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Grain Terminal Association

THE FUNDAMENTAL FACTS

It was good of you to invite me to your meeling.

I see o great many femiliar faces here, and I know that I always find
familiar ideals and objectives among people like you.

And, of course, it's fine to get back home to Minnesota.

But what I particularly appreciate is that this is the kind of a meeting
in which we can talk hard common sense about the problems and responsibilities
that face American agriculture -- that face you in your work in the G.T.A. --
and that face me in my work as a member of the Senate Committee on Agriculture.

It's at meetings like this -- meetings of Americans who want to reach a
real solution to their problems -~ that national policy is molded.

That's the way it should be. The Congress and the President of the
United States have the responsibility for putting national policy into law
and for seeing that the law is carried out. But it should be ~-- and it is --
the people of this Nation who determine what the policy is going to be.

I know that you've invited me to come here for Jjust one purpose.

You want me to tell the facts sbout agriculture, as I see them. You're
not interested in long-winded explanations -- or excuses -~ Or apologies
as to why we do this and do not do that.

Many of the young men of this Nation are facing bullets and shells
and loneliness and cold on the Korean front. That's their job at the moment,
and God knows they're doing it beautifully.

All we on the home front have to face is facts -- and God knows we

need to.
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So let's begin by taking an honest inventory. What's been happening in
agriculture in the past 30 years or so? Where do we stand now? What can we
see on the road ahead -- what problems -- what pitfalls? What can we do to
solve the problems and avoid the pitfalls?

The fact that next month there will be a change in the political admin-
istration of the Nation's affairs mekes it all the more necessary that we
take this kind of inventory.

We need to examine agricultural policy. We need to make sure that it
is on the right track and that it stays on the right track.

Now, I'm going to say at this point -- without any pussyfooting, because
I don't know how to pussyfoot -- I'm going to say that,in my opinion, no
country ever had a better farm program than we have here in the United
States.

It is said that Henry David Thoreau once tasted a strawberry and then
he remarked: '"Doubtless God could have made a better berry; but doubtless
God. never did."

That's the way I feel about the farm program we have: Doubtless there
could have been a better program; but doubtless there never was. And yet,
it is equally certain that some improvements can, and must, be made.

In something less than the next 30 minutes, I'm going to try to cover
30 years of agricultural histpry.

At the end of those 30 minutes, I hope most of you will agree with me
on three points. (l) It is absolutely essential for the welfare and
security of this Nation that we maintain our agriculture in a sound and
prosperous condition. (2) Agriculture has a good farm program todasy --

but today's program must be improved to meet tomorrow's problems.
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(3) We must preserve certain basic ingredients which have been fundamental
to a sound agriculture -- and fundamental to our democratic ideals -- namely,
the cooperative principle, the principle of farmer administration of
agricultural programs, and finally, the principle of the family farm.

Now let's begin that inventory, by going back a little more than
30 years -- back to the days just after the close of World War One.

Not only agriculture, but the whole country, came out of that war
riding the crest of an economic floodtide. Optimistically, some folks
assumed it would last forever. Actually, it lasted about a year and a
half.

The boom, so far as farmers were concerned, broke in June 1920.

At that time the price of wheat on farms was $2.50 a bushel. Eighteen
months later, in December 1921, wheat was down below a dollar a bushel.

Not only the price of wheat, but the price of everything the farmer
had to sell was collapsing all around him. Between 1920 and 1921 farm
mortgages went up nearly two billion dollars. Farmers were borrowing to
the hilt to keep going. But in that same period farm assets came down
about 7 billion dollars. In other words, farmers were borrowing on
assets that were melting away week by week -- that was like buildiﬁg a
house on a foundation of snowballs.

Is it any wonder that in five years, half a million farmers went
broke -- an average of a hundred thousand a year?

That was a real bust -- a tragic bust from which agriculture did not
fully recover for many years.

Bgﬂit was also a lesson. It was a lesson that unfortunately went
unheeded throughout the twenties -- a lesson that the Nation learned
belatedly in the thi{zpie;;and a lesson that you and I must help to make

sure will not be forgotten in the fifties.
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Throughout the 1920's we had a succession of surpluses that we didn't
know how to handle. First, it was wheat, then it was hogs, then it was milk,
then it was potatoes, then it was cotton, then it was potatoes and wheat again.
Surpluses, and what to do about them, became a big question mark in the minds
of American farmers.

