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opposed to the Federal Government's taking 
over a responsibility that is delegated to the 
State and local governments by the Con
stitution, but since the local governments 
have been so lax in appropriating adequate 
funds, the idea of Federal aid appears rea
sonable on the surface. The question that 
is the most crucial is not the one of efficiency 
of Federal versus local government in the 
allocation of funds, since this country must 
build up its educational system at any cost. 
The danger in Federal aid to education lies 
in the answer to the question, "Does Fed
eral aid mean Federal control?" Unfortu
nately, the answer to this question appears 
to be "Yes." · 

In 1958 the Congress of this country 
passed the National Defense Education .Act. 
This was an emergency act designed to build 
up our educational ssytem in this country. 
This act has been an outstanding example 
of what Federal aid to education can lead to. 
I was directly involved in two guidance and 
counseling institutes (one as director) sup
ported under title V of this act and my ex
periences provide some facts which offer 
evidence to answer the crucial question to 
Federal aid and control. The following in
cidents should help point out the conse
quences that can result from Federal aid 
to education. 

(a) Lowering of academic standards: In 
our institute last year the standards for ad
mission of students were lowered as a result 
of pressure -from the Federal Government. 
We could not find as many qualified students 
who were free to attenC: the institute as we 
had agreed to t:r:ain in our contract with the 
U.S. Office of Education. The result was the 
acceptance of many persons into the area 
of guidance who were of questionable ability. 
This created many administrative. and in
structional problems within the institute 
leading to less adequate training -for the 
qualified students. 

(b) Stagnation of curriculum and admin
istration: The rigidity of the Federal Gov
ernment policies would not allow us the 
freedom to make changes in the curriculum 
and administration in order to improve the 
quality of the institute. Since the plan of 
operation for our second institute had to be 
submitted before the completion of our. first 
institute, recommendations for change as a. 
result of our experience were not included in 
our plan of operation. The U.S. Office of 
Education refused to permit changes in the 
plan of operation even though the change~;! 
did not affect the cost of the institute as 
specified in the contract. Thus, the Fed
eral Government dictated curriculum and 
administration of the institute as well as 
financial arrangements. 

(c) Interference in administration of col
lege: The policies o! the Federal Govern
ment interfered with freedom of the col
lege to appoint personnel to the staff of the 
institute which were in the best interests 
of the tot·al operation of the college. I was 
appointed to direct the institute in order 
to permit last year's director adequate time 
to perform his duties as director of the Child 
Study Center, a special operation of the col
lege for many years. This person was 
appointed as acting director when the con
tract was signed, but it was never the col
lege's intention that he would direct this 
year's institute, since this would have created 
a less efficient operation of a well estab
lished agency of the college and community. 
The Federal Government refused to allow 
the change in directorship under the terms 
of the con~ract thus interfering with the 
operation of the college. 

(d) Inconsistency of the bureaucratic 
mind: The U.S. Office of Education stipu
lated that all o! our students !or our sec
ond institute be recruited before authoriza
tion to hold the institu_te had even .been 
completed. _ This appears to be an outstand-
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lng example of the inconsistencies that can 
occur under a Federal bureaucracy. 

(e) Fear of Federal power: As a result of 
the difficulties encountered, the college chose 
to cancel the contract for the institute 
rather than submit to the whims of a Federal 
bureau. The possibility of initiating action 
which might lead to a reduction of Federal 
intervention in academic matters was dis
cussed. Although the consensus was that 
the action of the U.S. Office of Education was 
not wise, there was a great deal of reserva
tion about taking action which might lead 
to less intervention by the Federal Govern
ment in academic matters. The reason for 
the reservation was a fear of reprisal by the 
Federal Government, if in the future, addi
tional funds were sought. Although all of 
the above incidents are examples of how 
Federal aid leads to Federal control of edu
cation, this last incident appears to be the 
key in answering the question of aid lead
ing to control. Federal power leads to fear 
of that power which leads to more power. 
Is this a never ending chain of events, or is 
there still time to stop it? 

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I believe there is no further business, 
so I move that the Senate stand in ad
journment, pursuant to the previous 
order, until 11 o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
6 o'clock and 21 minutes p.m.) the 
Senate adjourned, pursuant to the order 
previously entered, until tomorrow, Fri
day, March 10, 1961, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate March 9, 1961: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Harold Brown, of California, to be Di
rector of Defense Research and Engineer
ing, vice Herbert F. York. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate March 9, 1961: 
CIVIL .AERONAUTICS BOARD 

Robert T. Murphy, of Rhode Island, to be 
a member of the Civil Aeronautics Board 
for the remainder of the term expiring 
December 31, 1966. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Hickman Price, Jr., of Michigan, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce. 

II ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

THURSDAY, MARCH 9, 1961 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Deuteronomy 10: 20: Thou shalt fear 

the Lord thy God; Him shalt thou serve, 
and to Him shalt thou cleave. 

Eternal and ever-blessed God, in 
this moment of fellowship in prayer, may 
our human spirit be brought under the 
spell of Thy divine spirit and be touched 
to finer issues. 

Grant that, in aspiring and attaining 
unto greater nobility of character, our· 
highest wishes may be matched by a 

strong will and our most ardent de
sires by .resolute determination. 

May we be partners with one another 
in planning and laboring for that 
greater blessedness which our beloved 
country and mankind have not yet 
achieved. 

Make us sensitive and responsive to 
Thy leading as we strive and struggle 
for a way of life which is meaningful 
and well pleasing unto Thee. 

Hear us in the name of the Master 
who is the way, the truth, and the life. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford; 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on March 1, 1961, the 
President approved and signed a joint 
resolution of the House of the follow
ing title: 

H.J. Res. 155. Joint resolution to create 
a joint committee to commemorate the 
100th anniversary of the first inaugural of 
Abraham Lincoln. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
LABOR 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor, I ask unanimous con
sent that this committee may have until 
midnight Monday, March 13, to file a 
report on the bill H.R. 3935. 

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

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL HOUSING PROGRAM
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 102) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read, referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, and ordered to 
be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Our communities are what we make 

them. We as a nation have before us 
the opportunity-and the responsi
bility-to remold our cities, to improve 
our patterns of community development, 
and to provide for the housing needs of 
all segments of our population. Meet
ing these goals will contribute to the 
Nation's economic recovery and its long
term economic growth. 

In 1949, the Congress, with great 
vision, announced our national housing 
policy of "a decent home and a suitable 
living environment for every American 
family." We have progressed since that 
time; but we must still .redeem this pledge 
to the 14 million American families who 
currently live in substandard or deterio
rating homes, and protect the other 39 
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million American families from the en
croachment of blight and slums. 

An equal challenge is the tremendous 
urban growth that lies ahead. Within 
15 years our population will rise to 235 
million and, by the year 2000, to 300 mil
lion people. Most of this increase will 
occur in and around urban areas. We 
must begin now to lay the foundations 
for livable, efficient, and attractive com
munities of the future. 

Land adjoining urban centers has 
been engulfed by urban development at 
the astounding rate of about 1 million 
acres a year. But the result has been 
haphazard and inefficient suburban ex
pansion, and continued setbacks in the 
central cities' desperate struggle against 
blight and decay. Their social and eco
nomic base has been eroded by the move
ment of middle and upper income fami
lies to the suburbs, by the attendant loss 
of retail sales, and by the preference 
of many industrial firms for outlying 
locations. 

Our policy for housing and community 
development must be directed toward the 
accomplishment of three basic national 
objectives: 

First, to renew our cities and assure 
sound growth of our rapidly expanding 
metropolitan areas. 

Second, to provide decent housing for 
all of our people. 

Third, to encourage a prosperous and 
efficient construction industry as an es
sential component of general economic 
prosperity and growth. 

The housing industry is one of the 
largest employers of labor. Residential 
construction alone accounts for 30 per
cent of total private investment in this 
country. The housing market absorbs 
more private credit than any other sin
gle sector of the economy. Other 
important industries and services, in
cluding those concerned with building 
materials, appliances, . furniture, and 
home improvement, depend largely and 
directly on new housing construction. 

For some time the Nation's home
building industry has been depressed 
and housing output has lagged. Non
farm private housing starts dropped 
sharply in 1960 to a volume 18 percent 
below 1959 and to the lowest level in 
the past decade. Largely as a result of 
this decline, one out of every six con
struction workers was unemployed by 
the end of 1960, 25 percent more than a 
year earlier-the highest rate of unem
ployment in any major American in
dustry. Related industries were also 
seriously hurt. For example, lumber 
demand dropped by more than 2 billion 
board-feet and roofing demand by nearly 
300 million square feet. 

Formerly, this kind of depression in 
the homebuilding and related industries 
could be more easily met. But the 
housing market today is basically dif
ferent from that of only a few years ago. 
There is no longer an enormous backlog 
of economic demand which can be re
leased simply by providing ample credit. 
Credit devices must now be used selec
tively to encourage private industry to 
build and :finance more housing in the 
lower price ranges to meet the unfilled 
demands of moderate income families. 
It is these families who offer the largest 

and the most immediate potential hous
ing market, along with those of still 
lower incomes who must rely on low-rent 
public housing. 

There are 8 million families today 
with incomes of less than $2,500, 7 mil
lion more with incomes between $2,500 
and $4,000. Among the 10 million in
dividuals who live alone, nearly 50 per
cent have incomes of less than $1,500. 
One-third of the 6 million nonwhite 
households live in substandard housing. 
And our older citizens, a group growing 
at the rate of 500,000 each year, have 
special housing needs. And in addition 
to all of this, before this decade is out, 
a rate of construction of at least 2 mil
lion new homes a year will be required 
merely to meet the needs of new family 
units being formed. 

To build this many houses efficiently, 
at stable or declining costs of produc
tion, requires a steady and progressive 
rise in the rate of homebuilding, be
ginning now. To the extent possible, we 
want to do this by helping private 
market processes work more effectively
particularly in a period of slump. Thus 
this administration has already taken 
measures: 

To stimulate the :fiow of mortgage 
money; 

To reduce FHA-insured mortgage in
terest rates; 

To reduce the sale of mortgages from 
the Federal National Mortgage Associa
tion portfolio, in order to help assure 
that the increasing supply of mortgage 
money goes directly to new consumer 
borrowers at lower rates of interest; 

To accelerate urban renewal and low
rent public housing projects; 

To release additional funds for col
lege housing, farm housing, and housing 
for the elderly; and 

To remove restrictions and reduce in
terest rates on community facilities 
loans. 

The combined force of these steps, sup
ported as they have been by the Federal 
Reserve System's action to encourage 
a reduction in long-term interest rates, 
will accelerate housing activity. But ' 
much more is needed. 

I. HOUSING FOR MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES 

Among the basic economic innovations 
of the thirties was the development of 
the Federal Housing Administration 
mortgage insurance system, which was 
a precedent for the veterans' loan guar
antee program at the end of World War 
II. These two programs made possible 
a partnership between industry and Gov
ernment which broadened the housing 
market and help make homeownership 
possible for more than three-fifths of 
our families. 

These programs have aided many 
families of moderate incomes, but chiefly 
those with incomes from $5,000 to $6,000 
and more. Many additional families 
could afford decent housing if it were 
made available under programs more 
carefully tailored to their resources. 

<A) To the extent possible, we want to 
meet these needs through private ·enter
prise under the established FHA system 
of mortgage financing. I am, accord
ingly, recommending that the present 
limited FHA insurance of no-downpay-

ment, 40-year mortgages-now available 
only to families displaced by govern
mental action-be broadened on a tem
porary and experimental basis to include 
any family, and be otherwise amended 
to make these mortgages more attractive 
to private investors. This broader pro
gram will offer an opportunity and a 
challenge to both builders and lenders to 
meet the needs of middle income families 
through private enterprise without Gov
ernment subsidy. 

(B) Many families with somewhat 
lower incomes, however, cannot afford 
housing at current construction costs 
and at market interest rates even under 
the more liberal FHA program. For 
these families I recommend enactment 
of a new program of long-term, low in
terest rate loans for rental and coopera
tive housing, financed from the special 
assistance fund of the Federal National 
Mortgage Association, and processed 
and supervised by the FHA. These 
loans would be made to cooperatives, 
nonprofit associations, limited dividend 
corporations, and local housing author
ities. Occupancy of these projects 
would be strictly limited to those indi
viduals and families whose incomes ex
clude them from standard housing in 
the private market. 

II. HELP ING LOW INCOME FAMILIES 

The housing needs of many families 
will not be met by the programs outlined 
above. Government housing subsidies 
are required for families with very low 
income. Public housing is the only 
housing they can afford; yet public 
housing is too often unavailable. Un
less we increase the supply of low-rent 
housing, our communities cannot rid 
themselves of slums, provide adequate 
community facilities, and rehouse low
income families displaced by clearance 
operations. I recommend, therefore, 
that the present limitation upon the 
use of the remaining authorization in 
the Housing Act of 1949 for public hous
ing be removed-thus authorizing con
struction of about 100,000 additional 
low-rent units. 

In addition, both statutory and ad
ministrative changes in this program in 
the light of experience are long overdue. 
Our program should have maximum 
flexibility so that it can best be adapted 
by local communities to their particular 
requirements. Local housing authori
ties should have greater freedom in es
tablishing priorities for admission of 
tenants and to determine design. In 
addition we need a program of demon
stration grants to afford communities 
greater opportunity to experiment in 
the field of housing for low-income fam
ilies. 

III. HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 

Sixteen million of our people are 65 
years or older. By 1970 this figure will 
increase to more than 20 million. Most 
of these elderly people have very limited 
financial means. More than half of the 
families headed by a person over 65 have 
annual incomes below $3,000 and four
fifths of all people of this age living 
alone must subsist on less than $2,000 a 
year. 

The housing problem of the elderly is 
attributable only in part to low in-
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comes-many have physical infirmi
ties limiting their activities; many need 
access to special community services. 
Special equipment and apartment de
signs can make their homelife safer and 
more comfortable. 

This country cannot neglect the grow
ing housing needs of the elderly, or rely 
on the overly limited steps previously 
taken. Two types of affirmative action 
are required: 

First, I recommend to the Congress 
legislation increasing the present direct 
loan authorization for housing for the 
elderly from $50 million to $100 million. 

Second, I shall direct the Administra
tor of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency to earmark 50,000 units of low
rent public housing specifically for low
income elderly persons and families. 
Because of the special equipment and 
facilities required in housing for the eld
erly, and because of the smaller num
ber of rooms per unit, I shall propose to 
the Congress amendments to the public 
housing law increasing by $500 per room 
the cost limitation on housing for the 
elderly. Furthermore, because many of 
the elderly have such exceedingly low 
incomes, payment of an additional sub
sidy of up to $10 per month for each 
housing unit occupied by them should 
be authorized. 
IV. REVITALIZING OUR URBAN AND METROPOLITAN 

AREAS 

Seventy-three out of two hundred 
and fifty-eight central cities lost popu
lation in the decade of the fifties when 
our urban population as a whole grew 
rapidly. Other powerful trends have 
been eroding the central cities over a 
much . longer period. 

1. Improving our cities. If the cities 
are to recapture their economic health, 
they must offer better opportunities for 
those commercial, industrial, and resi
dential developments for which their 
central position is a distinct advaBtage. 
They must strengthen their cultural and 
recreational facilities and thus attract 
more middle and upper income residents. 
They should make space available for 
suitable light industries, especially those 
which need close-in locations. And they 
must improve their transportation sys
tems, particularly rapid transit services. 

Urban renewal programs to date have 
been too narrow to cope effectively with 
the basic problems facing older cities. 
We must do more than concern ourselves 
with bad housing-we must reshape our 
cities into effective nerve centers for ex
panding metropolitan areas. Our urban 
renewal efforts must be substantially re
oriented from slum clearance and slum 
prevention into positive programs for 
economic and social regeneration. 

(A) The Congress has wisely extended 
the use of urban renewal funds to cer
tain nonresidential renewal projects 
which the locality deems necessary for 
sound community development. I rec
ommend that local communities be given 
even wider discretion in determining 
renewal areas. 

(B) This program, if it is to be truly 
effective, must help local communities go 
beyond the project-by-proJect approach. 
I have instructed the Administrator of 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency 

to work with the local officials in every individual jurisdictions are no longer 
area to foster this broader approach, in enough. Increasingly, community de
which · individual projects will be devel- velopment must be a cooperative venture 
oped within the framework of an overall toward the common goals of the metro
community program, a program which politan region as a whole. 
clearly identifies the city's long-term re- (A) This requires the establishment 
newal needs and opportunities and the of an effective and comprehensive plan
changing shape of the city. ning process in each metropolitan area 

(C) To develop an effective long- embracing all major activities, both pub
range program to arrest and remove lie and private, which shape the com
blight and revitalize our cities, local com- munity. Such a process must be demo
munities must be able to count on ade- cratic-for only when the citizens of a 
quate and continuing support · through community have participated in select
a long-term Federal commitment. I ing the goals which will shape their en
therefore recommend to the Congress vironment can they be expected to sup
that new authorizations totaling $2,500 port the actions necessary to accomplish 
million over a 4-year period be made these goals. I recommend therefore the 
available for urban renewal programs. enactment of an extended and improved 

(D) We must continue to clear and program of Federal aid to urban and 
redevelop slum areas only where suitable metropolitan planning. The draft meas
housing is elsewhere available for oc- ure which I shall submit would provide 
cupants of these areas who can be hu- an increase of the Federal share of 
manely and fairly relocated. Similarly, planning grants to two-thirds and an 
small businessmen in clearance areas de- increase of the authorization from $20 
serve more consideration. I recommend million to $100 million. 
legislation liberalizing Federal allow- (B) As I stated in my message to the 
ances for reloca~ion payments to dis- Congress on highways, I have urged an 
placed businessmen, whenever the locali- increase in joint planning between the 
ties are also prepared to share in larger Administrator of the Housing and Home 
compensations. Finance Agency and the Secretary of 

(E) FHA is a major operating agency Commerce, including the participation 
in the Federal Government's total urban of State and local housing and highway 
renewal efforts. It is essential that it officials, as well as private experts. 
perform this function efficiently. I have v. LAND RESERVES 

already issued instructions directing Land is the most precious resource of 
FHA to expedite the processing of ap- the metropolitan area. The present 
plications for insurance on properties in patterns of haphazard suburban devel
urban renewal areas. This involves both opment are contributing to a tragic 
a streamlining of internal procedures waste in the use of a vital resow·ce now 
and the reassignment of personnel. being consumed at an alarming rate. 

2. Residential rehabilitation and con- Open space must be reserved to pro-
servation. As we broaden the scope of re- vide parks and recreation, conserve wa
newal programs looking toward newer ter and other natural resources, prevent 
and brighter urban areas, we must move building in undesirable locations, pre
with new vigor to conserve and rehabili- vent erosion and floods, and avoid the 
tate existing residential districts. Our · wasteful extension of public services. 
investment in nonfarm residential real Open land is also needed to provide re
estate is estimated at about $500 billion- serves for future residential develop
the largest single component in our na- ment, to protect against undue specula
tiona! wealth. These assets must be used tion, and to make it possible for State 
responsibly, conserved, and supple- and regional bodies to control the rate 
mented, and not neglected or wasted in and character of community develop-
our emphasis on the new. ment. 

<A> I recommend to the Congress • (A) I am directing the Administra
enactment of new authority for FHA tor of the Housing and Home Finance 
to insure a wide variety of loans for Agency and the Secretary of the Interior 
home improvement purposes. Such in- to develop a long-range program and 
surance is needed to help finance the policy for dealing with open space and 
improvement of the Nation's housing, orderly development of urban land. 
especially the backlog of over $300 mil- (B) Nevertheless, this problem is so 
lion in home improvements planned, urgent that we must make a start now. 
but not yet started; in existing urban I therefore recommend legislation pro
renewal areas. viding: (1) for $100 million to initiate 

(B) We must also recognize that some a program of 20 percent grants to help 
types of rehabilitation, while socially public bodies finance the reservation of 
desirable, cannot succeeed on a volun- land-by acquisition or other means-as 
tary, self-financing basis. For rehabili- permanent urban open space in the form 
tated housing to remain available to of parks and other facilities; and (2) 
moderate income families, public absorp- for urban renewal loans to help local 
tion of a portion of the cost may be agencies finance the acquisition of open 
necessary. I recommend to the Con- space for future public or private devel
gress legislation permitting the resale of opment. In both programs a pre
existing housing in urban renewal areas requisite for Federal aid will be an 
at a realistic price for rehabilitation. effective and comprehensive plan for 

3. Metropolitan development. The metropolitan or regional development. 
city and its suburbs are interdependent 
parts of a single community, bound to- VI. 

gether by the web of transportation and 
other public facilities and by common 
economic interests. Bold programs in 

COMMUN~Y FACn.ITXES AND URBAN 

!l'R~SPORTATION 

(A) The availability and location of 
community facilities profoundly affect 
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the patterns of urban growth and the 
cost of serving rapidly growing popula
tions. 

Private sources can and should con
tinue to supply most of the credit needed 
as they have done in the past. However, 
Federal assistance is required to help 
communities which do not have ready 
access to the private capital market to 
schedule and obtain community facili
ties construction and to anticipate fu
ture needs. To accomplish these ob
jectives, I shall submit legislation to the 
Congress authorizing an additional $50 
million for public facilities loans. 

(B) Nothing is more dramatically ap
parent than the inadequacy of trans
portation in our larger urban areas. The 
solution cannot be found only in the 
construction of additional urban high
ways-vital as that job is. Other means 
for mass transportation which use less 
space and equipment must be improved 
and expanded. Perhaps even more im
portant, planning for transportation and 
land use must go hand in hand as two 
inseparable aspects of the same process. 

But to solve the problems of urban 
transportation will test our ingenuity 
and put a heavy drain on our resources. 
While the responsibility for working out 
these solutions rests primarily with local 
government and private enterprise, the 
Federal Government must provide lead
ership and technical assistance. 

Accordingly, I have asked the Ad
ministrator of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency and the Secretary of 
Commerce to undertake an immediate 
and extensive study of urban transporta
tion problems and the proper 1·ole of 
the Federal Government in their solu
tion. 

VII. RURAL HOUSING 

Rural housing problems require spe
cial attention. 

Almost a fifth of the occupied houses 
in the rural areas of America are so di
lapidated that they must be replaced. 
Hundreds of thousands of other rural 
homes are far below the level of com
fort and convenience considered ade
quate in our Nation. Both new houses 
and major repairs, remodeling, and 
modernization of existing houses are 
needed throughout our farm and small
town communities. For example, only 
one-third of our farm homes have ade
quate plumbing. A principal factor 
contributing to this situation is the lack 
of adequate credit in rural sections. 

(A) I therefore recommend that the 
unused balance of farm housing loan au
thority of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
due to expire June 30, 1961, be extended 
for an additional 5 years. 

(B) In addition, I ha..ve directed the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in cooperation 
with the Administrators of the HHFA 
and the VA to develop procedures to as
sure adequate credit for farm and other 
housing in rural communities. 

(C) Finally, because the ·existing re
quirement that every farm home im
provement loan be supported by a prop
erty mortgage has too often resulted ' 
in unnecessary hardship, I recommend 
legislation permitting farm home im-

provement loans to be secured either 
by mortgages or by other acceptable 
forms of security. 

vm. VETERANS HOUSING 

The high interest rates prevailing in 
the past few years have made it impos
sible for many veterans to use their 
right to obtain guaranteed 5%-percent 
loans to purchase housing. At the same 
time, eligible applications for direct 
loans in rural areas have substantially 
exceeded the amount of funds available 
for such loans. 

· The basic solution to this problem is 
to bring down long-term mortgage lend
ing rates-as we are already in process 
of doing-and thus make guaranteed 
loans at 5Y4 percent more attractive to 
private lenders. 

But existing Federal programs are also 
important; and in order to allow sum
cient time for planning, I recommend 
that the Congress now extend the dura
tion of both the loan guarantee and the 
direct loan programs <which expire, in 
most cases, in 1962) concentrating on 
those veterans who have served their 
country the longest and the most re
cently-and expand the direct loan au
thority above the present $150 million to 
the extent experience should demon
strate that guaranteed loans are still 
diffi.cult for veterans to obtain. 
IX. DEMONSTRATIONS, TRAINING, AND RESEARCH 

As we proceed in developing a compre
hensive housing and community devel
opment program we must constantly 
widen our knowledge of the complex 
forces which shape our urban way of life. 
Since the beginning of the century the 
proportion of our people who live in 
urban and suburban areas has mounted 
rapidly. Yet we have lagged badly in 
mobilizing the intellectual resources 
needed to understand and improve this 
important :;ector of our civilization. 
The problems related to the development 
and renewal of our cities and their en
virons have received comparatively little 
attention in research and teaching. 

To encourage the study of these press
ing problems and to train a sufficient 

~supply of skilled manpower will require 
a substantial commitment of resources. 
Universities, private research groups, 
professional and business organizations 
can all contribute. But the Federal 
Government must play a key role in sup_ 
port of these activities-through leader
ship and financial assistance. 

(A) The Housing Act of 1948, as 
amended, and the Housing Act of 1956 
both provide broad authority for Fed
eral support of the market analyses and 
statistics needed by private industry, and 
for research into housing and urban 
problems. I shall ask the Congress to 
appropriate suffi.cient funds to carry out 
these programs. 

<B) To find ways to improve the tech
nology of homebuilding, and thus to 
make better homes available at lower 
cost, is one of the problems most in need 
of research and experimentation. 
Therefore, I recommend enactment of a 
special FHA insurance authorization to 
be used exclusively to help finance tests 
and de!llonstrations of new approaches 

to home design and construction which 
give promise of producing substantial 
savings in cost. 

X. A NEW DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 

URBAN AFFAIRS 

Urban and suburban areas now con
tain the overwhelming majority of our 
population, and a preponderance of our 
industrial, commercial, and educational 
resources. The programs outlined 
above, as well as existing housing and 
community development programs, de
serve the best possible administrative 
effi.ciency, stature, and role in the coun- · 
cils of the Federal Government. An 
awareness of these problems and pro
grams should be constantly brought to 
the Cabinet table, and coordinated · 
leadership· provided for functions related 
to urban affairs but appropriately per
formed by a variety of departments and 
agencies. 

I therefore recommend-and shall 
shortly offer a suggested proposal for
the establishment in the executive 
branch of a new, Cabinet-rank Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Affairs. 

CONCLUSION 

A nation that is partly ill housed is not 
as strong as a nation with adequate 
homes for every family. A nation with 
ugly, crime-infested cities and haphaz
ard suburbs does not present the same 
image to the world as a nation charac
terized by bright and orderly urban de
velopment. To achieve our Nation's 
housing goals, to meet our appropriate 
Federal responsibilities to aid private and 
local efforts-and at the same time help
ing to combat the present recession while 
furthering long-term growth-! com
mend this program to the Congress and 
urge its prompt consideration and enact
ment. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 9, i961. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that there is not a 
quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently, no quo
rum is present. 

Mr. ALBERT. 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: 

Alger 
Ashmore 
Barrett 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Buckley 
Cramer 
Davis, Tenn. 
Diggs 
Dooley 

[Roll No. 12] 
Fallon 
Gray 
Hosmer 
Jensen 
King, Calif. 
King, Utah 
Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
Miller, 

George P. 
Morrison 
Moss 

Peterson 
Powell 
Rabaut 
Reece 
Riehl man 
Sisk 
Smith, Va. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, La. 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 398 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4510) to pro
vide a special program for feed grains 
for 1961. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H.R. 4510, 
with Mr. IKARD of Texas in the chair. 

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

mittee rose on yesterday the Clerk had 
read through section 1, ending on line 
21, page 4 of the committee amend
ment. If there are no further amend
ments to this section, the Clerk will read. 

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

Mr. Chairman, on March 8 in the 
other body the Wisconsin Farmers Union 
1961 action program was placed into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I should like 
to quote to the House at this time one 
paragraph from that action report: 

We are opposed to the sale of Govern
ment-owned agricultural commodities on 
the market for less than market price plus 
5 percent and carrying charges. We believe 
in rotating the commodities in storage, 
especially perishable commodities, with new 
crops or produce to avoid deterioration, but 
the commodities so marketed should be re
placed with an amount equal to that taken 
out so as not to add to the amount nor
mally marketed. 

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

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

Mr. HOEVEN. Did I correctly under
stand the gentleman to say that the Wis
consin Farmers Union is opposed to sec
tion 3 of this bill? 

Mr. LAIRD. The Wisconsin Farmers 
Union action program for 1961 would 
indicate their opposition to the sale of 
any Government-owned agricultural 
commodities on the market for less than 
market price plus 5 percent and carry
ing charges. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

I would like to address myself to an 
aspect of this feed grain bill which has 
not been mentioned before. In short, 
I would point up and protest the lan
guage which authorizes obligations in 
advance of appropriations. In other 
words, in this bill we have another ex
ample of the invasion of the responsi
bility of the committee having jurisdic
tion over appropriations. This is one of 
the devices often referred to as back
door spending. In effect, the language 
authorizes obligations in advance of ap
propriations and reduces the function of 
the Committee on Appropriations to one 
of honoring a commitment already 
made, whereas under normal procedure 
we would have a simple authorizing pro
vision and then in turn the head of an 
agency would appear before the Commit
tee on Appropriations under the normal 
annual budget request. Under such reg
ular procedure, an agency would have to 

justify the amount of money requested 
to carry out an authorized program and 
the annual scrutiny of the Appropria
tions Committee would mean sometliing. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the day 
will . come when the rules of this House 
and its procedures will be such that all 
expenditures for Federal agencies will 
be brought under one committee having 
jurisdiction over appropriations. That 
is the only means of achieving control 
over spending. As long as we have vari
ous devices for avoiding a proper justi
fication of spending before one commit
tee we will continue to have budget 
busting, inflation and lack of confidence 
in our economy, both at home and 
abroad. 

Since this is a 1-year program and 
since I am not entirely certain as to 
timing, I am not going to introduce an 
amendment to strike out the language 
which authorizes advance obligations. 
However, I do strongly object to this 
means of financing and hope, as I have 
said before, that one day we can elimi
nate all back-door spending. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LATTA: On page 

4, line 9, after the word "determine" strike 
out the balance of line 9 and strike out lines 
10 through 14. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I offer proposes to strike out 
the following language: 

Price support for corn and grain sorghums 
shall be made available on not to exceed the 
normal production of each eligible farm as 
determined by multiplying the harvested 
acreage of corn and grain sorghums on the 
farm by the average yield per acre for 1959 
and 1960. 

Gentlemen, if we do not strike this 
language we have established bushelage 
controls for American agriculture. As 
I said yesterday, I am unalterably op
posed to bushelage controls. I think 
the American farmer is unalterably op
posed to bushelage control for agricul
ture as indicated by his vote at the last 
election. Remember, in the platform of 
the opposition party, they stated they 
were for bushelage controls, pound con
trols, and barrel controls, and the elec
tion indicated that the farmer was in 
opposition to those controls. It is 
strange that when this bill was presented 
to our committee by the present Secre
tary of Agriculture, he did not request 
that we go to bushelage quotas or bush
elage controls. You will notice in the 
first section of his bill, he says absolutely 
nothing about it. This amendment has 
become known as the Neal Smith 
amendment. Also, it is worth noting 
our very distinguished chairman of our 
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], 
is also opposed to this provision. He 
feels as I do that we might just as well 
close down our research centers, if we 
are going to go to bushelage controls 
because we will be saying to agricul
ture-you have progressed just far 
enough and we do not want you to 
progress any further. I do not think 
that is what we want to tell American 
agriculture. 

Our good chairman indicated that he 
would go along with this bushelege 
amendment, if we were not establishing 
a precedent, since this was a so-called 
emergency measure. Let me say, we·will 
be establishing a precedent, if we write 
it into law for 1 year. Those people who 
have been clamoring for bushelage con
trol will always be able to point back at 
this act and say, "You established it in 
this act." Our chairman even insisted 
that they write something into this re
port to indicate that we were not estab
lishing a precedent. But I am not sure 
that this language does what the chair
man requested. On pa.ge 3 of the report 
the statement is made: 

It is to be remembered that this is an 
emergency program for 1 year-not a long
range policy for agriculture--and that in 
approving it the committee has approved 
certain features which it would not neces
sarily look upon with favor for a long-range 
program. 

But it says nothing about not estab
lishing a precedent. Then continuing 
at the bottom of the page the statement 
is made: 

The same observation should be made 
with respect to the provision of the bill 
limiting price supports on corn and grain 
sorghums in 1961 to the average production 
of the harvested acres on farms cooperating 
in the land retirement program. 

This language does not state that a 
precedent for future farm legislation is 
not being established nor could this Con
gress preclude future Congresses from 
regarding this bushelage amendment as 
such. 

So I say if you are for bushelage con
trol, vote against my amendment; but 
if you are against bushelage control, 
support my amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, per
haps I did not make my position clear 
yesterday on this proposal, but I would 
like to make it clear now. I am opposed 
to the principle that is involved in the 
language in the bill for very good reas
ons, and I think for the same reason that 
the gentleman from Ohio opposes it. 

But when you realize that this is just 
a 1-year program, and the administra
tion suggests that we put it on an ·aver
age yield per acre, I am willing to accept 
it. But we made it perfectly clear, and 
I want the debate to make the con
gressional history perfectly clear, that 
we do not intend this as a precedent. 

My reason is that I believe it tends to 
penalize good farming. I had a good 
demonstration of that on my own farm. 
I would hate to freeze for future gen
erations the record of the production on 
the farm, for instance, under my opera
tion. I am one of these absentee oper
ators who tries to farm by remote con
trol. Just to be specific, I let a neighbor 
use some of my tobacco land last year. 
He was an on-the-job farmer and a good 
farmer. He doubled production, and he 
doubled income. 

I do not feel I should penalize my 
grandchildren who might turn out to be 
good farmers, and that is the reason I 
oppose this as a precedent, because it 
takes away something that a farmer 
should have, and that is the incentive to 
increase the unit yield. 
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Carry this to its logical conclusion and 
we would do away with agricultural col
leges .and experiment .stations, and do 
a way with all agricultural research and 
freeze farms .at this level, take away 
from our farmers the arts of production, 
and they have mastered the arts of pro
duction. We would tell them they have 
gone far enough, that we would not per
mit any increases on this farm and that 
farm and the other farm. I am sure 
that is the reason the gentleman from 
Ohio opposes it, and that is the reason 
I oppose it. But what else can we do? 
We must have the average. You cannot 
go back now at this late date, now that 
it is only 2 weeks before planting time, 
and get the actual production figures on 
ea{:h farm. So we must take the averageJ 
As I say, this is not intended to be a 
long-range program. 

I know the amendment was offered in 
good f-aith by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. LATTA), but I hope it will be de
feated and that this 1-year progr.am will 
be supported. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the la~t word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like the House 
to pause for just a moment and look at 
what we are trying to do. look at what 
the platforms of both parties promised 
to do. When you talk about the soil 
bank you talk about taking minerals out 
of producti.on on the farm. If we want 
to stop taking minerals out of the land 
by way of soil bank, why should we at
tempt to put minerals back into the land 
in the form of fertilizer to increase pro
duction? 

If a producer uses a lot of fertilizer it 
should incr~ase the yield; in ()ther word-s, 
by putting fertilizer or minerals in the 
form of fertilizer into eorn, without the 
provision that is in the bill the producer 
will get more money from the Govern
ment. If one raises more than a normal 
yield he can market the corn. If he can 
do it profitably on the open mark~t. he 
ean go ahead and do it. If he wants to 
feed it, he can. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. Does this not leave you 
with the proposition that, on that part 
of your land on which the Government 
is paying you to reduce, you have no new 
incentive to increase that production 
above your normal production, but where 
the Government is not involved, where 
the Government is not paying anything, 
you have the -same inducement to pro
duce an additional amount that you 
have at the present time? You have all 
the inducement you ever have had t-o 
improve your farm practices, but the 
Government is not going to pay you to 
produce an extra surplus. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That is right. 
You are stopping the Government fi
nancing of putting this fertilizer into 
these yi.elds. It would have a diminishing 
effect on th~ effe-ctiveness of the bill. 
What we are trying to do, whether by 
the soil bank program or any' other pro
gram, is to reduce the minerals. We 
also want to encourage not putting 
them back in the form of fertilizer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LATT:&J. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mr . . LATTA) there 
were-ayes 53, noes 61. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to .strike out the last wordJ 
M r . Chairman, I take this time to clar

ify a point that apparently has become 
somewhat confused across the country. 
We have heard from both sides of the 
aisle, and certainly it has been my un
derstanding, that this is a voluntary pro
gram, that there is no . compulsion, no 
attempt at compulsion in this bill, that 
it shall not be mandatory for anyone to 
participate in the program who does not 
want to. 

I would like to clarify a question that 
comes to me, and I would appreciate the 
attention of the chairman if I might 
have it. 

This question came to me in the form 
of a letter from one of my constituents in 
North Dakota wherein he asked that I 
try to clarify this matter for him. In 
the absence of any further time I do not 
know how to find the -answer to the 
question any better than right here and 
right now. As I said, it has been reiter
ated again and again that this program 
is a completely voluntary program; that 
nG one .has to participate in it unless he 
so desires. 

I have a letter from a constituent of 
mine in which he encloses a postage-free 
card that apparently is -a followup on a 
previous request from the local ASC 
office for information that they will need 
to implement this feed grain program we 
have under consideration here today. 
Apparently my constituent did not send 
in the requested information. The in
formation requested, as ~ think most of 
the committee understand, would be the 
acreage devoted to the production of feed 
crops during the years 1959 and 1960J 
This card apparently was sent out when 
the information sheet was not returned 
to the ASC office. This is what the card 
states, and I think my .question will be 
clear when I read the card. 

It is headed "Eddy County ASC Office, 
New Rockford, N.Dak." And it empba
sizes in caps at the top of the card "Re
minder." 

The message on the card reads, as 
follows: 

This is to remind you that as of this mail
ing, you have not filed a complete acreage 
report <lf the 1961 feed grain program. 

The Secretary announced that it will be 
mandatory .for all producers to file these acre
ages regardless of whether he plans on par
ticipating in this program. This must be 
completed by March 20. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the question that 
comes to my mind is this, and it would 
come to my mind as an individual who 
does not intend to participate in this 
program, because the farming that we do 
is to raise feed that we use on our farm. 
And, I am sure there are tens of thou
sands of farmers in this country that will 
have no intention .of participating in this 
program. not because of any particular 
aversiOn to the program, but because 
there is no need or no benefit so far as 
the particular farm is concerned. 

Now J: would like to have the chairman 
explain this. Does he believe the .com
mittee intended to make it mandatory, 
that every farmer in the United States 
furnish this complete detailed informa
tion that is requested by the various ASC 
offices as a par t of the record that they 
need? 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman 
please let me see the card? 

Mr. ·SHORT . Yes; I will be very hap
PY to. 

Mr. COOLEY. Well, I might answer 
by saying to the gentleman that I am 
quite certain that whoever issued this 
card had not been accurately advised, 
because I know .of no provision in exist
ing law that makes it mandatory upon 
the farmer to make any sort of report 
to any sort of committee in connection 
with the matter we are discussing. This 
appears to be an official document, but 
I do not know who authorized it to be 
issued. And, I am quite certain the gen
tleman will agree that the person whG 
issued it called for a report that is not 
mandatory. There is nothing that re
quires the farmer to tell what he prG
duced last year. It is not in the Fed
eral law, but there may be some State 
regulation about it. 

