represented 

, before the subcommittee. I wonder if 
the gentleman for whom I have the 
greatest admiration and who I know 
over the years has made a study of these 
problems and put much time and effort 
into these matters concerning the rubber 
industry will be kind enough to explain 
two matters which are of great interest 
to these small industries. First, they 
were interested in a minimum produc.;. 
tion of -750,000 long tons per year for 
the general purposes of synthetic rubber. 
I notice in the bill on page 16, in section 
6, that the committee has seen fit to 
make that amount 500,000 long tons~ 
Consequently, if the gentleman would be 
kind enough to advise me concerning this 
question which they are interested in, 
can he tell us whether the smaller rubber 
companies who will not be the -pur
chasers of the plants will be guaranteed 
an adequate supply of synthetic rubber? 

Mr. DURHAM. Of course, there is a 
difference of opinion as to the amount 
we put into the proviso which required 
the production of 500,000 long · tons. 
Last year we consumed about 650,000 
long tons. This. year we will probably 
use 850,000 tons. With that production~ 
I think these people can be assured a 
guaranteed production .of 500,000 tons, 
and are going ·to receive · an adequate 
supply. The difficulty in the interim un-

til we get these plants over into the hands 
of private industry, · you see, will prob
ably cause a little disruption, and we 
hope to avoid that if possible by stock
piling synthetic rubber to have on hand 
which we can let flow into the smaller 
companies. I know the gentleman is 
concerned about this because in these 
680 operations of small producers or 
processors of synthetic rubber, approxi .. 
mately some 60,000 or 70,000 people are 
employed, which, of course, is quite im
portant to the districts throughout the 
country. We are ·trying to avoid un
employment, if it is possible, and I think 
we can if this matter is properly admin
istered by this Commission. There is no 
reason in the world, if this Commission 
functions properly, such a thing should 
happen. 

Mr. LANE. I thank the gentleman for 
his explanation. 

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

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 
Mr. BAILEY. During the 79th Con

gress, at the end of World War II, I hap
pened to be a member of the Patents 
Committee. We were extremely care
ful - at that time to see that certain 
secret formulas such as formulas for the 
production of synthetic fuel from coal 
and possibly the synthetic rubber for
mulas did not fall into the hands of pri
vate individuals and that they would be 
kept in the hands of the Government. 
I ask the gentleman, and I would like 
the record here to ·be clear, to show that 
we are not selling any formula when we 
sell these plants-we are not selling any 
formula that the Government could not 
afford to dispose of and which might be 
of greater value than the plant that 
we sell. 

Mr. DURHAM. I can assure the gen
tleman from West Virgini·a the first dis· 
covery or process with reference to syn
thetic rubber was a chemical process in 
Germany. We, in this country, were 
fortunate that our rubber companies 
improved on that process and developed 
other processes which were patented. 
In 1940, they came before the old Com
mittee on Military Affairs and volun• 
teered as private citizens to turn over 
and pool all the patents. Congress at 
that time, of course, felt under obli
gation to keep_ our transportation system 
going, and also to carry out the national 
defense needs. So we passed the Rubber 
Act, as the gentleman recalls. They 
produced ~ynthetic rubber for the entire 
transportation needs of this country and 
nobody suffered very inuch inconven· 
ience. Also, it met our defense needs. 
I think private industry can be con
gratulated on this one thing, that we 
have never had any trouble. They 
owned the patents. The Government 
never owned them. So they go back to 
the private companies. Some of those 
processes have been improved upon, and 
there have been new processes that will 
come into the production of synthetic 
rubber, which we hope will lower the 
cost of it to the producer, if we can re
turn them to private industry. 

Mr. BAILEY. ~he formula actually 
belongs to the people who are in the 
rubber industry at the present time? 

Mr. DURHAM. l'hat is correct. 
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Mr. BAILEY. I want to thank the 

gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DURHAM]. As I said, as an individual 
Member, if this legislation is desirable,. 
I shall feel much safer ·knowing that 
what the gentleman has just put in the 
RECORD are the facts. 

Mr. DURHAM. I thank the gentle· 
man. · 

Mr. Chairman, obviously, the syn. 
thetic-rubber business is · here to stay.: 
Your committee, which has reported 
this bill unanimously, can find very little 
reason for the Government to stay in the 
synthetic-rubber business at the present 
time. · 

When we go back to 1940 and 1941-
especially in 1941, when the Japanese en· · 
tered the war-we were cut off from our 
rubber supply and we had to do some· 
thing. The Congress acted and acted 
wisely. We developed a program then, 
with the cooperation of private enter
prise in this country, and nobody can 
say that they did not do an excellent job, 
because today tires are cheaper than 
they were; they are cheaper than at any 
time in the history of our country. Syn
thetic rubber made that possible. The 
Government invested, as has been point· 
ed out on the floor today, some $700 mil
lion. Today it is difficult to determine 
the worth of these plants. 

We do not care to put a price tag on 
them, because that will be up to this 
Commission which is going to be ap· 
pointed under this measure by the Presi· 
dent. And they should have the right 
to negotiate the matter and get as high 
a price for them as they possibly can, 
because the American taxpayer is in-

·terested. 
We have met the stockpile objective 

today. I cannot disclose the figures, 
but the report has been sent up here, un
der Public Law 520, every 6 months. A 
copy is available if any Member of the 
House cares to see it. 

That stockpile consists of raw rubber; 
not GRS, or butyl or butadine, or any 
synthetic rubber, because that does not 
stock well. Therefore, we have got to 
have some kind of program that will 
keep these plants in readiness and in a 
standby condition; so if we do need 
them or if we have to have them to con
tinue to supply our defense needs, they 
will be ready for production, and also 
our civilian needs. We have put them 
in a position in this bill, if passed, where 
we can have them if necessary for na
tional defense. That is exactly what 
your committee has tried to do, and I 
believe we have done a good job. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle· 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. The gentleman knows of 
my very high regard for him and the 
members of the great Committee on 
Armed Services. We all recognize that 
this synthetic rubber business was 
started because of emergency conditions, 
to supply our military needs. We are 
still in an emergency condition today. 
What situation exists today that did not 
exist at the time we went into this syn
thetic rubber business? 

Mr. DURHAM. I would say to the 
gentleman that we did not have a pound 

in the stockpile. Today we have-I do 
not care to disclose the figures, because 
they are secret, but if the gentleman 
cares to look at them they are avail..: 
able-but we have met our stockpile 
objective. 

Mr.- EVINS. The gentleman spoke of 
the price of rubber tires coming down. 
What assurance can we have that after 
those plants are disposed of, the price 
of rubber to the Department of Defense 
and to- the Government will not be in
creased? 

Mr. DURHAM. I am sure the gentle· 
. man believes in private enterprise. They 
have always been on a very keen com
petitive basis, and have always been able 
to establish a price that the consumer 
in -this country was willing to pay. 

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

Mr. DURHAM . . I yield. 
Mr. AYRES. I will say to the gentle· 

man from North Carolina since I come 
from Akron, the rubber capital of the 
world, that there is not a more competi
tive industry in the whole operation on 
a worldwide basis than the rubber in· 
dustry. 

Mr. DURHAM. And I think. this 
measure recognizes that and will con
tinue it in the same position. 

Mr. Chairman I am heartily in favor 
of the bill H. R. 5728 which would au
thorize the disposal of the Government
owned rubber-producing facilities. I 
can find no reason whatsoever which 
would justify the continuation of the 
Government in this business. 

I doubt very much whether conditions 
predicted for 1954 with regard to the de
mand and consumption for both syn .. 
thetic and natural rubber will ever again 
be as favorable for disposal. Thus, I 
am firmly of the opinion that final dis
posal in 1954 will result in. a maximum 
return of the fair value of the facilities 
to the Government and in my opinion 
will strengthen national security. 

I would like to discuss for a moment 
our stockpile situation with regard to 
rubber. Throughout the hearings, and 
particularly with regard to the witness 
who appeared from the Department of 
Defense, I made inquiry concerning the 
status of our stockpile in natural rubber. 
I am now satisfied that our· stockpile of 
natural rubber, coupled with our pro· 
ductive capacity for synthetic rubber, 
will assure this Na,tion of an adequate 
supply of new rubber in the event of war 
or in the event that our natural-rubber 
sources are &hut off for any protracted 
period of time. 

Now there is another source of rub
ber which is often overlooked which I 
would like to call to your attention. 
This is the rubber that is put back into 
the channels of trade through the re· 
claiming process. This rubber is not in· 
consequential. · Last year the United 
States consumed over 280,000 tons of re
claimed rubber. I think it is important 
that we keep this industry in mind when 
we discuss rubber. For any disposal 
program which would jeopardize there
claimed rubber industry would, in my 
opinion, also jeopardize our national se· 
curity. 

Then there is another stockpile of rub· 
ber in this Nation which must not be 

forgotten, and that is the rubber that 
is now in tires that are on automobiles 
throughout the Nation. I think I would 
be safe in saying that this amount of · 
rubber may well exceed 1 million tons. 

From a national security viewpoint, 
we can take considerable comfort from 
the fact that we have, for practical pur· 
poses, achieved a· stockpile of natural 
rubber in Government warehouses that 
is sufficient to say · the least. Security 
reasons prevent me from disclosing the 
amount but I can assure you that it is 
a very large quantity. On top of that 
we have the reclaimed rubber intlustry. 
Added to that is our stockpile in the 
hands of private owners of automobiles 
and ·added t'J a;~l of this is our capacity 
to produce substantial quantities of syn .. 
thetic rubber. I wish the Nation were as 
secure in all of its strategic world re· 
quirements as it is in rubber. 

The bill, H. R. 5728, has a considerable 
number of safeguards with respect to 
our synthetic rubber industry. Perhaps 
it has too many. It is just possible that 
it is surrounded with so many safeguards 
and requirements that we will not get 
enough purchasers to satisfy the produc· 
tive capacity that must be sold before 
any of the facilities can be transferred 
to private ownership. 

You will note that the bill establishes 
as one of the criteria for the Commission 
to follow in arriving at its recommenda
tion for sale that the "purchasers of the 
facilities will be capable of annually pro
ducing not less than 500,000 long tons of 
general purpose synthetic rubber and its 
component mater ials, and not less than 
43,000 long tons of butyl rubber.'' This 
requirement means that a substantial 
portion of the copolymer facilities and 
1 of the 2 -butyl plants must be sold or 
no report will be submitted to the Con .. 
gress and the Rubber Act will be extend· 
ed until 1956. 

In addition, I am somewhat concerned, 
although I recognize its justification, 
about that part of section 6 which pre• 
cludes employees of the Commission en· 
gaged in ·actually negotiating the sales 
from being employed by any purchaser 
of the facilities for 2 years. This might 
prevent the employment of outstanding 
engineers who might not want to accept 
employment with the Commission, and 
thus put themselves in the position of 
declining future employment, for a pe
riod of 2 years, with companies engaged 
in 3 basic industries. 

There is no doubt that this recom· 
mended disposal program will be the 
most carefully considered sales the Gov· 
ernment has ever entered into. 

Now, just a word about research in 
rubber. The bill permits the Commis· 
sion to recommend a research program 
in rubber to be continued during the fis
cal year following the fiscal year in 
which the transfer terminates. Provi
sion is made for the use of funds 'from 
the disposal program to be used for this 
purpose. I think this is a wise provision, 
for there may well be fields of research 
in rubber peculiar to the military which 
might not be of interest to private in· 
dustry. But I think you will be inter· 
ested to learn that up to June 30, 1952, 
the Reconstruction Finance Corpora
tion, in connection with the synthetic 
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rubber program; expended over ·$40 mil
lion in research. This seems like a large 
sum, but I am also advised that during 
this current year a conservative estimate 
of the amount of money to be expended 
by the rubber industry in research and 
development will be in excess of $50 mil
lion. Thus it is my opinion that, if pri
vate industry is willing to spend $50 mil
lion a year on research in rubber; the 
amount expended by the Government 
for matters in which only the military is 
concerned should be considerably less. 

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee that con
ducted the hearing on this bill, I do not 
hesitate to recommend its enactment by 
this body. I am particularly enthusias
tic with regard to the creation of a com
mission and with the requirement that 
Congress has the final authority to re
view and if necessary reject all the rec
ommended sales. I agree with the dis
tinguished chairman of our subcommit
tee [Mr. SHAFER] in his statement to 
the effect that speed in the sale of these 
facilities will be of great benefit to the 
taxpayers. These facilities that will be 
offered for sale will not come as a sur
prise to those interested in purchasing 
the facilities. They have been watching 
this program since the end of World 
Y/ar II. If we were dealing with a very 
diversified group of facilities, it migbt 
be necessary to give longer time to ne
gotiate the sale. But I am quite sure· 
that those who are interested in pur
chasing these facilities have discussed 
the possibilities and are aware of this 
legislation and in their own minds have 
some idea of what they are willing to 
pay for them. The capital necessary to 
buy and operate one of these facilities is 
not small and the production of chemi
cally made rubber is not something that 
any company can engage in and expect 
to make a profit. I am satisfied that this 
9isposal program will result in a return 
to the taxpayers of the fair value of the 
facilities and that to the greatest extent 
possible a competitive pattern assuring 
a source of synthetic rubber to large and 
small consumers alike will be established. 

I urge the House to support this 
measure. 

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

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from Mas~achusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Has the gentle
man any views on the interest rate? 
Here we have Congress freezing an ab
solute interest rate. Suppose later on 
in connection with the applications a . 
higher rate of interest such as the pre
vailing rate should apply, we are tying 
the hands of the negotiators and they 
cannot do anything except give a 3-per
cent rate. Has the gentleman any views 
on that? 

Mr. DURHAM. The committee, of 
course, took as its criteria the 3 percent, 
which is the general going mortgage 
rate. 

Mr. McCORMACK. We can ·get mort
gage loans at 3 percent now? 

Mr. DURHAM. In large amount's you 
can. 

Mr. MCCORMACK. Will the gentle~ 
man tell me where you can? I . would 

like to have some of my friends ·in Mas
sachusetts know where they can get that. 

Mr. DURHAM. I am · not in position 
to answer that positively. The commit
tea found that this was the general going 
rate on large mortgages. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle
man feel that this should be an absolute 
rate determined by the Congress? Cer
tainly if it should become 3% or 33/4 
we want the Government to get the bene
fit of it. I do not want to give a big 
bonanza here. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. May I say to 
the gentleman that I am going to touch 
on that fully in just a moment. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I would like to 
say to the gentleman that we have been 
having- hearings before the House Bank
ing and Currency Committee for a num
ber of days and there has been no testi
mony that you can get mortgage money 
at any place approaching 3 percent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 
- Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to take time 
on this bill after it has been so well ex
plained by the chairman of the com
mittee, the . gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. SHORT], the chairman of .the sub
committee, the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. SHAFER], the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. DURHAM]. 
However, there are a few questions that. 
have been asked, and probably I can 
assist in answering them; probably not. 

First, I would like to clear up the dis
crepancy in the colloquy between the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] 
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
SHAFER]. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT
MAN] said he believed that the number 
of firms in the rubber business were sev
eral times the amount given by the gen
tleman from Michigan as 680. I am 
reading from the report of the RFC as 
of December 31, 1952. The report was 
published March 1, 1953: 

In 1952 the Corporation had about 700 
synthetic-rubber customers. Of these 20 
were large companies; the remaining 680 
were small companies. 

I would like to go now directly to the 
question asked- by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK] about 
interest. The bill as it originally came 
before the subcommittee provided for 
an interest rate of 3Y:z percent, a down 
payment of 10 percent, and the bal
ance of 90 percent to be amortized over 
a period of 10 years at 37'2 percent. 
There was some objection raised, and I 
was one of the objectors, and the gen
tleman from California rMr. DoYLE], I 
recall, joined with me, to sell these plants 
at a mere 10 percent down payment; 
in other words, selling them on a shoe
string. We wanted the plants sold with 
a - sufiicient down payment. that would 
be a real sale, and not encourage specu
lators and others to come along and 
:form sort of a dummy company to --come 

in and bid on a piece of Government 
property paying only 10 percent down 
and run the risk of making a success of 
it, and if not, walk out and leave it, and 
all they would lose would be the 10 per
cent. Therefore we felt that the 
amount should be increased. There was 
some discussion as to whether it should 
be 10, 15, 20, or 25 percent or more. 
After considerable discussion the com
mittee agreed upon 25 percent as being 
a fair amount to require as a down
payment in order to guarantee a sale 
for the Government. 

Then the next question that came up 
was, if we required such a large down
payment instead of a small downpay
ment, should the Government not offer 
a little inducement in the way of a lower 
interest rate? After some discussion we 
agreed to lower the interest rate from 3% 
percent to 3 percent on the theory that if 
we left it at 3 :Y2 percent and required a 
25-percent downpayment, the sales re-
sistance might be so great that the Gov
ernment would lose many millions more 
in attempting to get that extra 3% per
cent than they would if it were lowered 
to 3 percent; in other words, that you 
would get more in a competitive market 
for the total purchase price, which would 
offset that one-half of 1 percent interest, 
and we felt, in view of the requirement of 
such a large downpayment, that there 
should be a little inducement. 

That is the reason, I will say to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, why the 
interest rate was reduced from the 
original :figure of 3% percent to 3 per
cent. We did not corisider the prevailing 
rate or anything else. Now, that may be 
wrong. If the gentle-man has a better 
proposition, I would like to hear it. 

Mr. McCO~MACK. Mr: Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
is aware that the interest provision of 
the RFC and the Export-Import Bank 
is different than this. There is no ab
solute freeze. There is discretion that 
~an be exercised. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will say this to 
the gentleman: Remember, these plants 
are not yet sold. If the plants were sold. 
and then _ there was ~ question of what 
would be the interest rate on the unpaid 
portion of the purchase price, that would 
be a different proposition. But we are 
in the position of advertising for bids, 
and if we have that interest rate, with 
what we have as the downpayment, we 
will ha~e sales resistance and it will 
end up with the Government losing more 
money than with the higher interest
rate. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the gen
tleman has made a statement that any 
objective mind could not resist con
sidering. I have no disagreement with 
my friend on this. However, who are 
the small fellows that might be able to 
purchase these facilities? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I do not have 
their names. 

Mr. McCORMACK. You have the in
terest rate at 3 percent to induce these 
small fellows to bid. Who are they? 
There must be evidence. I am sure you 
had some, but I have not heard any yet. 
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I cannot give 

the gentleman the names of the small 
companies. This report shows that there 
is a total of about 700 companies. Six 
hundred and eighty are classified as 
small and twenty as large. The difficulty 
with the small bidder is that he prob· 
ably would suffer more by the larger 

· downpayment. He probably would much 
prefer a smaller downpayment and a 
higher rate of interest, yet we want a 
purchaser to have enough money to start 
with, so that it will be a valid sale and 
he will go ahead, and then give the small 
man the encouragement of the lower· 
rate of interest. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not know 
what would be regarded as a small man 
in this particular field. I know what it 
is in many other fields, but I imagine 
that none of these plants will be sold for 
less than some millionS of dollars. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It is hoped that 
the 28 plants will ·bring somewhere be· 
tween two and three hundred million dol· 
lars. We hope the Commission will get 
high enough bids to sell them for more 
than the present book value as fixed by 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The thing I am 
disturbed about is the interest rate. My 
mind is open on the bill itself. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. What would the 
gentleman suggest for the interest rate? 
I have great regard for his opinion. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I was going to 
suggest an interest rate of not less than 
3 percent. That will give discretion in 
setting the rate. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yjeld? · 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. SHAFER. I want to . point out 
that a bidder must know what his inter· 
est rate is going to be if he is going to 
make an intelligent bid. That is the 
purpose of it. If the Congress wants to 
make it 4 percent, that is all right, but 
we must have the interest rate in there, 
some interest rate, so the bidder will 
know on what to bid. 

Mr. McCORMACK. This is not a 
minor matter; it involves a quarter of a 
billion dollars, and a quarter of 1 percent 
or one-half of 1 percent might make a 
big difference in money. I recognize the 
power of the argument made by the gen· 
tleman. The little fellow in this business 
means a pretty big fellow in some other 
business. I recognize that. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I recognize also 
the power of the suggestion made by the 
gentleman, and it might be good to make 
it not less than 3 percent. However, let 
us look at another angle if we do that. 
The minute we do that, then the com· 
pany with more money, the powerful 
company, can say, "I will bid $10 million 
on a plant, with 5 percent interest." The 
little fellow bids $11 million at 3 percent 
interest. What is the Commission going 
to do? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The interest is 
not a matter of competitive situation. 
The Commission determines the interest. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Does the gentle• 
man mean to say that, if we make it not 
less than 3 percent, it would not become 
competitive? It certainly would. 

Mr. Mr.CORUACK. Those charged 
with the aaministration of this law could 

then determine what rate of interest 
would be paid, not less than 3 percent. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. In other words, 
in the advertising for the bids if the 
Commission felt that it should be more 
than 3 percent they could advertise for 
more? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. If they 
wanted to take care of the so-called little 
fellow-! assume that all the plants can· 
not be sold to the little fellows-they 
might give them a lower rate on some 
particular bid than they would in cases 
in which they knew only the big com· 
panies could be interested. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Is the gentle· 
man going to offer that as an amend· 
ment? I would rather not yield any 
more time at the present because I have 
some other things to cover. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not know 
whether or not I am going to offer it, but 
if 3 percent stays in the bill I am going 
to vote against the bill, and I will offer a 
motion to recommit. I am not going to 
vote on an absolute 3 percent rate of in· 
terest when they should have charged 
3¥2 or 3% percent, with the big com
panies buying the plants, and having a 
scandal, and then their coming back 
and saying, "We had no discretion; 
Congress did it." 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I think the gen· 
tleman should offer an amendment at 
the appropriate time, and I am sure the 
committee will be glad to consider and 
debate it. I see merit in the gentleman's 
argument, but I also. see difficulty. I 
would like very much to thrash the ques· 
tion out, but I am sorry I cannot yield 
more time. 

·Mr. Chairman, I would like brie:fiy to 
touch on some of the objectives of the 
bill: 
. First. To take the Government out of 
the rubber business and restore it to 
private industry. 

Second. To recover for the Govern· 
ment of the United States and put into 
the Treasury of -the United States the 
sale price of these plants which we hope 
will be several hundred million dollars. 

Third. To assure the continuous :fiow 
of supplies of rubber for our country in 
both peacetime and wartime. 

Fourth. To see that the plants are sold 
on such terms and at such rates of in
terest as to assure the sale. 

Fifth. To see that they are sold under 
conditions which will prevent a monop· 
oly. I believe those provisions are well 
spelled out in the bill. 

Sixth. To create a commission to gov· 
ern the sale for a limited time, until the 
entire matter is disposed of. 

I would like to reply to the questions 
that have been raised regarding guar· 
anteed production and guaranteed avail· 
ability of synthetic rubber for so-called 
small consumers. 

It seems to me that if we are going 
to guarantee the production of synthetic 
rubber and guarantee its availability by 
requiring in law that it must be produced 
and sold at a fixed price, then we might 
just as well .reenact the Rubber Act and 
keep the Government in business. 

Every witness who testified before our 
committee favored the sale of these 
plants. Most of the witnesses expressed 
satisfaction and confidence in the pri· 

vate competitive system and felt . that 
c<r-mpetition would assure the availability 
of synthetic rubber. Those who want 
guaranteed production and guaranteed 
availability, by law, are merely saying in 
another way that. free enterprise is a 
great institution, but not for them. 

The whole issue here is whether or 
not we have faith in the competitive 
system. The bill itself provides so many 
safeguards that I do not see how anyone 
can object on the grounds that there 
will not be private competition. The At· 
torney General must find that the sale 
of these plants will not create a mo· 
nopoly situation, the Commission is 
charged with the. responsibility of mak
ing sure that no purchaser of a facility 
or facilities can capture unreasonable 

·control over the production of synthetic 
rubber, and no plants will be sold unless 
a capacity to produce 543,000 tons of 
synthetic rubber will be in existence in 
the Nation. Finally, none of these sales 
contracts will become effective until Con- 
gress has had an opportunity for 30 days 
to reject the proposed sales. Either 
House can block the sale of these 
facilities. · 

Thus, it is inconceivable to me that 
anyone can contend that this bill will 
permit the sale of these facilities to just 
the Big Four in the rubber business. 
If we cannot establish a competitive pat
tern by the sale of these facilities, we 
will not sell them and the Rubber Act 
will automatically be extended until 
1956. If we go beyond this not only 
will we not sell the plants but the Gov· 
ernment will assume the . obligation of 
expanding its own facilities at consider
able cost to the taxpayers. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to say in the consideration of any and 
all amendments regarding interest rates 
or down payment, we must not overlook 
the fact that we want to sell these plants 
and we must not have amendments 
which will make their sale mucb, more 
difficult. 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield. 
Mr. EVINS. What assurance do we 

have that the Commission will accept the 
highest bid? The bill says that they may 
receive bids and then negotiate for the 
sale. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. EVINS. What assurance do we 

have that they will accept the highest 
bids? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Of course, we 
would have to depend on the integrity 
of the Commission. I think when they 
read the law and the hearings, they will 
understand they are supposed to take 
the highest bid. However, there is 
another explanation of that, and we 
now get into a question of small busi
ness which has not been brought up. 
Here is .the advantage to the small-busi
ness man. It will increase the oppor
tunity for the small-business man and 
make the sales by the Government easier. 
Any bidder can bid on more than one 
plant. He can bid on as many as 3, al~ 
though he only intends to· purchase 1. 
and afterward he can take his choice. 

Mr. EVINS. So the Commission, if it 
deems it advisable to do so, may reject 
all bids? 
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. No; the Com
mission will have to ·accept the bid or 
the highe&t bidder. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has again expired. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield myself an 
additional minute. 

The bidder may bid on more than one 
plant, and then he makes a selection, 
and if he is the highest bidder on the 
plant he selects he gets it. The Com
mission has to let him have it. Then the 
Commission is in a position to negotiate 
on the other plants, where there is 
another bid that may be accepted. This 
is one of the ways to establish the basis 
for a bid. I think it is one of the wisest 
provisions in the bill. 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand that it 
is mandatory these sales contracts come 

_to the House for approval before they 
become effective? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The sale of all 
of the 28 plants must come here for ap
proval in 1 block before the sale is com
pleted. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DOYLE]. 

NIT. DOYLE. NIT. Chairman, I trunk 
I should make this observation about the 
work of this subcommittee, which I have 
had the pleasure of serving on all the way 
through. 

First, I wish to say that I not only en
joyed it but I profited personally by it, 
through an accumulation of information 
which is very important to our country. 

Secondly, I wish to say that our sub
committee chairman, Mr. SHAFER, of 
Michigan, has been most courteous and 
hard working and cooperative with every 
member of the committee. 

It has not been mentioned yet that this 
subcommittee traveled to three States in 
our preliminary study of the problem re
ferred to us and long before we began 
several days of open hearings. We trav
eled to Ohio, Louisiana, and Texas and 
we personally observed the physical con
dition of several of these plants which are 
concerned in this proposal. At each 
plant that we visited, we had the benefit 
of being able to sit down and ask ques
tions of management, both large and 
small; questions pertinent to our inves
tigation and study of this subject. That 
was of great benefit to the committee, be
cause we were getting information right 
at the grassroots of the operation of 
these synthetic-rubber plants. 

I wish to call the attention of the com
mittee also to the fact that I have in my 
hand three committee bills that the sub
committee wrote: first, the bill of May 
27, which was improved upon by the bill 
of June 15, and then finally t.he bill of 
June 17 which is the bill before us today. 
That, I think, is an indication of the fact 
that the subcommittee was diligent, in 
fact very diligent, in trying to arrive at 
some sound, fair basis to report to the 
whole House. 
· May I make it crystal clear, however, 
that because today I support this bill, ·I 
want it understood that nevertheless, if 
any report comes back from the Dis
posal Commission which I feel does not 

fully and in utmost good faith and 
strictly carry out the objectives stated 
by the President of the United States, 
and is also not in strict accordance with 
the fundamental requirements of this 
bill then I want the RECORD now to show 
that I intend to then vigorously oppose 
any sale that is void of these funda
mental requirements. I shall oppose 
such sale proposal just as vigorously as 
I now support the bill. 

First, I wish to say that all the ob
jectives stated by the President of the 
United States are incorporated in this 
bill, and its plans and procedures. I 
wish also to call the attention of the 
committee to the fact that the President 
of the United States as Commander in 
Chief I think assumed his great respon
sibility, and one that he properly should 
assume, when he stated in his message 
to us recommending the disposal of these 
plants to private industry as follow: 

I am in hearty accord with the policy de
termination of the Congress that the secu
rity interests of the Nation will best be 
served by the development within the United 
States of a free, competitive, synthetic rub
ber industry, and I believe that now is the 
time to undertake plant disposal. • • • 

The Nation's security in its rubber supply 
is, of course, of paramount importance in 
any consideration of the disposal of these 
facilities. For such security, two things are 
essential; namely, an adequate stockpile of 
natural rubber and a healthy, progressive 
synthetic rubber industry. Our stockpiling 
objectives are adequate and have been vir
tually achieved and, from the economic and 
technological data available to me, I am 
confident that if the Government-owned 
synthetic rubber facilities are sold as recom
mended, competitive private industry will 
amply, efficiently, and economically, supply 
our synthetic rubber requirements. 

The record will show that in the hear
ings I asked the representative of the 
Defense Department this question, read
ing from page 998, of Mr. Bates, and I 
may say it is not my distinguished col
league from Massachusetts [Mr. BATES], 
but a different Mr. Bates representing 
the Department of Defense: 

Mr. DoYLE. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the 
representative of the Department of Defense 
a question? 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. DOYLE. 
Mr. DoYLE. As I see it, the burden is on 

your Department and the other departments. 
interested and responsible for our national 
defense, to justify Congress in now being 
willing to sell these plants. Would you 
agree with me, that the burden is on the 
Department of Defense to justify the change 
in policy to Congress? 

Mr. BATES. I think certainly that the De
partment of Defense should be questioned 
on that subject, yes, sir. 

Mr. DoYLE. Well, I am stating to you I 
believe it is the burden of the Department 
of · Defense to justify to Congress a change 
in policy, because our national security is 
involved. 

Mr. DATES. Yes, sir. 