Along with surpluses, we ran into trouble over prices. The big cotton
crop of 1926, for example, brought farmers only three-fourths as much return
as the much smaller crop of 1924. The big wheat crop of 1928 was less profitable
than the smaller crop of 1927.

What to do about prices in time of surplus was a second big question
mark.

Because, as I have just mentioned, the American people had seen how fast
prices could collapse, and how far they could fall, in the smashup of 1920-21.
And they had seen what could happen to farmers as the result.

They were also beginning to learn what could happen to farm land. When
they looked at our farm land they saw millions of acres that had lost much
of their topsoil and organic matter. A lot of rich soil had been allowed to
go down to the sea in mud and to blow out across the mountains and the Atlantic
in yellow swirls of dust. That was a third guestion mark =-- how to protect
the land against erosion and depletion.

Next the people saw, as they looked out across the Nation, hundreds of
thousands of farm families stranded like skows on a sandbar, cultivating land
that was too poor or too small to provide them with a decemt living.

They saw close to half our farmers living as tenants or croppers on land

they didn't own and therefore, all too often, didn't cherish.
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They saw great crowds of "Oakies" pushed or starved or dried off their
land, and moving West -- always West -- hoping for another start.

They saw 90 percent of American farm families without electric lights.

And during the early thirties, they saw hordes of people moving from
farms to the cities looking for non-existent jobs, while an even larger
number moved from the cities to the farms looking for non-existent security.

The people of this Nation saw these things. They set to work on programs
that would make American agriculture more secure, more productive,and more
Prosperous .

We all know how farmers -- cooperating in national programs == began to
fight erosion and depletion, and to build up the fertility of their land.

We know how farmers borrowed the plan of Joseph in the 014 Testament
and began to store reserves of grain, cotton, end other crops in good years
for use in lean years.

We know how tenants and sharecroppers were helped to buy their own farms,
and how the marginel tiller of the soil was helped to get more land, livestock,
and equipment so he could live a better and fuller life.

You folks know all about these things -- because you had a part in
bringing them about.

I'm proud of the progress we've made in agriculture.

We have tackled everyone of these problems: surpluses -- price protection -=-
conservation -- electrification -- credit -- fam ownership.

We have not solved all of these problems, because you don't find it
a simple matter to solve in a couple of decades problems of long standing
such as these.

But we have made good strides, and I repeat what I sald earlier: Doubtless

there could have been a better farm program, bubt doubt less there never was.

I'm proud of the conservation story.
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I'm proud that four farms out of five are now in soil conservation
districts. I'm proud that the use of lime under the ACP program has increased
to six times what it was in 1936 and that the use of phosphate has increased
to more than 20 times what it was in 1936.

I'm proud of the story of rurel electrification, where we have turned
the figures around. When REA was started only about one farm in ten had high
line service. Today only about one farm in ten is without it. I'm proud of
the fact that electric power has turned many a farm from a rural sweatshop
to a family home.

I'm proud of the credit story -- how millions of farms have been helped
toward greater security, more efficient operation,and farm ownership.

I repeat that
/ Two decades ago close to one-half the farms of the country were operated
by tenants or croppers. Today three-fourths of the farms aggaperated by the
families that own them.

I'm proud of the story of research -- which has helped increase farm
output per man-hour 80 percent above the level of 20 years ago, and more
than doubled the level of 30 years ago. I'm proud of the new things we're
doing in agriculture -- the new type hogs and the new methods of feeding
cattle and poultry.

I'm proud of the production story -- an increase in farm production
of almost one-hslf in 20 years -- and the better diets greater production
has made possible.

I'm proud of the democracy of our agriculture, of the way farm progrems
are administered in all the counties and communities by farmers themselves,
who are elected to do the Jjob by farmers themselves.

And I'm proud of the wise leadership and legislative action that underlief
all of the existing farm programs and which have made all these programs

effective.
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In the light of the critical world situation that now exists, we ought
to be extremely proud that agriculture 1s one of our major bulwarks of strength.

