THE FARMER'S RIGHT TO SURVIVE

(Excerpts from an Address by Senator Hubert H, Humphrey, (D., Minn,) before
the Annual Convention of the Missouri Farmers Association, Columbia, Missouri,

August 25, 1958.)

It is good to- get away from Washington, at long last, after a prolonged, tiring, and, at
times, frustrating session of :Congress. ‘And it 1is especially good to have the opporunity
of meking my first public appearance since the end of the session before this gathering of
Missouri farmers, It is stimulating and refreshing for my tired soul, because you people
are like my own farm people up in Minnesota--the real backbone of America,

A few years ago I had the opportunity of getting to know something about the spirit, the
character, and the conviction of Missouri farmers when I came into your state at the in-
vitation of my wonderful friend, and your wonderful friend, Senator Stuart Symington, to
conduct hearings into abuses of the farmer-elected committee system by Benson bureaucrats
and political hatchetmen,

From what I hear, those hearings helped clean up the situation in Missouri. Senator
Symington and I have tried to make sure such situations never have a chance of developing
again anywhere--by spelling out the rights and duties of farmer committeemen in new legis-
lation, Over stubborn opposition, we succeeded in getting it enmacted by the Senate. Un-
fortunately, the House failed to complete action on the bill, nevertheless, the expression
of the Senate's concern has already compelled administration changes, and sooner or later
we will succeed in writing into law proper procedures for preserving the great farmer com-
mittee system so necessary to effective farm programs,
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Let me voice my gratitude to you people of Missouri for helping all family farmers of
America by giving us Stu Symington in the Senate of the United States.

I am proud to have him as a friend, and proud to have the privilege of working hand in hand
with him for agriculture. He is a mighty effective and dedicated friend of America's farm
people. We need him--and you need him. I know you are going to send him back to us this
fall with a tremendous vote of confidence,

Senator Symington is a great statesman, vitally concerned with the destiny of our country in
these troubled times, He is a powerful voice for allfreedom-loving people interested in the
security of our country. But of all the pressing problems to which Senator Symington has
devoted his energies, talents, and a&bilities -in the Senate, he has never for one moment sac-
rificed his deep and continuing concern for agriculture. I know--I know the long hours he
has devoted to trying to find some way of improving your lot. You can be mighty proud of
having him on the Senate Committee on Agriculture. Our only trouble is that we need more
like him,
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I wish I could come to you from Congress with more heartening news about new legislation in
your behalf. Quite frankly, "Government by Veto" has frusterated almost every effort of Con-
gress to adequately improve our farm situation,.

The threat of another Presidential veto was the reason for the complete inadequacy of the
Farm Bill enacted by Congress.

As one of our colleagues explained on the Senate Floor during the debate, we were somewhat
in the same position in which the defeated Premier of Japan found himself when General
MacArthur sent for him to come to the battleship Missouri to sign documents of surrender,
We were not in a very good position to bargain, While we had the votes to pass farm bills,
we did not have sufficient votes to override a Presidential veto, As a result, Congress
virtually surrendered to Ezra Taft Benson. As a matter of principle, I refused to do so,
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America needs to be awakened to what is happening to agriculture, The farm "crusade" of the
Eisenhower-Nixon-Benson Administration is steadily destroying farming as a way of life in
this country.

Since the Republicans took office in 1952, 600,000 farms have been liguidated. Four million
Americans have given up farming, starved off their farms by falling prices and rising costs.
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In addition, millions of others have been forced to spend extra hours at city jobs, to

make ends meet. We need to take a good, hard look at the dimensions of our farm depression,
Farmers' income for 1957 was $3.7 billion below 1952. The total income loss to farmers
since 1952 has been almost $18 billion. Farm prices for 1957 were 16% below 1952 levels.

The parity ratio--the measure of a fair return to farmers--which was 100% or more during
every Democratic postwar year, has been below 100% during every day of Republican rule. De-
BpitEBE;me higher farm income this year, in the -first six months of 1958, parity averaged
only 2

The farmers' share of the housewife's food dollar has fallen from LT cents in 1952 to 4l
cents in 1957. The average income per person earned from farming fell from $711 in 1952
to only $658 per year in 1957--1ess than one-third of the nationwide per capita income of
$1,950 per year. That's a far cry from the goal of equality of farm income with income in
other segments of our economy, which was declared the intent and policy of Congress many
years ago,

In establishing that goal--which still stands in existing law today--Congress recognized
the fact that farm people and the resources they own make at least as much contribution on
the average to the nation's economic welfare as do non-farm people. The risk to invested
capital in farming is greater, not less, than the economy-wide average.

Modern family farming requires more skill and as great human strength and attention to de-
tails as does average non-farm work. Modern family farming requires as high type of manage-
ment ability as that required of the average manager of non-farm business enterprises.

In terms of pure interest return on -invested funds, a dollar should be a dollar throughout
the economy, Unfortunately, however, the farmer pays a higher interest rate on borrowed
capital and earns a lower return on the funds he invests in his own business than any other
businessman in the economy,

Farm income is far too low today, and it isn't only farmers who should be concerned about
it. Inadequate farm income has not only retarded the economic and social development of
rural areas, it has acted to prevent the nation as a whole from maximum attainment of its
economic goals. We can't expect to go on having farm income decline a billion dollars a
year--and farm indebtedness go up by about the same amount--without serious consequences

for the entire economy.

According to the Department of Agriculture itself, the return to-the farm operator for him-
self and family per hour on typical commercial family-operated farms was less on many types
of farms in recent years than the average hourly wages paid to hired farm labor on those
same farms,

Earlier this year, the Secretary of Agriculture reported to Congress that in 1956 the
national average return per hour of farm operator and family farm labor was approximately
TO cents per hour, 30 cents per hour less than the statutory minimum wage for non-farm
workers set by Congress under the Labor Standards Act. This disparity between farm income
and non-farm income is becoming greater each year, despite our declared goals of public
policy toward bringing them closer together. Current trends and current farm policies

are not moving in the direction of closing the gap.
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Now, I don't want to appear pessimistic in reviewing these sad facts of our ecaonomic life
today, because I don't believe such conditions have to continue, But I do believe these
hard facts need to be emphasized to awaken the American people to the urgent need for con-
cern over what is happening to Agriculture. You don't need to be told! your own pocketbooks
and bank balances are warning enough. But the rest of the American people need to be shaken
out of their complacency--a complacency, unfortunately, that the current Administration has
fostered by wishful thinking and repeated assurances that all is well when all is not well,
The same complacency has been exposed in the field of science and satellites by Sputnik I

and IT.

A depressed agriculture acts as a drag or brake on the rest of the economy, A depressed
agriculture may not immediately pull the economy imto a general business depression during
& period of unbalanced inflation--but a depressed agriculture will most certainly hold down
the level of total national income, and unless that contraction is offset by expansion in
some other part of the economy, falling farm income would mean a reduced rate of national
economic growth. We are already beginning to see that happen. We should have learned from
experience, and heeded the warning that has been there for all to see for the last several
years. Our so-called "prosperity" is meaningless when we are confronted with runaway in-
flation in some segments of our economy, and serious deflation in others.
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What have we been doing about it? And, what is more important, what are we going to do
about it?