I approached my work on this sub
committee with a mind wide open, to 
ascertain what the facts were and then 
and not until then, to decide. I kept my 
mind wide open to receive the fullest 
factual information possible; as a mem
ber of a jury would, before I came to the 
conclusion which I now believe justified, 
which was that these 28 rubber plants 
should now be sold to private industry. 
And, of course~ my · thinking as to 

whether or not these plants should be 
so disposed of, and whether or not now 
is the time to do so was, naturally clari
fied a good deal by the communication 
to us by the _President of the United 
States · as Commander in Chief of our 
Army and Navy, as well as President of 
the United States; in his message to us 
of several weeks ago wherein he said, 
among other things, "That the security 
interest of the Nation will best be served 
by the development within the United 
States of a free competitive synthetic 
rubber industry, and I believe that now 
is the time to undertake plant disposal." 
On the point then of whether or not our 
national security and our national de
fense would be jeopardized or endan
gered or made insecure by reason of the 
disposal at this time of these Govern
ment-owned plants to private industry, 
we have the specific, clear as crystal dec
laration by our President, and also by 
the Department of Defense, of whlch he 
is the Commander in Chief. 

If you will read the hearings, you will 
there. find that several highly thought 
of, experienced, and patriotic American 
citizens likewise gave a like opinion in 
answer to this same question. 

So, havint: such evidence before me on 
that first and most important point, I 
then proceeded to do my full part to see 
that any bill submitted by the commit
tee was clearly and fully in line and ac
cord with the other two requirements 
which are that the taxpayers of the 
United States should receive their full 
fair value, and that these synthetic rub
ber plants and facilities must only be 
sold on such terms as would guarantee 
their ready availability for the produc
tion· of synthetic rubber in time of 
emergency. 

May I say that, relating to the discus
sion a few minutes ago between the dis
tinguished assistant minority leader 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCORMACK] 
and my committee colleague [Mr. CUN
NINGHAM], that I am attracted to Mr. 
McCoRMACK's suggestion that the bill 
should be amended so as to provide that 
the interest on the unpaid balance on 
the purchase price mortgage should be 
not less than 3 percent instead of a fixed 
3 percent fixed rate. We adopted the 
3 percent fixed rate, believing that 
thereby so-called small concerns desir
ing to purchase competitively with the 
larger or major concerns, would, if suc
cessful, be thus enabled to keep more of 
their capital in operations, instead of 
paying in into h igher interests rates on 
the mortgage. It was definitely thought 
this lower interest rate would aid and 
assist some business concerns in their 
bidding possibilities. 

But I wish in that connection to say 
that if that is done, the offer of bids 
sent out by the Commission must cer
tainly state the rate of interest which 
will be charged on the unpaid balance of 
the purchase price mortgages. I am now 
directing your attention to page 7, sub
division 6, of this bill, which deals with 
the relationship of the Attorney General 
to this whole program. In committee 
meetings I also raised the point that 
the Attorney General's office should be 
kept very, very close to the whole pro
gram from the· very beginning. While 
the ·subdivision (g), on page· 7 of the bill, 
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does not expressly so provide, it is clearly 
advisable that the Attorney General's 
office must begin at the beginning and 
follow clear through with the whole dis
posal program. I wish to state now that 
it is imperative that he . be part of the 
disposal program and that the Attorney 
General's office be called in at the be
ginning and be kept as close as possible 
to the whole program. 

The Attorney General is the deter
mining person under the express terms 
of this bill, as to whether or not any pro
posed sale or disposition either tends 
to create or ma.intain a situation incon
sistent with the antitrust laws. Section 
(g) on page 7 expressly provides that the 
Commission in no event less than 45 
days prior to the completion of these ne
gotiations shall consult with and obtain 
the advice of the Attorney General as 
to whether or not he can determine this 
fact from the data given him by the 
Commission to express a legal opinion 
thereon. And, of course, gentlemen, if 
the Attorney General does not have good 
and sufficient time to adequately and 
fully advise the Commission, then that 
is not beneficial to the ultimate result. 
Furthermore, even though the Commis
sion by express provision, has authority 
to employ a professional staff, which I 
assume includes necessary attorneys, 
I also assume that the Commission will 
not, under any circumstances, look upon 
with favor or accept the advice of any 
of its own employed attorneys in these 
negotiations, on the point as to whether 
or not the proposed sale would create 
or maintain any situation inconsistent 
with the antitrust laws. In other words, 
my belief is that the Commission, almost 
from the very day it begins work needs 
and must depend upon the Attorney 
General in all such matters as possibly 
could later necessarily or properly be re
ferred to him for legal guidance. I am 
frank to say as one Member of this great 
legislative body if the report of the dis
posal commission coming back to-_Con
gress for final decision does not clearly 
show that the Attorney General was thus 
relied upon and thus gives as clear-cut 
~n opinion as possible, that the proposed 
disposal would not tend to create a mo
nopoly or present a situation inconsist
ent with the antitrust laws, then I again 
reserve the right to vigorously oppose 
the approv~l of .the disposal program, 
at that time. Clearly the attorneys em
ployed by the Commission for whatever 
work shall be assigned to them by the 
Commission does not include, or the 
Commission allowing them to take the 
responsibility specifically given to the 
Attorney General of the United States 
by this bill. There must be no chance 
for conflict of opinion. ' 

Furthermore, on page 15, subdivision 
2, as one of the criteria which is re
quired to be used by the Commission in 
arriving at its recommendations for dis
posal is as follows: 

(2) That adequate provisions in the pro
spective contracts of sale will assure that no 
person} by purchasing a. facilicy or facilities, 
will possess unreasonable control over the 
manufacture of synthetic rubber or its com
ponent materials. 

And finally in this connection, I call 
your attention to the printed hearings 

before our committee beginning at page 
1010 thereof setting forth a discussion 
I had with. Hon. Judge Barnes, former 
distinguished jurist of Los Angeles 
County, Calif., recently selected as head 
of the Antitrust Division of the Depart:
ment of Justice wherein I referred to 
testimony before our committee by Mr. 
Cravens, the Administrator of RFC. 
The discussion was in part as follows: 

Mr. DoYLE. On yesterday, Judge Barnes, 
Mr. Cravens, the Administrator of RFC, on 
page 2 of his sti'J.tement-I don't know as 
you have had the benefit of seeing it. 

But what concerns me amongst other 
things in that connection is, as I stated yes
terday: I hesitated to antl'ctpate that the 
Antitrust Division, Department .of Justice, 
might in any manner be asked to be allowed 
to be put in the position where it was giving 
a prior opinion previous to the consumma
tion of a deal for the purchase of any plant 
whereby they would be asked to assure a 
prospective bidder or a bidder that they 
would not be prosecuted under the Antitrust 
Act. 

Mr. BARNES. Well, very obviously, the De
partment, although I haven't had an op
portunity to know of all of its policies, be· 
come familiar with all its policies, is very 
careful, very chary of giving any blanket 
endorsement, prior to the consummation 
of any act, that it will not constitute a 
violation of the antitrust law. 

I think that it would be within the policy 
of the Antitrust Division of the Department 
of Justice to express an opinion as to an 
individual proposed sale without, of course, 
committing myself in any manner as to how 
the business were operated subsequent to . 
the time of sale. 

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

Mr. DOYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Is it not true that in the 
disposition of the 22 plants previously 
disposed of the big companies or their 
subsidiaries got a large share of those 
plants? 

Mr. DOYLE. I am not sure what the 
facts are in those cases because I am not 
familiar with the facts. But I will say 
that these plants must bring a fair re
turn; they must bring a fair price or 
they must not be sold. I hope the RECORD 
will show that the attitude of the com
mittee is that, unless the Commission is 
able to return a fair price by report to 
the United States Congress, these plants 
will not be disposed of. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the 'gentleman 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I take the 
position very firmly that this must not 
in any sense be a "giveaway" program. 
These plants are worth real money, they 
have real dollar value, nor is the dollar 
value of them on sale by the Governme~t 
limited by the estimates made by the 
possible dollar return to this Govern
ment this date made in this debate. But 
they have more value, in my judgment, 
to private industry than they do to the 
Government at this time. Nevertheless, 
the Government has made over $16 mil
lion n-et profit in 1952. This shows in the 
RFC comparative statement of opera
tions of these plants as set forth on page 
19 of the committee's report in support 
of this bill. So it is not a money-losing 
proposition entirely so far as net return 

iS concerned. But it is readily conceiv
able that in private ownership the tax 
income to the Government from these 
plants as private property would far ex
ceed this net income. Unless the con-

-siderable volume of testimony before our 
committee develops to be diametrically 
opposite to the actual experience to be 
had, then I am satisfied from the testi
mony before our committee that there 
will be competitive bidding by big busi
ness and also some little business for 
these plants. May I say to the gentle
man from Massachusetts, the distin .. 
guished assistant minority leader, in 
reply to his question about the identity 
of the so-called small companies inter .. 
ested in bidding, that if he will turn to 
page 5 of our committee report he will 
find there a list of the names of some 
comparatively small companies which 
frankly testified in public hearings that 
they expect to bid, if possible, to pur .. 
chase some of these plants. They testi
fied that they were actively joining their 
forces cooperatively as small concerns 
and that they are already actively creat
ing their own legal organizations com
petent and able and well qualified to bid 
on some of these plants. 

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

Mr. DOYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. The gentleman has stated 
that he has visited a number of these 
plants in Texas, Ohio, and at other 
places. Does he think from a firsthand 
observation of these plants that they are 
deteriorating to the extent of $40 million 
in the last year? 

Mr. DOYLE. If the gentleman will 
make allowance for the fact I am a law .. 
yer and not an engineer or a chemist or 
a technician of any sort in the field of 
these industrial plants, then my judg .. 
mentis nonexpert from what I person
ally observed, that there is great deteri
oration in these plants. Certainly some 
material portions of them are becoming 
obsolete and antique because of the_rapid 
technological improvements and devel
opments in the field of synthetic rubber. 
There is no question, in my judgment, 
further answering the gentleman's in· 
quiry, but that if the Government con
tinues to own these plants and operate 
them there must be many, many mil- · 
lions of dollars spent in improvements 
and modernization, and replacements 
even, of parts of these plants. 

Mr. EVINS. The committee report in
dicates the total income from all opera
tions of these facilities last year, 1952, 
was $416,558,169. 

Mr. DOYLE. But that is the gross 
income. 

Mr. EVINS. That is the income from 
all operations. The net operating ex
penses for all plants was $394,475,765, or 
a profit of more than $22 million. In
cluded in that figure is _a depreciation of 
$40 million. 

Mr. DOYLE. I will say to the gentle
man, first, that it is a matter of national 
policy involved. 

I am one of those American citizens 
who is not afraid of my great Govern
ment being active in fields and areas of 
proper Government activities; and there 
are such areas from time to time. The 
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building and financing of these synthetic 
rubber plants, for instance, to protect our 
national security in the last war, is one 
of the concrete evidences of what I refer 
to. At the time of the said war, private 
industry did not wish to take the quick 
risk of investing its capital to build these 
necessary plants. So the American tax
payers, through our Government, said 
that "we will build the plant because we 
need that rubber for our national de
fense." Then private industry, already 
owning and possessing certain valuable 
processes and patents, came forward and 
patriotically pooled their patents for the 
benefit of national defense. Thus Gov
ernment and private industry joined 
forces .for national defense. Govern
ment has had the use of these privately 
owned patents, but they are still private 
property. 

Another point, please, is that the Gov
ernment of the United States now owns 
these synthetic rubber plants; but they 
are operated under contract by private 
industry, which is paid a reasonable sum 
for its services. It is by contract that 
the United States Government, as the 
operating owner of these plants, is fur
nished the "know how" and the scientific 
information. . 

My information is, that if these plants 
are now turned to prjvate industry on 
some "fair and square" basis to the tax
payers and so as not to permit any trend 
toward monopoly, that then there will 
be greater advancement in the field of 
synthetic .rubber than under Govern
ment operation. But illegal or greedy 
monopoly must never get a foothold in 
this industry so necessary to our national 
defense. I believe our bill protects that; 
provided, that the Department of Jus
tice is so equipped as to enforce the anti
trust law. I am opposed to excessive 
profits to anyone as a result of war. 
All America should sacrifice straight 
across the board when war comes. It 
should not make millionaries. Patriotic 
devotion calls for patriotic self -sacrifice. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Directing 
attention to page 13 of this bill, section 
(f) thereof deals with the provision of 
"securing the advice of the Attorney 
General as to whether the proposed lease 
would tend to create or maintain a situ
ation inconsistent with the antitrust 
laws, enter into contracts of lease'' and 
so on. What I want to know is, if the 
Attorney General should determine that 
the lease in this instance is in violation 
of the antitrust laws, is the Commission 
then authorized to continue and execute 
the lease? 

Mr. DOYLE. Certainly not. The 
Commission is not authorized, naturally, 
to approve any deal which the Attorney 
General says is or would be logically in 
violation of the antitrust laws. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is 
just exactly the reason I asked the ques
tion, because after reciting from line 3 
down to the words ''antitrust laws" on 
line 7, it reads "enter into contracts of 
lease for a period of not less than 1 year 
nor more than 3 years:• Now it just 
asks his advice._ 

Mr. DOYLE. If-you read other sec- same time protect against possible mo
tions of the bill that I do not now have nopolies resulting from the sale. 
time to .call your attention to; you will I think all in all the bill has had the 
find the whole basis of the sale depends sort of attention that must be given to 
on the Attorney General of the United have good legislation. - The bill, in my 
States giving a bona fide opinion to the judgment, is fair and protects the Gov
Commission that none of the deals are ernment's interests. It should be en
in violation of the antitrust provisions. acted and enable the Commission to pro
Certainly, unless the United States At- ceed with the-sale of all these facilities 
torney General so reports to the Com- to private industry. Let us get the Gov .. 
:mission and the Commmission reports ernment out of this business. 
this to us, the Congress is not going to Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
approve the report of the Commission I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
on this disposal. Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I thank · Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
the gentleman. want to compliment the committee on 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat that nothing the bill they have brought forward. I 
in this disposal should be an attempt to expect to vote for the bill. 
give away anything. The taxpayers are I should like to obtain clarification of 
legally and morally entitled to a fair and my understanding of sections 16 and 17 
just price. If private industry does not of the bill, which deal with the criteria 
want them at such price, then the bill the Commission shall use in arriving at 
expressly provides Government shallop- its recommendations. 
erate and own them another 2 years un- In my opinion, the success of this bill 
der the Rubber Act of 1948. Also, every · hinges on sections 16 and 17. They are 
bidder must come with clean hands. by far the most important sections and 
The bill provides a fair procedure to will determine whether or not this is 
bidders. It is strict. But, why not? going to be a success. 

Finally, the bill expressly provides that It is my understanding, and I will di-
no Commission employee shall, for a rect these questions to both the ranking 
period of 2 years after the disposal is minority member and the acting chair
consummated, be empioyed by any pur- man of this subcommittee, that the cri
chaser or subsidiary. This is a further teria set forth in sections 15 and 16 are 
plan to prevent collusion or fraud or very important, but are not controlling, 
favoritism. and that they are to be used together 

If any ugly heads appear in this trans- with the criteria set forth in section 17 
action opposed to the best interests of and, in addition, in certain instances 
the American taxpayer and our national they may be overridden by other criteria 
defense, I reserve the right to be one to in section 17. Am I right on that? 
join my colleagues in killing the proposal. Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield is correct in everything he has said up 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas to the moment. 
[Mr. FISHER]. Mr. SPRINGER. Question 2: It is my 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, as a understanding that the Commission in 
member of the committee which studied arriving at its recommendations for dis
the synthetic rubber industry with re- posal will negotiate from the outset of 
spect to this legislation, may I say that the negotiation period not only with the 
I shall. vote for this bill. I take this oc- highest bidder but with all the bidders 
casion to commend the distinguished for a particular facility. 
chairman of the committee [Mr. SHAFER] · Mr. CUNNINGHAM. They will deal 
on the manner in which the hearings with the highest bidder, all other things 
were conducted. I do not think I have being equal. 
ever served on a committee where such Mr. SPRINGER. In other words, they 
exhaustive, careful study was given to a will deal only with the highest bidder at 
subject as was done in this case. the outset of these negotiations? 

I think we all realize the great contri.. Mr. SHAFER. If the gentleman 
bution free enterprise has made to the will yield, so long as it does not inter
development of synthetic rubber'in this fere with the competitive pattern being 
country during the past 6 or 8 years. It set up or be in violation of any anti
has really been a phenomenal thing. It trust act. 
nas been done by private enterprise in Mr .. SPRINGER. Question 3: As long 
contract with the Federal Government as it fits the criteria in sections 16 and 
in a number of the plants with which we 17 you are going to deal only with the 
are dealing in this legislation. highest bidder? 

Of course, the Government has no Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is correct. 
business in any enterprise which can Mr. SPRINGER . . In negotiating with 
be and should be carried on by competi- bidders other than the highest bidder, 
tive, private enterprise. Therefore, the the Disposal Commission shall negotiate 
time has come, since all the experimental with the other bidders-on the basis of the 
stages have been passed, when these in- highest bid that is submitted? 
dustries should be sold to private con- Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is correct. 
cerns and then carried on under normal Mr. SPRINGER: Question 4: In such 
competitive methods under the tradi- negotiations where you are negotiating 
tional American system of private en- with other than the highest bidder, the 
terprise. Commission may , succeed in getting 

I know the committee has given great lower bidders to meet the highest bid, 
care and attention to an effort to pro.. if it could be so r~egotiated. 
teet the American taxpayers and protect Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman 
the interests of the Government in get- is right in that also. 
ting all that can properly be obtained . Mr. _ SPRINGER. Question 5: In the 
from the sale of these plants and at the event, however, that. the Commission rec .. 
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ommends a sale to ·other than th·e high
est, then the Commission in its report to 
the Congress next time must make a full 
statement of why it has accepted any 
other bid than the 'highest bid? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman 
is exactly correct. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Question 6: In other 
words, the Disposal Commission may ac
cept bids and enter into contracts with 
other than the highest bidder? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. SPRINGER. There is something 

that disturbs me a little bit in reading 
this section 17. Suppose you enter into 
negotiations with the Disposal Commis
sion with 3 or 4 who have submitted 
bids. I understand from the hearings 
befo:ve the committ~e. the testimony was 
that there are at least several hundred 
rubber companies, large and small. Am 
I right on that? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman 
is right. There are 680 small and ZO 
classified as large. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Question 7: I take 
it then that under this bill the Commis
sion cannot negotiate with any company 
other than those who actually bid upon 
these particular plants, is that not .cor
rect? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Certainly, they 
have to bid in order to negotiate with 
the Disposal Commission. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Have you considered 
any language similar to this: "In the 
event the Commission considers that 
those who have bid are not qualified, in 
accordance with sections 16 .and 17, the 
Disposal Commission may negotiate with 
those who have s~bmitted bids for other 
facilities." 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We have not 
considered that because the committee 
did not think it was possible for such a 
contingency to arise. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The Disposal Com
mission cannot consider negotiating with 
people who had not bid, but were actually 
qualified to do this work? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It would destroy 
the whole purpose of the bill and the 
objective of the committee, and the at
tempt to get rid of these plants and get
ting them into the hands of private in
dustry under the proper conditions. 
Also, the testimony of the witnesses be
fore the committee indicated that such 
a provision would not be necessary. 

Mr. SPRINGER. In looking at this 
map, which is the Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation program for the dis
posal to private industry of Government
owned rubber-producing facilities of 
March :i., 1953, I notice these plants are 
considerably spread over the country. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We certainly 
hope so, and that they will be located 
where they now are. That is the only 
purpose of it-to keep rubber flowing 
through a diversification throughout the 
entire United States as part of our de
fense program. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have read the bill 
through, I believe. Is there any provision 
in the bill about their ability to produce 
rubber over a period of years in these 
plants? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is the 
whole purpose of the bill. 

Mr. 'SPRINGER. · What Is the· period 
of time, sir? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Ten years. 
Mr. SPRINGER. I will now yield to 

the gentleman from California, if he 
has a question. 

Mr. DOYLE. I have no questions, the 
gentleman has answered them. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of. the 
gentleman from illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] 
has expired. 

Mr . . DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair
man, I cannot contain myself any longer. 
It ill behooves any member of the party 
whose record in -the executive branch is 
replete with instance after instance of 
downright theft of the taxpayers' money 
to attempt to brand this measure a give
away. 

I feel I have a particularly good ex
ample · of the results of turning these 
Government plants over to private in
dustry in my home State. The Defense 
Plant Administration constructed during 
World War II a modern steel plant at 
Geneva, Utah. After the war the ques
tion of what to do with the plant arose. 
I suppose many of the same arguments 
used against turning this plant back to 
private industry as are being made today 
were made at that time. 

Let me tell Members of this Congress 
that if the Government had kept that 
plant I suspect it would still be idle. 
Bureaucrats still would be arguing as to 
which agency should be in charge of 
operating it. Politicians whose steel
making wisdom is measured by their 
contribution to party coffers would still 
be vying among themselves for execu
tive positions at the plant. 

Fortunately, the "let the Government 
do it" arguments did not prevail. As a 
consequence, the Nation's steel output is 
increased by the efficient operation of 
one of the Nation's most modern mills 
operated by a company whose produc
tion know-how has helped make this Na
tion the greatest in the world. Instead 
of dr.aining taxes from the pockets of our 
people, this plant now has more than 
1,000 workers on its payroll; new schools 
have been built from the property taxes 
it pays our State; our institutions are 
supported by corporation- and sales-tax 
revenue it pays to our State. 

And as an operation of private indus
try it expands to meet demands, not to 
satisfy politicians. Its payroll is an 
asset to the country, noi a drain on the 
country's resources. The same argu
ments and advantages will accrue to the 
Nation from the private operation of 
synthetic rubber plants. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk ·will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That this act shall be 

known as the Rubber Producing Facilities 
Disposal Act of 1953; 

SEc. 2. It is hereby determined that dis
posal of the Government-owned rubber-pro
duc~ng facilities pursuant to the provisions 
of this act is consistent with national secu
rity and will further effectUate the policy s.et 
forth in section 2 of the Rubber Act of 1948 
(~62 Stat. 101, 50 u. S. c.- App. 1921),- as 
amended, with respect to the development 

within the United States of a ft'ee, compet1· 
tive, synthetic rubber industry. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for this particular 
time to discuss the provision of this bill 
with reference to returning this matter 
to the Congress for a 30-day perusal of 
the plan proposed, and of the essential 
requirements of that propc)sed plan be
fore the title to these plants is finally 
vested in the prospective purchaser. 

I should say beforehand that I am sup-. 
porting the bill. I voted for it in com-
mittee. I am a little doubtful as to the 
propriety of that particular provision, 
however. I am a little doubtful as to 
the efficacy of the provision, and whether 
or not it will do any good. I am a little 
afraid that that provision will raise false 
hopes in the minds of the people of the 
country, and perhaps of the Congress, 
that we really have an adequate and 
final check on the disposition of these 
plants that are worth multiplied millions 
of dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that pro-
vision does exactly that. I think the fun
damental responsibility is going to be in 
the executive department of the Govern
ment to work out the proper plan and to 
work out the proper terms for the sale 
of these plants. 

I do not think that by putting this 
provision in the bill you are going to 
bring the responsibility back to Congress. 
I do not think Congress is set up in such 
a way that it can assume that responsi
bility. It is not an executive agency .. 
There is nothing in this particular para· 
graph of the bill that sets up facilities 
by which Congress, in that limited 30-
day period, can check the plan presented 
to it after a year's study by this specially 
appointed Commission which, undoubt
edly, will be familiar with the whole 
problem before the members are ap-
pointed. · 

Mr. Chairman, I go further and say 
this. If you will turn to page 16 of the 
bill, section 17, you wil find the criteria 
which are going to be used by the Com-
mission in arriving at its recommenda-. 
tions for the disposal of the plants. 

I find, for instance, that No. 1 cri
terium is that the prospective purchaser 
''has technical competence necessary to 
operate a rubber-producing facility," and 
so forth. Of course, Congress is not 
going to be in a position in 30 days to 
check that. 

Then, No. 2: that adequate provisions 
in the prospective contracts of sale will 
assure that no person by purchasing a 
facility or facilities will possess unrea
sonable control over the manufacture of 
synthetic rubber or its component ma· 
terials. 

Undoubtedly we have good, competent 
experts on our committee, and I am 
cooperating· with them and giving them 
great praise. They will work 24 hours 
a day, if necessary, to meet a situation 
and dig into these proposed plans, or 
this proposed plan, if there is one plan 
submitted to the ·congress. · I do · not 
think, even if they put in full time, that 
we can assume here in the House of Rep .. 
resentatives that we are going to be able 
in 30 days to give the plan adequate 
check and to take the responsibilitY.. 
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which this section seems to · impose on 
the Congress. · 

Then there is subsection 4, which puts 
on the Congress the burden of establish-. 
ing that the fair value of this facili~Y. 
or facilities, will be received by the Gov· 
ernment. 

This differs, Mr. Chairman, a. great 
deal from the plan to reorganize the ' 
Government of the United States. That 
is all right. I go along with a program 
which says that the executive depart
ment shall reorganize a portion of the 
Government and submit the plan to the 
Congress, and if there is no objection in 
30 days, then the plan goes into effect. 
But that is entirely different, Mr. Chair
man, from the program to send to us a 
plan for the disposition of multiplied 
millions of dollars' worth of property and 
expect us to establish or, at least, to 
satisfy our own minds regarding the fair 
value of that property in a 30-day period. 
I do not think Congress can or is sup
posed to make that particular determi
nation, and I do not think it can be done, 
even with the able experts that we have, 
being 4 in number, within the 30-day 
period. 

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

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is exactiy 

what the bill does; that is what the gen
tleman says-if no action is taken within 
30 days, it becomes effective-and it is 
not several billions of dollars; the maxi
mum of anything the committee antici
pates would be about $300 million. 

The gentleman from Louisiana, I am 
sure, has been a member of the Armed 
Services Committee much longer than 
the gentleman from Iowa, and the gen
tleman has plenty of confidence in that 
committee. The committee would look 
the report of the Commission over and 
make a recommendation to the House. 
We have a subcommittee now investigat
ing all sales &.nd purchases. of the Armed 
Services of the country; every one is 
looked over carefully. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BROOKS 
of Louisiana was allowed to proceed for 
5 additional minutes.) 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. My 
thought is merely this: As I say again, 
I do not think in this particular instance 
Congress has any right to assume or 
hold out to the country that we are 
going to be in a position to check over 
in 30 days plans approved by the execu
tive department and submitted to us for 
approval as meeting the tests laid down 
on page 15 of the bill, section 1'7, all these 
criteria that are mentioned-! have not 
mentioned all of them; there-is a fifth 
criterion, "that the national security will 
be strengthened by the sale of the facil- . 
ity or facilities to the purchaser." ·I 
think in that instance the Congress has 
a real genuine interest in checking up 
from the viewpoint of national security. 
But that is a far cry, in my judgment, 
from checking· up the value of the 
plants-the dollars-whether or not a 
plant is worth $150 million or $50 million .. 
Then tliere is subsection 6, that the "pur
chasers of the facilities will be capa-

ble of annuallY producing 500,000 long 
tons of general-purpose synthetic rub-: 
ber." I daresay that; although the ·plan 
will be submitted to Congress and · will 
give us assurance that not less than 
500,000 long tons of general-purpose 
synthetic·rubber will be produced under 
the plan, there is not a Member of Con
gress who . would be able adequately to 
check on that in 30 days' time to give 
competent assurance to the people of the 
United States that that is the fact. In 
saying that I pay high tribute to the 
chairman and members of this subcom
mittee; I think they are hardworking, 
sincere, honest, conscientious, able peo
ple, but I question whether it is proper
for the Congress to go along with this 
type of program and expect the people 
of the United States to think they were 
safeguarding their interests in a 30-day 
perusal of a plan of . this size covering 
the disposition of such facilities to pri
vate individuals. 

Are you not, in fact, holding out false 
hopes and false assurance to the people 
of the United States? I mention that 
question. As I say, I voted for the bill 
in the committee, but I question the 
wisdom of saying to the executive de
partment: "You make a mistake; that is 
all right; Congress will backstop you and 
we will catch your mistakes and we will 
correct everything in a 30-day period of 
time." That is an executive function; 
it is not a legislative function. We are 
attempting to assume an executlve 
function. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 3. (a) There is hereby created a Rub

ber Producing Facilities Disposal Commis
sion, hereafter referred to as the Commis
sion, to be composed of three persons, to be 
appointed by the President. Members of the 
Commission shall be appointed from civilian 
life and shall receive compensation at the 
rate of $50 per diem for each day engaged 
in the business of the Commission, and shall 
be allowed transportation and a per diem of 
$9 while away from their homes or places of 
business pursuant to such business. No per
son who is employed in or receives a substan
tial part of his income from the rubber or 
petroleum industry, or in that part of the 
chemical industry which supplies, or is ca
pable of supplying, feedstocks for the manu
facture of synthetic rubber, shall serve as a 
Commissioner. 

(b) It shall be the duty of the Commis
sion to recommend to the Congress prospec
tive purchasers of the Government-owned 
rubber-producing facilities. The Commis
sion is authorized to enter into contracts for 
the sale of the facilities, which contracts, 
upon presentatio}9 of· the report as provided 
in section 9 (a) of this act, shall be binding 
upon the Government and the prospective 
purchaser, subject only to the other provi
sions of this act. In order to arrive at the 
full fair value of each facility, the Commis
sion is authorized to take bids on each facil
ity, and thereafter negotiate for the sale of 
the facilities in a manner which will best 
effectuate t~e provisions of this act. 

~r. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. GROSS. On page 2 there are 2 
lines 23; there are 2 lines numbered 14; 
2 lines numbered 24. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know at what . 
line to offer my amendment. I ask 

un·a:nimo'us · consent that the line num
bers on page 2 be properly renumbered 
and that I be permitted to offer my 
amendment at the proper place as the 
numbers are corrected. · 

The CHAffiMAN. The error was one 
made in the Printing Office. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRoss: Page 2, 

li~e 10, after the word "or", strike. out the 
remainder of the line, and 'page 2, line 11, 
strike out the words "his income" and insert· 
the following in lines 10 and -11: "receives no 
part of his income whatever." 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if Mem
bers of the House have the bill in front 
of them, this amendment applies to line 
23, the first line 23 on page 2, and strikes 
out the first 2 words of line 24, the first 
line 24 on page 2, and would ,make the 
sentence read as follows: 

No person who is employed in or receives 
any income whatever from the rubber or pe
troleum industry, or in that part of the 
chemical industry which supplies, or is capa
ble of supplying, feed stocks for the manufac
ture of synthetic rubber, shall serve as a Com-· 
missioner. · 

In other words, I strike out ••a sub
stantial part of his income." 