And it is a major pulwark, let's not forget that. |

We could have steel and oil and aluminum and coal and rubber till they
were running out of our ears -- we could have five times as many planes and
tanks and ships and bazookas and shells with atomic warheads and even hydrogen
bombs as any other nation in the world -- but if we didn't have food and fiber
and timber we couldn't fight a week.

But because we do have the most productive agriculture in the world, we
can turn out the food and fiber we need with only one person out of nine in our
civilian labor force actually engaged in agriculture.

Where would we be today if the United States, like many other nations xx
andxpyokabkxy in the world -- and probably including the Soviet Union -- had to
have half of its eivilian labor force working on farms to produce enough for
the people to go on living?

Where would we look for %he industrial power to build our defenses against
aggressors?

Where would we look for the manpower to build planes and ships and
bombs, much less to fight with them?

Without the progress we have made, where would we look for the agricultural
raw materials to build the kind of an economy we now have -- because nearly
two-thirds of the raw materials that enter into our manufacturing and processing
{industries are produced on Americean farms and forest land?

That's what a sound and productive agriculture means to the welfare and

security of the American people.
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Back in 1910, when our national population numbered 92 million, it took
more than 12 million workers in agriculture to produce the food and fiber
we needed. Today with a population of 157 million, we have more farm production
per capita than in 1910, but we have less than 10 million workers in agriculture.

If we had proportionately as many people working in agriculture today as
in 1910, we would need nearly 21 million workers, or 11 million more than we
now have.

Most of this agricultural progress has been made in the past decade and
a half. Output per man-hour in agriculture has increased at a much faster
percentage rate in recent years than output per man-hour in industry.

Farmers deserve a world of credit for that achievement. But in the past
few years it must seem to some farmers that they are not getting much more than
a pat on the back for their new production records.

For many years we've heard the managers of industry tell labor that the
way to get more income was by stepping up output.

Well, agriculture has recently shown industry a trick or two in this field,
and farmers are wondering why it hasn't shown up more in their income figures.

Teke these figures. This year farm output is currently estimated at
12 percent higher than in 1947. But the net income of farm operators this
year is estimated at 16 percent less than in 1947. The purchasing power of

that net income is actually 26 percent below 1947.

That just doesn't make sense. If big business was being put through s
high cost squeeze the way agriculture is, they'd be yelling so loud we'd
hear echoes coming back from the moon.

We need to improve that situation. That's one of the matters we must
do some hard, serious thinking about. Because the prospects are that farm
net income is going to decline some more in 1953, largely because farm costs

of operation are still rising, while export demand is falling off.
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I hope you won ruisu. np V}f. pessimistic about the

future -- provided we do the things necessary tc fill certain gaps in our

farm program picture. Nobody, it seems to me, could look at the agriculture
of this country, with all its record of splendid achievement, without
ieeling a surge of confidence.

But we gust can't afford to shut out eyes to problems like this
one of declining farm income,

Farmers, working with government, have developed a fine farm storage-
loan system for stabiliiing supplies ancd prices of the so-called storable
commouities. No longer are the producers of wheat and corn, for example,
at the merey of speculators every btime that supply and demand get somewhat
out of balance.

But we still have te very dif ficult problem of how to protect
the mroducers of perishables.

The Midwestern farmer simply cannot te expected to shrug his shoulders
and take it vhen the price of hogs sinks far below the peint of fair return,

The milk producer here in Minnesota has a right to expect a rea 1
honest~to-heaven effort on the part of his government to work out an
efifective method of supvort on milk.

But you, know, just as well as I do, that the proposals of the
Secretary of Agriculture which he mde over three and a half years ago
were not fairly studied —- they were simply rebuked.

The problem is <till with us — 44 months after a solution was
proposeds Nobody else has come up with a different answer -- or in fact

any «rswer.
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Il the les: @@elln pr¥nﬁnine, they prove that 1t

is in the Nation's interest [ 1 agriculture te have an adequate, mlis_' ic,
effective system of price support — not just on storevles which bring in
one-fourth or less of total farm inceaw , but z1so on perishables which bring
in the majority of farm income.

