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11innesota 1 s f ar mers have finally learned >vhat R,;r;u~licans mean by· wanting to 
invoke price support assistance 11 only at di saster l ev els", Senator Hubert H. 
Hurr~hrey, (D,Minn.) decla red l ast night in a nationwide t elevi si on debate with 
Senator Karl Mundt, (R., S.D.). (CBS 'Pick t he Winner ') 

11They do not mean disaster f or the farmer; they rr:e an disa ster f or the Republican Par't.y in an election year --- t hat is whey the:r suddenly show some concern, 11 Senator Humphrey s aid. 

11It appar ently was not a 1 disaster' threat Nhe~!. eg[, , turkey> and poultry prices plunged even lower t han t u ey ere now l c:.st y e,_,.l a:td t he year before. Yet t -l:lis year, with "political disaster" threatened at t he polls , t h e Ben son-Eisenhov, er administration suddenly gets concerned. 

"All of us welcome any and all action that can be t aken to stave off further f ar1.H hardship, but most of us think it is a little late - about three years l :1.-l:.e, \fu~ we a ppealed to Benson to buy eggs and turkeys in 1954 and 1955, he would not do it b ecau se he was ag~inst it on principle. But his principles seem t o change in an ele ction year, wit h political trouble staring him in the face instead of just for the f armer. 

11If h e thi nks h e can stop hog -prices from falling below :!Pl 4 .25 now by pork pur cha ses , as he has just announced, why could he not do it la st year when l'iinnesnt-:=J. producers were only getting $8.50 to $9.00 per hm1dredweight. \:my did he L :Jt. ·chem go through th e wringer , t hen suddenly get con~erned only at election -l:. ime ? Vfuat kind of a ssurance do farmers have tbat t his belated concern will last after election t ime? 

11 The Republi c a ns have preached a lot about using price supports only to ' prevent disaster', without indicating what th ey t h ought was di sastrous . It is new appg.rent wha t. they meant. They meant disaster to the RepU.blicw Party. ,-\.}'Y;n r ently , t hey have now decided t hat $14 hog s a re t he "di sast er " mar ;-- :\-~- -~<Jf~u'b. l .~.c 2.+-ions in the forthcoming el ection. 

11 Farmers ar e n ot going to be fooled. $14.00 hogs are only about 65% of "~ ;--i~·y . am few far roors can survive on such pr i ces. 

11 It costs :1.bom:, $30 to s end a pi g to market, allo-...; i n.g $5 in f'E:ed r;cs-1:. p3r . f t' . t b d - d -" . J • u . ,::!- f ,, / f 
r: g or ne s ow tl e ween r ee lng an .c a rrowlllg cl::-ne, ~i' . L _ or -:;r) Ll . ~-~b,_ '- r :--::;~1-c. en-t. :--o..:~ c: , an.d ~J... for worming and va cci nat ion . 

(; 'ii'll eH t.'lE. f'-:J. :- mer get s only $15 pe r hundredwei.zrrt f ·1::· i1. s 21n ~ -" j he i s just :·;·.re . .L> l n p· . _. -,r~:;_ ·'J.: a~tual feeding cos~JS wi thout allov...i n,-, · .. · .)":l . i .. l ~ :Lo~ r'arm ov erhead anJ. C'::' f]X e .: a.;:, .:_ (,:l ·- •· le t alone f a rm living cost s or ::;__-,-t_. c~·,_ :/~ -:), l·: c:; ~. ::.vef::lt:n:.-, Lt ~. 11 

'l rie ;·ctio:l;li ne twork farm debat e originat ed fro;,l 'L vK. ..' :'. ::.. i.::: s _, with Semtor 
Humpb.r ey sapeking from l\ilinneapolis b efore a studio aud.ie:1::e of SL:venson boos·t.e r s 
and Hundt speakingfrom Washington before a studio audience of Republic ans , Vv11il e 
released to the east coast 'live' last night, it will be carried on the r est of 
the CBS network, including the midwest, on film Sunday because of t i;Tle differen-
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~~dt and Walter Cronkite broadcast from the CBS Studios in 
Washington, D. C.) 
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r.m. CRONKITE: How do you do. This is the fourth of our 

pre-election series or political discussions again tonight in 

the tradition of the famous Lincoln-Douglas debates. 

Tonight ' s question is 11\fuich Party has the Most to Offer to 

the American Farmern. Tonight's guests are both from agricultur

al states. Both are members of the Senate Agriculture 

Committee. Both are leading spokesmen for their Party on the 

farm situation. 