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

Mr. SHORT~ I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. Did I understand the 
chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture to say there is nothing in the 
present law which would empower the 
Secretary making mandatory this 
report? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know of any 
provision. 

Mr. QUIE. I just asked so that I un
derstand it correctly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Dakota has 
expired. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. SHORT] may 
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois. 
Mr. ARENDS. The gentleman comes 

almost to the point of what has been 
bothering me. This is a temporary 1-
year measure. What we do here today 
may well set the pattern when perma
nent legislation is later considered by 
this body. In other words, we here and 
now are moving toward later-to-be-im
posed, absolute and strict controls and 
a regimented agriculture. I hope I am 
wrong. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlema1: yield? 

Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I think the gen-· 
tleman has rendered a very fine service 
in bringing the contents of this c.ard 
to the attention of the membership -of 
the House. I think it might be -appro
priate that the gentleman respond to 
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his constituent by saying that there is 
nothing in the bill now before the House 
or in the report concerning it. Of 
course, the report could not be used in 
the matter of requiring that informa
tion of anyone. 

In other words, there is nothing in the 
bill now before us that would require 
your constituent to report any kind of 
information to anyone or even to re
quire him to participate in the program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
SHORT] has again expired. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from North Dakota [Mr. SHORT] 
may proceed for 1 additional minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHORT. I point this out to my 

friend from Mississippi. I do not believe 
there is anything in the bill that says 
that the program is going to be either 
voluntary or mandatory. From hearing 
the Secretary of Agriculture I would say 
it was his intention that the program 
should be on a voluntary basis. The 
committee report on page 3 says so a 
couple of times. But I do not believe 
there is anything in the bill itself that 
says that it is voluntary. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. And there is 
nothing in the bill that says it is com
pulsory. 

Mr. SHORT. That is what I said a 
moment ago; it says neither. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes. 
Mr. SHORT. I would say this fur

ther. This card came to me only within 
the last hour. I called down to the De
partment to try to verify, if I could, the 
administrative request that went out to 
the various State ASC offices or to the 
county offices. I have not had time to 
get the report yet. If I do get it, I shall 
report it to the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
SHORT] has again expired. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LATTA: Page 

4, line 17 after the word "sorghums," 
strike out the word "soybeans," and line 17, 
after the word "grain" strike out the word 
"or" and page 4, line 18, strike out the words 
"oilseed crops". 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment attempts to restrict this bill 
to feed grains. When this bill was in
troduced and presented by the Secretary 
of Agriculture to our committee it con
cerned itself only with feed grains. Soy
beans were added to the bill in commit
tee. Never before have soybeans been 
considered a feed grain. They should 
not be so considered now. 

What does this amendment accom
plish? It says in so many words that 
before you can get price support for 
soybeans which, as I have said, are not 
feed grains, you must participate in 
the corn program. That seems real fair 
now, does it not, Mr. Chairman? Let 
us put the shoe on the other foot. Let 
us say to our cotton farmers-and they 

have some down in Texas, I under
stand-that before you can get price 
support for your cotton you must put 
your corn into this program. Cotton, I 
readily admit, is not a feed grain. I 
am sure the proponents of the provision 
to put soybeans into this corn program 
will readily agree that it is not a feed 
grain. So, if it is not fair to put cotton 
into the corn program, then it is not 
fair to put soybeans into the corn pro
gram. 

Let us go a step further and say to 
those people who might be raising to
bacco and corn that before you can get 
price support for your tobacco you must 
put your corn in under the program. 

So what I am attempting to do now is 
to limit this bill to feed grains and not 
to penalize the soybean producer be
cause he does not desire to go into the 
corn program. Certainly in fairness to 
this soybean producer you should go 
along and support this amendment and 
strike soybeans from this feed grain 
bill. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. · 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
think the gentleman is absolutely correct, 
because in that language are other oil
seeds. For instance, the flax producers, 
and there are a lot of them in Minne
sota and the Dakotas, will have to go 
into the program before they can take 
advantage of any price support there 
might be on flax. I think the gentle
man's amendment is very good and 
should be adopted. 

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

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

Mr. KYL. Is it not possible that soy
beans are in here for another reason? 
It has been said that the income would 
be raised 12 percent through this pro
gram were soybeans put in here so that 
acres could be diverted to soybeans, 
which are a more profitable crop, and 
on that part that increase would be de
rived from soybean production. 

Mr. LATTA. I would not want to say 
what the reason was for including soy
beans in this bill. I have my suspicions, 
however. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Ohio has made a rather appealing argu
ment but it is based on an entirely false 
premise. It often happens that an argu
ment based upon a false premise comes 
to wrong conclusions. The gentleman 
assumed, in the first place, that there is 
an identical situation relating to cotton 
and soybeans. I am sure he overlooks, as 
do so many of those who have enjoyed 
special privileges for a long time, the 
special privileges which he and his people 
r..ave enjoyed. 

The cotton people for a great many 
years have had allotments and quotas, 
they have had both acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas. The cotton peo
ple cannot plant unlimited amounts of 
cotton. Theirs is not voluntary, theirs 
is mandatory. That is also true of to-

bacco and of peanuts, and of rice. Those 
people are under a specific legal limita
tion. They cannot increase their acre
age of cotton or of those other controlled 
crops. 

The soybean people of the United 
States, if my memory serves me right, 
have never been under any kind of con
trol. They could and they can and they 
now do plant all of the soybeans they 
want to. This of itself is a vital differ
ence, but in addition the soybean people 
are getting a very substantial increase 
in support price this coming year. I 
believe the support price is being set at 
$2.32, a very substantial increase. If soy
bean growers are to get such a large in
crease in support prices and at the same 
time have no controls whatsoever, it 
seems to me that they might very well 
be expected to cooperate in the feed 
grain program, if they are going to also 
grow feed grain. It might well be sug
gested that if they are going to partici
pate in this sharing of Government 
funds on the one hand as soybean pro
ducers, and if they, at the same time put 
their other hand out and say they ought 
to have Government funds as feed grain 
producers, they ought somewhere to 
wash their hands and come into court 
with a little cleanliness. 

The people who are growing the con
trolled crops must keep within their 
allotment or they are heavily penalized. 
So there is a very distinct difference be
tween cotton and soybean producers. 
The gentleman did not say he wanted 
to require this cross-compliance on cot
ton. 

Then r want to call attention to the 
fact that this is a control-of-feed-grains 
proposition, in spite of the contrary sug
gestion by the gentleman from Ohio. Of 
course it is. It applies to the soybean 
producer but it also applies directly to 
feed grains. 

Only when he is growing feed grains 
must a farmer come into compliance, 
and unless he is growing those feed 
grains or unless he is getting a support 
price for an uncontrolled crop, he is not 
touched by this bill at all. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

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

Mr. KYL. There is one thing I think 
we should bring to the attention of this 
body, however, in connection with your 
comments. If we take land out of pro
duction in the State of Iowa and in the 
rest of these Midwestern States where 
we have been producing corn or soy 
beans or anything else, we cannot plant 
cotton, tobacco, peanuts, and rice, and 
when you take these acres out down 
South, there is a movement of these feed 
grains to your area. 

Mr. POAGE. That is just what I have 
been trying to get the gentleman to un
derstand. I must apologize if I did not 
make this point plain. That is exactly 
the point. We cannot transfer feed 
grain to cotton or any other allotted 
crop. We cannot plant cotton because 
we already have our cotton allotment 
and we cannot increase it. You cannot 
get a cotton allotment, if you have not 
been planting cotton and you cannot go 
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to planting cotton just because you g{) 
uut of feed grain. Yoa take your land 
uut of feed grains and you have no op
portunity to plant cotton, and you ·have 
no opportunity to plant rice, and you 
have no opportunity to plant peanuts, 
and that is a legal regulation and not 
simply a matter of economics. 

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for 1 more minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
- Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LATTA. You have given us quite 
-an argument as to why cotton should not 
be included here. I did not mean to take 
your 5 minutes talking about why cot
ton should not be put in, but I would ask 
you to take 1 minute to explain why soy
beans should not be in this law. 

Mr. POAGE. Because we are trying 
to reduce the production of feed grains. 
We are trying to see that a man does 
not have an opportunity to increase his 
production of two or three .supported 
.crops. The feed grain cooperator will 
receive support at a .substantial price 
level. The soybean grower wiU be sup
ported at a handsome support price. We 
are simply trying to say that if you are 
going to get the support price from the 
Government, you must comply on feed 
grains and not produce excessive 
.amounts of feed grains. We want to stop 
this buildup of surpluses of feed grains 
which at present involves $4 billion 
worth of unnecessary feed grains. 

Mr. QUJE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment because I believe soy
beans and oilseeds ought to be included 
in the bill in determining eligibility for 
price supports. The reason we included 
oilseeds is that when the Secretary of 
Agriculture came before our committee, 
he announced a soybean program in 
which he would increase price supports 
to $2.30. I understand the growers or
ganization did not want that high an 
-inerease in price supports. I under
stand from them that the highest that 
any of them wanted was $2.15. I under
.stand that many of the processors urged 
an increase to $2.15 and there was con
cern on the part of many of us who 
eome from the soybean growing areas 
that increases in production would be so 
great at $2.30 supports that we would be 
bringing soybeans into the same kind of 
trouble that wheat and some of the other 
commodities are now in. If they were 
left out of the bill, then what might have 
.happened? Farmers would have elected 
to stay out of this program, and then be
cause this is a 1-year program not only 
have diverted their corn acreage to soy
beans"' but diverted hay land into soy~ 
beans as well. This program, -as it is 
now spelled out, would prevent that from 
happening because the farm-er must com
ply in order to get his price sup__ports 
on soybeans and he must also increase 
his soil conserving crops by the same 

amount that he reduced his crop of .corn 
and. grain sorghums. This would control 
the situation so that there would not be 
a .change from hay to soybeans or other 
feed grains -or oilseeds. 
· Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. HOEVEN. I wish to assoclatemy
self with the remarks and the position 
taken by the gentleman from Minnesota. 
We have to· watch soybean production 
rather carefully. The way we are going 
into the production of soybeans in the 
corn and soybean areas, we may well 
wind up with · a real surplus in soybeans. 
This is a strict cross-compliance provi
sion. I am sure the gentleman will 
-agree with me when I say that if we had 
had strict cross-compliance during past 
years we would not be involved in the 
mess we are in today. 

Mr. QUIE. That surely is true. If 
we had had cross-compliance on all 
crops we would not have the cotton 
farmer reducing his cotton acreage 
while at the same time planting them to 
feed grains in competition with us; we 
would not have the wheat farmer, for 
instance, reducing his wheat acreage and 
putting in feed grains in competition 
with us in feed-grain areas. Surely we 
ought to have had cross-compliance for 
the past many years. 

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield. 
'Mr. LATI'A. Did no.t the Secretary of 

Agriculture state when he was before 
the committee that one of the purposes 
of this bill was to get some farmers who 
were producing corn into producing soy
beans? 

Mr. QUIE. Yes; that was his purpose. 
But we put soybeans in the bill so no 
one could divert S(i)Y acres to soybeans. 

Mr. LATTA. Yes. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yie1d? 
Mr. QUIE. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Does not the 

gentleman remember when people took 
corn acreage out of production under 
the acreage reserve program but then 
put in additional acres of grain sor
ghums, so that in the end they produced 
almost the same tonnage of feed? 

Mr. QUIE. That is why the agricul
tural reserve did not work as well as it 
could .hav.e if we had had strict cross
compliance at that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
·the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio. 

The amendment was rej.ected. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ARENDs: Page 

-4, line 13, strike out the words "average 
-yield per" and strike out line 14 and insert 
the words "normal yield." 

Page 6, line 4, strike out line 4 and in
sert the words "normal yield." . 

Page 6, llne 10, strike out the word "aver
age" and on Une 11 strike out the words 
.. 'yi~ld per acre for the farm for 1959 and 
1960" and insert "norm-al yield." 

Page 6, ltne 12, strike out the words "In 
de-" a.nd 'Strike out lines 13 through 18 and. 
insert the following: 

· ".For the purposes of this Act, "normal 
yield" f-or -any fa.rm, 1n the case of corn or 
grain sorghum, s.hall be the average yield 
per acre of corn or grain SGrghum f-or th:! 
farm adjusted for abnormal weather condi
tions and for trends in yields, during the 
!J.ve calendar years immediately preceding 
the year in whieh -such normal yield is de
termined. If for any such year the data are 
not available or there is no ·actual yield, then 
the normal yield for the . farm. shall be a,p.,. 
praised in accord~nee with r~gulations of 
the Secretary, taking into consideration ab
normal weather conditions, the normal yield. 
"for the county, and the yield i.h years ior 
.which data are .available.~· 

. Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, on 
yesterday during the discussion of this 
bill I explained in part what I had in 
mind in offering this amendment. At 
that tim-e the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from North Caro~ 
lina, very frankly stated that objectively 
I was going in the right direction. He 
thought the most -serious critieism 
might be the lack of information on 
crop acreage and that it might not be 
available in certain States for the 5-year 
period 1955-60. Regardless of that, I 
feel in all fairness, and in justice, and 
in equity to the average corngrower 
throughout the great Midwest, this 
amendment should be adopted. If w-e 
follow the basis .set forth in this bill 
of only the crop years 1959 and 196() 
we are going to work a great injustice 
against many of our good corn farmers 
throughout the country who have 
strictly adhered to good farm .soil con
servation practices, and crop rotation 
plans in their farm OP"erations. In other 
words, the farmers who obtain acreage 
basis Dn the years 1959 and 1960 averag.e 
yield, will be tremendously benefited. 
The normal yield should be placed on a 
-5-year average if it is to be fair. In 
other words, the man who has helped to 
create this surplus, who has filled up 
the storage bins, the farmer who has in. 
the last 2 years farmed his place from. 
fence t(i) fence reaps the benefit, and 
the man who has strictly adhered t() 
good farming practices, the efficient 
farmer, is penalized. 

I trust my amendment may be 
adopted, and ask your support to see 
that it is. 

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the g>entle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. As I said yesterday, I 
:am in sympathy with the gentleman's 
objective, and would be inclined to v.ote 
tor his amendment, but he must realize 
that the information that his amend
ment would require is not readily avail
able. This program must move on; we 
must have it at the White House within 
10 days or 2 weeks, or it will be too late. 

If you require the Department to ob
tain records back 5 years, and the infor
mation is not available, the whole pro
gram will fail. A.s I said to the 
gentleman this morning, if there is any 
way he can put into his amendment a 
condition that such information over 
the last 5 years shall be used if it can be 
obtained within the .State, then I wolild 
have no objection to the amendment. 
But his amendment is too ~estrictive. "If 
there is any way he could modify it in 
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any fashion I might be for it. As I un
derstand it, the gentleman from .Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH], has an .amendment that 
is a little more flexible than the amend
ment of the gentleman from Illinois. I 
would like to have the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH] submit his. I think 
the gentleman's objective is right. We 
do not want to penalize rotation in agri
culture, but we were told by the Depart
ment they did not have the records back 
5 years and could not obtain the infor
mation. 

Mr. ARENDS. Of course, I hope the 
substitute to be offered by the gentle
man from Iowa will not be adopted but, 
rather, that my amendment will be 
adopted for the reason that injustice will 
prevail under his amendment, not that 
his amendment is not moving in the right 
direction, but injustice will continue to 
exist as he proposes. I say let us try to 
find out, if we can, the record for the 
past 5 crop years in order that we do the 
right, fair, and just thing in this respect. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlemam yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. HOEVEN. The gentleman has 
correctly pointed out that the bill as 
now worded certainly penalizes the 
farmer who has engaged in good farm 
practices tproughout the years .and it is 
giving a premium to the man who put 
his entire farm into corn at a guaran
teed price. I do not follow the gentle
man from North Carolina who says that 
history information is not available. 
They are now gathering inform.ation for 
the purposes of this bill even prior to its 
passage. Certainly there must be some 
facts and figures in every local office in 
this country as to conservation practices, 
covering the past 5-year period. 

Mr. ARENDS. Let me say to the gen
tleman from Iowa that I agree with him. 
We should make an all-out effort to ob
tain this information on a 5-year basis 
so that we shall not work an injustice 
on any farmer. Sometimes I think the 
farmer gets it coming and going. 

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

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

Mr. QUIE. Is it not true that in the 
years 1956, 1957, 1958, there was a con
trol program on corn and they know for 
every farm during those years what the 
allotment was, what he was raising, and 
that they would not have to ask the 
farmer what he was raising during those 
years, it is available right now in those 
offices? 

Mr. ARENDS. Yes. The gentleman 
has correctly stated the past experience. 

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle
man from North Dakota. 

Mr. SHORT. I would like to point 
out to the gentleman that what the gen
tleman from Minnesota just said would 
probably be true about corn; but I would 
also point out that I called a friend of 
mine w.ho is chairman of an ASC in the 
State of North Dakota, and he told me 
they had no records of the production 
of oats, rye, and barley in the county 
ASC offices in North Dakota. · 

Mr. QUIE; They are not a part of the 
program as far as the plan is concerned. 
There is no necessity for knowing the 
history of oats, barley, or rye production. 

Mr. SHORT. I would like to point 
out if you are going to avail yourself of 
price supports on oats, barley, or rye un
der the provisions of this bill, and you 
happen to raise corn, and that could 
conceivably be corn raised for silage, you 
must comply with the program. 

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

Mr. Chairman, ordinarily the amend
ment offered by the distinguished gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS], would 
be a good amendment. But, here is the 
situation. There are two things we have 
to consider in passing this legislation. 
No. 1, the information essential to en
force the amendment just is not avail
able for the 5 preceding crop years. Re
gardless of what anyone might think or 
hope, the information just is not 
available. 

Now if it be the desire of some that 
they want to kill the bill-and I do not 
say that is the objective of the author 
of the ·amendment; I am sure that is not 
his objective-but if it be the desire of 
some that they want to kill the bill or to 
put the legislation in the position that it 
would be absolutely impossible of admin
istration, then this is the way to do it. 

This show has got to be put on the 
road in a few days. Time is running out. 
It is now very short. Farmers are break
ing land now, preparing to plant grain. 
They are planting down in some of the 
sections of the country-in the Deep 
South. In all probability it will be too 
late to put the legislation into full effect 
down there because the planting time 
will soon have elapsed. But for the 
heavy grain producing area this program 
must be in effect within 15 or 20 days. 
Time is running out. 

This is emergency legislation. It is 
not something that is going to be in effect 
next year or the year thereafter; it is 
only for this year. And, the only reason 
we brought this bill to the floor making 
it effeotive for only this year is because 
we did not want to have another large 
crop similar to that of last year and 
the year before piling up on the al
ready heavy surplus. So, we brought in 
this emergency legislation, conceding it 
is not desirable from a long range stand
point but desirable for this emergency 
period only. 

While I have some sympathy for the 
objective of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois, if I thought 
it was possible to obtain the information 
essential to its administration, I would go 
along with it. But, it just is not avail
able. So, I hope the amendment, with 
all deference to my friend from Illinois, 
will be voted down. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer a substitute. 

The Clerk read .as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. SMITH of Iowa. 

as a substitute for the amendment offered 
by Mr. ARENDs: On page 6, line 18, strike 
out the period and insert "and to give due 
consideration to til~able acreage, crop ro
tation practices, type of soil, and topog
raphy." 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I want . to say, to start with, that I 
thoroughly agree with · the objective of 
the - gentleman from Dlinois .!Mr. 
ARENDs], and practically everything that 
has been said .on both sides of the .aisle. 
But, I just do not feel his amendment is 
flexible enough to get at the situation 
mentioned by the gentleman from Min
nesota. I do not believe the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from .Illinois 
will permit the use of these records 
available in the ASC oflices in the com
mercial corn areas. I fully subscribe to 
what the gentleman from North Dakota 
said, that there are areas where these 
records are not available. That is the 
reason this requires a very flexible ap
proach, so where the records are avail
able they can be used and where they 
are not available they will have to put 
in some time to get the proper records. 
This is the same flexibility thet Mr. Ben
son used in connection with the allot
merft for the acreage reserve program; 
in fact, this is the identical language 
which you will find in the law in section 
329-A and B. It is the identical lan
guage. It permits . this Secretary of 
Agriculture to have the same authority 
as Secretary Benson had and to use 
wherever applicable those acreage al
lotments that were made by Secretary 
Benson in 1957. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield. 
Mr. HOEVEN. There is much merit 

in what the gentleman says. I am just 
wondering how this is going to protect 
the man who has engaged in proper soil 
conservation practices during the last 5 
years. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Because they 
may consider in this the crop rotation 
practices used. 

Mr. HOEVEN. How effective would 
that be? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I think it was 
pretty effective under Secretary Benson 
in 1957. They already have the regula
tions down there that they used at that 
time. I must say that I talked to the 
Department about this and they agree 
that with this provision they could make 
the adjustments that we are talking 
about right here on the floor. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. QUIE. Would it be possible, how
ever, for them to use the records that 
they presently have for the years 1956, 
1957, and 1958 and under which they had 
finally worked out the most equitable 
relationship between farms by the use 
of this method and others in order to 
bring about the kind of allotments per 
farm that we would consider fair and 
equitable? 

Mr. SMITH of .Iowa. I think they do. 
Tlle reason is this: If they have the 
same authority that Secretary Benson 
had at that time, surely they can do 
the same thing he did at that time. 
· Mr. QUIE. But this says to give due 

consideration to tillable acreage, crop
rotation practices, type of soil and to
pography. But it does not give him the 
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right to go back to previous years. He 
can only look at the period in which 
it was under consideration. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Although we 
have had a change of administration, 
this is still the Department of Agricul
ture and the Department of Agriculture 
has all these records. 

Mr. QUIE. Under the law as Secre
tary Benson administered it he was not 
prohibited from going back only to the 
2 previous years. This bill prohibits 
the Secretary from going back any fur
ther from 1959. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The interpreta
tion given me by the Department is that 
they could go back and pick up those 
records. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do feel that the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois has much 
merit. In many instances in our farm 
program people who have tried to diver
sify and follow good practices have been 
penalized and those who planted every 
possible acre have been rewarded for 
doing so as I see the situation. But that 
is not what I am interested in at this 
particular time. The point has been 
made that it is very difficult to obtain 
information in connection with figures 
and data from the Department of Agri
culture. I believe that ought to be un
derlined because it certainly is true. I 
have asked for a lot of information 
through the years. As a matter of fact, 
at one time during a Democratic admin
istration I regret to say I could get no 
information about the average value per 
cotton allotment in each of the cotton 
counties. I wrote to county agricul
tural committees in nearly all cotton 
producing counties at that time for 
the information. Why? They refused 
downtown at the Department to give 
me that information or to seek to obtain 
it for me. I have had several experi
ences like that very recently. You write 
to the Secretary of Agriculture here, our 
Democratic Secretary-and I wish him 
well-and you will get back an answer 
that the information is in the field. The 
officials of the Department of Agricul
ture are called before congressional 
committees to testify and they under
take to help us as we write legislation 
by supplying information and figures. 
How can they help us when so much of 
the information is in the field? They 
need the information themselves in order 
to be the most informative witnesses 
possible. Their judgments and our 
judgments are no better than the infor
mation we have. 

They should bring immediately copies 
of much of the information which is in 
the field to Washington in order to be 
able to work with and advise the mem
bership of the House and the other body 
since all of us ask questions orally or in 
writing. This is particularly true in 
view of the fact that as I understand 
it we have $8 billion worth of com
modities in storage and have lost one 
billion and three-quarters of another bil
lion on the farm program in the past. I 
hope that as a result of what ha.s taken 
place here today with reference to the 

possible lack of information in this in
stance the officials of our Department of 
Agriculture will resolve I repeat, to go 
to the field and get much more infor
mation on all commodities than they 
currently have. 

I wrote a letter to Dr. Willard Coch
rane soon after I saw the grain program 
announced. I asked him several ques
tions. I received no answer. I sent Sec
retary Freeman a wire on February 28 
and finally did get an answer about the 
large grain producers. Apparently it 
was not of great interest to Dr. Cochrane 
and others that some barley producers 
were advanced loans of more than $1 
million each in 1959. This letter in 
answer to my wire is signed by Mr. Orlin 
J. Scoville and is dated March 1, 1961. 
The letter is in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD of March 8, 1961, on page 3514. 

Dr. Scoville stated: 
The amounts shown represent the loan of 

funds advanced. In some instances these 
were redeemed but in other cases the grain 
was taken over by the Government. Similar 
information is not available for earlier 
years. 

I think our agricultural people here 
should know about the amounts which 
were redeemed and not redeemed and 
should have information for several 
years. 

I think our colleague, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] is 
probably right, and the chairman is, too, · 
when they say the information 5 years 
back could not be easily obtained, but it 
should be. That is the point I am mak
ing. The information should be avail
able to the U.S. officials of the Depart
ment of Agriculture here in Washington 
for their own information, for the Presi
dent, if he wishes it, and for Members of 
the House and Senate if they wish it. I 
might add it is not merely in the field, 
it is on the back side of the field, and 
the worse the information is the more 
difficult it is to get, it seems to me. In 
other words, if the information paints 
a bad picture, it is rather difficult to 
obtain always. That is an experience 
I have had over a period of 22 years. 

The President of the United States 
has rightly said that we need informa
tion in this country. Recently there was 
a fine article by one of the columnists 
which I shall include in my remarks 
about the effort the President is making 
to see that we and the people of this 
country get information. To you, Mr. 
Secretary of Agriculture, I say, get us 
information, bring copies of it away from 
the field and place it where we can ob
tain it and use it, so that we can write 
a sound and constructive farm program 
in connection with those divisions of the 
farm program where defects today exist. 

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

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. AVERY. I should like to comment 
that maybe it is easier for certain news
papers to get information from the De
partment of Agriculture than it is for 
Members. I recall a year ago there was 
quite a lot of publicity as to how much 
compensation for soil conservation prac
tices and for loans Members of Congress 

had received. I remember our minority 
leader had received something like $3.21 
in reimbursement for certain soil con
servation practices, and that became a 
matter of public record. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I thank the gen
tleman very much. 

The average value of a cotton allot
ment in some counties is as low as $300 
and the average value in other counties 
goes to $62,000 per allotment. I have 
asked that these figures and others for 
controlled crops be brought up to date . 
I received a letter that said, "You are 
the only one that wants that informa
tion, and we do not feel we should get 
it." But I think we shall get it, and I 
think I shall have a good part in getting 
it. 

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

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield to our dis
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. HALLECK. The papers said I 
got $2.50. I did not even get that. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. A lot of Mem
bers of Congress I know probably live 
on the land but get nothing or very little 
in the way of loans or payments. Of 
course, this is not featured. 

Mr. Chairman, the article to which I 
referred is as follows and appeared in 
the Washington Post, March 3, 1961: 

ON GOVERNMENT, ACTIVE AND PASSIVE 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
The public information policy of the Ken

nedy administration is so curious, and may 
later prove so important, that it cries out 
for analysis. 

It is curious because ·of the bewildering 
contrast between the extreme openness of 
the White House itself, and the cloistered, 
almost harem-like withdrawal of most of 
the other Government departments. Noth
ing quite like this contrast has been seen 
before in political Washington. 

The openness of the White House is a 
calculated policy. Shortly after President 
Kennedy took office, he and his press sec
retary, Pierre Salinger, and other leading 
members of his staff discussed the pros and 
cons of the kind of rule that would have 
closed the place up for good. Under the 
proposed rule, all White House staff mem
bers would have had to ask for special per
mission, as in the Eisenhower era, before 
talking to any reporter. 

The President recognized that such a rule 
would close the White House. He decided 
that this was undesirable. As a result, re
porters now swarm through the White House 
staff offices, briskly asking questions and 
even quite frequently getting answers about 
every imaginable subject of public interest. 

By the same token, the President himself, 
instead of playing the role of a remote, 
hieratically immobile Byzantine ruler, has 
been constantly on view, both formally and 
informally. He has appeared at his tele
vised press conferences, in special television 
shows of the most un-Byzantine character, 
and in all sorts of other ways. The effects 
of this White House openness and Presi
dential accessibility can be seen in the most 
recent Gallup Poll. Kennedy, the Presiden
tial personality, has had an immense impact. 

Yet the Democratic congressional leader
ship and the White House congressional 
liaison both rather glumly admit that this 
personal impact of President Kennedy has 
hardly produced an added vote for his pro
gram in the House of Representatives. 
Somewhere there is a break in the tradi
tional chain of communications from Presi
dent to voters, to the Capitol. 
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One place to look for the break in the 

chain is in the Government departments, 
Defense, State, and the rest, whose continued 
cloistered reticence contrasts so sharply 
with the new openness of the White House. 
Nothing could be less like the Eisenhower 
White House than the Kennedy White 
House. But the Defense Department under 
Kennedy, for instance, is exactly like the 
Defense Department under Eisenhower, only 
perhaps rather more so. 

This departmental reticence, it must be 
added, is not a calculated policy. It is a 
natural consequence of the fact that nothing 
has been done about the innumerable estab
lished customs, rules, and prohibitions all 
intended to prevent free communication of 
facts to the public. They are all being ob
served as usual. They are all being taken 
for granted, as quite proper customs, rules 
and prohibitions, which are indeed badly 
needed to safeguard the delicate electorate 
from an unsettling flow of public informa-
tion. · 

In reality, of course, this cloistered char
acter of the Government, this governmental 
sheltering behind a barricade of classifica
tion stamps, is an enormous, recent innova
tion in the American political system. Until 
the Second World War, the whole American 
Government was completely open. 

In 1939-41, a time of danger, President 
Roosevelt actually stimulated a double flow 
of public information, in order to secure 
support for his great prewar measures. 
Even in . the fust Truman administration, 
the American Government was still largely 
open. And the resulting massive flow of 
public information was what secured sup
port for the Marshall plan and the other 
great innovating measures of that remark
able era. 

In these past periods of active Government, 
in other words, there was no attempt to pre
vent the Nation from learning about the 
problems confronting it. There was even 
an active effort to acquaint the Nation with 
all the details of those problems. There
fore, when the Government was ready to 
act, the Nation was also ready. But in the 
more recent years of passive government, 
there was an opposite effect--an effort to 
conceal the mere existence of na tiona! 
problems. 

Not wishing to take action, any passive 
government naturally wishes the electorate 
to feel no need for action. Concealment, in 
these circumstances, is quite logical. But 
the habits formed in the years of passivity, 
though .now deep-rooted in our officialdom, 
are not logical any longer, when the Presi
dent so clearly wants the Government to be 
active again. What was sauce for the goose, 
in this case, is plain polson for the gander. 

This is one of Kennedy's basic dilemmas. 
If he resolves the dilemma by restoring the 
old, traditional Government openness, he 
must pay the price of the numerous em
barrassments that always affi.ict open govern
ment. Yet some of those around him are 
urging payment of this considerable price, 
because they see that no American ·Govern
ment can be successfully active without 
being open. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the substitute amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SllnTH]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. ARENDS) there 
were-ayes 67, noes 71. 

So the substitute amendment was re
jected. 

The CllAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man.from Illinois [Mr. ARENDs]. 

The question was taken; and on a di-· 
vision (demanded by Mr. ARENDS) there 
were-ayes 80, noes 84. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered_, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. ARENDS and 
Mr. MATTHEWS. 

The Committee again divided and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
113, noes 138. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, It seems like the chair

man of the Committee on Agriculture is 
getting picked on a little bit today. 

On March 7 the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture [Mr. CooLEY] 
stated in speaking of section 3, H.R. 
4510-I will quote him: 

I know a lot of people are apprehensive 
a.nd they are fearful that with section 3 in 
the bill the Secretary might break the corn 
market and adversely affect the grain trade. 
But this is his responsibility. 

The question I raise is whether or not 
this Congress is going to abdicate its 
right to decide what the laws of the 
land are going to be, and completely 
give to the administrative side of gov
eTnment the power to dictate and the 
power to decide what is good for the 
people who are, in this instance, engaged 
in farming. Members who have spoken 
on the problem have directed their com
ments almost completely to corn rather 
than taking into consideration that 
whatever we do here not only affects 
corn but it affects wheat. I do not think 
there is anyone in this body who repre
sents more farming areas than I do. 
We in Montana are concerned with any 
piece of legislation that carte blanche 
says we are going to pass a bill and let 
it be administered downtown without 
any guideposts for the Secretary to 
follow. 

Consider for a moment the fact that 
this is nothing more than another soil 
bank. I happened to disagree with the 
Secretary of Agriculture in thP. past ad
ministration on the question of the soil 
bank and I also disagree with the pres
ent Secretary when he says, that to re
duce the number of acres that our farm
ers have on which to make a living is 
going to be beneficial. 

May I call your attention to the fact 
that while we are retiring acres from 
production in this country our State 
Department is going overseas and say
ing: "We have retired some corn pro
duction in the United States so why don't 
you produce corn in your country so you 
can compete with our farmers in order 
to make a better life for everybody?'-' 
And then we provide the money so they 
can learn to produce corn and continue 
to depress the market and add to our 
surplus. 

If we are going to reduce acreage for 
our own farmers then let us not give it to 
another country. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture a question. Does the chair
man believe it is the responsibility of 
this Congress .to determine whether or 
not the corn market, or any grain mar
ket, ,should be broken, or does he believe 
that this would be solely the responsi
bility of the Secretary of Agriculture? 

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

Mr. BATTIN. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. This bill does not give 
anybody authority to break any market. 
I am sorry the gentleman has not read 
the bill which provides that the Secre
tary of Agriculture cannot sell corn in 
the market at less than 17 percent below 
the support price, which figures out $1 
per bushel. One dollar per bushel is the 
market price now. The effect of this 
provision is that the Secretary of Agri
culture cannot break the market. He 
can say, "Those of you who do not co
operate cannot expect to let us raise the 
market for you through the activity of 
the cooperators." But even those non
cooperators are protected against any 
break in the market at the hands of the 
Secretary. 

Mr. BATTIN. The gentleman from 
Texas misunderstood what I said. He 
disagrees with the chairman, not me. I 
am quoting from the RECORD of March 7 
where the chairman of the committee 
stated that he realized some people have 
fears but that it is not the responsibility 
of the Congress, it is the responsibility 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. This is 
a clarification I would like to have. 

Mr. POAGE. I am not quoting the 
chairman or the Secretary. I am quot
ing the bill. The bill provides very 
specifically that nobody can sell feed · 
back into the market for less than 17 
percent below the support price, which is · 
$1. That means you cannot sell it so as 
to break the market. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to go on record 
as opposing this bill in its entirety. 
First of all, I am a farmer and a feeder, 
and while there are more Members than 
usual here today, I wish they were all on 
the floor to hear a freshman Congress
man and farmer say what he has to 
say. I have listened attentively to re
marks on other bills, and this .bill dealing 
with agriculture is so important that I 
think all should hear these remarks. 

I am one of six brothers who farm and 
feed cattle on a farm in Dakota County. 
My share ·of this operation is 280 acres, 
on which I have the privilege of paying 
interest and taxes. That area of land is 
about equal to what is known commonly 
as a family-sized farm. When corn is in 
heavy supply and we have a good year, 
with plenty of corn, we sell corn. When 
it is in short supply, we buy as much as 
is necessary to support our feeding op
eration. And, I want to point out that 
my five brothers and I love to farm in 
this kind of a free economy. 

The debate so far has been on a mat
ter of degree; a degree of more Govern
ment interference and intervention. 

Let us discuss the philosophy that I 
believe prompts this measure, and I am 
seriously wondering about this as we de
bate this legislation. I say this because 
in our committee-! am not a niember of 
the subcommittee; I wanted to b~; there 
was not room for me on this subcommit
tee, and rightfully so, because I am a 
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freshman-and I want to point out the 
last half of this bill was not read in 
executive session of the entire commit
tee. That is why I am taking the time 
to say what I have to say. I am seriously 
wondering, as we consider this bill, 
whether or not we are considering a 
measure that ir. in the best interests of 
the farmer and the consumer of the 
country as a whole, because I am quite 
certain that we cannot write a bill that 
will cure all of the ills of agriculture, 
even those within the feed grain area. 

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

Mr. BEERMANN. If I have sufficient 
time to conclude all of my remarks; yes, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. COOLEY. I just want to call the· 
attention of the gentleman to the fact 
that the bill was actually read in the 
committee wore! for word, line by line; 
it was read over many times. I do not 
recall whether the gentleman was there 
when it was or not, but I am certain it 
was read. 

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
when it was 5 minutes to 12 the chairman 
said 5 minutes, 4, 3, and the House was 
in session, did he not ask to dispense 
with the reading of the rest of the bill? 

Mr. COOLEY. We read it over three 
times before we got to that place where 
I made that suggestion. 

Mr. BEERMANN. Thank you for 
your remarks. 

We have been trying to do something 
along this line since the 1930's and have 
consistently come up with more reserves 
instead. And, I further wonder if the 
proponents of this bill are not as far out 
of touch with farm thinking as I was 
with the general thinking in the year 
1945. I returned to the United States 
that year after 3 years abroad in the 
service in World War II. When I left 
in 1942 every single person in the United 
States was trying to get a job done. 
Three years later, when I returned, 
everyone or almost everyone wanted 
something from the Federal Govern
ment. A long way, indeed, from the 
1942 state of mind. 

Now, I want to go into the philosophy 
that underlies this particular piece of 
legislation. As I understand, from com
mittee hearings, it was originally pro
posed by our new Secretary of Agricul
ture, Orville Freeman. Mr. Freeman in 
his appearance before the committee 
styled himself a conservative. I would 
like to add here if this bill is the Secre
tary's idea of being conservative, then 
the Lord save us from liberal legislation. 
Secretary Freeman in his deliberation 
as to what is good for the farmer is 
being assisted by Dr. Willard Cochrane, 
who received his Ph. D. from Harvard, 
and who is listed as economic adviser to 
Secretary Freeman. 

On December 6, 1958, Dr. Cochrane 
made a speech before the Midwest 
Swine Marketing Conference at Ames, 
Iowa. That is next to my State. In 
that speech Dr. Cochrane was quoted as 
saying that supply control can enable 
swine producers to gain bargaining 
power on the market if they want it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEER
MANN] has expired. 

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEERMANN. I shall be glad to 

furnish the rest of his remarks, if any
body wants to read them. 

Let's hear a little more from Dr. 
Cochrane, the man who is advising_ o~r 
new Secretary on farm economics: 

On Monday, February 20, 1961, Dr. 
Cochrane made another talk before the 
Missouri Farmers Association at Colum
bia, Mo. In that talk which was labeled, 
"New Developments in the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture," Dr. Cochrane is 
reported as saying: 

How do we resolve this tough feed-grain 
problem? In general terms-we must l"e
duce the output of feed grains in 1961 and 
expand utilization. (A) We can achieve 
the reduction o:f feed-grain output in 1961 
by a voluntary control program along the 
lines recommended by the Feed-Grain Study 
Committee. The main features o.f that 
voluntary program are ( 1) Increase the 
level of price support on corn to $1.20 per 
bushel and equivalent increases on other 
feed grains, where this guarantee of price 
support is limited to farmers who participate 
in the program. (2) The retirement of 20 
percent of each producer's feed-grain acre
age into a nonproductive, soil conserving 
practice. (3) The payment to producers of 
a conservation practice payment to induce 
.farmers to participate in the voluntary pro
gram. ( 4) The provision of a payments-in
kind feature for those program cooperators 
who wish to cut back more than that re
quired for eligibility for price support. 