We are now operating under legislation which pledges support of the
basic storables at not less than 90 percent of perity through 1954. That is
sound price support legislatiocn, aml it has been endorsed by the Presidente
elect. Jut we are alsc living under the shadow of the so-called sliding
scale, because the cperation of the sliding scale hes merely been suspended

for the pext two years.
I vant to emphasize so that it will be perfeetly clear that the

90 percent price support progrém under present law is bul temporary. The
The baesic Agricultural Act of 1549 ss amended by the Bind Congress provides
vhat inl9b4 unless other wcticn is taken the sliding scale of 90 percent
to 60 percent of parity and in some instances even lewer joes into effeet.
puring all the speech meking of the campelin some of us may have forpotten
this fact. The sliding soale rice support program is not just a theory,

it is incorporated in the law. Unless during thece next two years we change
that law.

It ought Lo be crystal clesr tat the main price support of §0
percent of parity is the vary least thai American sgriwltuwre should expect.
If thoge who are a dicted to the theory of szliding scale insist upon main-
tainirg the integoity ol their theory may [ suggest that the range of
sliding be charged fvom 60 to 80 percent of perity te 100 percent. It 1w in
this manmer thet we can encowrapge vitally meeded agricultural producticn in
deficit aress. It is in this munner thet o sound econvsdc structure for

prericen sgriculiure cen mve a reasconsble degree of security.
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The old 60 to 90 mr@.@e{;}nynmuw, is tesed on

o funiamentel error 4in historical and economic fact., Ihe error is the notion

that low prices for fam promcts w1l automatically be followed by low pro=-
duetd (n, thus brimcing production inte balance with demand.

How agricultural history has something te say on this peint.

7e ask the question: #hen were farm prices at their all-tive
low in this country? igricultural history mewers: In 19%2,

ind when were harvested scres at the ir all-tize high? agricultural
history enswers egain; The same year -- 195%.

Thatts the fundamentsl e- or in the sliding scale notien thet price
supparts sheald ve luwest at the time wien supplies ere highest and farwers
need support the most. 4and thet supperts should be highest when sup-lies are
low and Larmers need support lesst. It seems to me it's about the same as
giving a fellow @ pair of guspendors because w's gol & belt, and taking his
susperd ers away if he doesn't happen to have a belt.

Thie mmtter of & reslistic price suppart policy is important becsuse
it is tied up with the [uture fimencial ability of furmers to maintain conservation
practices on their land.

I#'s ticd up with their fimncizl suilivy te adopt new farming
e thods mede availeble through resesrch,.

it's tied up with the financdsl ebllity of famers to meke fuller
ure of eleciric power.

It'e ticd up with their Mnancisl ability to provide a decent
livelihood for thelr families, so that farming will be an attractive occups tion.

Tt's tied up with thelr fimsncis)l abiliy to own their own farms.

It's tied up, in short, wWith thoir Cinancial sbility to get ahead,
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Farmers today simply hﬂ@ IQY gufficient to meet their
opuratirg costs in order @ ness, Just like mny other busiress.
Twenty years ago, farmers picked up tlelr seed corn out of their own fidds.
Now, they go to town and buy hybrid seed, and they pay cash for it. Twenty
¥ ars ago, farmers could raise their own fuel in the ostfield. Today, it is
pumped out of & tank truck, ad they have to pay cash for it. Tweniy years
ago, iarmers could patch up the old drill and binder, they could cvensmaw up
some home-grown logs and re-build their old drag, when planting or lmrvest
time came around. Today, farmers have gobt to have expensive and complicated
machinery-- noct merely to operaif on & competitive busis, but in order to get
the work done at all becawe timre simply isn't encugh labor available to do
it rhe hard way.

In 1240, farmers spent less than §6 biiliens (14,867,000,000) for
roduction expenses, not counting labor. Last year (1261) they spent nearly
$18 tillions (§17,808,000,000).

The caesh outlay for lavor on farms exactly tripled in Lhe same

pericd —- fprom opne billlon ¥1 million dollars in 1940 to three billion 95 millicn

@ llars in 1851.