What is substantial income? I do not 
know. · Can some member of the com
mittee define to me what substantial 
income means? No one seems to want 
to give me a definition. Not long ago a 
Secretary of Defense was told he could 
have no stock in any -corporation doing 
business with the military as long as he 
served as Secretary of Defense. That 
was under a law passed by Congress, and 
the same mandatory provision should 
apply to this bill. A president of a motor 
corporation who could be appointed as 
one of the Commissioners under this 
bill might receive $200,000 or $300,000 a 
year in salary. He might also have an 
income of $2•5,000 a year in dividends 
from stocks in some rubber company or 
subsidiary which wanted to buy and did 
buy one of these plants. Would the 
$25,000 received in dividends be consid
ered substantial or less than substantial 
income in relation to the $200,000 or 
$300,00 salary? 

So I offer this amendment in &11 seri
ousness. I think anyone who becomes 
a Commissioner under this act should 
have no financial interest whatever in 
any rubber company or · any subsidiary 
thereof. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. · 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise ·in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. · 
GRoss] for the following -reasons: The 
Commission is to be appointed by the 
President of the United States. I be
lieve we have confidence in the President 
that he will appoint Commissioners who 
will not in any way be influenced by the 
relationship of these individuals with 
other business in connection with the 
proposition of these plants which are 
to ·be sold · to the ·highest bidder. If we 
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restrict the bill as the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GRoss] 
would do, it would seriously cripple it, 
and, as has been pointed out already by 
others, we had this matter up for dis
cussion in committee for hours. We 
could get scarcely anyone competent to 
handle this kind of work. He might 
own some shares or have some interest 
in industry. Such an amendment would 
make the impracticability of the bill cer
tain. 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is well 
aware of the fact that the President also 
appointed the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Oh, yes, we all 
know that. We read that in the news
papers. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is also 
aware of the fact that the Secretary of 
Defense can hold no stock? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. ~hat is right; I 
recall that. 

Mr. GROSS. Is that not true? 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We are making 

the bill here impractical from the 
standpoint of accomplishing the purpose 
that the Congress intends when it 
adopts the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman say 
why it is impractical? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes. I just 
said so. You cannot get anyone with 
knowledge of the industry that the 

· members of this Commission should have 
who does nat have some minor interest 
and it would be unfair to ask them to 
comply with the gentleman's amend
ment. If ire want to ruin the whole 
purpose of the bill, we should adopt the 
gentleman's amendment. Later in the 
biii there is a provision that no Com
mission member nor anyone employed 
by the Commission may accept employ
ment with any purchaser for a period of 
2 years from the date the sale is com
pleted. I trust that answers the gen
tleman's question and will make his 
amendment unnecessary. Otherwise his 
amendment would be meritorious. 

Mr. GROSS. That is no answer at 
all. The fact that no member of the 
Commission can accept employment 
with one of these companies for a period 
of 2 years is a good provision but it does 
not relate to the provision in the bill to 
which my amendment is directed, and 
the gentleman knows it. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GRoss] and I would like 
to answer first the argument of the gen
tleman who says that this hinges on the 
confidence we have in the President and 
in his appointments. l have confidence 
in the President, but he cannot personal
ly know the qualifications of everybody 
he appoints, and that certainly was 
brought clearly to light yesterday when 
he was forced into a humiliating posi
tion of having to withdraw the nominee 
of the head of the Bureau of Mines that 
had been recommended to him; a man, 
when he was examined in the Senate, 

admitted that he was getting a $5,000 
pension from a mining company which 
was revocable, if you please, at their 
option; a man who said he was against 
the Federal Mine Safety law; a man who 
said that the reason miners are killed is 
because of their own carelessness, which 
is in direct conflict with the testimony 
of the head of the M. A. Hanna Mining 
Co., Secretary Humphrey's company, 
who said in testimony right here last 
year before a committee of this Con
gress that 95 percent of the people who 
are killed in the coal mining industry 
need not have been killed if the Govern
ment had followed the recommendation 
of the Bureau of Mines; further than 
that Mr. Lyons said that human life is 
very cheap. Now, he was a nominee, so 
you cannot say that the President did 
not get some bad advice there. 

I want to say right in this connection · 
that there has been in my mind a race 
between Secretary Weeks and Secretary 
McKay about who is going to be the 
biggest boob in this administration, and 
I think McKay is away out in front as 
the result of the nomination of this 
Lyons, and he forced the President to 
humiliate himself by having to with
draw the nomination. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of · Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen
tleman surely knows that Mr. Lyons, 
whom he was speaking about, was an em
ployee of the New Deal administration 
for 29 months, and that question was 
never raised. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. As far as I am 
concerned, that is one of the sorriest 
spots on the New Deal Administration. 
I am glad that some of the so-called New 
Deal Senators had the foresight to pre
vent the Eisenhower administration from 
keeping this fellow on the payroll. It 
was a mistake he was ever there in the 
first place. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. GRoss) there _ 
were--ayes 19, noes 49. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 4. The Commission shall, immediately 

following its appointment by the President, 
upon request, be furnished with all availa
ble information concerning the Govern
ment-owned rubber-producing facilities in· 
the possession of any department, agency, 
omcer, Government corporation, or instru
mentality of the United States concerned· 
with Government-owned rubber-producing 
facilities. 

SEc. 5. The Commission shall proceed as 
promptly as practicable, conducting such 
hearings as may be necessary, with the dis
posal of the rubber-producing facilities in 
compliance with the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 6. Without regard to the civil-service 
laws or the Classification Act of 1949, the 
,Commission shall be authorized to employ 
clerical and stenographic assistance, and 
shall be further authorized to request and 
receive the assistance of any employee of any 
department, agency, omcer, Government 
corporation or instrumentality of the United 
States concerned with the Government
owned ruqber-producing facilities. 

With the follow-ing committee amend
ment: 

Page 3, line 15, strike out all of section 
6 and insert the following: 

"SEc. 6. (a) Without regard to the civil
service laws or the Classification Act of 1949, 
the Commission shall be authorized to em
ploy professional,, clerical, and stenographic . 
assistance, and shall be further authorized 

. to request' and receive the assistance of any 
employee of any department, agency, officer. 
Government corporation, or instrumentality 
of the United States concerned with the 
Government-owned -rubber-producing facil
ities: ·Provided, That rates of pay for per
sonnel employed by the Commission shall be 
in acc<;>rdance with the Classification Act of . 
1949. 

"(b) No member of the Commission and 
no person employed by the Commission in 
connection with any matter involving the 
disposal of the Government-owned rubber
producing facilities, shall, during the period 
he is engaged in such employment, or for a 
period of 2 years after such employment shall 
cease, be employed in any capacity by any 
purchaser, or subsidiary thereof. Any person 
violating the provisions of· this subsection 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im
prisoned not more than 1 year, or both." · 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder of 
the bill be considered as read and be 
open to amendment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. i( 
The remainder of the bill is as follows::: 
SEC. 7. (a) The Commission shall invite. 

upon adequate notice and advertisementr 
bids for the purchase of the Government
owned rubber-producing facilities, hereafter 
referred to as the facilities. The period for 
the receipt of bids shall be determined and 
publicly announced by the Commission, and 
in no event shall be less than 45 days, nor 
more than 90 days, after the first day for 
which bids have ·been advertised: All data. 
concerning such facilities which in the judg: 
ment of the Commission may be reasonably 
required for the bona fide submission of a 
bid shall be furnished by the Commission 
upon request of the bidder. 

(b) Bids shall be in writing, and shall 
contain, among other things-

(1) identification of the person in whose 
behalf the bid is submitted, including the. 
business affiliations of such person; 

(2> the facility or facilities which are pro
posed to be purchased, and the order of 
preference if more than one facility is pro
posed to be purchased, or the order of prefer
ence if bids are submitted on more than one 
facility, if only one facility is proposed to be-! 
purchased; : 

(3) the arrangements or plans, formal or 
informal,_ for the supply of feedstock to, and 
the disposition of the end products of, the, 
respective facilities proposed to be pur
chased; 

(4) the amount proposed to be paid for 
each of the facilities, and, if such amount 
is not to be paid in cash, then the principal 
terms of the financing arrangement pro-· 
posed; 

(5) and such other information as the 
Commission may request in the notice and 
advertisement for bids, including the terms, 
conditions, restrictions, and reservations. 
contained in subsection (h). 

(c) Should it become necessary to the er- · 
fective prosecution of the disposal program, ' 
the Commission may, after the termination · 
of the period for the entry of bids provided 
for in subsection (a) of this section disclose 
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the contents o! the bids at sucl! time,. in 
such manner, and to suc:fi extent as it deems 
appropriate. 

(d) Bids shall be acc-ompanied by a de 4 

posit of cash or United States- Government 
bonds equal to 10 percent of the gross bid, 
but not exceeding $500,000 for each facility. 
Except in the case of successful bidders, de 4 

posits made hereunder shall be refunded 
without interest and not later than upon the 
termination of the pertod f0r congressional 
;review ~s provided in section 9 of this act. 
In the case of successful bidders, deposits 
made hereunder- shall be applied, without 
interest, to the purchase price. 

(e) P.ayment of the purchase price may 
be made in part by a first lien purchase 4 

money mortgage. in an amou~t not to ex· 
ceed 75 percent of the purchase price . . The 
terms of any· such mortgage obligation, to 
be determined by negotiation, shall provide 
among other things for a maturity of not 
more than 10 years, periodic amortization, 
and an interest rate of 3 percent per annum. 

(f) Promptly after the termination of the 
period for the receipt of bids, pursuant to 
subsection (a) of this section, and for such 
period thereafter not to exceed 4 months as 
may be determin1ld and P:Ublicly announced 
by _the Commission, it shall negotiate with 
bidders for the purpose of entering into de 4 

· iflnitive contracts of sale which shall be bind
Ing and effective as to the Government and 
the bidders, subject only to the other pro4 

visions of this act:-- Provided-, That the Presi 4 

dent may, upon a finding that further time, 
for negotiation is desirable, extend such pe
l'1od for an additional period, not to exceed 
~0 days. 
i. (g) In conducting these negotiations, the 
·Commission shall,_ within a reasonable time. 
but in no event less than 45 days, prior to 
the completion of these negotiations. consult 
with and obtain the advice of the Attorney 
General whether, insofar as the Attorney 
General can determine, the proposed sales 
would tend to create or maintain a situation 
inconsistent with the antitrust laws. At any 
time during the negotiation period the At4 

torney General may request, and it shall be 
the duty of the Commission to furnish, such 
information concerning the prospective pur4 

chasers and the prospective contracts of sale
as may be in the possession of the · Com 4 

mission. 
(h) All contracts of sale and instruments 

fn execution thereof shall contain a national .. 
security clause having terms, conditions, re 4 

strictions, and reservations which will assure 
1;he prompt availability of the rubber:..pro· 
ducing facilities for the production of syn
thetic rubber and the 'component materials 
thereof for a period of ·lO years from the date 
of the contract. 

(i) All contracts of sale shall become fully 
effective upon the expiration of the period 
1or congressional review provided for in sec 4 

tion 9 of this act, and the transfer of posses
·Sion of all of the rubber-producing facilities 

Ito be sold shall be made as promptly as is 
practicable after the effective date, in accord 4 

ance with the terms of the contracts, but in 
any event within a uniform, reasonable 
transfer period, but in no event beyond 
.June 1, 1954. · 

(J) Upon · termination of the transfer 
period, as provided in subsection (i) of this 
secti.on, the department, agency, officer, 
Government corporation, or instrumentality 
of the United States designated from time to 
'time by the President pursuant to. subsec
tion (a) of section 7 of Rubber Act of 1948 
f62: Stat. 101, 50 U.S. C. App. 1921), as amend4 

ed, shall make no further sales of synthetic 
11:Ubber and its component materials except 
as otherwise provided in this act. 

(k) Following the termination of the 
transfer period. the department; agency, 
officer, Government corporation, or instru
mentality of the United States designated 
from time to time by the President pursuant 
to subsection (a) of section 7_of_the Rubber 

_Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 101, 50 U. S. C. App. 

1921), as .amended. .shall oifer for sale to 
prior consumers on a . pro rata basis de
termined by previous purchases during ca.l· 
endar 1953; at the rate exis1ll-ng immediately 
prior to the termination of the transfer 
period, synthetic rubber held by such de· 
partment, agency, officer, Government cor 4 

poration, or instrumentality of the United 
States herein ref.erred to. Synthetic rubber 
not disposed of at the end of 1 y-ear fol• 
lowing the termination of the transfer 
period shall be transferred to the Govern
ment stockpile, pursuant to- the provisions of 
Public Law 520, 79th Congress, without 
cost. Component materials held by such 
department, agency, officer, Government 
corporation, or instrumentality of the United 
States herein referred to, shall be offered for 
sale to purchasers of the facilities on a bid 
basis. 

SEC. 8. (a) Upon the termination ot the 
tra:nsfer period the rubber-producing facili
ties which shall not have been sold shall be 
taken out of proctuction and placed in ade· 
quate standby condition as promptly . as 
practicable consistent with sound operating 
procedures. At any time after the termina
tion of production, such facilities p1ay be 
transferred without reimbursement or trans
fer of funds to the General Services Ad· 
ministration and administered in accord· 
ance yvitll the provisions of sections 6', 7, 
and 8 of the National Industrial Reserve Act 
~f 1948 (62 Stat. 1227, 50 U. s. C. 456-458), 
amended, or to such other agency as the 
President may designate for administration 
tn such manner as he may direct, except that 
( 1) no such facility shall thereafter- be oper· 
a.ted as a rubber-producing facility for the 
account of the Government except pursuant 
to further- act of Congress; (2) no such fa· 

. cility, other than alcohol-butadiene faeill· 
ties, shall be leased for operation as a rubber· 
producing facility at any time; and (3) no 
such facility shall be disposed of by sale with
in a period of 3 years from the ter-mination 
of the transfer period, and in any subsequent 
sales, the Government agency acting under 
authority of this section shall within a :rea· 
sonable time and in no event less than 45 
days prior to the sale or sales secure the ad
vice of the Attorney General as to whether 
the proposed sale would tend to create a 
situation inconsistent with the antitrust 
lawsr 

(b} Whenever any transfer to any Govern· 
ment agency is made pursuant to this se.c· 
tion, all unexpended funds budgeted as pro· 
vided in subsection (e) of section 9 far
standby and maintenance in such condition 
shall also be transferred. · 

SEc. 9. (a) Not later than 30 days after 
the terminatio-n of the negotiating period 
provided in section 7 of this act, the Com
mission. shall prepare and submit to the 
Congress a report setting forth-

( 1) the steps taken to elicit bids and the 
bids which have been received;. 

(2) the principal terms of all sales con· 
tracted for and the Commission's recom
mendations in respect thereto;. 

(3) in the event that there may have been 
8. financially more advantageous bid for any, 
rubber-producing facility than the sale rec
ommended, a statement of the reasons why 
such sale is nevertheless proposed; . 

(4) to the extent requested by the Attorney 
General the report shall transmit _his advice 
concerning the sales which are proposed; 

( 5) the program to be followed to place in 
standby condition the rubber-producing. 
:facilities not sold; 

(6) an inventory report concerning the 
Government's current stocks of. synthetic 
rubber and its component materials; 

(7) a program for the continuance, to the 
extent it deems necessary, during the . fiscal 
year following the fiscal year in which the 
transfer period terminates, of the research 
prog,ram on synthetic rubber and its com
ponent ma.tertals then being carried an, by 
the department, agency, officer, Government 

corporation, or instrumentality of the United 
States designated from time to time by the 
President pursuant· to subsection (a) of sec
tion 7 of the Rubber Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 
101, 50 U. S. C. App. 1921); as amended. 
· (b) ' The report shall be submitted to both 
Houses of Congress •on the same day. Upon 
the expiration of 30 days of continuous ses
sion of the- Congress following the date upon 
which the report is submitted to it, the Com· 
mission shall proceed to carry out the con· 
tracts and proposals, as outlined in its re
port, unless the report is disapproved by 
either House of Congress by a resolution 
within the 3<t-day period.· 

(c) For the purposes o1i subsection (b), of 
this section~ 

(1) continuity of session shall be consid
ered as broken only by an adjournment of 
the Congress sine die; but 

(2-) in the computation of the 30-day pe· 
riod there shall be excluded the days on 
which either House is not in session because 
of an adjournment of more than 3 days to a 
day certain. 

(d) No rubber-producing facility shall be 
sold or leased except in accordance with this 
act, .or in accordance with subsection 7 (d) 
(4) of the Rubber Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 101, 
5.0 tL S. C Appr 1921), as amended. · 

(e) Such sums as may be required for the; 
foregoing purposes may be provided out of 
the proceeds of disposal, and annual budgets 
for the expenses necessary for such purposes. 
shall be submitted in accordance with the 
Government Corporation Control Act of 1.945 
(59 Stat. 597, 31 U. S. C. 841, as amended). 

(f). Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this act, the Commission may, subject to 
the provisions of this act, and after- securing 
the adv.ice of -the Attorney General as to 
whether the proposed lease would tend to 
create Of' maintain a situation inconsistent 
with the antitrust laws, enter- into contracts
of lease for the alcohol-butadiene facilities 
for a period of not less than 1 year, nor more 
than 3 years: Pro1Zided, That any such con
tract shall contain among ot~er things ( 1) 
a national-security clause, and (2-) provi
sions for the recapture or- such facilities by 
the Government and the termination of the 
lease, if th-e President determines that the 
national interest so requi.resr 

SEc. 10. At the expiration of 1 year after 
the transfer period or as soon thereafter as 
the Congress is in session, the President shall 
report to the Congress concerning the Na• 
tion's rubber requirements and resources. 
· SEc. 11. The term ·"rubber-producing fa

cilities" as used in this act shall not include 
the Government-owned evaluation labora· 
tory at Akron, Ohio. 

SEC. 12. All final net proceeds from dispo
sal o:l; the rubber-producing facilities shall 
be covered into the Treasury as miscella
neous receipts. 

SEc. 13. The sales, leases, or other dispo
sttions made prior to the enactment of this 
act, pursuant to subsection (b) of section. 
9 of the Rubber Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 101) ., 
as amended, shall not be affected by this act .. 

SEc. 14. If no report is submitted by the 
Commission, or if tl:ie report submitted by 
the Commission-pursuant to section 9 of this 
a:ct is disapproved by _either House of the 
Congress, as provided in this act, then the 
Rubber Act of 194.8 (62 Stat. 101, 50 U. S. C. 
App. 1921) , as amended, shall be extended 
until March 31, 1956: Provided, That, not
withstanding the provisions of the foregoing 
section or section 22 of this act, if the 
Commission submits a report and it is not 
disapproved by the Congress. the Rubber Act 
of 1.948 (62 Stat~ 101, 50 U. S. C. App. 1921),. 
as amended, s·han terminate at the end of 
30 days after the expiration of the period for 
congressional review as provided in subsec~ 
tion (b) of section (9) of this act. 

SEC. 15. Thirty days following the receipt 
of bids,-as previded in section 7 of this act, 
the Commission shall submit to the Con
gress a report stating the amount o! funds. 
expended by or obligated by the department, 
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agency, officer, Government corpor.atlon; or 
instrumentality of the United States desig
nated from time to time by the President 
pursuant to subsection (a) of section 7 of the 
Rubber Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 101, 50 U. s. C. 
App. 1921), as amended, for the repair, re
placement, or maintenance of each synthetic 
rubber-producing facility for which bids 
have been submitted. Thereafter reports 
shall be made .monthly until such time as 
the Congress. shall have approved or disap
proved the disposal recommended by the 
Commission. 

SEc. 16. In arriving at its recommenda
tions for the disposal of the · facilities, the 
Commission .shall use, as the basis for nego
tiating the sale of each fac111ty the highest 
bid submitted for each facility, if, -in the 

_ opinion of the . Commission, the high bid 
submitted was a bona fide bid and was sub
mitted by .a person competent to operate a 
rubber-producing facility: Provided, That 
the words "competent to operate a rubber
producing facility" shall not be -interpreted 
so as to require prior experience in the op
eration of a rubber-producing facility. 

SEC. 17. The following criteria among 
others shall be used by the Commission in 
arriving at its recommendations for dis
posal: 

(1) That the prospective purchaser has the 
·technical competence necessary to operate 
·a rubber-producing facility, except that prior 
experience in operating a rubber-producing 
facility shall not be required as a basis for 
determining whether a prospective pur
chaser has the technical competence neces
sary to operate a rubber-producing facility. 

(2) That adequate provisions in the pro
spective contracts of sale will assure that-no 
person, by purchasing a facility or facili-ties, 
,will possess unreasonable control over the 
manufacture of synthetic rubber or its com
ponent materials. 

(3) That the prospective purchaser is act·
ing in good faith, and actually intends to 
operate the facility or facilities for the pur
pose of manufacturing synthetic rubber or 
component materials for the manufacture 
of synthetic rubber. 

(4) That fair value for the facility or fa
cilities will be received by the Government. 

( 5) That national security will be 
strengthened by sale of the facility or fa
·cilities to the purchaser. 

(6) That the purchasers of the facilities 
-will- be capable of annually producing not 
less than 500,000 long tons of general-pur
pose synthetic rubber, and its component 
.materials, and not less than 43,000 long 
tons annually of butyl rubber. 

SEc. 18. Unless otherwise provided in this 
act, the disposal of the Government-owned 
rubber-producing facilities shall be author
ized notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Rubber Act of 19.48 (62 Stat. 101, 50 U. S. C. 
App 1921), as amended. . 

SEc. 19. Unless otherwise provided in this 
act, all costs incurred by the Commission or 
any other department, agency, officer, Gov
ernment corporation, or instrumentality of 
the United States pursuant to the provisions 
of this act shall, so long as synthetic rubber 
is produced for the · account of the Govern
ment in the Government-owned rubber-pro
ducing facilities, be charged against the op
erating costs of the Government-owned syn
thetic rubber program, administered by the 
department, agency, officer, Goverment cor
poration, or instrumentality of the United 
States designated from time to time by the 
President pursuant to subsection (a) of sec
tion 7 of the Rubber Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 
101, 50 u. s. c .- App. 1921), as amended. 

SEc. 20. The Commission shall cease to ex-
1st on June 30, 1954, but nothing contained 
herein shall be construed in any way so as 
to abrogate, modify, or adversely affect any 
contract of sale made for the purchase of 
the Government-owned rubber-producing 
facilities pursuant to this act. 

SEc. 21. (a) The term "synthetic rubber•• 
means -any product of chemical synthesis 
similar in general properties and applica ... 
tions to natural rubber, and specifically 
capable of vulcanization, produced in the 
United States, not including reclaimed syn
thetic rubber. 

(b) The term "general-purpose synthetic 
rubber" means a synthetic rubber of the 
butadiene-styrene type generally suitable 
for use in the manufacture of transporta
tion items such as tires or camelback, as 
well as any other type of synthetic rubber 
equally or better suited for use in the manu
facture of transportation items such as tires 
or camelback as determined · from time to 
time by the President. 

(c) The term "rubber-producing facil
ities" means facilities, in whole or in part, 
for the manufacture of synthetic ~ubber, 
and the component materials thereof, in
cluding, but not limited to, buildings and 
land in which or on which such facilities 
may be located and all machinery and util-
ities associated therewith. · 

(d) The term "component · materials'" 
means the material, raw, semifinished, and 
finished, necessary for the manufacture of 
synthe~ic rubber. 

(e) The term "standby condition" means 
the condition . in which rubber-producing 
facilities, in whole or in part, are placed if 
not sold or leased in accordance with this 
act, but are maintained so as to be readily 
available for the production of synthetic 
rubber or component materials. 

(f) The term "person" means any indi
vidual, firm, copartnership, business trust, 
corporation, or any organized group of per
sons whether incorporated or not. 

SEc. 22. Section 20 of the Synthetic Rub
ber Act of 1948 (60 Stat. 101, 50 U. S. C. 
App. 1921), as amended, is further amended 
as follows: In lieu of the. date "March 31, 
1954," insert the date "June 30, 1954." 

With the following comn1ittee amend
ment: 

Page 9, line· 2, strike out "rate" and insert 
"price." 

Mr. SHAFER. - Mr. Chairman, that is 
just a technical amendment, to con
form with some of the objections on the 
other side. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. · 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 18, line 20, 

strike out "Synthetic." 

Mr. SHAFER. That is just a technical 
·amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I o:tfer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SHAF~: Page 5, 

line 25, after "subsection (h)" strike out the 
p~riod and insert a comma and the follow
ing: "and the interest. rate to be charged on 
the purchase money mortgage referred to in 
subsection (e) ." · 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, that is 
the amendment of the gentleman · from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. That 
makes the interest rate not less than 3 
percent. It gives the Commission the 
right and authority to establish the cri
teria so the bidders·may· know what the 
interest rate will be. 

Mr. DURHAM. If the gentleman will 
yield, I am in agreement with the amend
ment. I believe it improves the bill. The 
minority is willing to accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is--on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
. The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SHAFER: On page 
6, line 22, after ·"rate", strike out "of 3 per
cent per annum" and insert in lieu thereof 
"to be determined by the Commission prior 
to the advertisement for bids, provided that 
such interest rate shall not be less than 3 
percent per annum." 

Mr . .. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is necessary to conform 
with the amendment which has just been 
adopted. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, we on 
the minority side accept this amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment o:tfered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. 

The amendment was agreed td. 
The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HESELTON, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole-House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H. R. 5728) to authorize the 
disposal of the Government-owned rub
ber-producing facilities, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
298, he reported the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments adopted 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en 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. 

The SPEAKER. The question. is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to recommit the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. PATMAN. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman 

qualifies. The Clerk will report the mo
tion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: I;J 

Mr. PATMAN moves to recommit the bill, 
H. R. 5728, to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. . 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
The question was taken; and on a di

vision (demanded by Mr. HAYS of Ohio) , 
there were-ayes 13; noes 84. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present, and I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously, a quorum 
· is not present. 
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The Doorkeepe:r will close the d<Jors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. · 

The question was ·taken; and there 
were-yeas 58, nays 316, not voting 56, 
as follows~ 

Addonizio· 
Bailey 
Barrett 
Buchanan 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Chudotr 
Condon 
Crosser 
Dawson, Ill. 
Delaney 
Dingell 
Eberharter 
Evins 
Feighan 
Forand 
Garmatz 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Gross 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Albert 
Alexander 
Allen, Call!. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Car-l 
.Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Angell 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincfoss 
Ayres 
Baker 
Barden 
Bates 
Battle 
Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bender 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Bentsen 
Berry 
Betts 
Bishop 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton, 

FrancesP. 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Bonin 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boy kin 
Bramblett 
Bray 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burleson 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Case 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfleld 
Church 
Clardy 

[Roll No. 66] 
YEAS-58 

Gubser 
Hagen, Calif. 
Hart 
Hays, Ohio 
Holifield 
How elf 
Karsten, Mo. 
Kee 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kelly, P : 
King, Calif. 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Lanham 
Machrowicz 
Madden 
Marshall 
Metcalf 
Miller, Kans. 
Mollohan 

NAYS-316 

Moss
Multer 
O'Brien, Ill, 
O 'Hara, Ill. 
Patman 
Perkins 
Powell 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Rodino . 
Rooney 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Staggers 
Sullivan 
Wier 
Yorty 
Zablocki 

Clevenger Hebert 
Cole, Mo. Herlong 
Colmer Heselton 
Coon Hess 
Cooper Hiestand 
Corbett Hill 
Cotton Hillelson 
Cretella Billings · 
Crumpacker Hinshaw 
Cunningham Hoeven 
CUrtis, Mass. Hotrman, Mich. 
Curtis, Mo. Holmes · 
Curtis, Nebr. Holt 
Dague Horan 
Davis •. Ga. Hosmer 
Davis, Tenn. Hruska 
Davis, Wis: Hunter 
Dawson, Utah Ikard 
Deane Jackson 
Dempsey James 
Derounian Jarman 
Devereux Jenkins-
D'Ewart Jensen 
DOdd Johnson 
Donohue Jonas, Ill. 
Donovan Jonas, N. C. 
Dorn, N.Y. Jones, Ala. 
Dorn, S. C. Jones, Mo. 
Dowdy Jones, N.c. 
Doyle - Kean 
Durham Kearney 
Edmondson Kearns 
Elliott Keating 
Ellsworth Kersten, Wis. 
Engle Kilburn · 
Fallon Kilday 
Fenton King, Pa. 
Fernandez Knox 
Fino Krueger 
Fisher Laird 
Ford Landrum 
Forrester Lane 
Fountain Latham 
Frazier LeCompte 
Freiinghuysen Lesinski 
Friedel Long 
Fulton Lovre 
Gary Lyle 
Gathings McCarthy 
Gavin McCormack 
Gentry McCulloch 
George McDonough 
Golden McGregor 
Goodwin Mcintire 
Graham McMillan 
Grant Mack, Wash. 
Gregory Magnuson 
Gwinn Mahon 
Hagen, Minn. Mailliard 
Haley Martin, Iowa 
Halleck Matthews 
Hand Meader 
Harden Merrill: 
Hardy Merrow 
Harris Miller,. Md. 
Harrison, Nebr. Miller, Nebr. 
Harrison, Va. Mills 
Harrison, Wyo. Morano 
Harvey Moulder 
Hays, Ark. Mumma 

Murray 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nicholson 
Norblad 
Norrell 
Oakman 
O'Brien, Mich. 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
O 'Hara, Minn. 
O'Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pfost. 
Pilcher 
Pillion 
Poage 
Potr 
Preston 
Price 
'Prouty 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Rains 
Ray 
Reams 
Reece, Tenn. 
Reed, Ill. 
Rees,Kans. 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Richards 
Riehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 

Blatnik 
Buckley 
Burdick 
.Busbey 
Bush 
Carrigg 
Chatham 
Cole, N.Y. 
Cooley 
_Coudert 
Dies 
Dollinger 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Pine 
Fogarty 
Gamble 
Green · 
Hale 

Roberts Thf>mpson. 
Robeson, Va.. Mich. 
Robsion, Ky. Thompson, Tex. 
Rogers, Colo. Tollefson · 
Rogers, Fla. Trimble 
Rogers, Mass. Tuck 
Rogers, Tex. Utt 
Sadlak Van Pelt 
St. George Van Zandt 
Saylor Velde 
Schenck Vinson 
Scherer Vorys 
Scott Vursell 
Scrivner Wainwright 
Scudder Walter 
Seely-Brown Wampler 
Selden Warbw·ton 
Shafer Watts 
Sheehan Weichel 
Short Westland 
Shuford Wharton 
"Sikes Wheeler 
Simpson, Ill. Whitten 
Simpson, Pa. Wickersham 
Small Widnall 
Smith, Kans. Williams, Miss. 
Smith, Miss. Williams, N.Y. 
Smith, Va. Wlllis 
Smith, Wis. Wilson, calif, 
Spence Wilson, Ind. 
Springer Wilson, Tex. 
Stauffer Winstead 
Steed Withrow 
Sutton Wolcott 
Taber Wolverton 
Talle Young 
Thomas. Y~unger 

NOT VOTING-56 
Heller 
Hoffman, Ill. 
Holtzman 
Hope 
Hyde 
Javits 
Judd 
Keogh 
Klein 
Lantatr' 
Lucas 
McConnell 
McVey 
Mack, Ill. 
Mason 
Miller, Call!. 
Miller, N.Y. 
Morgan 
Morrison 

O'Konskl 
Patterson 
Philbin 
Phlllips 
Polk 
Priest 
Rayburn 
Reed,N. Y. 
Regan 
Roosevelt 
Secrest 
Stringfellow 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson, li..a. 
Thornberry 
Wigglesworth 
Yates 

So the motion to recommit was 
rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Blatnik for, with Mr. Taylor against. 
Mr. Roosevelt for, with Mr. Coudert 

against. 
Mr. Klein for, with Mr. Dondero against. 
Mr. Dolllnger for, with Mr. Carrigg against. 
Mr. Green for, with Mr. Morrison against. 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Lantatr against. 
Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Dies against. 
Mr. Heller for, with Mr. Cooley against. 
Mr. Holtzman for, with Mr. Chatham 

against. 
Mr. Fogarty for, with Mr. Javits against. 
Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Judd against. 
Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr. Hyde 

against; 
Mr. Fine for, with Mr. Priest against. 
Mr. Yates !or, with Mr. Philbin against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Busbey with Mr. Thompson of Loui-

siana. 
Mr. Bush with Mr. Teague. 
Mr. McVey with Mr. Polk. 
Mr. Dolliver with Mr. Secrest. 
Mr. Miller of New York with Mr. Mack of 

Illinois. 
Mr. Keating with Mr. Lucas . . 
Mr. McConnell with Mr. Regan. 