Dr. Cochrane then went on to add 
that several features can be added to 
the above program which complement 
it. First, raise the price of soybeans 
relative to corn and thereby induce a 
substitution of soybean production for 
feed-grain production. Second, increase 
the profitability rates in the animal prod
ucts, by purchase and other price sup
porting operations, and thereby draw 
down Government stocks of feed grains. 
Third, use the soybean oil and animal 
products acquired under points < 1) and 
(2) above, in expanded domestic and 
foreign food distribution programs. 

To end his speech, he said: 
We will use all three of the above ap

proaches in some combination during the 
forthcoming years. I cannot, at this time, 
however, say just what the precise prescrip
tion will be in 1961. Congress is now con
sidering those aspects of the above program 
that require legislative action, and we must 
wait and see what exact form that action 
will take. 

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

Mr. BEERMANN. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Nebraska for having the courage to re
state certain fundamental principles 
which are of the greatest importance 
in this day of crisis, both national and 
international. Certainly the fallacy of 
Government regimentation and control 
is evident in the confused debate that 
we have had here in the last 2 days. 

Everybody wonders whom they are going 
to hurt or whom they are not going to 
hurt, with all kinds of controls and 
regimentation. I commend the gentle
man from Nebraska for restating his be
lief in the principles of a free society. 

Mr. BEERMANN. I thank the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. Chairman, the point that I am 
making here is this. I have often told 
farmers in the Third Nebraska District 
that there are those who are bent on 
complete control of the farm, exactly as 
it is controlled in some foreign coun- . 
tries. And if we want the blueprint of 
just how that is going to be accom
plished, do we go over the speeches of 
the man who is currently advising our 
Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. Chairman, I am completely op
posed to control of our farm, and I am 
quite sure control is opposed by more 
than a majority of the Nation's farmers. 
We had proof of that in 1958 when in a 
national referendum we farmers voted 
by about 70 percent to have unlimited 
corn production--or, if you want totals 
in round numbers, 254,000 for unlimited 
corn production to 102,000 against. 

We farmers want to operate in a free 
economy just like every other business 
and profession-grocery store, filling 
station, bank, dry goods store, and medi
cine or law. We want the right to plan 
our operation just like every other pro
ducer and consumer, because if we do 
not have that right we do not know 
where we stand. 

I believe the farmer needs help but it 
should not come in the way of more con
trols, more complex regulations. In
stead, the Government should gradually 
withdraw from the farm and let it func
tion just as it does in every other busi
ness. Let the farmer raise what he can 
use and sell. If he needs financial help, 
let it be extended in the form · of cash 
loans on a percentage of his crop mar
ket price, backed by a realistic repay
ment plan. Extend this aid through 
Feder~! channels if need be. 

We farmers want to be competitors. 
We want the right to farm in the best 
way that experience and God has taught 
us. We want the right to use all tech
nical skills as fast as they are developed 
by research-in short, we want to farm 
the best we know how. 

Most of all, we want to be free. We 
are probably one of the few outposts 
of real freedom left in these United 
States. 

If emergency legislation of this type
legislation that puts a bonus on nonpro
duction, encourages inefficiency, and de
prives a farmer of the right to run his 
farm as he knows best-is enacted, then 
I wonder if we may not be the last of 
freemen anywhere. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I did not expect to be 
able to follow the very fine remarks of 
the gentleman from Nebraska, but my 
thought follows so closely the same lines 
as his. 

The agricultural experts here in the 
House have now gotten this bill pretty 
much in the shape they want it, and I 
suppose that whenever this happens 
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someone always comes along and throws 
a skunk into the henhouse. I expect that 
is about the way my remarks will be in
terpreted. 

For 2 days I have listened to interparty 
and intraparty arguments over this bill. 
Everyone, regardless of which side of the 
aisle they sit on, is agreed that the pur
pose of this bill is to increase the price of 
feed grain and this is a noble purpose, so 
far as I am concerned. 

But, let me suggest to you that Con
gress cannot increase the price of any 
farm commodity without at the same 
time tightening the import fence around 
the farm, either through increased tar
iffs, or quotas or some kind of a tax. If 
we do, we only invite increased agricul
tural imports. 

The better the domestic price, the 
greater the incentive for friendly for
eign farmers to ship their production into 
this country. 

When we increase the imports, we just 
add that much onto our so-called sur
pluses. And how do we solve the surplus 
problem? By forcing domestic acreage 
reduction. What do we do when we force 
acreage reduction? We simply take that 
many more farmers off the farm and send 
them to town to build up the army of un
employed. 

The taxpayer pays for the rent of the 
land taken out of production; he pays 
for the support of the farmer who is now 
among the army of unemployed; he loans 
him money through FHA to build a home 
1n town, or provides public housing for 
him, if he cannot get an FHA loan; he 
increases his social security for him; he 
pays for jobs through depressed areas 
legislation and builds new schools for 
him through Federal subsidies for edu
cation-all because Congress in its great 
wisdom wants to make more friendly for
eign farmers, regardless of the effect upon 
our agriculture. 

For instance, we are talking about 
feed grains-let us take a look at feed 
grains. 

Today we have in storage 268.2 mil
lion bushels of oats. Oats imports dur
ing the past 10 years have exceeded 310.7 
million bushels. The average oats pro
duction is 40 bushels to the acre. In 
other words, oats imports have displaced 
the production of 80 million acres. How 
many American farmers have we put off 
farms with oats imports? 

Let us take barley. We have in stor
age 167.7 million bushels. We have im
ported 225.6 million bushels in the past 
10 years. At 30 bushels to the acre, we 
have displaced the production of 75 
million acres. How many farmers has 
this displaced? 

Rye is worse. We have in storage 10.5 
million bushels. Imports of rye in the 
past 10 years has exceeded 44.4 million 
bushels-four times as much as the pres
ent surplus-yet we pay storage on all 
of these imported grains and blame the 
American farmer for overproduction. 

Each year we permit the imports of 
more than 2 million head of beef, a half 
million hogs, over 1 :Y4 million sheep and 
lambs, displacing the production of more 
than 45 million acres, that you are forc
ing the American farmer to take out of 
production, thereby forcing that many 
more American farmers off the land. 

Is it any wonder that our young farm
ers are demanding some protection 
against all this foolishness? Is it any 
wonder that they cannot find land upon 
which to establish themselves in the 
farming business? Is it any wonder that 
our economy is out of balance? 

This, we are told, is the price tag for 
creating friendly foreign farmers 
abroad. Millions of acres taken out of 
production, thousands of farmers forced 
off the land, billions of dollars heaped 
upon the backs of the dwindling taxpay
ers-and, Mr. Chairman, just how many 
friends are we making? 

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

Mr. BERRY. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. DORN. The gentleman is abso
lutely correct. The gentleman is mak
ing a very worthwhile and able con
tribution to this debate. Not only are 
we importing cattle and Communist ham 
from Poland, but last year I put into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an article from 
the Lancaster, Pa., Livestock Reporter, 
that more than 50,000 pounds of kan
garoo meat was imported into the 
United States and sold as beef in the 
great State of Pennsylvania. No won
der that article was headed "Are You 
Jumpy These Days?'' 

Mr. BERRY. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DoMINICK: On 

page 4, line 17, after "grain sorghums, soy
beans, and any other" strike out "feed grain 
or". 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. Chairm9-.n, we 
have heard throughout this entire 2 days' 
debate that this program is designed to 
be a voluntary program, that you do not 
have to go into it if you do not want to, 
that they are not trying to exert any 
particular force to require you to go into 
it; and the committee in the considera
tion of this bill knocked out the original 
request that in addition to corn acreage 
you should also reduce the amount of 
oats, rye, and barley. This is no longer 
a requirement, and in many areas of the 
country oats, rye, and barley are being 
or have been planted as a cash crop. 
They are designed in many instances to 
form the basic income of the farmer, and 
there is nothing in this bill as it was 
brought out of the committee which 
would indicate either that the farmer was 
in jeopardy as far as the amount that 
he could plant was concerned or that he 
was in jeopardy as far as getting his 
price support on these crops was con
cerned; yet they come through the back 
door by way of subsection (2) of sec
tion 2 on line 17 and say that wherever 
corn is grown or has been grown for the 
last 2 years by any farmer and he also 
grows any of these feed grains of which 
I have spoken he has absolutely got to 
come in on this corn program or he does 
not get the support money on his other 
feed grains. This is something he had 
not expected when he planted; yet now 
they come in through the back door say
ing, "You are going to have to go along 
on this corn program if you want to get 

what you are already legally entitled to." 
This, to say the least, is compuls~on and 
refutes the statements made by the com
mittee chairman and the ranking ma
jority member as to the program being 
voluntary. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
simply to take out "or other feed grains." 
This is not a question of cross-compli
ance. There is nothing in this amend
ment which, if passed, would permit a 
farmer to take the diverted acreage and 
put it back into grain feed production. 
This simply states that what Congress 
has previously said you can get by way 
of price supports, and what the Secre
tary's regulation has said you can get, 
you are entitled to get regardless of 
whether or not you go along with the 
new corn program. 

Is there any logical reason why a per
son who has planted, relying on an
nouncements made by Congress, and bY 
the Secretary-is there any logical 
reason why he should not be entitled 
to get them without being forced to do 
something that was not a considera
tion at the time the support prices were 
fixed? 

This is supposed to be a voluntary 
thing, yet they say, we are going to re
quire you to go along on this corn pro
gram in order to get your support price 
on the other grains. That is not volun
tary. In many instances the corn, 
which is grown in conjunction with bar
ley, rye, and oats, is grown mainly as 
silage, but this bill states that corn is 
corn, whether it is used as silage to feed 
your livestock and poultry, or whatever 
it may be used for, and if you want to 
get your support price on these other 
grains you have to go along on the corn 
program. 

Again I appeal to you to support my 
amendment, which is very simple, 
namely, strike out those words "or other 
feed grains." 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an illus
tration of the widespread failure to un
derstand either the program or the bill. 
The gentleman from Colorado suggests 
that it would be very inequitable to those 
of us-and I say "us" because I am in 
the oat business and have more acres 
in oats than in any other crop on my 
farm, and that same situation is prob
ably true of most of the other farmers 
in my area, so I should be privileged to 
speak in the first person about this mat
ter. 

The bill says that if those of us who 
are growing oats are to participate in 
the extra payments this bill provides, 
we must cooperate with the feed grain 
programs. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Section 2 states 

what the Secretary shall require as a 
condition of eligibility for price support 
of any other feed grains. 

Mr. POAGE. Yes. 
Mr. DOMINICK. That you have to 

participate in this program. 
Mr. POAGE. It says that if we are 

going to get the high supports this bill 
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gives for oats, barley, and rye, we must 
·then participate on corn and grain sor
ghums. If I want to get the special ad
-vantage, it seems to me I ought to par
ticipate in the program and make some 
reduction. If you do not keep the safe
guards of the bill, you are going to give 
these people a complete windfall with no 
·participation at all. If you are growing 
corn or grain sorghums the present bill 
does not impose a single obligation on 
you, but if you are going to get the extra 
price for your oats and then you are 
going to grow corn or grain sorghums 
you have to participate. I do not see 
anything wrong with that. I do not see 
anything unfair in requiring a man who 
is going to get a special and substantial 
payment from the Government to com
ply. These special payments are being 
made for cooperation. Now, why should 
the producer not cooperate on another 
operation which involves feed grain and 
add to the total surplus of feed grain? 
The whole question is, Are you in favor 
of cutting down this unnecessary feed 
grain production of 400 million bushels 
a year more than we need? Are you in
terested in providing a market for some
one's elevator to store this surplus, or 
are you going to make a real effort to 
save the taxpayers some money? 

If you pass the bill as written you 
have the assurances of the committee 
and of the Department just as far as we 
can tell you that it will give you a very 
substantial reduction in the unnecessary 
production of feed grains. If you adopt 
this amendment and others like it-you 
can see that there is a trend with these 
kinds of amendments, each and every 
one of which is nibbling away at the 
effectiveness of the bill-you will help 
destroy it. None of these amendments 
individually will destroy the bill, but 
each and every one of them takes away 
its effectiveness, and each and every one 
of them costs the taxpayers money. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Colorado [Mr. DoMINicK]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 2. Section 16 of the Soil Conservation 

and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, 
is amended by adding the following new 
subsection: 

" (c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law-

" ( 1) The Secretary shall formulate and 
carry out a special agricultural conserva
tion program for 1961, without regard to 
provisi{)ns which would be applicable to the 
regular agricultural conservation program, 
under which, subject to such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary determines, 
conservation payments in amounts deter
mined by the Secretary to be fair and rea
sonable shall be made to producers who di
vert acreage from the production of corn 
and grain sorghums to an approved con
servation use and increase their average 
acreage devoted in 1959 and 1960 to desig-

-nated soil conserving crops or practices by 
an equal amount: Provided, however, That 
any producer may elect in_ lieu of such 
payment to devote such diverted acreage to 
any crop not in surplus, · not· eligible for 
price supports, and not produced principal-
ly for livestock feed as may be designated 

. by the Secretary. Such special agricul-

tural conservation program shall require 
the producer to take such measures as the 
Secretary may deem appropriate to k~ep 
such diverted acreage free from insects, 
weeds, and rodents. The acreage eligible for 
payments in cash or in an equivalent amount 
in kind under such · conservation program 
shall be an acreage equivalent to 20 per 
centum of the average acreage on the farm 
planted to corn and grain sorghums in the 
crop years 1959 and 1960 or up to 20 acres, 
whichever is greater. Payments in cash may 
be made on an amount of corn and grain 
sorghums not in excess of the product of 50 
per centum of the average yield per acre for 
the f arm for 1959 and 1960 multiplied by 
the number of such diverted acres. Pay
ments in kind may be made by the Secre
tary for the diversion of an additional 20 
per centum of such corn and grain sor
ghum acreage. Payments in kind may be 
m ade on an amount of corn and grain sor
ghums not in excess of the product of 60 
per centmn of the average yield per acre 
for the farm of 1959 and 1960 multiplied 
by the number of such additional diverted 
acres. In determining the amount of con
servation payments and price supports for 
the 1961 crops of corn and grain sorghums, 
the Secretary may make such adjustments 
in acreages and yields for the 1959 and 
1960 crop years as he determines neces
sary to correct for abnormal factors affect
ing production. 

"(2) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such amounts as may be neces
sary to enable the Secretary to carry out 
this section 16(c). The Commodity Credit 
Corporation is authorized to advance from 
its capital funds such sums as may be neces
sary to pay administrative expenses in con
nection with such program during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1961. 

" ( 3) Obligations under such program 
may be incurred in advance of appropria
tions therefor (i) for payments in cash in 
an amount not exceeding $500 million, and 
(ii} for payments in kind for diversion of 
acreage, within such limits as the Secre
tary may require. Payments in kind shall 
be made through the issuance of negotiable 
certificates redeemable for feed grains by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation in ac
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary." 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoEVEN: On 

page 5, line 17, after the word "Secretary" 
insert "but in no event shall popcorn be 
planted on such diverted acreage." 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment was discussed and acted 
upon in the Committee on Agriculture, 
and I understand it is agreeable to the 
chairman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
to the amendment, and I believe the rest 
of the committee agree. 

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSEN of 

Minnesota: Page 5, line 21 after the word 
"payments", strike out the words "in cash 
or in an" and on line 22 strike the words 
"equivalent amount" and line 23 strike out 
"20" and insert "40"; and page 6, line 1, 
strike out the words "payments in cash" 

-and strike out line 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and on line 
8 strike out the words "and grain sorghum 
acreage"; and pag.e 7, line 2, strike out the 

words "(i) for"; and strike out line 3 and 
strike out the words "000,000 and (ii) for" on 
line 4, 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I am offering this amend
ment to te~~ the fiscal responsibility of 
this House. We have in CCC stocks, 
$9.2 billion worth of commodities owned 
by the taxpayers of the United States. 
Now, in the green acres farm plan pro
posal of last year, you will recall the 
House accepted at that time the proposal 
of a strictly payment in kind bill. 

Now, what this amendment does is 
·simply to take out of this bill all cash 
payments and provides that all payments 
be based on payments in kind. Now, if 
we really want to do something toward 
chiseling away this huge amount of corn, 
oats, and other commodities in Commod
ity Credit Corporation stocks, why 
should we give the Secretary the right 
to make payments in cash, when we have 
this huge surplus of grain on hand, 
worth billions of dollars and already paid 
for by the taxpayers? Why not use 
these stocks as an incentive, to pay for 
further reduction in planting by farm
ers? Why should we authorize the ex
penditure of a half-billion dollars, Mr. 
CANNON? ~ovr here we are offering the 
farmer 60 percent payment in kind rath
er than 50 percent in cash. I think the 
average farmer would prefer to take 
his payment out of Commodity Credit 
Corporation stocks. I am discussing 
this from the viewpoint of a man who 
has sat upon the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations for 18 
years dealing with this subject. I do 
not like to sit there next year and have 
to agree to throw another half a billion 
dollars further into this pot that is un
necessary. We can do the very same 
thing by letting these stocks of grain go 
out of CCC hands, into consumption, via 
the farmers by making payments in kind. 
Moreover, we will be doing a good deed 
for the farmer himself by starting to get 
rid of this huge stockpile which hangs 
over the market. Think it over, my 
friends. Can you give me any good rea
son why we should put a dime of cash in 
here except for administrative purposes? 
I do not think you can; not when we 
have $9.2 billion of the taxpayers' money 
invested in these surplus crops. Why 
not utilize some of it to do what we 
want to do, and that is to raise up the 
general price level of agriculture? 

Last June this House agreed to this 
theory of mine when it accepted my 
Green Acres proposal. Let us think of 
the taxpayers. Let us think of the 
farmer who will be more than glad to 
see this Commodity Credit stock used 
up rather than see a draft made .against 
the Treasury for half a billion dollars. 
I think this just represents good fiscal 
responsibility. I am simply putting this 
before you for your consideration. 

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

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
yield to my friend from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask the 
gentleman from Minnesota, is not this a 
glaring example of backdoor spending? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. It is 
more than that; it is a waste, it is a 
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waste of half a billion dollars when we 
could just give these farmers, as I pro
pose, and as this bill proposes in part, 
certificates against the nearest CCC 
grain storage outlet. Frankly, I am a 
little disappointed with my Committee 
on Agriculture that they did not embody 
that feature in this bill instead of com
ing in here and asking of the taxpayer 
to throw another half a billion dollars 
to the bad along with this $9.2 billion, 
and keep on throwing it away regardless 
of the condition of our Treasury, when 
here we have good commodities that 
could be very nicely paid out to the 
farmer, and liberally so, and to the ad
vantage of everyone concerned and 
achieve just what everyone wants to 
achieve. 

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

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
yield to my friend from Iowa. 

Mr. COAD. Mr. Chairman, my friend 
from Minnesota is a man who is well 
versed in farming and is himself a 
farmer. If I understand the amendment 
he is offering, it will make a total pay
ment for the conservation acres, in kind, 
with no cash at all involved; is that 
correct? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That 
is correct. 

Mr. COAD. Is not my friend aware of 
the fact that this would immediately 
put all of these commodities on the mar
ket, that this would not decrease in the 
market or in the feeding operations one 
bit of grain? And does he not agree 
that this would be rather fatal to any 
kind of farm legislation that we have up 
here now? . 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The 
gentleman does not get the point I am 
making. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDER
SEN] has expired. 

Mr. COAD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSEN] may 
proceed for 1 additional minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, as I said in my green acres 
program, when you make payments to 
farmers in the form of corn, or what
ever it may be, out of CCC stocks and 
consume it on the farm, instead of pro
ducing more corn, that reduces the visi
ble supply and the surplus. That is what 
we want to do. 

Mr. COAD. I am sure I agree to that 
extent with the gentleman. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. It 
could not be anything but good for ag
riculture to do that. 

Mr. COAD. Yes; but it is true that 
you have to reduce your production first 
before your holdings will effectively 
work to get in kind that overall reduc
tion. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. We 
would take 40 percent, according to my 
proposal, out of production right away. 

Mr. COAD. That is true, but you are 
taking an equal amount out of the Com-

modity Credit Corporation and putting 
it back into the feed grain supply. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The 
total supply would be reduced by 40 
percent immediately and in place there
of we would take a payment in kind out 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
stock. So we would save about $100 mil
lion a year on storage charges alone 
with this bill by accepting this amend
ment. 

Mr. COAD. On the overall supply 
that is true, but not in the marketing 
and use supply. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
think if the gentleman will analyze this 
amendment he will find it is just plain, 
good, common horsesense. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I think I can assure 
the gentleman that I am personally in 
sympathy with the objective of his 
amendment. Further, I can assure him 
that under the language of the bill his 
ultimate objective can and might even 
be accomplished. If the gentleman will 
refer to lines 21 and 22 on page 5 of the 
bill, he will see that the langu::tge is as 
follows: 

The acreage eligible for payments in cash 
or in an equivalent amount in kind under 
such conservation program shall be an acre
age equivalent to 20 per centum of the 
average acreage on the farm planted to corn 
and grain sorghum in the crop years 1959 
and 1960 or up to 20 acres, whichever is 
greater. 

Under this language the Secretary 
can pay in kind all or in part for the 
first 20-percent reduction, and on the 
second 20-percent cut in production 
should pay, and the bill requires him to 
pay, all of that in kind. 

As the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
POAGE] pointed out, if you take advan
tage of the fact that the Secretary must 
make all the payments in kind and he 
issues all of these certificates, these 
certificates are in the hands of the 
farmers and they are negotiable; then 
it is entirely possible that the farmers 
themselves might break the market. If 
you leave language as we have it in the 
bill and trust the Secretary to make 
these payments in kind in the volume 
that he deems appropriate to prevent 
wide fluctuations in the marketplace, 
it seems to me that we would have a 
much better program than to make pay
ments in kind mandatory on all land 
retired under this program. 

I have discussed this particular fea
ture with the Secretary personally. It 
was well considered in our committee. I 
agree with the gentleman. I hope that 
we might make all these payments in 
kind and not spend a dollar. I believe 
that can be done in an orderly fashion. 
I say for the record that I hope the 
Secretary will so administer this 
provision. 

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

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

Mr. QUIE. I have a misunderstand
ing of the bill if what the gentleman 
says is correct. As we discussed the 
bill in committee we were led to under-

stand that the $500 million must be ex
pended before they could use "in-kind" 
payments for the first 20 percent. This 
was the impression that was left with us. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is exactly what 
the impression was to begin with, but 
in the final drafting of the bill the lan
guage is just as I have read it. The 
report clearly indicates that. The rec
ord and the legislative history will 
clearly indicate it is the intent and pur
pose of this provision to authorize the 
Secretary to pay in kind even for the 
first 20 percent of compliance. 

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. NELSEN] has an amendment 
along this line. Perhaps he can clar
ify it. 

Mr. NELSEN. For the information of 
our good chairman, I have an amend
ment prepared that makes it optional 
for the farmer. If he desires feed rather 
than cash, he may take feed for the en
tire 40 percent, but when he does he must 
agree not to turn this back into market 
in competition with the market. Per
haps this has already been cleared up, 
but I wanted to make it very clear, be
cause in my judgment the great partici
pation that I expect could be achieved on 
our feed farms is going to be because 
of the availability of feed which the 
farmer would have for the land retired. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I say to my 
friend, if these certificates are issued, 
they become the property of the farmer 
to whom they are issued. Now he has 
the right to sell these certificates be
cause they are negotiable. He can sell 
a certificate to a local merchant or he 
can hold it and he can redeem it in kind. 
But, ultimately, the certificates must be 
redeemed in grain and not in cash. Of 
course, the farmer will want the cash 
and we have some complications because 
the situation is different in different sec
tions of the country. For instance, in 
my own State we have no commercial 
corn in storage so if I have a certificate 
that has a certain value, I may send it 
to Chicago to be sold there. Whoever is 
handling that certificate for me will pay 
me in dollars based upon the dollar value 
of the corn. 

Mr. NELSEN. My amendment would 
not disturb the provisions you suggest. 
The provisions that are in the bill would 
remain in the bill, but optional to the 
producer would be the right to take pay
ment in kind. It would be a more lib
eral payment and if the farmer desires 
feed and if the c!rcumstances are such 
that he can exercise this option, it would 
seem to me there would be no objection 
to this provision, and it would also seem 
to me it would cover the point that the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDER
SEN] makes in his suggestion. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not want to say 
I object to the amendment because I 
have not given it careful consideration. 
I know Mr. ANDERSEN acted in the best 
of faith in making his proposal and I 
agree heartily with his objectives, but 
I think I can assure you that we can 
accomplish the same thing under the 
language which is now in the bill. There 
was some question about it yesterday so 
we discussed it among ourselves, the 
members of the committee, and with the 
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officials of the Department of Agricul
ture who were with us, and we all agreed 
that this interpretation, which I am now 
placing on this language, is accurate. 

Mr. NELSEN. Can I leave the amend
ment · at your desk so that you can look 
it over before we come to this part of 
the bill? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; I would be glad 
to do that, but I do hope that you vote 
down the Andersen amendment with the 
assurances we now have been given. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might have the at
tention of the chairman of the commit
tee, I would just like to clear this up in 
my own mind. In the report on page 5, 
in section 2, No. 2, it says, similar to the 
bill: 

(a) Authorizes cash payments (or an 
equivalent amount in kind) at a rate of 
the support price times 50 percent of the 
average yield per acre. 

So it really says nothing different than 
the bill does. As I understood it in 
.committee, and from talking to some of 
my colleagues and in the colloquy with 
Dr. Cochrane during committee ses
sions. He indicated $500 million would 
be used and then we put in "or an equiv
alent amount in kind" so that he would 
have enough money, so to speak, or pay
ment in kind in order to pay the addi
tional amount if the 20-acre corn 
farmers took their entire acreage out. Is 
that not correct, that you understood the 
way the Department would administer 
this program is that they would use up 
the full $500 million before they used 
anything in kind? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; I said it was the 
original thought that up to $500 mil
lion, and not to exceed $500 million, 
would be used to bring about the first 20-
percent reduction, but in the final draft
ing of the bill and the language we now 
have, we give the discretion to minimize 
the use of the $500 million. I agree with 
Mr. ANDERSEN. I hope he can administer 
the program so as to save all of that 
money. But, certainly, he may have to 
use part of it. 

Mr. QUIE. We all hope this is the 
way he would administer it, but I do not 
know if you were in committee at the 
time or were out at the moment, when 
Dr. Cochrane stated that he would use 
the full $500 million before he would use 
any payment in kind on that program. 
Do you think there is any chance in the 
world that they would pay in kind be
fore they used up the $500 million? 

Mr. COOLEY. Do I think there is any 
chance to use payment in kind? 

Mr. QUIE. Does the gentleman think 
there is any chance in the world that 
the Department of Agriculture would 
pay any amount in kind before they use 
up the entire $500 mi~~ion? 

Mr. COOLEY. I am sure that is the 
very purpose of the power vested in the 
Secretary; and I say again now before 
the House as a Member of the House and 
chairman of the committee, I hope he 
will use payment in kind as far as cir
cumstances justify. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that if the Committee does not adopt the 
amendment the Department of Agri-

culture would riot use payment in kind 
until the $500 million is used. I believe 
that with the huge amount of surplus 
we have, it would be to our advantage to 
make certain that they pay in kind 
rather than pay in cash. It would cut 
production, as the gentleman from Min
nesota said, by 40 percent, because they 
would be paid 60 percent in kind. This 
would have a salutary effect on the mar
ket and would be of advantage to all 
the taxpayers of the country if they 
would cut· down the huge cost of storing 
this grain. It would also have the effect 
of increasing the price because the mar
ket which is depressed by surplus would 
be improved by the surplus decrease. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Is it 

not a fact that the price level will rise 
as soon as this huge surplus is reduced? 

Mr. QUIE. That is true. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Is it 

not a fact that the purpose is to cut 
down surplus and thereby raise the pur
chasing power of agriculture? 

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman from Min
nesota is so correct. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to call the at
tention of the House to the fact that 
there is another matter involved here 
which I do not believe we have discussed 
in addition to the desirability of using 
surpluses to make these payments. I 
fully agree with that. I think every 
member of the committee agrees that 
we should use surpluses as far as we can. 

We must never lose sight of the fact 
that the primary purpose of the bill is 
to reduce production of unneeded feed 
grains in the future. Then unless we 
reduce production in the future we are 
going to build up surpluses again. How 
do you get a reduction in the future? 
_You have got to make it attractive to 
the farmers to take their land out of 
feed grains. 

It may be possible that we will need 
to make some cash payments in order to 
do that. I think we all agree that we 
do not need to make all payments in 
cash. The committee hopes that not 
too much money will be paid out in cash 
but that a much larger percentage will 
be made in kind. As the bill now stands, 
all of the payments can be made in kind 
if the Secretary finds that he is getting 
enough participation, but if he finds he 
is not getting adequate participation he 
can then make some of the payments on 
that first 20 percent in cash. 

Under the Andersen amendment the 
Secretary will have no such discretion 
and if we find that the in-kind payments 
are not getting the results that we need 
there will be no way in which the Secre
tary can get those results. I plead with 
you that you do not tie the Secretary's 
hands to that extent. Let us leave the 
Secretary free to move whichever way 
he finds is needed to get participation. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. Certainly. 
· Mr.· ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Does 
not my good friend recall that last June 

he stated on the :floor that he was in 
sympathy with the green acres bill as 
I then proposed which did not call for 
cash but only payment in kind? 

Mr. POAGE. Yes; and I am in sym
pathy with it, but I think the measures 
provided in the bill give us the only 
practical way in which we can get the 
results desired. Remember, -there must 
be at least 50 percent -payment in kind. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 
· Mr. POAGE. Certainly. 
- Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Let 
me ask my friend as a practical matter 
if my amendment is accepted could the 
gentleman not go to conference and work 
out a compromise with the other body? 

Mr. POAGE. No. As one of the con
ferees I am going to the conference to 
try· to maintain the position of the 
House, whatever it is. I am not inter
ested in passing something with the idea 
of repudiating my own action later. I 
am telling the House what I . think. i 
want -to see the bill passed as we have 
lt rather than to pass something just for 
the sake of taking it to conference. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That 
is what I want to do, pass legislation 
that will be the best legislation, and my 
proposal will make this all the stronger. 
: Mr. POAGE. The gentleman is ask
ing that we tie the Secretary's hands so 
that he cannot ever use any cash. 
_ Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. AVERY. Would this not be the 
situation: If it is mandatory that all 
payments be made in kind and section 3 
stays in the bill, which could happen, is 
it not possible the disposability value of 
these certificates would be 17 percent 
less than the cash value? 
. Mr. POAGE. I think very probably 
,.so. I think you do run a risk by tying 
.the . Secretary's hands, which gives him 
the opportunity to pay part of this in 
cash. We do not want to pay it all in 
cash. 
- Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, some of the colloquy 
between members of the Committee on 
Agriculture, who are experienced in 
these matters, are a little bit confusing 
to us city boys. However, we have a 
great stake in this legislation. One of 
the leading questions being asked is, 
What will it do to food prices in the 
grocery stores? 

Actually I would be willing to trust this 
administration to help and not to make 
life any harder for the people who are 
skimping along without enough work or 
who for other reasons are having trouble 
making ends meet. The whole effort of 
. this administration is to ease the burden 
_for people who are having difficulty
not to make it harder to bear. 

However, since the question was seri
ously- raised, I took the trouble to find 
out whether this program would, in fact, 
create any scarcity of feed grains or the 
'food products that result from the feed
"ing of grains. Of course, the answer is 
"No." 
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One of the great worries the Govern

ment has is how to provide storage for 
all the feed grains that would be on 
hand next year if the present program is 
not changed. The Government itself is 
holding 2.7 billion bushels of feed grains. 
The Department of Agriculture says this 
is far more than is needed as a safe re
serve. However, this would be increased 
under the program that is now in opera
tion. The administration would like to 
reduce this Government stock by 500 
million bushels, and they think they can 
do this under the proposed new program. 
This seems to me to be a reasonable 
thing to do. It would save the public 
money, and it would certainly not create 
any shortage of grain. 

We should note that the farmer gets 
only 39 cents of the consumer's dollar. 
The corn that goes into a pound of pork 
is worth only about 17 cents. Even from 
dairy products, the farmer gets only 45 
cents out of the dollar that you spend 
or I spend. 

The people of my district are not going 
to lose anything by cooperating with the 
farmer to prevent a further buildup of 
the feed grain surplus. Instead, they 
will gain. 

Farm income has been going down for 
a long time. We want to stop that de
cline. We want to start it upward. In 
my opinion, the long depresion that has
been going on in agriculture has hurt us 
in the cities. It has contributed to the 
present unemployment. Agriculture and 
labor and industry are linked together 
whether they want to be or not. That is 
just the way things are. Let's link them 
together the right way. Let's walk arm
in-arm-farmer, worker, and business
man together-forward under the wise 
leadership of our new administration. 

Addressing consumer groups, the de
cision is clear, either support this bill 
with section 3 in it to bring about pro- . 
duction control or support legislation 
which will take away the authority of. 
the Secretary of Agriculture to support 
feed grains at any price. Under present . 
law the Secretary can support feed grain 
at 65 percent of parity, thereby bringing 
about increased production, with more · 
of these commodities going into the stor
age bins at great cost to those who never 
benefit, even indirectly. 

I support title 3, and support it on be- . 
half of my people who must do their · 
farming at the grocery store. 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
will be pleased to yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I would like to ask 
a question or two of the committee 
apropos of what the gentleman just said. 
I was in Chicago over the week· end at a 
"Get America Back to Work" rally. At 
this rally there were some 15 mayors 
from southern Illinois cities, as well as 
the m!tyor of Chicago, Richard J. Daley. 
And there were a great many unem
ployed ·workers who had been employed 
in the implement and farm equipment 
production industry.' :Illiiiois happens · 
to he the. largest manufacturer of farm·· 
equipment in America. They said at this 
rally that they were extremely anxious 
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to see this legislation adopted because 
by raising farm income, farmers could 
buy farm equipment and it would help 
these people get back to their jobs. I 
was wondering if the chairman would be 
good enough to comment on the close 
relationship between enactment of this 
legislation and the prospect of getting 
people in industrial centers back to 
work? 

Mr. COOLEY. I would answer that 
by saying that the Secretary of Agricul
ture, in presenting this program to us 
for our consideration after it had been 
recommended to him by the study group, 
stated that one purpose was to reduce 
production. Another purpose was to re
duce surplus, and the third and most 
important of all was to maintain farm 
income. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Does 
not this legislation achieve those 
purposes? 

Mr. COOLEY. It does exactly those 
three things, and that is the reason I 
cannot understand why anybody would 
vote against it. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I was pleased to hear 
the remarks of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON], which were in 
sharp contrast to those we heard yester
day from the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. FoGARTY], who seemed to 
want to blame farmers for the ,high 
prices of food in the cities. 

A year ago when hearings were held 
in the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service on the pay increase bill for 
Government employees we had Mr. Ewen 
Clague, the Commissioner of the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor, before the committee to give us 
information on the costs-of-living, par
ticularly with reference to food. 

At that time I said to Mr. Clague: 
I notice you give 29 percent weight to food 

as a Jwp.o~e. 
Mr. CLAGUE. Yes. 
Mr. Gaoss. That is something of a co

incidence because that is exactly the per
centage by which Iowa farmers' income 
dropped last year. Do you a.gree with my 
observation that the farmers did a pretty 
good job of. underwriting low food costs in 
the last year or two? 

Mr. CLAGUE. Yes, I would say that food 
prices at retail have been one of the factors 
that have kept us stable since the summer · 
of 1958. · 

I would again remind Members of the 
House that the farmers have been un
derwriting a substantial part of the costs 
of living of the consumers. of this coun
try. Now, let us be fair. This bill, with 
the elimination of section 3 should build 
up farm income at least to some extent, 
and consumers ought to expect to pay 
somewhat more although the big spread 
in prices occurs after the commodities 
leave the farms. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 
· Mr. COOLEY. -' I - agree with the 

gentleman and congratulate him upon· 
his splendid statement and -to express re
grets- that the gentleman from Rhode . 
Island, who made the speech here yes-

terday. afternoon, is not here this after-:
noon to hear the remarks of the gentle
man from Iowa with reference to the 
cost of living. I think the gentleman has 
presented the factual situation, which 
should appeal to the Members of Con
gress from city districts. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman· 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I would like to stress 
a point that has not been stressed too 
much here, and that is that the $4 bil
lion which the Federal Government now 
has invested in surplus production of 
this country is money that the American 
people have paid out in taxes; not only 
the consumers of this country but the 
taxpayers in general. Now, this bill or 
some such bill as this is certainly neces
sary to help the consumers by, in turn, 
relieving a tremendous part of the cost 
which relates back to overproduction. 
So, I think in the long run they are 
bound to save money if we can bring 
about a price level on the production we 
need instead of an overproduction, which 
costs everybody. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
from Mississippi, as well as the gentle
man from North Carolina, Mr. CooLEY, 
for their comments. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the-
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman tell 

us why he thinks section 3 should be 
stricken from the bill? · 

Mr. GROSS. Section 3 provides: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to sell any corn or grain sor
ghums during the marketing year for the · 
1961 crop of such grains at any price not 
less than 17 per centum below the 1961 
support price for such grains. 

. I just do not agree that any Secretary 
of Agriculture should have that much 
power. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Will the gentleman 
please make some comment upon the 
commercial farmers who are being sub
sidized in millions of dollars? 

Mr. GROSS. I have supported every 
amendment that has been offered to 
other bills to cut down those huge pay
ments to a comparatively few farmers in 
this country; and I will support any 
amendment that may be offered to cut 
them still further. I agree with the 
gentleman from New York that some of . 
these payments are utterly fantastic and 
have contributed to bringing disrepute 
to the farm program. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike- out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I had the great honor 
of serving on the House Committee on 
Agriculture for two terms. As a city 
member what I learned in that service 
was that this is not a one-way street. 
We city folks must help the farmers in 
time of need ~ust as· we expect their sup
port when we have city problems that 
come up before us. 
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I am here, as I have always been, in 
the interest of the consumers, in the 
interest of the large segment of our pop
ulation in our great cities. Under this 
bill city consumers and those who buy 
grains to feed livestock in deficit grain 
production areas need have no fears 
about the effects of this feed-grain bill. 

It will not cause inflated feed-grain 
prices, and it will not result in any meas
urable increase in the costs of the food 
we buy in the form of meat, milk, eggs, 
and other livestock end products. 

In fact the whole plan is designed to 
assure a continued abundance of high
quality foods at fair and stable prices, 
while at the same time bringing a better 
income to the important feed-grain 
sector of our economy. 

As I understand the bill, better prices 
and better incomes will result for those 
farmers who comply with the program 
and help make badly needed adjustments 
in feed-grain production. 

At the same time market prices would 
be held down. The authority for the 
release of grain from Government in
ventories, as necessary to assure sta
bility, would guard against this. It is 
evident that grain market prices would 
increase little if any under this emer
gency program. 

And it is an emergency program. No 
one can doubt that. With about $4 bil
lion already tied up in Government feed
grain holdings, something must be done 
at once to stop this wasteful buildup. 
This is in the interest of all of us
farmers, consumers, taxpayers. Bring
ing feed-grain supplies more nearly in 
line with needs is a must objective, and 
an objective which must be faced now. 

The bill strikes right at this prob
lem. Under it wasteful overproduction 
can be checked--Government holdings 
can be reduced, with resulting sharp 
cuts in the excessive costs of storing and 
handling these holdings-and total an
nual costs to the taxpayer can be 
reduced by around a half billion dollars. 

And these gains-vital to the whole 
economy-would be realized without any 
penalty to deficit areas or consumers. I 
have checked carefully and I am fully 
satisfied on these points which I have 
made. 