Farmers have got te get prices suificient to cover thege tremendously
increaged cash expenses in order to :tay in tusiness. The total reserves held
by farmers at tie beglaming of 1968 were barely enough to cover one year's
production expenses. A single year ol wrop fallure would have ciesned out
smerdcan agriculture, A couple years of depression prices would tust American
farmrs and drive them out of business.

This question of grice support, therciore, is cne of the fundamental
factes of the future with which spriculture will have to deal.

Conservation is anotler such fundamental fact. How shall we best
wntinue the corravation work of recent years in order to prevent waste of

owr ratural resources? Hoe shall we continue the job of building new strength
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Frankly, I am oncerned when I hear it sald, as | sometimes do, that
@ nservation is a luury that has no place in the present emergemcy. 7o me,
aich a statement is a contession of imnorance -- ignorance of the role that
agricuiture plays in the defense aml security of owr vountry. It would be no
more £illy to cut down on the proiuction of planes in this critical period
than it would be to lessen the ability of our land to carry the burden of
agricultural produwtion. The land, after all, is like the human bedy.
athlete vho hee to put great s train on his body goes into training. He has
& ppecial diet, full of Lody=building focds. b now that re are bleeding
the scil to get record pro uction, some people went to out down on seil-
tuilding programs.

Another thing that concerns me Just as much ag these sttacks on
@ meervation is the fact that some critics also want to wipe out the
demoeratic larmgr-elected committee sysiem.

That's a kind of thinking that 1'd never be able to under: and if
T lived to be 900 years old.

This democracy in - griculture that nes been developed through the
farmer comnittees is the linest practical demonstration of economic democracy
tiat this country hee ever produced.

It places not only adainistration, but in & very real ictic way,
policy-mekirg, in the hands of the people temselves, No other branch of
governmnt places &s much faith in thepeople us does the Le;artment of
Agriculture in ite operaticns under the farmer coumittees,

The future of farmer cooperatives is ancother fact with which we must
be concermod. You end I know that cooperatives serve the cause of ‘fne enter-
prise. Lhey are democracies in miniature. They supplement individual initiative

and sction, but they elso depend on the initiative and garticipution of their
members to maike their oper-ations swecessiul,



Mum is a living example

of & successful, practical, growing cooperative. It hes been a blessing to
thousands of farmers throughout the Midwest. It haselood like a mighty
army in defemse o agricultwal security. Americs peeds more UTAs, mare
md betteor farm cooperatives, and the government of the United States sheuld
act as a friend to the farmers ccoperative.

fer my part, I respect the pledges of the imcoming acministration
to continue the governmental poliqy of encowraging co-Ope.

A1l these fundamental facts of the future are related to the really
big problem that our agriculture must solve — the problem of iuture production.

ve now have 157 million persons in owr pepulation. 0y 1375 we nmay
number 190 million, or more. Meantime the number of people on farms continue
to decrease, and new screage, for c¢cenomic cultivation, is jrowing much more
plowly then is population.

Agein, let me haesten to forestall any possible misunderstanding. I
do not foresee a hunger problem in this country.

“hat I do foresee is the need to keep on increasirg output per man~hour -
per atre == and per animal. How shall we do thaty, if not by comtinuing to push
back the (rontiers of agriciltural knowled e through rescarch? FHow shall we
do it, if pot by cortinuing to brirmg the results of sgricultural research to
the farmer’'s doorstep through programs of education?

How shall.ue increase prodﬁctim if by not bringing high cost
land into agricultural use through irrigation, reclamation, and expanded soil
conservation programs. It is here again thet the price support program becomes
a matber of natioml policy with an expending populaticn, with lewer pecple on
wr famg, with over greater requirvments in the intematicms) field American

agriculture needs a natioml econemic policy that promotes preoduction, that
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encourages Loe umlog@! @rvlﬂ, m\qut practices, ond new