Speaking for the Republicans, a former farm operator, 

a member of the GOP's so-called Truth Squad that is trailing 

Adlai Stevenson across the country -- in fact he just left it 

a few hours ago to fly to Washington. He is returning right 

back to that duty after this broadcast, the Senior Senator 

from South Dakota, Karl E. Mundt. 

For the Democrats, twice a top contender for their vice 

presidential nomination, a leading Democratic liberal, a man 

generally considered as one of the rising men in the Party, the 

Senator from Minnesota, Hubert H. Humphrey. 

Senator Mundt tonight is in our Washington studio; Senator 

Humphrey is in Minneapolis. They meet on this platform 

through what we like to call the miracle of electronics, and 

toward the end of our formal debate they will address each 

other directly in a short question and answer period. 

We will begin in just a moment, but first let's watch 

Westinghouse and Betty Furness. 



3 

(A commercial on behalf of Westinghouse.) 

MR. CRONKITE: Gentlemen, the rules of formal debate apply 

here. I will use my gavel to warn you when your period is 

over at each time fifteen seconds before that time I will 

give you a single rap like that and I will use the gavel to 

begin and end each period, of course. 

The toss or the coin tonight was won by Senator Mundt, 

and he prefers to be the last in the debate, so we will open 

with a two and a half minute statement by Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humphrey. 

SENATOR HUMPHREY: Thank you very much, Walter Cronlcite 

and ladies and gentlemen: The issue is Which Party has the 

Most to Offer to the American Farmer. I think the answer is 

obvious. The Democratic Party and the ticket of Adlai Stevenson 

for President and Estes Kefauver for Vice President, plus a 

Democratic Congress, both a House and a Senate. 

Now, I know the Republicans offered much in 1952 in the 

promises of Mr. Eisenhower around this country. But I think 

every farmer knows that they delivered much less than they 

offered and they promised. 

As a matter of fact, the answer to this question, I think, 

could well be answered, and most likely will be, by the 

participant on the other end of the line, my friend, Senator 

Mundt. 

Senator Mundt , by his o~Tn votes in the 83rd Congress and 
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the 84th Congress answered this question because he voted 

against the Eisenhower-Benson Republican Farm Program. 

He voted for the Democratic program. He voted for the 

very Democratic platform that we adopted on agriculture in 

Chicago at our Convention. 

Another answer to this question is in the minds and the 

hearts of our own farmers. They remember 1920 to 1932 under 

Republican peace and prosperity that brought disaster and ruin 

to the American ~armer, and they also know what has been happen-

ing since 1953 where agricultural income has gone down from 

$15,100,000,000 down to a little over $11 billion; where the 

farmer's share of the food dollar has gone down from 47 cents 
., 

to 38 cents; where the farmer has seen ever-increasing surpluses 

mount in Government hands, and ever-decreasing prices for the 

farmer. 

As a matter of fact, the farmers of America now know that 

the Republican Party has a triple formula for Republican 

Agricultural Economics. They ask the farmer to produce less, 

take less for what he produces, and pay more for what he buys. 

Now, on that kind of a formula you can only end up in 

trouble. 

So I respectfully say that the Democratic Party, thro~1 

its record that every farmer knows, of AAA, REA, Soil Conserva-

tion, ever-normal granary farm credit, Farmers Home Adm1ni-

stration, every one knows that the Democratic Party has the 

most to offer. 
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Senato~ ~fundt, from Washington for two and 

t'lal ter and good f'r1ends, I would say that 

not qW.te everybody lalows that because certainly I don rt share 

that conclusion~ and I am sure that about 60 per cent of the 

voters of America on November 6 will not share the conclusion 

of my distinguished colleague in ~~nneapolis tonight. 

I would say that before we get :Lnto the meat of~ this debate 

we should stake out, perhaps, some points of reference so that 

Senator Humphrey and I may see hO'tAJ' f'ar we share agreement and 

how far we disagree. 

In the first place, we disagree diametrically on the first 

/ conclusion, because I believe sincerely that, along with all 

other Americans, the farmers of' America will fare ~lch better 

in the next four years under the continued leadership of' Dwight 

Eisenhower and Dick Nixon than they would by making a change at 

this time to the Democrat candidate. 