I am endeavoring to avoid political partisanship today, although its hardly a secret that
I believe Secretary of Agriculture Benson has given American agriculture its worst setback
in several decades. As much as I regret being personal, it is impossible to review our
farm situation without looking at what the present Becretary of Agriculture's misguided
efforts have already done to our farm economy, and what these policies still threaten to
do unless we call a halt,

Bensonism and its basic premise of lower prices has given our farm economy a hefty down-
hill push, while perpetuating a lot of myths in the minds of the non-farm public. What did
this Administration promise you, when they offered lower price support levels as the
"cure-all" for your farm problems? They said it would improve farm income by gaining
better prices in the "free market". Yet farm income has declined faster and further, and
farm prices have steadily dropped. The parity level for all farm prices was at 100 on
election day in 1952, It is 82 today.

They said it would curtail production. Yet production has increased instead of declined,
The individual farmer has been forced to increase his production to attempt to keep his
income from dropping as a result of the falling prices, They said it would reduce sur-
pluses. Yet CCC inventories today are nearly five times as high as they were at the end
of 1952, and far higher than when the so-called "flexible" program went into full effect
in 1955--despite many new tools provided for surplus removal.

They said it would lower the cost of farm programs to the government. Yet it is costing
seven times as much to run the agricultural program under Benson as it did when the
Democrats left office in 1952,

I wish some of our city friends who complain about government costs, yet think of Benson
as their hero, would let these facts sink in. Secretary Benson has been the costliest
Secretary of Agriculture we have ever had--with less results to show for the drain he is
putting on taxpayers, The realized loss on price support operations has been more than
twice as much in the last four years as in the preceeding twenty--and is soaring higher
again this year,

I might not be quite as concerned if this drain on the treasury were really helping farmers,
or if the money were even going to farm people. But it isn't. Secretary Benson has helped
swell the taxpayers®' bill for the farm program by increasing storage costs for government -
held surplus commodities, The cost of storing a bushel of wheat, for example, is nearly
double what it was under the Democrats, Secretary Benson has helped swell the taxpayers'
bill by increasing the interest rate on Commodity Credit Corporation borrowing for price
support purposes, Benson has borrowed money from bankers instead of the Treasury, at
higher interest rates. The cost to taxpayers has been $9 million extra a year,

Secretary Benson has helped swell the taxpayers' bill by increasing the Department of
Agriculture staff 21%. In 1953, when the Department had 67,400 employees, Benson called

it a "swollen bureaucracy". Now, it has 85,000 employees, The simple truth is that the
flexible theory of regulating output through lowered prices has been & complete failure--
resulting in nothing but further depletion of farm income, more surpluses; and higher costs.

And yet all that President Eisenhower and Secretary Benson have recommended to the Congress
is more of the same--more flexibility, still lower prices, It is time to call a halt, and
cry "eneugh". It is also time to challenge these great myths being peddled to the American
people about the Eisenhower-Benson farm policies.

I have yet to see any published results of sound scientific, statistical and economic re-
search of current significance that indicates any connection or relationship between market
prices or farm income and the volume of farm production and marketings. But I do know

these facts:

From 1929 to 1932, prices received by farmers dropped by 56%, the parity ratio dropped

by 37%, national farm gross income dropped by 54p, national net income dropped by 67%, and
net income per farm dropped by 53%. Yet total farm output did not drop; farm output per
man hour increased by 2%,

From 1951 to 1956, prices received by farmers dropped 22%, the parity ratio dropped 25
points (23%), national farm gross income dropped 11%, national farm net income dropped 38%,
and per farm net income, adjusted for price change, dropped by 23%. Yet per man hour farm
output increased 10%, and total output increased 7%.
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In no extended period when farm prices and income fell over a long period of years--and the
drop from 1951 to 1956 is the longest sustained drop since USDA began keeping records in 1910-
did either total or per man farm output decrease,

How, then, does Secretary Benson Justify his bland assertions that production can be curtailed
Dy cutting prices? And why does the American press blandly accept that theory as fact--when
the facts prove otherwise? The truth is thet"high fixed overhead costs make it necessary for
farmers to keep producing.

Another fallacy that needs to be nipped in the bud is the Benson theory that lowering farm
prices can increase farm income through stimulating consumption, Available economic studies
indicate it would take at least a five percent cut in unit prices to obtain a 1 percent in-
crease in volume of consumption, and this ratio appears to be rising.

Even that assumes the entire reduction in farm prices would be passed along to the consumer--
and recent history of widening marketing margins makes that unlikely. Yet with all the econ-
omic evidence to the contrary, the Administration persists in seekingstill lower price sup-
port levels because of its fetish against interference in any way with so-called "free markets.

Now, that phrase "free markets" has an attractive sound to many, but slogans are not enough
to save the farm economy. Let us look at what they are talking about, when they ask for
farmers to return to a "free market", '

The idea of the so-called "competitive free market" for farm commodities involves a situation
where no farmer or group of farmers would be assisted or allowed by government to exercise
any control over marketings to raise prices. Carried to the ultimate, such a policy would
eliminate the price protective features of marketing agreements and orders for fruits, vege-
tables, and nuts. It would probably bring chaos to the fluid milk marketing industry. It
would place U.S. wool and sugar production in full competition with imports without any pro-
tection of tariffs, import quotas, or government rayments. In a competitive free market, the
prices of cotton, rice, tobacco, and wheat and all other farm commodities would be allowed to
drop to the unprotected world level established by unrestricted production. The prices of
corn, other feed grains, soybeans, flaxseed, and cottonseed, would be allowed to drop to the
level where the entire year's production would move into channels of trade during the year--
with no reserves for any emergency.

Importers would be allowed to import as large a volume of competitive farm commodities as

they saw fit. The International Wheat and Sugar Agreements would be abolished. Farmers would
be "free" to produce and market as much of any quality of any and all commodities as they
could, but the government would not stand by as now to buy up or make loans on such commodities
in order to hold up the average annual price above the "free" market level,

That, in effect, is what Secretary Benson is crusading for--if he is sincere in talking about
vanting "free" markets. By his own words, he would use price support loans only to prevent
wide swings in seasonal fluctuations but not hold average annual prices above'the so-called

free market level.