~r. REAMS changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. COLMER. changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. ADDONIZIO changed his vote 
·from "nay•• to "yea." 

Mr~ MULTER change:d his vote from 
''nay" to "yea." 

Mr. GEORGE changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

The result of the· vote was announced 
as above recorded . . 

The doors were opened. 
The SPEAKER. 'Tiie question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
The bill was. passed, and a motion to 

reconsider was laid on the table. 

DffiECTOR OF DISTRICT CIVIL 
DEFENSE 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

_take fn>m the Speaker's desk the bill 
H. R. 3425, an act to amend the act en
titled "An act to authorize the Com
missioners of the District of Columbia 
to appoint a member of the M-etropoli
tan Police Department or a member of 
the Fire Department of the District of 
Columbia as Director of the District Of
fice of Civil Defense, and for other pur
poses," 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: 
Page 8, line 10, strike out "Numbered" and 

insert. "Number.'' 

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

There was no. objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

. SUBCOMMITTEE OF COMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC LANDS 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker,. I_ ask unanimous consent that 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Public Lands may meet tomorrow dur~ 
ing general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 
· There was no objection. 

WE.A.RING OF UNIFORM OF ARMED 
FORCES BY .PERSONS HONOR
ABLY DISCHARGED 
Mr. JOHNSON submitted a conference 

report and statement on the bill (S. 
1550) to authorize the President to pre
scribe the occasions upon which the 
uniform of the Armed Forces may be 
worn by persons honorably discharged 
therefrom. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INVEN
TIVE CONTRIBUTIONS AWARDS 
BOARD 
Mr. REED of illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

·ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Armed Services be discharged 
from the further consideration of the 
bill <H. R. 5889) to authorize the estab
lishment .of an Inventive Contributions 
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Awards Board within the Department 
of Defense, and for other purposes, and 
that the bill be rereferred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

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

There was no objection; 

WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, by diree

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 273 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the :resolution, as fol
lows: 

.Resolved, That the adoption of this reso· 
lution it shall be irr 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-5451} 
to amend the wheat-marketing-quota provi· 
sions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, and for other purposes. 
After general debate, which shall be con· 
fined. to the bill, and shall continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con· 
trolled by, the ehairman and ranking minor· 
ity member of the Committee on Agricul· 
ture, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-mlnute rule. At the conclusion, 
Of the consideration of the· bill for a:mend· 
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted, and the previous 
question shal:l be consic!lered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one m'Otion to recommit • . 

Mr. ARENDS. Under the rule, Mr. 
Speaker, I grant.ZO minutes. to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts ['Mr. Mc
CoRMACK]. I know of no objection to 
the adoption of this rule, and have no 
requests for time on this. side. 

I reserve the remainder of my time, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
have. no requests for time on this side, 
and I yield back the remainder <:>f my 
time. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The- previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 

Speaker,.. I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the 'Whole 
House <:>n the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill <H. R. 5451)" to 
amend the wheat marketing quota pro
visions of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, 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 con
sideration of tne bill H. R. 5451, with 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska in the chair. · 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read· 

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST 

H. ANDRESEN] is entitled to 30 minutes, 
and the gentleman from North Carolina 
lMr. CooLEY] is entitled to 30 minutes. 

XCIX--461 

Mr .. ·AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mro. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman. I regret that the chair~ 
man of our committee [Mr. HoP&] was 
called away. He wi:U be baek shortly . . 

This bill simply sets into 0peration cer
tain acreage allotment figures in con
:nection with anticipated control over 
wheat production for the 1954 crop. It 
is not estimated that the supply of wheat 
on hand after this harvest of the 195~ 
c-rop wiU be approximately 11700,000,000 
bushels. This is far in excess of any 
amount of wheat that can be used in this 
country or exported during the next 12 
months. . 

Under the Marketing Allotment Act 
which was passed in 1938, when certain 
supplies in wheat are reached in this 
country, automatic marketing control 
and acreage allotments go into opera.
tion. The amount anticipated to be on 
hand July 1 will be far in excess of the 
supplies that should be on hand to avoid 
acreage . allotment and marketing con
trol. Under the law the supply per
mitted to be planted and allocated would 
be around 55 million acres of wheat. 
The present wheat acreage · for this year 
is around 77 million. This bill, which is 
introduced by the chairman andreported 
by the Committee on Agriculture. fixes 
the acreage that is to be allocated at 66 
million for the 1954. crop. 

Unless this bill is passed the acreage 
allotment under existing law will be 55 
million, a drop of 22 million acres or 
more from the 77 million. acres oi wheat 
planted this year: It is felt this is too 
great a drop- to secure cooperation un
der any allocation of wheat program. 

The bill further provides for a mini
mum acreage that a farmer can plant 
without having penalties· imposed upon 
him. The present law provides that a 
farmeL may plant 15 acres or raise 20(] 
bushels of wheat without having a penal
ty imposed upon him. The bill before 
us provides for 25 acres or 40(} bushels 
of production without having penalty 
imposed upon him. I favor that par
ticular provision because it takes care 
of the small farmers who of necessity 
are forced t<:> change their farming plans. 
They want to raise wheat, and they can 
raise 25 acres o.f wheat or 400 bushels 
without having an;>• penalty imposed 
upon them. 

About 15 years ago I opposed crop 
control if marketing quotas are approved 
by the producers. I am still against 
crop control, but- d\lC to the program 
that has been in operation since 193a 
necessity forces me to. recognize that we 
have arrived at a situation where we 
must have some control as long as we 
have a price support program for wheat 
and other commodities. 

It is estimated that we will have a 
good wheat crop this year in spite of 
the drought that exists in some sections 
of the country. We do riot have the 
foreign market t<:> which to ship our sur
pluses, although here a few days ago we 
gave 3-7 million bushels. of wheat to Pak
istan. That is just a drop in the bucket 
when you figure that. our carryover will 
be close to 600 million on July I, which 
is but a few days away, and that the 
farmers in certain areas of' the countrlli' 

are getting ready to put in their winter 
wheat crop .. Action must be had at this 
time if the new crop is to have an acre
age base of 66 million acres instead 
of 55 million acres~ I favor the 66 mil
lion figure. It is advisable to have that 
reduction in acres, which is about 11 
million acres from this year's figure, 
otherwise we will pile up so-much wheat 
in this country under the support pro
gram that there will be a huge surplus. 
Therefore, I urge the passage of this bill 
so that it can be put into operation for 
the 1954 wheat crop. 

Mr. LOVRE. Mr. Chairman,> will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from South Dakota . 

Mr. LOVRE. Is it not a fact that this 
bill actually reduces the acreage planted 
to wheat approximately 1:5 percent, so 
that this· bill is a requc.tion in wheat 
acreage rather than an increase? 
Mr~ AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is 

approximately that figure in acreage 
compared with what was planted to this 
year's crop. It reduces it around 11 
million acres. 

Mr. LOVRE. Is it not ~lso a fact that 
for the past few years the average an
nual aereage planted to wheat was 
roughly in the neighborhood of 78 million 
acres and this brings that dewn to 66 
milliQn acres? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Thai 
is correct. . 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. What 
will be the total wheat acreage under the 
allotment of 66 million acres? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Of 
course~ fo-r the acreage that goes into a 
wheat crop we must have moisture and 
rain. If the drought of the Southwest 
extends up farther north it may be a 
blessing that we have a big surplus on 
hand to take care of the needs of the 
American people. Assuming that we 
have good crop.growing conditions it 
would bring the production down to ap-
proximately 900 million bushels for 1954. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired~ 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 8 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself this 
time in order to express to the House 
the view of the. minority on the com
mittee which was to the effect that this 
bill is basically a soWld, proper piece of 
legislation and one deserving of the sup
port of the membership of the House. 

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

Mr. POAGE. . I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. SUTTON. Was this bill recom
mended by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to the Committee on Agriculture? 

Mr. POAGE. Frankly, I cannot say 
what the Secretary of Agriculture rec
omm_ended, but I listened to the testi
mony · of witnesses who discussed the 
bill before the committee and tried tO' 
make up my mind on the basis of what. 
I thought was sound for the country 
without regard to what the Secretary of 
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Agriculture recommended. The testi
mony before the committee convinced 
me, as it obviously convinced other 
members of the committee, that we do 
need this type of legislation. 

There is no question but what 1f we 
make the kind of cut that probably 
would be made in wheat acreage if we do 
not pass this bill, we would bring about 
a complete disaster in many of the 
wheat-growing sections of the country 
because it will result in a cut of more 
than 35 percent. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman -yield? . 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. As I 
recollect it, the Secretary recommended 
62 million acres but had no objection to 
the 66 million acres. 

Mr. POAGE. I believe the gentleman 
is correct. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. SUTTON. I realize the gentle
man does not vote on legislation accord
ing to the way the Secretary of any par
ticular agency requests that the legis
lation be brought about. It was ap
proved by the Secretary of Agriculture 
which is the agency that has to ad ... 
minister this law. 

Mr. POAGE. I think the gentleman 
from Minnesota is correct in saying that 
the Secretary recommended 62 million 
acres, but said that he had no objection 
if we made it 66 million. The com
mittee did take the figure 66 million 
acres as the minimum acreage for wheat 
production in the United States. 

I recognize some will say, "Well, you 
ought to bring the minimum acreage 
down low enough to bring your prospec
tive production in line with your pro
spective consumption and not to build 
up any 'surplus." I think that is a good, 
sound basis, but when you go too far 
you have not only the question of what 
will happen to the farmers who are left 
without enough land to make a living, 
but you also have the problem of what 
are you going to do with the unused acre
age. When you abandon or transfer out 
of wheat some 20 million acres, as we 
probably would without this legislation, 
the question immediately arises, Where 
does that 20 million acres go? In what 
crops can you put that 20 million? It 
is perfectly obvious if you are going to 
create that large a volume of unused 
acres, in attempting to solve one prob
lem you will but create a new problem 
that is even more difficult. So it seems 
to me that the bill is helpful in that 
respect or, at least, highly desirable. 

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

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

Mr. BELCHER. For the purpose of 
clarification, this only applies to the· 
coming year, due to the fact that we 
did have a large acreage last year, and 
we are trying to soften the jolt for an- · 
other year and take another look. 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. Last 
year we grew a lot of wheat because we 
thought we would need it; we. had a 
big acreage because our national econ-

omy required it and we were planting 
it in · the interest of the public. Now, 
it is sound to bring this acreage down, 
step by step. This bill will mean that 
next year the wheat acreage will not get 
quite as big a cut as it would otherwise. 
Next year it will allow a greater cut. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Is it 
not correct that whatever marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments go into 
operation, the farmers themselves, who 
are eligible to vote, will be given an 
opportunity to vote? · 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. Two
thirds of the farmers will have to vote 
in the affirmative before we will have 
any marketing quotas. I trust that 
quotas will get the two-thirds vote; that 
is a reasonable assumption. But quotas 
will not go into effect without a two
thirds vote of the farmers who are 
eligible. 

This bill does another thing. It elimi
nates from control a large group of small 
producers. .At the present time any pro
ducer who grows less than 15 acres or 
less than 200 bushels of wheat is elimi
nated from controls, and this bill would 
raise that exemption to 25 acres or 400 
bushels of wheat. That means that the 
small producers of wheat, largely those 
in the eastern section who grow wheat 
somewhat as a side line, would not be 
subject to marketing quotas and, of 
course, would not participate in the pro
gram one way or the other. They will, 
of course, get the benefit of the program 
without making any sacrifice because, 
obviously, you cannot support the price 
of this grower's wheat and not raise the 
price of this man's wheat on the market. 
The market is fixed by the price at ·which 
you are supporting the great bulk of the 
crop. Therefore, the man whose price 
is not supported actually gains through 
the support of the market. At the same 
time no burden is placed on that small 
producer. We felt since there were so 
many of these small producers, and they 
grow such a small proportion of the 
wheat, that we could afford to do this. 

In the case of cotton, where we have 
had some similar requests, we find a 
different situation because there we have 
a large part of the cotton crop grown 
by small producers. In the case of 
wheat only about 20 percent of the total 
wheat production is,grown by these small 
producers. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. LOVRE. Is it not true that those 
small farmers who raise not to exceed 25 
acres can also participate in the sup
port program provided they do not plant 
beyond their allotment? 

Mr. POAGE. That is correct. But, 
those small producers have no burden3 
placed on them by this bill. This bill 
does not interfere with them in the least, 
and I can see no reason for any of that 
group being in opposition to this bill. 

Mr. LOVRE. They get the benefit of 
the support program . . 

Mr. POAGE. That is what I tried to 
make clear. _ ~ey do get the benefit of 

the support program through the in
creased price in the market. I think this 
bill should be passed. It was the opinion 
of the minority members of the commit
tee that the bill should be passed. I trust 
there will not be any serious objection to 
the bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H .. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. COON]. 

Mr. COON. Mr. Chairman, this law 
is needed by wheat farmers. Its purpose 
is to ·make it a little easier for the De
partment of Agriculture and the farmers 
to work under the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938. It is intended to pre
vent a sudden and drastic readjustment 
of production, which would be required 
under the provisions of the present law. 

A good many Congressmen, and good 
many farm organizations, and a good 
many of the farmers and voters of the 
country would like to see a law go onto 
the books that would in many ways be 
different from the act of 1938. But this 
is the law that is on the books now, and 
this is the law we will have to work with 
until we have time to figure out a better 
one. 

House bill 5451 sets up reserves in both 
the National and State allotments to 
allow for adjustments in wheat produc
tion. It raises the number of acres and 
bushels per farm that can be exempted 
from the program so that farmers who 
do not need supports -and controls do not 
have to worry about them. It sets up a. 
workable penalty that will give teeth to 
the controls; and it avoids a cut in pro
duction that would be too drastic the 
first year. _ 

I believe this bill is needed and should 
be passed. 

Mr. E. J. Bell, administrator of the 
Oregon Wheat Commission, testified at 
the hearings for this bill that it is essen
tial for farmers to have full and com
plete information on a control program 
before they vote on marketing quotas. 
This vote must be held, under provisions 
of section 336 of the act of 1938, before 
July 25, 1953. The Department of Agri
culture must prepare information and 
instructions and get it into the hands of 
all wheat growers in ample time for them 
to study it and decide how they want to 
vote in the referendum. Farmers will 
need to know whether or not they are 
eligible to vote, how much of an adjust
ment will be required of them, and what 
the effect will be upon their 1954 price
support program. It is necessary for the 
Department to know what action Con
gress is going to take on the proposed 

.amendments before farmers can be 
furnished with the specific information 
they must have in order to vote intelli
gently. 

For these reasons, immediate action 
on this bill is imperative. 

The provision that 25 instead of 15 
acres, and 400 instead of 200 bushels per 
farm can be exempt from the program, 
means that a little over 64 percent of the 
growers of wheat will be free from re
strictions if they do not want to have 
them. According to the statement of 
the Department of Agriculture made at 

' the hearings, a great majority of these 
small operators use wheat in crop rota
tion systems, and do not raise it as a 
cash crop. The Department states that 
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it. feels that. exempting these small pro,.. 
ducers would have no. significant. effect 
on the total quantity of wheat produc.ed 
for market, but it would result in ad
ministrative economies and give. greater 
freedom of choice to the small operator. 

If that is what the Department be
lieves. then I am in favor of taking the 
Department's recommendation. After 
all it is . the Department of Agriculture 
that is going to have to run this program. 

The Department of Agdcult1:1re also 
takes the position that sudden and vio
lent changes in a farmer's acreage of 
wheat should be avoided, beca1:1se they 
disrupt operations and cause noncom.
·Pliance with the allotments. If the 
present law is enforced wi-thol:lt amend
ment, farmers w~nld be required to re
duce production by 30 percent- in 1 
.year. In any man's busineSs "it is usual
ly wise to make changes gradually. · I 
believe that 3:0 percent is. too much to 
cut the producers of wheat in one year:. 
. It is· too soon. now to try to pass a 
·new stabilization law for- wheat. Now 
:is the time to make the old law work 
better. But it is not too soon to begin 
thinking about a better law. We need 
·a program that will encourage a maxi
mum of self-help for the farmers, ami 
give a maximum af freedom to the 
·market. We must study every proposal, 
·not only from. the viewpoint -of the 
farmers but from the viewpoint of all 
the people. 

The Oregon Wheat ·League. was one 
of the. first, and is one. of the best. organ
izations in the. country: working for 
wheat farmers. For some time the 
League has been urging the adoption of 
a two-price program for wheat. 1 would 
like to endorse the principle of this pro
gram. Under a two-price system, as I 
understand it, - wheat for · domestic 
human consumption would be assured 
of a parity price, but wheat for animal 
feed or foreign c.ommerce would be left 
free to find its own price on a world 
market, and producti'on would therefore 
fbllow the world price, 'without restric
-tion by the Government of any kind. 

Mr. Frank K. Woolley, of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, made a very 
important point at the committee hear
ings the other day when he said: 

We should not los~ sight of the fact that 
ma:rketing is our real problem and anything 
else we do may be merely· treating the 
symptoms and not the real disease. We can 
build up the carryover 'in the hands of the 
Government, but sooner or later we must 
come down to the basic proposition of mar
keting wheat. 

I believe this idea a:rso is basic in setting 
up a future wheat program. In particular 
I feel we must work to develop foreign out
lets for wheat. 

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, I think 
it would be appropriate to quote the 
words of Mr. J. T. Sanders, the legislative 
·counsel of the National Grange, who said 
at the hearings on this bill: · 

We would prefer not to find it necessary 
to have to support improvements to a pro
·gram of restriction, but. since we find it 
'necessary to live with such a law for the 
time being, we · are certainly in favor · of 
introducing· the desired flexibility and" ad
justments which are carried in the currentl¥ 
considered. law~ - · · · · 

·. l urge that the CongresS. :pass this law 
now, while giving thought to a program 
for . the future . that will give increased 
.responsibility and freedom to the farmer, 
.and also develop foreign markets as a 
_means of selling our surplus wheat. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5, minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HAYSJ. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed to this bill because, in the 
first. place, it is a stopgap· measure which 
does not recognize any of the basic 
problems that face us in dealing with 
the agricultural situation. In the sec
ond place, it is a method to give the big 
wheat farmers of this country a chance 
to plant 11 million more acres of wheat 
and get $2.18% a bushel for that wheat, 
.if he puts it. in- storage at the expense 
. of- the taxpayers-. 
· I heard a lot, of arguments around 
here. a couple of days ago on the Paki
stan wheat bill about how wheat was 
running out of our ears. You have a 
program that is supposed to control such 
things. When you get an unmanageable 
surplus, we are supposed to have acre
age allotments. If the acreage allot
m.ents are going into effect, some of the 
Wheat Belt want some relief-naturally, 
·that is what they call it. I have seen 
articles in the magazines about the 
wheat farmers. They are not satisfied 
with two Cadillacs. They want to get 
three. I saw a picture of one fellow who 
was using a Cadillac for a truek to haul 
seed aut to the :field. Why wouldn't he, 
if he can get $2.18% a bushel for all that 
he can raise. t want to slaow you why 
else it is bad. The farmers who produce 
meat and milk have to pay high prices 
for the feed which is made from wheat 
and corn and other grains that the 
farmer does not grow enough of. So 
you have the, Government out there arti
ficially keeping the price high and put
ting the grain in storage or giving it 
a.way to Pakistan or letting the weevils 
have it or what have you so that you 
have the price of milk and butter so high 
that the dairyman has to get a subsidy 
in the form of price support on butte!'. 
We have butter in storage spoiling. The 
whole thing is simply a vicious circle. 
If we are ever going to face up to-it, now 
'is the time to do it.. Oh, yes, they say, 
let us put it off until we have time to 
study it. Well, this has become the 
study-ingest administration in the his
tory of tfie United States. They have 
not faced the problem yet-they just 
study it and put it over until next yeal"'. 
Next year they are going to study it some 
more and then put it off until the year 
after that. They say the Democrats 
made a lot of mistakes, and I heard a 
great deal in the campaign about this 
farm program being a terrific mistake. 
So the Republicans are going to adopt 
the mistake and nourish it and let it 
grow bigger. I happen to be a farmer. 
I happen to know a little of some of. these 
problems,, but how do some of these re.
sponsible farm organizations feel? I do 
not hold this as any reason why the 
Hous.e should vote one way or the other. 
I do not always vote the Farm Bureau's 
advice; but they are a responsible farm 
organization...:....one of the lar.ges.t. I 
have· a telegram here where they say 

that this seriously violates the funda
mental principle of the farmers' respon
sibility for keeping supplies in line with 
demand. They iurther say that. the 
passage of this· bill in its present form 
has grave implications not readily ap
parent. 

But they are apparent -to me. and I 
·have tried to outline a few of them. 
The implications are that. we are going 
to put a crutch under these wheat 
farmers this year, next year, and from 
now on. We are never going to get sup
plies back in line with demand. If they 
do not have a famine in Pakistan, then 
I do not know what we are going to de> 
with the wheat, because even with a 
famine we cannot store all the surplus. 

The Farm Bureau says it is against 
this.· They are against the .increase in 
exemption~ they are against raising 
the minimum national allotment from 
55 million to 66 million acres. In fact, 
they say, in view of the wheat supply sit
uation, they believe that a national allot
ment above 60 million acres is econom-

.. ically unsound. And it certainly is. 
Right now you have the Committee 

.on Rules meeting upstairs-this. very 
minute-figul'ing out ways and means 
to bypass the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and to bring in .here a tax. that 
every Member, practically, on the: Re
publican side has called iniquitous. 
And why do we have to have· tha.t tax? 
Well, as I figure it, roughly it is going 
to take all the money that that tax: will 
bring in for the next six months to pay 
for the extra wheat that this bill will 
cause to be grown. 

The CHAIRMAN. The· time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield the gentleman 
2 additional minutes. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would ·like to ask 
the gentleman what his solution is, if 
he has any to offer to the present wheat 
surplus. problem. Before the gentleman 
answers, I would like to point out the 
f'act that the committee has taken this 
·matter under very careful considera
tion, and we believe that without legis
lation of this type we probably will not 
have any control over the production 
of wheat in tfie next year. And if we 
have no control, everybody will come to 
grief and the price of wheat will be de
:moraiized; we will have even more 
wheat than we have now. Then just 
what will be our situation? 

Mr. KAYS of. Ohio. I will answer the 
gentlemarrs question by saying, in the 
first place, yes, I have a. solution; and, 
secondly, by asking him a question: Does 
he have a solution f.or it? 

Mr. COOLEY. This is the solution we 
have to offer. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. And . the gentle
man will agree that this is certainly a 
stop-gap solution and an expensive one, 
will he not? 

Mr _COOLEY. Oh. no; 1 Go not agree 
with that. 

M:r _ HAYS of Ohio. It will not cost 
much? 

. Mr. COOLEY. ·I think it is a solution. 
I do-not. think it is a stop-gap solutioiL 
I thihk without the limitations provided 
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in this .bill we probably will not have 
any ·control over wheat production in the 
next year. . · 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman 
believes that, and the gentleman has a 
right to believe that, and he may be 
right; but it is quite a serious penalty 
to pay, if they do not decide voluntarily 
to have some control over it, because the 
support price goes a way down if there 
is no. acreage allotment-is that right? 

Mr. COOLEY. That is .right. But · 
still that does not do away with the 
surplus. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. No, that does not 
do away with the surplus. But the point 
that I am making is this: You have 
heard a lot from this administration, and 
I might say from some Democrats, that 
the farmers have got to assume some 
responsibility. The farmers must as
sume some responsibility for marketing 
their surplus and controlling their sur
plus. But you are inviting them to 
abandon that responsibility-and go ahead 
and produce. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat sur
prised at the statements that have just 
been made by m:r distinguished friend 
from Ohio [Mr. HAYS]. Coming as they 
do from a man who usually shows good 
judgment and a very good knowledge of 
what he is talking about, I am convinced 
that he has not thoroughly studied this 
legislation. There are several matters 
with which this legislation deals, but 
there are two principal things that I 
want to mention-most of the others are 
matters of detail with reference to the 
making of allotments and that sort of 
thing-

These two principal points are: First, 
an increase for 1 year of the minimum 
acreage allotment from 55 million acres 
to 66 million; and, second, an increase 
in the acreage which may be produced . 
on a wheat farm without being subject 
to quotas. 

Under the present law, if your produc
tion of wheat is no more than 15 acres 
or 200 bushels you are not subject to 
marketing quotas, although you are sub
ject to acreage allotments if you desire 
to secure the benefits of the price-sup
port program. This bill increases the 
size of that acreage from 15 acres to 25, 
and this change permits about 250,000 
additional wheat farms to be free from 
the application of marketing quotas. I 
think that is a very good thing from 
every standpoint. Primarily it is good 
because the ~armer who produces less 
than 25 acres of wheat is not a big factor 
as far as the marketing and commercial 
production of wheat is concerned. He 
generally produces wheat as part of his 
crop rotation, ·he feeds some of it on his 
farm. He can hold it off the market if 
he does not like the price. The fact is 
there are about 1,200,000 out of the 
1,900,000 farmers producing wheat who 
have less than 25 acres. The total 
amount they produce is only about 20 
percent of all the wheat produced; in 
other words, if this bill is adopted, al
most two-thirds of the wheat producers 
in this country will not be subject to 
marketing quotas. But that exemption 

will apply to only about 20 percent -of 
the wheat production. 

It will not materially interfere with 
the control program, and at the same 
time it makes the control program much 
easier to apply and administer, because 
about two-thirds of the wheat farms of 
the country will not be subject to super
vision. At the same time any farmer 
who wants the benefits of the price sup
port program will have to stay within 
the acreage· allotment that is given the 
farm. The provision will be particu
larly beneficial to the farmers in states 
like Ohio, and other States east of the 
Mississippi River, because it will exclude 
a very large proportion . of the wheat 
growers in those States from the market
ing quota program. 

The reason for selecting a minimum 
acreage of 66 million was not anything 
arbitrary; the figure was not just 
plucked out of the air, but it was felt 
by the committee after careful study of 
the situation that a reduction from the 
present acreage of over 77 million acres 
down to about 66 million was about as 
much as wheat farmers could take in 1 
year. It may be necessary in a subse
quent year to have further reductions, 
but we are up against this situation: If 
we make wheat farmers reduce more 
than 15 percent it is going to mean a 
radical change in their farming opera~ 
tions. Speaking directly to my friend 
from Ohio, who is a dairy farmer, and 
who I know does not feel that there 
should be any more competition in the 
dairy business, I would like to say that 
if we make a 25 or 30 percent reduction 
in wheat acreage this year and make it 
apply to the small farms as well as the 
large farms it is bound to result in an 
increase in dairy feed and in dairy pro
duction. There would be a shift of more 
than 20 million acres into other crops 
if we do not pass this legislation. I am 
sure we do not want to see a shift of 
more than 20 million acres of land into 
crops that would increase the dairy pro
duction of this country and thus create 
an even greater surplus of dairy prod
ucts than we have at the present time. 
So there is no one who should be more 
anxious, it seems to me, to see this legis
lation adopted than the gentleman from 
Ohio, who is a dairy farmer. 

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

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. May I ask the gentle
man if it is not a fact that the Depart
ment of Agriculture at no time sug
gested even that the cutback go as far 
as would be absolutely necessary, if we 
went as far as 55 million acres. 

Mr. HOPE. That is correct. 
Mr. ALBERT. Did we not follow the 

suggestion that proba-bly a 3 or 4 million 
acre cut farther than that recommended 
in the bill might be in order but in view 
of the fact it would require too sharp 
a reduction, they did not have any figure 
at which the committee arrived? 