We have an alltime record supply of 
feed grains. Under this program, sup
plies will continue to be abundant. 
There is no threat of anything approach
ing a shortage or squeeze which could 
shoot prices up. All livestock production 
could continue at high and increasing 
levels. 

In fact, the need for this program, and 
its first objective, is to reverse a trend 
which is burying us under too much feed 
grain production. If this trend were 
allowed to continue, it would hurt all 
segments of the agricultural economy, 
and the total economy as well. 

We must not forget that a sound and 
stable agriculture is vital to the welfare 
of all of us. Farmers are now an annual 
customer for industry and labor in a 
total of more than $40 billion. 

When farmers have the buying power, 
they are customers for the goods and 
services produced in industrial areas. 

When their buying power slips, we lose 
those customers. 

And I repeat that while helping to 
strengthen the economy to the benefit of 
all of us, programs under this bill would 
pose no threat to the immediate interests 
of consumers generally, or to those who 
buy feed grains shipped into deficit 
grain-producing areas. 

The safeguards are ample, and the 
whole program is sound. I say to my 
folks in the cities and my farm friends 
that this bill is absolutely essential for 
the whole security of our Nation. 

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

Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. HOEVEN. As I understand the 
gentleman, he is in favor of high prices 
for the farmer and low prices for the 
consumer. Is that correct? 

Mr. ANFUSO. That is not correct. 
Mr. HOEVEN. What impression does 

the gentleman intend to convey? 
Mr. ANFUSO. I am trying to convey 

that I am in favor of giving the farmers 
a fair price. I am not saying a high 
price; what I am advocating is a fair 
pric~. I think the farmers are entitled to 
a fair price as much as consumers are 
entitled to a fair price in industry. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I agree with the gen
tleman wholeheartedly. The gentleman 
wants to raise the farmer's income and 
so do I. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Wherever the income 
of the farmer needs to be raised I am 
for that, just as I am for that of any 
other American. 

Mr. HOEVEN. May I say to the gen
tleman that if the Secretary of Agricul
ture und..!r the provisions of this bill can 
bring about higher prices for the farmer 
and lower prices for the consumer, he 
will indeed be a genius. 

Mr. ANFUSO. I think we are trying 
to give the Secretary of Agriculture all 
the power he needs under section 3 to 
protect both the farmers and the con
sumers. 

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

Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. The gentlemen 
on the left have tried to raise the buga
boo of higher prices for the consumer 
in order to obtain votes against this -bill. 
Is it not a fact that in the last several 
years the farmer has received less and 
less of the consumer dollar while food 
prices have been going up, and is it not 
a fact that there is no relationship be
tween the price the farmer is getting and 
what the consumer has been paying? 
It seems to me that the distribution cost 
has been causing such a spread between 
what the farmer receives and what the 
consumer pays. 

Mr. ANFUSO. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct. The unemployment of 
5 million people we have today is largely 
due to the fact that the farmers are not 
spending enough money for the city 
folks to build up their own income. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
certain everyone will agree that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. AN
Fusol and the bentleman from New York 

[~:·. SANTANGELO] are talking plain 
common:::ense. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I am one 
of the labor leaders of the House. 

In the few minutes I have I wish to 
address a few brief remarks to my col
leagues, my compatriots, the other labor 
leaders-of whom there are something 
like 200 or more in the House. 

When I first came to Congress the only 
labor organizations in my district were 
the railroad brotherhoods and they were 
not politically active. None of the major 
legislation which today protects the 
laboring man and his family was on the 
statute books and men and children 
worked long hours 6 days a week at 
such wages as industry chose to pay. 

It was not my fight. I was a farmer 
from a farm district. 

But I felt that labor and agriculture 
had a common cause. They were preyed 
upon by the same predatory interests. 
And while my primary interest was farm 
legislation, I voted for labor as well as 
for the farmer. 

I voted for the Wagner Act. I voted 
for the Fair Labor Standards Act. I 
voted for the wage and hour law. And 
all the rest of them. In brief, I have 
in my time voted for more labor legis
lation than any other Member of the 
House or the Senate. 

Now, of course, every time I voted to 
increase the pay or reduce the hours of 
labor somebody had to pay that increase. 

My farmers had to pay. 
Tractors, automobiles, wire fencing, 

steel roofing, nails and building mate
rials, shoes, schoolbooks all cost twice 
as much-if not four times as much. 

Why? Because country Congressmen 
voted with city Congressmen to pass 
needed labor bills. 

So, I am astonished here this after
noon to hear city Congressmen opposing 
this little farm bill, "Because," they say, 
"it will raise the price of food." 

The farmer is the last man left whe 
has nothing to say about the wage he 
receives for his labor. He has no voice 
whatever in fixing the price of what he 
sells-and nothing whatever to say in 
fixing the price of what he buys. 

He drives up to the market with his 
products, produced by himself and his 
wife and his children, and inquires, 
"What are you paying today?" And no 
matter how low the price-even though 
it is below the cost of production-he 
takes it or he hauls his products back 
home to rot. 

Then he crosses the street to buy ne
cessities and he asks, "What is the 
price?" And no matter what he is asked 
he pays it or he does not get the goods. 

I ask you Congressmen with whom I 
have been voting for labor legislation all 
these years what man can survive when 
the other fellow fixes his wages-and 
when the other fellow fixes the price of 
his necessities? 

You are bringing up a wage bill next 
week that will increase the cost of living 
on every farm and further widen the 
gap between industrial wages and farm 
wages. The farmer believes 1n high 
wages and high prices. But when the 
prices he pays are increased he expects 
the prices of what he sells to be in-
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creased. And when his wages are cut he 
expects the wages he pays to be cut. 

I heard a distinguished Member of the 
other body on the radio a · night or two 
ago talking about Atiraham Lincoln. 
You know they talk a great deal about 
Abraham Lincoln these days, and very 
little about Benson. 

He said Lincoln was often misquoted
that when his statement about the Gov
ernment doing for people what they 
could not do for themselves was referred 
to they sometimes omitted "needed to be 
done." 

But regardless of the phraseology 
used-the situation sought to be allevi
ated by the bill before us was exactly 
what Lincoln was talking about. And if 
the Rail Splitter was in the White House 
today he would sign this bill just as we 
have it before us this afternoon. 

And John Kennedy will sign it just as 
it is if we send it up to him. In our com
munity, Mr. Chairman, we had a fine 
philanthropic woman who gave all her 
outworn and outmoded clothing to the 
poor. But she always cut the buttons 
off. 

We do not ask you to be philanthropic 
here today. Just be fair. Give us this 
bill with all the buttons on. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. 

Mr. COOLEY.' Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 15 minutes. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object; I have an amend
ment at the desk. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 

noted the Members standing and will 
divide the time between them. It will 
amount to approximately 2 minutes 
each. 

The gentleman from Illinois is rec
ognized. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I was 
very pleased to hear the gentleman from 
Missouri make the statement he did, be
cause for a long time I have been won
dering how we would get the farmer out 
of the nice squeeze he is in. What good 
does it do for the farmer if on one hand 
we raise his purchasing power but at al
most the same time raise the price of the 
things he must buy? Possibly next week 
we are told, we will have before us the 
bill raising minimum wages to $1.25 per 
hour. Every fact of the past proves that 
each time we increase wages we increase 
the cost of everything the farmer must 
buy to efficiently operate his farm. How 
do we get him out of his difficulty by 
passing this bill now, and then almost 
immediately p~ss a wage bill raising 
minimum wages? 

Mr. CANNON. The two bills go to
gether. 

Mr. ARENDS. Another thing I wish 
to mention. I am glad to hear the gen-

tleman from Chicago [Mr. PucrNSKI], 
express his interest in the farm equip
ment manufacturer. I, too, am inter
ested in such manufacturers, but how do 
you expect the farmer to buy more ma
chinery when this bill gives him less 
acres to farm? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. ANDERSEN of 
Minnesota) there were-ayes 68, noes 91. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
MciNTIRE]. 

Mr. MciNTIRE. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MciNTIRE, of 

Maine: Page 5, line 12, after the word 
' 'amount", strike out the colon and insert 
a period and strike out the balance of line 
12 and strike out lines 13, 14, 15, and 16 and 
on line 17 strike out "the Secretary; but 
in no event shall popcorn be planted on 
such diverted acreage." 

Mr. MciNTIRE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would strike out what we in 
the committee understand as the breed
ing amendment, and also the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HoEVEN], which was approved. 

I offer this amendment in order to get 
a clarification of the language at this 
point in the bill. I want to get an ex
planation, if I can, of the intent rather 
than the language which is here, be
cause I think it needs to be tied down 
much closer. If the author of the 
amendment in the committee would give 
us some specific clarification I think it 
would help. 

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Chairman, the 
intent of this amendment in this legis
lation is to permit farmers to turn down 
the 50-percent cash payment on a 
20-percent reduced acreage and allow 
him to grow a crop which is not sup
ported, nonsurplus, and primarily not 
used for livestock feed. This amend
ment is primarily for irrigated land to 
permit those farmers to grow such crops 
as castor beans, safflower, and such crops 
which are not primarily used for live
stock feed. 

I would remind you that today we are 
importing around 80 percent of our 
castor oil needs. Castor oil today is used 
for many things other than what it was 
once used for. 

Mr. Chairman, I further state that I 
have had many requests from my area 
and from other States, primarily the 
States of Nebraska and California, who 
are interested in growing a nonsurplus, 
nonsupported crop on · this reduced 
acreage, and also would turn down the 
Federal payment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Maine [Mr. MciNTIRE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
FINDLEY]. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

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

Illinois: Page 4 line 24, after the words "fol
lowing new," strike f'Ut the word "subsec-: 
tion" and insert the word "subsections"; 
and page 7, line 9, at the end of subsection 
(c) (3) insert the following new subsection 
(d): 

"FEED GRAIN DISPOSAL PROGRAM 

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law-

" ( 1) The Secretary shall formulate and· 
carry out a surplus feed grain disposal pro- . 
gram for each crop year beginning with the 
1961 crop year for each of the following 
commodities: Corn, rye, barley, oats, and 
grain sorghums. Each such program shall 
afford producers, who agree not to plant that 
particular cor.:1modity, an opportunity to 
purchase from the Commodity Credit Cor
poration, at an attractive price, notwith
standing the provisions of section 407 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, the 
quantity of such commodity determined un
der section 4: Provided, That producers shall, 
at their option, have full opportunity to par
ticipate in either the special agricultural 
conservation program established pursuant 
to subsection (c) of this section, in the sur
plus feed grain disposal program established 
pursuant to this subection (d), or in bo,th 
such programs. 
"CONTRACTS FOR PURCHASE OF COMMODITY 

SURPLUSES 

"(2) (a) Each contract entered into under 
this subsection (d) shall require the pro
ducer, as a condition to the opportunity to 
purchase the commodity to which it applies, 
to-

" ( 1) refrain from seeding any acreage on 
his farm to the production of the commod
ity to which the contract applies; 

"(2) withdraw from all agricultural pro
duction (including grazing) a specifically 
designated portion of the tillable acreage on 
his farm equal to the average acreage on 
his farm seeded to the production of the 
commodity to which the contract applies 
during the three crop years preceding the 
1961 crop year; 

n (3) devote to conserving crops, or allow 
to remain idle, an acreage of land on his 
farm which, after subtracting therefrom the 
acreage designated under paragraph (2) 
under all contracts entered into under this 
subsection (d), is not less than the acreage 
which he normally devoted only to conserv
ing uses or allowed to remain idle; 

"(4) comply with such terms and condi
tions as the Secretary determines are desir
able to effectuate the purposes of this sub
section (d) and to facllitate the practical 
administration of the feed grain disposal 
program; 

"(5) forfeit all rights to benefits under 
the contract, and to refund to the United 
States all benefits (including sums derived 
from the sale of negotiable certificates) re
ceived under the contract if the Secretary 
determines that there has been a violation of 
the contract at any stage during the time 
such producer has control of the farm and 
that such a violation is of such a substantial 
nature as to warrant termination of the 
contract, except that section 107(d) of the 
Soil Bank Act shall apply to the termination 
of any contract under this subsection (d); 
and 

"(6) forfeit such benefits and make such 
refunds to the United States of such benefits 
(including sums derived from the sale of 
negotiable certificates) received by him 
under the contract, as the Secretary may 
deem appropriate. 

"(b) In carrying out the feed grain dis
posal program with respect to a particular 
commodity, the Secretary shall not enter into 
contracts in any crop year which will require 
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the Commodity Credit Corporation to sell a 
quantity of such commodity greater than 30 
per centum of the average production of 
that commodity in the United States during 
the last three crop years: Provided, That the 
Secretary may place maximum limitations on 
the percentage of total cropland which may 
be retired under this program if he finds that 
such a program is having an unduly disrup
tive effect on the economies of counties and 
local communities. 

"(c) A producer may enter into more than 
one contract in a crop year under this sub
section (d). Each commodity shall be cov
ered by a separate contract. All Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks of the commodities 
referred to in subsection (d) (1) shall be 
available for purchase under this Act, except 
that the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
reserve from such sales a quantity of each 
commodity equal to 10 per centum of the 
quantity thereof in stock at the beginning ot 
the marketing year. In the event the stocks 
of a commodity are insufftcient to permit all 
producers of such commodity who wish to 
do so to enter into a contract under this 
subsection (d) with respect thereto, the 
Secretary shall provide by regulation for -de
termining the producers to be given such 
contr.acts on a first come, first served basis. 

"COMMODITY PURCHASERS 

"(3) (a) The Secretary shall afford each 
producer who has entered into a contract 
under this subsection (d) an opportunity to 
purchase, at a price sufficiently below the 
cost of production to obtain full participa
tion, after consideration of grade, condition, 
and local marketing factors, a quantity of the 
commodity to which the contract applies 
equal to the quantity thereof the Secretary 
determines is the average annual production 
of such commodity on the producer's farm 
for the two crop years preceding the 1961 
crop year: Provided, That such price to pro
ducers shall not exceed one-third of the mar
ket price for any such commodities at Chi
cago, Illinois, on October 1 of the year in 
which the producer entered into a contract 
pursuant to the provisions of this subsection 
(d). 

"(b) Sales under this subsection (d) shall 
~e ~complished through t~e sale of ne
gotiable certificates which the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall redeem in accord
ance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary in terms of the commodity to 
which the contract applies, upon presenta
tion by the producer or by the holder in 
due course, except that such certificates 
shall not be redeemed prior to the begin
ning of the normal harvesting season for 
the commodity. Agricultural commodities 
delivered in redemption of such certificates 
shall not be eligible for tender to the Com
modity Credit Corporation under the price 
support program. 

"CERTIFICATE OF CLAIMANT 

"(4) Sales shall be made to any producer 
for participating in the program established 
under this subsection (d) when the Secre
tary has ascertained that such producer 
has complied with the acreage reduction 
requirements of such program for such year. 
Sales authorized by this subsection (d) may 
be made upon the certificate of the claim
ant, in such form, as the Secretary may 
prescribe, that he has complied with all 
requirements for such payment and that 
the statements c..nd information contained 
in the application for payment are correct 
and true, to the best of his knowledge and 
belief. 

"UTILIZATION OF LOCAL AND STATE 
COMMITTEES 

"(5) In administering this subsection (d) 
in the continental United States, the Sec
retary shall utilize the services of local, 
county, and State committees established 
under section 8 of the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended. 

"UTII.IZATION OF LAND USE CAPABILITY DATA 

"(6) In administering this subsection 
(d) the Secretary shall utilize to the fullest 
practicable exte1;1t land use capability data, 
including capability surveys as developed 
by the Soil Conservation Service, and shall 
carry forward to completion as rapidly as 
possible the basic land inventory of the 
Nation. 

"FINANCING 

"(7) (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
utilize the facilities, services, authorities, 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration in discharging his functions and 
responsibilities under this subsection (d), 
including payment of costs of administra
tion for the programs authorized under this 
Act: Provided, That the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall not make any expendi
tures for carrying out the purposes of this 
subsection (d) unless the Corporation has 
received funds to cover such expenditures 
from appropriations made to carry out 
the purposes of this subsection (d) . 
There are hereby authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the purposes of this sub
section (d), including such amounts as 
may be required to make payments to the 
Corporation for its actual costs incurred 
or to be incurred under this section. 

"(b) All funds available for carrying out 
the purposes of this subsection (d) shall be 
available for transfer to such agencies of 
the Federal or State Governments as the 
Secretary may request to cooperate or as
sist in carrying out this subsection (d); 
and for technical assistance in formulating 
and carrying out the programs authorized 
by this subsection (d). The Secretary may 
make payments in advance of determination 
of performance. 

"FINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS 

"(8) The facts constituting the basis for 
any payment or compensation, or the 
amount thereof, authorized to be made 
under this subsection (d), when officially de
termined in conformity with applicable 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, shall 
be final and conclusive and shall not be 
reviewable by any other offtcer or agency 
of the Government. In case any producer 
who is entitled to any payment or compensa
tion dies, becomes incompetent, or disap
pears before receiving such payment or com
pensation, or is succeeded by another who 
renders or completes the required per
formance, the payment or compensation 
shall, without regard to any other provi
sions of law, be made as the Secretary may 
determine to be fair and reasonable in all 
the circumstances and so provide by regula
tions. 

"PROTECTION OF TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS 

"(9) In the formulation and adminis
tration of programs under this subsection 
(d), the Secretary shall provide adequate 
safeguards to protect the interests of ten
ants and sharecroppers, including provision 
for sharing, on a fair and equitable basis, 
in payments or compensation under this 
subsection (d), and including such provi
sion as may be necessary to prevent them 
from being forced off the farm. Applica
tions to participate in any such program 
shall specify the basis on which the land
lord, tenants, and sharecroppers are to 
share in such payments or compensation, 
and no contract under any such program 
shall be entered into unless such basis is 
approved by the county committee and in
corporated into the contract. The stand
ards prescribed by the Secretary for the 
guidance of county committees in deter
mining whether any such basis shall be ap
proved shall include the requirement that 
consideration be given to the respective 
contributions which would have been made 
by the landloard, tenants, and sharecroppers 

in the production of the crops which would 
have been produced on the acreage diverted 
from production under the contract and 
the basis on which they would have shared 
in such crops or the proceeds thereof. 

"(10) (a) The Secretary may terminate 
any contract with a producer by mutual 
agreement with the producer if the Sec
retary determines that such termination 
would be in the public interest. 

"(b) The Secretary may agree to such 
modification of contracts previously entered 
into as he may determine to be desirable 
to carry out the purposes of this subsection 
(a) and to facilitate the practicable admin
istration of the program. 

"REGULATIONS 

" ( 11) The Secretary shall prescribe such 
regulations as he determines necessary to 
carry out the provisions o.f this subsection 
(d). 

"DEFINITIONS 

"(12) For the purposes of this subsection 
(d)-- . 

" ( 1) The term 'producer' means a person 
who produces a commodity referred to in 
subsection (d) (1) for sale or for feeding. 

"(2) The term 'corn' means field corn. 
"(3) The term 'tillable acres' means the 

acreage on the farm which has been devoted 
to the production of agricultural commodi
ties during at least two of the preceding 
5 years, but does not include any acreage 
withdrawn from production under programs 
authorized by the Soil Bank Act or the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act." 

Mr. FINDLEY (interrupting the read
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
FINDLEY]. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, de
bate has already demonstrated there are 
many differences of opinion on this bill. 
Democrats and Republicans alike find 
it filled with weakness and danger. 

There is one thing on which we are 
all united, and indeed on which all 
America is united: We must get rid of 
the surplus commodity stocks, and do 
this without further delay. The Gov
ernment-owned surplus is bad for the 
country, and bad for the farmer. 

If we will examine this bill objectively, 
we will also agree that it will not get rid 
of the surplus, either with section 3 or 
without section 3. I would be surprised 
if it reduces surplus stocks at all. At 
best, it will but nibble at our gigantic 
$3% billion feed grain stockpile. Why? 

Section 3 will drive down market 
prices. This threat will force the farm
er to comply for the first 20-percent land 
retirement to get price support, but the 
same threat will scare him away from 
the second 20 percent, which is payment 
in kind. The small reduction in sur
plus stocks achieved by section 3 will 
be more than offset by the overproduc
tion induced by the higher price sup
ports provided in the bill. History 
proves that high supports cause high 
stockpiles. 

Without section 3, there will be little 
compliance, because the best the farmer 
can hope to gain is less than a dollar an 
acre. 
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Without section 3, the bill will be ex
pensive and ineffectual. With section 3 
the bill will be expensive, ineffectual
and dangerous. 

I propose that we strike out section 3, 
and accept the fact that the rest of the 
bill will be ineffectual. But by adopt
ing my amendment, we will save the day, 
enact a workable, sensible, inexpensive 
program that will eliminate most of the 
feed grain surplus this year, and elimi
nate the rest of it next y~ar. 

I propose authority for the Secretary 
of Agriculture to sell back these surplus 
grains to producers, at an attractive 
price, in exchange for land retirement 
agreements. My proposal is positive, di
rect and completely in accord with our 
great traditions of free enterprise. De
tails of my amendment are at the desks. 

My proposal will remove these giant 
surpluses and permit grain prices to rise 
with the law of supply and demand. It 
will remove this great ro_adblock to free 
enterprise in farming and m~rketing, 
this roadblock to farm prosperity. If we 
really want to get rid of the surplus, be
ginning this year, this is our chance. 

The amendment which I offer does not 
skirt around the surplus problem, but 
meets it face to face. It will work. 

Instead of requiring another huge out
lay of cash, it will actually return cash 
to the Federal Treasury, something un
usual in agricultural legislation. It will 
take the surplus grain out of the bins and 
put it to good use-consumption. The 
amendment is direct, positive and work
able. It positively will remove the price
depressing surplus in a short time. 

The amendment will save the op
pressed American taxpayer a half mil
lion dollars a day in storage costs alone. 
It could set the pattern for successful 
legislation on wheat. 

For 40 years, we have had farm legis
lation and talk of farm legislation and 
yet each day brings a new record of farm 
surplus commodities. This amendment 
gives us the opportunity to do something 
really constructive. 

Mr. Chairman, agriculture is the old
est and one of the most important oc
cupations of man. Originally, almost all 
civilized men were farmers, but as sci
ence progressed, fewer and fewer were 
needed to provide the essential raw 
materials of life, and more were released 
to provide other necessities and luxuries. 

Today only 10 percent of Americans 
till the soil, and Americans-rural and 
urban-have the world's highest livin~ 
standards. 

Nations have quarreled and many bat
tles have been fought over .the rich agri
cultural lands. Statesmen have urged 
farmers to greater efforts, and these ef .. 
forts on occasion have saved the Na
tion from defeat. American farmers 
have twice during this century responded 
magnificently to wartime need. They 
have received the grateful plaudits of 
the Nation. 

From the beginning, agriculture has 
received the attention of those who 
sought to infiuence the farmer for per
sonal gain. Many schemes to enrich 
or destroy the farmer have been tried. 
Only those schemes to destroy. him have 
been notably successful. 

Russia succeeded in destroying the 
farmer, as did China, and now Cuba is 
doing the same. A dictator cannot suc
ceed where agriculture is free. It is to 
the glory of farmers that a free and in
dependent agriculture is always the 
companion of democracy. 

The immediate future is vital to the 
farmer because this Congress may .de
cide whether he will be sold down the 
river of regimentation, or whether Con
gress will meet our farm problems with 
commonsense and high purpose and 
thus save the day for our children to 
enjoy the rich heritage of a prosperous, 
free, and expanding agriculture. 

Agriculture is diverse and complicated. 
Like many other businesses, it is con
stantly changing. These facts create 
new problems for all farmers, especially 
those who lack the acreage or money to 
adapt to changing times. The problems 
are essentially economic and not politi
cal, but their very nature make them a 
good political football. 

Some politicians lament the dwin
dling farm population, ignoring the fact 
that the ability of U.S. agriculture to 
release men from food production has 
made possible our rising standard of liv
ing. We would indeed have problems 
if all the boys born on farms had stayed 
there. The American farmer produces 
many varied crops, but none more pre
cious than the young people he rears for 
leadership in other occupations. 

There are those who say that we are 
losing the family farm. The truth is 
that most farming remains a family 
affair, and the farms which are the 
strongest and hence the best for the 
family are the ones large enough to make 
efficient use of modern machinery and 
techniques. · 

Actually, only half of the Illinois farms 
are large enough to . qualify as family 
farms. The rest are too small to make 
efficient use of the full-time efforts of one 
man, much less a father-son combina
tion. Schemes to bolster commodity 
prices artificially have not, and cannot, 
solve any long-range problems for the 
man on a too-small farm. 

Many portray agriculture as hopelessly 
ill . . The truth is that much of agricul
ture is strong and healthy. Political 
meddling over a quarter century has de
layed rather than improved farm pros
perity. Our experience demonstrates 
the fallacy of price fixing, higher sup
ports, more controls, more public pay
rolls, more taxation, and more inflation. 

Certainly, farm problems are · many 
and varied, and many farmers have in
come problems that should be a matter 
of national concern. . 

How to solve them is the question. 
We have learned that high price sup-

. ports without strict controls will not 
work. They produce surpluses which de
press the market. In the Corn Belt, 
farmers have repeatedly rejected strict 
corn acreage controls. They have also 
rejected cross-compliance. Those who 
today advocate strict controls and higher 
price supports should take note of this 
fact. 

Our experience with wheat shows that 
it is impractical to try to control pro
duction while at the same time assuring 
a profitable price for greater output. 

Actually, the segments of U.S. agri
culture not receiving so-called help from 
Government are healthier than the rest. 
In this group are cattle, hogs, fruit and 
vegetables. Hogs are a case in point. 
A year ago farmers effectively bolstered 
hog prices through self-help and with
out Government interference. Soy
beans and oats are in good shape. This 
is because price supports for these com
modities have been at levels which per
mit the market to operate. 

There is considerable evidence that 
most of our present-day ills in agricul
ture can be laid at the door of the Fed
eral Government. 

Federal programs created today's 
price-depressing surpluses. Federal 
programs destroyed much of our cotton 
and wheat markets. Federal programs 
have built reg~mentation right into the 
soil. Fiscal irresponsibility has pro
duced inflation, which is doubly brutal 
on the farmer because surpluses keep 
many of the things he sells from follow
ing the inflationary spiral. 

The answers to our farm problems are 
not to be found in more surpluses, more 
destroyed markets, more inflation and 
less freedom of choice. Let us not con
sign the farmer to socialism just because 
Government has temporarily gummed 
up the works. There is a better way. 
It is the time-tested way of free enter
prise. The marketplace, not regimenta
tion, offers fair prices, expanding mar
kets and opportunity. A big roadblock 
to farm progress is represented in sur
plus stocks. 

We can, I believe, get the Government 
out of the grain business promptly and 
in a manner fair to the farmer and other 
taxpayers. The surplus in grain is 
what keeps us in the present unhappy 
condition. Instead of trying to manage 
bushels, acres, and farmers, we should 
restore opportunity and freedom to 
farming. 

I would like to see legislation that 
would sell Government surplus grain 
back to the grain producers, and this is 
embodied in my amendment. Here is 
how it would work: 

A disposal program would be set up 
for each crop year, beginning in 1961, 
for each of these commodities owned 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation: 
Corn, rye, barley, oats, and grain sor
ghums. 

Each program shall provide producers 
an opportunity to buy from CCC, at an 
attractive price, a quantity of that com
modity equal to the producer's 3-year 
average production of that commodity. 
In exchange the producer shall agree not 
to produce any of that commodity dur
ing that 1 crop year and to lay idle 
acreage sufficient to produce a like 
amount of th£ commodity. This idle 
acreage must be in addition to acreage 
he normally would leave idle or fallow. 

Each program is voluntary-first come, 
first served. 

Before planting time contracts will be 
negotiated between producers and the 
Secretary of Agriculture, setting forth 
acreage retirement details, specifying 
prices for various grades, and location 
of CCC grain subject to the contract. 
Certificates will be issued at harvesttime 
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under these contracts, and these cer
tificates may either be sold or used to 
claim the commodities at place of 
storage. 

Prices to be established by the Secre
tary sutnciently below the cost of pro
duction to obtain full participation, with 
consideration given to grade, condition 
of grain and local factors. 

A producer may enter into more than 
one contract in a crop year under this 
act. All Commodity Credit Corpora
tion stocks mentioned shall be available 
for purchase under this act, except for 
a ·10-percent cushion against error and 
shrinkage. 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall not 
contract to sell in any one year a quan
tity of any commodity greater than 30 
percent of the U.S. 3-year-average 
production of that commodity. This 
would minimize adverse effects of this 
program on industries and services sup
porting agriculture. 

This would remove the price-depress
ing corn surplus in 2 or 3 years, 
convert it into cash, reduce the Federal 
debt, stop the terrific storage cost, re
duce the number of Federal employees, 
and help free agriculture from Govern
ment bondage. This would not increase 
the supply of corn on the market and 
consequently would not adversely affect 
livestock prices. 

·The same procedure could be followed 
to eliminate wheat, although several 
growing seasons would be required. 

We can keep our freedom in farming 
and other occupations only by accepting 
the individual responsibilities which 
must go with it. The amendment I have 
presented here provides a way to re
store freedom and opportunity to one of 
the most honored and respected men, 
the American farmer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY}. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

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

Michigan: On page 7 strike out lines 1 to 
9, inclusive: 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, subsection (3) on page 7 pro
vides that the Secretary may incur obli
gations to the amount of $500 million. 
It also provides that he may issue nego
tiable securities unlimited to carry out 
the provisions of the bill. Permit me to 
read the paragraph: 

"(3) Obligations under such program may 
be incurred in advance of appropriations 
therefor (i) for payments in cash in an 
amount not exceeding $500,000,000, and 
(ii) for payments in kind for diversion of 
acreage, wit-hin such limits as the Secre
tary may require. Payments in kind shall 
be made through the issuance of negotiable 
certificates redeemable for feed grains by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation in ac
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary." 

Last Tuesday I was criticized, and 
justly so, because I opposed an appro-

priation but had . not opposed tne 
authorization. 

What we are doing here is again by
passing the Committee on Appropria
tions by authorizing the Secretary of 
Agriculture to spend up to $500 million 
and issue negotiable securities unlimited 
in amount. 

If you think that procedure is fair to 
the taxpayer or to the Committee on Ap
propriations-and it must be assumed 

. you do if you reject this amendment-
there isn't anything I can do to prevent 
the appropriation of $500 million, with
out a word of testimony justifying the 
expenditure, the necessity for which 
would ordinarily be passed upon by the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHON]. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

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

Texas: On page 5, line 12, after the colon, 
insert the following: 

"Provided, That no feed grain producer 
covered by this Act, who participated in 
choice B of section 102 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1958 cotton allotment 
program either in 1959 or 1960, or both years, 
shall receive a lesser feed grain planted acre
age history than he would have received had 
he not participated in the choice B cotton 
production program." 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
discussed this amendment extensively 
with the members of the Committee on 
Agriculture on both sides of the aisle, 
hoping to secure their support. Without 
the support of committee members, I 
realize the amendment will not be 
adopted. 

It is more or less in the form of a per
fecting amendment. I hope the mem
bers of the committee will be willing to 
take it to conference for further study. 
In fairness and justice the amendment 
by all means should be adopted. With
out my amendment many cotton farmers 
who are also feed grain farmers will be 
discriminated against. 

In the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1958 farmers were encouraged to coop
erate with the Government on a lower 
support loan for cotton and they took 15 
parity points less by way of a loan than 

· other producers, taking the reduction in 
support in return for an increase in al
lotments. This feature of the law was 
passed for the purpose of moving cotton 
in trade channels and not into the Gov
ernment loan. Six-and-one-half per
cent of the cotton producers did this last 
year. That is, 6% percent of them took 
a much lower support price in order to 
move their cotton in regular trade chan
nels and get the reward of a 40-percent 
increase in their cotton acreage allot
ments. Those who took this course were 
known in the law as choice B cotton 
farmers. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1958 provided that while choice B farm
ers could get an additional allotment in 

return for reduced supports, the addi
tional cotton acreage would not become a 
part_ of the cotton history of the farm. 
I quote the law: 

The additional acreage authorized· by this 
section shall not be ta~en into account ln 
establishing future State, county. and farm 
acreage allotments. 

As you will note, the law provided that 
choice B farmers got no credit on their 
history as a result of the additional acres 
planted to cotton. I simply provide in 
my amendment that while they get no 
credit for planting additional cotton 
acreage and trying to move the cotton 
into trade channels and not into the 
warehouses, they are not to be penalized. 

The fact that they sold their cotton 
for a lesser price and moved it in trade 
should not operate against them at this 
time when we are considering new farm 
legislation. 

I urge the adoption of my amendment. 
May I ask if the chairman, the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGE], 
and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HoEVEN] would be willing to go along 
with this amendment as a perfecting 
amendment and take it to conference for 
further consideration and for the pur
pose of preventing discrimination against 
choice B farmers? 

·Mr. COOLEY. Let me observe that if 
the farmers accepted the program the 
gentleman referred to they profited by 
accepting that program. 

Mr. MAHON. They took 15 parity 
points less for their cotton and moved 
it into trade channels. · · 

Mr. COOLEY. They still profited, or 
else they would not have accepted the 
program. 

Mr. MAHON. They did not know 
whether they would profit or riot when 
they went into the choice B program. 
Please note the language of my amend
ment. · It seems quite reasonable and 
fair. I would just like you to take this 
amendment to conference for further 
consideration. 

Mr. COOLEY. Those farmers who ac
cepted it got 40 percent more acreage 
than they otherwise would have gotten. 
I ·do not think they have been injured. 
I do not think they have any grievance. 
I do not want it to go out into this House 
that we are using a grain bill here to 
reward the cotton farmers. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the .amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. QUIE of Min

nesota to the amendment offered by Mr. 
MAHON of Texas: Add at the end thereo! the 
following: "Provided further, That as a con
dition of eligibility for price support on the 
1961 crop of cotton, producers of cotton shall 
participate in the special agricultural con
servation program for 1961 for corn and 
grain sorghums to the extent prescribed by 
the Secretary. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I feel if 
we accept the amendment of the gentle
man from Texas, we ought to have this 
further amendment which I have of
fered. I can see there are valid reasons 
for him suggesting his amendment. 
These men who took part in the grade 
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B program in these other years have now 
only feed gt·ain to turn to. But, I main
tain, if they do turn to feed grains, they 
should then comply with this program 
that they do not have. But, here again 
is this voluntary program where their 
eligibility for price support on cotton 
shall be contingent on participating in 
the corn and grain sorghums program. 
These people who do not raise any corn 
or grain sorghums automatically com
ply and would receive price supports. 
But, just as the soybean farmers who 
raise corn or grain sorghums must com
ply with the corn and grain sorghums 
program in order to get price supports 
under this bill, it would also apply to 
cotton. I think it would be only fair if 
these people were brought in in this 
way. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
QUIE]. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Minnesota has confused the situation. 
I believe the cotton farmers that the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAHON] re
ferred to were those who had taken a 
lesser support price in years past. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota would apply to more 
than 90 percent of all cotton farmers
only about 6 or 7 percent of the total 
number of cotton farmers participated in 
the B program. Ninety percent of all 
cotton farmers lived within their basic 
allotment. The amendment by the gen
tleman from Minnesota would apply to 
these people who are known as A grow
ers as well as to the B growers. The 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAHON] de
veloped a very sound difference between 
the man who had complied with his 
allotment and had drawn full support. 
He pointed out that the man who had 
taken a lesser support had probably 
planted, a considerable lesser acreage 
in grain, and we know as a practical 
matter in that area he um;uestionably 
planted a rather substantial acreage in 
B cotton which otherwise would have 
been in grain sorghums. There should 
be some consideration of that fact. I 
think that is a sound position. But, it 
is not a sound position to say that 90 
percent of all cotton farmers who never 
received any benefit under the B cotton 
program should now have to be penalized 
because some other group of cotton 
farmers participated in a different pro
gram. I hope the committee will not see 
fit to impose a penalty on the great mass 
of small cotton farmers, and that is the 
group who did not become B farmers. 
The B farmers are largely the larger cot
ton farmers. 

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

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

Mr. MAHON. Six and one-half per
cent of the farmers went choice B and 
took a lesser rate and moved their cot
ton into the channels of trade. I can 
understand the objection to the amend
ment of the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. QuiE], but would not my friend 
from Texas feel there is equity in the 
amendment I have offered? 

Mr. POAGE. I am for the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas. I am trying to explain that the 
gentleman from Texas drew a logical 
distinction, but I am trying also to sug
gest that the gentleman from Minnesota 
is proposing an unfair and an unreason
able proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. QuiE] to the 

·amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MAHON]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
manfrom Texas [Mr. MAHON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
!offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 

On page 6, line 18, strike out the period and 
add: "and to give due consideration to till
able acreage, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. Records secured 
in compliance with Section 329 of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 in previous 
years shall also be used where available 
and equitable." 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
the subject matter of this amendment 
has been thoroughly discussed. It goes 
to the same subject matter as that con
tained in the Arends amendment. My 
amendment adds clarifying language. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman was kind enough to show me 

• his amendment. Although I preferred 
the original Arends amendment I think 
this amendment has considerable merit 
and, .as far as I am concerned, I am 
willing to accept it. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 

also familiar with the amendment. I 
accept it. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I thank the gen
tleman and yield back the balance of my 
time. 

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NELSEN: Page 

6, line 1, after the word "cash", insert the 
words", or at the option of the producer, in 
kind,". 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of this amendment is to make avail
able to the dairy farmer in my district 
and all parts of the country payment 
in kind if he chooses to use it. In other 
words, this sort of meets the point made 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
ANDERSEN], and it seems to me this 
would be an incentive to get land re
tired, giving the farmer the option to 
take feed if he wants it on the first 20 

percent, or if he chooses not to do it 
the original provisions of the bill will 
prevail. I would like to offer this amend
ment to the bill and, incidentally, I have 
another amendment, Mr. Chairman. 
Of course, my time is limited to 2 min
utes, is it not? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is. 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. NELSEN. I yield. 
Mr. POAGE. I think the gentleman 

has a splendid idea in his amendment, 
but I do not think it would work. The 
bill gives the Secretary the option of 
making payments of the first 20 per
cent either in cash or in kind. We must 
give him that option, and we voted to 
give it to him. You cannot also let the 
farmer have an option on the same 
matter. 

I think there is no question but what 
the Secretary will give any farmer pay
ment in kind if he wants it, and I will 
say that I think he probably should do 
it unless there is some outstanding rea
son of national interest why he should 
not. 

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentle
man, and I am willing to withdraw it, 
but I want the RECORD to show just what 
our interpretation of this matter is. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection 
the gentleman from Mmnesota may 
withdraw his amendment. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. NELSEN. I yield. 
Mr. HOEVEN. I understand the gen

tleman has another amendment. 
Mr.NELSEN. !have. 
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time al
lotted to me may be used by the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

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

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

an amendment. 
. The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NELSEN: Page 

6, line 18, after the word "production.", in
sert the following sentence: "The Secretary 
may make not to exceed 50 per centum of 
any payments to producers in advance of 
determination of performance." 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, again, 
the purpose of this amendment is to en
courage participation. I want this bill 
to work, and it is my hope that by some 
incentive discretionary with the Secre
tary that there could be some program 
advanced so that we would get the co
operation in acreage retirement we seek. 

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. While this amendment 

was not considered in the committee, I, 
for one, have no objection to it, and I 
know of no other member of the com
mittee who will object. 