Now, if the farmer is expected to survive in such a visionary free market, what about the
rest of the economy from which he must purchase his supplies, obtain his labor, and sell his
product? Is industry ready to give up tariffs and embargoes that keep out competing imports?
Is it ready to abandon costplus contracts? Are the railroads, trucks, airlines, electric
power, gas, and telephone companies ready to give up the federal protection of monopoly con-
trol and regulations to insure profits on their investments, along with big salaries to
management personnel? Is the businessman ready to abandon price maintenance safeguards and
protection of law against predatory price cutting? Are the working men and women of the
country ready to give up minimum wage and maximum hour legislation, as well as protection of
collective bargaining? I don't think so, and neither does anyone else in his right mind,

The truth is that we don't have completely "free markets" in our ecunomy, The prices of
things that farmers buy, both production and family living items, are retail prices like the
prices all consumers pay. These retail prices are based on the wholesale prices behind them,
which are administered prices- prices set by manufacturers, money-market bankers, railroad
companies, and many others, on the basis of their Government-sanctioned ability to withhold
supply to maintain the set price,

The farmer not only buys his needs in an administered-price market dominated by sellers, but
also farmers sell their products into market where buyers have the upper hand, The farmer
does not sell, usually, to the final consumer of food and fiber products, farm commodities
must move through processing and marketing channels, where those who perform these services
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pessess enough control over supply of their services to enable them to administer or control
the prices they receive for such services, Since 1951, for example, the processing and
marketing agencies have had enough bargaining power to obtain for themselves the entire drop
in farm returns without sharing any with the consumer, The. latest report shows a drop in the
farm price level of 2% while the New York Times of Sunday, November 3, 1957, carries the
headline story "New Price Rises for Food Likely".

I have often wondered whether some of the loudest advocates of "free markets" for agriculture
would be gquite so vocal if it were the seller's market, instead of a buyer's market--if the
farm producer had the upper hand in bargaining power, I am afraid if that were the case
these same people would be appealing for government regulation, instead of insisting upon
free markets.

Perhaps one of these days we will have an opportunity to find out, whether or not we want
to or not,
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Farmers are at a bargaining disadvantage in the market place today, as they always have been.
They need stronger bargaining power, They have sought to strengthen their bargaining power
in many ways. They have done it through banding together in cooperatives, They have done it
through working out programs of price maintenance and control of market supply through their
governement, just as other segments of our economy have sought to protect their position
through government action. But,somehow, the public has been led to believe it is wrong for
farmers to turn to their government for price and income protection even though it is ac-
cepted as a matter of right for railroads, &irlines, utilities, industry, and labor.

To be sure the government's role in owr free society should never be one of dominating the
market place, But it influences the market place every day in many ways. Its role should be
as the "public interest policemen", seekirgto keep a fair balance in our economy. This has
been the purpose of our farm programs.

With sgriculture now at such a disadvantage in the economy, farmers have every right to turn
to the government for help in ways to strengthen their bargaining power. It is rather amaz-
ing to see that right being challenged. The interest of government in agriculture is nothing

new,

There is a 185-page compilation of United States Statutes designed in one way or another to
strengthen the bargaining power of farmers in the commodity markets, and to protect and im-
prove farm income in other ways., Much of this legislation goes back many decades.

Although farm income is currently too low, farm gross income would be at least a third less,
and farm net income would be more than a third lower, if it were not for the existing federal
farm programs., Yes, farm income could be sonsiderably higher if there were a will and a
determination in the Department of Agriculture to use these laws enthusiastically and per-
sistently. And daily income could be considerably higher if the Secretary would stop tamper-
ing and juggling the parity equivalent formula. This is outright deception. I have legis-
lation pending to establish and fix the parity equivalent ratio at the 1946-48 base--a period
when there was neither price support inventory nor price controls,

While we need to improve our price support programs, modernize and expand our farm credit fac-
ilities, expand our research, both for'productioniefficiency and hew'uSes forifarm products--
much more for the benefit of farmers could and should!'beidoné with the' laws welalready have.

Instead, most of the federal programs have been whittled down in effectiveness by administra-
tive decisions over the past five and a half years, some of which whittling was made possible
when mandatory minimum levels of support were reduced in the Agriculture Act of 1954--after
the President's veto of a more effective measure,
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Unless our existing legislation can be made more effective, farmers must strengthen their
bargaining power in other ways., Farmers may turn to united action on their own, by collec-
tive bargaining through producer co-ops, to establish prices and incomes nearer to equality
with other segments of our society.

The balance of bargaining power may well shift from buyers to sellers of farm products, Those
now so anxious for free markets may be the first to prefer a new look at effective price
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support levels or direct payment methods of achieving more equality in farm income.

Such ideas are not far fetched, I assure you. Legislation to authorize cooperative associa-
tions of producers to bargain with purchasers singly or in groups has already been introduced
by my Republican colleague, Senator Aiken, ranking minority memberof the Senate Committee on
Agriculture. And I assure you we are going to take a good hard look at all such alternatives
during the coming session of Congress, in view of the Administration's seeming determination
to press for still lower support levels.

Obviously, neither the Congress nor the people should or would grant the power to farmers or
anyone else to cut food and fiber produetion below what is needed for the national welfare--
and the nation's interest often requires production beyond levels for which farmers cen obtain
satisfactory prices in the market place. Farmers should not be penalized for serving and ful-
filling the needs and requirements of national security. They should be rewarded.

Such safeguards can well be provided, however, through food stamp plans to increase consump-
tion among low-income Families, through national emergency reserves, and through specific
set-asides for humanitarian use throughout the world. An available inventory of food and fiber
is not only needed for purposes of health, welfare, and security, but also to protect the
consumer from price goughing.

Actually, on many commodities such as mllk there is urgent need for all you produce- if we ful-
fill our responsibilities of properly providing for those who need it most--the children in

our schools, the aged, the unfortunates on meager public assistance allowance now unable to
buy an adequate diet, There is a tremendous need for dairy products in many areas of the

world lacking in dollars to purchase, We need longer extension and expansion of export pro-
grams each as Public Law 480, permitting sales for foreign currencies which in turn are used
for economic development,
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I have long felt that one of the glaring weaknesses of the present Administration was its
complete failure to grasp the full significance, the full potential of the advantage we hold
on the world scene through our abundance of food and fiber. From the President on down, no
one seems to realize what a force for freedom we have in the very thing some complain about--
our food abundance.

Every move to make greater use of food to bolster our ties with underdeveloped areas of the
worldpractically has to be forced upon this Administration, They are too timid, and too un-
imaginative. They are “hesitant when they should be bold. They cannot seem to look over the

horizan into the future,

They cannot seem to appreciate a good program in their hands, even when it is working suc-
cessfully, They do not seem to understand that food can be more powerful than weapons in
winning the struggle for freedom. It is time for someone to jar them imto action. Khrushchev
seems to understand the vital role fcod can occupy in the struggle for the mind of men- and
he has embarked on a role of trying to outproduce us, He is smart enough to know that in
areas of Africa and Asia, and other parts of the world, today food would mean more to the
masses of people than Sputnmik.

Why must we be so shortsighted, and regard owr blessings s some kind of a curse? If we are
not smart enough to figure out ways to use our abundance for the benefit of our fellowman,
we are in the wrong league to be trying to launch our own Sputnik,

The truth is that the role of food in international relations is being sadly neglected, along
with its vitally essential role for the defense of the free world through such organizations
as NATO, It might be well to suggest a look at the food supplies for our allied forces in
Turkey, Greece, Italy, and other Southern European countries, They need an assurance of food
supplies for their troops. They are all food deficit countries, dependent on our imports.
Yet, the Defense Department admits it can offer no assurance of trying to continue food de-
liveries in event of war.