Mr. HOPE. That is correct. The 
statement made by Mr. Gordon, Admin
istrator of the Production and Marketing 
Administration, was that if the commit
_tee felt that an acreage allotment of 

less than 66 million acres would be in
consistent with a policy of orderly ad
justments tl)e Department would inter
pose no objections to its inclusion in 
the law for 1 year. · 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman 
mentioned the fact I did not want any 
more competition . . I will pass that over 
by saying I do not mind competition. 
Will the gentleman tell me how you are 
going to get too much additional compe
tition in the dairy industry right away? 
The gentleman knows as well as I do 
you just cannot go out and create cows. 
You can go - out and buy somebody's 
cow somewhere, but if you buy that 
from a fellow then he is out of produc
tion. You do not snap your finger and 
create a cow. It takes 2 or 3 years to 
develop them. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman is a dairy
man, he is a good dairyman, and he 
knows that the matter of dairy produc
tion is a matter of feed. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Yes. There is 
another question I want to ask the gen
tleman. 

Mr. HOPE. Let me finish my state
ment. This land that is going out of 
wheat production will go into something 
else. The easiest thing. to put it into. 
and the one thing it will go into in most 
cases will be either grass, the legumes, 
or feed grains, which will produce more 
dairy feed and result in more dairy pro
duction. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Maybe lower 
prices, too, I hope. The gentleman has 
made an issue here of the small farmer. 
Just how is the small fellow going to be 
penalized? I see the report says it is 
going to throw his rotation out of gear. 
They use the figure of 28 acres of wheat. 
How many who are producing 28 acres 
of wheat ever avail themselves of price 
supports anyway? 

Mr. HOPE. The Department of Agri
culture tells me a very considerable num
ber ·of them do, and that a very con
siderable number of them, even when 
the marketing-quota provision was down 
to 15 acres, still availed themselves of 
the price-support program. I am giving 
that as a statement made before the 
committee by Mr. Gordon, Administrator 
of the PMA. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Out in my area 
they do not as a general rule, because, 
~s the report says, the wheat is con
sumed on, the .farm, so there is no use of 
going through all of that redtape. Is 
this not a prelude to what will come in 
sometime for peanuts, tobacco, and rice? 
Are we going to make any attempt to 
solve this problem, or are we going to 
extend and extend and extend? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes in order to 
answer the gentleman's question, which 
is certainly a proper one and one that 
I will be glad to answer. The best an
swer to it is that we have had these pro
grams in effect now since 1938, 15 years. 
We have not had this kind of legislation 
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coming in and the only· occasion for it
this year is the fact that we have an un
usual situation in that farmers producing 
wheat have ·been requested by the De
partment of Agriculture· for the last 3 or· 
4 years to reach certain rather high 
goals. I am not criticizing anybody, be
cause farmers were urged to plant up to 
certain goals. We had a war on. We 
had certain obligations that ·we were at
tempting to carry out under the Inter• 
national Wheat Agreement, and we have 
been using wheat to a certain extent, as 
part of our foreign policy in this coun
try. It was felt by the Department of 
Agriculture that -· we should keep our 
acreage and our production up to a point 
where we would , not be .caught with a 
carryover which was too smaJl for these 
purposes. It happened that last year we 
produced the second largest wheat crop 
we have had in our history, and this year 
we will produce a larger than average 
wheat crop. The Korean war and infla
tion have ceased to ·be a factor insofar 
as farm exports are ·concerned, and the 
result is that partly because of the efforts 
of farmers to reach the goals requested 
by the Secretary of Agricuture, we find 
ourselves with a supply of wheat at this 
time which, if we apply the formula in 
the law, would result in a cut in wheat 
acreage so severe as to seriously effect · 
our entire agricultural production. It is 
not the wheat farmer alone who would 
suffer from this; it is going to be the 
dairy farmer and the producers of all 
other agricultural commodities, because 
if you have a 25-million or 30-million 
acre reduction in wheat that acreage will 
go into something else. It was felt by our 
committee that under all the circum
stances and taking into consideration the · 
entire picture of agriculture in this coun
try, that the soundest thing and the 
safest thing that we could do would be 
to limit this reduction this year to ap
proximately 15 percent, by providing for 
a minimum acreage allotment of 66 
million acres. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 
. Mr. HAYS of Ohio. · Does the gentle

man have any plan in mind? If this 
surplus keeps oh, what are we going to 
do with it? We have been bailed out by 
two wars now and we hope we will not 
be bailed out bz another one, and if we 
are not, we are ~oing to have to do some
thing about it. We cannot go on pro
ducing at this rate. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman has asked 
a good question tand I have ., not time 
to develop it right now, except to say I 
am in favor personally, and I think there 
is a growing sentiment in this country, 
for a two-price system as far as wheat 
is concerned: A price-support program 
based on parity for that part we consume 
domestically as huma~ food and then 
letting the remainder go into the export 
market at the world price. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. · Now I think the 
gentleman is . getting somewhere. We 
ought to be doing that right now. 

Mr:. HOPE. We cannot do it all in one 
jump. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I realize that. 

The CIIA.m:MAN.· The time · of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. SU'ITON. ·Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I can speak somewhat from expe
rience.- I am sorry I have only 5 min
utes' time, because I have had more than 
5 minutes' experience on this issue. 

My memory goes back to the time when 
there was no farm program. The gentle
man from Ohio seems to be very anxious 
that we do away with this problem alto
gether; that it is the easiest thing in the 
world just to abandon it and go back to 
the condition that existed before there 
was any farm program. It has not been 
too long ago, in the early campaigns, that 
I heard that very thing advocated. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I yield. 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I do not want the 

gentleman to put words in my mouth. I 
did not advocate the abandonment of 
the farm program. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Pardon me if 
I misquoted the gentleman. I under
stood, at least from what he said, that 
he wanted this problem solved, and I was 
going to say that is the way to solve it, 
and that is the only way to solve it, just 
to abandon the program. 

I can remember when I hauled wheat 
off to the market at 28 cents a bushel, 
and I have seen the best corn that was 
ever grown sell for 8 cents a bushel at 
public sale. _ 

I converted a lot of wheat and corn 
into hogs. I saw hogs get so cheap they 
got down to $1.75 a hundred, and you 
could make about 100 percent profit feed
ing your corn into hogs, but you had to 
have a thousand hogs to make any 
money, and I never could raise a thou
sand hogs. So we got into a vicious 
circle. The cheaper the wheat the. more 
hogs you had to raise, and the more 
hogs you raised the cheaper the hogs, and 
there you were. 

You remember the International Har
vester Co., and Alexander Legee, chair
man of the board of the International 
Harvester Co. Some of you men are old 
enough to remember when he was going 
to tell us farmers how to solve this prob
lem. He was employed by the Govern
ment. It was in a Republican adminis
tration, I believe. He went down South. 
and told the cotton farmers to plow up 
a percentage of their cotton. He told us 
corn farrners to plow up a part of our 
corn, and he said the same to us wheat 
farmers. He told us to raise fewer hogs 
and cattle. But we had no program. We 
did not have any board of directors of 6 
or 8 or 10 men to go out and say, "Do 
this," and it would be done. When you 
are going to regulate the actions. of 10 or· 
15 million farmers it has to be done 
through the agency of the Government, 
and that is what we are trying to do 
here today. 

I am very happy to find out that the 
people on the left, as good friends of . 
mine, I believe, as the people on the 
right, have come to realize that now, 
since the shoe is on the· other foot, thi~ 
farm program is not to be thrown over .. 

board-it is just simply to be carried on 
in the best way possible. 

I have read this bill very carefully. I 
know it provides for a reduction of some
thing like 10 or 15 million acres below 
what we grew last year. Some ask why 
it provides for the seeding of 66 million 
acres greater rather than the minimum: 
of 55 million. · 

The reason is this: A prime factor in 
the growing of the wheat is the weather. 
We farmers cannot regulate our weather. 
Wonderful to relate, I suppose you peo
ple who come from the cities and the 
towns can do that, or maybe it does not 
make any difference, but, with us, we 
watch the weather froni day to day. We 
might plant 66 million acres o! wheat this 
fall, and we might have a very short crop 
next year. That is in the hands of an
other power. That is why it is much 
safer to advocate the planting of a few 
more acres than we might need than to 
have a few less. It is better to err on the 
side of too much than it is too little. 

In answer to the question as to how we 
are going to solve this problem, if we just 
carry on as we are doing-and nobody is 
hurt too much-if we just carry it on a 
few years, these young men and women 
who are producing all these babies-3 
millions, is it, every year?-will solve the 
problem. This problem is going to re
verse itself before we know it. 

To be sure, we may need marketing 
quotas. Why not, with the assistance of · 
the National Government, regulate our 
production as other industries regulate 
their production to meet the pro}?able 
demand. We cannot regulate the ·weath· 
er, to be sure, but we can make estimates 
based on the history of the past. We 
have done it before, and it worked. We 
can dci it again. That is just what this 
bill proposes-that the farmers be given 
an opportunity to vote on the question 
whether or not they want market quotas. 

Now, I wish to go into one other mat
ter that has been brought up here today. 
That is in regard to the so-called sub
sidizing of farmers. Call it price-sup
port subsidy, if you want to, but I will 
tell the Members of Congress this, and 
more especially those representing other 
lines of business, this price support 
means just as much to the manufac
turer, the wage earner, the service peo
ple, yes, and the white-collar people, too, 
as it does to the farmer. 

Take away that agricultural price sup
port and see what will happen. Who will 
buy all your output of tractors, automo
biles, trucks, farm machinery, your co~
ton and woolen goods? The farmer 1s 
by far the heaviest consumer of goods 
in this country. Lay a burden upon the 
back of the farmer and you hang a · 
heavier burden upon every occupation in 
the Nation. 

We simply must continue the program 
of parity for agriculture, which, after all, 
means nothing more than equal justice. 

While I am on the subject, I take this 
opportunity to remind the Members of 
this Congress that the farmer is not 
alone in receiving benefits at the hand 
of the Federal Government-a benefit in 
which all join and to which all, including 
the farmer himself, contribute. 
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. Let me ask you: How about subsidies 
to airlines? How about subsidies to ship-. 
ping lines? How about protective tariff 
that the farmer paid for a hundred yea:J;"s 
on many articles and .still pays? And, 
lest I forget, how about _subsidies to 
banks? What is the difference between 
pegging the price of com .and wheat and 
pegging the price of Goveriment bonds? 
Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most 
important bills to come before the House. 
I cannot think of one more important to 
all the people unless it would be a kin
dred bill providing a program to save the 
soil, to produce the crops, to feed the 
people. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of the time on 
this side. -

Mr. Chairman, I hardly anticipated 
that any opposition would .be heard in 
connection with this pending measure, 
and I am somewhat surprised that the 
only opposition thus far has come from 
the Democratic side. I do not think 
that the opposition is very logica~ or 
reasonable. 

I think those of us who have studied 
this problem through the years realize 
that unless we furnish the machinery 
which enables farmers to keep produc
tion in line with reasonable consumer 
demand we always come to grief, prices 
are demoralized, farm purchasing power 
is destroyed, and the impact on the 
Nation is always very severe. 

No one questions the fact that we now 
have a tremendous surplus of wheat on 
hand, and no one familiar with the sit
uation can fail to know that unless we 
enable the farmers to exercise control 
over next year,s production we will in 
the absence of some national tragedy 
have even larger production than we 
have ever had before, because our farm
ers have been schooled in the tech
niques of intensified production. 

our farmers have mechanized and the· 
per unit yields have tremendously in
creased year after year. This legisla
tion is not stopgap legislation even 
though it may be regarded by some as 
stopgap legislation. Actually, but for 
the passage of this law, which raises the 
minimum in a reasonable way, the indi
cations are that the farmers probably 
would reject wheat quotas outright. 
That means they would not have .the 
benefit of the high price support pro
gram. It means we would have a tre
mendous surplus, and we would find our
selves again with a surplus of wheat in 
a hungry world. There would be other 
great demands upon us to give away the 
products of our farms at the cost of the 
taxpayers of the Nation. This is a rea
sonable adjustment in the production of 
wheat. It is an adjustment which will 
not adversely affect small wheat farm
ers. As has been pointed out by my dis
tinguished colleague from Kansas, the 
chairman of our committee [Mr. HoPE], 
the reduction would be brought about in 
that part of the country where wheat 
production has been mechanized and 
commercialized and the reduction will 
be made by the large farmers and not by 
the little, noncommercial farmers who 
produce less than 25 acres of wheat. By 
increasing the minimU1ll fr9_m 15 acres to 
25 acres, we eliminate a great deal of the 

administrative costs which necessarily 
would be involved. 

Time is 'of the essence at the moment 
because, if you will notice the report, 
the Secretary on July 1, which is next 
Wednesday, issues his proclamation. On 
July 15, he must announce the acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas, and on 
July 24, he must conduct a referendum. 
This legislation should be passed with
out opposition, and its passage in the 
other body should be expedited. It 
should be signed by the President so that 
the present Secretary of Agriculture will 
know just what the Congress wants to be 
done before July 15 rolls around and he 
announces the quotas. If, after he an
nounces the quotas, it is necessary for 
him to change his order in accordance 
with the provision.s of this act, then 
other expenses will be incurred. I think 
that this legislation should be adopted; 
and I think these provisions are in all 
respects reasonable. Perhaps th-e law 
would have been changed long ago, but 
f-Or the fact that we have had no neces
sity for a control program on the pro
duction of wheat in the past 12 years, 
but all of us know something about the 
blessings and benefits of these adjust
ment programs, and I think the pro
ducers -Of basic agricultural commodi
ties know something of the blessings and 
benefits of this program, and th-ey are 
willing to bear some of the burdens of 
the program. I do not believe that un
limited production is in the interest of 
the consumer any more than it is in the 
interest of the producer. 

What happens if this bill is not 
passed? July 1 comes next Wednesday, 
and the Secretary issues the proclama
tion. July 15 comes around and he is
sues the acreage allotments and market
ing quotas. July 24 comes around and 
the farmers are unwilling to approve 
quotas which result in such a drastic 
reduction, and in such a drastic change 
in the pattern of their farming and 
quotas are repudiated in the referendum 
on July 24. Then the wheat farmers of 
the Nation are at the mercy of the mer
chants. Their only support program 
will be 52 percent of parity. So it means 
that the little farmer is the one who will 
suffer most of all because he is not in a 
position to produce a great volume, 
whereas the mechanized farmer in the 
great wheat area who has mechanized 
his farm would increase his planting in. 
an effort to grow a great volume so as 
to minimize his loss. So in the ultimate 
end the little wheat farmer would be the 
one that would bear the burden. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Does the gentle
man have any information that would 
give the House any assurance that the 
present administration and the Depart-

. ment of Agriculture will present the facts 
to the farmers so that they can act in
telligently upon the referendum when 
they are called to vote upon it? 

Mr. COOLEY. I have every reason to 
believe that the present Secretary of 
Agriculture would present the facts. I 
have ever_y reason to beleve that the 
Members of Congress from the wheat-

growing areas will see to if that accurate 
information is furnished to the wheat 
farmers of their districts . . 
· Mr. MARSHALL. I would agree with 

the distinguished gentleman, and I would 
also hope that that would be true. But it 
seems to me that the present Department 
is a little slow in getting out information, 
and the farmers will be called upon to 
vote upon this within a month. And this 
is a highly important matter. It does 
mean that they must have the facts in 
order to vote intelligently upon some
thing that means so much to them and 
their welfare. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman em
phasizes my very first point, and that is 
that we should pass this legislation as 
expeditiously as possible. · 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I might 
advise my colleague from Minnesota [Mr. 
MARSHALL] that it is the same officials 
who are administering this as have been 
handling it during the past 10 years. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman means 
that this is one change that Republicans 
have not made? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No. 
We have not make any changes down 
there except-at the top. But Mr. Walker 
and some of the others down there have 
been runnnig this control program for 
many years. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. .I yield to the gentle
man from Kansas. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. It seems to 
me that the gentleman said that the 
small wheat farmer is the one who would 
suffer from not putting this into effect. 
Do you suppose, when you reduce the 
purchasing power of the farmers of the 
United States nobody else is going to 
suffer? . 

Mr. COOLEY. No. I was making a 
compari~on between the commercial, 
mecharuzed farm and the farm of the 
small man who cultivates less than 25 
acres. The man with great machines 
and large fields can produce more eco
nomically and he can produce in greater 
volume and he can sell at a lower price 
than can the man who cannot mechanize 
his farm and make up in volume what 
he loses in value. 
· Mr. McCARTHY. Mr.~hairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle

man from Minnesota. 
Mr. McCARTHY. I want to point out, 

on the basis of what the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRE
SEN] has said, it may be that the present 
administration is fulfilling one of their 
campaign promises, that they were going 
to use the best brains in the United 
States in order to carry out their pro .. 
gram . 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman means 
by keeping those wh-O were in charge of 
the program last year? . 

Mr. McCARTHY. That appears to ·be
the case. They are still running on 
Democratic brains. 

Mr. GROSS . . Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle

man from Iowa. 
Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 

know how much wheat the United States 
expects to buy from Canada this year to 
pile on our surplus so that we can con
tinue to help the Canadians balance 
their budget and reduce taxes? 

Mr. COOLEY. No. The gentleman 
might refer that to the Department of 
Agriculture. We are not in control 
down there at the present time. Cer
tainly Democrats cannot be charged 
with any unholy things which might 
hereafter occur. If wheat comes in 
from Canada please do not complain to 
us-take it up with your own bureau
crats and see what you can do about it. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. JUDD]. 
· Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to announce to the House that 
the President of the United States about 
an hour ago signed the bill providing 
a grant of 1 million long tons of wheat 
for Pakistan; and that the first shipload 
will leave for Pakistan tomorrow from 
Baltimore. I want to pay tribute to the 
Committee on Agriculture of this House 
for its expeditiousness and success in 
handling this Foreign Affairs bill. This 
project took form only a little over a 
month ago when several of us returned 
from a visit to Pakistan, and the job is 
already done and the wheat is on its way. 

Mr. COOLEY. On behalf of the Dem
ocrats on that committee, I accept the 
gentleman's compliment and good 
wishes, and I want to say that I think 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
JUDD] is just about the best ambassador 
that Pakistan has ever had. · · 
· Mr. JUDD. I judge from the vote of 

more than 4 to 1 for the bill, that a great 
many Members of both parties, partic
ularly those in the belt that grows wheat, 
were in favor of having this piece of 
legislation on the books. 

I really rose to state for the record 
that because the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HoPE], the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. CooLEY],. the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. JAVITS], and myself were 
down at the signing, we were obliged to 
miss the rollcall on the motion to recom
mit the bill H. R. 5728, authoiizing dis
posal of rubber-producting plants. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes- for the purpose of 
yielding to the gentleman from Okla
homa. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I know some 
Members are fearful about having too 
much wheat. I should like to call atten
tion to the fact that this is · the year of 
the 17 -year locusts which is usually 
accompanied by a 7-year drought. 
We have a terrific drought in many sec
tions of the country, and the Republi
cans are in control. There is -an old say
ing down my way that whenever the 
Republicans are in control we are always 
unfortunate in that we have some na
tional disaster. We have the drought 
now. I doubt very seriously, considering 
the rapid increase in population and the 
condition of starving people in many 

lands; the possibility of export, that we 
are going to have too much surplus of 
wheat. May I further remind you of 
the old Biblical story that when you have 
7 years of plenty it is usually followed 
by 7 years of drought. So do not get 
too worried about a tremendous surplus. 

I believe that the committee should 
consider the possibility of swapping of 
cotton and wheat allotments at the 
country level in the areas where the Cot
ton and Wheat Belts overlap, including 
Oklahoma and the Plains States. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If the 
gentleman will yield, we hope we will not 
have any wars in the Republican admin
istration. I hope we can effectively. set
tle the peace we would like to have. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
remainder of the time on this side to 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D'EWART]. 
. Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, I 
propose to support this legislation as a 
solution of the surplus-wheat problem. 
I represent a huge wheat-producing 
area in eastern Montana. We are large 
commercial growers; we recognize this 
surplus situation in wheat and under
stand that it has to be met, and I be
lieve this committee has met it in the 
most equitable way possible. I am sure 
the farmers of my area will support this _ 
solution in the hope that it will solve 
the problem and make it possible to re
ceive the benefits that will accrue be
cause of the carrying out of the present 

. wheat program. The proposal makes 
possible the reduction in wheat acreage 
for next year from 78 million acres to 
66 million acres, or 15 percent. The 
measure is not applicable to the small 
grower of 25 acres or less or one who 
grows less than 400 bushels. 

I believe the measure is necessary to 
meet surplus-wheat production in this 
country if we are to continue to have 
the benefits of the wheat program. 

The CHAffiMAN. All time.for debate 
has expired. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
- Be it enacted, etc., That section 301 (b) 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, is amended as follows: 

(a) · By striking out in paragraph (8) ·the 
language "during the 10 calendar years in 
the case of wheat, and during the 5 calendar 
years in the case of cotton," and inserting 
in lieu thereof the language "during the 5 
calendar years"; and by deleting the lan
guage "and, in the case of wheat, but not 
in the case of cotton, for trends in yields." 

(b) By striking out in paragraph (13) 
(A) the language "per acre of corn or wheat" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the language 
"per acre of the commodity"; by inserting · 
in the first sentence 'immediately after the 
language "10 calendar years" the language 
"in the case of corn, and 5 calendar years 
in the case of wheat,"; by inserting in the 
first sentence immediately after the lan
guage "weather conditions ·and" the lan
guage "in the case of corn, but not in the 
case of wheat, for"; by striking out 1n the 
second sentence the language "10 calendar 
years" and inserting in lieu thereof the lan
guage "10 ot 5 calendar years; as the case
may be,"; and by striking out in the second 
sentence the language "10 years" and in
serting in lieu _thereof the language "10 or 5 
yE)ars." . 

(c) By striking out in paragraph (13) (E) 
the language "and wheat; but not in the case 
of cotton or peanuts" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the language ", but not in the case 

of cotton, wheat, or peanuts;" and striking 
out th13 language "and wheat, and 5-calendar 
years in the case of cotton or peanuts" and 
inserting 1n lieu thereof the language "and 
5 calendar years in'the case of cotton, wheat, 
or peanuts." 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 1, line 3, after the word "that", strike 
out all the rest of section 1. 

The committee · amendment was 
· agreed to. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have no intention of 
taking 5 minutes, but in connection with 
the remarks of the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. JuDD] a few· minutes ago, 
and the business of giving $100,000,000 
worth of wheat to Pakistan, I would call 
to your mind that 3 years ago today, 
Washington time, the war in Korea got 
under way. I telephoned the Defense 
Department today and ascertained that 
their latest figures show 146,708 Amer~ 
ican casualties in Truman's Korean 
police action, with 24,338 Americans 
dead. I hope that as a result of this 
wheat now going to Pakistan the gentle
man from Minnesota, being the great 
Ambassador to Pakistan that he is re
puted to be, can somehow induce the 
Pakistan Government to send at least a 
few combat soldiers to Korea to give us a 
little assistance: They have sent not a 
single one thus far as this war goes into 
the fourth year . 
.. Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous con
sent to speak out of order on Reorgan
ization Plan No. 6, to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 8 OF 1953 

-Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, tomorrow before the House 
for consideration will come the Presi
dent's Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953. 
The purpose of this plan is to reorganize 
the Department of Defense. 

While there are several comparatively 
minor objections to the plan, the main 
obje.ction is based on the provisions of 

· subsections (c) and (d) of section 1. 
These two sections provide that the 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
shall have authority to direct the activi
ties of the Joint Staff, and they also 
provide that the selection of the mem
bers of the Joint Staff is subject to his 
approval and hold office at his pleasure. 

Inasmuch as the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
must act upon information prepared by 
others and as, from the nature of the 
reorganization proposed and from the 
present organization of the armed serv
ices, that information naturally must 
come from the Joint Staff, the authority 
to determine who shall serve upon the 
Joint Staff carries· with it the power to_ 
determine the volume and the kind of 
information that will · be permitted to 
reach those who formulate policy and 
direct the carrying out of the policy 
adopted. 
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In the opinion of many well-informed 
and experienced individuals--Ron. Her
bert Hoover, Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt, 
Maj. Gen. Merritt A. Edson, United 
States Marine Corps, retired, Gen: 
Robert W. Johnson, and others--vesting 
the Chairman with the power indicated 
opens the door to a dictatorship, to the 
establishment of a Prussianized general 
staff. · 

This tendency was clearly recognized 
by the task force of the Hoover Com 4 

mission, headed by Mr. Eberstadt. 
The task force on which he served 

held bearings for 150 days--hearings, 
99. 

Mr. Eberstadt testified that the task 
force "without any question at all would 
have disapproved subsections (c) and 
(d)." He added, "There is a great deal 
to indicate that the miliority group 
would have approved it, but not the 
Commission.'' 

The minority group was the Acheson 
group-see chart, exhibit A, page 151, 
introduced at the hearings. Then, be 4 

cause there had been some misunder 4 

standing as to the views held by former 
President Herbert Hoover, Mr. Hoover 
wrote a letter which reads as follows: 

JUNE 19, 1953. 
Hon. CLARE E. HoFFMAN, 

Chairman, Committee on Government 
Operations, House of Representa

tives, Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I had intended to 

take no part in the division of opinion upon 
reorganization of the Department of De
fense Plan No. 6, but a misunderstanding re
garding a telephone conversation seems to 
require that I do so. I therefore wish to 
state that I am in full agreement with the 
plan except. for the point raised in the pres
entation of Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt, with 
whom I fully agree. 

Yours faithfully, 
HERBERT HOOVER. 

That the issue which will be before us 
tomorrow is broader than this question 
of reorganization is well indicated by an 
article by David Lawrence published in 
today's issue of the New York Herald 
Tribune, which reads as follows: 
"PRUSSIAN" DEFENSE DEBATE SEEN HIDING 

GRAVER ISSUES 
(By David L-awrence) 

WASHINGTON, June 24.--Something more is 
involved in the pending debate on the pro
posed plan for reorganization of the Depart
ment of Defense than the question of wheth-

er a Prussianlzed 'general staff · system shall 
be introduced in America. It is, funda
mentally, whether Congress will ever again 
permit the Chief Executive to submit de
partmental reorganization plans that are not 
subject to amendment by Congress itself. 

When President Eisenhower came into 
office, there was opposition to an extension of 
the law which had authorized the submis
sion of reorganization plans, and only after 
House and Senate leaQ.ers intervened was 
the power which had been given to Mr. Tru
man similarly granted to the new President. 
But at that time murmurs were heard about 
the absolutism of the reorganization plan 
technique. Congress, however, did not have 
enough evidence of how such a law can be 
abused to warrant a fight. 

Mr. Eisenhower, therefore, has more at 
stake than tbe plan for reorganizing the 
Department of Defense itself. His failure to 
allow his spokesmen in Congress to agree to 
an amendment of the plan means that, if 
Congress goes along again this time, it will 
confirm its own abdication of the legislative 
function on matters of governmental or
ganization. No President hereafter will seek 
amendments of basic law if he feels he can . 
get away with a single package of amend
ments of his own choosing by simply calling 
it a "reorganization plan." 

PRINCIPLE VERSUS PERSONALITY 
The plan for the Department of Defense 

is in the main acceptable to all factions, 
especially those provisions which relate to 
procurement of materials and equipment 
and administrative procedure generally; 
But the provision which has aroused wide
spread protest is the one that would set up 
the equivalent of a Prussian general staff 
with a single military man at its head. This 
comes about because the Chairman of the· 
Joint Chiefs of Sta.tr is no longer ·to be 
merely a presiding officer over the chiefs of 
the three armed services when they get to
gether to formulate military policy. Under 
the plan, he would become the boss of the 
Joint Chiefs, and he would be authorized 
to gather around him a complete staff of 
officers of his own choosing without regard 
to the wishes of the heads of the three 
armed services or their recommendations as 
to which omcers are fit to represent their 
respective services on the all-important 
"joint staff." 

The administration thought that, by 
naming so popular and sensible an officer as 
Admiral Radford to be Chairman, the oppo
sition would evaporate. But the principle 
is more important than the personality of 
the .individual who happens for 2 years only 
to occupy the post. Once the system is im
bedded, it will be interpreted in any way 
any future Chairman chooses. 

The vice of the current Defense Depart
ment plan is that it puts one man next to 

ExHIBIT A 

the Secretary of Defense enabling him not 
only to influence the latter with respect to 
his own views, but also to support them by 
recommendations from a staff of "yes men" 
who can be chosen by the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs over the protests of the Joint 
Chiefs themselves. 

The scheme introduces an unprecedented 
grant .of power to one man. It means that 
the heads of the three armed services are 

· relegated to a subordinate role and, while 
the law speaks of tllem as the "principal 
military advisers" to the Secretary of De
fense and to the President, they can be 
ignored or their views set aside by a power
ful Chairman of the Joint Chiefs who will 
be able to have direct access constantly to 
both the Secretary of Defense and the 
President. 

The argument has been advanced that, 
if the scheme doesn't work, it can be amend
ed by future law. It is the principle, how
ever, which will become imbedded in the 
Defense Department and eventua1ly a bigger 
bureaucracy will be built under the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs. 

PRESENT SITUATION CITED 
Worst of all, the present situation tn the 

House illustrates how the Executive can force 
the repeal or amendment of basic laws with
out affording Congress an opportunity to 
modify a single phrase or to delete a single 
paragraph without voting down the whole 
thing. The Rouse Committee on Govern
ment Operations has attempted to strike out 
a single paragraph, but there are parliamen
tarians of experience who say it cannot be 
done lawfully. 

So Congress is confronted with the neces
sity of killing an entire plan, which it may 
not wish to do, in order to force a change 
in a single provision. This gives the Execu
tive far-reaching control over existing laws 
and can lead to fundamental changes that 
will be difficult for the Congress to r-emedy 
by subsequent legislation, especially since 
the President by his veto can kill any such 
proposal unless it happens to be supported 
by a two-thirds vote in both houses. 
Through the reorganization law, the Presi
dent legislates, and neither House can amend 
his laws, but must take them or leave them 
as a single entity. 

The new plan for the Defense Department 
will produce dissension that will impair the 
spirit of unity so essential if the armed 
services are to be integrated. The reorgan
ization plan isn't fully understood by many 

. Members of the House, but some day not far 
distant, when there is a fight on extension 
of the President's reorganization powers, the 

· shoe will be on the other foot and the ad
ministration will lose out. This is too high a 
price to pay for the pressuring through Con
gress of a plan that could easily have been 
modified by the Executive before being sent 
to Congress. 

