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In that depressed year, rcr-lh'lhu-ootthmumn
income was 7.36. By 156, that share had risen to 10,8%. For

1953, it is now of ficlally estimated to be only GeSfe
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parity position of farmers, the farmers' share of the food dollar,

and what farmers keep from gross income -- are also all sharply

down, according to the Us S. News and World Report.

These are warnings that must be heeded, if we are to

avert the kind of collapse that has plunged us into past

depressions,

Immediate, positive, constructiee action is needed to

bolster the economic climate for American agriculture.

Action is needed to clarify the conflicting philosophies

now so apparent within the ranks of the Administration in regard

to agriculture.

Action is need to make good the repeated assurances of

the leaders and platforms of both political parties that econcmic

protection for agriculture would be continued.

Action is needed to establish such economic protection as

& basic public policy, fully accepted as in the public's interest,
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Mr. President, I send to the desk a bill to accomplish
that purpose.

It will assure American farmers fair returns for answering
the nation's call to greater production. It will elimirate the
threat of economie penalty for producing in the abundance the
nation now requires to meet fully its domestic and international
needs.

I am proposing that the farm price support level be at
90-100f of the parity fair return standard for all basic and other
designated storable commodities -- the parity level pledged to
the American farmer by President Eisenhower during the campaign.

I am proposing to make mandatory the suppart of a number
of commodities which are now subject to the discretion—or
indiscretion=-of the Secretary of Agriculture.

The bill would add flaxseeds, soybeans, oats, rye, barley

and grain sorghums to the list of commodities supported by

mandatory 90-100% price supports.



products, cattle, hogs and poultry and eggs at not less than
90% of parity.

I am further proposing to extend the period of fim,
mandatory farm price supports through 1957, a year after the
new Administration takes office.

I am asking that the present dual parity formula be
continued for that same period, instead of requiring the so-
called "new formula" to go into effect at the end of next year.

In this bill, I am purposely not limiting the Secretary
of Agriculture to any one method of support for perishables,
recommending instead that he consider the use of any or all of
several alternative methods.

We must accomplish price support to the farmers without
penalizing consumers by withholding such perishable products

from useful, human consumption,

Mr. President, American farmers were told by President

Eisenhower in a campaign speech at Brookings, South Dakota, on
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"The Republican Party is pledged to the sustaining
of the 90% of parity price supports, and it is pledged
even more than that to helping the farmer obtain his
full parity, 100% of parity, with a guarantee in price
supports at 90%."

Earlier at Kasson, Minnesota, on September 6, President

Fisenhower said:

"] firmly believe that agriculture is entitled to
a fair, full share of the national income ... and a
fair share is not merely 907 of paritye-but full parity.*

He added, and again I quote:

"As provided in the Republican platform, the
nonperighable crops so important to the diversified
farmer --crops such as oats, barley, rye and sopbeans
--should be given the same protection as available to
the major cash crops."

He also said, in the same talks

"ie must find sound methods of obtaining greater
protection for our diversified farms, our producers of
perishable foods. They yield the rich waRiety of meat,
milk, eggs, fruits and vegetables that support ouf
nutritious national diet . . . we can and will find a
sound wa; to do the job."
Mr. President, with those views I most heartily agree.
I have accepled the Presidentis plege to American famers

in good faith, as I am sure our fammers have done.
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I MN@@I' views as consistent

with the constructive farm philosophy of the Democratic
administrations under which agriculture had been guided out

of the depth of depression into its period of greatest progress
and prosperity. He seemed to agree with many of us that our
farm price support laws needed to be strengtiened and expanded
to cover more commodities and not weakened, or scuttled.

As an expression of my agreement, I am placing before
the Senate in bill form the means of carrying out President
Eisenhower's pledges to America's farmers. It is designed to
firm up our entire agricultural economy by ending the doubt and
uncertainty that now hangs over the nead of every famer risking
his investment in the production of food and fiber for the
nation's needs.

There is urgent need for such action without delay.

Day after day, farmers in my State of Minnesota and in
other states are tumbling to the brink of financial ruin over

the Niagara of falling farm prices.
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State legislature of Minnesota, and other appeals for action from
farmers w thout precedent since the 1920's, when agriculture was
pemitted to sink into a decline that ended in mass bankruptey.

We can never permit such a decline again,

On the contrary, we urgently need the utmost strength
in our agricultural economy at this very time.