I would point out, No, l, that the American farmer is part 

of our great family of' Americans, There is one thing about the 

Anx!rican farmer which differentiates him f'rom the farming 

classes of' other countrieso He is not a class b,y himaelf', not 

a peasant class, not a political bloc, not an organization as 

such. 

He is part of' the great American family and, in nw opinion, 

American farmers are part of the all-American team, and they share 
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equally in the benefits of balanced budgets, reduced taxes, 

and peace 1n the world, along with all other good Americans. 

The second thing, and on this one I am sure Senator 

Humphrey and I can agree, is the fact that both parties 

recognize the farmer is not getting his rightful share of the 

national income. 

Both major candidates, 1n my opinion, sincerely want him 

to do better, and they are trying to propose plans to bring 

that about. 

Both parties are connnitted to that program. It is a 

question or method, it is a question or policy. 

The Eisenhower Administration has introduced two important 

na-1 concepts into the whole program or American agriculture 

which, in my opinion, are the most important single things 

that have happened to the American t'armer since the Steagall 

amendments were passed in 1938. 

The first or those were to switch the target of parity 

from a few farm products so that instead or trying to get 

parity by bolstering up a few farm products, the Eisenhower 

Administration is co~tted to producing parity f'or the proM 

dUcer himself', the farmer, and the family and the farm unit 

operating as a family-type f'armo 

The other one, of' course, is the great net1 soil bank pro

gram which f'armers are accepting so wholeheartedly all over 

the country because it provides them with a system of' compensation; 
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1t provides them a s.ystem of curtailing the surplusec, it 

provides tnem a method for conserving natural resources. 

7 

MR t CRONIO:TE : And now, gentlemen, rebuttal for three and 

one-half ~nutes each, First, Senator Humphreyc 

SENATOR HUMPHREY: Thank you very much, Walter. I surely 

want to enjoy this opportunity to do a little rebutting. I am 

somewhat, let me say, confused by what Senator Mundt says when 

he says that be tlU.nks that the farmers \'till do much better 

under Ike and Nixon in the next four years . 

I trust that that must be sheer hop~ because it can•t be 

baaed on facts,. 

Senator Nixon -- Senator Mtmdt knott~s that in November, 

1952 farm par:ity t'las 100. He knOt'ls that every month and every 

year that it .has gone dotrtn under ti'le R13publ1can Administi'ation . 

He knot-ts that farm income has gone down . over 25 per ce.11t, and 

he knows that- farm prices a~ down. 

Now, Senator Mundt says he ~oJants the farmers to be a part 

of the American team. Yes, they have been a part of it, 

Senator, but I am a£ra1d that the Eisenhower team has let the 

farmer carry the water bucket rather than really be on the team. 

He has been getting last place on this American team far 

too long. 

This Administration has seen to it, through its policies, 

that corporation profits are up net 35 per cent; Uo s. Steel 

158 per centl General 1'-lotors 113 Pel" cent, money lenders 1 income 
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up 28 per cent, stocks· are up on the Net'J' York market over 70 

per cent and, Senator, the trouble is that the fa~er on this 

Eisenhower team Just isn•t in the play. He has been forgotten; 

he has been left out. 

Now, you said one other thing, for example, here that 

you thought the soil bank was a great new concept. I agree, 

But you know better than I, Senator rlh.mdt, that the Eisenhower 

Administration fought the soil bank, repudiated the soil bank, 

argued against the soil bank until they were finally driven 

to it, and I am going to have a question or two to ask you 

about that soil bank. 

One other point I trrould like to make, Senator; is that 

when this Administration came into power things were not half 

bad, and since they have been in, wheat stocks have increased 

seven times, corn stocks have increased 'ttt1o and a half times, 

cotton stocks have increased 25 times, stocks of ~lk and da~ 

products have increased 14 times, stocks of barley 21 times, 

stocks of oats 15 times. 

As a matter of £act, this Administration has expended 

three and a half tl.mes as much money or owns three and a half' 

times as many commodities in dollar purchases as was available 

in the Commodity Credit Corporation in 1952, ~cember 31. 

Now, that is the mesa that this Administration has given 

to the American farmer. They have asked the i'armer, I repeat, 

to produce less, to take less for what they produce and to pay 
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more for what they buy. This Administration has spent more 

money on agriculture and got fewer resullhs than any Administra

tion in American history~ The only thing comparable to it in 

terms of the inadequacy and t•ailure is tlle Hoover Administration. 

