
10408 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JULY 17, 
RECESS 

. Mr. LUCAS. As in legislative session, 
I move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 7 
o'clock and 27 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday~ 
July 18, .1950, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATION 

Executive nomination received by the 
Senate July 17 (legislat ive day of July 
1), 1950: 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

COMMISSIONER OF LABOR STATISTICS 

Ewan Clague, of Pennsylvania, to be Com
missioner of Labor Statistics for a term of 
4 years, expiring August 20, 1954; (Reap
pointment.) 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, JULY 17, 1950 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. S. M. Yancey, Methodist minis

ter, Fayetteville, Ark., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Almighty God, father of us all, we 
stand today with bowed heads and heavy 
hearts, facing an upset world situation 
that can be settled only with Thy help 
and guidance. Thou hast been good to 
this country and its people; may we 
show our worthiness by helping others to 
see and know the Christ who has done 
so much for us. 

We pray today for our President and 
our Congress, whose duty it is to govern 
this land. Give them, Father, the 
strength, wisdom, and moral courage 
that these trying times demand. Grant 
them the faith to safely lead this Nation 
and the world to an enduring peace, for 
the benefit of man and the glory of God. 

These things we humbly ask in the 
name of Almighty God. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, July 13, 1950, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Mc
Daniel, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill <H. 
R. 8568) entitled "An act making appro
priations for the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of such District for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1951, and for other 
purposes.'' 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 28 to the above-entitled bill. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to bills of the Senate of the f al
lowing titles: 

S. 441. An act to redefine the units and es
tablish t he st andards of electrical and photo
metric measurement s: 

S. 2046. An act to provide authority forcer
tain functions and activities of the National 
Bureau of Standards, and for other purposes; 

S. 2201. An act amending section 2 of the 
act of March 3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1449), to pro
vide basic authority for the performance of 
certain functions and activities of the Na
tional Bureau of Standards, and for other 
purposes; and 

S. 2507. An act to authorize the United 
States Maritime Commission to grant to the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District, an agency 
of the State of California , an easement for 
the construction and operation of an inter
ceptor sewer pipe line in and under certain 
Government.:ovmed lands comprising a part 
of the Maritime Alameda Shipyard, Ala
meda, Calif. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com-· 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
7477) entitled "An act providing for the 
conveyance to the town of Nahant, Mass., 
of the Fort Ruckman Military Reserva
tion." 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. JOHN
STON of South Carolina and Mr. LANGER 
members of the joint select committee on 
the part of the Senate, as provided for in 
the act of August 5, 1939, entitled "An act 
to provide for the disposition of certain 
records of the United States Govern
ment," for the disposition of executive 
papers referred to in the report of the 
Archivist of the United States numbered 
51-1. 
SENDING OF TROOPS TO KOREA BY MEM

BERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, "What shall 

it profit a man if he gain the whole world 
and lose his own soul?" 

Why are we fighting in Korea? To 
test the United Nations, in my judgment, 
as to whether they are a unit in d·eter
mining world brotherhood. If they are, 
then they should all join forces to defend 
brotherhood. Are they sincere? If so, 
at once send troops to Korea to defend 
the United Nations in proportion to their 
manpower. This means Great Britain, 
France, Canada, Belgium, Holland, Aus
tralia, Norway, and all the other United 
Nations member countries. 

I request the President of the United 
States give Congress a weekly accounting 
of the help we get from the United Na
tions, singly and jointly. If they do not 
send men immediately, I ask, Why should 
we send over to the Orient our men to be 
murdered for their protection? This is 
serious. It means all-out war. It means 
drafting; it means rationing; it means 
men, money and munitions. It means 
much for other countries, and ruination 
to us if we go it alone. David Lawrence 
says, "What we see today is a need for 
world-wide conscription." 

Mr. President, this is not a one-man 
war. Why not take Congress ·into your 
confidence, before you do the wrong 
thing and before it is too late to save 

ourselves from our lead.ers in govern
ment? Mr. President, you say we are 
not at war. Well, it does not look that, 
way to me. 

The following little poem by Edgar 
Guest, We Haven't Learned, seems to me 
particularly appropriate at this time: 

JUST FOLKS 

(By Edgar A. Guest) 
WE HAVEN'T LEARNED 

With all the wisdom taught in schools 
There shouldn't be so many fools, 
So many, stupid, blundering men 
Who want to go to war again. 
By now 'tis strange we haven't learned 
That peace from war is never earned; 
That never long are cannons still 
Since war breeds war and always will. 
We must be fools to think that we 
Must battle when we disagree 
And give to fearful weapons new 
The problems sense would better do. 
Oh, sorry men so much to know 
And yet to learn one truth so slow: 
That reason, if we dared to try, 
Would save the boys war calls to die! 

GUNS OR BUTTER? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HU.GHD. SCOTT, JR. Mr. Speak

er, the Agriculture Depar.tment has 1 
pound of butter in cold storage for every 
person in the United States. I wonder 
how many tanks that butter would buy? 
We have $90,000,000 worth of butter and 
no 60-ton tanks in or out of cold storage. 

Mayl;>e we had better stop living so 
high up on the hog while our good sol.,. 
diers are dying down in the Korean mud. 

It is time for business to forego big 
profits, labor to pledge a wage freeze in 
return, the farmer to accept sacrifices in 
his support program, and the taxpayer 
to support a pay-as-you-go war to avoid 
further inflation. 

This is no mere police action. It is 
everybody's war. It is time to stop this 
milling around. 

This great country can, through volun
tary cooperation, strengthen our econ
omy. It depends upon the vision and 
capacity of our national leaders. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. SIKES asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 10 min
utes today, following the legislative pro
gram and any special orders heretofore 
entered. 
GREAT SMOKY MOUNTAINS NATIONAL 

PARK 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 5866) to 
adjust and define the boundary between 
Great Smoky Mountains National Park 
and the Cherokee-Pisgah-Nantahala Na
tional Forests, and for other purposes, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as fallows: 
Page 1, line 5, strike out "Pisgah-Nanta

hala-Cherokee" arid insert "Cherokee-Pisgah
Nantahala." 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection tO 

the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
EKLUTNA PROJECT, ALASKA 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bil~ <H. R. 940) to 
authorize construction of the Eklutna 
project, hydroelectric generating plant, · 
and transmission facilities in connection 

· therewith, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 

as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

tnsert "That in order to encourage and pro
mote the economic development of the Ter
ritory of Alaska, to foster the establishment 
of essential industries in said Territory, and 
to further the self-sufficiency of national de
fense installations located therein, the Sec
retary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the 'Secretary') is authorized. to con· 
struct, operate, and maintain the Eklutna 
project in the vicinity of Anchorage, Alaska, 
consisting of a low dam at Lake Eklutna, a 
diversion tunnel and penstock a power plant 
with an installed capacity of 30,000 kilowatts, 
transmission lines to Anchorage and other 
load centers, a.nd related works (except rec~e· 
ational facilities) substantially in accordance 
with the plans and recommendations 1n the 
report adopted by the Secretary of the In· 
terior on January 18, 1949, on file with the 
Committee on Public Lands of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on In· 
terior and Insular Affairs of the Senate at 
an estimated cost of •20,365,400. The cap
ital Investment properly alloca.ble to each 
unit of said project, as determined by the 
Federal Power Commission, shall be amor· 
tized over a reasonable period of years, and 
interest shall be charged on the unamortized 
balance of the full capital investment 1n 
said project at a. rate of 2¥.i percent per 
annum and shall be covered into the Treas
ury of the United States to the credit of 
miscellaneous receipts. All minerals dis· 
covered in the course of constructing the 
Eklutna project are hereby reserved to the 
United States and may be sold or otherwise 
disposed of in such manner as may be pre· 
scribed by the Secretary, if he finds and so 
reports to the Congress in writing that the 
only economically practieable method of re
covering the ore so reserved is to provide for 
the salvage of any min~rals that may be con"'. 
tained in the excavated materials removed. 
from the tunnel during the normal process 
of construction. The net proceeds from any 
such sale or other disposition shall be cov
ered into the Treasury of the United States 
to the credit of miscellaneous receipts. The 
waters of Ekl.utna Lake and its tributaries 
which are required for the operation of the 
Eklutna project are hereby reserved for that 
purpose. 

"SEC. 2. Electric power and energy gen
erated at the Eklutna project, ~cept that 
portion required in the operation of such 
project, shall be disposed of in such a man
ner as to encourage the most widespread. 
use thereof at the lowest possible rates to 
consumers consistent with sound business 
principles and the maintenance of adequate 
electric service, the rate schedules to become 
effective upon confirmation and approval by 
the Federal Power Commission. Such rate 
schedules shall be drawn having regard; to 

the recovery (upon the basis of the applica
tion of such rate schedules to the capacity 
of the electric facilities of the project) of 
the cost of producing and transmitting the 
power and energy, inclu~ing the amortiza
tion of the capital investment as provided 
1n section ·1 hereof. Preference in the sale 
of such power and energy shall be given to 
all public bodies and cooperatives on the 
same terms, and to Federal agencies. It 
shall be a condition of every contract made 
under this act for the sale of power and 
energy that the purchaser, if it be a pur
chaser for resale, Will deliver power and en· 
ergy to Federal agencies or facilities thereof 
within its transmission area at a reasonable 
charge for the use of itS transmission facili
ties. All receipts from the transmission and 
sale of electric power and energy generated at 
said project shall be covered into the Treas
ury of the United States to the credit of 
miscellaneous receipts, save and except that 
the Treastiry shall set up and maintain from 
the receipts ..for said project a continuing 
fund of $200,000 to the ·credit of the Secre
tary and subject to expenditure by him, to 
defray emergency expenses and to insure 
continuous operation. 

"SEc. 8. The Secretary is authorized to per
form any and all acts and enter into such 
agreements as may be appropriate for the 
purpose of carrying the provisions _of this act 
into full force and e1Iect, including the ac
quisition of rights and property, e.nd the 
Secretary, when an appropriation shall have 
been made for the commencement of con
struction or fol' operation and maintenance 
of said project, may, in connection with the 
construction or operation and maintenance 
of such project, enter into contracts for mis· 
cellaneous services for materials and sup· 
plies, as well as for construction, which .may 
cover such periods of time as the Secretary 
may consider necessary but in which the lia
bility of the United States shall be con· 
tingent upon appropriations being made 
therefor. 

"SEC. 4. Upon completion of amortization 
of the capital investment allocated to power. 
the Secretary is authorized and directed to 
report to the Congress upon the feasibUity 
and desirability of transferring the Eklutna 
project to public ownership and control in 

, Alaska. 
"SEC. &. Wherever in this act authority ts 

vested in, or functions are to be performed 
by, the Secretary, such authority may be 
exercised, and functions performed, through 
such agencies of the Department of the 
Interior as he may designate. 

"SEC. 6. There are authorized to be appro
priated the stlm of $20,365,400 for the con· 
struction of the Eklutna project, and, in 
addition, such sums as may be necessary 
for the operation and maintenance of such 
project." 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
ALLOCATION OF STEEL BY VOLUNTARY 

AGREEMENT 
Mr. MACY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan. 

imous consent to insert at this point in 
the RECORD an explanation of a bill that 
I am introducing relating to the alloca· 
tion of steel by voluntary agreement. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MACY. As you all know, a thriving 

gray market in steel is with us again. In 
many areas, sheet steel is bringing two 

, 
to three times the regular mill price. 
Steel scrap prices have skyrocketed and 
the so-called conversion deals which help 
inftate our economy are on the increase. 
It now appears that the present Korean 
situation will serve to worsen this con
dition. 

I fear that all these factors will 
shortly be used as arguments for the 
imposition of governmental controls and 
regulations on business. This is some· 
thing which I feel can and should be 
avoided, except when absolutely neces
sary in case a national emergency is 
such as to compel. 

As you recall, there was a severe steel 
shortage following World War II and 
in some quarters consideration was given 
to the reimposition of wartime controls. 
As chairman of the Committee to In
vestigate Questionable Trade Practices, 
I found that a serious condition did 
exist, but I also reached the conclusion 
that this problem could be better han
dled by industry itself, with governmen
tal cooperation rather than arbitrary 
regulation. This confidence does not ap
pear to have been misplaced, for the 
record of the Office of Industry Cooper. 
ation under the guidance of Secretary 
Sawyer is a fine example of the way in 
which industry can solve its own prob
lem of supply and distribution. I am, 
therefore, preparing a bill which will 
authorize the President or the Secretary 
of Commerce to again call upon indus· 
try for the formation of such a group 
so that voluntary allocation may obvi· 
ate the n.ecessity for ma~datory controls. 

BRITISH OIL SALES TO CHINA 

Mr. MEYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan. 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the · RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MEYER. Mr. Speaker, under the 

heading "British oil sales to China 
boom," the New York Times of JUly 14 
reports that the British Asiatic Petro
leum Co., a member of the giant Shell 
family, is moving into the gap left in the 
supply pf oil to Communist China. 

What caused the gap? It was ·the 
wholly commendable action of the 
sacony and Caltex companies, of United 
States origin, which have stopped sup
plyipg the petroleum market on the 
China mainland. The report says that 
the two companies which with the Brit
ish .Asiatic formed the "Big three" of 
the Far East oil business, shut down on. 
supply to China at the request of the 
State Department. 

Mr. Speaker, no amount of explaining 
can make the conduct of the British 
Asiatic add up to anything except a de
liberate obstruction to our Korean cam
paign. The air is filled with speculation 
that Chinese Communists will soon be 
:fighting as part of the North .Korean 
Army and there have been reports that 
they already are . . Now that the two 
American companies have stopped sup
plying the China mainland, the only 
visible source of supply, in any impor· 
tant quantity, is the British Asiatic. 

The Shell interests have long enjoyed 
our hospitality. They were admitted on 
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' equal terms with our own citizens to do 
business in the United States. The as
sets of the Shell companies in this coun
try amount to hundreds of millions of 
dollars. I lmow many of their em
ployees-fine, upstanding men whose 
anger at the action of the British ·Asiatic 
must be equal to my own. 

Mr. Speaker, Government action here 
cannot reach the British Asiatic com
pany but a pr.otest should be made. 
Probably of greater importance is the 
fact that we have ways of making our 
individual protests. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. GORE asked and was given per
mission to aqdress the House for 20 min
utes today, fallowing the legislative pro
gram and any special orders heretofore 
entered. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

- The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal
endar day. The Clerk will call the first 
bill on the Consent Calendar. 
AMENDING NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE 

INSURANCE ACT TO PROviDE ADDI
TIONAL DISABILITY BENEFITS 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 6560) 
to amend the National Service Life In
surance Act of 1940, as amended, to au
thorize provisions in national service 1ife-
1nsurance policies for increased month
ly disability benefits. 
· Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill go over without prejudice. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I must 
object to that. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Three objections are 
necessary. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
There being no further objection, the 

Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That so much of sec

tion 602 (.v) (1) of the National Service Life 
Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, as pre
cedes the first proviso is hereby amended 
to read as follows: , 
· "(v) (1) The Administrat01· is hereby au
thorized and directed, upon application by 
the insured and proof of good health satis
factory to the Administrator and payment 
of such extra premium as the Administrator 
shall prescribe, to include in any national 
service life insurance policy on the life of 
the insured provisions whereby an insured 
who is shown to have become totally dis
abled for a period of six consecutive months 
or more commencing after the date of such 
application and before attaining the age of 
60 and while the payment of any premium 
is not in default, shall be paid monthly dis
ability benefits from the first day of the 
seventh consecutive month of and during 
the continuance of such total disability of 
not less than $5 nor more than $10 (iri mul
tiples of $1) for each $1,000 of such insur
ance in effect when such benefits becomo 
payable:". 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

. extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include a letter from the · 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to 
thb committee. 

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

There was no objection. 
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D. C., January 19, 1950. 
Hon. JoHN E. RANKIN, 

Chairman, Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. RANKIN: This ls in reply to 
your let ter dated January 7, 1950, requesting 
a report on H. R. 6560, Eighty-first Congress, 
a bill to amend the National Service Life 
Insurance Act of 1940, as am~nded, to au
thorize provisions in national service life
lnsurance policies for increased monthly dis
ability benefits. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend sec
tion 602 (v) (1) of the National Service Life 
Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, · to in
crease the amount of total disability income 
benefits which may be underwritten from 
$5 to $10 per month (in multiples of $1) 
for each $1,000 of insurance . . 

Up to about 18 years ago commercial com
panies underwrote disability income bene- . 
fits which generally provided for a monthly 
income of $10 for each $1,000 of the face 
amount o:t life insurance in force, limiting 
the coverage to age 55, 60, or 65. The ex
perience under this type of coverage turned 
out to be quite unfavorable, and the com
panies either stopped underwriting such 
coverage entirely or restricted the coverage 
in .various ways so as to eliminate as much 
as possible the elements responsible for this 
unfavorable experience. At the present time 
there are 37 companies which are writing 
disability income insurance ~n this country. 
Of the 37, there are · 20 which limit the 
monthly income to $5 per $1,000, and 4 
which issue policies providing for $10 per 
$1.000. The other 13 companies provide for 
modifications such as the choice in amount 
of monthly income as $5 or $10, or with 
benefits commencing at $10 upon disable
ment and reducing to $5 after a specified 
period or specified age, or with total termi
nation of payments at maturity or at some 
specified age. Thus, the companies as a 
whole have taken a conservative rather than , 
a liberal attitude with respect to the issuing 
of this type of coverage. 

Unlike private insurance companies, there 
are no restrictions in the National Service 
Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, au
thorizing the Veterans' Administration to 
make a selection of applicants for the· total 
disability income provision because of occu
pational hazards, moral or other elements 
which might unduly affect the disability 
experience. Also, a uniform premium is 
charged for the disability provision without 
any increase in premiums being made in in
dividual cases. It is appreciated that some 
individuals would very much desire to carry 
a disab111ty provision paying them $10 for 
each $1,000 of insurance as a benefit pay
ment in the event of total disability. This 
is especially true _of veterans engaged in a 
hazardous occupation. To double the 
amount of income available from this pro
vision would increase its attractiveness to 
persons whose duties or occupations are of a 
hazardous nature. Such an increase in 
these cases may result in adverse selection 
against the national service life insurance 
fund . 
. The present disability income rate of $5 per 

$1,000 of insurance is in line with the limita
tion placed on disability income provision by 
private insurance companies and with the 
total disability provision avallable on United 
States Government life insurance. It should 
be remembered that the increased disability 

income provision, if authorized, will continue 
over a long period of time. In times of un
employment or depression, experience has 
shown that such provisions for income be
come particularly attractive and that some 
individuals are inclined to continue as long 
as possible a disability status providing bene
fit s. The present limitations on the amount 
of income to be paid in the event of total 
disability appear to be reasonable. 

Under the pro:visfons of the bill, individ
uals suffering identical disabilities would re
ceive varying amounts of ·income with the 
least favored economically receiving a smaller 
share due to th~ir inability to carry the 
maximum amount of insurance and the max-
1,mum amount of total disability income pro
tection. Thus, the bill would benefit most 
those individuals who are able to purchase . 
the maximum amount of insurance and cov
erage under the total disability income pro-: 
vision. 

Under the provisions of the National Serv
ice Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, 
the Government pays all administrative costs 
and assumes the liability for payment of the 
total disability income benefit for all .r:Usabill
ties resulting from the extra hazard of mili
tary or naval service. The provisions of the 
bill would increase the liability to be borne 
by the appropriation of public funds. It ls 
important to consider the probability that 
the proposed benefit may prove so attractive, 
especially in periods of economic stress, as to 
greatly increase the cost of such benefits to 
the national service life insurance fund 
which would adversely affect the interests of 
other policyholders. As indicated above, the 
experience of private insurers, who under
wrote disability inco~e provision of $10 per 
month for each $1,000 of insurance, forced 
them to reduce the benefit provisibn so as to 
lessen any economic inducement to con
tinued idleness. The likelihood of similar 
unfavorable experience under our system 
seems unavoid.able because of the rather gen
erous payments already provided under the 
pension and compensation laws administered 
by the Veterans' Administration. 