Isn't it-gbout time serious consideration was given emergency NATO food stockpiles at strat-
egic locations as part of our military support program, instead of just telling you farmers
you are producing too much? As an individual United Stetes Senator, I have been doing every-
thing in my power to awaken our public--and the Administration--to the tremendous asset we
have in food in this time of international crisis.

It was for that reason that I conducted extensive hearings during the past session into
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Public Law 480, and intend to press the issue still further in the session ahead. It needs
to be done, and I need your help. Waking up this Administration seems to be more than a
one-man job,

LA O B S

Before concluding, I wish to comment briefly about our entire economy--not just the farm
economy. I know that of mnecessity your first concern is Tarming, and we all have to look out
for ourselves as best we can. Yet it would be well to think also about how interdependent
our entire economy has become, however, and how much you have at stake in supporting every
effort to improve conditions for all your fellow Americans, farm or non-farm, city or country

Yes, you are inseparably linked to the total ecomomy, I hope you farmers will take the broad
viewpoint in encouraging and supporting economic advancement of distressed areas of the
nation, and for all segments of our people, Quite frankly, much more is involved than just
expanding the total wealth or total income of the nation. What counts is the extent to which
improvement in economic standing is widely shared by the vast members of our people, rather
than just limited groups. It is at the bottom of the economic ladder where any degree of
economic improvement is most rapidly reflected in increased purchasing power for farm pro-
ducts--for milk, and for other food and fiber.

It might be helpful if some of our more conservative friends, particularly those in agri-
culture and in business, would reappraise, from the standpoint of sheer business logic, many
of the views advocated by some of us of more liberal persuasion,

I learned back in my duggist days that it did not make much difference how many customers
you had coming into the store if they did not have any money. The Humphrey Drug Store used
to work on the theory that if we can get them in, we ought to be able to sell them something.
But, when a man hasn't a dollar in his pocket, his visit to the store 'is strictly social--
not econmomic. It is the broad base of the economic scene that offers opportunity -to pro-—
ducers ‘of consumer products. You can be the president of the most powerful board of dir-
ectors in the world, and you cannot drink any more milk than a man who is digging ditches.

It might be helpful, therefore, if we looked at it this way: If the earnings of 100 low-
income families are improved only $10 a week, it means a lot more additional milk, butter,
or cheese will be consumed than if only one family receives an additional $1,000 check--
even though both are desirable.

Each family with adequate purchasing power will buy only so much dairy products each month.
It is better to have more families able to buy some additional amounts of each than o have
the improvement in purchasing power concentrated with those already able to purchase all

they will consume,

I hope you as farmers will recognize that fact in considering any legislation designed to
strengthen our gemeral economy, whether it relates directly to agriculture or not. We need
the vision to recognize and develop untapped American markets for our farm products.

We have concentrated much attention towards economic development of the underdeveloped areas
of the world., This is in our own interest, both from the standpoint of future world markets
and international political stability, to encourage rising living standards throughout the
world.

But let us not neglect the opportunities at home--opportunities here within the American
market where we have a common currency, no tariff walls,a common language and a reasonably
similar set of values. Here is the greatest untapped, undeveloped market that the world has
ever known- particularly for perishable farm products such as meat, milk, poulty, and eggs.
We have to approach that untapped market through strengthening and improving eeomomic con-
ditions in our own distressed areas, and through seeking by both public and private means to
improve economic opportunities here at home and thereby raise living standards of our low
income groups. All of this is involved in the farmer's right to survive--and to participate
fully and fairly in the benefits of an expanding, growing economy. More is at stake than
Just production of food and fiber.

Since the earliest days of the Republic the family-farm pattern of American agriculture has
been considered as essential to a strong democracy. Farming IS a way of life, as well as

a way of making a living. It must be kept so. The opportunity must be provided for it to
be kept so. The family farm pattern of agriculture is the real basis of agricultural pro-
gress and good community life. It builds in farm family members attitude of self-reliance,
social responsibility, individual initiative, tolerance, and self-government--the attitudes
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that make for a sound democracy, and the human qualities that have done so much to make
this Nation: great. .

A large number of prosperous farm families on family farms is a strong balancing force with-
in the Nation against the political and social extremes of economic class warfare,

As a means of preserving this pattern for American agriculture, I have long been guided by
a set of basic principles which I believe must be the foundation for our farm programs--and
can be the building blocks for new and better farm programs of the future,

These principles are basic rights for agriculture -- I call it my Farmers' Bill of Rights.
The include:

1. The right to full equality of economic opportunity,
2. The right for improved standards of rural living.

The right of reasonable protection against natural hazards.

Fow
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right to extend agricultural free enterprise through cooperative action,

§

right to public cooperation and assistance in saving the soil,
6. The right to preserve the social and human values of family farming.

7. The right to decent land tenure which would encourage the desirable goal of
farm ownership,

8. The right to a democratic voice in his own farm program,
9. The right to benefits of an expanding world trade,
10. The right to a long-term program of food storage to encourage abundance,

11. The right to assurance that land reclamation development will result in es-
tablishment of new family farms, not factories-in-the-field.

12. The right to seek improved economic bargaining power for survival in an organ-
ized economy permitting that right to labor and industry.

Upon these foundations, we need to build a healthier climate for the survival of family as

a way of life. Your help is needed to do it. Your advise and guidance is needed. Your re-
commendations are welcome. The challenge is to keep our eyes on sound goals, and work
shoulder to shoulder toward achieving them rather than allowing ourselves to be diverted from
a course of progress.

August 23, 1958.
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Excerpts from an Address by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey,
(D.,;Minn.) before the Annual Convention of the Missouri
Farmers Association, Columbia, Missouri, August 25, 1958.)

It is good to get away from Washington, at long last,
after a prolonged, tiring, and, at times, frustrating session
of Congress. And it is especially good to have the opportunity

de{#‘ of making my first public appearance since the end of the session

- before tnis gathering of Missouri farmers. It is stimulating
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c mwww‘ and refreshing for my tireQ/Lsoul , because you people are like
my own farm people up in Minnesota -- the real backbone of
Americg«———-o gﬁ‘% ¢

A few years ago I had the opportunity of getting to

q:

know something about the spirit, the character, and the con-

viction of Missouri farmers when I came into your state at
])x \é the invitation of myqﬁl friend -- and your wonderful
friend -- Senator Stuart Symington, to conduct hearings into

C
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o
abuses of the farmer-elected committee system by Benson
| e

bureaucrgts and political hatchetmen.

From what I hear, those hearings helped clean up
the situation in Missouri. Senator Symington and I have tried
to make sure such situations never have a chance of developing
again anywhere -- by spelling out the rights and duties of

rE—

farmer committeemen in new legislation. Over stubborm oppo-
sition, we succeeded in getting it enacted by the Senate.
Unfortunately, the House failed to complete action on the bill,
-*_-—-""-'---_-_

Nevertheless, the expression of the Senate's concern has already

compelled administrative changes, and sooner or later we will

succeed in writing into law proper procedures for preserving

' the great famer committee system so necessary to effective

farm programs.