Comparative analysis of views regarding (1) Chief of Staff for the Armed Services and (2) a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Issue Hoover Commis
sion majority 1 

Hoover Commis
sion (Eberstadt) 
Task Force on 
N ational Secu
rity 

Dean Acheson mi
nority of Hoover 
Commission 

Present status and 
powers of JCS 
Chairman un· 
der law 

Powers and status 
of JGS Chair
man, after re
organization 
Plan No. 6 

Chief of Stafi of armed services______ No ~--------------- No._______________ Yes.-------------- NO--------------- Yes.--------------

JCS Chairm-an·-------------------~ Yes _______________ Yes.·------------- Opposed "tempo- Yes _______________ Yes ______________ _ 
rizing" title of 
~'Chairman.'~ 

Comments 

Hoover Commission terminology 
accepted; JCS Chairman to 
have nearly all powers recom
mended for a Chief of Staff by 
Acheson minority. 

Hoover Commission terminology 
accepted. 

1 
. : ~ ~o~v:[a~tified before HASC, 1949 hearings on N~t!onal Security Act amen~ents: "Our recommendations were that there be an independent Chairman ol the 

do~. e o d and that he was to serve ~nl11 as a presHling officer and report deciSIOns or disagreements to the Secretary of Defense. But that he was to have no 
eCI~ton ~wers an not vote or ~ntt oth.er a;uthontu.'' [Emphasis added.] ' 

•ch P.ositi~m ~ft Hoove:n90mmiSSlon mdicated by its general concuaenoe with. the report of its (Eberstadt) Task Force on National Security and by its reJ'ection of the 
..,. eson mmon y propo-... 
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EXHIBIT A-Continued 

Comparative analysis of views regarding (1) Chief of Stq,jf for the Armed Services and (2) a Chairma.n of the Joint Chiefs of Staff-Con. 

Issue 

I::ighestrank in armed services _____ _ 

Preside over JCS ___________________ _ 

Hoover Commis
sion majority 1 

Opposed by Mr. 
Hoover in 1949 
HASC testi
mony; said it 
was contrary to 
Commission 
view. 

Yes.--------------

Hoover Commis
, sion (Eberstadt) 

Task Force on 
National Secu
rity 

Opposed by Mr. 
Eberstadt in 
1949 HASC 
hearings. 

Dean Acheson mi
nority of Hoover 
Commission 

Present status and 
powers of JCS 
Chairman un
der law 

Powers and status 
of JCS Chair
man, after re
organization 
Plan No.6 

Comments 

Yes_______________ Yes _______________ Yes_______________ In accordance with Acheson 
minority of Hoover Commis
sio.n. 

Yes _______________ Yes _______________ Yes _______________ Yes _______________ No conflict between Hoover 
majority and Acheson minor

Intermediary between President, 
Secretary of Defense, and JCS. 

Yes.-------------- Yes.-------------- Yes_--------------- Yes.------------- Yes.--------------
ity. 

Do. 

Chairman is member of JCS, addi
tional to 3 service Chiefs. 

No ________________ No. _______________ Yes _______________ Yes _______________ Yes _______________ In accordance with Acheson 
minority of Hoover Commis
sion. Control of Joint Staff ____ ____________ No ________________ No ________________ Yes _______________ No. ______________ _ Yes ______ ________ _ 

Yes (the Joint 
Staff will be sub
ordinate to him). 

Do. 
Do. To have a military staff of his own? _ No ________________ No ________________ Y~staJt~o\/~~~ · No. ______________ _ 

ordinate to him). 
Power to initiate and terminateJCS No________________ No________________ Yes.-------------- NU--------------- ~ 

discussion. 
No (however, con

trol of the Joint 
Staff will give 
the JCS Chair
man increased 
influence over 
JCS planning), 

Acheson minority view not ac
cepted. Proposed control over 
Joint Staff together with pres
ent power of J CS Chairman to 
prepare JCS agenda is trend 
toward Acheson minority posi
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
EEc. 2. Section 334 of the Agricultural Ad

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

(a) By inserting in subsection (a) after 
the words "The national acreage allotment 
for wheat" the language ", less a reserve 
of not t--. exceed 1 percent thereof for appor
tionment as provided in this subsection,". 

(b) By adding at the end o ubsection (a) 
a new sentence to read as allows: "The 
reserve acreage set aside herein for appor
tionment by the Secretary shall be used 
to make allotments to counties, in addition 
to the county allotments made under sub
section (b) of this section, on the basis of 
the relative needs of countries for additional 
allotment because of reclamation and other 
new areas coming into the production of 
wheat during the 5 calendar years imme
diately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national acreage allotment is proclaimed. 

(c) By sttiking out in subsections (a) and 
(b) the word "ten" wherever it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word "five." 

(d) By inserting in subsection (b) after 
the words "The State acreage allotment for 
wheat" the language ", less a reserve of 
not to exceed 3 percent thereof for appor
tionment as provided in subsection (c) of 
this section,". 

(e) By inserting in the first sentence of 
S'\.lbsection (c) after the words "on the basis 
of" the language "past acreage of wheat/'. 

(f) By striking out in the second sentence 
of subsection (c) the words "such county" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the words "the 
State." 

(g) By striking out in subsection (d) the 
figure "19-1:0" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the figure "1950." 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 3, line 1, strike out "SEC. 2. Section" 
and insert "section." 

Page 3, line 5, strike out "1" and insert 
"one." 

Page 3, line 14, strike out "five" and in
sert "ten." 

Page 3, strik3 out lines 17, 18, and 19. 
Page 3, line 20, strike out "(d)" and insert 

"(c)." 
Page 3, line 24, strike out " (e)" and insert 

"(d)." 
Page 4, line 3, strike out "(f)" and insert 

"(e).... . 

Page 4, line 6, strike out "(g)" and insert 
.. (f)." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the atten
tion of the members of the committee 
to a map which I hold in my hand. It 
could solve all of the difficulties concern
ing the production of wheat. 

You will notice the 1952 dry areas 
down in the Southwest and, from what 
you may see from .where you sit, in 1953, 
this year, you will appreciate how far 
north the drought has extended. I 
might also add that as far as percentage 
is concerned it has almost doubled in 
2 years. That drought area could take 
care of all of the surplus of wheat we 
have produced. 

I have another map here which in
fluenced me to a considerable extent in 
my conclusion as to what I was going 
to do today in this bill. This is from 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
Here is the line of the hard red winter 
wheat from 1920 to 1953 and I call your 
attention to how even they run on pro
duction. 

Let us not be too excited this after
noon about our surplus wheat. I hap
pen to have been raised by a family who 
always insisted that you must not throw 
away any bread, that somehow or other 
there was a curse placed on your head 
if you wasted bread because of its food 
value and the universal use of wheat as 
a food to relieve starvation. On this 
map you can see very clearly that there 
has not been any radical movement up 
or down in wheat production. 

Here in the next line, which is spring 
wheat. It is almost a straight line from 
1920 to 1953. 

The next line is the soft red winter 
wheat. If anything, it has gone down 
and the Northwest has stayed practically 
even throughout the years from 1920 to 
1953. 

· Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
fronn Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
during that same period of time the pop
ulation of the United States has nearly 
doubled? 

Mr. HILL. Yes. I have in my hand 
another map entitled "Wheat Prices and 
Parity." I would like to have the atten
tion of those who think that wheat prices 
have been out of line. 

This starts in 1910 and runs to 1950. 
Now, there is an increase and decrease 
in the price of wheat. You will find in 
1920 and in 1951 and 1952 the top price 
of wheat was relatively the same, and 
there was no such thing as parity price 
of wheat in 1920. You will notice the 
dipping of the wheat price, which I do 
not think we need concern ourselves 
with. 

Another thing I would like to mention 
in the short time I have is this: The farm 
organizations support this bill, including 
the Farm Bureau. Let nne read you just 
a little first from the Grange. When 
they appeared before our committee, Mr. 
Sanders, representing the Grange, said: 

Present situations in wheat production 
cannot be handled in the best interest of 
farmers a:nd the Nation with the law as at 
present written. Under these conditions it is 
necessary for us to support the amendments 
to the 1938 Agricultural .Adjustment Act 
provided for in H. R. 5451. 

This bill will give a greater flexibility of 
controls and an adjustment in production 
more favorable to those areas most adapted 
to economically sound wheat production. 
This flexibility is highly desirable in any 
system of control of agricultural production. 

Mr. Patton, president of the National 
Farmers Union said this: 

I appear in support of H. R. 5451. In my 
opinion the provisions of this bill are the 
minimum that we should do immediately to 
revise wheat acreage allotment and market
ing quota legislation in the interest of na.• 
tlonal security. 



• 

7338 ·. CONGRESSIONli.L RECORD- HOUSE June 25 
A staff study made for the Senate Agri

cultural Committee and published as docu
ment No. 130 of the 82d Congress and . a 
similar study made by Dr. Murray -Benedict 
for the agricultural committee of the Na
tional Planning Association are agreed that 
reserves of 450 to 500 million bushels of 
wheat and 900 million to a billion bushels 
of corn would be required to offset year to 
year variations in yields. This would be 
required to make ordinary prudent provision. 
for normal safety reserves. These esti
mates do not include provision for the extra
ordinary needs that may arise at any time 
from the unsettled world situation. . Assum
ing these figures to be correct, and I consider 
them to be so, they mean that for the Nation 
to be definitely certain that the free world 
will not be caught dangerously short of 
grain, the United States should maintain a 

. safety reserve somewhat larger than the 
normal safety reserve requirements I have 
just enumerated. 

Here is the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. This is what they told us: 

In 1942 the harvested acres of wheat in 
the United States was about 53· million. In 
1945, at the conclusion of hostilities of World 
War II, the harvested acres of wheat was ap
proximately 69 million. In 1952 · the har
vested acres of wheat was over 77¥2 million. 
By the continuation of this wartime measure 
producers have been encouraged to grow 
wheat in excess of any genuine market 
demand. 

That is positive proof that the farmers 
of the United States increased their acre
age of wheat at the request of the Secre
tary of Agriculture, and he made the re
quest because he understood the prob
lems and the necessity of having a suffi
cient supply of wheat for food. So, I 
say frankly, we should pass this bill 
without a single vote in opposition. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman from Col
orado has pointed out the position of 
some of the farm organizations on this 
legislation. I do not believe that he men
tioned the National Association of Wheat 
Growers, the secretary of which ap
peared before the committee and en
dorsed the legislation. In that connec
tion I would also like to state that I 
have a letter from the president of the 
Missouri Farmers Association, which is 
one of the largest independent farm or
ganizations in the country, in which he 
says that "the Missouri Farmers Asso
ciation strongly believes that H. R. 5451, 
which would revise the wheat marketing 
quota law should be adopted." 

Mr. HILL. I thank my chairman very 
much indeed. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. The only farm organi
zation from which we heard that was 

_ opposed to the full 66 million acres was 
the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. HILL. Yes. I might say to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma that I am not 
going to get into any argument about 
the 66 million acres. We might find 
ourselves in 2 years short of wheat re
serves we have now in this country. We 

. might be sorely in need of a full reserve 
of wheat supply. 

Mr. LOVRE. Mr. Chairman, I move to that it would support prices at 90 percent 
strike out the last word. of parity, and that is all. Now, what is 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of our parity? Does parity guarantee a profit 
committee, the Honorable CLIFFORD R. to our farmers? Not at all-it is simply 
HoPE, of Kansas, is to be conimended for a price that is determined by law to be 
introducing and bringing to the floor fair to producer and consumer, alike, in 
this bill. It is evidence of his desire to . relation to the cost of the articles which 
guard against overproduction, and to the farmer must buy. Is this unfair to 
bring into balance as far as is humanly anyone? Of course not. 
possible; the law of supply and demand To meet the demands of the Govern
for this basic food. It is also in line with ment, the farmers of our country were 
the spirit and intent of our support pro- compelled to increase their acreage of 
gram under which we have been oper- wheat to roughly 78 million acres. Yes, 
ating for many years-a program to it is true that now, after the crisis is over, 
produce enough food to take care of- our we do have ·a surplus of wheat of about 
domestic and export requirements and 500 million bushels-but is this too much 
to provide a reasonable carryover to at a time like this, when we do not know . 
meet all future emergencies. what will happen next? I don't think so .. 

Contrary to the belief of a few, this We should thank God we have this fooc! 
bill does not increase our present planted supply. 
wheat acreage, but in fact, reduces the If nothing else, the past wars in which 
present acreage by approximately 12 we have been engaged should have 
million acres, or a 15-percent reduction taught us that in the dangerous world 
for our present total planted acreage in which we live, this Nation cannot run 
of 78 million acres. the risk of having teo little food in re-

It will be said that this bill is increas- serve when need arises. What would 
ing the statutory minimum limitation by have happened to our country if we had 
11 million acres. .That is true, but I call been caught short of food during the 
your attention to the fact that this in- past number of years? What would 
crease is a paper increase only, and not have happened if our farmers had failed 
actual. The law we are attempting to to measure up to their responsibility for 
amend provides for a floor of 55 million increased food production? No respon
acres of wheat, but in the 14 years since sible citizen can, in the face of the grave 
this law was enacted, the actual planted peril presented by militant and aggres
acreage of wheat has been well over the sive communism, advocate a farm pro-
55 million acre· minimum. For the past gram which would weaken the Nation's 
several years. the actual planted acreage ability to meet whatever crisis might 
has been in the neighborhood of 78 mil- arise in the !uture. Certainly, a reason
lion. If this bill is adopted, the actual able can-yoter of 500 million bushels of 
planted acreage will be reduced to 66 wheat is a slight price to pay for the life
million acres. saving strength and security which this 

In considering this bill, we must re- ·reserve gives to our Nation in times like 
member that since 1939, when the pres- this. 
ent marketing-quota law was passed, we Mr. Chairman, all this bill does is to 
have gone through two major wars. provide the machinery whereby our 
During this period, our Government has country can continue to meet its food 
asked for increased production in all demands, both at home and abroad, and 
lines, including agriculture. Food is vital to provide for a safe and reasonable car
to winning a war-just as vital as guns ryover to meet future emergencies. To 
and tanks and planes. When our farm- do this, it is the opinion of our chair
ers were asked to produce more food for man and his committee that it is neces
our men in uniform and for our allies; sary to increase the statutory minimum 
they did not fail in their responsibility as limitation which was passed back in 
loyal and patriotic Americans. They 1939, and which is now obsolete in view 
produced the food that was necessary to of the conditions we now face, by 11 mil
meet all the needs of our Government, lion acres. But, as I pointed out in the 
both at home and abroad. The fact that beginning, this bill in fact reduces the 
rationing of flour was not necessary dur- · present actual planted acreage by 12 
ing this period is ample proof that our million acres, or a 15-percent reduction 
farmers met their responsibility well. to guard against any unreasonable · 

When our Government asked our carryover. 
farmers' to produce more food, the Gov- Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge the 
ernment did not make concessions to the members of this committee to support 
farmers as it did to other segments of this legislation as proposed, in the in
our economy. The Government did not terests of our own security, 
provide more· land, more machinery and Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chair
more help for the farmers to assist in · man, I move to strike out the last word. 
meeting the demand for increased pro- Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the chair
duction. Our farmers were not provided man of the Committee on Agriculture 
with tax amortization incentives to in- about certain language in the report. On 
crease production, which were provided page 5, under the title "Analysis of the 
for many other industries during this Bill," the statement is made: 
period. Our farmers went ahead on their This reserve is needed primarily because 
own power and on their own initiative, of the short history of many farms in recla
and invested their own money in larger mation and other new areas where the pro
plants and equipment to meet the Gov- duction of wheat has expanded rapi~ly in 
ernment's demands. This cannot be said recent years. 
for many other industries. Is that provision of the law which that 

The only encouragement the Govern- refers to a· recognition that new areas in 
ment gave to our farmers in this period the production of wheat are entitled to 
of increased production was the promise recognition under a quota program? 
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Mr. HOPE. Let me reply to the gen

tleman by saying that this is the situa
tion: We have had in wheat just as we 
have had in cotton and other commod
ities some shifts in production. There 
have been some States, particularly in 
the West, where irrigation has advanced 
in recent years and where some irrigated 
land has been used for wheat, certain 
areas which have not been able to apply 
a wheat acreage allotment history. It 
is the purpose of the reserve, which is a 
national reserve, to be used mainly to 
take care of those areas where there has 
been some recent development particu
larly through irrigation in the expan
sion of wheat acreage. Otherwise the 
acreage, not having any history, could 
not go into the program, and you would 
have a considerable amount of acreage 
which might not be under any program, 
which might be outside the program, and 
thus not be subject to the price-support 
provisions of the law. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. You want 
to treat the most recent acreage fairly 
along with all the other acreage? 
· Mr. HOPE. Yes. The purpose of it 

is to enable that acreage to be brought 
into the picture in an orderly way. 
While· in the main these programs are 
based upon history and upon the record 
of the State and the farm in the past 
in the production of wheat, we do not 
want to freeze that production on some 
past period of time because we know 
agriculture is a growing, expanding, live, 
and vital industry. We d6 not want to 
freeze any part of it in an absolute pat
tern of the past. So we have this . pro
vision which does permit an orderly ex
pansion but still permits that increased 
acreage to participate in the program. 
· Mr. HAGEN of California. I thank 
the gentleman. Now, down below on 
the same page, reference is m·ade to sub
section (d) which adds the past acreage 
of wheat as an additional factor to be 
considered in establishing farm wheat 
allotments. Is that language also a 
recognition of the principle that no 
undue hardship shall be done to any 
given area? 

Mr. HOPE. That provision was 
placed in the bi.ll at the suggestion of 
the Department of Agriculture. They 
say they have been considering past 
·acreage of wheat as a factor and feel it 
should be considered. But, specifically, 
dt has not been included in the law here
tofore. That is one of several factors 
which is used so far as the farm is con
cerned in making the allotment to the 
farm. It has always been considered, 
as ,far as the allotment to the States 
and to the counties is concerned, and 
by implication it has been considered as 
·applying to allotments to the farm, but 
it has never actually been in the law be
fore. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. May r'ask 
the gentleman one more question, please. 
Would it not be a fair statement to say 
that the reason, or one of the reasons at 
least, for the increasing of the minimum 
acreage from 55 million to 66 million is 
the fact that the Congress had no desire 
to impose a severe cutback on this par
ticular segment of the agricultural econ
omy in any 1 year? In other words, it 

· is an easing of the blow for 1954 and it is 

a recognition of the ne·cessity for easing 
the blow. 

Mr. HOPE. That is true. It was felt 
that a 15-percent reduction in 1 year 
was probably as much as could be made 
dii a crop which covers as large an acre
age as wheat. As I said awhile ago, we 
not only took into consideration the ef
fect that it might have on the wheat 
acreage, but we took into consideration 
the effect this large acreage going out of 
wheat might have upon other crops and 
other phases of the agricultural econ
omy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to develop a 
little further the suggestion of the gen
tleman from Colorado concerning the 
very severe drought in the South and the 
Southwest today. Today, the Commit
tee on Agriculture began hearings on 
that distressed area, and it has been 
shown that over a very extensive area 
in Texas and also to some extent in 
Oklahoma, there was not sufficient grain 
or hay to maintain the cattle, and that 
possibly there would be a draft upon the 
great surpluses we have of wheat, corn, 
and hay ih order to relieve that situa
tion. The evidence which we heard to
day showed that there had been no rain 
in certain parts of Texas and Oklahoma 
for a period of about 5 months, and that 
that drought situation was extending 
north and west. We do not know just 
how extensive it will be. Surpluses 
which we have now in wheat are not any 
more than about a third of what some 
of the people. who are supposed to know 
about world conditions, say that we 
should have. If this bill is 'not enacted 
into a law. there will be a very radical 
reduction in 1 year of the acreage that 
we have been planting to wheat. As has 
been often said here, it will be such a 
blow that it can hardly be absorbed by 
the many farmers who have been grow
ing wheat, and it will throw something 
like 23 million acres into the production 
of other crops. This bill provides a 
medium ground or a middle ground be
tween the 78 million acres and the 55 
million acres. In my opinion, it is a 
wise thing and should be enacted into 
law at once. The farmers themselves 
will have the right and privilege of vot
ing on acre reduction and the bill is 
not Socialist as has been claimed. It is 
necessary · for the farmers and wheat 
growers and wir. be beneficial to every
body concerned. 

. Mr. McCORMACK.. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, it was not my intention 
to speak on this bill, because I think it 
is a very fair one. The committee con
siqered it well. Certainly, to have a 
ceiling back to the prewar condition of 
52 million acres, when we asked the 
farmers to produce all that they possibly 
could during the war, would represent 
a drastic impact upon agriculture and 
the farmers of the country, particularly 
from the economic angle. 

But I was interested in the remark of 
one of my colleagues, that the American 
Farm Bt:ITeau Federation was in favor 
of this bill. I received a telegram not 1 

so long ago, and I assume other Mem
bers received the same telegram, dated 
June 15, 1953, that specifically shows, 
according to my interpretation of it, that 
as of that date the American Farm Bu
reau was opposed to this bill. 

My only purpose in rising was to · see 
that the RECORD was clear. I do not 
agree with the position of the American 
Farm Bureau as stated in this telegram. 
But I certainly do not think that the REc
ORD should show that the American Farm 
Bureau favors this bill when, as of June · 
15, only a few days ago, the telegram 
clearly shows that they are opposed to 
the bill, particularly the exemption from 
15 to 25 acres, from 200 to 400 bushels, 
and raising the minimum national allot
ment from 55 million to 66 million acres, 
saying, "In view of the wheat supply, 
we believe a national allotment above 
60 million economically unsound.'' 

It seems to me that that is the heart 
of the problem. My only purpose is to 
express myself in the RECORD as being 
in favor of the bill and to compliment 
the committee for the very fair way they 
handled a difficult and practical situa
tion that affects the economic life of a 
powerful segment of our country, that 
the position of the American Farm Bu
reau should be clearly stated, the tele .. 
gram being signed by Frank W. Woolley, 
legislative counsel of the ·American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 
. Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I want to say to 
the gentleman that before he came on 
the ftoor a few minutes ago, I made sub
stantially the greater- part of that tele
gram a part of the ·RECORD. The Farm 
Bureau especially is opposed to· the figure 
of 66 million acres. They think a more 
equitable figure would be 60 million acres. 

In all fairness I pointed out that I do 
not follow the Farm Bureau; they do not 
set policy for me. As a matter of fact, 
I have disagreed with them on occasion. 
But in all fairness to them, they realize 
that we have got to start meeting this 
problem sometime, regardless of all the 
fine things you might hear said. I just 
heard a comment that we ought to have 
three times the surplus of wheat that we 
have, for purposes of carryover. That 
-would be wonderful, if we just had some 
place to put it. But right now they are 
putting wheat out on the ground and, if 
·anybody will remember, 2 days ago they 
were arguing here that we ought to give 
it to Pakistan in order to keep it from 
spoiling. So there is a matter of practi-

. cal storage problem involved here, as well 
as just saying that it would be nice to 
have that carryover . in case we suffered 
a drought. 

Of course, the whole matter hinges 
again on the fact that everybody admits 
that they do not have a solution to the 
problem. They hope either a war or a 
drought will bail us out, so that we will 
not have that surplus any more. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr.. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
might state to the gentleman that there 
was no misunderstanding on the part of 
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the members of the committee as to the 
opposition of the Farm Bureau to the 
bill in its present form. Mr. Woolley ap
peared before our committee and testi
fied; and, notwithstanding his testimony, 
the committee reported the bill in its 
present form, feeling that it was for the 
best interests of the country. So that 
I think that my colleague from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL] perhaps may have been mis-. 
understood when someone thought that 
he might have said that the Farm Bu
reau favored the bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. In justice. to the 
American Farm Bureau, and for the in
formation of hundreds .of thousands of 
farmers throughout the country, I 
wanted the record to be clear. I am very 
glad, however, in trying to clarify the 
record, to congratulate the committee, 
because I think they met a very difficult 
problem in a very just and practical 
manner. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, once caught in the ten
tacles of socialism it is very difficult to 
wiggle out; very few instances have we 
ever had in history where once caught 
you got out. I think it must be very ap
parent to everyone that that segment of 
the economy made up by the basic crops 
of this country under support prices are 
caught in a vicious type of socialism with 
a free economy completely destroyed, and 
now we are trying here today to wiggle 
out, at least trying to wiggle, trying to 
make very sure that we do not get out. 

This bill, a very simple one, which 
provides for the extension of that law 
which, of course, becomes necessary if 
we are going to support prices and it 
says that you will guarantee the farmers 
high prices, but if they plant too much 
we will have to step in with Federal Gov
ernment controls-that, of course, is so
cialism; and now we are trying to deter
mine just how stringent the controls 
will be, and we do not want to get the 
controls too stringent, that is, to hold 
the acreage down to 60 million, because 
the farmers with such drastic reductions 
might fail to vote two-thirds to take the 
money, and then the whole support pro
gram would be destroyed. 

Then, too, we are trying to support the 
small ones, which is always a good po
litical move, by increasing the exempted 
acres from 15 to 25. 

The question as to how much wheat 
we shall grow really should be settled 
by what you think it takes in the form of 
reduction to take the Government off the 
hook. The Government is in the barrel, 
so to speak, now for more than half or 
a full year's wheat crop. Theoretically 
if we reduced the acreage next year by 
50 percent we would still have plenty of 
wheat; but, of course, I do not believe in 
being too drastic myself. I think, how
ever, that we might consider that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has pretty good 
judgment about these things and has 
studied all the figures. He says the 
figure in this bill should not be above 
62 million acres, in his opinion. I think 
that is only because he does not feel that 
it is necessary to get the Government off 
the hook in this matter quite so rapidly. 
You will probably find that tne follow-

ing year the acreage will have to be re
duced still more. , 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the ' 
gentleman will yield I would just like to 
ask the gentleman as to whether or not 
he is opposed to the acreage allotment 
and marketing quota program generally 
speaking. It ·is difficult for me to under- . 
stand whether he is opposed to this par
ticular bill because of its form and sub
stance or whether he is opposed to the 
whole program. 

Mr. · KING of Pennsylvania. I shall 
answer. I grew up out in the wheat 
country, most of my relatives still live 
there, and I. followed an agricultural 
economy all my life. I am against the 
whole support program. I feel it will 
wreck the agriculture of this country 
within a period of 10 years and in the 
meantime cost the taxpayers and con
sumers an extremely large amount of 
money which they should not have to 
pay. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
expired. 

(On request of 1\ir. CooLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. KING of Penn
sylvania was given 2 additional 
minutes.) · 

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

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman says he 
is against the entire price support pro
gram, so I assume he is likewise opposed 
to the acreage allotment and marketing 
quota law that we now have. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. As long 
as you are going to have supports, yes. 
I agree that the acreage allotment and 
marketing quota system is necessary. 
That is the other part of the socialistic 
scheme that becomes a necessary evil. 

Mr. COOLEY. According to the gen
tleman's idea, the whole scheme is so
cialistic? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Certainly. 
The gentleman would not say that agri
culture so far as the 5 basic crops are 
concerned are now operating under a 
free economy would he? 

Mr. COOLEY. I certainly do. They 
are operating in a free economy and 
under reasonable laws and regulations 
which themselves have to be approved 
by a two-thirds vote before they can 
have acreage allotments imposed upon 
them. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Is not 
the law of supply and demand one of 
the important features of a free econ
omy? 

Mr. COOLEY. The law of supply and 
demand in our modern day and life is 
a cruel law so far as the American farm
ers are concerned. We learned our les
sons before we had this. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. That is 
one of the socialistic doctrines. 

Mr. COOLEY. Socialistic or not so
cialistic, it has served the farmers of the 
Nation and all of the people of the Na
tion, not only the producers but the 
consumers. Let me ask the gentleman 
another question: How did the gentle
man vote on the Maryland tobacco law? 

Mr. ~G of Pennsylvania. I voted 
against it. 

Mr. COOLEY. In Gommittee and on 
the floor of the HouEe? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. ·. Yes, if I 
voted in committee on it. 

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

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman in 
stating that the Department of Agricul
ture recommended 62 million wants to 

·give a complete statement, I know, and 
say that they did state to the committee ' 
they thought that was too great a reduc
tion.in 1 year, though they had no objec
tion to the figure in the bill; is that not 
the gentleman's recollection? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. That is 
true. He simply said he believed that 
62 million was the acreage that should 
be set but he would yield to the com
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

<On request of Mr. GRoss, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. KING of Penn
sylvania was given 1 additional minute.) 

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

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman says he 
believes in the law of supply and de
mand as a solution ·for the farmers' 
problems. Does the gentleman remem
ber 1932 when the farmers produced an 
abundance and could not sell what they 
produced? Does he remember the num
ber of people who were hungry in 1932 
and yet could not buy the products of 
the farms? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Yes. 
Mr. GROSS. You had both supply 

and demand and the theory did not 
work, did it? · 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. It would 
have worked, but this country did not 
let it work. This country has never let 
the law of supply and demand work in 
the field of agriculture. Our history for 
50 years has been one of overstimulation 
by the Government for the overproduc
tion of more food than we can possibly 
eat. 

Mr. GROSS. That is right only to a 
degree. The law o·f supply and demand 
did not work in 1932 because the medium 
of exchange was in too few hands. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. That 
has kept the farmers in a poor bargain
ing position all along. 

Mr. GROSS. The law of supply and 
demand has seldom worked for the 
farmers. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Let us 
keep the Government out of it and it 
will work, and in a way that will put 
the farmers in a better position than 
this socialistic program will ever put 
them in. 

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

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania~ I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I wonder if the gentle
man can give us any idea what disposi
tion is going to be made of the $3 billion 
worth of foodstuffs that we now have 
on hand? I have listened with interest 
to the gentleman's statement.· We ta~ 
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about the law of supply and demand. We 
have an overproduction, the Governme:nt· 
is buying it and the American people are 
paying for it. What are we going to do 
with it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

<On request of Mr. GAVIN, . and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. K.ING of Penn
sylvania was given 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GAVIN. Has the gentleman any 
idea what disposition is going to be made 
of what we are still accumulating and 
still piling up more of? . I would like to 
have an expression of opinion on that. 
· Mt. KING of Pennsylvania. The .only 

thing we can do with the surplus 1s to 
give it away or ·exercise the right ~f. ~ny 
socialistic government in proh1b1tmg 
production until the law of supply and 
demand is adjusted. Actually, the law 
of supply and demand is inevitab~e. ~o 
government can completely obviate 1t. · 
It can only delay the adjustment that is 
always inevitable. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. · 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I would like to 
point out that this 66 million acres in
stead of the 60 million that the Farm· 
Bureau recommends will probably cost 
somewhere in the neighborhood of a 
half billion dollars additional to price 
support the wheat. · 

Mr. KING of ·Pennsylv~nia. Well, you 
figure out for yourself· what you think 
it would take to make the adjustment 
when we have in Government hands 
more than half a year's crop. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

1 Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like ·to com
mend my colleague, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN] 
for taking this firm stand against the 
Farm Bureau again today~ As I remem
ber the stand he took against section 104 
just a week or so ago was also .in oppo
sition. Of course, I do not believe that 
these actions will jeopardize his support 
by the Farm Bureau back in Minnesota. 