From the· Government's standpoint, the 
bill would also involve a cost because claims 
determined to be due to the extra hazard of 
m111tary or naval service would be borne by 
the national service life' insurance appropria ... 
tion. Should the United States become in
volved in a future war, the cost of the in
creased total disability provision may be tre
mendous. The provisions of the bill might 
tend to increase administrative costs, but 
such increase cannot be estimated. 

Because of the adverse effect which the pro
visions of the bill might have upon the na
tional service life l:nsurance fund, it ls my 
belief that enactment of the bill would not 
serve the best interests of the policyholders 
for whom such fund ls maintained. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau 
o! the Budget that there would be no objec-
1;1on to the presentation of this report to your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL R. GRAY, Jr., 

Administrator. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 
PREMIUMS ON NA'J.'IONAL SERVICE LIFE 

INSURANCE 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8236) 
to provide that on and after January 1, 
1951, dividends on national service life 
insurance shall be applied in payment of 
premiums unless the insured has re
quested payment of dividends in cash. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as fallows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 602 (!) 

of the National Service Life Insurance Act 
of 1940, as amended, is hereby amended by 

. substituting a colon for the period at the 
end thereof and adding the following: "Pro
v i ded further, That until and unless the Vet
erans' Administration has received from the 
insured a request in writing for payment in 
cash, any dividend accumulations and unpaid 
dividends shall be applied in payment of 
premiums becoming due on insurance subse
quent to the date the dividend is payable 
after January 1, 1951." 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third ' 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL SERVICE 
LIFE INSURANCE ACT 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8235) 
to amend further the National Service 
Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 
.PREP ARA TORY COMMISSION FOR INTER

NATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZATION 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 5863) 
for refund of customs duties to the 
Preparatory Commission for the Inter
national Refugee Organization. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, it 
1s my understanding this bill is scheduled 
to be called up under suspension of the 
rules today. Therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent that it be passed over without 
prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 
GRANTING OF LAND TO CITY OF 

ALBUQUERQUE 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8678) 
granting land to the city of Albuquerque 
for public purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I have been informed 
by people in New Mexico, following the 
discussion we had at last week's ses
sion, that this land is not to be used 
for college dormitory buildings, and the 
chances are it will be sold at a profit 
by some speculators who may reap the 
benefits and for that reason, Mr. Speak
er, I object to the consideration of the 
bill. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I do not think 
the gentleman is fully informed about 
the matter. This land was purchased 
by the State of New Mexico in 1906. 
There were originally 640 acres pur
chased. Half of it has been lying idle 
and not used for any purpose whatever. 
The State paid for it, and has had its 
money invested in it for all these years. 
After 44 years they have decided that 
it ought to be sold and the money used, 
not for dormitories but to build an audi
torium. I do not think the gentleman 
should object to the bill. 

Mr. RICH. Here is what ·t;his letter 
says: 

You are doing well to look into this deal. 
No auditorium is contemplated for the re
maining 320 acres. In fact, the city has a 
dog pound there. The area is good specu
lative land, 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Yes. It can be 
sold for the people to use; instead of a 
dog pound it should be put to beneficial 
use. 

Mr. RICH. He says further: 
But the area is good speculative land. 

Somec:ine will get it for a "song" and make a 
good' profit. By continuing to object you 
might not be saving the people anything 
but you will prevent a local deal which 
will probably "smell." Check on it closely. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The city of Albu
querque is not going to sell it for a "song.'' 
It will sell it for the best price it can 
get so that the funds may be used for an 
auditorium. I do not think the gentle
man should object to it. The land is 
owned by the city and it cannot be used 
by the Federal Government. To object 
to it is to take a dog-in-the-manger 
attitude. The Federal Government 
cannot use it, and we ought not to keep 
the city from selling it and having it de
veloped. 
_ Mr. RICH. If this property was sold 
by the Government to the city for $1.50 
an acre and now you are going to dis
pose of it and make a large profit out 
cf it, why do you not give that money 
back to the United States Treasury, the 
people of the United States, and let 
everybody benefit accordingly? And 
then the city can do what they please 
with the land. That is what I want you 
to do with it. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Would the gen
tleman say that we should figure the in
terest on the money that we have in
vested on that land ever since 1906? 

Mr. RICH. It never cost you much 
of anything. You only paid a dollar 
and a half an acre for it. I am willing 
that you get interest on your money. 
However, you had the use of this land 
for these years. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. That is all it was 
worth at that time. It was more than 
it was worth. Does the gentleman mean 
if he buys a piece of property and, after 
40 years if he can sell it for more, he 
should turn the difference back to the 
seller? His attitude is picayunish. 

Mr. RICH. If you got something for 
nothing, to be used for public use, and 
you are not going to use it, then, it is 
your duty to turn it back to the Treas
ury of the United States, the place you 
received it and where it belongs, if you 
have no use for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I object. 
PURCHASE OF BONDS TO COVER OFFI

CERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE GOV
ERNMENT 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8706) 
to provide for the purchase of bonds to 
cover officers and employees of the Gov
ernment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
this bill is also on the calendar to be 
called up under suspension of the rules. 
I therefore ask unanimous consent that 
it be passed over without prejudice . 

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

There was no objection. 
DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE AND SUR

GERY IN THE VETERANS' ADMINISTRA
TION 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8619) 
to amend the act entitled "An act to es
tablish a Department of Medicine and 
Surgery in the Veterans' Administra
tion," approved January 3, 1946, to pro
vide for the appointment of dental spe
cialists, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That sections 8, 10 (a), 
and 12 of the act entitled "An act to estab
lish a Department of Medicine and Surgery 
in the Veterans' Administration," approved 
January 3, 1946, are amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEC. 8. (a) Within the restrictions herein 
imposed, the Chief Medical Director may rate 
any doctor appointed under subsection (a) 
of section 4 of this a.ct as a medical or sur
gicar specialist, and, upon the recommenda
tion of the Assistant Chief Medical Director 
·for the Dental Services, may rate any doctor 
of dental surgery or dental medicine, ap
pointed under subsection (a) of section 4 of 
this act, as a dental specialist: Provided, 
That no person shall at any one time hold 
more than one such rating. 

"{b) No person may be rated as a medical, 
surgical, or dental specialist unless he is 
certified as a specialist by an American spe
cialty board, recognized by the Administrator 
where such boards exist; or if no such boards 
exist, he has been examined and found 
qualified by a board appointed by the Chief 
Medical Director from specialists of the· De
partment of Medicine and Surgery holding 
ratings in the specialty to which the candi
date aspires: Provided, That whenever there 
are insufficient specialists, rated in the proper 
specialty, who are readily available to con
stitute such a board, the Chief Medical Di
rector may substitute consultants with com
parable qualifications employed under sec
tion 14 of this act. 

''(c) Any person, rated as a medical, surgi
cal, or dental specialist under the provisions 
of this section shall retain such rating until 
it shall be withdrawn by the Chief Medical 
Director: Provided, That the Chief Medical 
Director shall not withdraw any such rating 
until it shall have been determined by a 
board of specialists that the person holding 
such rating is no longer qualified in his 
specialty. 

"(d) Any person, rated as a medical, sur
gical, or dental specialist under the provision 
of this section, shall receive, in addition to 
his basic pay, an allowance equal to 25 per
cent of such pay: Provided, That in no event 
shall the pay pl us the allowance authorized 
by this subsection exceed $12,000 per annum." 

SEC. 2. Section 10 (a) of said act is 
amended to read as follows: · 

"SEC. 10. (a) The Chief Medical Director, 
under such regulations as the Administrator 
shall prescribe, shall from time to time ap
point boards to be known as disciplinary 
boards, each such board to consist of not less 
than three nor more than five employees, 
senior in grade, or the Department of Medi
cine and Surgery, to determine, upon notice 
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and fair hearing, charges of inaptitude, ineffi
ciency, or misconduct of any person em
ployed in a position provided in subsection 
~a) of section 4 of_ this act: Provided, That 
when such charges concern a dentist, the 
majority of employees on the disciplinary 
board shall be dentists." 

SEC. 3. Section 12 of said net is amended 
to read as follows: 

"SEC. 12. The· Administrator shall establish 
a special medical advisory group composed of 
members of the medical, dental, and allied 
scientific professions, nominated by the Chief 
Medical Director, whose duties shall be to 
advise the Administrator, through the Chief 
Medical Director, and the Chief Medical Di
rector direct, relative to the care and treat
m~nt of disabled veterans, and other matters 
pertinent to the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery. The special advisory group shall 
conduct regular calendar quarterly , meet
ings. The number, terms of serv.ice, com
pensation, and allowances to members of 
such advisory group shall be in accord with 
existing law and regulations '." . · 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed . 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table . . 

RECEIPT OF COMMISSIONS OR GIFTS 
FOR PROCURING LOANS 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 4192) 
to amend title 18, United States Code, 
section -220, relating to receipt of com
missions or gifts for procuring loans. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM· Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 
COMPENSATION AND LEAVE BENEFITS 

FOR POST OFFICE CUSTODIAL EM
PLOYEES 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8711) 
relating to the compensation and leave 
benefits of officers and employees in the 
custodial service of the Post Office De
partment transferred to the General 
Services · Administration. under Reorgan
ization Plan No. 18 of 1950. 

The SPEAKER. Is there. objection to 
the present consideration of the bill?. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill be passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 
AMENDING TRADING WITH THE ENEMY 

ACT 

The Clerk called the bill <S. 603) to 
amend the Trading With the Enemy Act. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota and Mr. 
PATTEN objected. 
DISSEMINATION OF TECHNOLOGICAL, 

SCIENTIFIC, AND ENGINEERING INFOR
MATION 

The Clerk called the bill <S. 868) to 
provide for the dissemination of tech
nological, scientific, and engineering in
formation to American business and in:. 
dustry, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there_ objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BYRNES · of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill be passed over without preju
dice. 

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

There was ·no -objection. 
CREATING A NATIONAL CEMETERY 

COMMISSION 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7059) 
to create a National Cemetery Commis
sion for the consolidatiqn of national 
cemetery activities ·within one civilian 
commission, and for other purposes. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. PLUMLEY, Mr. MASON, and Mr. 
GAVIN objected, and the bill was 
stricken from the calendar. 

BOISE B_ARRACKS, BOISE, IDAHO 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 7667) 
directing the transfer to the Department 
of the Interior by the General Services 
ll..dministration of certain property in 
Boise Barracks, Boise, Idaho. 

There being no objection, the -clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc:, That the General Serv
ices Administration shall tr.ansfer to the De'
p::-.rtment of the Interior, without reimburse
·menLor exchange of funds, that portion of 
·Boise Barracks at Boise, Idaho, described· as 
follows: 

Beginning _ at a point on the westerly_ 
boundary of the cemetery access road, which 
point bears north four degrees thirty-two 
minutes east six hundred and twenty
seven feet from the intersection of the 
north Hne of Reserve Street and the west 
line Of said cemetery access road; thence 
along the line of lands proposed to be 
conveyed to the city of Boise the follow- · 
ing courses and dist~nces: So-qth eighty
seven degrees eight minutes west six hun
dred ninety-six and five-tenths feet; · thence 
north twenty-one degrees two minute's 
west five hundred and thirty-two feet; 
thence south sixty-nine degrees four min;.. 
utes west twenty-one and nine-tenths feet, 
to a corner of the land proposed to be con
veyad to the Boise Independent School Dis
.trict; thence along said school district land 
north twenty-two degrees forty minutes west 
eighty-six and three-tenths feet, to a corner 
of the lands of the Veterans' Administration; 
thence along said Veterans' Administration 
land north eighty-four degrees fifty minutes 
east nine hundred ninety-three and six
tenths feet to the westerly line of the ceme
tery access road; thence south four degrees 
th.irty-two minutes west, along the westerly 
line of the said cemetery access road, six 
hundred twenty-four and ninety-five one
hund;edths feet to the point of beginning; 
containing eleven and fifty-three one-hun• 
dredths acres, more or less; together with the 
improvements and buildings thereon located, 
and such of the furnishings, equipment, and 
other personal property situated at Boise 
Barracks and under the jurisdiction ·of the 
G~neral Services Admi~istration which has 
been declared as surplus, and which the Sec
retary of - the Interior may designate as 
needed for the maintenance, operation, and 
protection of the area- described and fm.: 
prov·ements thereon, and for purposes inci
dental to the use of such property by the 
Department of the Interior. ' 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a. third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTITIONERS ACT 

. The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8201) 
to protect the public with respect to 
practitioners before administrative agen;; 
cies. · 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that-this bill may be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. . ls. there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no· objection. 
FOREST-FIRE CONTROL HEADQUARTERS 

The Clerk· called the bill (H. R. 7257) 
to provide for the acquisition of land 
and the construction thereon of build
ings and appurtenances essential for for
est-fire control operations of the For
est Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and for other_ purposes. 

There being no objection the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it ·enacted,' etc., That the Secretary of 
Agriculture is· hereby authorized to acquire 
by donation, purchase, and/or condemna
tion ·such tract or tracts of land,- at or near 
Missoula, Mont., as in his judgment may be 
suitable for the constrµction tl}.ereon of 
:fire-.control smoke jumper headquarters, air 
cargo supply base, a storage garage and other 
facilities, and said land · upon acceptance ot 
title to be subject to all laws and regula~· 
tions applicable to lands acquired under the 
act of March l, 1911, as amended (16 U. S. c. 
515, 516). 

SEC. 2. The oecretary of Agriculture ts 
hereby authorized, by contract or .otherwise, 
to cause to be planned, designed, and con
structed_ on said land, such buildings ·as in 
his judgment may be suitable as fire-control 
smoke jump:H headquarters, air cargo supply 
base, storage garage, and other facilities, and 
including the purchase and installation of 
necessary equipment, the making of sewer, 
water, gas, ·electrical and other conne.c.tiqns, 
and the construction of such roadways, side
walks, landscaping, and appr.oaches as may 
be required. · · · · 

SEC. 3. For the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of this act, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated, out of any -
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap
propriated, the sum of $1,160,000: Provided. 
That the Secretary may, prior to July 1, 
1951, enter into contracts for the acquisition 
of the land and for the construction of the 
buildings and other installations herein au
thorized, to an amount not in excess Of 
$500,000. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out beginning with line 7 on page 1, 
down through line 3 on page 3, and insert 
the following: 

"SEc. 2. Section 409 of the Interstate Com
merc·e Act, as amended, is hereby amended 
to read as follows." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re·· 
consider was laid on the table. . 

FREIGHT FORWARDERS 

The Clerk caue'a the bill <H. R. 5967) 
to amend the Interstate Commerce Act, 
as amended, to clarify the status of 
freight forwarders and their relationship 
with motor common carriers. 

The SPEAKER. Is th_ere objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 
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Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask uriani- · 

mous consent that this bill may be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 
BURIAL BENEFITS FOR PHILIPPINE. 

VETERANS 

The Clerk called the bill <H. R. 8576) . 
to provide reimbursement of expenses 
incurred in connection with the burial 
of those who served in the military forces 
of the Commonwealth of the Philippines 
while such forces were in the armed 
forces of the United States pursuant to 
the military order of the President of 
the United States, dated July 26, 1941. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 
information on this bill is that it will 
cost approximately $26,000,000, which is 
$25,000,000 more than we are supposed 
to allow to pass by unanimous consent. 
I therefore ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may be passed over without prej
udice. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, I call his attention to 
the fact that the cost of the bill does not 
exceed $1,000,000 a year. The $26,000,-
000 is the average for the life of the bill. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It is still a total 
of $26,000,000. The gentleman could get 
it up under suspension. It should never 
have been placed on the Consent Cal- · 
endar in the first ·place. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Iowa asks unaninlous consent that the 
bill be passed over without prejudice. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
PROVIDING FOR THE HOLDING OF 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT AT 
ROCK ISLAND, ILL. 

.The Clerk called the bilUH. R. 7260) 
to provide for the holding of court and 
the furnishing of quarters at Rock Is
land for the United States District Court 
for the Southern District, Northern Di
vision of Illinois. --

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the second sen
tence of section 93 (b) ( 1) of title 28 of the 
United States Code is hereby amended to 
read as follows: "Court for the northern 
division shall be held at Peoria and Rock 
Island." 

SEC. 2. That, notwithstanding the provi
sions of section 142, title 28, United States 
Code, quarters and accommodations for 
holding court for the United States district 
court for the southern district, northern di
vi&ion of Illinois, may be furnished in Rock 
Island, Ill., in any proposed Federal building 
construction project, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 
FORT RUCKMAN MILITARY RESERVA

TION, NAHANT, MASS. 

Mr. BONNER submitted a conference 
report and statement on the b.ill (H. R. 
7477) providing for the conveyance to 
the town of Nahant, Mass., of the Fort
Ruckman Military Reservation. 

XCVI-656 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROVID
ING FOR METHOD OF ELECTING PRESI
DENT AND VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED ST ATES 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 2) proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States providing for the election 
of President and Vice President. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in C,ongress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring ther;ein), That an amend
ment is hereby proposed to the Constitution 
of the United States which shall be valid to 
all intents and purposeB as part of the Con
stitution when ratified by three-fourths of 
the legislatures of the several States. Said 
amendment shall be as follows: 

"ART·;CLE -
"SECTION 1. The executive power shall be 

vested in a President of the United States of 
America. He shall hold his office during the 
term of· 4 years, and together with the Vice 
President, chosen for .the same term, be 
elected as provided in this Copstitution. . 

"The electoral college system of electing 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States is hereby abolished. T~e Pres
ident and Vice President shall be elected by 
the people of the several States. The electors 
in each State shall have the qualifications 
requisite for electors of the most numerous 
branch. of the State 'slature. Congress . 
shall determine the tttme of such election, 
which_ shall be the same throughout the 
United States. Until otherwise determined 
by the Congress, such · election shall be held 
on the Tuesday next after the first Monday 
in November of the year preceding the year 
in which the regular term of the President 
is to begin. Each State shall be entitled to 
a number of electoral votes equal to the ' 
whole number of Senators and Representa
tives to which such State may be entitled in -
the Congress. 

"Within 45- days after such election, or at 
such time as the Congress shall direct, the 
official custodian of the election returns of 
each State shall make distinct lists of all 
persons for whom votes were cast for Presi
dent and the number of votes for each, and 
the total vote of the electors of the State for 
all persons for President, which lists he shall 
sign and certify and transmit sealed to the 
seat of the Government of the United States, 
directed to the President of the Senate. On 
the 6th day of January following the elec
tion, unless the Congress by .law appoints a 
different day not earlier than the 4th day of 
January and not later than the 10th day of 
January, the President of the Senate shall 
in the presence of the Senate and House of 
Representatitves open all certificates and the 
votes shall then be counted. . Each person 
for whom votes were cast for President in 
each State shall be credited with such pro
portion of the electoral votes thereof as he 
received of the total vote of the electors 
therein for President. In making the com
putations fractional numbers less than one 
one-thousandth shall be disregarded. The 
person having the greatest number of elec
toral votes for President shall be President 
if such number be at least 40 percent of the 
whole number of such electoral votes. If no 
person have at least 40 percent of the whole 
number of electoral votes, t~en from the per
sons having the two highest numbers of elec
toral votes for President the Senate and the 
House of Representatives sitting in joint ses
sion shall choose immediately by ballot the 
President. A majority of the votes of the 
combined authorized membership of the 
Senate and - the House of Representatives. 
shall be necessary for a choice. 