And I would recall to our listeners that the Republican Party 

has vetoed practically every farm measur e that has ever been 

before it, and I want Senator Mundt to tell me how he justifies 

his arg'I.D'Ilent today, when the very bill ·l.ihat he voted for in 

the United States Senate was vetoed by President Eisenho~'J'er o 

I want him to tell me whether or not his farmers out home 

agree with his position of supporting t he Democratic bill or 

with Eisenhowertsposition of vetoing it. 

MR. CRONKITE: Thank you, Senator Hwnphrey o I hope out 

there in Minneapolis I didn • t contuse you t'lith a false cue of 

one rap on the gavel. ftr m.1stake in timing. 

Now, Senator Mundt, your chancet for three and a half 

minutes• rebuttal. 

SENATOR MUNI11': Thank you. 

And, 1n the first place, I would like to point out what 

all the good farmers know, that there is no such thing, and was 

no such thing, in the last Congress as a Democrat bill or a 

Republican bill. You had two bipartisan bills in which farmers 

on both farm organizations in all sections of' the cowitry were 

divided, in wlUch the members ot• the Republican and Democratic 

P.arty were divided, and the country generally was divided, and 
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that was based on a concept which developed 1n 1938, eighteen 

years ago, a good concept of meeting the situation confronting 

the farmers by a price support mechanism. 
. ' But as time came along and war came along, it was 

discovered tllat neither that mechanism nor anything resembling 

it was good enough for the American farmers. We spent for 

eighteen years most of our time trying to decide how high the 

price supports Should be, how many . crops th~ should cover 

and how much crop reduction you should provide. And the 

higher the price supports got the more curtailment was, and 

so instead of having 90 per cent, we had 90 per cent tunes a 

60 per cent cropping or the farm, giving a farmer about 54 

per cent of parity. 

Now, there is one thing I want to make clear in this 

debateo I do not accuse and am not going to accuse the 

Democrat Admdnistration of starting the Korean war and being 

a war party~ Unless ~ colleague wants to accept that as a 

thesis 1n simple fairness he cannot accept wartime prosperity 

attached to the Korean war and make that a comparison with 

peacetime statistics, I will give him some statistics under 

the Republican Administration; I will give him some statistics 

under the Democrat peacetime Administration, 

1938, 1939 and 1940 were the last three peace years under 

a Democrat Administration. What was parity under a peacetime 

Democrat Administration that averaged 78o7 per cent ? 
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What has parity been for the American farmer under three 

peacetime years administrative years of Eisenhower,'53, 154 and 

155? It has averaged 8893 per cent, and today is still 82 

per cent, almost five points higher than the average under the 

Democrats in their peacetime ye~.~s. 
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My colleague said something about the farmer's share of 

the food dollar. \ihat was the farmer's share of the food 

dollar under the peacetime Democrat years of 1938, '39 and 140, 

because you can't compare a war year unless those who select 

it as a target also take it as a responsibility as part of the 

policy of their party . 

So I think the peace years 1938, '39 and '40, the average 

share which the farmer received of the dollars was 39 cents, 

the farmer shared 39 cents out of the dollar. 

In 1950 he received 54 and 55. Under the Eisenhower 

Administration the average share of the consumer dollar received 

by the farmer was 43 cents, up four cents; and so I point out 

to my distinguished colleague that you can't mix up these 

statistics by trying to claim for the Democrats wartime 

prosperity unless you assume the responsibility also for 

wartime misery. 

The Eisenhower Administration, recognizing that neither 

the program for which Senator Humphrey and I voted, nor the 

program submitted by the other side in that preliminary debate 

of flexible versus fLxed price support was good enough for the 

farmer because it wasn't giving him parity; it wasn't giving 

him equity, came up with a new program, the Soil Bank Program, 

incidentally also for which both Senator Humphrey and I voted, 

a program that does provide the beginning of a long-term 

solution to the farm problem, a program that does provide a 
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farmer a chance to get a fair share or the national income, 

a program which, working with a dozen other factors in the 

overall Republican program has parity for the farmer as its 

ultimate goal. 

MR. CRONKITE: Now, gentlemen, time for cross examination. 

Before your closing rebuttal, you may address questions directly 

to each other. We have set aside this period for that. 

May I remdnd you, though,that time is short. The more 

concise your questions and replies, the more questions we shall 

have t~e for, the more replies, too, of course. 

Since Senator Humphrey had the advantage of the opening 

statement in the debate, Senator Mundt will ask the first 

question in cross examination. 

Senator I-1tmdt. 