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. COOLEY. I understand it is dis

cretionary with the Secretary. 
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Mr. NELSEN. It is discretionary. their grain for .$1.20 and buy it back, 
Mr. COOLEY. He may do this. those who wish to do so, at $1. . 
Mr. NELSEN. He may do it; it is not That is the only thing this will do. If 

mandatory. anyone is interested in complying with 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on this bill-and certainly it is necessary 

the amendment offered by the gentle- for the success of it-they will comply 
man from Minnesota. because of the payments program. So, 

The amendment was agreed to. I hope that we will strike this section 
The Clerk read as follows: and pass the bill. 
SEc. a. Notwithstanding any other provl- Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will 

sion of law, the Commodity Credit Corpora- the gentleman yield? 
tion is authorized to sell any corn or grain - Mr. McSWEEN. I yield to the gentle
sorghums during the marketing year for the man from Mississippi. 
1961 crqp of s~ch grains at any price not less . Mr. COLMER. Will section 3 not also 
than 17 per centum below the 1961 support serve as a. medium of establishing the 
P_!ice for s~ch grains. . market price of the grain· when the -sec-

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, section retary sells it at 17 cents below the sup-
3 is well-understood. It has been debat- port price? 
ed and discussed here for 2. days. There- Mr. McSWEEN. I think the gentle
fore~ Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous man is correct; it would establish the 
consent that all debate on section 3 and market price. It would also diminish 
all amendments thereto close at 4:30. the value of the payment-in-kind pro-.. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection gram. 
to the request of the gen~leman from · Mr. COLMER. It will also reduce the 
North Carolina? market, because that will then become 
· There was no objection. the market price. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- - Mr. McSWEEN. The gentleman is 
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. absolutely correct. 
McSWEEN]. . Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
. Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Chairman, I of- gentleman yield? 

fer an amendment. Mr. McSWEEN. I yield to the gentle-
The Clerk read as follows: man from Iowa. 

·Amendment oi!'ered by the gentleman from Mr. GROSS. Are not the support 
Louisiana (Mr. McSWEEN]. On page 7, line prices low enough now without giving 
10, strike out ~es 10 through 14. the Secretary authority to go 17 below 

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Chairman, the _ the already low support price? 
Mr. McSWEEN. I think the gentle

purpose of this· amendment is to strike man's point is well taken. 
section 3. In the language of the gen- h · 1 k 
tleman from Missouri (Mr: CANNON) the Mr. MICHEL. Mr. C alrillan, as 

unanimous consent to extend my re-
purpose of this amendment is not to cut tin th R 
o1f the buttons, but to clean up the dress. marks at this poin e ECORD. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
I hope the bill passes regardless of to the request of the gentleman from 
whether we clean it up or not. Illinois? 

·The real question at issue is whether There was no objection. 
this section is necessary for compliance. Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
I . have heard a great deal said that it is in . support of the . gentleman's amend
necessary for compliance. ment to strike out section 3 of H.R. 

Briefly in the time I have I would like 4510, the so-called emergency feed grain 
to review the legislative history. This bill. 
bill really has its genesis in the report of This section would permit surplus 
the task force. The task force provided com and grain sorghum holdings to be 
for a support price of $1.30, it provided sold as low as 17 percent below the 1961 
for land retirement of 25 percent, it pro- support price. 
vided for a freeze in these CCC stocks. To be perfectly frank I am very dis
Dr. Cochrane told us that this task force appointed that the· House Committee on 
r~port would provide for compliance. Agriculture did not see fit to take a 

Subsequently the Secretary has put in little longer time in their deliberations 
this bill the request to sell these surplus and come up with a measure that not 
stocks. Our committee has limited the only singled out the com farmer but 
request of the Secretary. It is actually took into account the entire farm. prob-· 
taking. the teeth out of his proposal. · lem, including wheat. Planting time is 
· The CHAIRMAN.- The time of the practically upon us out in the Corn Belt, 

gentleman from Lo-uisiana has expired. and I see no reason for rushing into an 
By unanimous consent~ Mr. MICHEL emergency 1-year pr·ogram that leaves 

and Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota yielded so many loose ends. I would much 
their time to Mr. McSWEEN. rather see us legislating here for the 

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Chairman, ·the long haul. 
Committee on Agriculture has limited Sections 1 and 2 of this bill are by . 
this request of the Secretary first of all no means wholly acceptable to me, for 
by limiting his authority to sell these I am one of those who feels that the 
surplus stocks in the period beginning in sooner the Govemment gets out of agri
the marketing season of 1961. Second- culture altogether, the better off we are 
Iy, it limited this authority to sell at not going to be; but I recognize that in this 
less than 17 percent below the support business of legislating for the entire 
~ice. So, frankly, this authority in sec- . country that some compromises must 
tion 3 is not going to be helpful to com- be entered into. There is some area of 
p_liance. The only thing that section 3 compromise, but I do not think it ought 
will do is that it will enable this bill to to be on a matter of basic principle; and 
allow the CCC to act as a conduit the majority of farmers in my congres
through which all producers will sell sional district hold the view that we 

ought to be moving more in the direc
tion of a freer agriculture rather than 
in the direction of more regimentation, 
Government control and redtape. 
. I was glad to note the other day that 

the Senate Agriculture Committee recog
nized the defects, which I shall point out, 
and eliminated section 3 from the Sen
ate bill. 
. In the :first place, section 3 would ofi

set any benefits that are included in 
other provisions of the measure because 
it would increase rather than decrease 
Government costs~ lower rather · than 
raise the income of both farmers who 
comply and those who do not comply, 
and reduce rather than increase the in- · 
ci;mtive for producers to participate in 
the program, especially those who use 
their grains as feed rather than market
ing them. 

Furthermore, section 3 could ruin our 
competitive system of marketing grains 
by delegating to the Secretary of Agri
culture certain harmful powers. First, it 
would allow the Government to push the 
market price far below the support level. 
Second, it woUld place the Government 
in the position of being the main buyer 
and seller of feed grains. Third, it would 
set up a ceiling on price supports rather 
than establishing a floor for prices. 

Unsound and revolutionary precedents 
would be set if section 3 were adopted 
because under the present law most com
modities-excepting cotlton---cmnnot be 
sold again in domestic markets at less 
than 5 percent above the support price. 
This raises the question of what .justi
fication we might find for not permit
ting similar authority on other commod
ities if we allow the Secretary of Agri
culture to sell sorghum grains and corn 
at a level below the support price. 

My principal reason for opposing sec-
tion 3 is that it would constitute an un
warranted delegation of power and 
would, of course, establish a dangerous 
precedent for other commodities. I feel 
that this provision would not only be 
wholly ine1fective, but also would im
part perilous concepts to our present and 
healthy competitive marketing system. 

Section 3 also cuts down the value of 
certificates issued for payments in kind. 
Thus, if the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion does artificially hold the price below 
the support level, f·armers would, for al~ 
practical purposes, be receiving· at least 
20 cents a bushel less for their com pay
ment-in-kind certificates than they 
would if we were to delete section 3. 

If section 3 is left in the bill. the Com
modity Credit Corporation will be the 
principal holder of corn and grain sor
ghum production in 1961. We might just 
as well do away with the board& of trade 
altogether. Why? Because the market 
price could be established at 17 percent 
below the 1961 support price and farm
ers who complied with the program 
would quite naturally sell their corn and 
grain sorghums directly to the Federal 
Government. Why shouldn't they? The 
Government will· assure them a price 
of $1.20 while the going market price may 
be at a dollar. In fact, this forces the 
farmer to· do business with the Govern
ment rather than-with private enterprise. 
He has no other alternative. I cannot 
help but get the feeling that by this 
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action we intend to beat the corn farmer 
down to his knees and force him to sub
mit to Government edict. 

If, perchance, a reduction in costs is 
possible by virtue of the other provisions 
of this bill,' any reductions would be more 
than offset if 70-percent compliance is 
achieved-a level advocated by admin
istration spokesmen-because of in
creased costs the Commodity Credit Cor
poration would have to bear on the han
dling, transportation, and interest 
charges involving 3 billion bushels of 
corn. 

And finally, Mr. Chairman, section 3 
would definitely not achieve the results 
intended because it will not bring about 
compliance. It offers no assurance that 
prices will be low for deficit feed areas, 
and it would authorize a reversal of the 
policy of protecting our market prices. 
This latter situation would prevail be
cause originally the proposal provided for 
freezing existing CCC stocks except for 
the operation of a payment-in-kind 
program. 

And in summation, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to say again that the commodity 
causing us the most trouble, as far as 
surplus is concerned, is wheat; and while 
we can do nothing about it for the calen
dar year 1961, I see no reason why we 
should go at this thing piecemeal and 
single out the corn farmer as we do in 
this measure. There is no question in 
my mind that all segments of agriculture 
must cooperate in our efforts to reduce 
production in line with consumption, but 
"What is sauce for the goose is sauce 
for the gander''; and no one basic com
modity ought to be singled out for such 
discriminatory action. We in the Corn 
Belt will take our percentage of reduc
tion if it is part and parcel of a nation
wide program affecting all commodities. 
This will take a little time to work out 
in the committee and if we are unsuc
cessful in· at least deleting this obnoxious 
section 3, then we ought certainly to 
recommit the bill to the committee and 
work out a long-range program rather 
than resorting to this piecemeal, stop
gap, temporary legislation. We need a 
long-range program, and I believe we 
ought to take time to work it out this 
year· to take effect in the year 1962. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this ·point in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I am opposed to section 3 of 
H.R. 4510 which provides: "Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation is au
thorized to sell any corn or grain sor
ghums during the marketing year for the 
1961 crop of such grains at any price not 
less than 17 percent below the 1961 sup
port price for such grains." 

This provision gives to the Secretary of 
Agriculture the authority to ruin our 
competitive market system by selling 
quantities of CCC grains sufficient to de
press the. market at any time. Such ac
tion by the Secretary :would lower prices 
received .by farmers at a time when we 

should be striving to raise prices for farm 
commodities. I am aware of the real 
purpose of this section, which is to pre
vent the noncooperator from ·receiving a 
windfall in the marketplace at the ex
pense of the cooperator. However, if the 
authority contained in this section were 
to be used by the Secretary to depress 
the m8.rket price, it would hurt the co
operator also, by lowering the value of 
his payment-in-kind certificate. 

It is my opinion that section 3 would 
not provide an incentive to participate 
in the program, and since it is not only 
ineffective but unprecedented and dan
gerous, it constitutes a threat to a bill 
which contains many desirable features. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
BROMWELL]. 

Mr. BROMWELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to yield my time 
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HOEVEN]. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SANTANGELO]. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, 
I oppose this amendment and support 
the bill with section 3 in it. I know what 
might happen to the American economy 
if we adopt this amendment. You gen
tlemen who come from Iowa and Illinois, 
where I visited as a member of the Sub
committee on Appropriations for the De
partment of Agriculture, should tell the 
House how your bins are loaded and how 
you are giving out money to store these 
surpluses, 2 years ago to the tune of 
$700 mililon and last year $935 million, 
if we keep these price supports of $1.06, 
and this bill is defeated, your storage 
costs, will rise to $1.3 billion. I do not 
think you gentlemen want to eliminate 
this storage of surplus corn. I do not 
think you want to give the American 
people a chance to get a low price by 
permitting the Secretary of Agriculture 
to sell surplus corn which is coming 
out of the bins and out of our ears. You 
are getting a great deal of help in this 
bill, and if you take out this section 3, 
you are going to permit a rise in food 
prices. This section is a stabilizer. 
Section 3 will compel the farmer to 
comply in order to get in the price sup
port program; to take your acreage and 
put it in retirement and thus reduce the 
production of corn. You want a farm 
program, but you do not want to give 
the consumer the protection that this 
section 3 provides. Look at your stor
age bins in Iowa and Illinois. Tell the 
people what is happening in those sec
tions. I trust that this amendment 
fails. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. NELSEN]. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. NELSEN. I have an amendment 
for a new section 4. Does. the limitation. 
on debate apply to section 3 only or to 
the entire bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. · The limitation ap
plies only to section a and would not 
apply to the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, speak
ing on section 3, I would like to make 
this observation. I have a letter in my 
pocket that I received from a creamery 
operator in my district calling attention 
to the fact that increasing supports of 
dairy products would again encourage 
a greater number of people getting into 
the dairy business and thereby creating 
again a surplus that would go into stor
age. We then find in this bill that 
actually the market price of grain would 
be 62 percent of parity, of full parity. 
There is no farmer with fixed costs that 
can compete with a price on grain of 62 
percent of parity; with a pegged high 
price on the dairy farmers and with a 
pegged low price in the marketing of 
grain. The speculator moves in and I 
am out of business on my farm. I would 
like to have the Members think about 
that. That is what section 3 would do 
under the bill, and our competitive mar
ket would be eliminated under the-pro
visions of this bill. I do not believe it 
will do what some of the gentlemen on 
the other side of the aisle seem to be
lieve it would do. I say that conscien
tiously and in the most friendly way. I 
believe it would be a mistake to leave 
section 3 in the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
JENNINGS]. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr Chairman, sec
tion 3 is the real crux of this bill. In 
order to get it in focus I think we should 
first look at the situation we have today. 
Of course, some people would like to 
have their cake and eat it too. Today 
the corn farmers have unlimited pro
duction at 65 percent of parity, a guar
antee of $1.06 a bushel. They have 
filled up the bins. They have run the 
storage costs up and it is evident here 
that some producers hate to give up 
this bonanza. It is a real boondoggle. 

Now, what happens if this bill passes? 
We raise support prices to the complier 
to $1.20 a bushel, but we also say to the 
noncomplier, we are not going to hold 
this umbrella over you; we shall not 
disturb the present market price of $1 
a bushel for corn, but we will give to 
the Secretary of Agriculture the power 
to prevent noncompliers from profiting 
from a higher market price that might 
be created by their neighbors joining in 
this program to curb production and 
reduce our staggering surpluses. We 
would enable the Secretary to say to 
these noncompliers: You cannot have 
your cake and eat it too. 

Under this section-and this is the 
real essence of it-the Secretary may 
encourage cooperation in this surplus
reducing program by selling some of 
these Government grain stocks at not 
less than 17 percent below the support 
price, but below a price which is being 
raised to $1.20. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. THOMSON]. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous -consent to 
yield my time to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN]. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
lowa? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. LANGEN]. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the ~:~.mendment and in sup
port of the bill, without section 3. I do 
so for two specific reasons. First of all, 
it seems rather ridiculous that in a 
measure in which we talk about increas
ing farm income we are going to provide 
authority to the Secretary to reduce the 
market price. It just does not make 
sense. 

Second, I think it is unnecessary, for 
one thing has been completely forgot
ten, and that is the volume of feed grains 
that were sealed under the Commodity 
Credit program of the 1960 crop. Re
member that this crop in the hands of 
the farm people today is in the position 
of moving into the market just as soon 
as that market gets above the present 
support price. And that has always been 
the experience in past years. In 15 
years in administration of the farm pro
gram I have experienced that a good 
many times. There would be a volume 
of this that would move into the mar
ket. I think it is completely unnecessary 
that we authorize the Secretary through 
a provision which would permit him to 
lower the market price when in reality 
we are thinking of trying to improve the 
farmer's income. Therefore, section 3 
means less farm income and increased 
cost to CCC, the exact opposite of what 
we are attempting to do by this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
POAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, there are 
many things about section 3 which 
should be remembered, but I simply want 
to talk about this one thing. This bill 
does not allow the Secretary of Agri
culture to break the market for any
body. It allows the Secretary of Agri
culture to maintain the market right 
where it is. The committee carefully 
figured $1 was the present price of corn 
in the United States, and 17 percent 
below the new support price of $1.20 is 
$1. So we provided that you cannot take 
anything away even from the noncoop
erator. We simply say, "Mr. Noncooper
ator, you are not contributing anything 
to getting a higher price for anybody. 
Why should you have a higher price 
when you are contributing to the sur
pluses?'' And we say to the cooperator, 
on the other hand, "Since you are help
ing the U.S. Government reduce its over
all cost year by year we are going to 
help you; we are going to make it profit
able for you to cooperate with this pro
gram. We are going to support you at 
$1.20. and we are going to pay you for 
the land you take out:• 

We say to the noncooperator, "We are 
going to leave you right where you are. 
If you want free enterprise you can 
have it. You can plant every acre of 
your land in corn or grain sorghum. If 
ycu do, we will not interfere with you 
getting just as much as you are getting 
today. But we are going to see to it that 
you are not going to get anything more." . 

That is what this section 3 does. It 
does not give the Secretary the au
thority to break the price of any grain 
below what it is right now. 

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent to yield my time to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. QurEJ. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, it has been 

stated many times that if section 3 is 
left in the bill the amount of grain in 
storage will be decreased. I should like 
to read to you from the remarks of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE] on 
yesterday when he said: 

Of course, it is true, as has been said, that 
every bushel of compliance grain is going 
into the Government loan just so long as 
there is noncompliance grain on the market. 

Do not forget that every bit of the sur
plus grain presently in Government stor
age will be available for the market if 
we let section 3 stay in the bill. There 
is a 6-month supply of corn in the Com
modity Credit Corporation stocks and 
about a year and a half's supply of grain 
sorghums. That means there will be 
plenty of it, and every bit of compliance 
grain will go into the Government stor
age bins. The storage people will be in 
business. The merchandisers, the coun
try elevators on up, will be out of 
business. 

If we leave this in, it will be contrary 
to the purposes of the act. What this 
section of the bill will do is lower the 
farmers' income, because the ''in-kind" 
would be worth less and the farmer 
would be receiving less. It would also 
prevent the payment in kind from be
ing as big an incentive to take land out 
of production. Remember that 70 per
cent of the corn or more is fed right back 
on the farm to livestock, so the only in
centive to those people is the land rental 
payment. By leaving section 3 in you are 
removing part of that incentive. You 
are going contrary to what we are striv
ing to do in this bill. 

Let me quote what Samuel Lubell has 
said in today's Washington News: 
GRAIN SURPLUSES KEEP RISING, FARMERS SAY 

(By Samuel Lubell) 
DEs MoiNES, March 9.-President Ken

nedy's emergency farm program is not likely 
to halt the continued piling up of additional 
grain surpluses. 

This is the feeling voiced by most farmers 
interviewed in the last 2 weeks in 11 typical 
Corn Belt counties stretching from Indiana 
to northern Kansas. 

A remarkably sharp difference emerged in 
the likely participaton in the Kennedy pro
gram between farmers who sell the corn they 
raise and those who feed it to livestock. 

Among cash grain farmers 7 out of 8 were 
ready to cut their acreage by 20 percent if 
the support price for corn is lifted to $1.20 
a bushel, as Mr. Kennedy has proposed. 

TEN PERCENT 

Among livestock growers, only 10 percent 
talked of "signing up" for a new acreage
reduction effort. 

But even among the grain farmers pre
pared to cut their acreage, the prevailing 

feeling is that the Kennedy program "lacks 
teeth" and "has so many loopholes" this 
year's production will leave a sizable sur
plus to be added to the already heavy carry
over from previous years. 

One big hole in the farm control fence is 
the use of 1959 and 1960 as the base years 
for figuring acreage reduction. During those 
2 years controls were lifted, bringing a rec
ord corn expansion. 

In several counties farmers boasted, "I 
crowded out all the corn I could to have a 
fat base for the new control program." 

HIGHER RATE 

Every farmer I talked with I asked how 
much corn he planted in the last 2 years 
and what his 1955 allotment was. Some 
farmers couldn't remember the figures. 
Those who did, taken as a group, reported a 
1959- 60 acreage nearly 40 percent higher than 
1955. 

A cut of 20 percent from this base would 
leave these farmers with nearly 20 percent 
more acreage than 4 years ago, when a siz
able surplus was produced that had to go 
into storage. 

In short, even with allowance for increased 
corn consumption, the Kennedy program 
doesn't promise to be any more effective 
than were Ezra Benson's efforts to control 
the surplus. 

Significantly, except for a few 80-acre 
croppers, none of the farmers interviewed 
protested that a 20-percent acreage cut 
would be too drastic or would upset their 
farm operations. 

PROTESTS 

Particularly in Iowa, many protests are 
voiced against using the 1959-60 acreage as 
a base for this year's reductions. 

"The farmers who increased corn produc
tion these last years caused the surplus," 
runs the complaint. "Why reward them and 
penalize those who didn't overplant?" 

Other farmers are simply reporting jacked
up corn acreage claims for their own farms. 
These false claims seem to be accepted by 
the county adjustment committees without 
a check. 

Section 3 is also a terrible precedent 
to allow the Secretary of Agriculture to 
have this power to depress prices, to 
knock them down, when all the time in 
the past we have been trying to strength
en farmers' prices. It would be contrary 
to what we have done on other com
modities. Look at dairy products. The 
previous administration had to increase 
the resale price on dairy products to 13 
percentage points above the support 
level in order to permit the competitive 
market to function. Beginning this 
year cotton resale price will be 15 per
cent above the support level. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
LAIRD J quoted from the Wisconsin Farm
ers Union 1961 action program: 

We are opposed to the sale of Govern
ment-owned agricultural commodities on 
the market for less than market price plus 
5 percent and carrying charges. We believe 
in rotating the commodities in storage, 
especially perishable commodities, with new 
crops or produce to avoid deterioration, but 
the cOinmodities so marketed should be re
placed with an amount equal to that taken 
out so as not to add to the amount nor
mally marketed. 

That is the direction we should go, 
That is the approach I have taken in 
my bill H.R. 1075. 

Section 3 of this bill goes in the direct 
opposite direction and is wrong. 

Section 3 should be deleted because it 
delegates unwarranted and unneeded 
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authority to the Secretary of Agricul
ture; it depresses the value of payment
in-kind certificates; it decreases the 
effectiveness of payment-in-kind pro
gram; it reduces the income of both com
pliers and noncom pliers; it makes the 
Government the marketing agency for 
a major portion of our feed grains; it 
reverses present agricultural policy, 
which is to protect market prices rather 
than endanger them; and it acts as an 
ineffective instrument to force compli
ance while setting a very undesirable 
precedent. The adoption of section 3 
could easily be the first step toward de
stroying our competitive market system 
while replacing it with a system whereby 
the Government sets the farmer's price, 
controls his production, and markets his 
produce. 

If section 3 is stricken, I will vote for 
the bill. If it is not I will vote against it. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'Ihe Chair recog- · 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
we are about to come to the end of the 
debate. It has been the most interest
ing and most informative debate we 
have had on a piece of farm legislation 
in a long time. The members of the 
Committee on Agriculture want to ex
press to the members of the Committee 
of the Whole and to the House our ap
preciation for the fine attention you 
have given us for the last 2 or 3 days. 

This is a complex piece of legislation. 
It has been difficult for some of you to 
understand. I can assure you, how
ever, that by its enactment we will have 
taken a very important step toward 
solving an increasingly disastrous situa
tion in agriculture. It will definitely 
reduce the tremendous surplus that ex
ists in the feed-grain area and also re
duce the high storage costs with which 
the taxpayers are now burdened. 

In the last 12 years we have had diffi
cult situations in agriculture. We spent 
4 years feuding over programs and pro
posals of Secretary Brannan and then 
we spent 8 years doing the same over the 
programs of Secretary Benson. Actu
ally there was more cussing of these 
two Secretaries of Agriculture than 
there was real work on farm legislation. 
I hope we can all begin anew, that we 
can and will lay aside our partisanship 
and move forward with new programs 
for agriculture. We have the oppor
tunity to make a good start here today, 
first, by voting down the pending 
amendment and, then by voting to pass 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCORMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
the elimination of section 3 will be harm
ful to the farmers. The retention of 
section 3 will not depress the price to the 
farmers. Furthermore, the provisions of 
section 3 constitute the only part of the 
bill that has some regard for the con-
sumers of America. · 

Mr. Chairman, I hope -the amendment 
will be defeated. · 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the remainder of my time be 
transferred to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. COOLEY]. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered: -

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the -gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HOEVEN]. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment to strike 
section 3. As pointed out in the separate 
minority views by my distinguished col
league from Minnesota [Mr. QUIE] and 
myself, we feel that enactment of section 
3 would be most undesirable. The Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry apparently sha1~es this view because 
the bill reported by that committee does 
not include the language of section 3. 
And may I state at this point that there 
would have been a number of other mem
bers of our House Committee on Agri
culture who would have joined in ex
pressing their minority views on section 
3 had we not been up against a midnight 
deadline on filing the report. 

Now just why is it that the grain trade, 
farm co-ops,. farm groups, grain ex
changes, farmers, and so many of us on 
both sides of the aisle oppose section 3? 
Personally, I feel our opposition is well 
founded on both philosophical and prac
tical grounds. 

First of all, this dangerous and un
warranted delegation of the power to 
intentionally destroy corn and sorghum 
markets represents a real threat to the 
continuation of a market economy for 
agriculture. This provided for an arti
ficial depression of the market. Con
gress bas for years recognized the 
inherent danger to the market in the ac-

-cumulation of huge surpluses of farm 
commodities and bas specifically pro
vided by law that these surpluses could 
not be dumped back into the market at 
bargain-basement prices. The law bas 
and does require that the Government 
shall not sell its surplus basic and stor
able nonbasic crops at less than 5 per
cent above the current support price, 
plus reasonable carrying charges: Sec
tion 3 of this bill allows the sale of corn 
and grain sorghum at 17 percent below 
the support price. Let me bring this 
down to specifics on our six basic farin 
crops: 

Under present law, any surplus tobacco 
could not be sold for less than 94.5 per
cent of parity plus reasonable carrying 
charges; most cotton cannot be sold for 
less than 94.3 percent of parity, plus 
reasonable carrying charges; peanuts, 
rice, and wheat cannot be sold for less 
than 78.75 percent of parity plus reason
able carrying charges; but corn under 
section 3 could _be sold for 61.7 percent 
of parity with no carrying charges 
added. What we do to corn today may 
be done for other crops tomorrow if the 
undesirable precedent involved in sec
tion 3 is adopted. 

In addition to the obvious evils of the 
Government controlling and depressing 
market prices, handling most of the 1961 
crops of corn and sorghum, and embrac
ing an unsound economic doctrine, there 
are some real and practical reasons why 
section 3, as written, simply will not do 
the job intended by its sponsors. 

As you can see by the original Ian
guage of section 3 of H.R. 4510, the ad
ministration first asked for complete au-

thority to sell at whatever the market 
price might be or, more accurately, what
ever the Secretary decided it should be. 
When Secretary Freeman appeared be
fore our committee he proposed an 
amendment which had the effect of set.:. 
ting the CCC sale price for corn at not 
less than $1.05 per bushel. The com
mittee, aftei.· some discussion, set it at 
$1 a bushel and expressed it in terms 
of a percentage of the assumed support 
price of $1.20 per bushel. In other 
words, 17 percent below . $1.20 is $1. 
While this limitation on the Secretary's 
original request for unlimited authority 
was a short step in the right direction, 
it still retained the bad principle. More
over, to its sponsors, it has made section 
3 ineffective and as now written it just 
will not do the job originally intended. 

The purpose of section 3 was and is 
twofold. The first is to encourage great
er participation in the program. The 
second is to calm the fears of deficit feed 
areas that there would be sharp price 
increases in feed grains. 

As now written, section 3 will not help 
to achieve greater participation. Most 
farmers who raise corn and sorghum 
feed these grains to animals, and the one 
thing that will attract them into the 
program is the land retirement feature. 
The market price or the support price 
is not of as pressing importance to the 
livestock feeder as it is to the cash grain 
man. The Department spokesmen rec
ognized this when they recommended 
that payment rates be 60 percent in cash 
and 66% percent in kind and that sup
port be $1.20 per bushel. They testified 
they wanted to get land retired and to 
shift production from corn to soybeans. 
In other· words, the success or failure of 
this wh'Jle program binges on the land 
retirement features. The relatively 
small spread between $1.20 and $1 will 
not affect participation by producers of 
80 percent of the corn and sorghum in 
America. The history of the corn pro
gram from 1956 thorugh 1958 tells us 
this. The spread in each of those years 
be.tween compliance and noncompliance 
corn was from 5 cents to 10 cents greater 
than that proposed in section 3; yet in 
1958 less than 14 percent of the corn 
produced was from farms in compliance 
with their acreage allotments for .corn. 

The second argument for section 3-
to calm deficit feed areas-is not a bona 
fide one either. Members from these 
areas can feel "wooed but not wed" by 
section .3. It is true the Secretary would 
have the authority to artificially depress 
the market · price by "bargain basement 
sales" from the warehouses of CCC, but 
that does not mean he will. In fact, if 
he were to do this-artificially hold 
down the market price--he could not 
possibly be able to fulfill his promise of 
improving the feed grain farmer's in
come by 12 percent. In fact, the value 
of the payment-in-kind certificates is
sued to compliers would even be reduced. 
It would depress farm income, and I can 
assure you that we from the Corn · Belt 
would most vigorously protest such a 
policy. · 

In conclusion, then, let me again ex
press my support . of the amendment to 
strike section 3. · It should be deleted 
because it delegates unwarranted and 
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unneeded authority to the Secretary, it 
depresses the value of the payment-in
kind certificates, it decreases the etiec
tiveness of the payment-in-kind pro
gram, it reduces the income of both 
compliers and noncompliers, it makes the 
Government the marketing agency for 
our major feed grains, and it is an in· 
etiective vehicle for forcing compliance 
while setting a very undesirable prece· 
dent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
amended on page 5, line 25, by striking 
out the date "1950" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1960." It is a typographical 
error. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. TABER. Under section 3, the way 

I read it the Secretary of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation could sell any corn 
or grain sorghums. The section does not 
limit his power to corn or grain sorghums 
belonging to the Commodity Credit Cor
poration. During the marketing year 
for the 1961 crop of such grains his 
power should be limited. 

Mr. COOLEY. It provides that it can
not be sold below a dollar a bushel. Is 
that what the gentleman is talking 
about? 

Mr. TABER.. No. They can go into 
your barn and sell your corn under this 
provision. 

Mr. COOLEY. No, they could not sell 
any individual's corn. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just close this 
debate by saying that this is really the 
first time we have had a chance to take 
up this proposition of payment in kind. 
My recollection is that both great po
litical parties had provisions in their 
platforms advocating payment in kind. 
This is a payment-in-kind program. 

I said in the beginning of this debate 
and I want to say it in the ending of the 
debate that we are not dealing with any
thing that is politically partisan in any 
way. Speaking of the programs the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN] was 
screaming a moment ago about tobacco, 
cotton, peanuts, and other crops, we are 
not given any payments in kind to re
duce our tobacco acreage or our cotton 
acreage, or our peanut acreage, and we 
have taken drastic reductions year after 
year and no payments have been made 
to us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment otiered by the gentle
man from Louisiana [Mr. McSwEEN]. 

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Chairman, on 
that I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered and the Chair 
appointed as tellers Mr. McSwEEN and 
Mr. GATHINGS. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were--ayes 132, noes 
163. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NELSEN! Page 

7, line 14, after the word "grains.", insert 
the following new section 4: 

"SEC. 4. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term 'corn' shall mean field corn not includ
ing corn for silage." 

Mr. COOLEY. If I could hear the 
amendment read again, perhaps I could 
accept it. I would like to have it read 
again. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will again report the amend
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk again reported the amend

ment. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 

no objection personally to the amend
ment. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I have no objec
tion to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment otiered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 

4510 should be passed without any por
tion of the bill being deleted. As we 
have heard many times it contains a pro
vision authorizing the sale of corn and 
grain sorghums at a price not more than 
17 percent below the 1961 support rate or 
about $1. This provision makes it pos
sible to sell Government-owned feed 
grain into the market as proposed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. This is 
necessary to assure those producers who 
comply with a higher price than non
compliers. 

A lot has been said about a referen
dum and that the farmers should be per
mitted to express his choice, and I quite 
fully agree as a general proposition and 
to be applied to future legislation. Right 
now, planning dates are rapidly ap
proaching when there is no time to de
sign a program to be submitted to a ref
erendum. As I see it the gist of the 
matter is that a program must be en
acted which will obtain a high degree of 
voluntary participation but which will 
not provide a price umbrella for the 
protection of noncooperators. Incen
tives exist for producers to take part in 
the program since they know at the time 
they sign up that the year's average 
market price will be below the support 
level. It seems to me it will obviously 
be to the advantage of the farmer to 
take part in this voluntary program and 
the expected wide extent of participa
tion will in turn make the program more 
etiective by increasing the income for 
participating producers. 

As I see it, this has many good etiects 
because the expected high degree of par
ticipation will also decrease production 
and let the Government reduce its hold
ings of feed grain. To keep the market 
price below support levels will assure 
consumers of fair and stable prices for 
meat, poultry, and dairy products. A 
feed grain program which would not 
provide for sales of Government-owned 
grains at a price somewhere near the 
current market level but which would 
permit an increase in support rates 
would obtain only limited participation 

and with such limited p9,rticipation 
much of a reduction in Government 
holdings would be unlikely. 

We all know during recent years grain 
production has been greater than re
quirements and stocks have built up. 
Unless there is good participation it will 
be impossible to reduce production to 
make inroads in the carryover. There 
just must be a reduction in CCC inven
tories and a reduction in today's burden
some storage and carrying costs. To me 
this is the heart of the problem and it 
is the one which must first be attacked 
by a workable solution. 

In summary then, to be etiective leg
islation which provides higher supports 
must have provisions which will obtain 
a high degree of participation and if at 
all possible still have the following good 
results: 

First. A reduction of stocks of grain; 
Second. With the lessening of Gov

ernment carrying charges; and 
Third. Increase the income of those 

participating producers; but without af
fecting livestock and consumer prices. 

There is a tremendous current inven
tory of feed grains-almost 2 ~ billion 
bushels, valued at $4 billion-and unless 
these are reduced they will continue to 
be on hand at a disadvantage to the 
farmer, the consumer, and the tax
payer. 

Let us enact a bill which will give the 
Secretary of Agriculture a chance. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill once again vividly illustrates the 
truly vexing, and up to this time, almost 
insoluble, nature of the agricultural 
problem. 

Time and time again Congress has en
deavored by various measures sponsored 
by several administrations for years 
past to attack and eliminate the huge 
surpluses of food and feed which have 
been piled up in our warehouses at huge 
cost of billions and billions of dollars to 
the American taxpayers, and constitut
ing a dark shadow over the market 
prices of basic commodities, disrupting 
normal production, distribution and 
marketing practices of necessaries of 
life, and causing shameful waste and de
struction of precious foodstutis allowed 
to accumulate and rot while millions eek 
out a precarious existence below decent 
subsistence standards. 

I have often deplored this maladjust
ment and this paradox, and I deplore it 
all the more now, because the costly 
failures of the farm program do not 
present a pretty picture; they do present 
a new and solemn challenge which we 
must face now or else confess our inabil
ity to cope with a very basic economic 
problem deeply atiecting national wel
fare and disparaging the efficacy of rep
resentative government. 

It is well for us to consider that this 
great economy of ours will be no stronger 
than any of its parts, and that at a time 
of recession and substantial unemploy
ment this Congress cannot disregard 
the need for keeping our unequaled 
free enterprise system strong, vigorous, 
and dynamic. To accomplish this end, 
we must recognize the interdependence 
of industry, agriculture, finance, labor 
and all the other segments of our pro
ductive organism. 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECCRD- HOUSE 3669 
When President Eisenhower came to 

office and presented his first agricultural 
bill to the Congress, while I had consid
erable misgivings abo~t its possible ef
fects on consumers and other purchasers 
of farm commodities, it was my feeling 
that his administration should be given 
a fair opportunity to try to work out the 
extremely complex and challenging 
farm commodity problem. 

For that reason, as well as because I 
strongly feel that it is most essential for 
the Congress to give its attention at this 
time to bolstering and strengthening the 
general purchasing power of the Nation, 
it is my view that the present adminis
tration should be given the same oppor
tunity as its predecessor to develop a 
constructive program to work out and 
solve the troublesome and difficult farm 
problem in all its widespread and dis
turbing ramifications. 

I trust that in the administering of 
this bill, if it should pass, and any other 
measure aiming at farm commodity 
stabilization, it will be kept in mind by 
the administrators that of great impor
tance is the safeguarding of consumer 
interest and the prevention of dangerous 
in:tlationary upward price movements. 

I hope that a well-considered ap
proach to the whole .question of farm 
tions and suitable remedies. 

Mr. WHARTON. Mr. Chairman, I do 
commodity surpluses now posing such 
vexations and costly problems for the 
Government and the American people 
will soon start to bring satisfactory solu
not 'know when I have heard such di
versity of opinion as we have experienced 
on .this so-called emergency farm bill. 

In the beginning we were told that 
price supports would solve all problems. 
Then :flexible supports were advanced as 
the final answer. Next came the soil 
bank and acreage reserve; but in spite 
of all these reducing formulas, our over
weight patient has confounded his doc
tors with his unprecedented growth. So 
now a new doctor has been called in, 
and in this bill, he prescribes a dose of 
all the previous remedies at once. Addi
tional transfusions are indicated to keep 
the monster alive, but millions of con
sumers are available for that purpose. 
Most of us as taxpayers are in that 
category. 

Now, the dairy farmers of my district 
are also large grain consumers, and this 
legislation is bound to increase their 
costs. These substantial people are fast 
diminishing and joining the ranks of the 
unemployed because there is little if any 
profit in the family farm any more. 
Someone has suggested an investigation, 
but they have already been investigated 
to death; and a little executive action, 
such as we hear so much about these 
days, is the only thing that will do them 
any good. No doubt this will require 
some constructive effort on the part of 
the Department of Agriculture, but 
abundant information is available down 
there in the Department, and the broad
est legislative authority is already on the 
books. I asked the Secretary of Agri
culture what he intended to do about it 
some 3 weeks ago, and I am still waiting 
to hear him say that he will even give 
it his serious consideration. 

Frankly, I don't think that the present 
feed grain bill is a very bold approach 
to the farm problem, and the patience of 
the northeastern farmer is already wear
ing thin with the New Frontier. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have very grave reservations about the 
pending legislation. I have listened care
fully to the arguments for and against 
this bill and its many features, and some
times it is difficult to separate out the 
facts from the salesmanship. All of us 
are good salesmen or we would not be 
here. Since we have successfully per
suaded several hundred thousand people 
to buy our wares, we now turn the tables 
and go to work on our colleagues. 

I cannot tell conclusively whether or 
not, in this uncertain world, this bill will 
mean a reduction of surpluses. I feel 
that it will probably be better, however, 
to give the Secretary of Agriculture the 
authority contained in section 3 in order 
to give him the necessary power to try 
and protect the consumer. Some con
tend that this bill will bring higher 
prices for the poultry producer and 
the dairy farmer. This I do not like, of 
course, because I have both poultry pro
ducers and dairy farmers in my district. 
I do not want to sound like a statesman 
because I would like to get reelected like 
the other fellows, and just as much as the 
other fellows, but perhaps there comes 
a time when one should think in terms 
beyond one's district or State. 

Now I do not want anyone to think I 
am talking in high-sounding terms be
cause the end of the world will not come 
if this bill is not passed, nor will the 
mellenium arrive if it is passed. 

Why can I not vote 51 percent yes and 
49 percent no, with a footnote that I 
have grave reservations? That is about 
the way I feel. 

Perhaps the controlling factor is that 
President Kennedy states the need is 
urgent for this bill, and he and my party 
have the responsibility of governing the 
Nation. We should give them the tools 
to do the job. If the mess in agricul
ture gets worse as a result of this bill, 
and surpluses continue to mount, tax
payers get saddled with greatly mount
ing costs, farm income declines, my poul
try and dairy people have to pay soaring 
prices, and the consumer gets it in the 
end, then my party deserves to be criti
cized and these facts weighed along with 
the many other acts of this administra
tion and this Congress in the elections 
ahead. Yes, we and our party must 
shoulder the responsibility for our ac
tions, and the effect of our actions. 