Let me voice my gratitude to you people of Missouri
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for helping all family farmers of Ameriea by giving us

Stu Symington in the Senate of the United States.

I am proud to have him as a friend, and proud to
have the privilege of working hand in hand with him for
agriculture. He is a mighty effective and dedicated friend

of America's farm people. We heed him =- and you need him.
; —— —_—

I know you are going to send him back to us this fall with

a tremendous vote of confidence.

Senator Symington is a great statesman, vitally con-
cerned with the destiny of our country in these troubled times.

He is a powerful voice for all freedom-loving people interested

rh

(e
in the security of our country. But @f all the pressing problems

to which Senator Symington has devoted his energies, talents,

and abilities in the Senate, he has never for one moment

sacrificed his deep and continuing concern for agriculture.

I know -~ I know the long hours he has devoted to trying to find
SN it o=l asa il ok b it
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some way of improving your lot. You can be mighty proud

of having him on the Senate Committee on Agriculture. Our
only trouble is that we need more like him.
e
xdi I wish I could come to you from Congress with more

heartening news about new legislation in your behalf. Quite

frankly, "Government by Veto" has frustrated almost every
effort of Congress to adequatly improve our farm situation.

The threat of another Presidential veto was the

reason for the complete inadequacy of the Farm Bill enacted

by Congress.

As one of our colleagues explained on the Senate

Floor during the debate, we were somewhat in the same position

in which the defeated Premier of Japan found himself when

——

General MacArthur sent for him to come to the battleship






Missouri to sign documents of surrender. We were not in a

very good position to bargain. While we had the votes to

pass farm bills, we did not have sufficient votes to over-

e e

America needs to be awakened to what is happening

Blee

A St

to agriculture.
| N

The farm Tcrusade" of Eisenhower-Nixon-Benson

\’e

i
[

farming as a w‘y of life
{

E
\

-
Y

3ince the Republicans tookloffice in 1952, ,000

Administration is stiadily destro

in this country.

farms have been liquidated. 12

e

.,f;‘*'r ¢ L .
Four ion Americans have giwven up fming,-s_r&“u’r\

%\ |

Eaacrs
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off their farms by falling priggs and rising costs.

b -

4 In addition, millions of others have been forced to

e P b =

spend extra hours at city jobs, to make ends meet.

Z\we need to take a good, hard look at the dimensions
_?" e e

of our farm depression: -~ Tl to 2 5 5

Farmers' income for 1957 was $3.7 billion below 1952.

The total income loss to farmers since 1952 has been almost $18
——— ——

billion.
Farm prices for 1957 were 16% below 1952 levels.
P—

<The parity ratio -- the measure of a fair return to

farmers -- which was 100% or more during every Democratic post-

war year, has been below 100% during every day of Republican rule.

——

Despite some higher farm income this year, in the first six months

of 1958, parity averaged only 8u%.

The farmers' share of the housewife's food dollar has

fallen from 47 cents in 1952 to 41 cents in 1957.



The average income per person earned from farming DLKC; f}' I~
kel dg

fell from $711 in 1952 to only $658 per year in 1957 -- less

== ———
-~ P omm— ]

t han one-third of the nationwide per capita income of $1,950

E—

—
_—

| per year.

<Tha.t‘s a far cry from the goal of equality of farm

income with income in other segments of our economy, which was
: E e ——— T —

o S ST e e

d eclared the intent and policy of Congress many years ago.

*{ In establishing that goal -- which still stands in

C S

existing law today -- Congress recognized the fact that farm

people and the resources they oujn_nke at least as much contri-
hrbion7 on the average to the nation's economic welfare as do
non-farm people.

The risk to invested capital in farming is greater,

——

not less, than the economy-wide average.

=
Z Modern family farming requires more skill and as great

—_—

human strength and attention to details as does average no&-fa.m work.




e
‘iyodern family farming requires as high type of
management ability as that required of the average manager of
non-farm business enterprises.
In terms of pure interest return on invested funds,

a dollar should be a dollar throughout the economy. Unfor-

—

tungtely, however, the farmer pays a higher interest rate on

—_— .

borrowed capital and earns a lower return on the funds he
——— '

invests in his own business than any other businessman in the
economy.

A‘am income is far too low today, and it isn't only
-——'_-___‘—-—-_-_‘_-_-_-_-_—-

farmers who should be concerned about it.

Inadequate farm income has not only retarded the

—

the economic and social development of rursgl areas -- it has
¥ __._..-—v—!—.‘_‘_-_._'_________‘_‘____-‘____q

acted to prevent the nation as a whole from the maximum attain-
ment of its economic goals.

We can't expect to go on having farm income decline s
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billion dollars a year -- and farm indebtedness go wp by

e — ]
- =

about the same amount -- without serious consequences for

the entire economy.

=

Zgariien' this year, the Secretary of Agriculture
reported to Congress that in 1956 the national average return
per hour of farm operator and family farm labor was

approximately 70 cents per hour,-30 cents per hour less
A — et E

than the statutory minimum wage for non-farm workers set by

Congress under the& Lahor Standards Act.

This disparity between farm income and non-farm income

is becoming greater each year,despite our declared goals of public
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policy toward bringing them closer together. Current trends
and current farm policies are not moving in the direction of

closing the gap.

( Now, I don't want to appear pessimistic in reviewing

these sad facts of our economic life today, because I don't
T —

believe such conditions” to continue. But I do believe
e
these hard facts need to be emphasized to awaken the American

people to the urgent need for concern over what is ha,ppening

e ——

to Agriculture/] You #&th W‘wfr oy bocket_

books and bank balances afé warning enough. /But the rest of

/ /

the American people neéd to be shaken out Gf their complacency

Wi

-~ a complacency, )(ui'ortunately, that the current Administration

H

/ :’
has fostered b)/ wishful thinking and rﬁeated a.ssuranéqs that
- <

N

l

¢ 7 K ' N\

¥ all is well when all is not well. ‘Ijhe same compla.cency hah-\been

/ \

‘- [ \

¢ \!
exposed An the field of science a.t}d satellites Dy Sputnik I ami\II.

Y ORI U T R

/dé/{'_ MCL:‘::I : 37”"7 | _,Mw"'*“
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A depressed agriculture acts as a drag or 'brake

e i N R e

—e

on the rest of the economy. A depressed agriculture may not
immediately pull the economy into a general business depression
during a period of unbalanced inflation -- but a depressed

agriculture will most certainly hold down the level of total

national income, and unless that contraction is offset by ex-
R P R i

pansion in some other part of the economy, falling farm income

CMLM HQ&W

wouEd mean a reduced rate of national economic growth. We are

already beginning to see that happen. We should have learned

from experience, and heeded the warning that has been there for

all to see for the last several years. Our so-called "pros-
r——

perity" is meaningless when we are confronted with runaway

inflation in some segments of our economy, and serious MW

|
a;‘,j deflation in others. / J Qicc. /

Z What have we been doing about it? And, what is more

important, what are we going to do about it?
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I am endeavoring to avoid political partisanship today,

(X .

although its hardly a secret that I believe Secretary of Agricul-
~

Yin
ture nBenson has given American agriculture its worst setback in

several decades.

pssible to review our farm situation without looking at whet the
present Secretary of Agriculture's misguided efforts have already
done to our farm economy, and what these policies still threaten
to do unless we call a halt.