SENATOR MUNDT: I would like to start out and satisfy 

the audience that my statement about my colleague was correct. 

And let me ask you as an easy question, Senator Humphrey, is 

it not correct that you, along with me, supported the Soil Bank 

Program as we have it today in the United States, country? 
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SENATOR HUIVJPHREY : Senator, of course~ that is correct. 

I not only supported it in the Senate, I tried to help educate 

Secretary Benson to be for it. He was rather reluctant, may I 

say, and finally around in February, 1956 we got him to come 

along for it, even though as late as April he doubted that it 

would be too effective. 

I think you will agree with me, Senator, that the 

Administration opposed the soil bank, called it unworkable, 

unmanageable, too costly, and about everything else they 

could call it the year before we adopted it. 

SENATOR MUNI11' : They called it those things the year 

before it was put before us 1n the form of a bill which was 

acceptable economically and workable, and which the farm 

organizations themselves would support after the hearings 

which you and I shared out through the I-11d-~lest of the Senate 

Agriculture Committee, in which some of the bugs of the earlier 

proposals were era sed, and it was made into a sound and 

workable program, at which time Secretaza,J Benson and the 

whole Administration team testified many long hours in support 

of the soil bank program. 

MR • CRONKITE : Now, Senator Humphrey, if you would like 

to address a question to Senator Mundt. 

SENATOR HUMPHREY: Yes, indeed I would. 

Senator, you have selected certain ~acet1rne yearsa Isn•t 

it true, Senator, that the peacetime years of 1946,•47, '48, •49, 
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up to June 30., 1950, peacetime years, mind you, were the most 

prosperous peacetime years for American agriculture in the 

history of the nation? 

SENATOR MUNDT: The dii'f'iculty was the years you have 

selected comprise a thin skein of time between two wars under 

two different Democrat Presidents. 

You chose a time after the conclusion of' tvorld tvar No. II 

when the world was still seething and boiling, and we had 

30,000 American troops in Trieste; we had other troops 

scattered around in spots where they were likely to be shot at, 

and while settling and readjusting ±Tom that ~~r, preparing 

for the contingencies which ultimately exploded in the Korean 

waro So I picl~d a peacetime period, the best peacetime 

years in the Democrat Administration prior to this series of 

wars, World War II and the Korean war. 

SENATOR HU'NPHREY: Senator, you also picked the years 

right after, may I say, the Republican Party under Coolidge, 

Harding and Hoover had literally left the American farmer 

flat on his face, and I want to remind you that it was after 

a great world depressiono 

SENATOR MUNDT: Furthermore, I should like to add the 

years 138, 139 and t40, which was quite a while after we had 

a Republ1can President, far too long, I thi.nk, and most 

Americans feel that way, too. 

SENATOR HUNPlffiEY: May I say to my f'riend, the Senator 
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from South Dakota, that this Administration still has approxi

mately 3,000,000 men under arms, it is spending over $40 billion 

a year on national security and defense 1 and while you may call 

it peacetime, it is anything but peace in Korea, anything but 

peace in Indo-China, anything but peace in the Middle East, 

anything but peace any place in the world. 

The military expenditures today are only one other ,year 

hj.gher in American history since World Uar II, and I thinic 

this is a factor that the American people ought to knOl'lJ and 

yet farm prices have gone down. 

other people have been doing well, Senator, but farm 

prices have gone do~m, and peacetime or no peacetime, tmder 

the Republican Administration after World tvar I, and since 

(6) 1952, farmers are taking a licking. 
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SENATOR MUNDT: I should point out that farm prices have 

been going up in the main part since 1956 as the impact of the 

new program and many other programs associated with it have 

come into being because such programs as the St. Lawrence Seaway1 

such programs as tax reduction 1 such programs as providing a 

tax refund for the American farmer 1 such programs as providing 

for the small water shed project 1 such programs as providing 

for the transfer of American agricultural attaches from the 

State Department to the Department of Agriculture 1 increasing 

our exports tremendously -- I picked up the morning copy of 

the Herald-Tribune I bought in New York City this morning, 

"U. s. Farm exports in 22 per cent gain1 " because the momentum 

is there for a final solution to the farm program and 1 Senator1 

let us recognize the problem that is there and choose the 

problem ahead. 

Farm prices have been headed upward this year. 

SENATOR ~1PHREY: You are one month behind1 Senator. 

Other than that 1 your figures are r ight ; they went down the 

last month. 