Agriculture's job has not changed overmight. Farmers of
this country still have the tremendous responsibility of produecing
abundantly to meet all the expanding needs of a growing population,
and of contributing their utmost to the economie strength of our
comtry at a time when we must be -~ and remain -- economically
strong.

Food requirements of the future will be much greater than
now, and ways must be found to make further sirigles in production.,

The prbblems confrohting farmers trying to accomplish their

job of production haven't changed overnight either. They are still
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country's political leadership.

Foremost among them is the problem of insuring continued
food abundance by providing some assurance of reasonable returmns
for the farser producing it.

Lveryone has a stake in maintaining such abundant production,
not just the farmer,

Our population has been increasing at the rate of about
2} million a year -- 2} million more mouths to be fed each year,
7,400 & day, 300 an hour, five every minute.

In the face ol that population trend, consumers have a
vital stake in maintaining a strong and productive agricultural
economy. Abundant agricultural production is the consumer's only
safeguard against soaring retail prices, now that price controls
are being scuttled.

But can fammers be expected to go on producing in abundance,

if it means they must take less and less? To protect the interests
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of both farmers mgmu, we must maintain the incentive
of fair prices Lo achieve abundance. Ve must then find ways to
use that abundance wisely without penalizing the producer.

Both Presidential candidates recognized and accepted
that public poliey as in the best interest of the entire nation.
Unfortunately, farmers are learning that a sharply
conflicting philosophy is coming out from hiding from within

the ranks high in the councils of the Reputlican Party.

The discredited "starve out" theory of lowering prices
to force compulsory adjustments is being brushed off and hauled
into public light again.

Farmers have a right to know the real intentions of the
Republican administration.

They know shat President Eisenhower promised them.

They know what Secretary of Agriculture Benson is saying.

They know the two views are in sharp confliect,
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earnest and deeply religious man. Nevertheless, his principles
are obviously opposed to the campaign promigesof President
Eisennhower,

Secretary Lenson expounded his famw philosophy in an
address at Ste Paul, in which he declared that “price supports
should provide insurance against disaster". iHe apparently
doesn't Leliewe price supporis should bewed to provide farmers
some insurance of fair prices.

Farmers ‘ave every right to be alarmed at what looks like
the beginning of a selleout -- 2 repudiation of what had been
pledged to them not once but repeatedly during the campaign.

They will be even more alarmed if they read the remarks
of the President pro tempore of the Senate (Mr. Fridges) given
in this chamber Friday, apparently selting the stage for turning
back the clock to a survivaleofethe fittest, squeese-out=the=

little fellow far m philosophy.
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President's pledge to the farmers of this country, and a
dangerous tampering with the nation's future food supply.

it is clear to me, on the basis of Secretary Benson's
speech at St. Paul, that if there is to be any action to
strengtien farm markets and halt price declines, that action
must be clearly initiated by the Congress.

And it appears clear to me, on the vasis of the Senator
from New Hampehire's policy statement on Friday, that if anything
is going to be done to make good President Eisennhower's campaign
pledges to farmers, it will have to be supported from this dide of
the aisle instead of depending upon the President's own majority
party.

That's all I have done in this bill--to ask the Senate to
make good on the pledges to American farmers by both political

m’-el .
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the discretion -- or indiscretion == of the Secretary of i

{
Agriculture. However sincere he may be, his basic philosophy \
does not agree with the necessity of maintaining high level

{
farm price supports. \

Fortunately, he rose above his own prineiples long |

enough to extend at least temporarily the existing 90 percent ‘
I

support for dairy products. /

His decision is certainly welcome, but it holds 1little J
assurance for the fupure -- for either dairy products, or other
i J

comnodi ties,

In granting the 90 percent support dairy lxtmaion, the
Secretary still made clear he was opposed &8 it in principle. ’|
lndh.urtalnlygavaagloqyoutlookofmthhidoum
toward reducing price supports in the future,

Let me quote from a Washingtor Post article explaining

Secretary Benson's positiong
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however, that dairymen pay high prices for feed, €orn

and wheat which go into it will be supported at 90 percent
of parity, at least until 1954. It would not be fair to
drop dairy prices, he felt, until corn and wheat come
down in Pﬂﬂ.o'

Could it be mclur;rwhnthn inte:tions are toward
support of all basic commodities after 19547

Can farmers be asked %o keep on producing in abundance
with such a threat hanging over their heads?