- i 
"The Vice _ President shall be likewise 

elected at the same time and in the same 
manner and subject to the same provisions 
as the President, but no person constitu
tionally ineligible for the office of President 
shall be eligible to that of Vice President of 
the United States. 

"The Congress may by law provide for the 
case of the death of any of the persons from 
whom the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives may choose a President whenever 
the right_ of chffice shall have devolved upon 
them, and for the case of the death of any 
of the persons from whom the Senate and 
the House of Represen~atives may choose a. 
Vice President whenever the right of choice 
shall have devolved upon them. 

"SEC. 2. Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3- of section 1, 
article II, of the Constitution, the twelfth 
article of amendment to the Constitution, -
and section 4 of the twentieth article of 
amendment to the Constitution, are hereby 
repealed. 

"SEC. 3. This article shall take effect on the 
10th day of February following its ratifi-
cation. ' 

"SEc. 4. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified· as an 
amendment to the -Constitution by the legis
latures Of three-fourths Of the States within 
7 years from the date of its submission to 
the States py the Congress." 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker. 
I demand a second. 

Mr . . GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask· 
unanimous consent that a second be 
considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 
· There ·was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. GOSSETT. -Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 203] 
Allen, Ill. Hall, Murray, Tenn. 
Allen, La. Edwin Arthur Nelson 
Andrews Hare Norton 
Angell Harris Pace 
Barrett, Wyo. Hebert Passman 
Biemiller Hedrick Patman 
Blackney Hill Perkins 
Boggs, La. Hinshaw Pfeiffer, 
Breen Hobbs William L. 
Brooks Hoffman, Ill. Phillips, Tenn. 
Bulwinkle Irving Pickett 
Carroll Jackson, Calif. Powell 
Caee, S. Dak, Jennings Quinn 
Cavalcante Johnson Regan 
Chatham Jonas Rivers 
Christopher Kearns Sa bath 
Chudoff Keefe Sadowski 
Cole, Kans. Kennedy Sasscer 
Cole, N. Y. Kilday Scott, Hardie 
Combs Kirwan Shelley 
Cooper Lichtenwalter Sims 
Cox Lovre Smathers 
Davis, Tenn, Lyle Smith, Ohio 
Dawson McCarthy Smith, Va. 
Dingell McCopnell Spence 
F,:ngel, Mich. McMillen, Ill. Thompson 
Frazier MUler, Md. Towe 
Gillette Mitchell Welch 
Gilmer Monroney White, Idaho 
Gregory Morrison Willis 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 329 
Members have answered to their names; 
a quorum is present. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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ELECTION OF PRESIDENT AND VICE 

PRESIDENT 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for de
bate be extended for 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may use, not 
to exceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, we have under consider
ation Senate Joint Resolution No. 2. I 
regret exceedingly that the limited time 
will permit only a general outline of the 
resolution and a somewhat dogmatic 
statement of the propositions in support 
thereof, without adequate time for docu
mentation or elucidation. 

Senate Joint Resolution 2 passed the 
Senate on February 1 by a vote of 64 
to 23. Briefly, it does this. It abolishes 
the electoral college; it abolishes elec
tors; it provides for direct voting for 
President and Vice President. It re
tains the electoral vote in each State, 
but provides that the electoral vote of 
each State shall be divided in exact ra
tio with the popular vote. 

In Senate Joint Resolution 2 is the 
Lucas amendment. Under the Lucas 
amendment, unless one of the candi
dates gets as much as 40 percent of 
the total electoral vote, the election is 
thrown into the Congress, where the 
Senate and the House, sitting jointly, 
select a President from the two high 
candidates. I wish I had time to explain 
the many advantages of this method of 
congressional action over the old method. 

Some evils of the present system are
First. Existing provisions as to the 

choosing of electors, the manner in 
which their votes are cast and counted, 
and the deciding of elections in the Con
gress is an open invitation to fraud and 
chicanery and unless changed will some 
day result in disaster. 

Second. The electoral college confines 
and largely restricts national campaigns 
to a half dozen pivotal States. The na
tional campaign committees and the po
litical strategists of both parties sit down 
with a map of the Nation and decide 
where to do their work and where to 
spend their money. 

-Third. The electoral college greatly 
restricts the field of presidential possi
bilities. 

Fourth. The electoral college permits 
and invites irresponsible control and 
domination by small organized minority 
groups within the large pivotal States. 
It aggravates and accentuates the build
ing up and solidification within these 
States of religious, economic, and racial 
blocs. 

Fifth. The electoral college deprives 
great masses of our citizens of the edu
cational benefits of national campaigns 
and lessens their concern in national 
affairs. 

Sixth. The electoral college places un
conscionable burdens and temptations 
upon a President elected by it. 

Some benefits of the proposed reform 
are-

First. We will have absolutely demo
cratic elections; everybody's vote counts 
for the person for whom cast. 

Second. There will be little opportu
nity for fraud or pressure-group action. 
_ Third. There will be no tie votes; the 

high man wins. 
Fourth. Sectionalism will be largely 

abated. · 
The Government of the United States · 

is by all odds the biggest and most im
portant business in the world. When a 
young Nation, we could muddle through 
more easily and make mistakes with less 
injury than we can today. We have now 
come of age. Our domestic and foreign 
responsibilities are .c-Staggering. Unless 
we make democracy: .. work at home, we 
have little chance of teaching it abroad. 
There is an old facetious and vulgar say
ing that, "God looks after sailors, 
drunks, and the United States of Amer
ica." God has been good to us, indeed, 
but He may not always smile upon us. 
In the matter of reform, we are often 
like the Irishman who refused to repair 
his roof when the sun was shining, 
There is at least one major repair job 
that should be made before our struc
ture of government is seriously im
paired-before some storm blows our 
house' down. This job is to abolish elec
tors and the electoral college and to sub
stitute an honest and. democratic meth
od of electing Presidents. 

This subject is by no means new. In 
fact, it is as old as the Government it
self. Many resolutions to this effect have 
been introduced in the Congress from 
time to time. In the Seventy-second 
and Seventy-third Congresses, House 
committees unanimously report~d such 
resolutions, of which Congressman Lea, 

·of California, was the author. In 1934, 
the Senate twice voted on a proposal by 
Senator Norris to do away with electors. 
The first vote was 42 yeas to 24 nays, 
and the next vote was 52 yeas to 29 nays. 
In both cases the necessary two-thirds 
vote was lacking. In the Eightieth Con
gress this resolution was reported by the 
Judiciary Committee of the House with
out a dissenting vote, and by the Judi
ciary Committee of the Senate with but 
one dissenting vote. 

Under the existing system, as you 
know, no citizen has ever been permitted 
to vote directly for a President. In fact, 
under our present system the votes of 
millions of our citizens do not count in 
the final tally. We elect the most impor
tant officer of our Government through a 
hocus-pocus method called the electoral 
college. We vote for electors, who in turn 
through a dubious, confused, and techni
cal procedure vote for one of the candi
dates for President. l'he candidate who 
receives the greatest number of popular 
votes in a particular State gets all of the 
electoral votes of that particular State, 
each State having a number of electoral 
votes equal to the number of its members 
in the Congress. If no candidate gets a 
majority of the electoral votes of the Na
tion the issue is then thrown into the 
Congress to be decided among the high 
three candidates. 

Several resolutions now pending be
fore our Judiciary .Committee woUld do 

simply this : Abolish electors and the 
electoral college and provide that one 
vote directly for the candidate of bis 
choice for President and Vice President. 
We retain the electoral vote, however. 
Under the proposed reform New York 
wouul still have 47 electoral votes, Penn
sylvania 35, Texas 23, and so forth. We 
would not tamper with or change the re
lative voting strength of the States, or 
the States' absolute control of the fran
chise and of elections. These matters 
would be left to local State sovereignty 
and responsibility. However, a candi
date would get a proportion of the elec
toral vote of each State in the exact ratio 
with his popular vote. In other words, if 
the Republican candidate received 33 % 
percent of the popular vote in Texas, he 
would get 33 % percent of our 23 electoral 
votes. You would have a direct vote on 
the President in terms of electoral votes. 
The count becomes a matter of exact 
mathematics. The high man wins. 

Let us examine a little history of the 
electoral-college system and see how . 
badly it has worked. The men who wrote 
the Constitution, while being good and 
great men as a rule, and men of wisdom, 
were by no means commoners. There 
were no farmers or small artisans among 
them. They were the aristocracy of the 
day. They distrusted, and some even 
despised the popular will. How to select 
a President was perhaps the most con
fusing issue to be decided by them. A 
dozen di1Ierent plans were proposed and 
several plans agreed upon at one time or 
another, then changed. In the Virginia 
plan, the Pinckney plan, and the New 
Jersey plan, provision was made for the 
election of a President by the national 
legislature. No one seriously suggested 
a direct vote for President. George Ma
son even said that such a thing would be 
"as unnatural as it would be to ref er a 
trial of colors to a blind man." Some 
suggestions were made that the Chief 
Executive be elected by the governors of 
the States. Finally, it was Hamilton's 
compromise plan that was written into 
the finished document. Our eighteenth 
century elders envisioned electors as men 
of great wisdom and intelligence who 
would meet together and select the best 
fitted individuals in the country to be 
the President and the Vice President; 
the man receiving the greatest number 
of electoral votes was to be President, the 
one running second high to be Vice Presi
dent. They did not anticipate the crea
tion and growth of political parties nor 
did they foresee any of the procedures to 
which resort was subsequently made. 

Almost immediately the idea backfired. 
In the Presidential contest in 1800, Jef
ferson, the man intended for President, 
and Burr, the man intended for Vice 
President, turned up with a tie vote in the 
electoral college. The matter was then 
thrown into the House of Representatives 
for a decision. Bickering and bitterness 
resulted, and had Burr exerted himself 
in the premises he doubtless would have 
been selected President. Almost im
mediately the Congress submitted 'to the 
States, and the States ratified, the twelfth 
amendment to the Constitution which 
:Provided that electors should vote for a 
President and a Vice President. This 
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cured one fatal defect in the original 
scheme but it left all of the others. 

Three Presidents have been seated who 
had a lesser vote than did their leading 
opponents, that is, Adams in 1824, Hayes 
in 1876, and Harrison in 1888. In 1824, 
Andrew Jackson led his nearest opponent, 
John Quincy Adams, by a substantial pop
ular vote and by a substantial electoral 
vote. However, lacking a majority over 
h is three opponents, the election was 
thrown into the House of Representa
tives. As a result of the manipulations 
of Mr. Henry Clay, John Quincy Adams, 
the minority choice, was selected over 
Andrew Jackson for President. In 1876, 
Mr. Tilden had a plurality of over 250,-
000 and a natural majority of more than 
78,000 over Mr. Hayes. Again the selec
tion was· left up to Congress and again 
through political manipulation, if not 
fraud, the popular will was defeated and 
the minority choice, Mr. Hayes, became 
President. In 1888, Grover Cleveland 
with a plurality of more than 100,000 
votes and with · an actual majority over 
Mr. Harrison was defeated. The entire · 
career of Mr. Cleveland illustrates the 
foibles of the electoral college. In 1884, 
in the State of New Yo"rk, Cleveland got 
563,084 popular votes while Blaine got 
562,001; with barely more than 1,000 pop
ular votes Mr. Cleveland got all of the 
electoral votes of the State of New York. 
A change of 600 votes ih New York would 
have elected Blaine President. · In 1892 
in the State of Ohio niore than · 1;000 
voters cast their ballots for Mr. Cleve
land's elector No. 1, while not voting for 
the remaining Cleveland electors as they 
intended. The result was the success 
of one Cleveland elector, the Republicans 
winning the rest. Had the 1,000 D~mo
cratic voters registered their choice cor
rectly Mr. Cleveland instead of Mr. Har
rison would have carried the State of 
Ohio. Eyery election illustrates the in
congruity of the · electoral college. In 

·the 1944 campaign Governor Dewey re-
ceived 2,663,484 votes in 10 States from 
which he received 62 electoral votes. In 
New York, however, he received 2,997,586 
votes, considerably more than in the 
aforesaid 10 States combined, yet for 
these he received no electoral votes. In 
effect, nearly 3,000,000 New York Repub
licans had their votes counted for Mr. 
Roosevelt. Out of 47,000,000 popular 
votes, President Roosevelt received 3,000,-
000 more than did Governor Dewey, yet 
received 432 electoral votes to the Gov
ernor's 99. With 54 percent of the popu
lar vote, Mr. Roosevelt received 81 per
cent of the electoral vote. In the last 
election Mr. Truman with 49.5 percent of 
the popular vote received 57 percent of 
the electoral vote. 

Back in the first Lincoln campaign, 
Douglas, while receiving 74 percent of 
Lincoln's popular vote, received only 6% 
percent of h is electoral vote. Douglas 
also received three times as many votes 
as did Bell, yet got only one-third . as 
many electoral votes. In the 1912 cam
paign, Woodrow Wilson received only 42 
percent of the popular vote of the Na
tion, yet received 82 percent of the elec
toral vote. Mr. ·wnson received one 
electoral vote for each 14,500 popular 

votes; while for each electoral vote re
c.eived Mr. Taft got 435,000 popular 
votes-31 times as many papular votes 
per electoral vote as in the case of Mr. 
Wilson. In 1924, Mr. John W. Davis re
ceived 6,000,000 popular votes for which 
no electoral votes were received. 

Now let us make some specific charges 
against our present system of electing 
Presidents, all of which would be re
moved under our proposed amendment. 

First, existing provisions as to the 
choosing of electors, the manner in 
which their votes are cast and counted, 
and the deciding of elections in the Con
gress is an open invitation to fraud and 
chicanery and unless changed will some 
day result in disas~er: While electors are 
morally bound to vote for certain nomi
nees they are not legally so bound. In 
the very first contested election in the 
Nation's history, in 1796, electors who 
were supposed to vote for Thomas Jef-

. ferson voted instead for John Adanis. 
As a result; Adams received 71 electoral 
votes to 68 for Jefferson. Jefferson 
might have been elected except for this 
abuse of discretion by said three electors. 
There are other instances where electors 
have not ·followed the instructions of 
their electorate. In the last Presiden
tial campaign serious difficulties arose in 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas over. 
the selection ·and duties of electors. If 
and when a Presidential election is hotly 
contested and is erose between leading 
candidates we are likely to have serious 
upheavals and defections within and be
tween parties. Congress itself may even 
throw out legal votes or count illegal 
ones. 

Some of the record on this point is of 
interest. In 1857, the Wisconsin electors 
were prevented by a violent snowstorm 
from meeting at the State capitol on the 
appointed day to cast their votes. Had 
these votes been decisive in the election 
the majority in Congress might have 
counted or have thrown them ol:lt as 
suited political .expediency. In 1837, 6 
persons who lacked the constitutional 
qualifications for electors had their votes 
counted on the grounds that they were 
de facto officials. In 1818, the votes of 
lndiana, in 1821, the votes of Missouri, 
in. 1837, the votes of Wisconsin, were 
thrown out on technical grounds, in
volving the electoral college. In 1869, 
and again in 1881, Georgia's electors 
voted on the wrong day and their votes 
were not permitted to be counted. In 
1873 only half of the electors of Texas 
ever reached the State capitol. In 1873 
also, the electoral vote of the State of 
Arkansas was rejected by the Congress 
and the State disfranchised because the 
return certificate bore the seal of the 
secretary of state instead of the· great 
seal-an article which the State did not 
possess at that time. 

In recent campaigns we have wit
nessed near civil strife in several States 
over the manner in which electors were 
chosen. In some instances we have seen 
electors cast their votes contrary to the 
wishes of those selecting them. We have 
been lucky that no electors have died, or 
gone insane, or that an election was not 
changed by one or more electors switch
i.ng their votes arbitrarily. 

Thus from the bottom to the top this 
archaic vehicle is fraught with peril. 
Under the proposed method all these con
troversies would be avoided, because the 
States would have no electors to choose, 
and the Congress would have no election 
contests to decide. · 

Second. The electoral college confines 
and largely restricts national campaigns 
to a half dozen pivotal States: The na
tional campaign committee and the po
litical strategists of both parties sit down 
with a map of the Nation and decide 
where to do their work and where to 
spend their money. Their job is to elect 
Presidents. If modern scientific tech
niques of .sampling public opinion are 
handled .Properly and with the history 
of past campaigns to go by, their prob
lem is relatively simple. The seven 
largest States in the Union, with their 
electoral vote, are as follows: New York, 
47; Pennsylvania, 35; Illinois, 28; Ohio, 
25; California, 25; Texas, 23; and Mich0 

igan, 19. Texas, being. in the solid South, 
counts for little. Neither party would 
spend any money or make any effort of 
consequence there, so Texas is checked 
off. The same is true of other States 
of the so-called solid South. These 
States are solid largely becalise of the 
electoral college. California sometimes 
becomes a battleground. However, by 
and large, it is safe to say that 75 per
cent of all the political efforts by both 
parties is concentrated in five big pivotal 
States, to wit: New York, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Illinois, and Michigan. Any party 
carrying all of these States has a cinch 
to elect a President; any party carrying 
a majority of them has almost a cinch. 
We do not say that any election has been 
bought, but the present system has great 
possibilities along those lines. 
. Third. The electoral college greatly re

stricts the field of Presidential possibil
ities: Certainly so important an office 
should have the whole Nation as a field 
from which to select potential Presidents. 
The electoral college, however, narrows 
the field of Presidential hopefuls almost 
exclusively to the aforesaid pivotal 
States. Since the Civil War, no Presi
dent has come from the South. With 
the exception of Herbert Hoover, none 
has ever come from the West. In the 
last 60 years, we have had three Presi
dents from Ohio and three from New 
York. In fact, to be a governor or an 
ex-governor of the great State of New 
York, gives one the inside track of the 
Presidential derby. Why? The answer 
is obvious. The change of a compara
tively few votes in the State of New 
York will ordinarily give to a candidate 
47 electoral votes and usually the elec
tion. Only twice in the last 75 years has 
anyone been elected President without 
carrying the great State of New York. 
No one · can dispute these facts and no 
one can defend the result on democratic 
principles. 

Fourth. The electoral college permits 
and invites irresponsible control and 
domination by small organized minority 
groups, within the large pivotal States. 
It aggravates and accentuates the build
ing up and solidification within these 
States of religious, economic, and racial 
blocs: Small, definable, minority groups, 

• 
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organized along religious or economic or 
racial lines, by voting together, can and 
do hold a balance of power within these 
pivotal States. As a result, the political 
strategists in both parties make special 
appeals .to these various groups as such. 
These groups have become more and 
more politically conscious. They know 
their power. In many instances, they 
have no political alinements or phi
losophy as such, but are simply up for 
sale to the highest bidder. To encour
age economic, racial, and religious group 
consciousness and group action, is a dan
gerously undemocratic practice, aside 
from its other evil consequences. 

· At the danger of stepping on some 
toes, let us get down to specific cases. 
Let us take a look at the political plat
forms of both major parties in the_ Presi
dential campaigns of 1944 and 1948 and 
see how they were built and designed to 
appeal to minority groups and blocs in 
the large pivotal States. First, both 
parties wrote the FEPC into their plat
forms. The platform makers of both 
parties will tell you frankly, off the rec
ord of cqurse, that this was done as a bid 
for the Negro vote. There are enough 
Negroes in New York City, when voting 
en bloc, to determine often how the 
entire electoral vote of the State of New 
York is cast; enough in Philadelphia if 
cast in bloc to probably determine the 
result of an election in the State of 
Pennsylvania; enough in Detroit to per
haps decide the vote of the State of 
Michigan; enough in Chicago to carry 
the State of· Illinois. Hence, a danger
ous and radical proposal in which a ma
jority of neither party believes was writ
ten into both platforms as political bait 
for a minority vote within the large 
pivotal States. 