But let us not fuzz up and cloud the 
responsibility of the administration by 
refusing to grant it the necessary au
thority to act in what they deem to be 
the public interest. If we pass this bill, 
it may not cure ~verything its propo
nents claim it will cure, but it will at 
least help clarify responsibility. I am 
tired of playing "Button, button, who's 
got the button?" when it comes to agri
culture. We ought to be able to come 
in and ask: "Who is in charge here?" 
and get. a single answer instead of a babel 
of voices. 

I am for giving President Kennedy and 
Secretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman 
a chance. If they fail, then everybody 

will know whom to call to account. But 
if . they . succeed, America will succeed, 
and we will all share in it. That is why 
I am voting "yes." 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
supported H.R. 4510, a measure designed 
to introduce a 1-year program of emer
gency legislation in the feed-grains area. 
At present the Government has $4,255 
millions invested in feed grains, which 
each year cost the Government millions 
in tax dollars, and to which, each year, 
additional surpluses are being added. 
By the program proposed in H.R. 4510, 
it is hoped that the taxpayer will be 
saved $500 million during the next year. 

The present bill is intended to allevi
ate the conditions of oversupply and low 
prices which have added additional bur
dens to one of the most troubled and un
stable segments of our domestic econ
om It is hoped that this will produce 
an amelioration of market conditions by 
allowing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
dispose of quantities of feed grains now 
held by the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion, at any price not less than 17 per
cent below the 1961 support price for 
such grains. Further, it is hoped that 
through the expedient of acreage retire
ment-with the marketing of grains 
presently in storage-our surpluses will 
be depleted, thus reducing the public tax 
burden. This measure should present 
greater security to the feed-grain pro
ducers, reduce surpluses with a concomi
tant reduction in storage costs, and 
stimulate rural buying power. 

The allotments allowed for acreage re
tirement are to be calculated on a basis 
of 60 percent of normal annual produc
tion. This, however, does not prevent 
the producer from marketing increased 
production per acre over the normal 
yield. Thus there would be no deterrent 
to the producer's incentive to increase 
the efficiency of his operation through 
the use of improved farming practices, 
fertilization and irrigation. Any bill 
which would tend, however inadvert
ently, to decrease the producer's incen
tive to agricultural efficiency, in the 
name of preventing surpluses, could only 
result in a form of agricultural feather
bedding, would have a generally deleteri
ous effect upon the agricultural indus
try, and ultimately would result in 
higher prices to the consumer. 

The incentives offered in section 3 ap
pear as a vital portion of this program. 
It would be unthinkable to expect cer
tain producers to submit voluntarily to 
a land-retirement program with pro
duction cutbacks, from which noncom
pliers would be free to benefit. The bill 
cannot be expected to work unless there 
is a high percentage of compliance. 

To be sure, we must make every effort 
to reduce our agricultural surpluses, 
most logically, perhaps, through a pro
gram of food for the hungry peoples of 
the world-as the administration has as
sured us will be done--of course, with
out injuring other nations whose pro
duction surpluses are in the same areas. 

H.R. 4510 is not to be considered a 
final splution to the feed-grain problem, 
but rather as emergency legislation for 
a 1-year period. The Secretary of Agri
culture can work out a more comprehen
sive program after further study. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amend
ed was agreed to. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. IKARD of Texas, chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera
tion the bill <H.R. 4510) to provide a 
special program for feed grains for 1961, 
pursuant to House Resolution 208, he re
ported the bill back to .the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

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

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. ., 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. MciNTIRE. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. MciNTffiE. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MciNTIRE moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 4510 to the Committeee on Agriculture 
with instructions to report the same back 
to the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: Strike out all of section 3. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MciNTffiE. Mr. Speaker, on that 

I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 196, nays 214, not voting 22, 
a~ follows: 

[Roll No. 13] 
YEAS-196 

Adair Byrnes, Wis. 
Alford Cahill 
Alger Casey 
Andersen, Cederberg 

Minn. Chamberla in 
Anderson, Dl. Chenoweth 
Arends Chiperfield 
Ashbrook Church 
Auchincloss Clancy 
A very Collier 
Ayers Colmer 
Bailey Conte 
Baker Corbett 
Baldwin Cramer 
Barry Cunningham 
Bass, N.H. Curtin 
Bates Curtis, Mass. 
Battin Dague 
Becker Davis, 
Beckworth James C. 
Beermann Derounian 
Bell Derwinski 
Benilett, Mich. Devine 
Berry Dole 
Bett s Dominick 
Bolton Dorn 
Bow Downing 
Bray Durno 
Brewster Dwyer 
Bromwell Ellsworth 
Brooks, La. Fenton 
Broomfield Findley 
Brown Fogarty 
Broyhill Ford 
Bruce Frelinghuysen 
BUrleson Fulton 

Garland 
Gavin 
Glenn 
Goodell 
Goodling 
Gri1Hn 
Gross 
Gubser 
Hagen, Calif. 
Haley 
Hall 
Halleck 
Halpern 
Harrison, Wyo. 
Harsha 
Harvey, Ind. 
Harvey, Mich. 
Hebert 
Herlong 
Hiestand 
Hoeven 
Hoffman, Dl. 
Hoffman, Mich. 
Horan 
I kard 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Judd 
Kearns 
Keith 
Kilburn 
King, N.Y. 
Knox 
Kyl 
Laird 
Langen 

Latta 
Lindsay 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
Mcintire 
McSween 
McVey 
MacGregor 
Mahon 
Mallliard 
Martin, Mass. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Mason 
Mathias 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Michel 
Miller, N.Y. 
Millikin 
Minshall 
Montoya 
Moore 
Moorehead, 

Ohio 
Morris 
Morse 
Mosher 
Murray 
Nelsen 
Norblad 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adda bbo 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bennett, Fla. 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Brademas 
Breeding 
Brooks, Tex. 
Burke, Ky. 
Burke, Mass. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carey 
Celler 
Chelf 
Clark 
Co ad 
Cohelan 
Cook 
Cooley 
Corman 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis, John W. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Dulski 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Everett 
Evins 
F arbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
F innegan 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Friedel 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Giaimo 
Gilbert 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gray 
Green, Oreg 

Nygaard 
O'Konskl 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Pelly 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Quie 
Ray 
Reifel 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Riehl man 
Robison 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rousselot 
Rutherford 
St. George 
Saylor 
Schade berg 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Schnee bell 
Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Scranton 
Seely-Brown 
Short 
Shriver 
Sibal 

NAYS-214 
Green, Pa. 
Griffiths 
Hagan, Ga. 
Hansen 
Harding 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Va. 
Hays 
Healey 
Hechler 
Hemphill 
Henderson 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holtzman 
Huddleston 
Hull 
!chord 
Inouye 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Joelson 
Johnson, Calif. 
Johnson, Md. 
Johnson, Wis. 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kastenmeier 
Kee 
Kelly 
Keogh 
Kilday 
King, Calif. 
King, Utah 
Kitchin 
Kluczynskl 
Kornegay 
Kowalski 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lankford 
Lennon 
Libonati 
Loser 
McCormack 
McDowell 
McFall 
McMillan 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Mack 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Marshall 
Matthews 
Mlller, Clem 
Miller, 

GeorgeP. 
Mills 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Morgan 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Nix 

SUer 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Taber 
Teague, Cali!. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, La. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tollefson 
Tuck 
Tupper 
Utt 
Van Pelt 
VanZandt 
Wallhauser 
Weaver 
Wets 
Westland 
Whalley 
Wharton 
Wid nail 
Williams 
Willis 
Wilson, Cali!. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Younger 

O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Hara, Mich. 
Olsen 
O'Neill 
Passman 
Patman 
Perkins 
Peterson 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pike 
Pilcher 
Poage 
Po wen 
Price 
Pucinskl 
Rains 
Randall 
Reuss 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Riley 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rostenkowski 
Ryan 
St. Germain 
Santangelo 
Saund 
Scott 
Selden 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Shipley 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Miss. 
Spence 
Stephens 
Stratton 
St ubblefield 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Toll 
Trimble 
IDlman 
Vanik 

· v in son 
Walter 
Watts 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Winstead 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 
Zelenka 

Ashmore 
Barrett 
Belcher 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Buckley 
Curtis, Mo. 
Diggs 

So the 
jected. 

NOT VOTING-22 
Dooley 
Fallon 
Fino 
Hosmer 
Jensen 
Kilgore 
Kirwan 
Lesinski 

motion to 

Lipscomb 
Morrison 
Rabaut 
Reece 
Steed 
Wright 

recommit was re-

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kilgore for, with Mr. Hosmer against. 
Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Rabaut against. 
Mr. Lipscomb for, with Mr. Buckley 

against. 
Mr. Belcher for, with Mr. Steed against. 
Mr. Curtis of Missouri for, with Mr. Lesin-

ski against. 
Mr. Fino for, with Mr. Fallon against. 
Mr. Dooley for, with Mr. Barrett against. 
Mr. Reece for, with Mr. Ashmore against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Jensen. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

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

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The- question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 209, nays 202, not voting 21, 
as follows: 

Abernethy 
Addabbo 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Andersen, 

Minn. 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bennett, Fla. 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Brademas 
Breeding 
Brooks, Tex. 
Burke, Ky. 
Burke, Mass. 
Byrne, Pa. 
cannon 
Carey 
Celler 
Chelf 
Clark 
Co ad 
Cohelan 
Colmer 
Cook 
Cooley 
Corman 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis, 

James C. 
Davis, John W. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Denton 
Ding ell 
Dole 
Donohue 
Doyle 
Edmondson 
Eiliott 
Everett 
Evins 
Farbstein 
Fascell 

[Roll No. 14] 
YEAS-209 

Finnegan Landrum . 
Flood Lane 
Flynt Langen 
Forrester Lankford 
Fountain Lennon 
Frazier Libonatl 
Friedel Loser 
Gallagher McCormack 
Garmatz McDowell 
Gathings McFall 
Giaimo McMillan 
Gilbert McSween 
Granahan Macdonald 
Grant Machrowicz 
Gray Madden 
Green, Oreg. Magnuson 
Green, Pa. Mahon 
Griffiths Marshall 
Hagan, Ga. Matthews 
Hagen, Calif. M1ller, Clem 
Hansen M1ller, 
Harding George P. 
Hardy Mills 
Harris Monagan 
Hays Moorhead, Pa. 
Healey Morgan 
Hebert Moss 
Hechler Moulder 
Hemphill Multer 
Henderson Murphy 
Holifield Natcher 
Holland Nix 
Holtzman O'Brien, Dl. 
Huddleston O'Brien, N.Y. 
Hull O'Hara, Ill. 
!chord O'Hara, Mich. 
Ikard Olsen 
Inouye O'NeUl 
Jarman Passman 
Jennings Patman 
Johnson, Cali!. Perkins 
Johnson, Wis. Peterson 
Jones, Ala. Pfost 
Jones, Mo. Philbin 
Kar~:~ten Pilcher 
Karth Poage 
Kastenmeier Powell 
Kee Price 
Keogh Pucinski 
Kilday Rains 
King, Cali!. Randall 
King, Utah Reuss 
Kitchin Rhodes, Pa. 
Kluczynski Riley 
Kornegay Rivers, Alaska 
Kowalski Rivers, S.C. 
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Roberts 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rostenkowski 
Ryan 
Santangelo 
Saund 
Scott 
Selden 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sikes 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Alford 
Alger 
Anderson, Ill. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barry 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Battin 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Beerrnann 
Bell 
Bennett, Mich . 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bow 
Bray 
Brewster 
Bromwell 
Brooks, La . 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Burleson 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cahill 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamber lam 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clancy 
Collier 
Conte 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Dague 
Dent 
Derounian 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dominick 
Darn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Dulski 
Durno 
Dwyer 
Ellsworth 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Findley 
Fisher 

Sisk Trimble 
Slack Ullman 
Smith, Iowa Vinson 
Smith, Miss. Walter 
Spence Watts 
Stephens Weaver 
Stubblefield Whitener 
Sullivan Whitten 
Taylor Wickersham 
Thomas Willis 
Thompson, La. Yates 
Thompson, N.J. Young 
Thompson, Tex. Zablocki 
Thornberry Zelenka 
Toll 

NAYS-202 

Fogarty Mosher 
Ford Murray 
Frelinghuysen Nelsen 
Fulton Norblad 
Garland Nygaard 
Gary O'Konski 
Gavin Osmers 
Glenn Ostertag 
Goodell Pelly 
Goodling Pike 
Griffin Pillion 
Gross Pirnie 
Gubser Poff 
Haley Quie 
Hall Ray 
Halleck Reifel 
Halpern Rhodes, Ariz. 
Harrison, Va. Riehlman 
Harrison, Wyo. Robison 
Harsha Rogers. Fla. 
Harvey, Ind . Roudebush 
Harvey, Mich. Rousselot 
Herlong Rutherford 
Hiestand St. George 
Hoeven · St Germain 
Hoffman, Ill. Saylor 
Hoffman, Mich. Schadeberg 
Horan Schenck 
Joelson Scherer 
Johansen Schneebeli 
Johnson , Md. Scbweiker 
Jonas Schwengel 
Judd s::ranton 
Kearns Seely-Brown 
Keith Shipley 
Kelly Short 
Kilburn Shriver 
King, N.Y. Sibal 
Knox Siler 
Kyl Smith, Calif. 
Laird Smith, Va. 
Latta Springer 
Lindsay Stafford 
McCulloch Staggers 

· McDonough Stratton 
Mcintire Taber 
McVey Teague, Calif. 
MacGregor Teague, Tex. 
Mack Thomson, Wis. 
Mailliard Tollefson 
Ma.rtin, Mass. Tuck 
Martin, Nebr. Tupper 
Mason Utt 
Mathias Vanik 
May VanPelt 
Meader Van Zandt 
Merrow Wallhauser 
Michel Weis 
Miller, N.Y. Westland 
Milliken Whalley 
Minshall Wharton 
Moeller Widnall 
Montoya Williams 
Moore Wilson, Calif. 
Moorehead, Wilson. Ind. 

Ohio Winstead 
Morris Younger 
Morse 

NOT VOTING-21 

Ashmore 
Barrett 
Belcher 
Blitch 
Buckley 
Curtis, Mo. 
Diggs 

Dooley 
Fallon 
Fino 
Hosmer 
Jensen 
K1lgo.re 
Kirwan 

So the bill was passed. 

Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
Morrison 
Rabaut 
Reece 
Steed 
Wright 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Belcher against. 
Mr. Barrett for, with Mr. Curtis of Mis-

souri, against. 

Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Dooley against. 
Mr. Fallon for, with Mr. Hosmer against. 
Mr. Rabaut for, with Mr. Lipscomb 

against. 
Mr. Steed for, with Mr. Fino against. 
Mr. Lesinski for, with Mr. Reece against. 
Mr. Ashmore for, with Mr. Kilgore a: ainst. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. AVERY, Mr. ELLSWORTH, Mr. 
KYL, and Mr. O'KONSKI changed their 
vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. HAYS, and Mr. 
RHODES of Pennsylvania changed their 
vote frorn "nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL PERMISSION TO EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members de
siring to do so may have permission to 
extend their remarks in the RECORD on 
the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

THE CONNALLY AMENDMENT 
Mr. ALFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALFORD. Mr. Speaker, we are 

once again witnessing the annual drive 
of the leftwing element of this country 
to delete Senator Connally's six crucial 
words from the article of the United 
Nations Charter relative to the Interna
tional Court of Justice, commonly known 
as the World Court. The words of the 
former chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, Senator Tom Con
nally, of Texas, are: 

As determined by the United States. 

These crucial words appear in the 
language in the declaration by the 
United States on August 26, 1946, when 
our country accepted compulsory juris
diction concerning the interpretation of 
the treaty, any question of international 
law, the existence of any fact and the 
nature or extent of a reparation. How
ever, the Senate of that day provided 
that the declaration would not apply to 
''disputes with regard to matters which 
are essentially within the jurisdiction of 
the United States of America, as deter
mined by the United States." 

The World Court is the principal judi
cial organ of the United Nations and was 
created by the Charter of the United Na
tions as noted in my previous remarks. 
Any action eliminating the Connally 
amendment would seriously impair the 
sovereignty of our country by vesting 
potential power over fully domestic mat
ters in an essentially foreign tribunal. 

Because of the importance and 
urgency of the situation, and in view of 
the drive to repeal the Connally amend
ment, started again with a pamphlet by 
Justice Douglas, I plead with all Mem
bers of the House to study an article en
titled "The Connally Amendment" by 
Vincent F. DeCain, LL.B., Fordham, 
LL.M., NYU, an outstanding attorney. 
Mr. DeCain, a careful analyst, reviews 
the pros and cons of the much-discussed 
Connally amendment with all judicial 
calm; therefore, I believe it a service to 
the Members of Congress to include this 
excellent article in the body of the 
RECORD. The article appears in the 
March 11, 1961, issue of National Review 
and is as follows: 

THE CONNALLY AMENDMENT 
(By Vincent F. DeCain) 

The Connally amendment, which will cer
tainly come up for Senate action again this 
year, may well be the only bulwark between 
the integrity of the U.S. judicial system and 
the invasion of foreign power under the 
guise of the International Court. It is time 
to survey the Connally amendment in all its 
aspects: Its legislative history, the judges 
and operation of the International Court, 
law to be applied by that Court, reservations 
to jurisdiction, domestic jurisdiction and 
enforcement. 

When the United States became a party of 
the Charter of the United Nations on Oc
tober 24, 1945, there was annexed to the 
Charter a document entitled "The Statute of 
the · International Court of Justice." This 
statute created the International Court as 
presently constituted. Under article 36, ju
risdiction of the Court comprises "all cases 
which the parties refer to it," but nations 
may also accept compulsory jurisdiction con
cerning the interpretation of a treaty, any 
question of international law, the existence 
of any fact, and the nature or extent of a 
reparation. A nation may accept compulsory 
jurisdiction by depositing a declaration of 
acceptance with the Secretary General of 
the United Nations. The United States did 
this on August 26, 1946, but its declaration 
provided, among other things, that the dec
laration would not apply to disputes with 
regard to matters which are essentially with
in the domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States of America "as determined by the 
United States." 

The six words quoted constitute Senator 
Connally's amendment to the original dec
laration introduced by Senator WAYNE 
MoRsE. It leaves solely to the United States 
the determination whether a matter before 
the Court is within the domestic jurisdiction 
of the United States. If the United States 
decides that it is, it can deny jurisdiction 
to the Court. The Senate adopted the 
amendment by a vote of 50 to 12. 

JUDGES AND COURT OPERATION 

Of the 15 judges of the Court, only 9 are 
needed for a quorum. Thus, five judges (a 
majority of the nine) may render decisions 
binding upon all parties concerned. The 
present judges are from the Soviet Union, 
Poland, the United Arab Republic, Panama, 
Uruguay, Mexico, Pakistan, Argentina, Aus
tralia, Greece, Norway, France, China, 
United Kingdom, and the United States. Al
though there are friends of the United States 
on the Court, it would be naive to assume 
that its decisions will always be fair and 
just-if only because, in conceivable in
stances, only three other votes would be 
needed to support a decision designed and 
voted for by Poland and the Soviet Union. 
What makes this situation even less desir
able is the fact that, while the United States 



3672 CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD -HOUSE March 9 
and 38 other nations have subjected them
selves to compulsory jurisdiction of the 
Court, thereby exposing their actions to the 
judgment and criticism of judges of the So
viet Union and Poland, neither the Soviet 
Union nor Poland has accepted comp'\Psory 
jurisdiction of the Court. The Soviet Union, 
of course, may voluntarily submit a case to 
the Court; but this it has never done and 
probably will never do. 

It has been suggested that the U.S. reser
vation is "un-American," in that it is 
"self-Judging." While it is true that the res
er-vation leaves to the United States the ex
clusive right to determine what is domestic, 
the characterization "un-American" is un
fortunate because (1) 50 U.S. Senators voted 
for it, (2) it seems difficult to understand 
why the reservation should be considered 
"im-American" if it is used to prevent the 
Court from exercising jurisdiction over a 
domestic matter, and (3) if the characteri
zation must be employed it would ·be bet
ter ·applied to other aspects of the Court. 
For example, the Court's opinions are final 
and unappealable and, therefore, unlike any 
other court in America except the Supreme 
Court. Also, the judge from a member na
tion that is a party to a suit before the 
Court need not disqualify himself. In addi
tion, a member nation that has a suit before 
the Court, but is not represented on the 
Court, may choose a judge of its own liking 
to sit on the bench to self-judge its own 
case. The logical consequences of self-judg
ing by permanent or ad hoc judges were 
summed up in a 1959 law review article by 
Wolfgang G. Friedman, profesoor of taw, Co
lumbia University: 

"It is also a sad but uncontestable fact 
that generally the strength of national al
legiance still far outweighs the ·suprana
tional loyalties which the judges of the 
court, like any international servants, are 
supposed to put before any national feelings 
or duties. Cases in which judges have dis
sented from the point of view put forward 
by the government of their nationality are 
few and far between." 

Professor Friedman also questioned the 
competency of many judges on the Court by 
saying: . 

"It must be added, however, that the re
cent deplorable practice of appointing to 
the Court politicians with less than distin
guished legal qualifications, as a reward for 
services or political compromise, had not 
added to the status of the Court or to its role 
in the development of international law." 

After reading such an appraisal, the efforts 
of Arthur Larsen, director of the World Rule 
of Law Center of Duke University Law Cen
ter, become not only humorous bu~ also 
misguided when he attempts to infor.m us 
that among the Court's judges are "some of 
the finest international lawyers in the world" 
and goes on to prove :this by advising us 
that--- _ . 

"The judge from the Sovie_t Union, Ko
jevnikov, ranks high among legal scholars in 
his country. Indeed, he was formerly dean 
of the University of Moscow Law School. 
This 1s evidence of a high order of sound 
judgment, not so much that he became a 
dean as that he became a former dean." · 

While Mr. Larsen's statement is logically 
so ludicrous that lt needs no further com
ment, the suggestion implicit in his remark 
that a judge of the Soviet Union is compe
tent to sit with judges of the non-Commu
nist world and will be motivated solely by 
notions of justice and morality is, at best, 
hapless, when we remember the true nature 
of our Communist enemy. It is worth re
calling- what John Foster Dulles said just 1 
year earlier: 

"Furthermore, 'law• to Communists means 
something very different than to us. To 
them, 'laws' are essentially the means 
whereby those in power suppress or destroy 
their enemies. * * * While we have, through 

collective security arrangements, largely de
terred the Coriununist bloc from using force, 
we have found no effective means of persuad
ing or inducing the countries of that bloc 
to accept the principles of justice and law 
and peaceful change." 

LAW TO BE APPLIED 

In any judicial system there are obvious 
indispensable requisites. One is, of course, 
the existence of a court; and the other, not 
less obvious, is a body of law to be enforced 
by the court. It can be argued that a law 
without a court may or may not be a use
less gesture depending upon the degree of 
voluntary recognition of and compliance 
with the law. Less convincingly, one may 
argue · that a court without clearly defined 

. law may be successful depending upon vol
untary submission of disputes to it and 
willingness to accept judgments, however 
strange they may be. But here one must 
pause and reflect profoundly on the wisdom 
of a situation where submission of disputes 
to a court without law is involuntary or 
compulsory ipso facto. Article 38 of the 
statute of the International Court states 
that the Court, in reaching its opinion, shall 
apply, "(A) international conventions, (B) 
international custom, as evidence of a gen
eral practice accepted as law, (C) the gen
eral principles of law recognized by civilized 
nations, and (D) subject to the provisions 
of article 59, judicial decisions and the 
teachings of the most highly qualified publi
cists of the various nations, as subsidiary 
means for the determination of rules of law." 

There will be no quarre~ at this time with 
the Court's application of international con
ventions to which the United States has ex
pressly become a party. In applying the 
convention the Court will look to the in
strument itself to determine what the 
parties have agreed upon, and apply it to the 
particular case. This is the occasion, how
ever, to ask what "international custom," 
what "general principles of law recognized 
by civilized nations," and what "judicial de
cisions" and "teachings" are being applied 
by the International Court in the adjudica
tion of cases before it. 

Do advocates of repeal consider the Soviet 
Constitution a guide to the "law recognized 
by civilized nations"? If so, should the 
judges on the Court be influenced by provi
sions for "abolition of private ownership of 
instruments and means of production," dec
larations that "land is a state property,'' 
"work is a duty,'' and "it is the duty of every 
citizen to respect the rules of Socialist inter
course"? If advocates of repeal do not con
sider such as a guide, then the constitution, 
laws, "decisions,'' and "teachings" of which 
country or group of countries express the 
"general principles of law"? What law are 
we applying? The only way to answer this 
question is to examine well-known efforts to 
codify the laws of the world. 

· Probably the most important attempt at 
codification of _world war took place at the 
Hague Conference of 1930. Of 11 subjects 
selected by a comlnittee of experts 7 were 
considered "ripe for codification." Three 
of the seven "ripe" subjects were nationality, 
territorial waters, and responsibility of 
states for damage done in their territory to 
the person or property of foreigners. De
spite painstaking preparation, it was gener
ally agreed that the conference was attended 
with little success. Although a draft of 10 
articles was drawn up, it failed to get ade
quate support for adoption. 

In 1947 the United Nations created the 
International Law Commission. In a review 
of its own work, the Commission revealed 
in 19q9 that "during its last five sessions, 
however, i.e., since and including 1954, the 
Commission had finally completed nine 
pieces of codification on progressive develop
ment. • • *" Although we might expect 
drafts for "elimination of future stateless-

ness;'' "arbitral procedure," "conservation of 
the -living resources of the high seas,'' and 
"fisheries"-to be now "ripe" for codification, 
not one of the mentioned drafts nor any 
other has oeen adopted by the United 
Nations. · 

In April of 1960, after 6 weeks of intensive 
negotiations · at Geneva, ·an 88-nation con
ference on the law of the sea collapsed and 
failed to resolve differences over the "terri
torial sea" and "fishing rights." Since both 
subjects had apparently appeared to have 
become "ripe" for codification among na
tions desirous of extending the rule of law, 
hope had been high that a compromise for
mula providing for a 6-mile territorial sea 
and a 6-mile fishing zone might be adopted 
by the conference. - While ' the United 
States, Canada, and other major Western 
maritime powers were willing to accept the 
compromise, the Soviet Union and the Latin 
American, African, and Asian nations that 
had stood fast" on their demand for a 12-mile 
limit considered failure of the convention 
as a victory for their view. The result ·is 
hardly a · commendable attitude for nations 
expressing a passionate zeal for world rule 
of law; and if this attitude continues to 
prevail when nations congregate to seek solu
tions to problems more important than 6-
or 12-mile fishing limits, the prospects for 
codification are dim indeed. 

That lingering question remains to haunt 
us: What law is the International Court 
applying? It is well known that in the world 
today there are 10 great legal systems; i.e., 
Chinese, Hindu, Hebrew, Greek, Roman, 
Germanic, Japanese, Islamic, Slavic, and 
civil and common law. We have heard it 
said that the judges forge or fashion law 
for decisions of the Court. by extracting a 
central theme or common thread from all 
the known legal systems. The writer be
lieves this opinion to be overly naive, if not 
delusive, and he believes the reader will 
agree when he examines the following 
analysis by Rudolf B. Schlesinger, professor 
of international and comparative law, Cor
nell Law School: 

"In countless cases, international courts 
have referred to this source of international 
law, and have invoked the general principles 
as a basis for their decisions. But if we 
read the opinions, we look in vain for an 
answer to the question: How did the Court 
know that the particular rule of principle 
it relied on was in fact a general principle 
of law recognized by ci villzed nations? In 
case after case, the judge writing the opinion 
simply expressed a hunch, a hunch probably 
based upon the legal system or systems with 
which he happened to be familiar." 

In other words, it is quite clear that the 
judges may roam the earth to discover a 
basis for a decision. And that decision, how
ever strange, will be imposed upon anyone 
who has accepted compulsory jurisdiction. 

RESERVATIONS TO JURISDICTION 

While the critics of the Connally amend
ment would have you believe it is the sole 
obstacle-. to the success of the Court. it is 
never mentioned that fewer than half the 
members of the U.N. have even accepted 
compulsory jurisdiction. The critics then 
assert that by repealing the Connally amend
ment we would no longer be acting in bad 
faith and we would be furthering the self
interest of the United States. While it may 
seem strange to find advocates of repeal ad
vancing such selfish an~ nationalistic goals, 
the argument is cleverly designed to appeal 
to the economic instincts of industrialists or 
financiers. In ·any event, it goes something 
like this: Any other nation may invoke the 
Connally amendment to deny jurisdiction to 
the Court because the reservation is recipro
cal. As ·a· matter of fact, in the recent case 
of Norw~gian loans, France, with a reserva
tion similar to that of the United States, 
sued Norway on bonds issued by the Nor-
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wegian Government. Norway invpked 
France's reservation and France, left with
out a remedy, realized the impracticality of 
such a situation and repeaied iU; reserva
tion. All to the greater glory of France. 
This conclusion, of course, leaves unmen
tioned two interesting considerations. Nor
way's invocation of Fran<:e's reserv.ation was 
the bad faith of whom? If friendly or neu
tral governments resort to this subterfuge to 
avoid the Court's jurisdiction, then of what 
worth is their righteous profession of belief 
in justice and rule of law? 

Furthermore, France's new declaration is 
hardly one of which the advocates of repeal 
may be proud. The new declaration de
posited on July 10, 1959, continues to exclude 
from the Court's jurisdiction questions 
which are "exclusively w~thin the domestic 
jurisdiction" ~of France and, in addition, ex-· 
eludes matters "arising out of any war . or 
international hostilities and disputes arising 
out of a crisis affecting the national security 
or out of any measure or action relating 
thereto." This latter provision is obviously 
so broad that France can deny jurisdiction 
over its domestic .affairs to the Court by c.tt
ing its "national security." Also, previously 
unexcluded "international hostilities and 
disputes" . have · _now _been withdr.awn ·from 
the Court's jurisdiction. 

On Aprii 80, 1960, the New York Times .re
ported that Indian Ambassador Mahomedali 
CUrrlin Chagla stated in a recent address to 
the· Anierican Society of Intern-ational Law 
that the United States restriction on juris
diction "reduces the Court to a mockery." 
Ambassador Chagla neglected to mention 
that India has also been reducing the Court 
to a "mockery.'·' Until September 14, 1959, 
when a new declaratipn was filed., India's 
declaratiOn !or 'S years previous had been 
identical w · tha:t of the United States, 
insof-ar -as ~he Connally reservation is con
cerned. · It is doubtful that India's new 
declar.ation will serve as a model for· inter
national emulation as long as th~ Court is 
expressly excluded from "disputes with the 
government of any state with which, on the 
date of an application to bring -a dispute be
for the Court, the Government of . India has 
no diplomatic .relations." If an -application 
to th~ Court -is thr~tened, India can, ob
viously, break off diplomatic relations im
mediately to avoid_ the Court's jurisdiction. 
The United States Teservation. not contain
ing such a . restriction, deals solely with 
domestic matters and no one has ever 
charged that it has been misused. It1s India 
that is m,aking a "mockery" .of the Court by 
putting the world on· notice that in both 
domestic and international matters it .re
serves the right to strip the . Court of juris
diction -prior to the actual submission of a 
dispute to the Court. 

DOMESTIC JURISDICI'ION 

The ·Connally amendment is designed pri
marily to prevent the Internatiomil Court 
from asserting its jurlsdic~ion over domestic 
matters of the United States. What then 
is a -domestic matter? A report of a spe
cial comini ttee of the House Judicial'y 
Committee on the International Court · of 
Justi~e indi<:ated that insofar as the <:om
mittee .could determine there are no clear
cut rules recognized in international law as 
to what are and what are not domestic issues. 
Does the United states by repealing the Con
nally amendment thereby lose its s·ole juris
diction over matters such as immigration, 
value of its currency, full employment and 
tariffs, all of which have international cons'e
quences? What about the worldwide relief 
program that the Unit~d States is .and has 
been engaged ln? Should the Court and 
not the United States decide whether the 
Cuban sugar subsidy may be discqntinued? 
Shall the future of Guantanamo Naval Base 
and the· P.anama. Canal remain a domestic 
question or sbo1;1ld we expose our. Bafety., -se
curity, and . economic prosperity to possible 
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interference by a bostlle Cour.t? . Because 
the Court. itself has never defined what it 
believes to be a domestic matter .we must 
search for other international signposts 
showing the direction in which international 
law is evolving or is likely to evolve. 

In the Security Council tn April 1946, the · 
Polish delegate to the United Nations, Mr. 
Lange, brought numerous and varied charges 
against the Spanish Government. Article 
2-7 of the United Nations Charter states that 
"nothing in the Charter shall authorize the 
United Nations to intervene in matters 
which are essentially within the domestic 
jurlsdiction of any ste.te • • • ." Speaking 
with reference to the charges made by the 
Polish delegate, the Netherlands delegate, 
Mr. Van Kletfens, said: 

"If we are to inte.rfere in Spanish affairs 
on the basis of such evidence as has been 
placed before us, I think we would estab
lish a most regrettable and hannful prece
dent .for all sorts ·of ill-founded interven
tion • • • so long as Franco does not really . 
threaten international peace and security, 
whether Spain wants to keep that regime or 
not is a matter for Spain and for Spain 
alone. It is, in my opinion, in the language 
·of the Charter a matter which is essentially 
within Spain's domestic jurisdiction." 

The findings of a committee created to 
investigate conditions in Spain were em
bodied in a resolution adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly on December 12, 1946, wherein 
it was stated, in effect, that (1) the Franco 
regime was a Fascist regime, (2) Spain gave 
atd to the Axis Powers, and (8) .Franco was 
a. guilty party in the conspiracy to . wage 
war. on the basis of these findings alone 
the General Assembly went on to recom
mend that 1! a "satisfactory government" 
were not established within a reasonable · 
time the Security Council would consider 
measures to remedy the situation, and that 
members of the U.N. should immediately 
recall their ambassadors .and ministers from 
Spain. History has, of course, obscured the 
stupidity of the resolution but 1t has not 
obliterated the precedent created by the 
Communist delegate who induced the 
United Nations to declare a particular gov
ernment unsatisfactory. This was -accom
plished even though the U.N. Charter ex
pr~ly precluded the U.N. from intervening 
in any matter which is within the "domestic 
jurisdiction" of a state. 

Another case involving the domestic ju
risdiction -clause of - the U.N. Charter is 
worth discussing. In 1946, India vigorously 
proclaimed to the U.N. that a situation ex
isting in the Union of South Africa was 
likely to impair friendly relations between 
India and South Africa. The situation in
volved about one-quarter million Indians, 
mostly descendants of laborers who migrated 
to South Africa between 1860 and 1911. 
These· people were victims of political ex
clusion, including lack of parliamentary and 
municipal franchise, and various restrictions 
in employment, travel, education. and the 
right to own property. Since India did not 
maintain that the Indians involved were In
dian nationals, it 1s ·difficult to understand 
how India could claim "impa.iml.ent of 
friendly relations" when South Africa was 
mistreating its own citizens and not tllose 
of India. The U.N. Charter (obviously?) 
does not permit a state to charge im-paired 
relations with another because it disap
proves of the manner in which domestic 
affairs of any other state are conducted. Or, 
at least, we thought it didn't. India also 
maintained, without much vigor, that the 
righU> of the Indians involved were protected 
and governed by the Capetown Agreement 
of 1921 and a joint statement of both coun· 
tries in 1931. As a result of these charges, 
the General Assembly in December 1946 
passed a resolution declaring that friendly 
rela~ions !lad b~en _ lmpat~d and that the 
treatm~nt of Indians in South Africa should 

be in conformity with the Charter and the 
agreements concluded. If nothing more fol
lowed it might have been said, tongue-in
cheek, that the U.N. based its interfer
ence 1n the domestic affairs of South Africa 
upon the existence of international agree
ments entered into by both Governments 
with each other. What followed, ·however, 
proved that such an assumption could be 
made only by those. blessed with visions of 
sugar-plum fairies. 

Two years later, in 1948, the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights was approved 
by the U.N. and. in 1950. the General Assem
bly voted that racial segregation was neces
sarily based on doctrines of racial discrimi
nation. Since the Universal Declaration, 
when approved, was believed to be only a 
"declaration" of the aspirations of world 
government, its usage as an instrument to 
enter the domestic affairs of sovereign states 
was, perhaps, unpredictable. Therefore, 
when on the basis of the declaration alone, 
the treatment of . Indians in South Africa 
was again included in the 1952 agenda of the 
General Assembly to -consider the question 
of race confiict in South Africa, many peo
ple grew alarmed as they witnessed ·the be
ginning of an oratorical transmutation of 
standards the world was to strive for into 
international obligations the world must 
maintain. irrespective of whether the matter 
is purely domestic or not. As a matter of 
fact, the transmutation may be complete 
because Hersch Lauterpacht, an infiuential 
justice of the International Court, believes, 
along with others. that human rights are no 
longer a question .reserved to indiVidual 
nations. 

More interesting, perhaps, is the fact that 
in the course of the 1952 discussion concern
ing the invocAtion of the Universal Declara
tion (no agreements were cited this time). 
Mrs. Pandit, of India, compared the basis of 
ip.tervention in 1946 with that of 1952 and 
stated: "The present issue falls into the 
same ca. tegory and calls for no new decision 
on principle or effect of domestic jurisdic
tion." Thus, the agreements alleged. by 
India. in 1946 were only window dressing to 
escape the restri<:tions of the domestic juris
diction clause. Moreover, since in 1946 the 
Universal Declaration had not yet even been 
approved by the U.N. one wonders wbat, 
in the absence of the declaration and legiti
mate agreements, enabled the U.N. 1n 1946 
to overcome the proscription against domes
tic intervention. 

But most important is the fact that the 
Universal Declaration is now recognized by 
the U.N. and Justice Lauterpa.cht as not 
being llmited by the domestic jurisdiction 
clause. The declaration expressly includes 
such matters as everyone's "right to leave 
any country. including his own, .. ex post 
facto laws, arbitrary arrest, everyone's 
right to freedom of movement, everyone's 
right to SOCial ISeCurity and the realization 
• • • of the economic, social and cultural 
rights indi-spensable for his dignity and the 
free movement of his personality, everyone's 
right to work and his protection against 
unemployment, everyone's right to a stand
ard of living • • • including food, housing 
and medical care and necessary social serv
ices and the right to security in the event 
of unemployment, sickness, disability, wid
owhood, old age. It stated that everyone's 
education shall promote understanding, 
tolerance -and friendship among all nations, 
racial or religious groups, and shaU further 
the activities of the United Nations for the 
maintenance of peace. This enumeration is 
quite incomplete and the author recom
mends that the reader examine the Universal 
Declaration to determine for himself 
whether anything at all 1s left to the do
mestic Jurisdiction of the United States. 
In addition to the opinion of Justice Lauter
pacht, the reader~s at~ention_ is invited to a 
1959 article appearing in the American 
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Journal of International Law, written by 
Herbert W. Briggs, editor in chief of the 
journal, and a recognized authority in in
ternational law, who after mentioning that 
treaties had been entered into on some do
mestic matters, concluded: 

"Nor would the rule of law be served by 
excluding from our acceptance of compul
sory jurisdiction a list of matters, such as 
immigration or tariffs, whether or not 
treaties had been concluded on the subject." 