Frocesslng. In vims of crisis we grant Acerican industry many privileges
and Lengiite., There is tex smortization certiiicates, cost-plus contracts,
large grants and lesns lor expancing plants, governmsnt assi:tance in terms
of machine toels end equipment, tremendous sume for research and vevelopment.
411 this ie necessary in arder to protect ur nmatiomal security, in order
to meet the needs of ow people in tle moderm world. PBut if this kind of
speclal emphasis is required for amerdcan inmdustry, and Ly the way it is
supperted by industry, whols there than can jJustifiably criticize or oppese
a program for ismenﬁn agriculture desigmed to mintain sgricultural produc-
tion and agricultuwal econosdc stability? It is iamperative that we think in
terms of lacte - LI lacte of population, the lacts of acreage, the facts of
the internstioml orisis, rthe facts of the price structure. hen we think in
terms of these facts anc plan in Lersms of these known facts we will readily
gee that the beginnings which heve been made during these pagt twenty yvars in
agricultural policy are not enough. It is tize to re-assess the entire program
in light of existing conditions and possibilities of [uluwe reguirements. ‘e
cannet affort any lag, any falling behind for agriculture. The economie
facte of today clearly poimt cut that sgriculture is slipping in terms of
net income. It is being squeezed in terms of prices for what it sedls and
what I cuys. 5o let's wake up and start planning now for the tomorrows, lest
we be too late.

I said when I began this talk thst | was geing to try to tell you
facts ap I see them - sweet o bitter, with or withoul sugar-ccating.

Here's one Aurdamental fact thet isn't golnute taste very good.

It'e the 1 mediste pleture for agricultural exports.



In the year t@@t[m, angltuul exporte mashed all

reccrds. They were valued «t 4 billion dollars. But for the year ahead, their
véule is expected tc be gubstantially less.

vheat exports probably will be lwer. This 1s because prespects for
wheat supplies in foreign countriecs have generally inproved. There has been
a record (eancaian wheat crop. Production prospects have improved for lestern
turope and the Near Last. AlL this points Lo reduced wheat experts Iroam this
country «

Now this is something !or Mmnesots vwheat {ammers to think about.

On the averege, about cre-third of our amnual whest procuction is exported.
Or in other words, ome b of every tives bushels of Wipnescla wheat has
been supplying foreign markets.

If the foreign mrkets for wheat fall off too wharply, it will mesan
B rder tises lor wheat farmers nexi yesr.

All of you who are acquainted with the Internationsl Fheat Agreement
know that it is a program which helps our country to protect its foreign
merkete for wheat. The Intemationsl ‘h at igreement is & 4~year contract
ertered into by countries wh;wh export and import weat. In the contract they
agree to certain lLerue vhich serve to stabllize world wheat prices over the
dmyeer pericd and which also serve to stabilize the amounts of wheat to be in-
w lved in world trade.

je @ member of the International fheat Agreement, in other words,
we hve saum measure of control over the internstional trading in wheat and
can errenge {or exports in advence. We can prevent ow being caught short
of foreign mriets at a tise when we have large supplies te export.

This sgreemernt is up for remewal again early next year. It will

probebly toke soze time to work out & new contract. One pelnt of dirfference



will be over prices. 0@&@1’ 5 may mered with regpect te

the quotag of wheat involved.

Bt one of the things thet will worry othur countries most will
be the gverall policy of the U. S. with respect to foreign trade. They don't
1ike world trade to be a ome-way street. They 1ike to get ocwr wheat, but
they naturally like to exchange goods of their own with us,

What other countries want to know is: Lo we stand for “reciprocsl
trade" or just “cme-way" trade?

Thet's & subject that'll add difficulties to the working out of
a new, 4-year Intermatioml "heat Agreement. And it's a subject that falls
right in the laps of Minnesota farmers, just se it does for farmers all
acrves the Nation.

Yes, if vorld trade is geing to flourish —- if we are %o expand
our export markets -- we had better be thinking in tems of two-way trade —
reciprocal trade.

If we turn away the hungry peoples of the underdeveloped areas of
the world, where are they golmg to go? You knos, and I know. The “oviet
Union is alvays quick to make glowing promises. Putl the goviet Union and some
of its satellites are surplus food producing countries, just as «e are. And
the men in the Mmknwlhow 40 ure ‘ool - Just as they know how t© us e
fear and sex and wiips @d guns -~- to . apbure the souls and the bodles of men
@d wonen.

Now, one closing thought.