A second minority group that was 
wooed by the platform makers of both 
parties was the radical wing of organ
ized labor. In the large pivotal States 
above mentioned, the votes controlled by 
the political action committee of the CIO 
was a tremendous, potential, political 
·threat. The votes allegedly controlled 
by this organization in the large pivotal 
States, if cast in bloc, would be sufficient 
to swing the votes of such States and 
perhaps elect a President. Hence, both 
partie::: generally speaking wrote plati
tudinous provisions into their platforms 
concerning industrial-management re
lations. Both parties pussyfooted on 
the labor question because of organized 
labor's power through the electoral 
college. 

Now, with all due deference to our 
many fine Jewish citizens, they consti
tute a third group, to whom a specific 
overt appeal was made in the platforms 
of both major parties. There are 2,500,-
000 Jews in the city of New York alone. 
When they vote even substantially en 
bloc, it means the balance of power in 
our largest State. The candidate for 
whom they vote carries New York State 
and probably the Presidency. What did 
the platform makers of 1944 do? Both 
of them wrote into their platforms spe
cifically and without equivocation the 
so-called Palestine resolution, calling 
upon Great Britain to immediately open 
Palestine to unrestricted Jewish immi
gration. Regardless of the merits of the 

Zionists' cause in Palestine, this was po
litical demagoguery and dangerous med
dling with British foreign policy in the 
Holy Land. As a result of platform en
dorsements by both major parties, we 
passed a resolution though the Seventy
ninth Congress calling upon England to 
open up Palestine to unrestricted Jewish 
immigration. Within a few weeks after 

. this resolution was passed, England 
asked us if we were ready and willing to 
back up our request with the Army and 
the Navy if she got into war. We stuck 
our noses into British foreign policy for 
purely political reasons and to the detri
ment of all of our ci1tizens, Jewish and 
otherwise. 

Then there are nlifnerous other mi
norities pressure groops within these 
large pivotal States to whom continuous 
political overtures are made by the 
strategists of both parties. There are 
more than 1,000,000 Italians in New York 
City. There are 2,000,000 Irish, many 
of whom are still politically conscious 
where Ireland is concerned. There are· 
500,000 Poles and other large racial 
groups. Because of the electoral college, 
the American Labor Party and the Com
munist Party in the State of New York 
have power and trading position out of 
all proportion to their numbers, to say 
nothing of their merit. It is entirely 
possible that because of this political 
strait-jacket, the electoral college sys
tem, that said Ameti'CfLn Labor Party or 
the Communist Party will determine 
some da.y soon who will be the President 
of the United States. Of late, we have 
become rightly alarmed over the activi
ties of the Communist Party in the 
United States. Strange to say, this party 
has its greatest fallowing and influence 
in the aforesaid large pivotal States. · 
This party and its fellow travelers are 
shrewd political manipulators. What 
grim irony it would be if they should 
swing the balance of power and be re
sponsible for the election of a President 
of the United States. Again, mention 
might be made of the undue power and 
in:fiuence given to the big city political 
machines through the electoral college. 
Through, and because of the electoral 
college, a few big cities have elected and 
will probably continue to elect Presidents 
of the United States. It is largely within 
these big cities that the racial, religioµs, 
and economic blocs are found and in 
which they operate. 

Now, please understand, I have no ob
jection to the Negro in Harlem voting 
and to his vote being counted, but I do 
resent the fact that both parties will 
spend a hundred times as much money 
to get his vote, and that his vote is worth 
a hundred times as much in the scale of 
national politics as is the vote of a white 
man in Texas. I have no objection to a 
million folks who cannot speak English, 
voting, or to their votes being counted, 
but I do resent the fact · that because 
they happen to live in Chicago, or De
troit, or New York, that their vote is 
worth a hundred times as much as mine 
because I happen to live in Texas. Is it 
fair, is it honest, is it democratic, is it to 
the be·st interest of anyone in fact, to 
place such a premium on a few thousand 
labor votes, or Italian votes, or Irish votes, 
or Negro votes, or Jewish votes, or Polish 

votes, or Commu.Ilist votes, or big-city
machine votes, simply because they 
happen to be located in two or three 
large, industrial pivotal States? Can 
anything but evil come from placing such 
temptation and such power in the hands 
of political parties and political bosses? 
They, of course, will never resist the 
temptation of making undue appeals to 
these minority groups whose votes mean 
the balance of power and the election of 
Presidents. Thus, both said groups and 
said politicians are corrupted and the 
Nation suffers. 

Fifth. The electoral college deprives 
great masses of our citizens of the edu
cational benefits of national campaigns 
and lessens their concern in national 
affairs: Most of our citizens outside of 
the great pivotal States never see a Pres
idential candidate or a campaign speak
er, and never hear a campaign speech ex
cept by radio. Neither the platforms nor 
the speeches are designed to appeal to 
them. Furthermore, millions in these 
areas refrain from voting in general elec
tions, knowing that to do so is futile, 
since their votes will have no bearing on 
results. 

Sixth. The electoral college places un
conscionable burdens and temptations 
upon a President elected by it. A Presi
dent starts out heavily obligated to the 
organized minority pressure groups in 
the great pivotal States and to the po
litical machines, often the big-city ma
chines, that were most responsible for 
his election. Again, there are those who, 
with great logic, contend that by keep
ing the political machines and the mi
nority pressure groups of the large piv
otal States in line, a President can easily 
reelect himself if not actually perpetuate 
himself in office. Further, the political 
satellites and those who benefit from his 
tenure of office are constantly urging him 
to do this very thing. Certainly, a Presi
dent is constantly under great tempta
tion to devote undue attention to, and . 
to confer undue favors upon, these stra
tegic political areas at the expense of 
and to the detriment of the rest of the 
country. I certainly would not accuse 
any President of playing cheap politics 
but no President should be subjected 
to the harassment of groups which under 
the electoral-college system hold such 
disproportionate political in:fiuence and 
power. 

Now, let me discl1ss brie:fiy some of the 
main arguments against our proposed 
amendment. While a vast majority ·or 
our political scientists, legal scholars, 
and serious students of government agree 
that our present system is dangerously 
defective, they do not agree upon pro
posed remedies. Some favor electing 
Presidents by a direct vote of the peo
ple. A direct-vote method ·raises all of 
the issues between the large States and 
the small States,. and such an amend
ment could never be ratified. ' Again, it 
would destroy State sovereignty in .the 
matter of national elections. It would 
aggravate rather than alleviate sectional 
differences. It would reduce all States 
to the lowest common denominator. For 
example, all States would have to lower 
their voting age to 18 to be on a parity 
with Georgia. -Again, in a sectional con
trovery, New York might vote their 
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dogs, cats, and dead grandmothers, and 
Texas would retaliate by doing the same 
thing. Each State would be accusing the 
other of fraud in piling up big votes and 
each would probably be correct in such 
charges. ·under our proposal, it is of no 
concern to Texas how many vote in ·New 
York and of no concern to New York 
how many vote in Texas. New York 
would still have 47 electoral votes, di
Vided, however, in the exact ratio in 
which they were cast. Texas would still 
have 23 electoral votes, divided, how
ever, in the exact ratio in which they 
were cast. , 

Another argument against doing away · 
with the electoral college is that it would 
destroy the two-party system. Our reply 
-is that it would have the reverse effect 
and that our major parties under the 
proposed amendment would succeed or 
fail on real merit and not upon their 
success in juggling or manipulating the 
archaic, undemocratic vehicle known as 
the electoral college system. Again, 
some submit statistics trying to show that 
the proposed amendment would favor 
one or the other of the major parties. 
We submit that no truthful statistics 
on such a score can possibly be offered. 
For example, under our proposed amend
ment, had it been in effect during the 
last campaign, Governor Dewey might 
possibly have been passed over by the 
Republican party for some other nom- · 
inee. Furthermore, the Republican tick
et doubtless would have polled at least 
a million more popular votes in the so
called solid South. Nothing could be 
more nonpartisan than the proposed 
amendment. It would be absolutely fair 
to all political parties. It would give our 
two great major parties new life and 
vigor. It would free them of the leeches 
and parasites that now cling to the backs 
of each. It would make them in truth 
and fact national parties, not sectional 
parties appealing to prejudice, passion, 
~nd bias. Each party would then write 
its platform and make its appeal on na
tional rather than sectional bases. 

To summarize and generalize the af
firmative arguments for the proposed 
amendment: We are convinced that the 
safety and welfare of this Nation de
ma11d the abolition of the electoral col
lege .system of electing Presidents. This 
system now denies a majority of our 
people any effective voice in the election 
of Presidents. The proposed amend
ment would remove the overpowering in
centive in the present system to coddle 
and corrupt organized minority groups in 
the pivotal States, since under the pro
posed amendment, there would be no piv
otal States. The proposed change would 
remove the incentive to buy those who 
may be for sale to the highest bidder, be
cause their votes would not mean a, bal
ance of power and the election of a 
President. Under the proposed change, 
there would be little or no compulsion 
or incentive for fraud and chicanery in 
national campaigns. Such campaigns 
would no longer be sectional. The _gen
eral welfare would then become a party's 
paramount concern. Principles would 
then inevitably rise above politics, and 
statesmanship would then count for 
more tha.n mere political expediency, 

Let us act before it is too late. 

In conclusion, and I have merely hit 
the high spots, the polls throughout this 
country show that more than two-thirds 
of the people want this reform; the peo
ple want the right to vote directly for 
President in order to have their political 
philosophies transferred into direct ac
tion. They are deprived of any such 
rights under existing procedures. 

Let me suggest to my friends here that 
such doubts as they may have as to the 
merits of this resolution should be re
solved in favor of the resolution. You 
do not amend the Constitution; the 
States do that if they wish. You merely 
give the States the right to debate and 
decide the issue. Three-fourths of the 
State legislatures must hereafter ratify 
and approve this pi!'oposal if it is sub
mitted. We ought to submit it to them 
for their consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, will not 
the gentleman yield himself a little more 
time to explain just exactly how this 
method would work if the resolution 
and the amendment proposed by the 
resolution should be adopted? 

Mr. GOSSETT. I appreciate my 
friend's request, but all time has been 
allotted. Subsequent speakers will do 
that. I thank you very much. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself Qislllinutes. 

Mr. Speaker, obvieusly 40 minutes is 
not enough to deal adequately with a 
constitutional amendment of as far
reaching importance as the one with 
which we are forced to deal in that short 
time today. The fault for that does not 

· lie with those who oppose it. 
Many of the arguments made in favor 

of this amendment I agree with. I 
agree with many of the objectives sought 
to be achieved. Those objectives which 
are desirable could very easily be ac
complished. 

We can abolish the electoral college, 
we can give individual citizens a consti
tutional right to vote in Presidential 
elections, we can abolish the unit vote 
in the House of Representatives when 
an election is thrown into the House, 
all without endangering our political 
system. 

We cannot, however, make the major 
change which this amendment would · 
make without disastrous results, in my 
opinion. That change is to divide the 
electoral votes of each State in propor
tion to the division of the popular vote 
for President in that State. In my judg
ment, Mr. Speaker, the effect of that 
change would be, first, to reduce the Re
publican Party to impotence; second, to 
change the Democratic Party entirely in 
character and to deliver it permanently 
into the control of the conservative 
southern wing of that party, with the 
resulting destruction of any chance for 
a program of civil rights on a Federal 
level, with impairment of the rights of 
minorities generally, and with a definite 
set-back to the legitimate interests of 
organized labor. 

In addition to those effects, which 
would, in themselves, be very bad for 
our two-party system, the two-party sys
tem, in my judgment, would further be 
deeP!Y harmed by removing two of the 

most important pillars which now sup
port it. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MARTIN] .will develop more fully the 
effect of this change on the Republican 
Party. Suffice it for me to say that it is 
quite clear in my mind, and competent 
statisticians and experts in this field 
have given it as their judgment, that if 
this change were a_dopted, under present 
voting practices and h~bits, the Republi
cans would have to get between 52 and 
54 .percent of the popular vote in order 
to elect a President, a handicap it would 
be practically impossible to overcome. 

It is said, of course, that this would 
open up the South to the two-party sys
tem, that the Republicans would have a 
chance to get votes there which they now 
do not have a chance to get. I suggest 
to you that is just an idle dream. It 
would take more than a little personal 
campaigning by a Republican candidate 
for President in the South to change ex
isting voting habits in that area. 

And if the Republicans did begin to 
make headway in the South I confidently 
predict they would not do so for long. 
Do you recall what happened when the 
Populist movement raised its head in the 
South? Restrictive legislation was· 
promptly enacted, restrictions of all 
sorts were placed around the franchise 
and the Populist movement was kept out 
of the South. Mr. Speaker, so it would 
be here. Additional restrictions would 
be put on the franchise and the Repub
licans would be kept out of the South. 

There is no chance to get a substantial 
Republican vote in the South for many, 
many years to come. Where would 
southern Republican votes come from? 
We cannot get votes by appealing to the 
Negroes and other disfranchised groups. 
They are not and will not be allowed 
to vote. 

And the Republicans, traditionally the 
party of civil liberties, cannot appeal to 
the conservatives in the South. If, God 
for bid, they should attempt it, they 
would lose the support of the minority 
groups in the great States of the North, 
and the people who have the vote in the 
South would not vote Republican in any 
event. Why should they change? 

It is not just the Republicans who 
would be hurt. The Democratic Party 
itself would be badly hurt, and all liberal 
movements would be badly hurt if this 
change should be adopted. The forces 
which now control the Democratic Party 
in the South would then control the en
tire Democratic Party. The balance of 
power in this country would be swung 
from the northern pivotal States to the 
conservative South. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey has expired. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
, er, I yield myself two additional minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, if this provision had been 
in effect in the last election, the electoral 
margin given by the State of Georgia 
alone would have been larger than the 
combined electoral margin given by 
either party by the 11 most populous 
States in this country outside the Solid 
South. Can anyone doubt that with 
power like that the South would regain 
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control of the Democratic Party, domi- Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
nate its conventions, dictate its plat- 6 minutes to the gentleman from !lli-
forms, choose its candidates. nois [Mr. REED]. 

Under these conditions, civil rights Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
would have no chance whatever. That today an important proposal to amend 
is not my view only. In the committee the Federal Constitution is before the 
record, in my minority report, you will House for consideration-consideration 
find evidence from the southern press limited to 40 minutes. 
substantiating my views. And Charles It is indeed regrettable that ample 
M. LaFollette, a former Member of this time under a rule was not made avail
House, and a great liberal, has asserted able for discussion, pro and con, of a 
that this was the most cleverly concealed matter as important as is this. The 
weapon American reaction has yet used passage today of this resolution will re
in its fight for control of American poli- sult in the submission to the several 
tics. If a single liberal voted for this states of a proposen. amendment to the 
change, he wo:uld commit one of the ~ 
greatest errors in his experience and one Constitution that will abolish the pres-
which he would always regret. ent method of electing our President and 

The Republicans, the minority groups, Vice President thro-q~h the medium of 
and the liberals have been chided for an electoral college and will substitute 
being selfish about this thing. It has in lieu thereof, an orderly procedure 
been said that their selfish interest whereby the electoral vote of each State 

will be retained and tabulated for all 
ought to be yielded to the larger good. candidates in proportion to the number 
But where is the larger good? It does of popular votes they receive in the gen
not exist. 

Mr. Speaker, the considerations I eral election. It will replace an archaic, 
have mentioned would ·1n themselves unjust, and inequitable method of choos
work great, perhaps, irreparable, harm ing our President for one that will more 
to our two-party system. There are accurately reflect the popular will. It 
other important respects in which the will result in the selection of better can
proposed change would harm that sys- didates by both parties because the whole 
tem. I have only time to mention two. 48 States will be the field from which 

The first is this. At the present time, candidates will be chosen, rather than 
minority groups are politically .impor- merely the populous States having 
tant in pivotal States. Accordingly, the large electorat ... vote. It will have 
both major parties must recognize and a tendency to makeriwo-party States out 
protect the legitimate interests of such of those that are now one ... party States 
groups. Since this is so, such groups because adherents of other national par
have no need to form special interest ties in those States will have an incentive 
blocks or parties for their own protec- to vote, knowing that their votes will be 
tion. Their radical elements are forced credited to and increase the percentage 
to moderate their more extreme demands of the total vote of the candidates of their 
and the inclusion of the members of respective parties. It will minimize fraud 
such groups into the .life of the Nation in Presidential elections, because the re
has been successfully accomplished. ward of fraud-the entire electoral vote 

Of course, undue consideration should of a State-will no longer be available. 
not be given to such groups. But I It will result in an intelligent discussion 
submit that neither major party could . of campaign issues in all States of the 
indulge in that practice without losing Union because ho State can then be 
the broad base of its support through- ignored by any of the political parties on 
out the country as a whole. the ground that "its vote is in the bag." 

The second point is this. Under our It is fair to the Republican, to the Demo
Constitution as it now stands, neither cratic, and to the minority parties. 
party can profit by getting more than 51 Now let me address my remarks par
percent of the popular vote in any State. ticularly to those who sit on my left. I 
This requires both parties to appeal am informed that some Republicans in
broadly to the people of many States and sist that this amendment will injure our 
many interests. It is an important fac- party's chances. The figures for every 
tor in making both parties representa- election since the Democratic Party 
tive of the country as a whole, as op- gained control 18 years ago, prove other
posed to representing merely sectional, wise. 
group, or limited class interests. The In all five of those elections there were 
late Prof. Carl Becker, of Cornell, 531 electoral votes, of which the winning 
counts this as one of the important rea- candidate was required to receive 266 to 
sons for the continued existence of our obtain a majority. In 1932 Herbert 
two-party system in its present form. I Hoover, who received 39.7 percent of the 
agree that it is. It would be elimi-
nated by the proposed proportional divi- popular vote, won only 59 electoral votes. 
slon of electoral votes. This amendment would have credited 

Mr. Speaker, the. procedure under him with l89.6. 
which this measure is being considered , In 1936 Alf Landon, who received 36 % 
simply does not permit the Members of percent of the popular vote, was given 
this body to give it the consideration only 8 electoral votes. He would have 
which its importance demands. ' That had 175.6, under this amendment. 
fact alone should impel the House to In -1940 W.endell Willkie received 44.8 
reject it. I am confident the House will percent of the popular vote, but it netted 
follow that course; that it will not him but 82 electoral votes. He should 
lightly recommend a constitutional have had 214.6. 
change which would, in my judgment, ·In 1944 Thomas E. Dewey, who polled 
cut deeply and dangerously into the 46 percent of the popular vote, received 
fabric of our institutions. 99 electoral votes. He merited 223.5. 

In 1948 Mr. Dewey polled 45 percent 
of the popular vote, received 189 electoral 
votes. He was entitled to·221.4. 

If any Republican opponents of this 
resolution can defe'nd these figures, and 
the system which makes them possible, 
as reflecting an honest expression of the 
views of individual voters, I would be de
lighted to hear ·him. 

In fact, the Republican National Con
. vention of 1948 adopted a plank in its 
platform which reads as follows: 

We favor a revJsion of the procedure for 
the election of the President and Vice Presi
dent which will more exactly reflect the 
popular vote. 

That is exactly what this resolution 
does. It is our platform pledge and as 
one Republican I shall adhere to it. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
·er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. COUDERT]. 