/{Bensonism and its basic premise of lower prices has
— i1

given our farm economy a hefty downhill push, while perpetuating

Y L2
a lot of myths in the mids of the non-farm public.

e —

-—

4%31’. did this Administration promise you, when éf\

offered lower price support levels as the "cure-all" for your
N ———m

f arm problems?
ﬁ ‘i gi% - "’KTMI e """\L-Z/M— ( A\

Jpey said it would improve farm income by gaining better

—

prices in the "free market". Yet farm income has declined faster
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“Ssss—dectined-—fasto® and further, and farm prices have steadily

dropped. The parity level for all farm prices was at 100 on

election day in 1952. It is 82 today.
e LA

They said it would curtail production. Yet production
e———

has increased, instead of declined. The individual farmer has
S —

M“_“
been forced to increase his production £5- attempt to keep his-f—o.a%:k

income from dropping as a result of the falling prices.

R o Teillirn — Beairforsiee Aocorn —
Jplié

said it would reduce surpluses. Yet CCC inventories

t oday are nearly five times as high as they were at the end of
P e—

——

1952, and far higher than when the so-called "flexible" program

e

went into full effect in 1955 -- despite many new tools pro-

vided for surplus removal.

4hey said it would lower the cost of farm programs to

the government.
z{_ Yet it is costing seven times as much to run the
e L S —
agricultural program under Benson as it did when the Democrats

left office in 1952.
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AI wish some of our ecity friends who complain about

government costs, yet think of Benson as their hero, would let

——
—

these facts sink in. Secretary Benson has been the costliest — 74 /oy~
T e

P k(LL
\}\(g‘"" Secretary of Agriculture we have ever had -- with less results

to show for the drain he is putting on taxpayers.

The realized loss on price support operations has been
S = SRR S o ——

e
more than twice as much in the last ﬁé years as in the pre-
"?— L
ceeding twenty -- and is soaring higher again this year.
=

4 I might not be quite as concerned if this drain on the

treasury were really helping farmers -- or if the money were even

e

going to farm people. But it isn't.

ASecretary Benson has helped swell the taxpayers' bill

for the farm program by increasing Eg%‘i costs for government-

held surplus commodities. The cost of storing a bushel of wheat,

for example, is :@ double what it was under the Democrats.

Secretary Benson has helped swell the taxpayers® bill
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by -increasing the interest rate on Commodity Credit Corporation

borrowing for price support purposes. Benson has borrowed money

from bankers instead of the Treasury, at higher interest rates.

4 The cost to taxpayers has been $9 million extra a year.

—_——
) |
&
Secretary Benson has helped ﬂ{ taxpayers' bill

Bette 2'5%

by increasing the Department of Agriculture staff #2%. In 1953,

t_________._-
when the Department had 67,400 employees, Benson called it a

"swollen bureaucracy". Now, it has 85,000 employees. ——
et ,& PRI
The simple truth is / that the theory of regu-

lating out-put through lowered prices has been a complete failure
T ——
-- resulting in nothing but further depletion of farm income,

—
n%ej, and higher costs.
ﬂ

And yet all that President Eisenhower and Secretary

Benson have recommended to the Congress is more of the same --

more flexibility, still lower prices.

P R SEA T E—— e T ————

e ———

/<It is time to call a halt, and cry "enough".




n farm policies.

L
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I have yet to see any published results of sound
scientific, statistical and economic research of current
significance that indicates any connection or relationship
between market prices or farm income and the volume of farm
production and marketings.

But I do know thesg facts:

From 1929 to 1932, prices received by farmers dropped

Yy 564, the parity ratio dropped by 37%, national farm gross
—H—
income dropped by 54%, national net income dropped by 67%,

——
m—

and net income per farm dropped by 53%. Yet total farm output

——ime

did not drop; farm output per man hour increased by 2%.
pa——— ——__— 1 -e__."';—.———._——'—'_—_'-"-"_ ———

From 1951 to 1956, prices received by farmers dropped

22%, the parity ratio dropped 25 points (23%), national farm
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gross income dropped 11%, national famm net income dropped
38%, and per farm net income, adjusted for price change,
dropped by 236, Yet per man hour farm output increased 10%,
and total output increased by Th.

<In no extended period when farm prices and income
fell over a long period of years -- and the drop from 1951 to |
1951 is the longes;b~ sustained drop since USDA began keeping

records in 1910 -- did either total or per man farm output | £ —

— o
decrease.
P —
e ,foes Secretary Benson justify his bland —I
r & 7 3 3

"4 / : r‘

i

‘E assertions f:\y{/ production '_j- ailed by suttin g p lces?
9 And does the American/press blandly accept tt%tﬁ:heory

as/fact -- when ts prove o | se? : %ﬂ,ﬂﬂm-_ﬁﬂ

3

,;:I T
= s T P ts »

v e
& f o .ur...»_-n\r\'._t',’v.-'wi’ﬁ""i“t"k

et " st
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The truth is that high fixed overhead costs make it
Smm—

=

necessary for farmers to keep ppoducing..————ﬁsz/ /

: \ JLW
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Another fallacy that needs to be nipped in the bud
S —

is the M theory that lowering farm prices can increase

farm income through stimulating consumption. Available economic

studies indicate it would take at least a five percent cut in
unit prices to obtain a 1 percent increase in volume of con-
sumption, and this ratio appears to be rising.

4}:@ that assumes the entire reduction in farm prices

would be passed along to the consumer -- and recent history of

widening marketing margins makes that unlikely.

_ 4%} with all the economi%evidence to the contrary, the

Administration persists in seeking still lower price support

levels because of its fetish against interference in any way

-

with so-called "free markets".

t phrase "free markets" has an attractive
—

sound to many, but slogans are not enough to save the farm

economy. Let us look at what they are talking about, when
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they ask for farmers to return to a "free market".

S

The idea of the so-called "competitive free market"

for farm commodities involves a situation where no farmer or

group of farmers would be assisted or allowed by government

to exercise any control over marketings to raise prices.
Carried to the ultimate, such a policy would eliminate the price

protective features of marketing agreements and orders for fruits,

AT S e

vegetables, and nuts. It would probably bring chaos to the fluid

milk marketing industry. It would place U.S. wool and sugar
et = SRR — B . E= S e L O

production in full competition with imports without any pro-

tection of tariffs, import quotas, or government payments. In

a competitive free market, the prices of cotton, rice, tobacco,
and wheat and all other farm commodities would be allowed to drop

t o the unprotected world level established by unresitricted pro-

ductionZThe prices of corn, other feed grains, soybeans, flax-

seed, and cottonseed, would be allowed to drop to the level where
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the entire year's production would move into channels of

trade during the year -- with no reserves for any emergency.
4Importers would be allowed to import as large a

volume of competitive farm commodities as they saw fit.