I've been taldng about farm history, farm problems, and farm v ograms.
Je are going to keep on making farm history of the right kinmd, ard solving
farm provlems in the right way 1f we continue Lo think about lfarm programns

with the right atiitwie.



FROM Farmers Union Grain Terminal Association, Convention News Rooms, St, Paul
Auditorium, Cedar 3112--Cedar 8397

FOR Release Tuesday P,M., December 9, 1952

Sen, Hubert H, Humphrey of Minnesota called for new legislation to strengthen the
nation's farm program today (Tuesday),

Speaking before stockholders and delegates at the 1952 meeting of Farmers Union Grain
Terminal Association in the St, Paul Auditorium, Senator Humphrey said that in the present
critical state of world affairs this countrycannot afford to ignore theserious farm squeeze,
with farm costs constantly going up while farmprices keep going down,

The Senator, in enumerating a three~point program for a healthy farm economy, declardd
that "today's farm laws must be improved to meet tomorrow!s problem,"

He told more than 3,500 Northwest farmers at the 1l5thannual meeting of the Grain
Terminal Association that agriculture,is "one of our major bulwarks of strengthy"

"We could have steel, oil, aluminum, coal and rubber stockpiled enough for 100 years,
but if we don't have food and fiber and timber we couldntt fight for a week,"

Humphrey enumerated the three points to be considered in talking about sound farm
programs, They are:

1, A program to maintain ocur agriculture in a sound and prosperous condition as an
absolute necessity for the general welfare and security of this nation.

2o Recognition that agriculture has a good farm program today, but also to be more
aware that today's programs must be improved to meet tomorrow's problems,

3. We must preserve basic ingredients which have been fundamental to a sound ag=
riculture,

Under the last point, Senator Humphrey listed the "cooperativeprinciple, the prineciple
of farmer administration of farm programs, and finally the principle of the farm family,"

Senator Humphrey reviewed the history of agriculture during the past 30 years, and said
that one of the important lessons we have learned is that it is in "the nation's interest
to have an adequate, realistic, effective system of price support--not just onm storables
which bring in one-fourth or less of the total farm income, but also on perishables which

bring in a majority of farm income,
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"We are now operating under legislation which pledges support of the basic
storables at not less than 90 percent of parity through 195L." Senator Humphrey
pointed out. "That is sound price support legislationy and it should be endorsed
by President-elect Eisenhower,"

Seaator Humphrey warned, however, that farmers are still "living under the
shadow of the sliding scale on price supports, which has merely been suspended for
two years.

The Senator emphasized that the 90 percent price support program uncer the
present law is only temporary.

"The basic Agricultural Act of 1949 as amended by the 82nd Congress provides
that by the end of 185L, unless other action is taken, the sliding scale of 90
to égﬁ;ercent of parity, and in some cases even lower, goes into effect," he said.

Senator Humphrey characterized the sliding scale of price supports as a
"funddmental erroe, based on the notion that low prices for farm producbs will
automatically be foldowed by low production, thus bringing producton in balance
with demand."

He supported this statement by pointing out that in the "depression year of
1932" farm prices were at their lowest but the number of acres put into production
were at an all=time high,

Mechanization has bhanged the concept of agriculture in many areas, and has
made farmers more dependent on cash income than they were even 25 years ago,
he explaineds For that reason a realistic price support policy for agriculture
is important to the entire nation.

Senator Humphrey emphasized throughout his talk that "Farmers simply must

get adequate cash returns to meet operating costs in order to stay in business‘
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He cited examples of how farm coete have risen since 1940, In thsat
yesr, he said, farmers spent $5,000,000,000 for produstion costs, not connting
lsbor. Last year they spent mearly $18,000,0003000,

puring the 1l0eyear period, he zdded, the cash outlay for labor costs
gripled, from $1,031,000,000 to $3,095,000,000.

Senator Humphrey wemt on to praise gooperatives for the roles they
have played in aiding farmeTs. "ocperutives have stood as & nighty army
in defense of agricultural security,” he ssid.

Commenting on Republican campaign promises, Senator Humphrey said
he respects IMEXHL "the pledges of the incoming sdministration to céntinue

the governmental policy of encoursging go=0pe.”

wllm
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