The American farmer needs to be told and wants to be told
as quickly as possible where he stands. It is important that
the famer, the agricultural Mm, the boards of trade, the
mercantile exchanges and thoc; who deal in farm commodities know
and know promptly that the Congress of the United Simtes does
not propose to stand by and do nothing while agricultural prices
break and drag our whole economy into a sharp recession or a
depression.

They need to be sssured that the American pecple want
continued abundant production, and that we recognize a public

obligation to protect the producers of that abundance,
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been making disturbing statements about "unmanageable surpluses",
indicating they are thinking in terms of scarcity, rather than
welcoming abundance and seekin, to make good use of it.

What's behind the smokescreen suddenly being created
about “unmanageable surpluses", at a time when every study
shows the world's food production is not even keeping pace
with its population growth?

How can there be talk about huge surpluses of corn, when
we have been using up more feed grains thalin we have produced the
last few years. We have been drawing upon our reserves until we
should be more concerned about maintaining them at safe levels
than talking about "surplus®?

Lbet's not be hoodwinked into turning backward toward any \

\
scarcity philosophy for agriculture. We reject the notion of \\

\
\

squeesing the little fellow out of business until production can

be so restricied as to demande-and get --artificially high prices

from the consumer,



I'm afraid

ner fM majority party

can't get over the habit of looking back twenty years or so.

g =

In all sincerity, I ask them to turn around and look ahead,
instead. They have a new responsibility and a new obligation
to look ahead, and to act constructively for the future.

How much food are we going to need from American
farmers? Let me give you some examples.

To supply sach person in 1975 with the same standards
of diet as we have been getting will require about 53 billion meRe
pounds of red meat than were produced in 1950.

Such a requirement for meat means that by 1975 we will
need annual increases equivalent to the 1950 pig crops of lowa
and Nebraska, PLUS the 1950 cow numbers of Minnesota, Texas, and
Oklahoma, PLUS the 1950 lawb crops of Montana, Wyoming, Utah,
and Nevada.

We will need 10 billion more quarts of milke-equal to

the 1950 milk production of Michigan, Wisconsin and New York.
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equal to the 1950 egg preduction of Califormia, Kansas, Missouri,
Illincis, and Pennsylvania.

These figures don't allow for better diets. They provide
Just for holding our own. And yet all of us hope that by
1975 our standard of diet can be isproved.

The American farm is the production plant that must \
meet these growing requiresedts for American consumers.

is this any time to start diemantling that plant, cutting
down its productive capacity, telling the fasmmer if he can't
cope with the hazards of our complex economy he just better get
out of tusiness?

That's just what these folks mean who talk so glibly about
Bnatural adjustments", "free markets", and "less government
interference”.

Hobody raised such howls about huge government outlays to



sure we could meet the stepped-up denands of defence productions
Nobody sald we ought to let free markets take care of such
expinslions !obotw\ni.d that we let owr industry risk its

own investuent, vithout cny ssswrance of orders and tax
venefits from the govermment,

¥hy isn't there just ap auch a pwblic stake in meking
cure our agriocultural plant can aeet 1ts future desancs?

I'm proud of the Amerdcan former, and hip record of
meeting the nation's needs in the fuce f o struggle to survive,
I think he oan meet the huge needs shead, But I thinpk we all
hunnﬂ.tfi'm in helping him meet those needs,

It cen't be done by limiting our regearch sctivities,

It can't be done Ly weakening ouwr conservetion efforts, It
cantt be done by tighiening our oredit facilitiese It can't
be done by restricting fertilizer ;roduction, /nd it certainly

can't be dome by weakening our price support structure, end
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development prograeam of this neture they do so ot thelr own
risye

Tet all those threats hamg over the head of Americam
sgriculture today.

Let's remove those thrests, -nd give sgriculture a
green light to go om producing with confidence. As 2 nution
which re uires thet jroduction, we are willing to cssure farmers
falr retuwrns for producing it,

We must prepsre for tie day whem it will be clearly
ddmonstrated for oll to see tict we in the United States are
ot an cgrievltural curplus notion. ¥e nay soon noed incentives
to Increase the produstiom of wheat, flax, corn, sugar beets,
and other farm comaodities.

Ny bill would also extend the provision of section 402

of the igricultural Aot of 1949, which would allew & further
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ipcreage in price support levele sbdove the sendatory levels
if croduction incentives are needed for the nationul velfare
and national security.