/eements would be abolished. —-ﬂ}ﬁ’

would be "free" to produce and market as much

4 The International Wheat and Sugar

of any quality or any and all commodities as they could, but

the government would not stand byi as an to buy up or make

loans on such commodities in order to hold up the average

annual price above the "free" market level.

=

crusading for -- if he is sincere in talki out wanting i ig
"free" markets. By his own uordA use price support
e

e swings in seasonal fluctuations

: y G
& That, in effect, is what Secretary Benson is ~ N

loans only to prevent

e
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& visionary free market, what about the rest of the economy
‘_?u——_______‘

-

Now, if the farmer ie expected to survive in such

which he must purchase his supplies, obtain his labor,

and sell his product?
tariffs and embargoes

Is industry ready to give up
. = Feataae

=N =t VSU——

that keep out competing imports? Is it ready to abandon cost-

plus contracts? Are the railroad

R =t | 4
power,gas, and telephone companies ready to give up the federal

s, trucks, airlines, electric

e

e

protection of monopoly control and regulations to insure profits

on their investments, along with big salaries to management

personnel? Is the businessman ready to abandon price main-

tenance safeguards and protection of law against predatory
n.._______________—.,______——————'—_
price cutting? Are the working men and women of the country

ready to give up minimum wage and maximum hour legislation, as

well as protection of collective bargaining?

' I den't think so, and neither does anyone else in
i

his right mind.
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The truth is that we don't have completely "free

markets" in our economy.

The prices of things that farmers buy, both production

——

and family living items, are retail prices like the prices all

consumers pay. These retail prices are based on the wholesale

i ————

prices behind them, which are administered prices -- prices set

by manufacturers, money-market bankers, railroad companies, and

G fee = PR

(&) D et s i L ST,
to withhold supply to maintain the set price.

many others, on the basis of their Government-sanctioned ability

AThe farmer not only buys his needs in an administered-

pr;ce market dominated by sellers ,'but also farmers sell their
products into markets where buyers have the upper hand.
The farmer does not sell, usually, to the final con-
\ sumer of food and fiber products, Farm commodities must move
through processing and marketing channels, where those who perform

these services possess enough control over supply of their services
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to enable them to administer or control the prices they receive

for such services. Since 1951, for example, the processing and

marketing agencies have had enough bargaining power to obtain

for themselves the entire drop in farm returns without sharing

R

I have often wondered whether some of the loudest
advocates of "free markets" for agriculture would be quite so

vocal if it were the seller's market, instead of a buyer's
¢ b
market -- if the farm producer had the upper hand in bargaining

power. I am afraid if that were the case these same people would
be appealing for government regulation, instead of insisting upon

free markets.

Perm%ﬂﬁ%ma we will have an opportunity to
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|
find out, whether we want to or nqt.
e

[ i L/

\/ * % ¥
Farmers are at a bargaining disadvantage in the
market place today, as they always have been. They need

stronger bargaining power.

b ST —

They have sought to strengthen their bargaining
power in many ways. They have done it through bgggigg_fgr

gether in cooperatives. They have done it through working

_—

out programs of price magintenance and control of market

supply through their govermment, just as other segments

—

e

of our economy have sought to protect their position through

government action.

/ﬁfixxBut, somehow, the public has been led to believe it
N

is wrong for farmers to turn to their government for price
— e—

and income protection even though it is accepted as a matter
—

of right for railroads?“gir;;nes, utilities, industry, and labor.
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4 To/be sure the government' s role \in our /\
" ket /pl

society should neverbe one of dopiina.ting 'bhe ace. |

Its fole shésg.d be\as the

J

v at such a disadvantage in the

7 Rﬁ_th agriculture

economy, farmers have every right to turn to the government
for help in ways to strengthen their bargaining power.

It is rather amazing to see that right being
challenged. The interest of government in agriculture is
nothing new.

There is a 185-page compilation of United States
Statutes designed in one way or another to strengthen the
‘bargaining power of farmers in the commodity markets, and

to protect and improve farm income in other ways. Much of
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t%s 1e§1;%qp.-fg&3;g\k/gw' Eec% t

Although farm income is currently too low, farm

gross income would be at least a third less, and farm net

—

income would be more than a third lower, if it were not for

——

the existing federal farm programs.
Yes, farm income could be considerably higher if

there were a will and a determination in the Department of

Agriculture to use these laws enthusiastically and persistently.
A,_,—/’_‘/\_//’_\/f""x/w;

5 income.gpuld-be-considetably Chigher if the-Segcretary
nt formula.

|
| (103 ng 1’,0
‘ g o _

{ . 2 :
| &/u(/ : j’ establish and Xix {4 Parity equivalent ratio at) ‘ 1946-48
| r <

|

D "
here wa.s/p,éi r price suppori ve*nﬁry
s
//

Awhile we need to improve our price support programs,

modernize and expand our farm credit facilities, expand our
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farm credit facilities, expand our researclhl both for production

efficiency and new uses for farm products -- much more for the

benefit of farmers could and should be done with the laws we

sions ov;e;?
"-o‘ >

Unless our existing legislation can be made more

effective, farmers must strengthen their bargaining power

in other ways. Farmers may turn to united action on their own,

s

by collective bargaining through producer co-ops, to establish

prices and incomes nearer to equality with other segments of
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our soclety.

The balance of bargaining power may well shift from

buyers to sellers of farm products. Those now so anxious for

free markets may be the first to prefer a new look at effective

price support levels or direct payment methods of achieving

more equality in farm income.

Such ideas are not far fetched, I assure you. Legis-

lation to authorize cooperative associations of producers to bargain
with purchasers singly or in groups has already been introduced

- Gy lily Republicin colleague, Senatsr Aiken, rapking m nerity

mem'ber Senate Committee on Agricujture./ And I ass

e

you wei a.re going to thke g/good hard look \at s such aglter-

native during the coming Fession of Congre§s, in view of the

/

[
A minis
[l
|

ation's seeming determination to press for still lo

suppent levels.

Obviously, neither the Congress nor the people should
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or would grant the power to fgzmers=er anyone else to cut food
and fiber production below what is needed for the national
welfare -- and the nation's interest often requires production
beyond levelg for which farmers can obfain satisfactory prices
in the market place!gﬁgiimms should not be penalized for serving
and fulfilling the needs and requirements of national security.
They should be rewarded.

/<’Such safeguards can well be provided, however, through

food stamp plans to increase consumption among low-income

families, through national emergency reserves, and through

specific set-asides for humanitarian use throughout the world.