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Speaker, I re
gret the necessity of arising at this time 
to differ with my very good friend, the 
able gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gos
SETT]. He and I are wholly in accord 
on our objectives. In view of the cir
cumstances, however, under which this 
resolution is coming before the House, I 
feel it incumbent l,lPOn me to rise to 
call the at tention of the Members to . 
the fact that this is not the only alterna
tive before this House for the system 
which the gentleman from Texas so 
soundly criticizes. 

Some time ago House Joint Resolution , 
414 was introduced by me as an alterna
tive method for amending the Constitu
tion with respect to the election of Presi
dents. House Joint ResolutiOn 414 has . 
the support of very respectable author- · 
ity. It was supported by Jefferson, Mad
ison, Hamilton, Story, and all of the 
founding fathers and the men that im- . 
mediately followed them, and it is sup
ported as late as today in the newspapers. 
by such distinguished commentators as 
Messrs. Krock, Lippmann, and a host of 
university experts such as Professor · 
Corwin, who edits our own constitution
al volume which is gotten up by the 
Library of Congress. The resolution 
very simply would provide for the elec
tion of electors in precisely the same -
fashion as we now elect Members of 
Congress, to wit, one elector for each 
congressional district and two at large 
to represent the Senators. 

Briefly, my resolution encompasses all 
of the objectives sought by the Lodge..: 
Gossett resolution-every single one of 
them-without falling into the pitfalls 
that the Lodge-Gossett resolution would 
lead us into, to wit, unlimited growth of 
splinter parties and ultimately the elec
tion of minority Presidents. 

If the Gossett resolution should fail, 
I shall press for action upon House Joint 
Resolution 414. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. HAYsl. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I do not believe any Member of the House 
can defend the present system. We are 
not choosing between the alternative 
offered by the gentleman from New York · 
[Mr. CoUDERTl and the present system, 
but between the present system and this 

.. 
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constructive plan advanced by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GosSETTJ and 
the eenator· from Massachusetts [_Mr. 
LODGE]. It is not presented by the Com
mittee on the Judiciary as a perfect plan. 
It will be a long time before we work 
out the kind of machinery for demo
cratic government which can be re
·garded as perfect. 

The present plan permits so many acts 
of irregularity, as has been pointed out, 
and there are so many weaknesses in it, 
including the experience of the last elec
tion which enabled one elector to cast 
his vote contrary to the results of the 
Presidential election in his State that we 
must make a change. But it is not the 
individual electors, nor the individual 
voters, who lack integrity, it is the system 
itself. 

I am convinced, with the study that I 
have given to this plan, that it will be a 
tremendous improvement. I concede 
that I am in:fiuenced partly by my obser
vations as a resident of the South and of 
the State of Arkansas in reaching this 
conclusion. I am sure I have never 
made a statement which was freer from 
partisan feeling than this. Mr. Hard
ing received 60,000 votes in Arkansas out 
of 150,000 votes cast in 1920. Mr. 
Hoover received a little· larger percent
age than that in 1928. 

I suppose it is fair to say that out of 
nine electoral votes the Republicans 
would likely receive three votes in my 
State. So it is not a partisan point of 
view. Neither should this ever be re
garded as a fight between the large 
States and the small States, nor between 
the economic interests of the Nation. 
This is not designed to take from the 
large States any advantage held by them. 
Only five States have a larger population 
than that of Texas, Mr. GossETT's home, 
and only eight States are larger than 
Massachusetts, Mr. LODGE'S home. The 
wide support for this amendment, in
cluding the endorsement by the Com
mittee on Political Parties of the Ameri
can Political Science Association-a 
group of disinterested and competent 
'students of the current problems of gov
. ernment-is proof that the issues can
not be defined in terms of the large States 
against the small, the Democratic Party 
ftgainst the Republican, or of the North 
against the South. 

If I might use the remaining moments 
I have to make a point on the positive 
side, I would say that over a period of 
years it will lessen the influence of bloc 
voting, that is often a menace to de
mocracy. I have no complex against any 
of the new blocs. I have welcomed their 
participation sometimes even as a small 
minority. I have never knowingly said 

. anything to prejudice their rights. But 
the time has come for us to regard the 
damage that grows out of the use of 
highly organized minority . influences in 
pivotal States, and the damage done to 
our election machinery and to our sys
tem of government. 

There is no threat to voting rights of 
organized blocs in this amendment. 

We could remove the damage done the 
system, however, by refusing to give the 
entire vote of the State in which they 
acquire great power to the candidate 
they favor, but confer, rather, upon the 

favored candidate of the organized mi
nority only that weight in the voting 
which their total vote represents. The · 
bloc vote would still be a factor. Various 
groups-the farmers, the industrialists, 
the labor unions-all would still feel that 
their point of view would have political 
weight. The candidates for President 
and Vice President, and the parties spon
soring them, would still consider the 
points of view of these groups, but they 
would not be accorded greater weight in 
the voting than their proportionate share 
of the total vote justified. The more 
populous States would not lose their ad
vantage; they would still be battle
grounds; they would retain their pro
portionate share of the electoral college 
total. But the minorities of the larger 
States would, under the Gossett plan, be 
given their recognition and would not be 
disfranchised, as under the present pro
cedures. 

If adopted, this amendment would 
exalt the individual voter, and exalt him 
wherever he lives, in relation to the na
tional group of which he is a part; first 
in his party-giving him a greater in
fluence in the Republican or Democratic 
Party, and then as a member of the na
tional community. 

I am afraid that my good friend, the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. CASE], 
is lacking full faith in popular govern
ment. If the conseY ative wing of the 
Democratic Party in the South would 
gain in party counsels, then perhaps the 
conservatives ought to have greater 
weight, if our idea is correct, that this 
is a Government by the consent of the 
governed. That this is desirable or not, 
from the standpoint of the soundness of 
conservative views, is not the question. 
Let the people make mistakes. We can 
survi-v:e errors in their choice; we cannot 
survive mishandling of the machinery by 
Which the choice is recorded. 

John Locke, thoughtful student of 
government, produced an epigram 
worthy of our contemplation, when he 
said, ','There can be no government of 
and for the people unless there be gov
ernment by the people.'' 

Democratic institutions are on trial. 
The Republic, a federation of States, is 
being tested. Concessions are made in 
this amendment to the States-the two
vote allotment to each-but at the base · 
of the plan is the idea that the majority 
must rule and that majorities are con
stituted of men and women, not artificial 
blocs. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
HERTER] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HERTER. Mr. Speaker, I regret 

extremely that a matter of such impor- . 
tance as a constitutional amendment 
should come before the House under a 
request for suspension of the rules which 
allows for only 20 minutes of debate on 
either side. This amendment, which 
bears the distinguished name of the 
junior Senator from Massachusetts, Sen
ator HENRY CABOT LODGE, as well as the . 

name of the distinguished g.entleman 
from Texas [Mr. GossETT] does not come 
before this House as a new matter. Four ' 
times in the last 15 years it has been ap- . 
proved by the House Judiciary Commit
tee. It was approved unanimously by 
that committee in the Eightieth Con
gress when the Republicans had control 
of the House. However, for the first 
time it wa$ voted upon the Senate this 
year and received a two-thirds vote of 
that body with 19 Republican Senators 
voting for it. 

Today it is being objected to in this 
body for a number of reasons which are 
entirely divergent. Some Members are 
objecting to it because they believe that 
in practice it would work out in a man
ner harmful to the Republican Party. 
Others are opposed to it because they feel . 
that it would work out in a manner to 
strengthen anti-civil-rights Democrats 
in the South. Still others object to it . 
because-they feel that some other meth
od of reforming our electoral procedure 
would be better than the present method. 

Undoubtedly all these arguments have 
a certain degree of validity. However, 
as against these arguments, there must 
be weighed the excellent report of the 
Judiciary Committee on this amendment, 
prepared by the distinguished gentleman 
and Republican from Pennsylvania, 
Judge GRAHAM. In addition, the amend
ment has the support of many careful 
students of our governmental processes, 
who are convinced that the reforms 
which this amendment · would institute 
are essential if the will of the American 
people is to be more nearly reflected in 
our presidential elections. 

I personally have heard lengthy testi
mony given before the Rules Committee 
on the subject, and am convinced that 
the very able arguments presented by 
Senator LODGE on behalf of this bill over
ride the objections. Only through an 
amendment of this kind can the Repub
lican Party hope to become a truly na
tional party, rather than a sectional 
party. Only through this amendment 
can the overwhelming inftuence of a few 
votes in the big States of the Union
an influence leading to the successive 
nominations of residents of those big 
States-be offset so that all men properly · 
qualified may have an equal opportunity 
to be considered for the Presidency re
gardless of their domicile within the 
United States. 

I realize that there is little chance of 
securing a two-thirds vote in this body, · 
but I am convinced that even though 
the amendment may fail at this time, it 
or one very like it will be adopted before 
many years, and that we will then have 
a much more equitable method of select
ing a President than the antiquat'ed and 
often distorted method now employed. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 4 % minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, this 
is a dangerous bill, and the method of 
discussing it for only 40 minutes is ridic
ulous. When we debate a matter of the 
importance of such a measure, which 
will change a deep-seated principle of 
our constitutional Government, for only 
40 minutes, it is simply ridiculous. 
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I want to answer in the brief time I 
have some of the arguments that have 
been made. The argument has been 
made that this is an advance forward in 
obtaining the effect of the popular vote. 
Let me say to you that it is such a neg-
1ligible increase and it brings so many at
tendant evils with it that I think you 
should know it does not change the pres
ent disparity between the electoral and 
the popular vote. 

One electoral vote in California repre
sents 168,862 voters. In South Carolina 
it represents 17,821, or about a 10-to-1 
difference. That is not changed by the 
Lodge-Gossett bill. 

One electoral vote in California repre
sents 395,000 people. In Nevada it rep
resents 46,000 people, an 8-to-1 disparity. 
That is not changed. 

So this is not a step forward in obtain
ing the effect of the popular vote, and 
let us not have anyone fool us on that. 

Now, let us see what it does. Under 
the present electoral system the winning 
party has averaged, since 1932, 436 elec
toral ·votes. Under the Lodge-Gossett 
formula the same winning party would 
have averaged 306. That is from 436 
down to 306. What does that mean 
from a practical, political standpoint? 
First, it means that any strong but mi
nority bloc within either party could dic
tate at the party convention both the 
planks and the candidates. It could do 
this because its percentage strength 
would be stronger in the 306 average 
than in the 436 average. In other words. 
the minority block representing 40 or 
more votes, which would be the di:f!er
ence between 266 and 306, 266 being now 
the requisite majority number, could 
force convention concessions from the 
majority of the party on the threat of 
withdrawal of support. 

Now, if the Lodge-Lucas amendment 
which is in the bill and which we will vote 
for if we vote for the bill, is accepted, it 
reduces the elective requirements from 
a majority of .50 percent or more of the 
electors to 40 percent. That is a 20-per
cent reduction in the total required. In 
other words, that allows a minority of 
the electors to elect the President. Why 
did they put that provision in the bill? 
They did it because they knew this bill . 
would foment splinter parties. Why 
would it do that? Because any minority 
bloc within either of the major parties, if 
it were not appeased by a damaging con
cession. would step out and form its own 
party. What would happen? Let us 
take the recent election. With approxi
mately the same number of votes cast in 
the South for the States' Rights Party. 
they would have had 38.5 electoral votes. 
With the same number cast in New York, 
Mr. Wallace's party would have had 4 
electoral votes. Do you see the differ
ence? Under the Lodge-Gossett formu
la, they would have had a total of a little 
over 40 electoral votes, which is almost 
10 percent of the electoral votes. 

With a little encouragement like this 
it would be very easy to get 10 percent 
of the electoral votes for a third, or for 
several parties, a third, a fourth, a fifth, 
a sixth party, and so forth. Therefore 
they put in the 40-percent requirement 
in the Lucas amendment to try to com-

pensate for the formation of splinter 
pa~ties. 

The great question for us to decide is 
whether we want two major parties or 
do we want to foment small minority 
parties, splinter parties such as they 
have in France, and w.e know that the 
multiple-party situation in France has 
created an impotent government. 
France's Government can only work 
through party coalition agreements 
based on damaging compromise between 
the coalition parties. 

I therefore, believing in a strong two
party system and fearing the effect of 
splinter parties upon responsible demo- · 
cratic procedures, urge that a "no" vote 
be cast against the Lodge-Gossett reso
lution. 
REASONS WHY THE LODGE-GOSSETl' PROPOSAL 

SHOULD BE DEFEATED 

First. It is not necessary to argue 
that the present system of electing the 
President and Vice President is per
fect. There are more democratic meth
ods that can be devised. However, the 
Lodge-Gossett proposal is only seemingly 
a democratic r.eform. The cure it pro
poses is worse than the evil it seeks to 
remedy. 

Second. Furthermore, it must be borne 
in mind that the present electoral college 
system, ~th all its defects, has evolved 
in a far different way from what the 
founding fathers intended. In the 
course of more than 150 years of political 
experience, we as a nation have made ad
justments to this constitutional require
ment which are more democratic and 
more in keeping with the spirit and tem
per of American political and social 
institutions. 

Third. The Lodge-Gossett proposal . 
has two classes of supporters: (a) those 
who have been misled by its stat.ed al
truistic aims or its apparent step toward 
a more democratic procedure; (b) those 
who hope to gain some political advan
tage for themselves or their political 
group. 

Fourth. Among the latter are the 
southern conservatives who hope to gain 
control of the Democratic Party and 
various Republicans who hope to capture 
the Republican Party, in spite of over
whelming Republican sentiment for the 
Taft-type leadership. 

Fifth. Conservative control of the 
Democratic Party means that that party 
would lose its hold on the people and 
lose elections. Minority groups that now 
work within the two-party system to ac
complish their objectives, in the absence 
of a Democratic Party under liberal con- . 
trol, would seek alternatives to political 
impotence and frustration by forming 
their own political parties. Such parties 
would tend to follow along sectional, 
class, and race lines. Examples, Dixie
crat, Wallace Progressive, or a potential 
;Labor Party movement. 

Sixth. The major indictment, there
fore, of the Lodge-Gossett proposal is 
that it would encourage a multiplicity of 
political parties and intensify sectional, 
economic, and class conflicts. It poses 
the real possibility of drastic changes in 
the American political system, and I am 
persuaded to believe that in the guise of 
a political reform the Lodge-Gossett pro-

posal would sound the death-knell of the 
two-party system. 

Seventh. Consider that under the 
Lodge-Gossett proposal the Dixiecrat and 
Wallace Parties, during the 1948 elec
tions, would have gained almost 10 per
cent of the electoral votes. With the in
centive that this measure would provide 
for the formation of splinter parties, a 
total of more than 20 percent of the elec
toral votes going to such parties would 
likely throw the election into the Con
gress. 

Eighth~ It is not far-fetched to say that 
under the Lodge-Gossett proposal, con
gressional election of Presidents would 
become the ordinary procedure, certainly 
a long step backward. Under the pres
ent electoral system, no election has been 
thrown into the House for more than . 
120 years. 

Ninth. Incentive is given to the forma- · 
tion of splinter parties by the Lodge-Gos
sett proposal because it results in the seri
ous upward distortion of the electoral in
fiuence of such parties. The Dixiecrat 
Party, for instance, would have gained 
38.5 electoral votes under the Lodge-Gos
sett formula. 

Tenth. A multiplicity of parties leads 
to coalition government with all the at
tendant evils and inherent instability of 
mch governments, as exemplified by 
France. 

Eleventh. The Lodge-Gossett proposal 
would bring the two major parties into 
closer electoral balance. Under majority 
rule there is no inherent virtue in a . 
closely balanced election. Look at Brit
ain, where uncertainty and paralysis are 
the results of a failure to have a decisive 
majority. The surplusage of electoral 
votes that goes to the winning party un- · 
der the present American system helps 
to give punch and decisiveness to a party 
victory and compensate for the narrow 
margin of winning popular votes. Party 
responsibility is actually erihanced by the 
compensation of added electoral votes. 

, Twelfth. Our Federal Government has 
many constitutional departures from 
popular democracy in the strict sense. 
If the proponents of the Lodge-Gossett 
amendment are serious about achieving 
more democratic government, they 
should be willing to do many things that 
they are not doing. Many who favor 
this amendment do not favor poll-tax 
repeal; they do not favor ways and means 
of increasing the political participation 
of Negroes in the South; they are not in
terested in redressing the discrimination 
suffered by the large States in the ratio 
of electors to voters. 

Thirteenth. Standing by itself, the 
Lodge-Gossett amendment not only fails 
to remedy the defects alleged, but it opens 
the door to undesirable political conse
quences which threaten ·to disrupt our 
two-party system of government and to 
introduce all the ills of multiple party 
division and irresponsible coalition gov
ernment. 

· Lodge-Gossett . argument: Lodge
Gossett formula is more representative 
of the popular vote. 

Rebuttal: While theoretically this 
may be partially sustained, the improve
ment is negligible and does not attack the 
basic cause of present disparity betwef;n 
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the electoral method and a true popular
vote method. For example: 
Present system: Voters 

1 electoral vote, California 1948 ___ 160, 862 
1 electoral vote, South Carolina 

1948 ·------------------------- 17,821 
People 

1 electoral vote, California 1948 __ 395, 040 
1 electoral vote, Nevada 1948_____ 46, 667 

Lodge-Gossett system ____________ The same 

Conclusion: Argument that Lodge
Gossett formula is a more accurate re
flection of popular vote is fallacious, be
cause the basic method of electoral rep
resentation remains unch~nged. 
INCREASED IMPORTANCE OF SECTIONAL OR CLASS 

GROUFS WITHIN MAJOR PARTIES AND AS SEP-
ARATE SPLINTER PARTIES 

Under the present electoral system the 
winning party has averaged since 1932, 
436 electoral votes. Under the Lodge
Gossett formula the same winning party 
would have averaged 306. 

As 266 is the required winning majori
ty, we see that · the margin of victory 
would have been reduced from 170 to 40 
votes. 

What does this mean f ram a practical 
political standpoint? First, it means that 
any strong but minority bloc within 
either party could dictate at the party 
conventions both planks and candidates. 
It could do this because its percentage 
strength would be stronger in a 396 aver
age than in a 436 average. In other 
words, a minority bloc representing 40 
or more votes could force convention 
concessions from a majority on the 
threat of withdrawal of support. 

If the Lodge-Lucas amendment which 
is in the bill is accepted which reduces 
the elective requirement from 50 per
cent to 40 percent of the electoral votes, 
a minority bloc within a party becomes 
even more· powerful. 

Second, if minority blocs within a 
major p9,rty are not appeased, they will 
be. likely to withdraw, form splinter par
ties, and wield their new-born effective
ness in the national elections. The 
Lodge-Lucas amendment reducing the 
elective requirement 20 percent is proof 
positive that splinter parties will flourish 
and election by 51 percent of the elec
toral votes will be unlikely if not im
possible. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. DOLLIVER]. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Constitution of the United States is a 
venerable and honored instrument. 
Every man and woman who is a Mem
ber of Congress swears to uphold it. But 
it was not a perfect instrument when it 
was drafted, and with all due respect I 
suppose we can say today that it is not 
a perfect instrument. As evidence of 
the fact that it was not a perfect in
strument there have been more than a 
score of amendments attached to the 
Constitution; and, as rather conclusive 
evidence that it is still not thought per
fect by everyone, we are considering 
today a constitutional amendment. 

One of the most controversial sub
jects in the Constitutional Convention 
was that of the method of selecting the 
President of the United States. It was 
hoped by the idealists who were mem
bers of the Convention that partisan 

politics could be eliminated from the 
selection of the Chief Executive, and 
great and elaborate precautions' were set 
up in the Constitution to avoid partisan
ship in the election of the Chief Execu
tive through the electoral college. That 
plan worked pretty well until about 1820 
when the last of the members of the 
Constitutional Convention was elected 
President, James Monroe. Immediately 
after that the electoral college became 
the instrument of partisan politics, and 
it is so today. 