ENFORCEMENT 

In the unlikely event that the Court 
should ever acquire jurisdiction over the 
Soviet Union and render a decision against 
it, what hope is there that the judgment 
will be enforced? The Court has no way 
of enforcing its decisions other than through 
the exercise of article 94 of the Charter, 
which permits a victorious party "to have 
recourse to the Security Council, which may, 
if it deems necessary, make recommenda
tions or dedde upon measures to be taken 
to give effect to the judgment." Unfortu
nately, all hope o.f enforcement is sheer 
delusion because the Soviet Union may exer
cise its veto power to prevent the Security 
Council from giving "effect to the judgment" 
of the Court. In the only instance where 
a Communist state was caught in the juris
diction of the Court, the futile gesture of 
bringing the Court's judgment to the Se
curity Council to ask for enforcement was 
not indulged in. Thus, in the Corfu Chan
nel case, a judgment in the amount of 
approximately $2 million was rendered 
against Albania in April 1949 ;for damages 
inflicted upon English ships in 1946. To 
date, however, not one cent of the judg
ment has been paid and no one has asked 
the security Council to enforce the judg
ment for obvious reasons. 

On March 29, 1960, the Wall Street Journal 
printed a letter from Senator HuBERT H. 
HuMPHREY in which he stated: 

"It should also be noted that if the Court 
were to render a decision against the United 
States which was unacceptable to us, its 
enforcement would be up to the Security 
Council of the United Nations of which we 
are a permanent member capable of exer
cising veto power." 

Since Senator HUMPHREY sponsored the 
resolution now before the Senate to repeal 
the Connally amendment, one would think 
he could conjure up better arguments than 
those which suggest that the United States 
should emulate the Soviet Union in its ex
ercise of the veto power. Undoubtedly, 
Senator HuMPHREY believes that we should 
take our ball and bat home every time we 
are outscored. In all seriousness, does the 
Senator actually want us to wave our dirty 
linen in the air and then tell the world to 
forget that it has seen us? Does he really 
expect us to submit domestic matters to 
the Court and then, when the matter has 
been fully adjudicated before the eyes of 
the world and a decision has been rendered 
against us, to withdraw from the Court or 
to veto enforcement attempts? It is sub
mitted that the United States will elicit 
more respect for itself if it permits only 
those matters to go before the Court on 
which it is ready to accept a decision, how
ever unfavorable. No one has accused the 
United States of asserting its domestic res
er.vation in bad faith. If it should ever 
be invoked in bad faith there is little doubt 
that the matter for which it was invoked 
would be of such great consequence that if 
the Connally reservation did not exist to 
exclude it from the Court's jurisdiction, the 
"unacceptable" judgment would cause the 
United States to "veto" enforcement or with
draw from the U.N. anyway. The reaction 
of the world, in such an event, need not be 
described here. It is far better for a na
tion taking a journey into the uncharted 

sea of world law to decide beforehand what 
disputes the Court shall have jurisdiction 
to decide. 

CONCLUSION 

We have seen that transitory, uncertain 
majorities in the Court can easily subject the 
United States to unfair and unreasoned 
judgments. These judgments can be in
fluenced by Communist judges representing 
nations whose actions cannot be reviewed. 
Other judges consistently support their gov
ernments' point of view and h ave been se
lected not because of judicial competence 
but in payment of political obligations. 
There is no codified body of law to be en
forced and those which have been applied 
have been those selected by a judge's hunch. 
There is every reason to believe that reserva
tions of domestic jurisdiction will be consist
ently and effectively whittled away. There 
is no way of enforcing judgments against 
Communist nations and their sympathizers. 
To repeal the Connally amendment in the 
face of these facts is to invite disaster. 

If we must continue to participate in the 
International Court as presently constituted, 
it would be well to analyze the wisdom of a 
suggestion made by John Foster Dulles in 
1946 when the original resolution was being 
debated in Congress. Mr. Dulles recom
mended a stipulation to the effect that the 
Court could not decide a case to which the 
United States was a party unless the law to 
be applied was based on a treaty to which 
the United States was a party, or unless the 
parties agreed in advance what principles of 
international law should be applied by the 
Court. Mr. Dulles' proposal may not imme
diately solve all our problems of international 
law. It is a patient, cautious approach; per
haps too patient and too cautious for the 
fire-eating advocates of repeal. 

~STABLISHMENT OF A FOREIGN 
SERVICE ACA.pEMY 

The SPEAKER. Under previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK] is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
have today introduced a bill which al
though not new in concept is neverthe
less of major importance. I solicit the 
support of fellow Members on both sides 
of the aisle for the purpose of the bill, 
and I pledge my full efforts behind it 
or any reasonable alternative which will 
get the job done. 

The bill would create a U.S. Foreign 
Service Academy. Before going into the 
details of the bill itself and giving you 
some facts and figures behind it, the 
theory behind it can best be set forth 
by the first section. 

Congress recognizes that at the present 
time and in the foreseeable future the world 
and the universe are growing smaller in terms 
of time and space, which necessitates now 
and will demand in the future constant in
formed contact, knowledge and understand
ing between all peoples of the world in 
diplomatic, cultural and commercial ex
changes. The success of these exchanges 
and the survival of the world may depend 
on the ability, education, training, and in
telligence of the men and women charged 
with the conduct of the foreign relations of 
the United States. 

Similar thoughts have been held and 
expressed by many Members of Congress 
including Congressman Trimble, of Ar
kansas; Congressmen McDonough and 
Younger, of California; Congressman 
Seely-Brown, of Connecticut; Congress-

man Cramer, of Florida; Congressmen 
Donohue and Lane, of Massachusetts; 
Congressman Randall, of Missouri; Con
gressman Rodino, of New Jersey; Con
gressman Celler and former Congress
man Bosch, of New York; Congressman 
Fulton, of Pennsylvania; Congressman 
Zablocki, of Wisconsin; Senator Smath
ers, of Florida; and Senator Symington, 
of Missouri. I am sure there are others 
who have introduced legislation of a like 
nature and the same basic ideas are 
perhaps incorporated in the President's 
recent proposal for a Peace Corps. Colo
rado is no stranger to these ideas and 
perhaps is a forerunner of the thinking 
in many areas. Consider for a moment 
what has been done in Colorado. It is 
the home of NORAD, the site of the Air 
Force Academy, the research center for 
solar observations through the Climax 
Meteorological Observatory, the site of 
the newly constituted Atmospheric Re
search Center, and the location of im
portant atomic research work. Time and 
space become synthesized in aviation, 
space, and atomic research, and although 
I do not claim that Colorado is pre
eminent in this field we are certainly 
among the leaders and in fact start 5,000 
feet up at our lower elevations. I have 
been personally acquainted with the ad
vance of aviation, having held a pilot's 
license for over 25 years. 

Today you can cross the ocean by 
air with passengers in the time it 
used to take to cross New York State .. 
Today our geographical barriers, so im
portant, even fundamental, to our past 
ability to grow and prosper, relatively 
unhindered by foreign nations have dis
appeared-. Today by reason of our posi
tion as the leader of the free world we 
are in daily, even hourly, contact with 
people all over the world. Only 2 days 
ago, literally speaking, this Congress 
approved a supplemental appropriation 
bill which not only included $22,000 for 
entertainment expenses so ably objected 
to by my colleague Mr. Gaoss, of Iowa, 
but also contained $4% million for new 
embassies in Africa so that this Nation 
will have sites at which to meet and dis
cuss with the people of the new nations 
the problems which entangle all of us. 

We are informed by reliable sources 
that within 10 years we will be able to 
travel by supersonic jet from almost any 
point in the United States to almost any 
point in Europe in 15 minutes or less
less time than it takes most of us to go 
from this Hall to our homes. We know 
that enemy missiles can be fired from 
Russia in the heartland of Asia and 
strike, if unhindered, any point in the 
United States within 15 or 20 minutes. 

I repeat time and space become fore
shortened with this background and it 
is necessary to evaluate our plans for 
dealing with the problems which this 
foreshortening accentuates. · 

Now the problems themselves are not 
all bound up with hostile action. They 
involve human freedoms and economic 
stability. Our own programs involving 
foreign service not only cover the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and merchant marine, 
but also the Departments of State, Com
merce, Agriculture, Treasury, Health, 
Education, and Welfare, the Federal 
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Aviation Agency, the Central Intelligence 
Agency, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, and now the Pres- · 
ident's Peace Corps. 

And yet in spite of these activities, the 
places where our young men and women 
can get adequate training to make for
eign service a career are severely limited. 
In my own State no publicly supported 
college or university offered an under
graduate degree in international rela
tions until 1960. And there were 23 
different degrees offered in physical edu
cation. It is my belief that a better ratio 
of opportunity should be made available 
to. the young people of this country. 
· What specifically does this bill do? 

It creates an academy to be located out
side of the District of Columbia and to be 
managed by a board of trustees of seven 
members-the Secretary of State, two 
educators to be appointed by the Presi
dent, two Members of the House of Rep
resentatives to be appointed by the 
Speaker, and two Members of the other 
body to be appointed by the Vice Presi
dent; and the Members of Congress mus.t 
be evenly divided between the political 
parties. 

The course of study is 4 years and 
to avoid current criticism in some quar
ters against the armed service Acad
emies-which criticism in my belief is 
not necessarily well founded-the cur
riculum must include the following sub
jects and can include others: Govern
ment of the United States, political and 
governmental theory, comparative reli
gion, history, literature, philosophy, 
science, economics, geography, foreign 
languages, agriculture, international 
law, business and trade practices, and 
military and naval observation. 

·The Academy is to be limited to 3,000 
students to be chosen by the examina
tion route and to be nominated by the 
President, Vice President, Secretary of 
State; each Senator; each Representa
tive; each Governor; the Resident Com
missioner of Puerto Rico; the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia; the 
Governor of the Virgin Islands; and the 
Governor of the Canal Zone. 

By this means students would be 
gathered from all corners of this great 

1 Nation on a competitive basis and with 
a limit of 50 to any one State at any 
one time. The qualifications for admis
sion are age limits of 18 to 25, citizens 
of the United States, and intelli
gence. Those who have completed satis
factorily 2 or more years of study at an 
accredited college or university may 
take an examination to enter for only 
the last 2 years of study. This should 
encourage our other colleges to em
phasize courses in foreign relations. 
During the first 3 years it is expected 
that at least 2 months' field training 
will be received in foreign programs and 
during the last year, not to ex-ceed 6 
months of such training. On gradua
tion the students are to be assigned, as 
nearly as may be, to the programs which 
best fit their natural talent and choice. 

Finally, and by no means least, the 
Foreign Service Institute now operated 
by the State Department would be taken 
over by the Board of Trustees of the 
Academy to relieve the State Depart-

ment of educational functions and to 
put these under one management. 

In 1960 according to the Library of 
Congress, the Military Academy cost 
over $30% million to operate including 
cadet and military personnel pay; the 
Air Force Academy cost $24% million; 
and the Naval Academy without inclu
sion of naval cadet pay cost just under 
$20 million. The three Academies then 
had expenses of over $75 million for 1960 
alone to train experienced personnel to 
protect this country. I do not begrudge 
this to them, but it certainly seems to me 
that we can afford $15 to $20 million 
to create a like opportunity to train the 
young men and women who are making 
the contacts, meeting the people, writ
ing the messages, and making the re
ports which may easily determine 
whether or not we have to use any of 
these Armed Forces. 

To do their best they should first 
know our U.S. history, culture, tradi
tions and system and should also know 
the culture, traditions, systems, and 
languages of the other people in this 
world with whom we are, and they will 
be, in daily contact. 

Our . present personnel in these pro
grams are by and large dedicated men 
and women but the size and scope of 
the problems grow daily as do our needs 
to meet them, understand them, and 
properly evaluate them. 

I urgently ask you to consider this, 
not as another Academy, not as another 
spending program, not as a waste, not 
as an attack on the State Department 
or our present personnel, but as a needed 
investment in our cold war struggle 
and a possible key to the future stabil
ity of our relations with our allies and 
the new nations. 

GROWTH AND EXPANSION OF 
SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SEELY-BROWN] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the REcORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I 

have introduced today a bill to assist 
small and independent business by mak
ing certain changes in the Internal 
Revenue Code which will provide the 
means by which small business may 
grow and expand on a sound, construc
tive basis, thus providing some of the 
acceleration which we need for both im
mediate and long-range expansion of 
our economy. 

In introducing this bill today, I am 
associating myself with my former col
leagues. the minority members on the 
House Select Committee on Small Busi
ness, who have introduced similar or 
identical bills. 

The subject matter of the bill which I 
have introduced is based · upon conclu
sions which were reached after studies 
made nationwide by a subcommittee of 
the Small Busiriess Committee which I 

had the honor of serving as chairman. 
A strong America is the keystone of a 
free world. Small business represents 
the broad base on which our entire econ
omy rests. Therefore, when we 
strengthen small business we help to 
provide the assurance of a vigorous and 
healthy business economy in the years 
to come. 

The provisions of the bill are sum
marized in the declaration of purpose 
and policy which is section 1 of the bill, 
and which sets forth that it is hereby 
declared to be the policy of the Congress 
and the purpose of this act: 

1. To provide for growth, expansion, and 
modernization for small and independent 
business enterprises engaged in trade or 
commerce. 

2. To permit individuals and partnerships 
filing income tax returns for small and in
dependent businesses engaged in trade or 
commerce to revoke an election to be taxed 
as a corporation. 

3. To provide a normal tax rate of 20 per
cent for taxable years after June 30, 1961, 
and to increase the surtax exemption. 

4. To provide a growth, expansion and 
modernization exemption on net taxable 
earnings for small and independent business 
engaged in trade or commerce. 

5. To liberalize the income tax treatment 
of losses incurred through loans to small and 
independent business enterprises engaged in 
trade or commerce. 

6. To provide small and independent busi
ness an exemption for good will in the de
termination of an estate. 

7. To provide family-sized farmers and 
others engaged in agricultural pursuits an 
exemption for the inlprovement, moderniza
tion, and renewal of buildings or equipment 
used in the production, care, and marketing 
of farm products. 

8. To provide family-sized farms, whether 
or not such farms are owned in fee or occu
pied by renters or tenants, an exemption for 
the improvement, modernization, and re
newal of buildings or equipment used in 
the production, care, and marketing of the 
products of such farms. 

It should be noted that we are not 
imposing tax relief for small business, 
but rather additional reform and revi
sion of the Internal Revenue Code, so 
that the tax collector will not start 
bearing down on the small business as 
soon as it gets its head above water. 
There is ample precedent in present law 
and in good administration for the 
changes we propose here. 

Instead of small business being sub
jected to surtax rates on income over 
$25,000, the income up to $150,000 would 
be exempt from surtax in this bill. The 
normal corporate tax rate would be 
placed at 20 percent, instead of 25 per
cent. 

The opportunity is provided for small 
business to invest in its own future, by 
allowing businesses whose taxable in
come is $150,000 a year or less to treat 
expenditures which are paid or in
curred-for the construction, reconstruc
tion, erection, installation, improvement, 
or· acquisition, of any facility, land, 
building, machinery, or equipment
used in the trade or business as expenses 
which are not chargeable to capital ac
count. There are limits, of course, to the 
amounts so expended which can be 
charged off as ordinary expenses. If the 
taxable income is $10.000 or less, 50 per
cent of the taxable income may be 
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deductible for the purposes stated above. 
As income increases, the deductible 
amount or percentage would be propor
tionately less. 

If the taxable income of a business is 
over $10,000 but not over $25,000, the 
deductible amount would be $5,000 plus 
40 percent of the taxable income over 
$10,000. A business with taxable income 
over $100,000 would be entitled to a 
deduction for expenditures described 
above, of $28,500 plus 10 percent of the 
excess over $100,000. The whole purpose 
of this legislation is to help the business 
economy of our country by strengthen
ing small business, and the smaller the 
business, the proportionately greater help 
it would receive under the tax reform 
proposal contained in this bill. 

I should like to note that four of the 
proposals contained in the recommenda
tions which the subcommittee which I 
had the honor to head submitted to the 
full committee and to the 83d Congress, 
already have been enacted into law. The 
time has come to go further with the job 
of strengthening small business by mak
ing it financially self-sufficient so far as 
possible, by permitting earnings to be 
plowed back into the business for growth, 
expansion, and modernization. That is 
what this bill proposes to do. 

FEDERAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON 
THE ARTS 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LINDSAY] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I have 

today introduced a bill to provide for the 
establishment of a Federal Advisory 
Council on the Arts to assist in the 
growth and development of the :fine arts 
in the United States. 

The projected Council, consisting of 
21 members appointed by the President 
with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, would be established within the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. The membership of the Arts 
Council would consist of eminent private 
citizens representing the major art 
fields, including music, drama, dance, 
literature, architecture, painting, sculp
ture, photography, graphic and craft 
arts, motion pictures, radio, and televi
sion. 

The major function of the Arts Coun
cil would be to conduct studies, make 
recommendations, and cooperate with 
private and governmental groups on all 
levels for purposes of stimulating artis
tic creativity and greater public appre
ciation of the arts. 

My district is located in the heart of 
Manhattan, undoubtedly America's pre
mier art center. My lifelong familiarity 
with this culturally rich community has 
brought me into contact with many of 
the leaders of our country's great and 
vital arts. Among these people, I have 
found, there is overwhelming support 
for the proposed Council based on the 

belief that it would make a significant 
new contribution to the artistic and cul
tural life of the Nation. 

The need for the Federal Advisory 
Council on the Arts is very clear. Surely 
it is in the national interest to foster 
creativity and enrichment of our lives 
through the cultivation of the arts. 

FEED GRAIN BILL 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] may 

definitely not be in the best interest of New 
Jersey agriculture or any major portion of 
American agriculture. Please note this bill 
does not tackle the wheat surplus problem: 
it changes a good corn program which is be
ginning to work free of Government con
trol; would change a presently good soybean 
situation and create a surplus; and in gen
eral will not solve the feed grain problem. 
We support H.R. 4133 and eight other simi
lar bills that provide for Farm Bureau crop
land adjustment program. 

C. H. FIELDS, 
Secretary, New Jersey Farm Bureau. 

extend his remarks at this point in the CAPTIVE NATIONS 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection unanimous consent that the gentleman 
to the request of the gentleman from from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE] may 
Ohio? extend his remarks at this point in the 

There was no objection. RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I have The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

given a great deal of study and thought to the request of the gentleman from 
to this legislation, to determine what Ohio? 
effect it would have on the farmers of There was no objection. 
the Seventh District of New Jersey, and Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, it is espe-
on consumers everywhere. I rise to voice cially appropriate today that I rise to 
my opposition to the bill under consid- address this distinguished representative 
eration <H.R. 4510). Dairy farming and · body of freemen with a feeling of grati
poultry farming constitute two most im- tude and privilege. Like my distin
portant contributors to the economy of guished colleagues whom I have joined 
northwest New Jersey. New Jersey is a · today in the recognition of the captive 
deficit feed State. nations, my subject does not concern 

My opposition to this legislation is freedom, but rather its evil counterpart, 
based on several factors. One is that slavery. 
this bill would increase the level of price Throughout the year, it is customary 
supports for feed grains. And, what is to acknowledge here in the House, some 
worse, it provides no limit on the level particular day of commemoration, sacred 
of this price support. The higher cost to the historical tradition of peoples who, 
of this program would be particularly presently, find themselves crushed under 
burdensome on poultry, dairy, and live- the weight of oppression. It is just and 
stock farmers everywhere in the Nation. right that we should announce in this 

If enacted, this bill would, moreover, Chamber to the world our interest and 
pose this problem for these farmers: deep concern in the sordid and deplor
they would face the prospect of uncer- able fact that there exist captive nations. 
tain feed grain supplies, much of which Gazing at a map one can readily see 
would be composed of grain released on the vast areas of this world, the great 
the market as the Commodity Credit populations and many nations which are 
Corporation might decide. Naturally, being held in bondage against their free 
market prices would be adversely af- 1 fected by such a release. Thus, poultry will or se !-determination. The impact 

is enough to shock any reasoning man 
and dairy farmers would be unable to from complacency, indifference, or 
plan their operations in advance, because apathy. 
of the uncertainties of market prices and Countless cultures, traditions, and 
supplies. philosophies of life and action, imbedded 

No matter how :figures are juggled in peoples over centuries of evolutionary 
here, this fact emerges--the program refinement and development are now 
this bill would authorize would cost tax- being systematically destroyed before our 
payers more money than the present eyes. 
program is costing, and would be detri- The ideas of freedom, independence, 
mental to all farmers in the deficit feed free will, self-determination, rights, and 
areas. all the philosophical cornerstones which 

Of this bill, as the distinguished gen- we accept as the very fundamentals of 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] has 
said, we might well ask: "What does this our way of life a.nd government, are con-
bill do to the farmer, rather than for sidered by the Communist masters of 
the farmer?" The answer dictates my these unfortunate nations to be danger-

ous, evil, and wrong. 
opposition to it. Unleashed upon these helpless nations 

Almost all farmers in my district be- has been a base and vicious program 
long to the New Jersey Farm Bureau. using every modern method and device of 
That fine and very representative farm persuasion. Insidious in its calculation 
organization has evidenced their strong and execution, it has spared none of its 
opposition to this measure in the follow- captive victims. They have tried every 
ing telegram received by me: technique, from one extreme to the other. 

TRENToN, N.J., March 7,1961. But even benign persuasion cannot 
Congressman WILLIAM B. WxnNALL, destroy the faith these brave people re-
House Office Building, tain in the integrity and dignity of man. 
Washington, D.C.: Th Reds kn full 11 th t h We urgently request that you oppose pas- e ow we a w en 
sage of H.R. 4510 special feed grain blll. philosophical truths are believed in be
This blll would penalize northeast dairy, cause they are self-evident or born of 
poultry, and Uvestock producers and would logical reason in men. that they have 
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failed. This leads them to the animal 
approach to use the brutality of force in 
attempts for total eradication. This 
simply means a policy of constant pres
sure which has no moral limitations and 
which, to achieve its ends, has com
mitted some of the most heinous crimes 
in recorded history. Despite untold suf
ferings of mind and body, these captive 
nations still nurture the same faith and 
hope as we, in the noble ideals upon 
which the entire free world bases its 
cause for existence. 

Behind this wall of barbed wire, 
bayonets, and tanks, lies the largest 
camp of confinement ever to be in exist
ence in the history of civilization. It 
should be proof sufficient, that while 
technology and science have advanced, 
while man himself is concentrating to 
unlock the secrets of himself and the 
universe, and while men look forward for 
the hope of a better world for all, that 
side by side -with this striving, there 
exists another world where despair and 
degradation are the only prospects for 
the future. 

The very last resource which the 
captive nations have, is the existence of 
our free world. Their source of hope and 
strength, even optimism if any, that 
America exists as a society of freemen 
but not that only, but more, that we are 
ever conscious that nations are being 
held in captivity. Therefore, the added 
burden has fallen upon us that we cannot 
fail or be in any way remiss in our duties 
to consistently display and practice the 
ideals which constitute the positive attri
butes of democracy. Every manifesta
tibn of lassitude on our part as a nation 
and as a people, gives reassurance and 
strength to the programs and argu
ments of the Communists who are trying 
to eradicate any belief in the strength 
and validity of freedom. 

Let us perse:vere with greater effort, to 
see that someday in the future, all those 
captive nations will be able to enjoy the 
freedoms which are rightfully theirs; 
that they, too, can live in the family of 
nations as independent states, sharing 
with us in the common belief in the 
integrity, dignity, and brotherhood of all 
men. 

YOUR OPPORTUNITY 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, so many have requested sup
port for the impeachment of Chief 
Justice Warren that, in a previous state
ment, an effort was made to briefly ex
plain impeachment proceedings-that 
any effort to impeach the Chief Justice 
would . be futile. 

It being evident that impeachment 
proceedings would not result in a con
viction by the Senate, but would tend 
to !:!reate disrespect for the Chief Justice 
and the Court, to discredit decisions 
written by the Chief Justice concurred 

in by the Court, and with the reasoning 
and conclusions of which even the 
writers of the protest might be in ac
cord, it was suggested that those pro
testing might have other ways of im
plementing their views. 

SELECTION OF JUDICIAL OFFICIALS 

The President, by and with the ap
proval of the Senate, selects those who 
serve on the Supreme Court bench. 
That Court has had, and should have, 
the respect of our people. 

Individuals, as voters, have, prior to 
their confirmation, little knowledge of 
the political or economic philosophy of 
those who are selected by the President. 
Even if individuals object to an appoint
ment, they have no way, except through 
a Senator, to effectively protest. 

But that situation does not prevail 
when many of our judges in the States 
are placed upon the bench. Usually, the 
voters of a designated area select the 
judges of the local courts, and the voters 
of a State select, at either a general or 
special election-in Michigan, a spring 
election in April-the members of the 
State supreme court. In Michigan, the 
candidates for the State supreme court 
are on a nonpartisan ticket, the only 
identifying mark being that candidates 
for reelection are designated incumbent 
judicial officers, which ordinarily gives 
them a vote-getting advantage at the 
polls. 

However, contrary to the national pic
ture, active, patriotic citizens of a State 
can and should, if they oppose present 
tendencies of any court; think the de
cisions of the court, as a rule, are wrong 
in principle, make inquiry to ascertain, 
not only the political and economic 
philosophy, the views on constitutional 
government of those who seek election to 
judicial office, but, when election day 
rolls around, register their approval or 
disapproval · of the candidate seeking a · 
judgeship. There is no other practical 
way for the voters to implement their 
philosophy, their agreement with or dis
approval of a position taken by a court. 

It is there effective in that it places in 
the hands of voters of a State a weapon 
which may control the principles upon 
which the State courts base their de
cisions, decisions vital to the future wel
fare, not only of the people, but to the 
State itself. 

This suggestion is not helpful in mak
ing effective any desire for a change in 
the principles on which the U.S. Supreme 
Court's decisions are registered. The 
only safeguard there is an alert, sound
thinking President. 

To a limited degree, State court de
cisions are considered by the U.S. Su
preme Court. As an example of a way 
in which a voter may register his views, 
look at the situation in Michigan. In 
the April election, one of the candidates 
is Justice John Dethmers, who not only 
has established a statewide record as a 
moderate conservative, but has made a 
national record in support of the prin
ciple that the U.S. Supreme Court is not 
a legislative department. He, as chair
man of a national committee of judges, 
a few years ago, in no uncertain terms, 
declared courts should not attempt to 
legislate, should merely interpret the 

laws enacted by the legislative bodies of 
the State and Nation, and of those provi
sions of the Constitution which come to 
the Court for interpretation. 

If the voters, after careful research 
and consideration, will select for judi
cial positions only those with whose 
views they are in accord, we will get from 
the State courts, at least, a line of de
cisions which the people, as a whole, be
lieve will be helpful to the welfare of all 
and make secure the future security of 
our Nation. 

FEED GRAIN BILL 
Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RAY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and may include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed 

to the feed grain bill, H.R. 4510, which 
is before us today. If enacted, this bill 
would put the Federal Government in 
full control of the marketing of grains. 
It would destroy our competitive mar
kets system and replace that with a sys
tem whereby the Government sets the 
farmer's price, controls his production 
and markets his produce. It contains 
an unlimited delegation of power to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to establish 
price support levels. 

In my judgment we should be moving 
away from price supports and market
ing controls. This the bill fails to do. 

U.S.N.S. "ELTINGE" 
Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous con8ent to address the House 
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

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

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

Military Sea Transportation Service's 
transport U.S.N.S. Eltinge arrived off 
the entrance of the Congo River on 
March 7 and anchored outside territo
rial waters awaiting diplomatic clear
ance to enter the Congo River and pro
ceed to Matadi. There she was to load 
U.N. troops for rotation home. 

The Eltinge's sister transport, also 
an MSTS ship, U.S.N.S. Blatchjorcl, had 
entered Matadi a week before and had 
sailed with Moroccan troops bound 
home to Casablanca. 

Matadi, meanwhile, had been closed 
to shipping by the Congolese Govern
ment. On March 8, the Eltinge was in
structed to shift her anchorage to a 
point 15 to 18 miles off Cabeca de Cobra 
because, according to the U.N., the 
presence of the transport at her original 
anchorage was causing unrest and alarm 
to the villagers. At her present anchor
age she is not visible from the beach. 

Before sailing from New York on 
February 20, U.S.N.S. Eltinge loaded an 
International Cooperation Administra
tion famine relief shipment of 750 
measurement tons of powdered milk 
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for the starving children of the Congo
who are reported to be- dying of starva-
tion at a rate of several hundred pe-r 
day. This milk is still aboard the ship. 
and the United Nations is apparently 
the only agency involved in this opera
tion which is empowered to request that 
arrangements for its offloading be made. 

The Congolese children are presum
ably still starving. The relief for their 
hunger pangs, in the form of 100,000 gal
lons of milk, sits in the Eltinge's hold less 
than 20 miles offshore. 

It is possible that the ship might be 
permitted to approach the port of 
Banana at the entrance to the Congo; 
anchor in the stream; and using ship's 
gear offioad this mercy cargo onto light
ers for transportation ashore. The ship 
could then again withdraw while the
Congolese officials and others concerned 
continue their negotiations regarding the 
use of the port for troop and supply 
activities. 

Any decision on this mercy cargo must 
come from the United Nations, not 
MSTS, despite the fact that the com
mander, MSTS, is a three star naval of
ficer, Vice Adm. Roy A. Gano, and that 
the Eltinge is a public vessel of the 
United States assigned to, and manned 
by American civilian merchant seamen. 
The fantastic chain of command involv
ing this sealift of troops and supplies is 
as follows: United Nations to Joint 
Chief; Joint Chiefs to CinCLant; 
CinCLant to ComServeLant; ComForces 
Lant to MSTS. 

Meanwhile the Eltinge lies at anchor·, 
perhaps to sail for another destination, 
carrying with her this famine relief 
emergency cargo, meant for the Congo. 

The children are dying there. And 
less important but a matter to think 
about, the tab for the use of the ship is 
running up at $.7,500 per day as she lies 
out of sight of the nervous villagers 
whose children are starving-. 

MASSIVE VOCATIONAL RETRAINING 
PROGRAM NEEDED TO SOLVE UN
EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

O'BRIEN of New York). Under previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, in most 
of the discussion ot how to solve the 
problem of high unt~mploy,ment in dis
tressed areas, too much emphasis has 
been placed on certain long-range solu
tions. 

It seems to me that there are urgent 
human problems which need immediate 
attention. We cannot solve these prob
lems through expanding surplus com
modity distribution or extending relief. 
We must seek a speedier solution which 
will give jobs to the unemployed. 

I believe the answer lies in a massive 
program of vocational retraining, fully 
utilizing. the facilities of the U.S. Em
ployment Service. Furthermore, it is 
important to supply loans for retrained 
workers to relocate to places where they 
can get -jobs. 

Mobility is what has helped make our 
country great ever since the days of the 
pioneer. We must restore the opportu
nity for mobiUty, and restore it quickly. 

The existing bills proposed for area 
redevelopment propose authorizations of 
only $10 million for retraining. This is 
only a drop in the bucket. 

Why, in West Virginia alone, with 
85,000 people out of work-nearly 1 out 
of every 6 persons in our work force
we need to move more quickly than the 
legislation now being discussed will do. 

If we would embark on a massive re
training program which would retrain 
50 percent of our unemployed within the 
next 3 years, we would make an early 
dent in the serious problem we face. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we ought to be 
spending $50 million rather than a pid
dling $10 million on vocational retrain
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most chal
lenging new suggestions to help solve the 
problem of high unemployment in de
pressed areas has been proposed by the 
mayor of my hometown of Huntington, 
W.Va., the Honorable David L. Francis. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read this 
report, entitled "Solving a Critical Hu
man Problem'r: 

SOLVING A CRITICAL HUMAN PROBLEM 

(A proposal to improve job opportunities for 
depressed area unemployed in West 
Virginia and in eastern Kentucky, by 
David L. Francis, mayor, city of Hunting
ton, W.Va.) 
Grateful acknowledgment is made to the 

following educators and civic planners who 
have been very helpful with their counsel 
and of invaluable assistance in their com
pilation of data used in the development of 
this proposal. 

West Virginia: Sherril D. McMillen, State 
director of vocational education; Olin c. 
Nutter, superintendent, Cabell County 
schools; D. W. Fox, coordinator of vocational 
education, Cabell County; George W. Bryson, 
superintendent, McDowell County schools; 
Clark D. Todd, management engineer, Prin
cess, Coals, Inc. 

Kentucky: James L.. Patton, assistant 
superintendent or public instruction, de
partment of education~ E. P. Hilton, State 
director of vocational education; Frederick 
Martin, director of trade and industrial edu
cat.ion; G. L. Ramey, director of Mayo State 
Vocational School; B. F. Reed, coal execu
tive; John Whisman, s-pecial assistant to Gov. 
B.ert T. Combs; Henry Mayer, research assist
ant, Eastern Kentucky Regional Planning 
Commission. 

INTRODUCTION 

The magnitude of the West Virginia
eastern Kentucky unemployment problem Is 
critically large and, therefore, requires cor
rective action of equal size. 

Number of unemployed 

Increase 
January January since 

196-1 1960 January 
1960 

---------1------------
West Virginia________ __ 85,000 
Eastern Kentucky______ 45, 000 

60,000 
40,000 

25,000 
5,000 

Nttmber receiving unemployment compen
sation, JanuMy 1961 

:a~~~irl:~ciY--~~=========================== tg: ~ 
It ls to be noted that not included above 

are several thousand-persons who have ex-

hausted the unemployment benefits or who 
are on direct public assistance. The number 
of people receiving surplus food on a regular 
basis totals 300,000 in- West Virginia, and 
175,000 in eastern Kentucky. 

Out of a population of 1,860,000, West Vir
ginia's 523,000 work force (excluding agri
cultural workers) has 16.5 percent unem
ployed (85,EJOG). Eastern Kentucky, with a 
120,000 nonagriculture work force, has 45,000 
unemployed (37 percent) out of a total 
pop.ulation of 668,000. 

There is no one single solution to the 
distressed area problem in our mountain 
States, and unfortunately most of the so
lutions suggested by factfinding committees 
and legislators are of a pump-priming na
ture-such as road or other- public works 
programs, extension of unemployment com
pensation, and improvement of food distribu
tion. All of these are temporary stimu
lants which when turned off allow the area. 
to drop back to its original distressed condi
tion. Nor do they always- reac-h down to 
the person who is unemployed and really 
needs the help. A second form of solution 
is the effort to bring new industries into 
a distressed area by such aids as special sub
sidies, moratoriums on depreciation rates and 
taxes. At best, this has proved to be slow 
and an uncertain process. Now conditions 
are so critical that it is time for a new 
type program to be effected. 

The only really broad solution that the 
writer has found to pra-vide both an immedi
ate and long-range cure for the unemploy
ment problem in oU1: distressed areas is 
through a crash program of vocational train
ing which would annually teach in West 
Virginia 15,000 and in eastern Kentucky 
10,000 unemployed workers a basic vocation 
that will enable them to accept Jobs either 
within their local community or in other 
parts of the country. These unemployed 
must be made vocationally mobile so that 
they can properly seek employment in areas 
where job opportunities are available. 

Such training programs are already suc
cessfully in effect in West Virginia and in 
eastern Kentucky and, if expanded, they 
can provide a solution. These programs. are 
not now of sufficient size or capacity to mee1 
the problem. To date these schools have 
only pr-oved that they can be a. solution to 
the unemployment problem. Later, this re
port will go tnto details as to what. has been 
accomplished, and how vocational schools 
can be developed into a crash program to 
care for a large portion of our unemployed. 

In summary, the vocational training pro
gram proposed herein involves four major 
steps, as follows: 

1. In West Virginia, establish a series of 
major vocational training schools, such as 
the Huntington East High Training School, 
which can adequately process 1,600 unem
ployed students per year. We now have such 
schools in Parkersburg, Wheeling, Hunting-
ton, Charleston, and Welch. But additional 
schools or expansion of existing schools are 
needed in Blue:field, Beckley, Weirton, Fair
mont, Martinsburg, Keyser, and E!kins. 

West Virginia now has 25 satellite voca
tional training schools surrounding these 
large schools. These need expanding and 
still more are needed to operate in conjunc
tion with the local high schools. These 
schools, because of their size, would not have 
the facilities and equipment of the central 
schools, but they would provide the high 
school student with his first-year familiar
ization courses and the unemployed with 
orie-ntation and with the courses not re
quiring specialized equipment. 

In eastern Kentucky, the plan now in 
operation at the Mayo State Vocational 
School at Paintsville would be stepped up 
and this central school plant expanded to 
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process 2,000 unemployed students annually. 
At the same time the program for develop
ment of 10 new vocational training exten
sion centers in strategic counties in eastern 
Kentucky would be accelerated. The parent 
schools in Hazard, Harlan, Somerset, and 
Ashland would, like Paintsville, be enlarged. 

Thus, to get this plan in full bloom, capi
tal expenditures for land, buildings, and 
equipment would have to be appropriated 
immediately. The plans for this program 
have already been developed by the two 
States. This, in effect, would be a public 
works program of lasting value by its leaving 
permanent facilities to carry on this very 
important training. 

2. Provide sufficient funds for teachers' 
salaries and the operation and maintenance 
of this crash program. 

3. Arrange the curriculum of the schools 
so that sessions are double-shifted. During 
the first shift high school students would 
be trained as they are at present. On the 
evening shift, as a general practice, the 
older men and women would be rehabili
tated and trained in a vocation. It has been 
proved that students are more rapidly and 
easily trained if they are grouped within 
their own age bracket. Currently the East 
Huntington High Trades School is training 
some 350 high school students on the day 
shift and an equal number of men and 
women, age 45 or over, on the evening shift. 

Over a period of years records show that 
these vocationally trained groups have a high 
rate of employment. Their services are usu
ally sought to the extent that placement 
bureau services are seldom needed. Even 
now many of these graduates are being 
absorbed by the labor market. 

4. In the case of both the high school 
and unemployed adult student who cannot 
afford to attend school because of economic 
reasons, a system of scholarships, grants, and 
loans should be established to provide school 
costs and subsistence while in school. Upon 
graduation, if it is necessary for the student 
to leave the area, sufficient funds should be 
provided for moving and at least 1 month's 
subsistence in the new area where the 
student reloeates. 

IMMEDIATE ACTION BY LEGISLATORS IS 
IMPERATIVE 

The expedited program presented by the 
West Virginia Legislature in its current ses
sion is a start toward a long-range solution 
but will in no manner solve the unemploy
ment problem as it exists today. A brief 
analysis will show the inadequacies of the 
current West Virginia program. 

First, the legislature has passed a bill to 
increase the consumer's sales tax by 1 per
cent, and this is designated to raise $7¥:! mil
lion for a 6 months' period, after which the 
tax will be rescinded. This money is to be 
used for a public works program for the re
lief of unemployed. Actually this amount 
of money is at a rate of less than $100 per 
unemployed person in the State. If the 
plan is for public works, generally 50 per
cent of the cost of these programs goes into 
equipment, supplies, and overhead; so that 
actually only half of the total would be 
available. Expressed another way, if $4 mil
lion were spent at $50 per employee per week 
for 25 weeks (the summer building season), 
it would gainfully employ about 3,000 men. 
Many of these would not come from the un
employed rolls. This pr<)gram might look 
good on paper, but it will reach only a few 
of the unemployed and is strictly temporary 
in nature. 