SENATOR MUNIYI': Not the total for ·the year . 

MR. CRONKITE: Gentlemen1 I think we fa irly apportioned 

the time in direct exam1nation1 and now time for your closing 

statements of one and a half minutes ea ch . Senator Humphrey 

will lead. 

SENATOH I UI·1PHREY: vJell 1 IVIr. Chair·mc.n, let me say that 
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I noticed the other day that Secretary Benson announced that 

he thought that hog prices out here in the Midwest ought not 

to go down below $14.50 a hundred weight. 

How I wish he had said that last year when ~~nnesota 

farmers, because of an average price between $9 and $10 a 

hundred weight in the marketing season lost over $25 million. 

Of course, this Administration said that it believed that 

the price support program ought to be for disasters. I think 

the disaster that they are worried about is the Republican 

political disaster which 1s about to take place in this country. 

This $14.50 a hundred weight on hogs, Senator, is only 65 

per cent of parity. You and I know that $18 a hundred weight 

would be a fair price, and I repeat that if you can buy hogs 

now in an election year, and if you can buy eggs and turkeys 

1n an election year and buy some beef, trlhy didn' t you do it in 

1 54 and in 1 55? 

And, speaking of feed, may I just add that the American . 
farmer has taken a licking on that, too, and there were no 

great surpluses. As a matter of fact, the number of beef 

cattle are down 12 per cent, and cash supplies or cash income 

down a billion dollars. 

This Administration has been too costly, Senator, for 

agriculture. The Administration has been too costly for the 

country. 

We just P~d to lay off another lSOO to 2,000 workers here 
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in Minneapolis at the Minneapolis Moline Farm Tractor Company ~ 

Why? Farm income down, no farm purchases. Thank you. 

MR. CRONKITE: Senator Mundt for a minute and a half. 
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SENATOR MUNM': I would like to refer my distinguished 

colleague, first of all, that none of the farmers of America 

and none of us need to worry about that political disaster he 

was worrying about because America is not going to vote ±'or 

Adlai 1n November 6, 1956. 

Having freed ourselves from any fear of that disaster, 

let me point out, as I said earlier, that the American farmer 

is going to support this fine administrative team of Eisenhower 

and Nixon because it is an American farm family that is involved. 

American farmers, no less than other Americans, are proud of 

the fact that Eisenhower's great leadersh~p not only took us 

out of the war 1n which he found himself when he became 

President, but was able to preserve the peace, able to solve 

other problems which might have inflamed the world in waro 

I am surprised that my distinguished opponent complains 

because we are buying some hogs to shore prices UPo t'le did 

that also in 1953 and we did it in 154 and we did it 1n '55, 

moving 1n that direction as hog prices fello 

I th~ he should rejoice with me that beef prices are 

so high today that none of the beef producers are even complain-

ing, as wool prices have been holding up. 

There are segments of the farm problem which are beeinning 

to indicate a permanent solut1on4 But he and I agree there is 

more that needs to be done. 

The American farmer is entitled to a greater share of the 
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farm income, and Dwight Eisenhower, who has never failed to 

keep a pro~se he has made, will protect the American farmer 

in that connection, you can be sure of that when he is elected 

ove~qhelm1ngly, along with Dick Nixon and a Republican Congress 

on the 6th day of November this year. 

MR. CRONIO:TE : Thank you, gentlemen. Time is up. 

I will be back in a moment, but right now let's watch 

t'lestinghouse and Betty Furness, 

(Commercial for Westinghouse.) 

1\ffi o CRONKITE : Our debaters tonight f'rom r-tl.nneapolis 

representing the Democratic Party, whose ~bol was interpreted 

this week by Roy Justice, political cartoonist of the 

Minneapolis Star and Tribune, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey of' 

Minnesota. 

Speaking for the Republicans, whose elephant was also 

drawn by Mr, Justice, Senator Karl E~ Mundt ot• South Dakota, 

speaking from Washington. 

Incidentally, Mr. Justice is in our r.u.nneapo11.s audience 

tonight. 

Next weel-c at the same time 11 Pick The Winner11 will present 

two of the nation's most prominent Governors, Republican 

Governor Goodwin J. Knight of California, and Democratic 

Governor Robert B. 1\~yner of New Jersey. 

Again I will be in the middle with the gavel f'rom \vashington. 

This is t'lalter Cronkite reminding you in many states you 
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cannot vote uniess you register, and time is running out. 

Register before your deadline, and vote on November 6. 
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