Mr. Speaker, the most persuasive 
argument to me, in favor of the pro
posed amendment, · that it will elimi
nate, or will tend. ti·~liminate ~rom our 
Presidential camp~ns the undue em
phasis which is placed upon the great 
centers of population. ; Always the prize 
of the campaigns, always the prize is the 
great electoral vote in the heavily popu
lated States like New York, Pennsyl
vania, Ohio, Illinois, and California. Be
cause there is such a great and glowing 
prize of a large number of electoral votes 
held before the campaign committees, 
most of the energy of. the campaigns is 
concentrated in those- great centers of 
population. 

This amendment would tend, it seems 
to me, to transfer some of that cam
paigning energy from the States with 
the larger electoral votes to some of the 
States with fewer votes and lesser popu-
lation. tilr 
B~cause of the fact that at the pres

ent so much energy-is used in the larger 
States, because of the larger prizes of 
electoral votes, those States have become 
the battlegrounds for the Presidential 
campaigns. And it has followed that the 
various minority groups who may swing 
elections, have become the object of 
those campaigns thus distorting the real 
issues into those affecting those minori
ties only. Always the battleground and 
the battle issues are planned to capture 
the larger States and to please the 
minorities who hold the balance of vot
ing power in those States. 

There are scores of arguments both 
for and against this proposal. Obvi
ously there is not time under a suspen. 
sion of the rules to discuss, or even men
tion all of them. But electoral-college 
reform has been a subject of discussion 
and debate for many years; and the 
Members of this body and the public at 
large is well familiar with the argu
ments. 

Let us remind ourselves that what we 
are voting on is to permit the people 
of the Stat.es through their various 
legislatures, to determine whether this 
change in the selection of the President 
is to be made. By our affirmative vote 
today we only give them that right. The 
ultimate determination is to be made by 
three-fourths of the States. We only 
give them today the rig·ht to malrn that 
decision. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have permission to extend 
their remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, the Con
stitution of the United States takes no 
cognizance of parties and it is because 
of this that the present method of elect
ing the President is not altogether sat
isfactory. The Constitution provides 
that the President shall be chosen by 
electors who are chosen by the various 
States. It was the intention of the 
founding fathers that these electors 
should use their own discretion in pick
ing a man. However, the electors are 
nominated on a straight party ticket and 
always vote for their party's .candidate
Dixiecrat electors sometimes do not fol
low this custom. It happens, therefore, 
that . the Presidential candidate in any 
State who gets more than one-half of 
the popular vote or a plurality of the 
popular vote gets all of the electoral 
votes. As a consequence, it is possible 
for a man to become President even 
though he has less than a majority of 
the popular votes and even though he 
has less popular votes than his unsuc
cessful competitors. 

In order to make this proposition clear, 
let us assume there are three States each 
with 100,000 popular votes and each with 
10 electoral votes. Let us further as
sume that there are just two candidates 
for the President, whom we will call 
candidates A and B. Candidate A wins 
the first State by 50,001 votes and wins 
10 electoral votes. Candidate B loses the 
first State, receiving 49,999 popular votes, 
but no electoral votes. In the second 
State, candidate A wins in the same 
fashion and candidate B loses in the 
same fashion. In the third State, can
didate B wins the entire State by a clean 
100,000 popular votes and acquires 10 
electoral votes. It is clear that candi
date A wins the election with 100,002 
popular votes and 20 electoral votes, and 
candidate B loses the-election with 199,-
998 popular votes and only 10 electoral 
vo.tes. In the history of the United 
States only two Presidents, Hayes and 
Harrison, have won elections with less 
popular votes than their defeated op
ponents. In all other elections the win
ning candidate has had a majority or a 
respectable plurality. 

The Lodge proposal aims to do away 
with the possibility of the President be
ing elected by the minority or a small 
plurality of the popular votes by allot
ting electoral votes in each State in pro
portion to the popular votes. Thus in 
the State of Pennsylvania, the Repub
licans in the last election would have 
received approximately 19 electoral votes, 
the Democrats approximately 16, and 
the Progressives approximately 1. As 
you know, what happened in the last 
election was that the Republicans got all 
of the electoral votes in Pennsylvania. 

The Lodge proposal provides that in 
case no candidate gets at least 40 per
cent of the electoral votes, the election 
shall be deterrp.ined by the House and 
Senate seated together and voting as 
individuals, not as States. This is cer
tainly a more democratic method than· 
the present arrangement which provides 
that if no candidate gets a majority of 
the electoral college, the House of Repre
sentatives shall decide the issue by a 
majority vote with. each State delega
tion having one vote. 
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The wdge proposal will effectively 

draw the political eye-teeth of all in
dependent voters, including the Negro 
voter, as far as presidential elections are 
concerned. The political importance of 
independent voters exists in presidential, 
gubernatorial, and senatorial elections. 
In these elections independent voters 
can swing the doubtful States into either 
one party column or the other. In New 
York in the last presidential election. 
the Progressive Party seceded from the 
Democratic Party and took enough votes 
to drop the State in the Republican 
ranks. 

Since 1909, in ever-increasing num
bers, the Negro has been migrating ~ut 
of the South to the large industrial 
States of the North where he has gone 
largely into heavy industry. He has mi
grated to those States with a heavy in
dustrial population and consequently 
large electoral votes. It aJso happens 
that most of these States are doubtful 
states and pivotal States in presidential . 
elections. A shift of from 2 to 4 per
cent of the votes in any one of these 
States will carry it for the Democratic 
or Republican candidate. It is possible 
to win a presidential election by carry
ing these large doubtful States. It is for 
this reason that Mr. Truman has been 
willing to stand up to the Dixiecrats. 
If the Lodge proposal goes through, the 
Negro vote and the vote of other minor
ity, national, and religious groups will 
no longer be important in the great piv
otal States of New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, 
Illinois, California, West Virginia, Ken
tucky and Tennessee. Instead of being 
able to throw these great States to one 
column or the other, the Negro will be 
effective in only approximately 15 elec
toral votes-rough guess. Of course, 
the same is true of most independent 
voters and voters of religious and na
tional groups who are for the most part 
liberal and esp<;mse the Negro cause. 

First, it wouid appear that the Lodge 
proposal has been brought forward be
cause his following is convinced that the 
Republican Party is going to be a large 
mfnority party in the great pivotal indus
trial States. Mr. LODGE therefore hopes 
to pick up a proportionate share of the 
eleoioral votes in the big pivotal indus
trial States and to win by adding to these 
votes the electoral votes of the tradition
ally Republican States in the North and 
the West. 

Secondly, the Democratic Party is ex
pected to be plagued by a large number of 
splinter groups such as the Dixiecrat 
J>arty, the Liberal Party, the Labor Par
ty, and so forth. It is for this reason 
that this proposal requires only 40 per
cent of the electoral college for election. 
tl'he Republican Party can get 40 percent 
of the popular vote. 
I Thirdly, the Gossett proposal undoubt
edly seeks to destroy the Democratic 
Party. The Democratic Party has be
come a liberal party because of the influ-

' ence of the big pivotal industrial States 
,YJhich have been falling into the Demo
cratic column. As a result of this occur
rence, Franklin Roosevelt in 1936 was 
·able to get rid of the two-thirds rule for 
Presidential nomination in the Demo
~cratic Party, a purely southern require-

ment. Under the Gossett proposal the 
electoral vote of the great Northern 
States would be split but the solid South 
would continue to deliver a solid Demo
cratic vote. It must follow that the 
southern Democrats would again rees
tablish their power over the Democratic 
Party, driving liberal and independent 
groups out of it. No more fortuitous 
happening could be envisaged by con
servative Republicans. 

The Gossett proposal will result in a 
reduction of political influence for the 
North as a whole. Political representa
tives have had to p~y attention to the 
needs of Northern States and northern 
political, economic, iligious, and na
tional groups beca~ of the decisive 
effect of these grou ' s in causing the 
blocks of electoral votes in the large 
Northern States to fall to one party or 
the other. Under the Gossett proposal 
each party would get its proportionate 
share of northern votes; consequently, 
the competition for the Northern States 
as a whole will be reduced. But it should 
be remembered that the political influ
ence of the South will still remain great 
since it will continue to vote solidly 
Democratic. The importance of the 
South will grow in the councils of the 
Democratic Party and in the Nation as 
a whole. 

For a long time persons concerned 
with politics have r~~N-zed the essential 
danger of minority election inherent in 
the electoral-college system, but they 
have thought that the present system of 
electing the President is the only pos
sible political counterbalance to the 
solid South. 

A great many persons have admitted 
that the Gossett amendment would 
have a bad effect on independent, liberal, 
and Negro groups in the North as a 
whole and on the Democratic Party. But 
these persons have felt that one cannot 
logically oppose more democracy in 
America. It is assumed that the Lodge 
proposal means more democracy. 

First. The Senate of the United States 
represents each state equally. The peo
ple of New York, 13,000,000, have only 
2 Senators. The people of Delaware, 
230,000, have 2 Senators. Under the 
present system of electing the President, 
the influence of the people of New York 
and of its dependent groups is felt. Un
der the Gossett proposal the influence 
of the people of New York would be re
duced and there would be no counter
balance to the equal representation of 
the small States in the Senate. 

Secondly, we have a Federal system of 
government and the Gossett proposal 
fails to represent States in the election 
of the President. While the electoral 
votes are to be apportioned in accord
ance with the popular vote in each State, 
the real effect of the Lodge proposal, 
except for the loss of fractional popu
lar votes in each State, is to cast the 
United States as one great electoral dis
trict. 

Thirdly, the Gossett amendment pro
vides that a man may be elected Presi
dent with only 40 percent of the popu
lar vote. We consistently do much bet
ter than this under our present system. 
It is hardly a democratic proposal. 

Lastly, the only offset the Negro has 
had to disfranchisement in the South 
and the southern filibuster has been his 
political influence in the northern piv
otal States. The Gossett proposal will 
rob him of this political influence with
out enfranchising him in the South and 
without proposing to stop the unconsti
tutional filibuster. 

The Gossett proposal would have a bad 
effect in a cumulative fashion. First of 
all, it will kill directly the political in
fluence of the Negro and minority-group 
votes in pivotal States. Secondly, it will 
reduce the importance of the Northern 
States as a whole and the great indus
trial States specifically. Undoubtedly, it 
is in the North where the Negro and mi
nority groups find most interest in their 
problems. Thirdly, it will destroy the 
liberal Democratic Party, for it will once 
again establish the power of the solid 
South over the Democratic Party. In 
the last 20 years most of the advance
ment of the Negro and other minority 
groups has come as a result of the inter
est of the liberal wing of the Democratic 
Party. Fourthly, many independent 
groups, liberal groups, and even labor 
groups will begin to take less interest in 
the problems of the Negro and other 
minorities. As far as national politics 
are concerned, political groups in Amer
ica are formed by accretion. The Gos
sett propos~l will have a disintegrative 
effect on the political groups with which 
the Negro and other minorities have been 
allied. Fifthly, the Gossett proposal will 
kill the influence of the great urban 
pivotal States. These States have had 
for the most part the most aggressive 
labor forces and have been the most 
powerful ones in presidential elections. 
They have been the doubtful States, 
where a swerve from 2 to 4 percent of the 
vote on the average has been enough to 
carry the State for one presidential can
didate or another. 

It is difficult to understand why the 
opposition to the Gossett amendment in 
the Senate came only from Mr. TAF'I' and 
his followers and from a few Democrats. 
There are several possible explanations. 
First, it is possible that White House 
political leadership missed the signifi
cance of the whole move. Secondly, it 
is possible that Mr. Truman has been 
seriously hurt by splinter groups-Wal
laceites in the north and Dixiecrats in 
the South. There is no question that 
Mr. Truman is torn between Dixiecrats 
on one side and Negroes on the other. 
It might be that he is willing to get tid 
of these "splinters in his side" even at 
the cost of a less liberal Democratic 
Party. Lastly, there is evidently some 
feeling among labor groups that the Gos
sett proposal will allow labor for the first 
time to lump together all of its votes in 
the North in presidential elections. It 
is true that the Gossett proposal is bene
ficial to all large minorities, such as labor 
or the Republican Party. However, it 
seems to me that an immediate frontal 
political attack by labor will result in a 
general public reaction unfavorable to 
labor. Furthermore, I doubt if labor's 
influence under the Gossett system will 
be any greater than its influence under 
the present system. The indecisive na-
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ture of our Federal, separation of pow
ers, check, and balance system of Gov
ernment would be increased by a multi
party system. 

Should the Gossett amendment get 
past the House of Representatives, it has 
an excellent chance of being adopted by 
the States. The southern Democrats will 
vote for it as a block. Solid Republican 
or near solid Republican States will vote 
for it. Generally the rural States in 
America will vote for it since the effect 
of the proposal is to decrease the influ
ence of the great urban States. It is also 
obvious that a great deal of conflict exists 
now between urban and rural popula
tion over the question .of the cost of food 
and the farm price support program. 
The large urban States constitute only 12 
of the Nation's 48 States. Of these, 3 
are normally Republican. Constitution
~! . ratification requires the adoption of 
three-fourths of the States. The House 
of Representatives alone represents pop
ulation and largely urban population. It 

· is .the best .place, then, to fight the Gos
sett amendment which must be adopted 
by the House by a two-thirds vote . . 

I am not impressed with the traditional 
~rguments that the Dixiecrats are going 
to · try to steal the presidency in 1952, 
by· splitting up the electoral vote and 
throwing the election into the House of 
Representatives. 

The Constitution requires that the 
President must be chosen by a clear ma
jofity of the electoral votes. If no can
P,idates gets this majority, the matter is 
decided ·by the House of Representatives 
.With each State delegation having one 
vote. If the Dixiecrats bolt the Demo
cratic Party in 1952, they can perhaps 
:prevent any candidate from getting a 
majority of the electoral vote. The elec
tion would then . be thrown into the 
;Eiouse of Representatives. Voting as 
States, the Southern States would un
doubtedly have more influence than if · 
they had to rely on their electoral votes, 
but they cannot elect a President in the 
House of Representatives without the 
support of conservative Republicans. 
,trhe Constitutiqn requires a majority 
vote in the House of Representatives. 
If the conservative Republicans and the 
Dixiecrats should agree on a President, 
it would be the last election they would 
win for a long time. Exactly this kind 
'of thing happened when the Clay and 
John Quincy Adams forces ganged up to 
take the election away from Jacl~son. 
The popular reaction was tremendous. 
The people took the attitude that the 
election had been stolen. At the next 
election Jackson was voted in over
whelmingly. The American people can
not be tricked except now and then. 

It seems to me that at most the Dixie
crats can take only nine States in an elec
tion carried out in the House of Repre
sentatives. They will probably be able 
to take only three or four States. What 
they really would like to have is the 
Gossett proposal, as they have shown by 
their vote in the Senate. Their threat in 
a House election of the President, I think, 
is insignificant. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, in my 
judgment, the electoral college is out
moded. I would like to see the electoral 
college abolished and that we elect the 

President and Vice President of the 
United States by direct popular vote. 
Pending the time this is actomplished, I 
consider th~t to vote up this resolution is . 
to- take a step toward the abolition of 
the elector~! college. 

I support this resolution and regret 
that in all probability it · will be over
whelmingly defeated today. 

This resolution accomplishes the abo
lition of presidential el.ectors and its en
actment into law would permit the people 
of our country .to vote directly for the 
election of a President.. I favor this 
change in the method of counting votes. 
I consider that by t.\ioting up this reso
lution we take a ·step toward eliminating 
the always present 'possibility of Presi
dential elections being thrown into the 
House of Representatives. · 

One by one old ties have been severed
tne . stagecoach, tallow dips, flintlock 
muskets and mustache cups have gone. 
The electoral college should be the next 

. to go. The .makers .of our Constitution 
did weil under the circumstances to pro
vide the electoral college, but we are now 
living in a different world. Were George · 
Washington and Thomas Jefferson .to 

. arise from their graves, they would not 
· know this Nation, nor would they recog

nize the world we· ar:e living in, y~t we 
are wearing the same torn and patched 
old political cloak of the electoral col-
lege. . - . 

Although this r J§8iution will be de
f eateed today, a good has been accom
plished in that more and more people 
are thinking of the outmoded electoral 
college and of the advisability of modern
izing our national system of electing our 
President and Vice President by doing 
away with the electoral college and by 
electing the President and Vice President 
by .airect popular vote. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I hope the House will overwhelmingly 
support this resolution.· 

In this day and age, abolition of the 
electoral college ought not present a se
riously controversial issue. The elec
toral college has long since become an 
anachronism for which reason and jus-

. tification has disappeared. 
The present 'system of electing the 

President of the United States was 
evolved as one of the many compromises 
of the Constitutional Convention. Our 
founding fathers of the eighteenth cen
tury envisioned presidential electors as 
men of unusual intelligent wisdom and 

· judgment who would meet face to face 
and select the individuals best fitted to 
be President and Vice President; the 
marl who received the most votes would 
be President; the second highest, Vice 
President. They obviously could not 
and did not f ore1?ee the vast physical 
growth of our Nation and did not an
ticipate the development of Nation-wide 
political parties. 

I.t is not necessary to recite the cases 
of inadequacy o: the existing electoral 
system. In three instances at least-
1828, 1876, and 1888-Presidents were 
elected who had lesser popular vote than 
their leading opponents. In every elec
tion we witness the disenfranchisement 
of the minority voters in each of the 48 
States. We see lack of interest in the 
majority o~ the States with the presid_en-

tial campaigns centered in a few States 
of large population. We see open, and 
often compromising, invitations for sup
port of small organized minority groups 
in- pivotal States with aggravation of 
balance of power, political blocs. 

Our Nation is deprived of outstanding 
candidates for President because they 
come from the Solid South, from rock
ribbed Republican States, or from States 
of small population that are "in the bag" 
for one party or another. Surely New 
York, Ohio, and .Pennsylvania have no 
monopoly on presidential talent and yet 
both parties . have favored candidates 
from those and _ other large States tn 
order to assure the entire eleetoral v~te 
of these large pivotal States. The major 
campaign efforts have been confined to 
a few such States. The majority of our 
voting population thus has no direct con
tact with presidential contests. 

These weaknesses constitute a rather 
severe indictment of our present electoral 
system. The vast majority of students 
of political science are agreed on the 
need for change. There is, however, sub
stantial difference of opinion as to what 
that change shall be. ·· -

There is a comparatively small but 
active group who advocate 'direct popular 

· election of the President and Vice Presi
dent, completely disregarding State lines 

· for election purpose~.' There are many · ' 
practical objections to this proposal. 
The resolution before us today is, in my 
opinion, a practical solution to the prob
lem. It would make four important 
changes in the existing electoral sys
tem. 

First. The electoral college and the se
lection of persons as electors would be 
abolished, but the assignment of electoral 
votes to the State on the present basis 
would be ·retained. 

Second. The people would be given by 
constitutional right a direct vote for 
presidential and vice presidential candi
dates. The Individual States, however, 
would retain their present right to fix the 
qualifications of voters. · 

Third. The electoral votes of each 
State would be credited to the respective 
candidates in ·proportion to their popular 
votes within the States. 

Fourth. The President and Vice Presi
dent would be chosen by a simple plu
rality of electoral votes in place of the 
present majority requirement and the 
present necessity for election by either 
branch of Congress in the absence of an 
electoral majority ·would be eliminated. 
In event of tie, the presidential or vice 
presidential candidate receiving the larg
est number of popular votes will be 
chosen. 