Second, Governor Barron has asked for new 
funds of $17¥2 million to be produced by per
sonal income tax, and increases in the busi
ness and occupation tax and transportation 
privilege tax. An analysis of the proposed 
use of these moneys also reveals an in
adequacy to solve the total problem. 

The $17.5 mllllon is alloca;ted as shown: 
Department of commerce________ $155, 000 
Industrial development authority_ 3, 000, 000 
Bond servicing by State road 

commission __________________ _ 
Public schools _________________ _ 
Higher education _______________ _ 
Area vocational retraining .. ~----
Property reappraisaL ___________ _ 
Income tax administration ____ _ 

8,345,000 
1,500,000 
2,000,000 

500,000 
1,500,000 

500,000 

Total ___________________ 17,500,000 

The newly formed industrial development 
authority is copied from an identical pro
gram by the same name, operated by Penn
sylvania. In a 5-year period, since 1956, 
the Pennsylvania authority has helped bring 
in new plants which have given employ
ment to approximately 20,000 people. These 
jobs were not of course all filled by unem
ployed people. Other States have found 
that development of new industry is slow 
at best. Likewise, inducements by Federal 
and State-such as free gifts of land, waiv
ing of depreciation, and special tax bene- · 
fits-are slow to produce new factories. 

The funds requested for public school 
teachers' pay raises is an encouraging step 
to help West Virginia's serious situation m 
education. The recommended $2 million 
for college and university salaries and 
equipment is also sorely needed. 

Property reappraisal now in progress in 
33 counties can be continued with the rec
ommended $1.5 million appropriation. This 
program will provide a means of raising 
more school funds at the local level. 

Commendably, the West Virginia Gover
nor has requested an increase of 25 percent 
over the $400,000 appropriated last year by 
House bill No. 7. Under this bill an area 
vocational program was started to retrain 
the unemployed. The plan carefully sets 
up procedures for an employment security 
office to counsel, test and refer unemployed 
persons to vocational training for which 
there is market demand. Such action, al
though only a pllot plan, is at least a start 
forward the enormous task of getting to the 
fundamentals of West Virginia's chronic job 
deficit. 

About half of the $17.5 mlllion in re
quested new funds is scheduled for the 
servicing of bonded indebtedness of the 
State road commission. This action would 
release a similar amount of State road com
mission money for roadbuilding. 

Exactly on which roads the $8.3 mlllion 
will be spent has not yet been stated. The 
West Virginia State Legislature might seri
ously consider shifting a large portion of 
the $8.3 million to the vocational training 
program for the unemployed as set forth 
in this report. State legislators might as
certain the avallabillty of existing Federal 
funds which could be used to supplement 
State appropriations. 

Kentucky has also gotten underway with 
an enlargement of its vocational education 
program. Although funds have not been 
specifically earmarked for the unemployed, 
as in West Virginia, the vocational educa
tion facilities have under Governor Combs' 
leadership received an increase of $2.3 mil
lion (168 percent) over the previous bien
nium funds of $1.7 million. Last year Gov
ernor Combs' bold new program was 
passed by the legislature and has started 
many new plans to solve eastern Kentucky's 
problems. Those programs include better 
roads, schools, teachers' pay, and recrea
tional areas. 

No criticism is intended in the above re
marks. All of these plans are good, but 
they are not enough to meet the tremendous 
immediate job of providing for and retrain
ing tens of thousands of family men who 
are out of work. Unless these unemployed 

are vocationally fitted to find jobs, most of 
them will remain unemployed for a long, 
long time. · 

THE FREE FLOW OF POPULATION 

The gross loss in population for the 1950 
decade far exceeds the net losses shown by 
the 1960 census for West Virginia and east
ern Kentucky. When the natural increases 
are added to the totals, population actually 
declined 459,000 in West Virginia and 265,000 
in eastern Kentucky. If large numbers of 
people had not been able to relocate them
selves in other areas, the distressed situa
tion would have been greatly compounded. 

The citizens of these two areas have been 
solving their own problems by having the 
initiative to move to another area. Many 
of these workers saw the evidence of job 
decline or they found better job opportu
nities in booming areas. Many were young 
people who had to move because of lack of 
opportunities. But now jobs in other areas 
are more difficult to secure unless one has 
special qualifications. This movement of 
population from one area to another is as 
old as history and is constantly in progress. 
Several observers believe that the speeding 
up of this outmigration from the distressed 
areas is the only rapid solution to labor 
surpluses. 

A careful but rapidly expanded vocational 
program for both high school students and 
retrainable unemployed will make larger 
segments of our population in these areas 
more mobile in their jobseeking and will 
also have the important effect of making 
them better trained citizens who can more 
easily adapt themselves into the living pat
tern of a new location. 

WHAT THE TWO STATES ARE ACCOMPLISHING 

West Virginia is currently graduating from 
vocational schools some 10,000 high school 
students, 6,000 employed students who are 
upgrading themselves, and about 1,500 un
employed students per year. 

Eastern Kentucky is graduating from voca
tional schools some 3,000 high school stu
dents, 2,000 employed students who are 
upgrading themselves, and about 800 unem
ployed students per year. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS EXPECTED FROM CRASH 
PROGRAM 

Educators in West Virginia estimate that 
if the vocational education expansion pro
gram as outlined below is carried out, 15,000 
unemployed can be trained annually. In 
eastern Kentucky, if a similar program is 
carried out in expansion of vocational 
schools, 10,000 unemployed can be retained 
annually for useful jobs in industry. (See 
appendix C.) 

Analysis by educators reveals that nearly 
50 percent of our unemployed are retrainable 
in vocational schools. The remainder are 
not eligible or interested because of such 
factors as a lack of basic education, physical 
handicaps, health, or a lack of desire for 
self-improvement. Existing programs in 
West Virginia and in eastern Kentucky for 
the rehabilitation of physically handicapped 
persons are excellent, but do need larger 
support to serve the number who need this 
help. Rehabilitation of these people how
ever is not a part of this report. 

On the premise of nearly 50 percent of the 
'Unemployed there are 35,000 fairly good 
training prospects in West Virginia and 
20,000 in eastern Kentucky to be planned 
for. Assuming that unemployment does not 
increase in either State, most of this group 
within 3 years could be retrained and 
qualified for relocation, if necessary, in other 
areas as useful citizens gainfully employed. 

An immediate start can be made with the 
program through the use of existing facili
ties. By scheduling multiple shifts, present 
buildings, equipment, and classrooms can 
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serve until new and expanded fa<:ilities are 
constructed. 

The school facilities that would be con
st ructed to care for this expanded program 
would continue to be used when unemploy
ment surpluses are eliminated. Normal 
growth in the number of high school stu
dents taking vocational education would 
easily take up the expanded facilities. 

FUNDS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT PROGRAM 

Inasmuch as West Virginia has more avail
able present facilities than doe.s eastern Ken
tucky to absorb additional student load, the 
capital costs are slightly more for eastern 
Kentucky. 

P urpose W est Eastern 
Virginia Kentu cky 

Land and b uildings______ _____ $2,200,000 $2,800,000 
E quipment for new shops_ ___ _ 2, 750,000 3, 500,000 

Total capital cost______ _ 4, 950,000 
Annu al operating costs______ __ 8, 250,000 

6, 300,000 
5, 500, 000 

These funds are over and above that al
ready appropriated for normal growt h re
quirements. 

West Virginia has h ad no recent capital 
funds from State money for building con
struction. Some growth needs. and new 
facilities have been paid for by the counties. 
Equipment has been provided by diverting 
a small percentage of opera ting funds. Ken
tucky has a program for the next 2 years to 
erect new buildings throughout the State 
at a cost of $4 to $5 million of State funds 
plus another half million dollars of county 
funds to be added to the program. The State 
will spend $2 million to equip these build
ings. These expenditures are for normal 
growth requirements a.nd do not provide in 
promptness or size the facilities which would 
be required to service large additional groups 
of u.nemployed now. 
THE. FINANCING OF THE UNEMPLOYED AND 

NEEDY HIGH SCHOOL STUDE NTS THROUGH VO

CATIONAL SCHOOLS 

Experience has proved i:n the past year in 
West Virgi.nia that no large quantity of un
employed will take advantage of present vo
cational facilities unless adequate financing 
is provided for subsistence. It has also been 
brought to light that ma.ny high school stu
dents do not have sufficient funds to com
plete their educational program. whether 
vocational or high school, and these young 
people also require careful consideration. A 
procedure to provide for both of these groups 
is outlined below. 

The area offices of employment security 
should expand their excellent counseling, 
aptitude testing, and referral procedures to 
assure that all retrai.nable unemployed are 
directed to vocations that are needed and 
that are within the applicant's ability. The 
counselor would advise the unemployed of 
the nearest location of vocational schools 
and the courses available; then work out . 
with him his financial situation. If the per
son is newly u.nemployed, a sufficient grant 
over and above the unemployment i.nsurance 
would be provided for the duration of the 
course. He would also be advised of the 
source of surplus foods. In the case of those 
unemployed who are no longer drawing com
pensation, or who have not been eligible. for 
compensation, a larger grant by necessity 
would have to be made .. 

There is a need to provide enough addi
tional subsistence to assure that a.n unem
ployed family man can be. able '00 begin and 
complete a course in vocational training. 
The unemployment benefit is not quite 
enough to meet this need. The pattern of 
the original education plan for World War 
n veterans appears to be applicable. School 
costs are paid direct to the institution and 
the student receives a subsistence allow-

ance. A maximum period of 22 weeks of 
training is suftlcient for the adult unem
ployed. 

A maximum of $50 per week subsistence 
(including u.nemployment pay benefits) will 
better enable a student to complete his 
training. Unemployment weekly maximum 
payments are $30 and $37 respectively in 
West Virginia and Kentucky. 

The annual number of 15,000 Wes.t Virginia 
unemployed prospects for training, visualized 
in this report, would receive maximum sup
plemental subsistence funds as follows: 

Unemployment benefit pay now averages 
$22 per week in West Virginia. 

If all 15,000 trainess received an additional 
$28 per week for 22 weeks, a total of $9.2 mil
lion would be required. 

For eastern Kentucky the maximum sup
plemental payments for 10,000 trainees would 
be $4.8 million annually. 

In the case of the student of high school 
age who is without means to continue on 
with vocational training, a counseling service 
within the school system itself should be 
established and funds up to $550 per student 
provided for these people to continue with 
their education. 

Upon graduation from the vocational 
t raining school, counseling service both with
in the school system and the office of eco
nomic security should be available to ad
vise the graduates of the availability of jobs 
in various parts of our country. If prospects 
of jobs can be located, loans up to $600 
should be made where needed to those who 
do not have adequate finances for them to go 
and secure the job, and to transport their 
families to the new location. At least 1 
month's subsistence should be made avail
able in a loan form to these people so that 
they may become settled in the new area. 

Almost every analysis of the Appalachian 
region's unemployed includes a statement of 
need for elevating the average level of edu
cation. Such an improvement, says the con
sensus, would upgrade an important evalu
ation point used by prospective industry in 
making a. site selection and would improve 
the chances of the region's people to obtain 
employment. 

Typical is the comment of Harvey S. Perloff 
in his article "Lagging Sectors and Regions 
of the American Economy": 'T would put at 
the top of the list an intensive effort to im
prove education in the depressed areas, to 
prepare young persons for a lifetime of 
skilled, productive work. Compared to other 
governmental measures that have been pro
posed, public investment in education 
promises the greatest relative returns." 

None of the previous studies:, however, 
have come to grips with the specifics of this 
distressed area unemployment. Detailed 
plans for correction and statements of cost 
of· what would be entailed to train these 
unemployed have not heretofore been pre
sented. We submit that the current sit
uation is sufficiently critical to demand 
detailed planning by legislators and action 
that can effectively bring this unemploy
ment down to a minimum number. It is· 
with this intent that the foregoing is re
spectfully proposed. 

APPEND.IX C 

The specific vocational: courses thwt would 
be offered unemployed adults for retraining . 
would be determined: through a collaborative 
plan, functioning between the department 
of vocational education and the .office ot 
economic s.ecurity. 

Initial screening of qualified applicants 
is done by economic. seeur~ty. This office 
also. states. to the vooational educators the 
type o! lobs. that ofier the best employment 
prospects at home. or elsewhere. 

Job skill demands change often. For 
adults,. however. the educators believe that 
the vocations o! automobile mechanics, au
tomobile body repair, electrical repair, build
ing trades, building custodian, stenographic 

work, and practical nursing offer more reg
ular opportunity. When changes occur in 
the market demand for job skills, ·almost 
any combination of the following courses 
could be offered by the schools: Automobile 
mechanics, automobUe body repair, mine 
machinery repair, machine tool operation, 
refrigeration mechanics, power sewing ma
chine operator, carpentry, machine shop, 
electrical repair, welding, upholstering, 
building trad.es, building custodian-janitorial 
service, shorthand, typing, bookkeeping, prac
tical nursing. 

STE PS NECESSARY To IMPLEMENT PROPOSALS 
FOR VOCATIONAL TRAINING IN REPORT EN
TITLE D "SOLVING A CRITICAL HUMAN PROB
LEM" 

The programs outlined by legislation now 
pending-bringing new industry and jobs 
into distressed areas-may take many 
months or years to reach down to the level 
of the man who is now actually unemployed. 
Therefore, outmigration on a carefully 
planned basis is a necessary part of this pro
gram to give immediate relief. The follow
ing four steps are necessary to fulfill such 
a p rogram: 

1. Cou.nseling by employer on termination 
of employee's job and reference by employer 
to the counseling service of the U.S. Employ
ment Service office. If the unemployed per
son has been ·without work for an extended 
period, the USES counselor should provide 
aptitude tests and guidance as needed. 

2. The USES counselor shoud review the 
applicant's aptitude tests, determine where 
he is qualified to work, and then review with 
him the jobs available locally or elsewhere. 
If employment can be found locally, the 
problem is solved at that point. If not, the 
cou.nselor should determine the financial 
ability of the applicant to travel to an area 
offering potential employment to him. 

3. If the applicant cannot find a job 
locally or is not qualified for employment 
out side the area, the counselor should de
termine wheth.er vocational training will 
properly retrain him for a job locally or to 
relocate in another area. If the applicant 
has sufficient finances to attend training 
school on his own, the counselor should so 
recommend. If not, the counselor should 
work out the financial assistance necessary 
(new legislation will be required to give this 
assistance), and the· applicant should be 
encouragen to avail himself of such retrain
ing. 

4. On completion of the retraining course, 
counselor should again consult with appli
cant and provide detailed assistance in 
securililg employment within the area or 
withol!lt. Thfs may require a loan to the 
applica.lilt to enable hiril to travel to an area 
of potentia! employment and ultimately re
locate his family there. 

It is recognized that capital expenditures 
will be required either to expand existing 
vocational schools or construct new ones. 
The pattern for such schools has already 
been developed in both Kentucky and West 
Virginia. 

Such a program, handled primarily on 
the evening shift in vocational schools, could 
process several thousand unemployed work
ers in West Virginia and eastern Kentucky 
and, over a 3-year period, could eliminate 
at least 50 percent of the labor surplus in 
those States. It is doubtfUl that the pro
gram now in the legislative hopper could 
give the same results in a 6-year period, if 
ever. 

A seco.ndary aspect or this training pro
gram i:s the fact that neither West Virginia 
nor Kentucky is currently providing sufficient 
vocational training to h.igh school students, 
particularly those who do not plan to attend 
college. As a result, these young people 
are graduating from high school Without 
proper training to seek gainful employment. 
Thus such a program as outlined herein, 
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when lt has completed its primary objective, 
could be merged Into an expanded training 
program for high school students which 
would better prepare them for gainful em
ployment upon graduation from high school. 

greatly increase employment throughout 
the United States. 

It is the sense of Congress that it is 
in the national interest to foster and en
courage the maintenance and develop
ment of a sound and stable domestic 

SUBCOMMITTEE NO.2 OF COMMIT- mining and minerals industry. Any de
. TEE ON BANKING ·AND CUR- lay in the passage of this piece of legis-
RENCY lation would not only keep a foreign 

stranglehold on our dwindling gold sup-
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask plies, but would further delay the re

unanimous consent that Subcommittee covering of the domestic mining and 
No. 2 of the Committee on Banking and mineral industries, causing irreparable 
Currenc! may be permit~ed to sit tomor- damage to mining and mineral prop
row durmg geperal debate. erties, wastage of human and natural re-

. The SPEAKER pro tempore . . Is tnere sources, and loss of productive capacity. 
objection to t~e !e~uest of the gentleman . Any further delay would have a de-
from West V1rg1ma? . pressing effect upon the Nation's econ-

are eligible for OASDI. benefits under the 
Social Security Act. 

It seems to me the time has arrived, if 
it is not already overdue. when we should 
recognize these facts, and lower the re
tirement age. I have therefore intro
duced a bill in which I propose that re
tirement age be lowered to 60' for men 
and 55 for women. This bill, if passed, 
would substantially relieve the dire prob
lems of the many workers who would 
otherwise have to rely on their own re
sources to bridge the gap between re-

. tirement in fact, and eligibility under 
the Social Security Act . 

I urge that this bill be passed by Con
gress as soon as possible. · 

There was no obJection. omy and threaten national security. 
I cannot urge too strongly upon this LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

A SUBSIDY FOR GOLD PRODUCTION Congress the clear necessity for imme- By unanimous consent, leave of 
diate action. A continuation of the absence was granted to: 

Mr. HECnLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Montana· [Mr. Or.SENJ may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECOJ!.D 
and include-extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, on this 9th 

day of March 1961, I have introduced a 
bill to replenish our dwindling gold re
serves by reopening the Nation's gold 
mmes. Passage of this legislation is 
vital and is absolutely necessary to re
plenish our current gold shortages. 

Today when we are voting a new sub
sidy program for America;s deserving 
feed grain farmers is an appropriate day 
to consider the long forgotten but equally 
deserving gold miners. 

This bill would produce · a product 
which is nonperishable and is storage
able at no increase in cost at Fort Knox. 
What'is more, we are suffering a shortage 
of gold· reserves today in America. 

On March 1 of this · year, the U.S. 
Government ·securities held in custody 
by the Federal Reserve Bank for foreign 
accounts were $5,862 million, a decrease 
of $18 million for the week and an in
crease of $1,270 million from the com
parable date of a year ago. Appearing 
in the Federal Reserve Bulletin of Feb- · 
ruary 1961, foreign short term liabilities 
alone were $21,367 million as of Decem
ber 1960. This is a current showing of . 
the unbalance in our gold reserves and 
our foreign dollar holdings. · 

This is an alarming situation. Mem
bers of the gold industry have been con
cerned about this for some time, but only 
recently has the situation been given 
public recognition. 

President John F. Kennedy's program 
to balance the :flow of dollars will assure 
that gold reserves are not again depleted 
when new gold starts :flowing into the 
Treasury. 

However, we need more gold and the 
only way to get it is to go out and mine 
it. 

The passage of this bill would breathe 
new life into our distressed gold indus
try, and would give a marked increase 
to our empl()yment in the mining indus
try. This bill would provide ·a stimulus 
to the mining industry that would 

strangulation of this depressed-gold-re- Mr~ LESINSKI (at the request of Mr. 
serves situation is unthinkable. The pas- _ BURLESON), for today, and the balance 
sage of this proposed legislation will end of the week; on account of official com
this condition, and I trust within a short . mittee business. 
space of time will result in restoration Mr. BucKLEY <at the request of Mr. 
of gold reserves, in increased employ- MuLTER), for Thursday and Friday, 
ment, and a resumption of sound busi- March 9 and 10, on account of illness. 
ness activity, especially in gold mining 
areas of the country. 

LOWER -AGE LIMIT UNDER SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr . . Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex
tend his _ remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous inatter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 

to_day reintroduced a bill which would 
lower the age at which both men and 
women can receive benefits under title 
II of the Social Security Act. 

When the Social Security Act became 
law in 1935, retirement age was fixed .at 
65. That meant no one could receive a 
penny in old age insurance benefits un
til he reached age 65. Since 1935 the 
only change made in this provision is one 
which allows women to receive benefits 
at age 62. provided they are willing to 
take a substantially reduced benefit. 

I believe that it is time to revise the 
retirement age requirement- so that it 
will more nearly conform to . modern 
conditions. Today many thousands of 
older workers find themselves forced 
into retirement prior to reaching age 65. 
Many find that their skills are no longer 
marketable due to technological changes, 
such as the introduction of automation. 
Others, primarily in one-industry areas. 
find that their employment ceases to ex
ist because of the inability of their em
ployer to meet the competition of new 
products. Still others are forced into 
arbitrary .retirement by employers whose 
retirement policies. emphasize youth 
rather than experience. 

For all of these reasons and many 
m9re, . ~housands of older work~rs find 
themselves on the shelf long before they 
desire to retire, and long before they 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
ti.ve program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. SIKES, for 30 minutes, on Thurs
day, March 16, 1961, and to . withdraw 
his special order for today. 

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS, for 60 minutes, on 
Monday, March 13, and to. withdraw his 
special order for today..-

Mr, HEcHLER, for 15 minutes. on Fri
day, March 10, 1961, and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extrane
ous matter. 

Mr. TAYLOR, for 5 minutes, on Monday, 
March 13, 1961. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. FRIEDEL. 
Mr. 'SCHWENGEL on the tOOth anniver

sary of the inaugural of Abraham Lin
coin, and to include extraneous matter, 
notwithstanding it will exceed 2 pages 
of the RECORD and is estimated by the 
Public Pr.inter to cost $263.25. 

(The . following Member (at the re
quest of .Mr. DEVINE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. 
(The following Members <at the l·e

quest of Mr. HECHLER) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) - -

Mr. WHITENER. 
Mr. BUCKLEY. 
Mr. PuciNSKI in three instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(~t 5 o'clock and 56 minutes p.mJ, the 

.House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
March 10, 1961, at 12 o'clock noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

650. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled "a bill to authorize the Secre
tary of the Army to adjust the legislative 
jurisdiction exercised by the United States 
over lands within the Fort Sheridan Military 
Reservation, Ill ."; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

651. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
transmitting the 47th annual report of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System covering operations for the year 1960, 
pursuant to the Federal Reserve Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

652. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
a draft of a proposed bill entitled "a bill 
to a.mend subsection (e) of section 307 of 
the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, to permit the Commission to re
new a station license in the Safety and Spe
cial Radio Services more than 30 days prior 
to expiration of the original license"; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

653. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled "a bill to authorize the making 
and enforcement of regulations at water 
supply projects in the District of Columbia 
and environs, and for other purposes"; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES 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. MURRAY: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. Report on the Federal 
Executive Pay Act of 1956 and the Classifica
tion Act of 1949 (Rept. No. 69). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. SELDEN: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. Report on Special Study Commission 
to Latin America, Venezuela, Brazil, Argen
tina, Chile, Bolivia, and Panama (Rept. No. 
70) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ABERNETHY (by request): 
H.R. 5388. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Credit Unions Act; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ALFORD: 
H.R. 5389. A bill to amend section 37 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to equal
ize for all taxpayers the amount which may 
be taken into account in computing the re
tirement income credit thereunder; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROMWELL: 
H.R. 5390. A bill to establish a cropland 

adjustment program; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H .R. 5391. A bill to provide for a jury 

commission for each U.S. district court, to 
regulate its compensation, to prescribe its 

duties, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R . 5392. A bill to increase the fees of 
Jury commissioners in the U.S. district 
courts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER (by request): 
H .R . 5393. A bill to amend the Bankruptcy 

Act, as amended; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
H.R. 5394. A bill to amend the National 

Housing Act to assist in providing rental 
housing specially tailored to the needs of 
elderly persons under a program which is 
separate and distinct from the regular 
rental housing program contained in sec
tion 207 of that act; to the Committee on 
Banlting and Currency. 

By Mr. COLLIER: 
H.R. 5395. A bill to amend the War Claims 

Act of 1948 to provide for the payment of 
benefits under such act to certain citizens 
and permanent residents of the United 
States; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 5396. A bill to amend the act of Sep
tember 14, 1959, with respect to sales and 
use taxes imposed by States on sales and 
other business a~tivities in interstate com
merce, and authorizing studies by congres
sional committees of this type of taxation; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORBETT: 
H.R. 5397. A bill to make permanent cer

tain increases in annuities payable from 
the civil service retirement and disability 
fund; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

H.R. 5398. A bill to amend section 507 of 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
with respect to the preservation of basic 
compensation in downgrading actions; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H .R. 5399. A bill to amend the Defense 
Department Overseas Teachers Pay and Per
sonnel Practices Act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS: 
H.R. 5400. A blll to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act and the Social Security Act 
to eliminate all restrictions upon the right 
of an individual to receive benefits simul
taneously under both acts or to receive more 
than one annuity under the Railroad Re
tirement Act; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H.R. 5401. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that full 
benefits (when based upon the attainment 
of retirement age) will be payable to men 
at age 60 and to women at age 55; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOMINICK: 
H.R. 5402. A bill to create a U.S. Foreign 

Service Academy; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
H.R. 5403. A bill to extend the application 

of the Classification Act of 1949 to certain 
positions in, and employees of, the executive 
branch of the Government; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HAGEN of California: 
H.R. 5404. A bill to create four Judicial 

districts for the State of California, to pro
vide for the appointment of four additional 
district judges for the State of California, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 5405. A bill to provide for grants-in~ 

aid to the States for the treatment of nar
cotic drug addicts in closed institutions; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HARDING: 
H.R. 5406. A bill to amend section 334 of 

the Agriculture Adjustment Act of 1938, as 

amended, relating to the apportionment of 
the national acreage allotment for wheat; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 5407. A bill to authorize civil actions 
for the review of administrative determina
tions as to the use of lands of the United 
States for grazing purposes to be instituted 
in judicial districts in which such lands are 
situated, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: 
H.R. 5408. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of a Federal Advisory Council on 
the Arts to a-ssist in the growth and develop
ment of the fine arts in the United States; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H.R. 5409. A bill to authorize the appro

priation of $200,000 for use toward the con
struction of a U.S.S. Arizona memorial 
at Pearl Harbor; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. · 

H.R.5410. A bill to amend section 9(b)(3) 
of the National Labor Relations Act so as to 
eliminate the provision thereof prohibiting 
the certification, as bargaining representa
tive of persons employed as guards, of a la
bor organization which admits to member
ship, or is affiliated with an organization 
which admits to membership, employees 
other than guards; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H .. R 5411. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 
H.R. 5412. A bill to amend the War Claims 

Act of 1948 to provide for the payment of 
benefits under such act to certain citizens 
and permanent residents of the United 
States; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN: 
H.R. 5413. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code to assist small and independ
ent business, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
H.R. 5414. A bill to amend Public Law 

86-506, 86th Congress (74 Stat. 199), ap
proved June 11, 1960; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 5415. A bill to amend the Indian 
Long-Term Leasing Act; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 5416. A bill to include within the 
boundaries of Joshua Tree National Monu
ment, in the State of California, certain fed
erally owned lands used in connection with 
said monument, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. STEED: 
H.R. 5417. A bill to encourage the estab

lishment of voluntary pension plans by self
employed individuals; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TOLL: 
H.R. 5418. A bill to authorize the estab

lishment orf a Youth Conservation Corps to 
provide healthful outdoor training and em
ployment for young men and to advance 
the conserva,tion, development, and man
agement of national resources of timber, 
soil, and range, and of recreational areas; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.R. 5419. A bill to amend the Federal 

Trade Commission Act, to promote quality 
and price sta.bilization, to define and re
strain certain unfair methods of distribu
tion and to confirm and define the rights 
of producers and resellers in the distribu
tion of goods identified by distinguishing 
brands, names, or trademarks, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 5420. A bill relating to documenta
tion and inspection of vessels of the United 
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States; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

H.R. 5421. A bill to amend title 38,. United 
States Code. to provide for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 5422. A blll to regulate the foreign 
commerce of the United States by provid
ing for fair competition between domestic 
industries operating under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act and foreign industries that 
supply articles imported into the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VINSON: 
H.R. 5423. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to take possession of the naval 
oil-shale reserves, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H.R. 5424. A bill to amend the Subversive 

Activities Control Act of 1950 so as to au
thorize the Federal Government to guard 
strategic defense facilities against individ
uals believed disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, or other subversion; to 
the Committee on Un-American Activities. 

By Mr. SCHERER: 
H.R. 5425. A bill to amend the Subversive 

Activities Control Act of 1950 so as to au
thorize the Federal Government to guard 
strategic defense facilities against individ
uals believed disposed to commit acts of 
sabatoge, espionage, or other subversion; to 
the Committee on Un-American Activities. 

By Mr. MACDONALD: 
H.R. 5426. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 in order to provide for 
the certification of air freight forwarders; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 
H.R. 5427. A bill to provide that the 

United States shall hold certain land in trust 
for the members of the Alamo Band of 
Puertocito Navajo Indians; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H.R. 5428. A bill to create four judicial 

districts for the State of California, to pro
vide for the appointment of four additional 
district judges for the State of California, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURRAY: 
H.R. 5429. A bill to change the name of 

the lake formed by Kentucky Dam; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

H.R. 5430. A bill to amend the Defense De
partment Overseas Teachers Pay and Per
sonnel Practices Act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

H.R. 5431. A bill to amend section 507 of 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
with respect to the preservation of basic 
compensation in downgrading actions; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 5432. A bill to make permanent cer
tain increases in annuities payable from the 
civil service retirement and disability fund; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois: 
H.R. 5433. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 5434. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I;_ to the. 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan: 
H.R. 5435. A bill relating to certain in

spections and investigations In metallic and 
nonmetallic mines and quarries (excluding 
coal and lignite mines) !or the purpose of 
obtaining information relating to health and 

safety conditions, accidents, and occupa
tional diseases therein, and for other pur
poses; to the Coxmnittee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr: ASPINALL: 
H.R. 5436. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to take possession of the naval oil- . 
shale reserves, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 5437. -A bill to revise section 3054, 

title 18 of the United States Code, concern
ing the enforcement of certain provisions of 
such code, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COHELAN: 
H .R. 5438. A bill to create four judicial 

districts for the State of California, to pro
vide for the appointment of four additional 
district judges for the State of California, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: 
H .R. 5439. A bill to provide an allowance 

for work clothes for certain postal field serv
ice employees; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H.R. 5440. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code in order to provide a 1-
year period during which certain veterans 
may be granted national service life insur
ance; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 5441. A bill to create four additional 

judicial districts for the State of California, 
to provide for the appointment of four addi
tional district judges for the State of Cali
fornia, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAcK: 
H.R. 54.42. A bill to facilitate the protec

tion of consumers of articles of merchandise 
composed in whole or in part of gold or silver 
from fraudulent misrepresentation concern
ing the quality thereof, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER: 
H.R. 5443. A bill to create four judicial dis

tricts for the State of California, to provide 
for the appointment of four additional dis
trict judges for the State of California, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 5444. A bill to amend the Classifica
tion Act of 1949 to authorize the establish
ment of hazardous duty pay in certain cases; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 5445. A bill to authorize additional so
cial security coverage for certain employees 
of Alameda County, Calif., who were formerly 
city employees, so as to afford them the same 
coverage as is available to other employees of 
such county; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 
H.R. 5446. A bill to amend Public Law 503, 

84th Congress, so as to provide annuities for 
the widows of certain Foreign Service officers 
who retired prior to the effective date of the 
Federal Employees Group Life Insurance Act 
of 1954; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H.R. 5447. A bill to amend the Federal Re

serve Act to provide that the terms of of
fice of the Chairman and Vice Chairman o! 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System shall expire upon the expira
tion of the term of office of the President; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BAIT.,EY: 
H.R. 5448. A bill to amend the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act to provide for 
the sealing off of certain abandoned coal 
mines so as to prevent the pollution of water
ways, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
H.R. 5449. A bill to amend title n of the 

Vocational Education Act of 1946. relating to 
practical nurse training, and !or other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. AVERY: 
H.J. Res. 291. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H .J. Res. 292. Joint resolution deciaring 

the first Tuesday after the first Monday of 
November of each even-numbered year to 
be a legal public holiday; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OLSEN: 
H.J. Res. 293. Joint resolution to encourage 

the discovery, development, and production 
of domestic gold; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.J. Res. 294. Joint resolution to authorize 

the Secretary of Commerce to sell 10 Liberty 
type merchant vessels to citizens of the 
United States for conversion into barges; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. WHARTON: 
H.J. Res. 295. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. COLLIER: 
H. Con. Res. 194. Concurrent resolution op

posing further reduction of tariffs by Execu
tive order; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H. Res. 215. Resolution establishing a Spe

cial Committee on the Captive Nations; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H. Res. 216. Resolution establishing a Spe

cial Committee on the Captive Nations; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
The Speaker presented a memorial of the 

Legislature of the State of Idaho, memorial
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States relative to requesting that 
necessary action be taken to authorize the 
National Park Service of the United States to 
make a survey and study of the Clearwater 
Valley area of Idaho for the purpose of se
lecting a site for the erection of a monument 
to the Lewis and Clark Expedition, which 
was referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOELSON: 
H.R. 5450. A bill for the relief of Elsa H. 

Walkowiak; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. KILDAY: 
H.R. 5451. A bill for the relief of Charles 

H. Denny; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 5452. A bill to confer jurisdiction 

on the U.S. Court of Claims to hear, deter
mine, and render judgment on the claims 
of. the Burnham Chemical Co .. against the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H.R. 5453. A bill to incorporate the Presi
dent's Trophy Bowl Game; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 
H.R. 5454. A bill for the relief of Regina 

Chrya; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SCHADEBERG: 

H.R. 5455. A bill for the relief of Evalyn 
Mahoney; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. SIKES: 
H.R. 5456. A bill to provide for the con

veyance of . certain real property of the 
United States to the former owners thereof; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 5457. A bill for the relief of Doris 
A. Reese; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.R. 5458. A bill for the relief of Sp. SC. 

Arnulfo C. Imbat; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 5459. A bill for the relief of Kather
ine Rice; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R . 5460. A bill for the relief of Kenneth 
L. Hornum, Kenneth M. Rasmussen, Robert 
F. Reid, and Ronald L. Wick; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CURTIN: 
H.R. 5461. A bill for the relief of the 

Pennsbury Paint Co.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DULSKI (by request): 
H.R. 5462. A bill for the relief of Avelino 

Fernandez Gomez; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

88. By Mr. KOWALSKI: Petition of the 
Public Utilities Commission of th'e State of 
Connecticut regarding enactment of proposed 
amendments to the Natural Gas Act; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

89. Also, petition of the Public Utilities 
Commission of the State of Connecticut ex
pressing its opposition to enactment of H.R. 
976, a proposed amendment to the Inter
state Commerce Act; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The 111 th Anniversary of Birth of 
Thomas G. ~asaryk 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROMAN L. HRUSKA 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, March 9, 1961 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, Tues
day, March 7, marked the 111th anni
versary of the birth of Thomas G. 
Masaryk, the founder and the first 
President of Czechoslovakia, and a phi
losopher of world renown. 

The interest of U.S. citizens in this 
historical figure arises from at least two 
sources: One is that he married an 
American girl. The second is that his 
life and his memory have a sustaining 
influence on the ideology of real de
mocracy. This is proved by the fact 
that about a year ago there was issued 
a commemorative stamp in memory of 
Thomas G. Masaryk, as one of the cham
pions of liberty. His influence in Czech
oslovakia and elsewhere in central Eu
rope is considered so detrimental to the 
cause of the U.S.S.R. that whenever 
letters bearing his likeness on the stamp 
attached thereto were mailed from this 
country to Russia, they were either 
turned back or were destroyed. 

Mr. President, I have prepared a brief 
statement covering some of the things 
for which he stood and his biography. 
I ask unanimous consent that the state
ment be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HRUSKA 

Tuesday, March 7, marked the lllth an
niversary of the birth of Thomas G. Masaryk, 
founder and first President of Czechoslo
vakia. 

In this era of uncertain relations with 
an ideology bent on burying us, it is espe
cially appropriate for us to pay honor to 
this champion of liberty and to heed the 
example Of those, like him, who would not 
rest until the cause of freedom prevailed 
in their land. 

Masaryk's name is linked with the cause 
of freedom, as once his country was. He 

remains, however, an inspiration to all free
dom-seeking peoples, just as his country now 
is a tragic reminder that his work must be 
done again. 

The life of Thomas Masaryk has been 
closely associated with our country. He 
married an American girl and took her 
family name, Garrigue, as his middle name. 
The democratic ideals he advocated were 
intluenced by American concepts. During 
his years of exile and fight for independence 
for his homeland, he resided and taught 
here. In America he first obtained a formal 
declaration of sympathy with the cause of 
Czechoslovak independence. And with that 
sponsorship, the new Czech nation emerged 
in 1918 out of the ruins of the Austro
Hungarian Empire. Within a few years, 
Czechoslovakia became a prosperous and re
spected country in the European Continent. 

Today the principles he espoused have 
been uprooted in his country. This rejec~ 
tion was emphasized in recent days by the 
change in title of the government to include 
the word socialist, so as to identify the state 
even more closely with the Soviet sphere. 
In keeping with that program, even the 
name of Masaryk is to be expunged. Amer
ican letters carrying a postage stamp issued 
in his honor have been denied entrance into 
the country. The historic words which em
body the philosophy of Masaryk's life, "truth 
prevails," are now whispered and hardly 
heard in his homeland. 

On the occasion of the anniversary of his 
birth it is exceedingly important that we 
pay honor to the memory of Thomas Masaryk 
and to renew our assurance to his oppressed 
countrymen that their cause of freedom con~ 
tinues to be the objective of liberty-loving 
peoples everywhere. 

Amerigo Vespucci: 14Sl-1Si2 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 9, 1961 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, Amer
igo Vespucci was the son of a notary in 
Florence, Italy, and he was fortunate to 
have been born in the classic age of ex
ploration and discovery. True to his 
age, he was very much interested in nav
igation and exploration. He was also 
fortunate in his association with the 

famous Medici merchants of Italy, which 
offered him the best opportunity for sail
ing and seeing many parts of the then 
known world. Thus, at about 1500 when 
he entered the services of Don Manuel 
of Portugal, he had already seen and 
visited nearly all the famous cities in his 
day. He persuaded his patron to send 
hini on expeditions beyond the seas, be
yond the unknown. Soon he sailed away 
from European shores, crossed the At
lantic and is reported to have arrived at 
Cape Canaveral, Fla. He turned south 
and sailed as far down as the shores of 
Brazil. Having thus touched the shores 
of the two continents, he gave to both his 
name, Amerigo, soon to be known as 
America. Today on the 51oth anniver
sary of his birth, we honor this daring 
and adventurous son of a Florentine 
notary, Amerigo Vespucci. 

Our Republic: Bulwark Against the 
Tyranny of Majorities 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

· HON. KATHARINE ST. GEORGE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 9, 1961 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, the 
following excellent statement on the dif
ference between a democracy and a re
public appeared in the recent newsletter, 
Spotlight, published and distributed by 
the Committee for Constitutional Gov
ernment. It was written by the very 
able and distinguished senior Senator 
from the State of Maine, the Honorable 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH. 

Mrs. SMITH has covered the subject 
briefly, clearly, and completely. Her 
statement of the difference between a 
republic and a democracy has never been 
more perfectly set forth even in the Fed
eralist Papers, where the subject is gone 
into at more length. In fact, it was 
James Madison who wrote in these same 
Federalist Papers: 

Hence, it is that such democracies have 
ever been spectacles of turbulence and con
tention; have ever been found incompati
ble with personal security or the rights of 
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