In fact, an intclligent agricultursl policy must recognise
that there 15 & greaty untepped, potenticl demand for owr
spricultural commodities,

£11 T us went to cee foody used, not wasted,

Both the Demoerut cnd Repwblican partiesyduring the
campaign, promised to find nev ways to support perishables,
I hope we onu do =20, My bill would fulfill the Democretic
and Republican ;ledges to extend supports to such perishables,
but 1'% willing to leave the vay open to find a Dbetter way to
do ite

I don't mtf;oucm&mwkgrlultm'a
hands, I don't went to vee any waste of foods when need

exists for it in the world,
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g0 wall for storable commodities are mot prectiecal for
serishables without risking huge waste and ecomomic loas,
But thers certsinly sre other alternstive methods available
for supporting such perishables,

imong them, I'G like to suggest further consideration
ofy

1. The use of cumpensatory peyments, such as previously
included in the 1948 Agricultursl Act suthored by Semitor Alkem,
end similur to those gtill successfully used in the Uugar Aete
I unierstand Secretary Bemson has Just recently testified in
support of contimuing the presest Suger Act thet includes
such payments, so perhaps he may decide they have merit for
support of other commoditics,

Ze Expaniing diotribution of perishables through out®

school lunch program, charitable imstitutions and allitary

procurenents



3 Hew -y credit for livestock

producers that will encourcge and permit more orderly merketing, |
4e A domestic food allotment plan similer to thst
previously proposed by Cemetor Alken for loveincome femilies,
5« Developgent of internctioml prograzs for making
such food supplies availsble where they are most needed in
the world.
Ge Use of our sbundent production to fight cosmund e,y
by improving the diets of Jouth Koresn end other allied troopse
Through vise use of such methods, I ax sure, the
rroven benefits of price support cam be schieved for producers
of these importent perishables without penalizine the conswmer
and risking huge wvaste and heavy ecomomic loss -- o loss that
in the jagt has often been far greater then the costs of these
eltsrpative nmethods would be,
It ies to our own interest as « notion, and it & in

thuiutwntofm“dmmmﬂunmmmm,



|

2+~

-

that we begin %o @@E}ﬁ e some Lmegimation zo0

thet owr sgricultural products can be effectively utilized,
and our agricultural ecomomy protected,

We ghould enter into international negotistions thwrough
the United Rations to extend the primciplss of the imternetionsl
vheat agreement, not omly for wheat, but for other agricultursl
comaedities, Millimms in the world ere wundernmourished and
underfed, and can use the hesltheziving strength and 1ifs
wiich American farmers produce in thelr fields,

Furthemore, z2 the digtinguished Senfor Senitor froam
Montune, My, Murray, has wrged, ve should ship our beel to

LT
Fores where South Koreen Soldiers ave suffering from serious
malputrition, Mest, t00, can be used as 2 we:upon in the
struggle sgainst Communist imperialims, funger azong South Korean
tooops is reducing the effectivencss of thelr combat wnits,

41l of these rotenmtlsl outlets offer new opportunities

for agriculture, and new challenges for this sdministr:tion to

gerve asgriculturs - if it will,
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But the need for positive action is nowe

There hos been 2 need for firmm sction on fara prices
for msany veeils,

4 month vgo, Mre. Senson ssked for time to study the
problem befors declsring his position on rrice supportse Todey
the problem is no lomger ome of giving him time to stwdy the
problems The Uecretery has anncunced his policy, and 1t is
e policy which runs counter to the pledges made by President
Fisenhover to the fagymers of the United SHtates during his
com, ulghe

Today the need is to elimimete confusion and indeclsion
and move cm to protect the mm;lo stability of rursl America.

The situwtion in sgriculturs is too serious to quibble
sbout political credit. The necessity iz to get somsthing done.

That ds wiy I have inmtroduced this bill, end why I am

gure meny of my oolleagues on both sides of the alecle will



2=

COPY

pupport such ap offort to asske yood on what our farmers huve
been lad o expect — and to thershy serve the best interests

of the entire nutione



Minnesota
Historical Society

Copyrightin this digital version belongs to the Minnesota
Historical Society and its content may not be copied
without the copyright holder’s express written permis-
sion. Users may print, download, link to, or email content,
however, for individual use.

To request permission for commercial or educational use,
please contact the Minnesota Historical Society.

14 www.mnhs.org