It can be stated that the plan is also 
a compromise just as the establishment 
of the existing electoral college was ac
complished through compromise. Such 
give-and-take measures do have their 
virtues as the formation and continua
tion of the American Republic will 
strongly testify. One significant virtue 
of compromise is that it does provide a 
vehicle for making substantial and prac
tical progress. 

In the discussion of the instant ques• 
tion this consideration is importa.nt. 
There ic widespread recognition of -ti;ie 
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practical difficulty of the adoption of a 
constitutional amendment to provide 
for the popular election of President and 
Vice President. It should be kept in 
mind that any constitutional amend
ment requires ratification by three
fourths of the States. It is not neces
sary here for us to discuss the merit 
or demerit of the present existence of 
two presidential electoral votes for each 
of the States to correspond to the two 
United States Senators from the State. 
Practically, it must be recognized that 
this provision does give a weighted ad
vantage in electoral votes to the States 
of smaller population. It is a natural 
consequence of the compromise which 
provided for a bicameral national leg
islature, one body of which gives equal 
representation to all States regardless 
of population. It simply is unrealistic 
to expect the States of smaller popula
tion to vote, either through State legis
latures or State conventions, to lessen 
their relative infiuence in the selection 
of the President. The Lodge-Gossett 
resolution gives the closest ·approxima
tion to direct vote for President by divid
ing the electoral vote, as it now exists, 
on the basis of the popular vote within 
the States. It provides this advantage 
without reviving the historical contest 
between the States of larger or smaller 
populations. 

There is a second important advan
tage of the proposed resolution. It pre
serves the right of the States to continue 
to fix the qualifications· for their con
stituent voters as recognized in article I, 
section 2, of the Constitution. This is 
in keeping with the accepted concept 
of a Federal as contrasted to a National 
Government. 

It is a safe assumption that each State 
will fix the qualifications of its voters 
for the best welfare of that State. Fed
eral officials then now are, and would 
continue to be, elected by voters quali
fied under State law to vote for mem
bers of the most numerous branch of 
the State legislature. Direct popular 
vote is inconceivable. unless there is to 
be uniform qualifications for voting 
throughout the Nation. Unless these 
qualifications were made uniform by 
Federal enactment, we could expect a 

·contest among the State legislatures to 
lower voting qualifications. This would 
permit the infiation of the voting popu
lace so as to outvote other States, where 
another party is presumably stronger, 
in national elections. Amplification of 
the unhealthy situation thus encouraged 
is unnecessary. 

On the other hand, if there were to 
be Federal enactments to provide uni
form qualifications there would exist the 
confusing situation of voters, on the 
same date and at the same polling place, 
being qualified to vote for some offi
cials-State-but no.t others-Federal, 
or vice versa. Uniform Federal legisla
tion .would also _involve policing of the 
polling places by the Federal Govern
ment. 

There would be charges and counter
charges of voting ineligible voters with 
an unhealthy increase in the moral risk 
of permitting fraudulent vote practices. 

Under existing law and as proposed in 
the pending resolution, it is no concern 

of one State how many people are per
mitted to vote in another. The moral 
hazard of chiclnery in national elections 
is thereby kept to a minimum. 

The nationalization of our Govern
ment with centralization and concen
tration of power in Washington is one 

· of the alarming trends of the last two 
decades. The Lodge-Gossett resolution 
would give the major advantages of pop
ular election of President and Vice 
President but would protect the im
portant Federal principle. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, it is ex-
. tremely unfortunate that this measure 

comes before us under;a procedure which 
does not permit any ,amendments and 
allows only 40 minutes for debate. A 
subject as important as the manner of 
electing the President and Vice Presi
dent of our great country should not re
ceive that kind of cursory treatment. 

The present method of selecting the 
Chief Executive is certainly open to im
provement. But the difficulty with this 
resolution is that it is put up to us on 

· a take it or leave it basis without any 
opportunity to improve its provisions 
or debate them adequately. The only 
method of expressing opposition to this 
high-handed manner of handling im
portant legislation is by voting against 
the measure. 

In its present form, I entertain seri
ous doubt that the ~age of the reso
lution would strengthen the two-party 
system in this country as its proponents 
claim. Rather, in my judgment, it would 
weaken that system. The award of elec
toral votes to every candidate would tend 
to encourage the formation of splinter 

· parties to represent every form of pres
sure group. Under our present system, 
all of these groups can and very properly 
do · exert their inftuence in molding the 
policies of the two major political par
ties. The division, . disunity, and weak
ness which result from the creation and 
encouragement of many different parties 
has had tragic reperc~ssions in many 
foreign countries. Much of the strength 
and stability of our Nation and its rise 
to its present position of world eminence 
may be attributed to its firm adherence 

. throughout the years to the two-party 
: system. I am not convinced that this 

measure in its present form would be 
helpful in strengthening our two-party 
system or even continuing its effective
ness. 

I also am seriously concerned over the 
fact that the effect of the adoption of 
the resolution would be to give to a few 
southern States a veto-power over an Feq
eral legislation out of all proportion to 
that which they can justly claim by vir
tue of population or any other · factor. 
An incidental effect of such action would, 
of course, be to sound the death knell of 
any civil rights program. 

Therefore, while I concede the neces
sity for an improvement in the pres
ent unsatisfactory system and am not 
dogmatically and stubbornly opposed to 
a change, I cannot support the resolu
tion before us for the reasons I have 
stated. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
vote against this resolution. I do so be
cause I cannot possibly justify a pro

. cedure under which we are asked to cast 

our votes for as far-reaching -a piece of 
legislation, involving an amendment to 
the Constitution, with only 40 minutes of 
debate and without the possibility of even 
considering, to say nothing of voting 
upon, amendments which surely would 
be introduced if this matter had come to 
us with a rule. 

There is real merit in the argument 
that existing situation under which the 
President and Vice President are elected 
should defuiitely be remedied and I hope 
that as soon as possible arrangements 
will be made which will insure the sort of 
consideration of such legislation which is 
justified and absolutely essential. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to be on record as favoring 
this Senate Joint Resolution 2, which 
proposes an amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States for altering 
the present antiquated method of elect
ing the President and Vice President. 

We are today firm in our belief that 
every citizen has the inalienable right of · 
a voice in his Government, yet with un
reasonable adherence to outmoded prec
edent we illogically maintain a system 
that deprives hundreds of thousands of 
voters from having their votes count in 
the election of the President and Vice 

· President of the United States. 
We all know that the electoral college 

method of election makes it possible for -
one candidate to receive a majority of 
the popular vote yet lose the election. 
We even know that history has seen such 
a possibility become a reality. In a de
mocracy why refuse to count a man's 
ballot? What excuse can be offered for 

· perpetuating the virtual disfranchise
ment of voters? 

This Gossett-Lodge resolution would 
only send this proposed amendment to 
the States to ratify or teject. It would 

. give the 48 States the opportunity to ex
press an opinion on the electoral-college 
system. 

I hope that this measure passes for I 
believe it would be speedily approved by 
the various States. It would then mean 
that henceforth every individual vote 
would count. It would eliminate the 

· ridiculous possibility of one man being 
elected President when another had re
ceived a majority of the votes cast. It 
would prevent organized pressure groups 
from exerting unfair and disproportion
ate influences on national elections. It 
would, in short, strengthen our demo
cratic processes. I heartily commend this 
proposal. 
·Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speak

er, I yield the remainder of the time on 
this side to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I believe in all my long expe
rience in Congress I have never had 
more pressure put upon me to support 
a bill than this one, but I cannot bring 
myself to support it. I do not believe 
the proposal will achieve the objectives 
we seek. Certainly this is a most as
tounding proposal; it apparently is sup
posed to make everybody happy. If it 
works out the way we have been prom
ised the southern Democrats would be 
happy because they are led to ·believe 
that it would give them greater control 
over the Democratic Party and it might 
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reestablish the two-thirds rule that the that has only been amended 21 times 
Democratic Party eliminated some years in the 163 years· of its existence and then 
ago. In other words, they can have the only after the most serious deliberations, 
veto power over the Democratic candi- extensive debate, and years of public dis-
date. cussion. 

The no;rthern Democrats are supposed And why do we propose to amend it? 
to be happy with the innovation be- The answer is that we are going to 
cause it would mean, of course, that the change, to completely revamp, to dras
smaller States in the South, voting over- tically alter the entire election machinery 
whelmingly for one party, would more · by which we have successfully filled the 
than counterbalance in influence the highest o:tnce in this land for 163 years. 
northern States, with the result there And this House has been asked to do 
would be no•Republican elected Presi- this in 40 minutes. 
dent for a good many years to come. I say to you that if we take this far-

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, reaching step today, with only 2 or 3 
will the gentleman yield? days' notice ·and with the outrageous 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I limit of 40 minutes on deliberat ions and 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. debate, we will have' done more to under-

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It works out, mine the integrity •and respect of this 
based on the last two elections, that Congress .than anything that has ever 
as far as Ohio is concerned it would been said, uttered, or written by the So
have about four-tenths of one electoral cialists, Communists, and other enemies 
vote while Mississippi would have 90 of representative government. 
times as much influence in the electoral My pride in the House and loyalty to 
college as Ohio, and ~ississippi alone representative government cannot permit 
would offset the votes of six large north- me to believe we will act so hastily. 
ern States-Ohio,.Indiana, Illinois, Mich- I would vote against this suspension 
igan, Minnesota, and New Jersey. if for no other reason than the contemp-

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the tuous fashion in which it has been 
gentleman yield? brought before the House. In my 26 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I years of service I never saw the right of 
cannot yield at this time. suspension used to amend the Constitu-

Mr. RANKIN. After all that confu- tion of the United states. 
sion, I would like to correct the gentle- In my remaining :few minutes I want 
map.. to discuss this prop~d amendment it-

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I do self. '""°' · 
not yield. I t t 

The liberals will profit by this resolu- wan ° address my remarks to Re-
. tion, so it is claimed, because it would publicans, to northern Democrats. and 

to southern Democrats alike. I want 
encourage the development of so-called you to weigh the effect of what you are 
splinter parties with the result that we doing to ~his country if you adopt this 
might have an election where no one amendment. 
would have a majority of the votes. This 
would destroy the two-party system of This amendment proposes that we 
Government. It would be the first step abolish the existing electoral college sys
toward proportional representation and tern and substitute for it a proportional 
easier to drift into state socialism. counting of the votes cast for the Presi-

The Republicans are told that they . dent. 
will win more Presidential elections in First. By the very wording of this pro
the future because by some slight of posed amendment it would not only be 
hand, some legerdemain, numerous Re- possible but highly probable that in the 
publican votes will appear overnight in near future we would have Presidents 
the South and will be counted propor- occupying the White House who had been 
tionately under the proposed electoral ·. elected by -a minority of the total popu
system. lar vote. This amendment, by virtue of 

Verily, this is a political Pandora's a provision which requires the winning 
box-if you can believe all that is claimed candidate to receive at least 45 percent 
for it. Just how all these righly con- of the popular vote, is implicit in its 
tradictory things can happen by adopt- implications that majority elections will 
ing this amendment I fail to see. eventually almost disappear. 

Laying aside the merits or demerits As this proposed system is constituted 
of this proposed amendment for a mo- the electoral votes now cast by the great 
ment, I .would like to discuss the method States of · Massachusetts, New York, 
by which we are considering this meas- Pennsylvania, Ohio, Illinois, Michigan, 
ure. New Jersey, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Cali-

For years this great legislative body of fornia, and others with comparable pop
Which we are Members has been under ulations, and with the two-party system 
cori...stant fire for alleged lack of thorough- fully in effect, would be virtually neu
ness in its operations, alleged lack of tralized. For example, the great State 
statesmanship in its deliberation, and of Ohio, which would retain its 25 elec
alleged lack of knowledge of what it was ' toral votes under this proposal, would in 
doing. The critics of Congress have laid reality actually lose approximately half 
down their barrage of criticism in the of them. 
hope of destroying legislative government Let us see how it would work. A plu-
in this country. . rality of 100,000 or 150,000 votes is con-

Now what are we doing today? Under sidered large in Ohio where the Repub
suspension of the rule with only 20 min- lican and Democratic Parties are almost 
utEs of debate on each side, with only equally balanced. Now let us suppose 
a total of 40 minutes in all, we are at- that the Republicans carried Ohio by 
tempting to amend the greatest political 125,000 votes. Under the amendment the 
instrument in the world-the Constitu- Republicans would get approximately 13 
t ion of the United States, a document of Ohio's electoral votes and the Demo-

crats 12; and Ohio would cast one elec
toral vote for the President. 

In the South where the two-party sys
tem is all but nonexistent, the effect 
would be exactly the opposite. A State 
like Alabama would in all probability 
cast all 11 of its electorial votes for one 
candidate, or at the best 10 of them. 

Thus Ohio with a population of 8,000,-
000 would cast one electoral vote, while 
Alabama with a population of about 
2,800,000 would cast 10 or 11 electoral 
votes. 

This example can be carried out almost 
across the entire North. It has been cal
culated that had this system been in 
effect President McKinley, although he 
had a majority of the popular vote, would 
actually have lost to William Jennings -
Bryan, the Democratic nominee, because 
the southern vote under the amendment 
would have far outweighed, few as they 
were, the heavy pluralities piled up by 
McKinley in the North. 

The truth is that under this proposed 
amendment the election of our Pres
idents in the future, at least ,until there 
is a vigorous two-party system in the 
South, will be decided in the South and 
solely in the South. . 

I would like to ask the Members of this 
House, and· particularly those from the 
Northern States, how they can go home 
and say that with only 40 minutes of 
deliberation, they changed the method of 
electing the President of the United 
States. 

To the southern Members of this House 
I w:mt to say this: 

If there! is merit in this proposed 
amendment, its merit is completely de
stroyed by the existence of the one-party 
system in the South. If the South really 
is sincere in its support of this amend
ment, it must realize that it has the cart 
before the horse. It must realize that 
the proposal could have a place only in a 
two-party political structure. We must 
just organize a two-party system in the 
South to maintain equal representation. 

I do not hold to any fetish and belief 
that the existing electoral college cannot 

. be improved. In fact, I will welcome the 
day, and I hope it comes soon, when by 
virtue of the operation of the two-party 
system in every one of our 48 States, we 
shall be able to consider a more enlight
ened and a more workable method of 
electing the President of the United 
States. 

.But do riot today in a 40-.minute ses
sion without the opportunity of any real 

. debate cast the die that could lead to the 
loss of our two-party system of govern
ment. Our two-party system has pre
served the essential balance in our rep
resentative form of government so neces
sary to the freedom, dignity and happi
ness of every single American. It must 
be preserved. You can help preserve it 
by voting against the suspension of the 
rules. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this amendment 
would make it impossible for the election 
of a Republican President for a good 
many years. I want to say to those who 
claim this is a part of the Republican 
platform that I had the pr ivilege of be· 
ing permanent chairman of the last Re· 
publican National Convention. I know 
what was in that platform. We never 
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said we favored this particular bill. We 
said we would amend the electoral college 
in order to make it more responsive to 
the popular vote of the Nation. That 
was the Republican pledge, and we who 
believe in keeping our party pledge can 
vote against this resolution today in good 
faith. If its purpose is to amend the 
electoral college system, I say bring in 
the legislation in the right way and not 
under suspension of the rules where we 
cannot dot an "i" or cross a "t." 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. GOSSETT. · Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I say to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts who 
has just addressed the House that the 
Committee on the Judiciary tried to get 
a -rule from the Committee · on Rules. 
We have been struggling with that 
committee for months in order to per
suade them to grant a rule, but they 
were adamant and refused to give us a 
rule so that we could debate this most 
momentous question leisurely, unhur
riedly, and adequately. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, 
now you are going to ask the House 
to do it when you could not get a rule. 

Mr. CELLER. What choice was left 
to us? 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey . . There were 
about five other choices, including the 21-
day rule. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Georgia EMr. Cox]. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, in fairness 
to the Committee on Rules, I think it 
ought to be said that the understanding 
within the committee has been to the ef
fect that whenever the supporters of this 
proposal reached the conclusion that it 
would be felt safe to submit this ques
tion to the House for action, that the 
committee would grant a rule on the 
bill. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. RANKIN]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, of course, 
I am opposed to this resolution. 

The country is not suffering because 
of the Constitution; that is not what is 
wrong with it. It is suffering more from 
the lack of applying the Constitution. 

I wish I had time to comment on the 
statements that have been made in this 
debate; but my time is very limited. I 
believe the gentleman from New Jersey 
CMr. CASE] arrived at the right conclu
sion, but he gave more wrong reasons for 
it than any other man I ever heard 
speak the same length of time on this 
:floor; and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN] went far afield in his ref
erence to Mississippi. 

The South would not profit by the pas
sage of this resolution; and I doubt if 
it would be approved by the legislature 
of a single Southern State when they 
understood it. It would only tend to 
bring about confusion; and would prob
ably result in such political chaos and 
demoralization as the South went 
through during the dark days of Re
construction. 

As I said, we are getting along very 
well so far as the Constitution of the 
United States is concerned. Let us try 
to get back to the Constitution, and not 
get any further away from it, or try to 
change it every time some fellow imag
ines he has a bright idea, and wants to 
try something new. 

This provision ·of the Constitution, rel
ative to the electoral college, was worked 
out and adopted by the wisest group of 
statesmen the world has ever known. It 
has been accepted by. our predecessors . 
for more than 160 years. To change it 
now by the adoption of this amendment 
might result in chaos and confusion, the 
lack of which we ha e not seen during 
your lifetime and mi.Jle. 

I hope the .resolution is voted down. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman from Mississippi has expired. 
Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from South Carolina . -EMr~ 
BRYSON]. . 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, after 
thorough study, I find myself in accord 
wi_th Senate Joint Resolution 2 as pre
sented to the Senate by the Republican· 
Senator LODGE, of Massachusetts, and 
House Resolution .2 as now pending be
fore the House, having been introduced 
by my colleague, Representative ED Gos
SETT, Democrat from Texas. I sincerely 
hope that the Hous<trwill soon pass on 
this all-important question so as to give 
the States the opportunity to indicate 
their wishes. 

One of the most interesting institu-: 
tions of American Government is our 
much-discussed electoral college. Even 
though there are many citizens who are 
not sufficiently dissatisfied with its op
eration to support its abolition or even 
the fundamental reform of its structure. 

· and functions, yet there is today a strong 
belief, both in and out of the Congress, 
that this extraordinary method of 
choosing our Chief Executive is far from 
satisfactory. The strongest evidence of 
the attitude of the Congress and the 
public has been offered during this ses
sion by the passage by the Senate of th.e 
proposed constitutional amendment-
Senate Joint Resolution 2-and by the 
strong popular approval of this action. 
We now have this resolution before us, 
and it is my firm belief that we will be 
strengthening our form of government 
and carrying out the wishes of th~ peo
ple of the country if we act favorably 
upon it before we adjourn. 

Too much of the discussion concern-
. ing the resolution has gotten away from 

the one real question which we must an
swer: Does the proposal off er assurance 
that a better method of electing a Pres
ident and a Vice President will be insti
tuted? All other questions-even though 
some of them raise important issues
are secondary. The effects on the two 
major parties, the effects on potential 
candidates in the 1952 election, the 
shifts in power between the various sec
tions of the country, the changes in 
influence of conservative and liberal ele
ments within each of the major parties, 
the potential creation of splinter parties 
holding balances of power which they do 
not possess under the present electoral 
college system, these. and other oues-

tions, are being discussed at great length. 
In fact, they are distracting our attention 
from the main issue and I wish to draw 
debate in the Congress back to it. We 
need to consider only the one point: 
does the proposed amendment promise a 
better method of electing a President 
than our present unsatisfactory process? 