Hearing the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania here brought back memories of 
Republican statements I hea::d in Min
nesota during the campaign. They 
spoke of tearing up the regulations, as 
you know, of setting the farmers fr.ee. 
One farmer was reported as worrymg 
about what he was really going to do 
with all the freedom he would have if 
the Republicans were successful in the 
campaign. He may have an answe; to 
that now. In Minnesota the Republican 
campaign was directed principa:lly 
against two things: One was the foreign 
policy of the Democratic administration 
and the other the farm pro&'ram.. We 
have seen within the last week, 1f we 
have not seen it earlier, that the present 
administration and the Republican Con
gress has adopted and is carrying O? the 
Democratic foreign policy. Republlcans 
in the House gave that foreign pol~cy 
even -stronger support thiS · .year 'than 

they have given It \mder· Democratic ad-
ministrations. · · 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? . . 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield tO the gen· 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Do not forget •. 
whatever you say about the plank for 
revision in taxes-and of course, that 
goes back to three things, foreign policy, 
farm program, and the reduction of 
taxes-you could salve all of your state· 
ments easier then than you can now. 

Mr. McCARTHY. There were strong 
statements made out our way about the 
Republicans were going to give the 
farmers 100 percent of parity in the. 
market place. The Democrats n~ver 
promised 100 percent; they promised. 
90 percent. But, if you will look at the 
parity index of recent years you will find 
that tbe farmers were receiving 100 per· 
cent or better in the market place under 
the Democrats. The Republicans prom
ised 100 percent, and the farmer 1s get
ting about 93 percent. . 

I would like to recount for you some 
of the steps t.he Republicans have taken 
in restating their support of the Demo· 
cratic program which they . denounced 
last fall. The question of 90 percent sup
port for tobacco came up about a mon~h 
ago. The Republicans were not only m 
favor of 90 percent but they wanted to· 
make it retroactive. They were for the 
Democratic. program one step advanced. 
The Secretary of Agriculture has chosen 
to support perishable dairy products ,at 
90 percent of parity. That. was a con
tinuation of the Democratic program, 
a policy which was muc~?- criticized by_ 
the Republicans, and particularly by ~he 
Republican press. Soil conservatiOn 
funds have been voted for annual.con
servation practices. The Republicans 
have found section 22 rather a good 
provision and adequate in many respects 
to meet some of the problems of the 
farmer. They are here today saying 
that acreage allotments are not such a 
bad thing. In addition, I have learned 
recently that the present administration . 
has approved and has begun on a. P~O· 
gram of purchasing about 50 rrullion 
bushels of storage for agricultural co~
modities. You may remember hC!w 1n 
the 1948 campaign that was an Issue, 
and you may remember that even after 
the election some Republicans came back 
and said that all of these commodities 
should be stored in facilities which are 
owned privately. 

I am not as much worried about creep-. 
ing socialism as some :ij.epublicans seem 
to be, but if the farm program is social
ism as the gentleman frol;Il Pennsyl
vania has stated, then I think it i~ clear 
that Republicans are advocating social
ism of some variety, either static, creep
ing or galloping. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on· 
this section close in 5 minutes. 

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

There was no ·objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GAVIN]. 

·Mr. GAVIN. Mr: Chairman; far be it 
from me to pose as a farmer, but these 
various legislative proposals to help the 
farmer have sort of gotten me confused. 
I have listened to these various programs 
that are presented here from 'time to 
time to help the farmer and I am unable 
to determine whether they help him or 
hirider him; We have brought in the· 
Republicans' position on farm policy. 
and you ·talk about Republican foreign 
policy, and now you are talki~g about 
the overall policy of the Republican ad
ministration. I think it is about time 
that we look this whole farm pro-· 
gram over. The minute Secretary of 
Agriculture Benson ·attempts to secure 
any legislation that will give him any 
flexibility to determine what is best for 
the farmer and what is best for the peo
ple as a whole. there is a great hue and · 
cry, "We cannot do th!s a~d we cannot 
do that " and legislatiOn 1s enacted to
hog-tie' him. Why not give hi~ a 
chance? He is a practical realist with 
good sound common sense and I know he 
will do a good job if given the opportu
nity. What I am concerned about is that 
we have $3 billion worth of foodstuffs 
stored in warehouses and bins scattered 
far and wide all over the country. These 
commodities are depreciating and dete
riorating and ultimately somebody will 
have to pay the bill. Who is going to J?aY 
the bill? The American people are gomg 
to pay the bill. Why fool ourselves about 
that. You think you can continue these
programs, over produce, h~ve the Gov .. 
ernment buy up the overproduction and 
not pay the bill. It just does not make 
sense. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
wm · the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I decline to yield to my 
very good and very able friend whom I 
greatly admire as my time is liniited. · 

I remember when I was requested to 
talk to a group several years ago and I 
was called to task for voting against the 
subsidy programs at that time. "You 
are against subsidies." I said, "Yes, I 
am against subsidies, and I will tell you 
why I am against subsidies." This was 
a group of about 175 people. and it was 
back in 1946, shortly after the war. · 

I said, "We spent five or six billion do~
lars in the last couple of years for subsi
dies and we did not pay our bill. We did 
not pay for the subsidy programs as we 
went along. We put them on an already 
overburdened debt, to pay later." I said, 
"I want to tell you gentlemen here who 
have charged me with voting against 
subsidies that during the war you were 
at home, you had good jobs, you w~re 
getting good wages, you were not gomg 
in on the beachhead atAnzio, or S~le~no, 
or Normandy to get your ms1des 
punched out; you weren't getting blasted 
out of the air in an airplane, and ~ou 
weren't being cooped up. in a submarme. 
You had good jobs, you were at work at 
good wages and above all you I:ad secu
rity. But you didn't pay Y<?Ur blll for the 
subsidy. You put the b1ll ~tf to. pay 
Iater"-an accumulation on th1s nat10~al 
·debt which · is now $267 billion. I sa1d, 
"That is why I am ·against subsidies. 
You did not pay for the subsidies as you 
went along. You put it off to pay la~er, 
and let the boys who were over there 
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doing · the -fighting for you come back 
home, take off their coats, and go out, 
find a job and earn the money to pay the 
taxes to pay for your subsidies, the priv
ileges that you enjoyed, while you had 
security here at home and they were over 
there doing the fighting." 

All of these programs are costing us 
money. How long can we continue with 
these programs to accumulate tremen
dous and vast surpluses that remain un
used, and that are disposed of at terrific 
losses to the American taxpayer? It is a 
fallacy. We are only kidding ourselves. 
Do you think a continuation of these 
programs are a help to the American 
farmer and taxpayer? The farmer pays 
his share along with the rest of us. 

You say it is help for the farmer and it 
is help for the consumer, high prices to 
the farmer, low prices to the consumer. 
But :r wonder if anybody ever thinks of 
who is going to pay the bill? The con
sumer does not have any voice here. I 
never hear anybody talk about the peo
ple that pay the bill. Continuation of 
some of these programs will wreck the 
economy of the country, the farmer in
cluded. You priced butter out of the 
market. You have millions of pounds 
you do not know what to do with. The 
American people are anxious to buy it 
if you would put it at a price within rea
son so that they could buy it. Sell to 
the people at a price they can afford to 
pay. Dispose of it rather than have it 
in storage to spoil-take the loss and try 
to work out some programs that make 
sense. 

But continue with your parity pay
ments and your subsidy payments and 
your acreage allotments and all the rest 
of this confusion piled upon confusion 
and you will make plenty of trouble for 
the people of the Nation. I extend my 
deepest sympathy to Secretary of Agri .. 
culture Benson; he has a tough assign
ment. Why not let him alone, give him 
a reasonable chance to carefully analyze 
this situation and these programs and 
see if he cannot develop some program 
that will benefit not alone the farmer 
but the American people, and give him 
an opportunity to put these foodstuffs 
into -the stomaches of hungry people, 
without making the American people pay 
a tax to put these commodities into the 
warehouses and store them up to de
teriorate. rot, and go to waste. 

The whole thing does not make sense 
to me. I know you gentlemen are think
ing yon are being helpful in looking after 
the best interests of your respective dis
tricts; Kansas, wheat; Iowa, corn; Min
nesota, butter, eggs, and cheese; Nebras~ 
ka, wool; California, citrus fruits; Texas, 
Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana, 
cotton; Georgia, peanuts . and cotton; 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Vir
ginia, tobacco. 

It is going to be difficult to work out 
programs that will satisfy all the de
mands of the various States, satisfy the 
farmer, satisfy the consumer, effect 
economies, balance the budget and re
duce the national debt. We have had 
these programs for many years and the 
results have been unsatisfactory and 
confusing. I am of the opinion that 
it is about time we let Secretary Benson 
.see what he can do for the next few years 

without restricting him, and hog-tying 
him to such an extent that he cannot do 
anything but yet is charged with the 
responsibility of developing the agricul
tural interests of the Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. All time has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 3. Section 335 (d) of the Agric~l· 

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by striking out the figure "200" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the figure "400.'' 

Committee amendments: Page 4, line 8, 
strike out "3" and insert "2." 

Page 4, line 10, strike out "figure '200' " and 
insert "words 'two hundred'." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry my good 
friend the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GAVIN] did not have time to yield 
to me, because I wanted to point out 
while he was talking about $3 billion that 
we have in perishable surplus commodi
ties now, this . bill would add about a 
half billion dollars or so IQ.ore to that. 

Mr. Chairman, I propose to offer a 
motion to recommit this bill at the 
proper time with instructions to change 
the figure of the acreage allotment from 
sixty-six million to sixty-two million in 
line with the recommendation of the 
Secretary of · Agriculture. I do that 
knowing we are going to have to have 
some kind of acreage allotment. There 
have been some statements made that I 
was out of sympathy with the program. 
I am not out of sympathy with the pro
gram. I realize it is the best program 
that anybody has come up with yet. But 
I also realize that if we are going to 
support the price of wheat at $2.18% a 
bushel with the taxpayers' money, we 
cannot say to the wheat growers, "Just 
produce as much wheat as you can with
out any restrictions at all." The bill 
now contains the figure 66 million acres, 
and somebody said that is a reduction 
from 78 million acres. That is true but 
I want to try to clear ·up a little more 
confusion. If the present law was al
lowed to stay on the books without this 
amending bill, it would be mandatory 
on the Secretary of Agriculture to re
duce the acreage to about 55 million. 
So what this really is is an extension-a 
permissible extension of the present law 
from 55 million to 66 million. 

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

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. BELCHER. I think the gentle

man is mistaken for this reason, that 55 
million acres is a minimum. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. That is right. 
Mr. BELCHER. The Secretary of 

Agriculture could make an allotment of 
'17 million under the present law. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. If the gentleman 
will permit me to proceed, if the gentle
man thought the Secretary would do 
that and if he was not fearful, and if a 
lot more people were not fearful that the 
Secretary would do that, there would 
not be any need for this bill. What they 
are doing is putting a ceiling on it so 
~hat his arithmetic under the old law will 

not let him go down to the permissible 
minimum, and they are not saying any
thing about the permissible minimum, 
which is 11 J:nillion acres above the per
missible limit at the present time and 
which, if the 11 million acres were 
planted, and they will be, and if they 
have a normal yield, could cost the tax
payers of this country in the neighbor
hood of a billion dollars next year. So 
I am only proposing a cut in the permis
sible minimum of 4 million acres. I 
apologize when I tell you that it will only 
briiig about a saving of $250 million. But 
I think we have got to take steps in that 
direction, and I have no apology for of
fering the motion. 

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

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman real
izes, of course, that during the last 12 
years we have not had acreage allot
ments and marketing quotas. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I realize that just 
as well as the gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY: Therefore we have not 
made adjustments of production which 
probably should have been made; and 
perhaps as a result of that situation we
now have such a tremendous surplus of 
wheat; that to bring the surplus in line 
with consumer demand, the cut on the 
farm would be so drastic that the farm
ers of the Nation pr-obably would resent 
that cut and would repudiate both. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. May I say to the 
gentleman that I am in substantial 
agreement with him; I think what he 
said is exactly right. The difference is 
that I just happened to think that we 
can stand a little more reduction than 
the gentleman feels we can stand. 
- Mr. COOLEY. I am not going to 

argue that :with the gentleman. 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I may be right 

and I may be wrong; the gentleman may 
be right. But I say we have got to take 
steps in tbat direction, and I want to 
take a little more drastic step than the 
gentleman wants to take. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman may be 
right and I may be wrong, but this is the 
considered judgment of the members of 

· our committee. 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I appreciate that. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 4. Public Law 74, 77th Congress (55 

Stat. 203), as amended, is amended as fol
lows: 
. (a) By striking out in the second sentence 
of paragraph (2) the language "50 percent 
of the basic rate of the loan on the com
modity for cooperators for such marketing 
year under section 302 of the act and this 
resolution." and inserting in lieu thereof the 
language "50 percent of the parity price per 
bushel of the commodity, as of August 1 and 
May 1, respectively, of the calendar year in 
which the crop is harvested." 

(b) By striking out in paragraph (7) the 
figure "15" wherever it appears therein and 
inserting in lieu thereof the figure "25." 

. With the following committee amend
ments: 

. Page 4, line 12, strike out "4" and insert 
··a.'' 

Page 4, line 15, ,after "language" _1nser~ 
• 'shall be." • 
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Page 4, line 18, strike .out "'50"-and insert 

"on wheat shall be 45." 
On page 4, line 20, strike out "the com

modity,:• and insert "wh.eat", and strike out 
"August 1 and May 1, respectively," and in
sert "May 1." 

On page 4, line 23, strike out "figure '15'" 
and insert "word 'fifteen'." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 5. Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, the national acreage allotment 
. for the 1954 crop of wheat shall · not be less 
than 66 million acres. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 5, line 1, strike out "5" and insert 
"4." , 

The committee amendmen~ was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer. an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. • 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoPE: Page 5, 

line 1, change section 4 to read: . "Notwith
standing any other provision of law-(a) the 
national acreage allotment for the 1954 crop 
of wheat shall not be less than 66 million 
acres; and (b) the referendum with respect 
to ·the 1954 crop of wheat may be .held as 
late as August 15, 1953." 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this is 
not offered as a committee amendment. 
However, I have discussed the matter 
with some members of the committee, 
particularly those from the wheat-grow
ing sections, and all of them have agreed 
that the amendment should be offered 
and are supporting the amendment. · 

The only thing that this amendment 
does, the only change it makes in the 
bill, is to provide that the referendum, 
when the farmers will vote upon market·
ing quotas, may be held as late as August 
15 instead of not later than July 25. Un
der existing law, the Secretary must call 
for a referendum and set the time for 
the vote not later than July 25. 

Time is short. This legislation · has 
not become a law. It will not become a 
law for a few days. The Secretary can
not give the acreage allotments to the 
States or to the counties until it is known 
what the national acreage allotment will 
be. 

The law further provides that each 
farmer must have his farm .acreage allot
ment before the vote is held on market- · 
'ing quotas. You can see that the time is 
very short within which to make these 
allotments to the States, to the counties, 
and to the farms. 

Furthermore, someone a while ago 
raised the question about an educational 
campaign, which is certainly necessary 
in order to explain the situation to the 
farmers who will vote on the marketing 
quota program. There is very little time 
left to carry out that program. 

In reply to the question asked as to 
whether · there would be an educational 
campaign, I am very glad to say that I 
know the Department is making prepa .. 
rations for such a campaign through the 
Extension Service and other agencies of 
the Government. But it is going to take 
time to do it. So the sole purpose of the 
amendment is to enable tlie ··allotments 

to be made to the farms and an educa
tional plan to · be carried out before the 
vote on marketing quotas takes place. 

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

Mr. HOPE. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to con .. 
cur in the statements that the distin .. 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture is making. It is a tremend
ous task to carry: out the information 
required.so that farmers may have facts 
upon which to base their opinions in a 
referendum, and I think it is highly de
sirable that the Department with a cer .. 
tain number of inen of experience have 
additional time . in order to get their 
statements so the farmers ·may have the 
facts. 

Mr. HOPE. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement, because he is so un
usually well informed on agricultural 
mattm;s I know that he realizes the seri
ous · conditions that confront us if we 
do not adopt this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Kansas [Mr. HOPE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as .follows: 
SEc. 6. Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of this act 

shall become effective with respect to the 
1954 and subsequent crops of wheat. 

With the following committee amend .. 
ments: 

Page 5, line 4, strike out "6" and insert 
"5"; strike out "Sections 1, 2, · 3~ and 4" and 
insert "Sections 1, 2, and 3." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOPE: Page 5, 

line 7 insert : · · 
"SEc. 6. Section 301 of the Agricultural Ad .. 

justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof a new sub
section (d) to read as follows: 

"'(d) In making any determination under 
this act or under the Agricultural Act of 1949 
with respect to the carryover of any agricul
tural commodity, the Secretary shall exclude 
from such determination the stocks of any 
commodity acquired pursuant to, or under 
the authority of, the Strategic and Critical 
Materials Stock Piling Act (60 Stat. 596) '." 

· Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is general in form and gen
eral iil. its application; and, as you have 
noted from the reading, it provides that 
in making any determination with re .. 
spect to the carryover of any agricultural 
commodity the Secretary shall exclude 
from that determination the stocks of 
any commodity which have been ac .. 
quired pursuant to or under the author
ity of the Strategic and Critical Mate .. 
rials Stockpiling Act. 

At the present time this amendment 
would apply to only one commodity, long
staple cotton. In the classification of 
commodities, long-staple cotton is classi
fied as a ·different commodity from 
cotton. 

The situation with respect to long .. 
staple cotton is ·as follows: Under the 
Strategiv and Critical Materials Act, we 
have acquired a . considerale supply of 
long-staple cotton. 1-do not kilow hGW 

much it is; it is a military secret, and 
the figures cannot be divulged; but the 
supply is so large that if it were used in 
determining the total supply of long
staple cotton, the result would be that 
we would have marketing quotas on 
long-staple cotton at all times and the 
supply would further be so large that if 
the formula of the law were applied that 
there could be no quota. In other 
words, in the case of long-staple cotton, 
unless we pass this legislation, then we 
could not produce any long-staple cotton 
without subjecting the same to the pen
alties imposed by law upon growers who 
produce in excess of their marketing 
quotas. Long-staple cotton is produced 
in this country in only one State, Ari
zona. This amendment is a vital matter 
to the producers of long-staple cotton in 
that State. It has been carefully con
sidered by the Committee on Agricul .. 
ture, and I have been instructed to offer 
it as a committee amendment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to my distinguished 
friend from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. This 
amendment involves only long-staple 
cotton, and cotton is not involved in any 
other part of this bill. 

Mr. HOPE. That is correct. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. So that 

when it comes to marketing quotas in 
the original bill without this amendment 
the application is· only to wheat, and 
there is nothing in here that would de .. 
termine any quotas or otherwise for 
cotton. 

Mr·. HOPE. That is true. There is 
nothing in the bill that applies to cotton 
as the term is used in the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act at all. The remainder 
of the bill applies solely to wheat. In 
the case of this particular section it ap .. 
plies solely to long-staple cotton. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HoPEL 

The amendment was· agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con .. 
sideration the bill <H. R. 5451> to amend 
the wheat marketing quota provisions of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, and for other purposes, pur
suant to House Resolution 273, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments ·adopted by the 
committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. -The question is pn 

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. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Spea~er, I 
offer a motion to recomniit~ 
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The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op. 
posed to the bill? · 

Mr:HAYS of Ohio. I am, Mr. Speaker .. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 
The Clerkread as follows: 
Mr. HAYs of Ohio moves to recommit the 

bill to the Committee on Agriculture with 
instructions to report the bill back forth
with with the following amendment: On 
page 5, line 3, strike out "66,000,000" and 
insert "62,000,000." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were
ayes 34, noes ·116. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground a quo
rum is not present and make the point 
of order a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
Mr. AUGUST H. · ANDRESEN. Mr. 

Speaker, a point of order. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will · 

state it. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.

Speaker, the gentleman made his ·point 
of order after the Chair had announced 
that the motion had not prevailed. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is obliged 
to overrule the gentleman. The gentle
man from Ohio raised the point of order 
at the proper time. 

The Chair will count. 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

withdraw my point of order that a quo-
rum is not present. · 

So the motion to recommit was 
rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORRO\V 
· Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
\lnanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock tomorrow. . 

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

There was no objection. 

CO~TTEE ON RULES 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules have until midnight tonight 
to file certain reports. 

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

There was no objection. 

THE NEW SOVIET THREAT IS 
ECONOMIC 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-, 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. JAVITS] is recognized for 
30 minutes. _ 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, there ap
pears to be a new orientation of Russian 
policy in the cold war. This is intended 
to concentrate heavily upon an economic 
and trade war. That this is the new line 
in the Soviet Union's cold war is con
firmed by its own economic buildup, by 
its ruthless integration of the economies 
of the satellite countries with its own 
and by its recent offers of trade, particu
larly to the United Kingdom, Italy; 
France, West Germany, and Japan. 

Under these circumstances the objec
tive of the free world must be to integrate 
itself, first to enable it to resist the at~ 
tractions of Communist bloc trade, and, 
second, to build up its strength econo-m
ically to the maximum for the coming 

· showdown in the economic cold war. Ac
AMEND SECTION 32 OF THE FIRE cordingly, an active policy of economic 

AND CASUALTY ACT 

Mr. SIMPSON of Dlinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the action of the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Presi
dent of the Senate in signing the enrolled 
bill (S. 1839) to amend section 32 of the Fire 
and Casualty Act, so as to provide that an 
agent or solicitor may secure a license to 
solicit accident and health insurance in the 
District of Columbia under that a.ct with
out taking the prescribed examination, if 
he is licensed under the Life Insurance Act, 
be, and the same is hereby, rescinded; and 
that the Secretary of the Senate be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to reenroll 
the bill with the following change, namely:-
In line 1 of the House engrossed amendment 
strike out the words "section 2 of such act,. 
and insert in lieu thereof "section 3 of 
such act." 

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

There was . no objection. 
The Senate -concurrent resolution was 

concurred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. · · 

integration of the free world is vital.· 
This means a renewed effort to facilitate 
trade; to reduce and eliminate barriers 
and obstructions to world trade; to in
crease overseas private investment and 
economic and technical assistance in or
der to develop new sources of wealth, 
particularly in the underdeveloped areas 
and to rehabilitate the plants and equip
ment of the industrialized nations. 
Rather than pulling in our programs for 
international cooperation, this is the mo-· 
ment for expansion. Yet, majority con
gressional opinion appears to be moving 
in exa-ctly the opposite direction; hence 
the reason for this speech, that much 
congressional opinion on this subject 
needs to change in the security interests 
of the United States and of the free 
world. Such a change to a vigorous free 
world · trade and economic-development 
drive should be the basis of the new for-· 
eign policy of the new administration. . 
· Discontent has broken out violently in 
Czechoslovakia over the currency reform 
and the striking out in one blow of work
ers' savings and· signalling a drive to· 
exact harder work from the labor force 
and in East Germany where the Soviet 
Union's relaxation of communization of' 
the economy has only opened the flood
gates to the feelings of the people 
• 

against the c.ommunization which has al
ready taken place. . There are no more 
sensitive areas among the Soviet satel
lites than these two. A strong free world 
trade and economic development drive 
now has a good chance to detach these 
two satellites next. 

The Soviet Union and the Communist 
bloc-are ruthlessly establishing economic 
power which is likely to prove a greater 
threat to the free world than even the 
enormous military strength and appara
tus of subversion · which the Soviet 
Union and its satellites have amassed. 
This economic exploitation of the satel
lites gives us a great opportunity. It 
must be significant to us that the great
est blow which the Communist bloc has 
yet suffered, the defection of Yugoslavia; 
was attributable to the efforts of the 
Soviet ·union to bleed Yugoslavia eco
nomically and that Yugoslavia's over
tures for some form of support from the 
Western world was for economic support. 
The opportunity to detach other satel
lites by eco\ll>mic means which, in the 
final analysis, will mean the end of the 
Soviet . challenge, is therefore very real 
and we cannot afford to overlook it. On 
the other hand, the attraction which the 
Soviet Union can exercise upon free 
powers, especially Western powers like 
France and Italy with huge Communist 
parties already established in those 
countries, will . more and more .depend 
upon its economic power. 

The buildup of the Communist bloc's 
industrial power is really a serious threat 
to the free world. As reported by the 
United Nations Economic Commission 
for Europe in its recent report, we find 
a great increase in Russian industrial 
production-in their case, war poten
tial-as compared with 1940. Their pro
duction of coal is up from 166 million 
tons a year to 301 million tons; steel up 
from 18 million tons to 35 million tons; 
oil from 31 million tons to 47 million 
tons; ·and in electric power they have 
gone up from generating 48 billion kilo
watt-hours a year to generating 117 bil
lion kilowatt-hours a year. According 
to the same source, similar increases are 
also shown in the satellite countries. 
Electric power generated there has 
nearly doubled. There have been major 
increases in the production of steel, coal. 
and crude oil. There has been a vast ex
pansion of the chemical industry and of 
the building industry in Poland, East 
Germany, and Rumania. These are 
figures with serious implications for the 
free world. 

Western Europe is a population block 
about the equal of the Soviet Union and 
it outproduces the Soviet Union about 2 
to 1 in such major industrial items as 
coal, steel, and electric power. There is 
still a great gap between the two, but the 
danger is in the intensity of the Russian 
drive to nalTOW this gap; for example, in 
steelJ)roduction the Western European 
nations have added 12 million tons of 
new steel production to their economy 
since the war and the Russians, having 
added about twice that amount in the 
same period, are planning to double their 
present capacity in the next 10 years. 
· Now, when we look at the trade situ· 
ation· we again have reason to be very 
seriously alarmed. The recent Moscow 
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conference·attracfed· even ·united"' States 
businessmen and the actions ·of the rep .. : 
resentatives of tlie soviet unl.on in the 
recent session of' the ·United Nations 
Economic Commission for Europe in·· 
both cases seeking actively to do business ' 
with the West are certainiy indications; 
of Moscow's trade drive. · In addition, 
we are seein!;· stories in 'the newspapers 
of Comrp.unist· China offering western, 
industrialists, principally those of West-. 
ern Europe, as much as . $2 billion to 
$2,250,000,000 worth of business a year 
in manufactured items. This- is un
doubtedly mostly propaganda but it cer
tainly attracts a 1ot of attention and 
interest. · 

We must recognize that there is very 
great danger in this situation for us' 
because Western Europe as a bloc used 
to do about 39 percent of its total ex
ports and get 28 percent of its ·total 1m
ports before World War II in business 
with what is now the Communist bloc of 
Eastern Europe. ·For example, ·most of 
Western Europe's wheat, co.al, sugar, and 
timber -came from what is now the Com-, 
munist bloc. This trade has now fallen 
to 5 percent of Western Europe's exports · 
and imports as an element of the free · 
world's seeking to defend itself against 
communism. Now it js very much to · 
our interest to see that trade in strategic 
goods is eliminated and the Western
World's dependence upon the Soviet orbit 
is kept at a minimum, but obviously we 
cannot expect that Western Europe will' 
go on at that rate unless ·there is some 
other outlet for its energies and for its 
exports because it must export in order
to live and in order to buy the things it 
needs to feed, clothe, and house its 
peoples. Also, Japan did a vast business 
with what is now Communist China and
is in . urgent need of markets elsewhere 
to replace our direct and indirect Korean 
war expenditures of · close to $1 billion
when they come to an end. 
· The subordination of seven Eastern 

European countries to Soviet power has· 
netted the U. S. S. R. material profits, 
expanded the realm of the Communist.. 
system, and increased. the Kremlin's 
political and military power in the world. 
Conversely, the· controlled countries have 
suffered material losses; have had their 
social structures revolutionized against· 
the majority will, and have lost their· 
sovereignty -in all but name. 

The Kremlin appears to have two· 
broad economic goals in eastern Europe: 
First, to rebuild the satellite economies' 
on the Soviet pattern; and, second, to 
utilize them to the limit for its own stra- · 
tegic and economic purposes. For a tool 
to assist .in accomplishing these goals· 
Moscow created the Council of Economic 
M~tual .Aid--.:cEMA-i~ January 1949. 
This was to be the Communl$t answer to, 
the ·Marsha-ll plan. · ~twas supposedly to 
represent a group of sovereign countries,.. 
namely the U. S. S. R. and its Eastern Eu
ropean assosciates, but equality among: 
the · members was highly improbable 
from the very beginning. In· practice it' 
has been totally dominated by· the Soviet 
Union and its every effort has been di- · 
rected toward making the region serve 
Moscow's political and economic goals. 

XCIX--462 

IIi setting up cEMA the Soviet Uriion
did not intend to match the Marshall 
plan with a program of grants to its 
satellites. Instead, its program has ·been 
the redistribution of resources through 
trade in the interest and for the imme
diate enrichment of the U. s. S. · R . . 
CEMA was the instrument for integrat
ing the satellite countries ~nto the Soviet : 
economy. . 

The result of these activities has been 
to turn the satellites into workshops de- . 
voted· to building up the military poten .. 
tial of the Soviet Union. The U. S. S. R. : 
has been able to make the mechanical 
and chemical industries of East Ger- . 
many, the electrical and machinery in- . 
dustries of Hungary, the coalftelds of 
Poland, the uranium mines of Czecho
slovakia, a.nd the iron and steel indus
tries c;>f the latter two countries its pri
~ate preserve. Looking at steel, which . 
is a good index of the preparedness of 
countries, satellite production of 11 mil
lion metric tons in 1952 added no less 
than one-third to the Soviet domestic 
steel output-35 million metric tons at 
most. 