An available inventory of food and fiber is not only needed

for purposes of health, welfare, and security, but also to

protect the consumer frmmprice gouging.
i

Actually, on many commodities such as milk there is

S ——

urgent need for all you produce -- if we fulfill our respon-

e e—
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sibilities of properly providing for those who need it most
-- the children in our schools, the aged, the unfortunates
on meager public assistance allowances now unable to buy
an adequate diet. There is a tremendous need for dairy products

in many areas of the world lgpking in dollars to purchase. We

need longer extension and expansion of export programs such

as Public Law 480, permitting sales for foreign currencies which

P erT——— - ¥ e

‘in turn are used for economic development. | _ ff;i/ ‘;}/{;;% ;

the full significance, the full potential of the advantage we

hold on the world scene through our abundance of food and fiber.

what a force for freedom we have in the very thing some complain

about -- our food abundance.

k"'- — — — -



not seem to unflerstand that foodcan fbe msFe powerful ' .
€5 in wimning the struggle foxf freedom. ;

[ ]

'J‘tf = ame” Yo SOmeon 2] dem 1nLo ;-;'E(.'

Khrushchev s-ju= to understand -=rvital role food can oceupy
in the st ;:%' for the mind of map -- and he has ked on
a role of ¢ "%; to outproduce us.: He is smart eno to know
that in areas ;f Africa and Asia, qod other parts of woxd ,

today food wo fd mean more to the masses of people than\Sputnik.

” )



Fpp———— S S b

The truth is that the role of food in international

relations is being sadly neglected, along with its vitally
essential role for the defense of the free world through
such organizations as NATO.

It might be well to suggest a look at the food
suglies for our allied forces in Turkey, Greece, Italy, and
other Southern European countries. They need an assurance of
food supplies for their troops.

They are all food deficit countries, dependent on
our imports. Yet, the Defense Department admits it can offer

no assurance of trying to continue food deliveres in event of war.
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Isn't it about time seripus consideration was given emergency

/

military support p/ogra.u;,- instead of just

s

7 f B

.“) I F
y/are produc el
iy ' i | 5

Senator, I have been
) !-(

As an individual United States |

doing everything ;{n my éouer to awaken 6ur Pubiic -- and the
] | r' / /

/ . .
/ [ f }
o the tlfmeudous a.sse‘t_f.f’we have;, in food

Administxtion~
in this time/of international crisis. f
! i ! "
| / | |
It was for 'l?aa.t reason that I conducted extensive

Loy

Waking up this
/|

.

nou job.

Before concluding, I wish to comment briefly about

our entire economy -- not just the farm economy.
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I know that of necessity your first concern is
farming, and we all have to look out for ourselves as best
we can. Yet it would be well to think also about how inter-
dependent our entire economy has become, however, and how much
you have at stake in supporting every effort to improve con-
ditions for all your fellow Americans, farm or non-farm,
city or country.

Yes, you are inseparably linked to the total economy.
I hope you farmers will take the broad viewpoint in encouraging
and supporting economic advancement of distressed areas of the
nation, and for all segments of our people.

Quite frankly, much more is involved than just ex-
panding the total wealth or total income of the nation. What
c ounts is the extent to which improvement in economic standing

is widely shared by the vast members of our people, rather than

just limited groups.
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It is at the bottom of the economic ladder where any

degree of economic improvement is most rapidly reflected in

increased purchasing powerfor farm products -- for milk, and

for other food and fiber.
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i It might be helpful, therefore, if we looked at
it this way:

If the earnings of 100 low-income families are

improved only $10 a week, it means a lot more additional

milk, butter,or cheese will be consumed than if only one family
receives an additional $1,000 check -- even though both are

desirable.

/zfi;Each family with adequate purchasing power will buy

only so much dairy products each month. It is better to have

more families :able to buy some additional amounts of each than

to have the improvement in purchasing power concentrated with

= el -8

} recoguie that Tact n
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. i 3 . f
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We need the vision to recognize and develop untapped
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American markets

-———— e ———-

4& have concentrated much attention toward economic

for our farm products.
development of the underdeveloped areas of the world. This is
in our own interest, both from thestandpoint of future world
markets and intermational political stability, to encourage

rising living standards throughout the world.

But let us not neglect the opportunities at home --
| : —

opportunities here within the Americ% market where we have

a common currency, no tariff walls, a common language and a

reasonably similar set of values. Here is the greatest untapped,

—

undeveloped market that the world has ever known -- particularly

fr perishable farm products such as meat, milk, poultry, and

RS e

eggs. We have to approach that w
— i F - e e o Lt e e e . __'_._—_.-.-—_-._
strengthening and improving economic conditions in our own

distressed areas, and through seeking by both public and private

means to improve economic opportunities here at home and thereby
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raise living standards of our low income groups.
/4<'k11 of this is involved in the farmer's right to
AsaetseanaB participate fully and fairly in the benefits

of an expanding, growing economy.

More is at stake than just production of food and

s i it b

fiber.

Since the earliest days of the Republic the family-
S

farm pattern of American agriculture has been considered as
SR DA,

essential to a strong democracy.

EPRE T e CiE a
Farming IS a way of life, as well as a way of making

a living. It must be kept so. The opportunity must be pro-

vided for it to be kept so.

The family farm pattern of agriculture is the real

basis of agricultural progress and good community life. It

builds in farm family members attitudes of self-reliance,

social responsibility, individual initiative, tolerance, and
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self-government -- the attitudes that make for a sound
democracy, and the human qualities that have done so much
to make this Nation great.
( A large number of prosperous farm families on

————————
family farms is a strong balancing force within the Nation

= T

against the political and social extremes of economic class

warfare.

N

As a means of perserving thismttern for American

agriculture, I have long been guided by a set of basie prin-

ciples which I believe must be the foundation for our farm

programs -- and can be the building blocks for new and better

farm programs of the future.

These principles are basic rights for agriculture --

I call it my Farmers' Bill of Rights.

mam—

They include =~==-=--
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1. The right to full equality of economic
opportunity.

2. The right for improved standards of rural
living.

3. The right of reascnable protection against
natural hazards.

k., The right to extend agricultural free enter-
prise through cooperative aetion.

s it

5. The right to public cooperation and assistance
in saving the soil.

6. The right to preserve the social and human
values of family farming.

T+ The right to decent land tenure which would
encourage the desirable goal of farm ownership.

8. The right to a democratic voice in his own

farm program.
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9. The right to benefits of an expanding world
trade.

10. The right to a long-term program of food
storage to encourage abundance.

1l. The right to assurance that land reclamation
development will result in establishment of new family
farms, not factories-in-the-field.

12. The right to seek improved economic bargaining
power for survival in an organized economy permitting that
right to labor and industry.

Z Upon these foundations, we need to build a healthier
climate for the survival of family farming as a way of life.

Z Your help is needed to do it. Your advice and
guldance is needed. Your recommendations are welcome.

/ The challenge is to keep our eyes on sound goals, and

wrk shoulder to shoulder toward achieving them rather than
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allowing ourselves to be diverted from a course of progress.

August 23, 1958
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