The second function of CEMA has 
been the preparation of a Soviet bloc 
exchange program of ever-increasing.· 
magnitude. An article in Kommunist
formerly Bolshevik-No. 5, 1953, shows 
the revolution that has taken place in 
the trade of the area. 'According to its· 
figures, prewar exchanges between the . 
countries now composing the Soviet bloc 
accounted for only 12 percent of their · 
total trade. Today, an average of 83 
percent of 'their total trade is confined 
to the .Soviet bloc. 

programs, whose only 'criteria is making 
the maximum contribution to the eco
nomic strength of the U.S.S.R. 
· In forcing its plans on its satellites, the 

Kremlin lays down its own division of : 
labor. In this the Soviet aim is political · 
as well as economic: Moscow wants the · 
satellites to be dependent on the U. S. 
S. R. and is cleverly exploiting and in
tensifying rivalries between them. It 
prefers bilateral trade agreements with 
them instead of a tight network of multi
lateral economic relations, since dissatis- 
faction with Soviet orders are· easier to · 
deal with on an individual country basis 
rather than with all satellites combined. 

Czechoslovakia offers a good example 
of the process of forced division of labor. 
Moscow wanted concentration of heavy 
industry in Czechoslovakia, but with em
phasis on semifinished products, such as . 
steel plates for tanks or parts of big ma
chines. Before the Communist coup the 
Czechs had hoped to take· over Ger
many's role. as a producer of manufac .. · 
tured goods, particularly before the Ger
mans would have time to recover from 
the setback during and after ·the war. 
The Czechs were ordered to send their' 
semifinished goods instead to the U. s. 
S. R. to be finally processed. To make 
certain that the Czechs fell into line· 
with such a plan, the Soviets simply re .. · 
moved existing plants from the country:. 
In 1951, for instance, they dismantled . 
the machinery for the production of 
quality steel in the Diadur plant at. 
Kladno · and sent it to the U. S. S. R. · 
The Kremlin was very shrewd in manip- · 
ulating this transfer. It suddenly 
stopped supplying the Diadur works with· 

Percent of Soviet ' bloc trade to total trade cobalt and wolfram; the result was a · 
· turnover work stoppage, and in the end the trans .. 

1937 1948 1949 

Albania._------ 5 38 100 
Bulgaria ________ 12 78 82 
Czechoslovakia. 11 32 45 Hungary _______ 12 34 46 
Poland~-------- 7 41 43 
Rumania _______ 18 71 82 

1950 1951 

--
100 100 
89 92 
55 60 
61 ·67 
59 58 
83 80 

1952 

--
fer of the whole industry. In Pilsen val· 
uable machine tools for armament pro .. 
duction were simply era ted-up- and sent. 
to_ the U. S. S. R. 

As to the production of glassware, ce-_ 
ramics, leather, and leather products,. 
for which· Czechoslovakia was famous 

S& before the war, the Kremlin decided that 
these should now be produced by Poland. 

100 
8~ 
71 
71 
67 

Percentage from Kommunist, No. 5, March 1953. . It insisted that Czechoslovakia furnish 
The principal thing to remember is · Poland with the necessary machines to 

tthat the program in which the satellites produce these products. 
are participating is Soviet-imposed, and . The predominance of Soviet interest 
as such, has ignored national aspirations. over the national interests of its sa tel-. 
Thus while backward countries in the lites is even more evident in the field or 
sphere may benefit by a certain amount foreign trade . . Because of its political 
of rational industrialization, more ad.. domination of the area, the u. s. s. R. 
vanced ones are suffering by becoming has been in a position to dictate the 
unwilling contributors to. this develop- terms of trade not only of its own trade 
menton the terms dictated by the U.S. s. R. and by being forced to shape their- agreements with each satellite country 
economies to accomplish a goal which is but also largely of those of the satellites 
not in their self-interest. Similarly,. With each other. 
while a goal of greater industrial output· Soviet bargaining superiority is bru .. · 
might be attractive to a given country,. tally asserted in its trade negotiations. 
it might not on its own choose to penalize with its satellites. The U. S. S. R. de
and pinch its population, even tempo- mands the best quality at prices below 
rarily, in the way that the U.S.S.R. has those in the world markets, at times 
insisted be done. Furthermore, it might even below cost. The goods furnished 
be inclined to view its economic viability· by the U.S.S.R. in return are frequently· 
in terms of a broader market than the: of a type unwanted by the importing. 
Soviet empire. · country, of poor quality, highly priced, 
· The fact is that the eastern European and late in delivery. Frequently, goods. 
countries were given no choice. East' supplied by eastern European countries· 
European postwar economic planning· is. to the U. S. S. R. at low prices are re
charaeterized by the total subordination· exported by the latter at a handsome 
of national interests to Soviet-sponsored· profit to countries outside the Soviet 
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bloc-sometimes in competition with 
the originating country. 

The economies of the satellites and 
the U. S. S. R. are largely noncomple
mentary. Prior to the war their exports 
and their import requirements were 
similar. Because of wartime disloca
tions and the expansion of its industrial 
and military potential, the u. s. s. R. has 
been able to absorb some of the tradi
tional satellite export commodities which 
it formerly exported itself. It has not, 
however; been able to meet the need of 
its orbit for certain raw materials or, 
most important, for industrial and man
ufactured products, particularly capital 
equipment. Instead, it ·has compelled 
the satellites to export goods, often to the 
ih.jury of their domestic economies, since 
Soviet demands frequently are for com
modities needed domestically-and So
viet needs take precedence over those of 
the satellites. This has been true not 
only with respect to raw materials and 
industrial products, but also in the case 
of consumers' goods, of which large 
quantities are shipped to the U.S. S. R. 
regardless of their short supply domes
tically. 

The industrialization plans of the East 
European nations have given prominence 
to heavy industry, power stations, steel 
mills, and armament industries. With 
the exception of some minor Soviet loans, 
industrialization has to be financed en
tirely from internal resources by allo
cating an excessively high proportion of 
national income to investment. This 
means that the production of consumers' 
items has had to be held to a minimum. 
All energie&-national resources as well 
as labor-are harnessed to the output of 
those items needed to increase the in
dustrial and military potential of the So
viet empire. The program has spelled 
austerity and sacrifices for the popula
tions. 

The forced reorientation of economic 
relations and the complete subservience 
to the U.S.S.R. has constituted a severe 
burden to the countries within the So
viet sphere. For political reasons they 
have been denied access to economic aid 
such as the European recovery pro
gram; the major part of their export
able surpluses and of many commodi
ties needed domestically by the satel
lites have been absorbed by the U. S. s. R. 
The resulting curtailment of imports 
from the non-Soviet areas and the in
ability or unwillingness of the U.S.S.R. 
to supply its satellites with needed raw 
materials and .industrial items all have 
made recovery possible only at great 
sacrifice and by lowering the standard 
of living of the peoples of Eastern Eu
rope. 

As I see it, this · leads to two con
clusions. First, we must address our
selves without delay to meeting this 
Communist economic challenge. 

Second. Our principal weapon must be 
the economic integration of the Western 
World, heretofore heavily dependent 
upon trade with what is now the Com
munist bloc and under 'the necessity of 
reorienting its trade and economic pat
terns so that the Western World-the 
free world-can be a reasonably self
contained unit. We must recognize that 

we -are not operating in a vacuum and· 
that we cannot just try to integrate our 
economies as it might suit our conven
iimce. We must recognize that we are 
engaged in active and deadly competi
tion with the Communist economic sys
tem. There is a time limit upon how 
long we can take to integrate the free 
world and to orient it economically away 
from countries now in the Communist 
bloc with which it used to do business. 

Unless we are pessimistic enough to 
believe that the struggle between the 
free world and the slave Communist 
world will be determined by war and 
atomic weapons, we must conclude that 
this struggle will be determined by the 
success of the respective systems, espe
cially their economic success". We have 
the productive power and the technical 
skills; we have the markets; we have 
the training and the opportunity; and 
we can integrate our economic system to 
infinitely greater effect than can the 
Communist bloc. 

Stalin said in October 1952 in his last 
public pronouncement that the Western 
Allies, he thought, would war not with 
the Soviet Union but among themselves 
and that they would fall out over eco
nomic matters, and these dicta tors have 
a way of speaking their plans so openly 
that they are considered to be the great
est secret because we do not believe theni 
when they say it. This is what he said: 

Consequently, the struggle of the capital-
1st countries for markets and their desire to 
crush their competitors proved in practice 
to be stronger than the contradictions be
tween the capitalist camp and the Socialist 
camp. • • • But it follows from this that 
the inevitability of wars between capitalist 
~ountries remains in force. 

The purpose of this address is to alert 
my colleagues in the Congress to what 
may prove to be the greatest of all the 
Russian dangers-the buildup of Soviet 
economic power and the Soviet trade 
drive, a threat as great as the false prop
aganda, the subversion, the infiltration 
of spies, agitators, and saboteurs, and 
the powerful Communist military organ
ization which seems to be designed 
for aggression and which has already 
launched aggression. So that we all 
recognize that while our present eco
nomic superiority over the Communist 
bloc is overwhelming, the thing to do is 
to take advantage of it now. We should 
be reducing, not increasing, as some 
would have us do in extending the Re
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act, barriers 
to trade all over the world. We should 
be increasing materially overseas private 
investment for development purposes 
and the utilization of international 
financing agencies like the International 
Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund. We should be working hard for 
regional integration signaled in Europe 
by the marked success of the European 
coal and steel community under the 
Schuman plan. We should be endeavor
ing to effectuate the same objectives by 
regional organization in other areas of 
the world. We should be expanding, not 
contracting, overseas technical assist
ance and economic development efforts. 

That is why I say the new Soviet threat 
i~ economic and urge that we act to meet 
it vigorously and firmly. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. f?peaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman knows 

that Soviet Russia and even Communist 
China and Manchuria as well as Poland 
and nearly all of the satellite countries 
are exporting commodities into this 

·country today and have been to the 
tune of millions of dollars. 
: Mr. JAVITS. Of course, what we are 
taking from the Soviet Union and its 
satellites in this country is only what we 
feel we get of advantage in this trade 
picture. That is, we are taking bristles 
and similar products which we feel we 
get to advantage. Certainly we are not 
trading with the Soviet Union and the 
Communist satellites to their advantage. 

Mr. GROSS. But we are dealing with 
China and Manchuria, while fighting a 
war with them. We are permitting 
them, as well as Soviet Russia, to import 
products into this country. Is that not 
true and it certainly is to their advan-
tage? · · 

Mr. JA VITS. We are permitting them 
to do so only when it suits us. We ·think 
we are fighting the war even better when 
we take those products from them. That 
is the reasoning of our State Depart
ment. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlemen yield for another question? 

Mr. JAVITS. Certaii_1ly. 
Mr. GROSS. Is Russian caviar neces-

sary to our conduct of the war? · 
· Mr. JAVITS. I certainly do not think 

so. And I understand that the caviar 
comes from Iran. 

Mr. GROSS. I can furnish the gen
tleman reports from the Department of 
Commerce showing the Russians are 
shipping us caviar for which they are 
obviously paid in American dollars. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the gentleman will 
show me t~ose figures, I should be glad. 

Mr. GROSS. .I shall be delighted to. 
Mr. JAVITS. I would say to the gen

tleman that I would thoroughly agree 
that we certainly should not help the 
Russian economy with any dollar in
come for caviar. As a matter of fact, 
the whole purpose of my speech here 
today is to indicate that if we want to 
take trade away from the whole Com
munist bloc and concentrate it in the 
free world we have got to integrate the 
free world, including ourselves, so that 
we are able to do it. 
. I thinlc it is very important that those 

of us who express most aiarm about any 
trade with the Communist bloc, by our
selves and other nations, recognize that 
we have got to have other channels of 
trade and that therefore it is a liberal, 
rather than an illiberal, policy on mat
ters like the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act, which is vital to the policy of 
this country. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
· Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. J A VITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. The 
gentleman has just given a very excel
lent analysis of the situation so far as the 
Soviet Union is concerned,. and very well 
pointed out the buildup ·of the economic: 
strength of the Soviet Union. As the 

/ 
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gentleman always does on matters of 
that kind, he did an excellent job, and I 
wish to compliment him. 

I wish to ask the gentleman this ques· 
tion: With the progression of the forces 
and the efforts of the Soviet Union, as 
the gentleman has so well pointed out, 
what does he foresee as to the ultimate 
outcome between this Soviet Communist 
world buildup as it is and the western 
non-Communist world built up as it is, 
or as we are, and supposing that we take 
the steps the gentleman recommends. 
What does the gentleman foresee as to 
the ultimate outcome between these two 
camps, economically and also militarily? 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the. gentleman 
for his kind words about this analysis 
which is to the credit of work done up in 
the Foreign Affairs Committee far more 
than it is to me. 

It seems to me that we are at the fork 
in the road. If we assume that the only 
defense we have against communism is 
military then we dedicate ourselves to 
an ultimate military conflict. It is an 
ax1om that an arms race leads to war. 
I do not think this axiom is invalid in 
this case if we dedicate ·ourselves solely 
to the arms race. I hope very much we 

show they have a mind to do in East 
Germany. The gentleman recognizes, 
because he is so skilled· in these matters, 
as do I, that with the tremendous power 
of modern armament a relatively. small 
armJ< and a secret police organization 
can suppress millions. Yet we know, and 
we thirik we see it in Yugoslavia, that 
even if deliverance comes through the 
auspices of a Tito-and I have always 
urged that we be watchful and go very 
gradually there-this is yet a founda
tion, that the minute the door is open 
we are in sight of the ultimate goal of 
freedom if the people bestir themselves. 
In some cases it may happen through 
Titos; in other cases, I think, it will 
happen by the people themselves being 
aroused. I feel very deeply that the hold 
of the Soviet Union upon its satellites is 
shaky and weak; that it will not take too 
much to make a change. The fact that 
there are few regimes in the satellite 
countries which are as strong as Tito's 
and yet a change was made there, should 
be instructive to us. I feel we can do 
even better and get even more effective 
results with some of these other satel-
lites. · · ------

will not and I do not believe we will. I EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
believe the whole feeling of our people By unanimous consent, permission to 
and of the people of the free world is extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
against it: RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 

The question is then, How quickly can was granted to: 
we make the turn from the major em- Mr. HosMER in three instances and to 
phasis on our military operations, which include extraneous matter. 
are simply a shield, to r~}easing our eco.. Mr. MUMMA and to include extraneous 
nomic and trade offensive and our effort matter. · 
to improve the standards of living in tile Mr. BRAY. 
underdeveloped areas of the free world, Mr. O'NEILL. 
using our tremendous industrial power Mr. FoRRESTER (at the request of Mr. 
and that which we lead and which is so LANDRUM) and include an editorial from 
overwhelmingly superior to the whole the Columbus Ledger-Inquirer. 
Communist bloc? Mr. DoRN of south Carolina and in· 
. If we make that turn we will be able elude an editorial which appeared this 

more and more to wean the Russian sat· morning in the New York Tribune and 
ellites away from them by the magnetic the Washington-Times-Herald about 
attraction of economics. We will be able foreign aid. 
to wean away every satellite, including Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. 
Communist China, if we pursue this eco· Mr. GRoss and to include extraneous 
nomic cold war in the magnitude of matter. 
which we are capable. When we have Mr. MACHROWICZ and to include ex-
weaned away the satellites from the So· traneous matter. 
viet Union, and the Soviet Union. stands Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts in two 
alone, I do not think any of us much instances, in one to include a release 
cares what kind of government the Rus- . from the Veterans' Administration and 
sian people wish to impose upon them· in the other an article from the Boston 
selves. If they do wish to carry the yoke Post. 
of communism, as the gentleman has so Mr. FINO and to include extraneous 
well described it heretofore, then they matter. 
will carry it. If they do not they will Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN and to l.nclude an 
shake it off. But if we wean away the editorial. 
satellites, the world will be free of this Mr. BURDICK in two instances. 
overhanging menace which has de· Mr. BENDER in five instances, in each 
pressed the whole world and all its peo. to include extraneous matter. 
ple and has been keeping them in COn• Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana (at there. 
stant fear of war. quest of Mr. MAGNUSON) in two instances, 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. In in each to include extraneous matter. 
.weaning away the satellites, does the Mr. MULTER and to include extrane-
gentleman have in mind weaning them ous matter. 
away through their present or similar · Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin in three in
dictators, say, ala Tito, or does the gen· stances and to include extraneous ma· 
tleman have in mind the possibility of terial. 
the people of those various satellite Mr. DAVIS -of Tennessee and to include 
countries regaining their independence? extraneous material. 

Mr. JAVITS. I would certainly hope Mr. WALTER and to insert a letter from 
that the people of those countries ·would the Brooklyn Tablet. 
regain their independence and rise Mr. ALLEN of California and to include 
against their masters as they seem to-· extraneous matter. 

Mr. HALE <at the request of Mr. Me· 
INTIRE) and to include an address de· 
livered by the senior Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. GAVIN. 
Mr. SAYLOR <at the request of Mr. 

D'EWART). 
Mr. FuLTON and to include an item 

appearing in the Pittsburgh Legal Jour· 
nal. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extrane· 
ous matter. 

Mr. PRICE and Mr. DODD. 
Mr. FRIEDEL (at the request of Mr. 

METCALF) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. GWINN and to include a speech 
by Dr. Keesecker. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 2313. An act to continue the effec
tiveness of the act of March 27, 1942, as ex
tended, relating to the inspection and audit 
of plants, books, and records of defense con
tractors, for the duration of the national 
emergency proclaimed December 16, 1950, and 
6 months thereafter; 

H. R. 2557. An act to amend the act of 
January 12, 1951, as amended, to continue 
in e:II'ect the provisions of title II of the First 
War Powers Act, 1941; and 

H. R. 4126~ An act to continue the effec
tiveness of the act of December 2, 1942, as 
amended, and the act of July 28, 1945, relat
ing to war-risk hazard and detention bene
fits, until ~July I, 1954. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr . 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. · 
. The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 5 o'clock and 47 minutes p. m.) the 
House, under its previous order, ad
journed until tomorrow, Friday, June 26, 
1953, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule ' XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

800. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1953 and prior years in the amount of 
$131 ,490.13 for the District of Columbia 
(H. Doc. No. 194); to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

801. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1954 in the amount of $322,000 for the 
Department of the Interior (H. Doc. No. 195); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

802. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1954 in the amount of $100,000 for· the 
Treasury Department (H. Doc. No. 196); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 
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803. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 
1954 in the amount of $250,000 for the Com
mission on Government Organization and 
Operations provided in S. 106, a bill now 
pending before t:he Congress (H. Doc. No. 
197) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. . 

804. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 

. supplemental appropriation for the fisca~ 
year 1954 · in the amount of $900,000 for the 
Department of Labor (H. Doc. No. 198); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed. · · 

805. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a pro
posed supplemental appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1954 in . the amount of $500,000 
for the Commission on Foreign Economic 
Policy (H. Doc. No. 199); to tl;le Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

806. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of legislation 
entitled "A bill to amend the International 
Wheat Agreement Act of 1949"; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

807. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Agriculture, transmitting a draft. of legisla
tion entitled "A bill to ·amend the Housing 
Act of 1949, as amended"; to the Committee 
on Banking and CUrrency. 

· 808. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a pro
posed supplemental ·appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1954 in the amount of $1 million 
for funds appropriation to the President (H. 
Doc. No. 200; to the committee on Appro
priations and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
.PUBLIC 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. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H . R. 2977. A bill to further amend the act 
of July 3, 1943, entitled "An act to provide 
for the settlement of claims for damage to 
or loss or destruction of property or per
sonal injury or death caused by :rp.ilitary 
personnel or civilian employees, or other
wise incident to activities, of the War De
partment or of the Army" by removing cer
tain limitations on the nature of personal 
injury and death claims; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 658). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER: Committee on the 
Judiciary. S. 252. An act to permit all civil 
actions against the United States for re
covery of taxes erroneously or illegally as
sessed or collected to be brought in the 
district courts with right of trial by jury; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 659). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. JONAS of lllinois: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 3191. A bill conferring 
jurisdiction on the United States District 
Court for the Northern District of Califor
nia to hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon certain claims of the State of Cali
fornia; without amendment (Rept. No. 660). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. H. R. 3685. A 
bill to amend the Servicemen's Readjust
ment Act of 1944, as amended, so as to au
thorize the Administrator of Veterans' Af
fairs to furnish space and facilities, if avail
able, to State veteran agencies; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 661). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. · · 

· Mr. CRUMPACKER: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H. R. 4401. A bill to amend title 
28, United States Code, so a.s to permit cer
tain suits for the recovery of taxes to be 
brought in the district of the taxpayer's resi
dence; with amendment (Rept. No. 662). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. H. R. 5314. A 
bill to extend the coverage of the Service
men's Indemnity Act to members of theRe
serve Officers' Training Corps when ordered 
to a<>tive training duty for periods in excess 
of 14 days; without amendment (Rept. No. 
663) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. ·H. R. 5705. A 
bill to amend the existing law to provide for 
the automatic renewal of expiring 5-year
level-premium-term policies of United States 
Government and national service life insur
ance; without -amendment (Rept. No. 664). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. SHORT: Committee of conference. 
S. 1550. An act to authorize the President 
to prescribe the occasions upon which the 
uniform of any of the Armed Forces may be 
worn by persons honorably discharged there
from (Rept. No. 665). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. H. R. 5773. A bill 
to provide for the refund, under certain 
conditions, of money paid as premiums on 
United States Government life insurance or 
national service life insurance which is can
celed for fraud; with amendment (Rept. No. 
666). Referred to the Committee of the 

· Whole House on the State of the Union. 
Mr. WITHROW: Committee on Post Office 

and Civil Service. S. 971. An act to au
thorize films, and related material, for edu
cational use to be transmitted through the 
mails at the rate provided for books; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 668). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 2750. A bill for the relief of the city 
and county of Denver, Colo.; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 671). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. BENTLEY: Committee on Foreign Af· 
fairs. H. R. 4302. A bill to revive and re
enact the act entitled "An act authorizing 
the State of Michigan, acting through the 
International Bridge Authority of Michigan, 
to construct, _maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge or series of bridges, causeways, and 
approaches thereto, across the St. Marys 
River, from a point ·in or near the city of 
Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., to a point in the 
Province of Ontario, Canada," approved De
cember 16, 1940; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 672). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. RICHARDS: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. H. R. 4167. A bill to create a Com
mission to be known as the Corregidor Ba
taan Memorial Commission; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 673). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 304. Resolution 
for consideration of H. R. 5667. A bill to 
amend the National Housing Act and other 
laws relating to housing; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 674). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of ·rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 

for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BURDICK: . Committee on the Judi
ciary. s. 152._ An act for the relief of Fred 
P. Hines; without amendment (Rept. No. 
654). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi
ciary. House Resolution 284. Resolution 
providing for sending to the United States 
Court of Claims the bill (H. R. 5683) for the 
relief of Willard L. Gleeson; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 655). Referred to the Com
_mittee of the Whole House. , 

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 4175. A bill for the relief of 
Charles R. Logan; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 656). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. . 

Mr. LANE : Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 5210. A bill for' the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, and others; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 657). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. · · 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 4919. A b111 for the relief of Ralph 
S. Pearman, and others; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 667). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 975. A bill for the relief of Dr. Dudley 
A. Reekie; without amendment (Rept. No. 
669). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R.1329. A bill for the relief of 
Arthur Oppenheimer, · Jr., and 'Mrs. Jane Op
penheimer; with amendment (Rept. No. 670). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
H. R. 5935. A bill authorizing a preliminary 

examination and survey to prevent the in
trusion of salt water into Lake Tarpon, Fla.; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. D'EWART: 
H. R. 5936. A bill to amend the Railroad· 

Retirement Act of 1937 to provide annuities 
~r certain dependent sisters of unmarried 
retired railroad workers; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Fo~eign Commerce. 

By Mr. McDONOUGH: 
H. R. 5937. A bill permitting the State and 

local taxation of certain tangible personal 
property title to which is in the United 
States; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee: 
H. R. 5938. A bill authorizing a preliminary 

examination and survey to prevent the in
trusion of salt water into Lake Tarpon, Fla.; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. TEAGUE: 
H. R. 5939. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1947; to tha 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: 
H. R. 5940. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of a licensing system to facilitate 
the control of the manufacture, distribution, 
and sale of armored apparel in interstate 
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KING of California: 
H. R . 5941. A bill to outlaw the Communist 

Party and similar subversive organizations; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PILLION: 
H. R. 5942. A bill to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act so as to eliminate the re
quirement that annuities and pensions be 
.reduced in certain cases where the individual 
entitled thereto is also entitled to social 
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security benefits; to the Committee on In· 
terstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. REED of Dlinois: 
H. J. Res. 285. Joint · resolution extending 

the effectiveness of certain statutory provi
sions from July 1, 1953, to August 1, 1953; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of California, :memorial
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to effect the removal of mural 
paintings from the lobby of the Rincon An
nex Post Office, San Francisco; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Illinois, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
relative to respectfully urging prompt and 
favorable consideration of H. :a. 116 intro
duced by Representative Church; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H. R. 5943. A bill for the relief of Alberto 

Dal Bello and Mrs. Dina Bristot Dal Bello; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H. R. 5944. A bill for the relief of Alberto 

Ugo Landry; to the committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHENOWETH: 
H. R. 5945. A bill conferring jurisdiction 

upon the United States District Court for 
the District of Colorado to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
J. Don Alexander against the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FALLON: 
H. R. 5946. A bill for the relief of Pana

giotes Roumeliotis; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAILLIARD: 
H. R. 5947. A bill for the relief of Lewis 

G. Carpenter, Jr.; to the Committee on 
the Juaiciary. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H. R. 5948. A bill for the relief of Rogers 

Kennedy, Mrs. Mary Sussock Kennedy, Jac
ollyn Fenny Maria Kennedy, and Beverly 
Gillian Kennedy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NELSON: 
H. R. 5949. A bill for the relief of Cou 

Lung Ng; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. RAY: . 

H. R. 5950. A bill for the relief of Gattas 
E. Maloof; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. YORTY: 
H. R. 5951. A b111 for the relief of Eveline 

Brigitte Bartl (Eveline B. Hermann); to the 
Committee on the Jud~ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

tlnuance of. the excess-profits tax, in order 
to avert the repetition of a depression on an 
immensely augmented scale; to the Commit
tee on W~ys and ~~ans. 
, 366. Also, petition of Frank N. Quarles and 
others, St. Petersburg, Fla., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, social
security legislation, known as the Townsend 
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

367. Also, petition of William Tompkins 
and others, Clearwater, Fla., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2446' and H. R. 2447, social
security legislation, known as the Townsend 
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

II ..... •• 
SENATE 

FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1953 

<Legislative day of Monday, June 8, 1953) 

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

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

Our Father God, in the abundance of 
Thy mercy another day is added to the 
record of the lengthening years: For the 
morrow and its needs, we do not pray; 
for the day which now bathes us in its 
returning light, give us courage, give us 
wisdom, and set Thou a. seal upon our 
lips lest any words of ours shall need
lessly hurt or discourage some pilgrim 
by our side. As lovers and servants of 
this dear land of freedom, make us wor
thy of the past and equal to the present. 

We come in the sorrow of a poignant 
sense of loss as we remember with ad
miration and gratitude the honored 
Member of this body whose useful, earth
ly life has so suddenly ended. We thank 
Thee that his gentleness made him great 
and that his sanctified wisdom and pure 
humanity made his radiant personality 
as a candle of the Lord. In this Cham
ber where he served with such distinc
tion and integrity we remember this hour 
the unstinted service he rendered to his 
State and to his Nation, and all the 
adornment he brought to the noble pro
fession of the law, to his church, and in 
extending the mighty influence and min
istry of his alms, mater. We remember 
with joy that for him party loyalty was 
ever but an altar of consecration in the 
greater temple of his undefiled patriot
ism as, at home and abroad, he served 
his Nation with patient courage, gentle 
courtesy, and constant devotion to every 
trust committed to his hands. Vouch
safe · unto his stricken loved ones Thy 
tenderest mercies and the consolations 
of Thy sustaining grace, as they face 
this devastating loss in the loving family 
circle. 

364. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
National Federation of Settlements and 
Neighborhood Centers, New York, N.Y., urg
ing a thorough study of facts in any situa
tion endangering the principle of freedom · 
of speech and freedom of assembly; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

In this hour of national and personal 
loss, through our tears we thank Thee 
that such have been, though they are 
here no more. We rejoice in the assur
ance of our .faith that death is but the 
portal to another room in the Father's 
many-mansioned house. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request on Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
June 25, 1953, was dispensed with. 

365. Also, petition of Cleveland Typograph
ical Union, Cleveland, · Ohio; requesting con• 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
·for the quorum call be rescinded, and 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1954 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 4828> making appro
priations for the Department of the In
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I ob
ject to the language beginning in line 15 
on pag~ 26, and extending through line 
24, on the ground that it is subject to a 
point of order, being legislation on an 
appropriation bill. The language reads 
as follows: 

The Secretary of the Interior shall review 
all existing concession leases and contracts, 
and hereafter all new concession leases and 
contracts and all renewals of such leases anct 
contracts shall be reviewed by the Secretary 
of the Interior and shall be entered into with 
qualified persons on the basis of competitive 
bids: Provided, That hereafter all awards of 
concession leases and contracts shall be re
ported by the Secretary of the Interior to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives for transmission 
to the appropriate committees. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This 
provision, of course, is legislation on an 

·appropriation bill. Is the Senator mak
ing a point of order? 

Mr. BARRETT. I make the point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
point of order is sustained. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, pur
suant to directions from the committee 
with respect to this amendment, I gave 
notice of an intention, in case a point of 
order should be made, to move to suspend 
the rule with ::-eference to this amend
ment. I now move that paragraph 4 of 
rule XVI be suspended, in order that the 
amendment may be considered. 
· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

motion to suspend the rule is in order. 
The question is on agreeing to the mo

tion of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
CoRDON] to suspend paragraph 4 of rule 
XVI in order that the committee amend
ment on page 26, after line 14, may be 
considered. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I am 
opposed to this language. A few years 
ago the Public Lands Committee in the 
House, of which I was then a member, 
held extensive hearings on this matter. 
.During the course of the hearings it be
came ev1i.J.ent that the best interests of 
the people required that concessionaires 
in our national parks be given more se
curity of tenure rather than less. · 
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