The American Presidency is an office 
with peculiar characteristics. It is an 
interesting coincidence that the two 
most powerful single officers in the two 
great democracies, the Unitetl States and 
England, are chosen indirectly. In both 
cases, however, the direct influence of 
the voter is closer in fact than it appears 
to be in the constitution.:i..l provisions for 
the choice of the Chief Executive. 

A short time ago England held an elec
tion. Atlee and Churchill ran as can
didates for seats in the Parliament repre
senting single member districts, as you 
and I do. Yet, it was no secret to any 
voter in any constituency that he was 
actually choosing. between two . parties, 
headed respectively by Atlee and Church
ill, even though he expressed that choice 
only by voting for a member of one of 
the two parties running for the seat in 
Parliament representing the voter's own 
constituency. Thus a vote for a Labor 
Party candidate in any district was po
tentially influential in making Atlee the 
Prime Minister; a vote for a Conserva- · 
tive candidate worked in the direction 
of giving that office to Churchill. 

The American system of choosing a 
President is also indirect in theory. We 
vote for lists of electors nominated by 
the political parties in the several States, 
but we do this to express a choice be-

~ tween party candidates for the Presi
dency. How many voters there may be 
who understand their own action, no 
one knows. How many times have you 
heard a campaign speaker plead with 
voters to cast their ballots for Republi
can or Democratic electors? All the 
speeches I ever heard asked for votes 
for Roosevelt · or Truman or Dewey or 
Landon or some other candidate. I 
know that voters believe that they are 
voting for these persons as, in fact, they . 
are. 

This very extraordinary process, re
f erred to as "the myth of the electoral 
college," has no place in the American 
system of government. You know the 
story of its origin iri the fears· of the 
authors of the Constitution that the peo
ple could not be trusted to act directly 
in their choice of a national chief execu
tive. That those fears were groundless 
has been demonstrated by our history. 
If we were to draft a new constitution 
for a Twentieth Century United States 
there is no doubt in my mind that we 
would provide for some form of direct 
election for president. Why would we 
continue the use of a process which is 
so difficult for citizens to understand? 
Why confuse voters unnecessarily when 
it is already far too much for most of 
them to understand the operations of 
our complex government, the policies of 
our several political parties, and numer
ous candidates for office? The burden 
of proof falls upon the advocates of a. 
formality such as the present constitu
tional provision for election of the Presi
de;nt. Unless thev can demonstrate that 
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it is not a mere formality, but that it their legislatures. Whether or -not ac
has life and is effective in operation, we · ceptance by the necessary three..:fourths 
should not continue to complicate the of the State legislatures can be obtained 
situation to no purpose. to make the amendment effective in 1952 

But the present electoral college meth- is uncertain, but we are not concerned 
od of electing the President is not merely with a single election. Our vote now in 
obsolete and confusing to . voters. In the House should be based on the wider 
my thinking on this problem, there is a considerations which I have stated as 
far more important reason for adopting being my own reasons for urging its 
the proposed amendment now before us. adoption. Each of us must weigh the 
The Democratic philosophy has no place measure to determine whether or not it is 
in -it for the winners-take-all method more democratic in fact and in theory 
of ·determining the electoral college of a than our present method, and whether it 
State. We claim to believe that minority will strengthen our two-party political 
parties and groups, although they may system. If we · conclude that these de
be · outvoted on a particular measure, sirable· ends will be furthered-and I do 
have the right to recognition. Yet not not see how any oth'er conclusion can be 
a single Democratic vote in Maine and reached-then it foTiows without doubt 
not a single Republican vote in Mis- that we will have greatly improved our 
sissippi is counted for the Demrocratic or process of choosing a President. In the 
the Republican presidential candidate long run such a contribution to our in
at the present time. Even worse is the stitutions of Government must inevitably 
loss of the great minorities-sometimes benefit not only the individual voter, but 
Republican, . sometimes Democratic-in also the parties themselves, and the en
such "close" States• as New York and tire Government. The American Presi
Ohio and California. dency is of such fundamental importance 

It is very easy to correct this fault that to strengthen and improve it can 
and the new amendment does it by the only produce beneficial results of a wide
well-established method of giving pro- spread character. 
portional weight to the majority and mi- Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
nority voters. If we really believe in such time as he may desire to the gen
what we repeat so emphatically and so tleman from Ohio .[Mr. McSwEENEYl. 
frequently-that the two-party system is · Mr. McSWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
an essential part of our form of govern- · feel that I truthfullyccan say that my 
ment-we cannot logically support any voting record of the"1ive terms which I 
practice which tends to weaken that sys- have served in the Congress of the 
tern. Both of our great parties claim to United States would show that I have 
be "national" parties, not urban or rural, not been sectional in my attitude toward 
not northern or southern. Yet this per- national ·problems. However; I must 
sistent discouragement of the minority oppose the Lodge-Gossett bill which pro
party in the several States operates pow- poses an amendment to the Federal Con
erfully toward the establishment · of re- · stitution which would change ·the 
gional parties, and we have known this method by which the President of the 
for a long time. United States· is to be elected. 

An important byproduct of this sit- I do so for a few-to me-basic rea-
uation is lack of voter interest and par- sons. In the first place I am for a direct 
ticipation in States which have been com- election of the President. I want every 
pletely controlled by one party over a voting citizen to have his or her vote 
considerable period of time. Why should properly recorded directly for the, person 
a Maine Democrat bother to vote? Is it whom each citizen may choose. This 
surprising that in most Southern States would abolish · the · electoral college 
relatively few members of either party which was set up in our Constitution by 
vote in the general election? After the that wise, patient, patriotic, and for
southern Democrat has helped to nomi- ward-looking group of men who drafted 
nate the presidential candidate of his our Constitution. However, the Lodge-· 
party through his selection of delegates Gossett bill .does not really abolish the 
to the Democratic nominating conven- electoral college, we still stand in the 
tion, he knows that the majority of shadow of it. We still have the ghost 
voters in his State will vote for the Dem- of it. In other words this bill provides 
ocratic candidate and that its entire elec- for each person to be able to vote for 
tor al vote will be cast for- that can di- the President but his State vote is still 
date. The Republican Party member in reported on a proportional basis. 
a Southern State has little incentive to Here is where I temporarily become 
participate in a presidential election. sectional. I want to protect the basic 
We have all witnessed the tremendous interest of my own State of Ohio. We 
interest of voters of both parties in of Ohio have been generous. we have 
States where party strength is closely helped with national highway programs; 
balanced, and the presidential campaigns we support reclamation programs for 
are addressed almost entirely to voters other States, and a really unfair share 
in those States. There can be no defense of the burden of such programs· fall 
of this · situation and the certainty that upon a State like Ohio which pays a 
it would be improved under the new tremendous tax through its corporations 
amendment is one of the strongest ar- and personal incomes, but we should not 
guments in its· favor. be asked to give up our rights on a basis 

The Senate, through a bipartisan vote, of population. May I illustrate. 
has expressed approval of Senate Joint Let us take the election of 1948. If 
Resolution 2. Comment throughout the the Lodge-Gossett plan were in opera
country. is running strongly in its favor. tion during that election Ohio would 
If the House also takes affirmative action, · have just a fraction of one electoral vote. 
the proposal will go to the people of the Let us assume that President Truman 
several States as they are represented in had carried Ohio by 10,000 votes, and 

that the total vote had been 3,000,000. 
These :figures minimize rather . than 
exaggerate the actual situation. The re
sult can be shown by the following equa
tion: 3,000,000-the total vote-is to 
10,000, the President's majority, as 25-
the number of Ohio's electoral college
is to x; 3,000,000x will equal 250,000, thus 
x will equal one-twelfth. So Ohio would 
in reality have one-twelfth of 1 electoral 
vote. Since the vote cannot be divided 
it would mean that Ohio had 1 electoral 
vote. In the 1948 election it figures the 
same for New York State, Illinois, Cali
fornia; and other large States. I can pick 
five large States whose total electoral 
vote would have been 6, while Mississippi 
alone would have 9 votes. Is this repre
sentative democracy? 

Our Constitution provides the finest 
balance of power among its component 
geographical divisions which we call 
States of any other confederation or fed
eration which has ever existed. We give 
to our States proportional representation 
on the basis of population in our lower 
house- of our bicameral legislature, and 
equal representation, or two senators 
each, in the upper house or senate. What 
could be more fair. The Lodge-Gossett 
proposal would upset this time-honored 
balance. 

No matter as important as a proposed 
amendment to the Federal Constitution 
should be considered lightly. It is too 
serious. However, for this very impor
tant matter only 40 minutef! was per
mitted for · discussion. I hope that the 
people of our Sixteenth District and of 
the State of Ohio generally will feel as 
I do on this important matter and will 
approve my voting against it. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say in conclusion, in submitting. this to 
the States it takes the votes of three
fourths of them before it can become a 
part of the Constitution. We simply 
give them the right to pass on this mat
ter. I wish I had time to refer to the 
many eminent persons who have writ
ten in support of this resolution. The 
House should follow the example of the 
Senate and vote to ·submit this funda
mentally important reform to the States. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FULTON. Under a motion to sus
pend the rules it is not possible to amend 
the resolution in any way, is it? 

The SPEAKER. It is not. 
The · question is, Will the House sus

pend the rules and pass the joint reso- · 
lution? 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr-. GossETT) there 
were-ayes 79, noes 141. 

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. ·Speaker, I de
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yea::; 134, nays 210, not voting 86, 
as follows: 

[~on No. 204) · 
YEAS-134 

Abernethy Aspinall 
Albert Barden 
Anderson, Calif.Battle 

Beckworth 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
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Eentsell 
Bishop 
Boggs, Del. 
Bonner 
Bramblett 
Brown, Ga.. 
Bryson 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Camp 
Carlyle 
Celler 
Chelf 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cotton 
Cox 
Cunningham 
Curtis 
Davis, Ga. 
Deane 
DeGraffenried 
Dolliver 
Doughton 
Durham 
Elliott 
Engle, Calif. 
Evins 
Fernandez 
Fisher 
Ford 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gossett 
Graham 
Grant 
Gross 
Guill 
Gwinn 
Hagen 
Hays, Ark. 

Abbitt 
Addonizio 
Allen, Calif. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

AugustH. 
Arends 
Auchlncloss 
Baring 
Barrett, Pa.. 
Bates, Ky. 
Bates, Mass. 
Beall 
Blatnik 
Bolling 
Bolton, Md. 
Bolton, Ohio 
Bosone 
Brehm 
Brown, Ohio 
Buchanan 
Buckley, Ill. 
Buckley, N. Y. 
Burke 
Burnside 
Burton 
Byrne,N. Y. 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Case, N. J. 
Chesney 
Chiperfield 
Chudoff 
Clemente 
Clevenger 
Corbett 
Coudert 
Crawford 
Crook 
Crosser 
Dague 
Davenport 
Davies, N. Y. 
Delaney 
Denton 
D'Ewart 
Dollinger 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Douglas 
Doyle 
Eaton 
Eberharter 
Ellsworth 
Elston 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fellows 
Fenton 
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Herlong Potter 
Herter Poulson 
Hobbs Preston 
Hoeven Priest 
Hoffman, Mich. Rains 
Hope Ramsay 
Horan Redden 
Hull Reed, Ill. 
Jacobs Rees 
Jensen Richards · 
Jones, Ala. . Robeson 
Jones, Mo. Rogers, Fla. 
Jones, N. C. Scrivner 
Judd Scudder 
Kerr Sikes . 
Kruse Smathers 
Lanham Smith, Kans. 
Larcade Smith, ·va. 
Lecompte Smith, Wis. 
Lodge Steed 
Lucas Stefan 
McCormack Talle 
McMillan, S. C. Teague 
Mahon Thomas 
Marsalis Thornberry 
Marshall Underwood 
Martin, Iowa Velde 
Merrow Walter 
Michener Wheeler 
Miles White, Calif. 
Miller, Nebr. Whittington 
Morris Wickersham 
Morton Williams 
Moulder Wilson, Okla. 
Murdock Wilson, Tex. 
Murray, Wis. Winstead 
Nixon Withrow 
Norblad Wolverton 
Pace Wood 
Patten Young 
Peterson Zablocki 
Poage 

NAYS-210 

Flood McGregor 
Fogarty McGuire 
Forand McKinnon 
Fugate McSweeney 
Fulton Mack, Ill. 
Furcolo Mack, Wash. 
Gamble Macy 
Garmatz Madden 
Gavin Magee 
Golden Mansfield 
Goodwin Marcantonio 
Gorski Martin, Mass. 
Granahan Mason 
Granger Meyer 
Green Miller, Calif. 
Hale Mills 
Hall, Multer 

Leonard W. Murphy 
Halleck Nicholson 
Hand Noland 
Harden Norrell 
Hardy O'Brien, Ill. 
Harrison O'Brien, Mich. 
Hart O'Hara, Minn. 
Harvey O'Konski 
Havenner O'Neill 
Hays, Ohio O'Sullivan 
Heffernan O'Toole 
Heller Patterson 
Heselton . Pfeifer, 
Holifield Joseph L. 
Holmes Philbin 
Howell Philllps, Calif. 
Huber Plumley 
Jackson, Wash. Polk 
James Powell 
Javits Price 
Jenison Rabaut 
Jenkins Rankin 
Karst Reed, N. Y. 
Karsten Rhodes 
Kean Ribicoff 
Kearney Rich 
Keating Riehlman 
Kee Rodino 
Kelley, Pa. Rogers, Mass. 
Kelly, N. Y. Rooney 
Keogh Roosevelt 
Kilburn Sadlak 
King St. George 
Klein Sanborn 
Kunkel Saylor 
Lane Scott, Hardie 
Latham Scott, 
LeFevre Hugh D., Jr. 
Lind Secrest 
Linehan Shafer 
Lynch Shelley 
McCulloch Sheppard 
McDonough Short 
McGrath Simpson, Ill. 

Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Ohio 
Staggers 
Stanley 
Stigler 
Stockman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Taber 
Tauriello 
Taylor 

Tollefson 
Trimble 
Vanzandt 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wadsworth 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Weichel 
Werdel 

Whitaker 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wolcott 
Woodhouse 
Woodruif 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-86 

Allen, Ill. Gordon Monroney 
Allen, La. Gore Morgan 
Andrews Gregory Morrison 
Angell Hall, Murray, Tenn. 

1 Bailey Edwin Arthur Nelson 
Barrett, Wyo. Hare Norton 
Biemiller Harris O'Hara, Ill. 
Blackney Hebert Passman 
Boggs, La. Hedrick Patman 
Boykin Hill Perkins 
Breen Hinshaw Pfe!.1fer, 
Brooks Hoffman, Ill. William L. 
Bulwinkle Irving Phillips, Tenn. 
Carroll Jackson, Calif. Pickett 
Case, S. Dak. Jenniilgs Quinn 
Cavalcante Johnson Regan 
Chatham Jonas Rivers 
Christoi:>her Kearns Saba th 
Cole, Kans. Keefe Sadowski 
Cole, N. Y. Kennedy Sasscer 
Combs Kilday. Sims 
Cooper Kirwan Spence 
Davis, Tenn. Lichtenwalter Tackett 
Davis, Wis. Lovre Thompson 
Dawsop. Lyle Towe 
Dingell McCarthy Welch 
Engel, Mich. McConnell White, Idaho 
Frazier McMlllen, Ill. Willis 
Gillette Miller, Md. 
Gil.Iner Mitchell 

So <two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the bill was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Mitchell with Mr. McConnell. 
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Kearns. 
Mr. O'Hara of Illinois with Mr. Lichten-

walter. 
Mr. Sabath with Mr. Gillette. 
Mr. Biemiller with Mr. Towe. 
Mr. Hebert ·with Mr. Jonas. 
Mr. Breen with Mr. William L. Pfeiffer. 
Mr. Carroll with Mr. Mlller of Maryland. 
Mr. Regan with Mr. Allen of Illinois. 
Mrs. Norton with Mr. Barrett of Wyoming. 
Mr. Irving with Mr. Cole of New York. 
Mr. Sadowski with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois. 
Mr. Hedrick with Mr. Lovre. 
Mr. Cavalcante with Mr. Angell. 
Mr. Frazier with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Welch with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 
Mr. Thompson with Mr. Edwin Arthur 

Hall. 
Mr. Sasscer with Mr. Jackson of California. 
Mr. Gregory with Mr. Hill. 
Mr. Harris with Mr. Jennings. 
Mr. Gordon with Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. Gilmer with Mr. Phillips of Tennessee. 
Mr. Tackett with Mr. Blackney. 
Mr. Andrews with Mr. McMillen of Illinois. 
Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Cooper with Mr. Case of South Dakota. 
Mr. Passman with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr. GRoss changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

'A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MASON asked and was given per .. 
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in three instances and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr.· BYRNES-of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks and include an editorial. 

Mr. RICH asked and was· given per
misslon to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial from the Washington 
Times-Herald. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR., asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in two instances and include ex
traneous matter. 

Mr. DAGUE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial which appeared in the 
Daily Republican of Phoenixville, Pa: 

Mr. GAVIN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude a newspaper story from the Wash
ington Evening Star. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks and include an address delivered 
by Mr. Alan c. Mcintosh, o~ Luverne, 
Minn., at the rededication ceremony at 
Plymouth Rock, Mass. 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per
misBiori to extend his remarks in two 
instances and include extraneous mat
ter in each. 

Mr. LYNCH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and · in
clude a letter from a constituent. 

Mr. WOOD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude an address delivered by Mr. Charles 
A. Collier, vice president of the Georgia 
Power _Co., before the National Citizens 
Conference on Planning for City, State, 
and Nation, recently held in the city of 
Washington. 

Mr. WHITAKER asked and was given 
permission to .extend his remarks and 
include a resolution of a tobacco associa
tion in his district. 

Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include an address by R. W. Frazier, pro
fessor of government and history of the 
Southeastern State College, Durant, 
Okla. 

Mr. SECREST asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include an editorial from the Cambridge 
<Ohio) Daily Jeffersonian. 

Mr. HUBER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude two editorials. 

Mr. PLUMLEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in 
two instances and include extraneous 
matter in each: 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks and include an article by Paul 
Kennedy appearing in the Boston Herald 
of yesterday. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE asked and was giv
en permission to extend her remarks in 
four instances and include in each an 
article by Mr. Frank C. Waldrop. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks. 

Mr. D'EWART asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks. 

Mr. GOODWIN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances. 

Mr. HESELTON asked and was given 
per:tniss~on to extend his remarks and in-
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elude a statement made by hi;m before 
the Committee on Appropriations, to
gether with some additional statistics. 

Mr. MEYER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks. 

Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and in
clude some newspaper comments on ci
Vilian defense. 

PUBLIC HEALTH . SERVICE; ACT 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill <S. 2591) to amend the 
Publc Health Service Act to support re
search and training in arthritis and 
rheumatism, multiple sclerosis, cerebral 
palsy, epilepsy and blindness, and other 
diseases, and for other purposes, with 
House amendments thereto, insist on the 
amendments of the House and ask for a 
conference with the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the fallowing 
conferees: Messrs. PRIEST, BIEMILLER, 
WILSON of Oklahoma, ·woLVERTON, and 
HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. 

COPPER IMPORT-TAX SUSPENSION 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
resolution (H. J. Res. 502) to suspend 
certain import taxes on copper. 

The Clerk read as f oUows: 
Resolved, etc., That the import tax imposed 

under section 3425 of the Internal Revenue 
Code shall not apply with respect to articles 
(other than copper sulfate and other than 
composition metal provided for in paragraph 
1657 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
which is suitable both in its composition 
and shape, without further refining or al
loying, for processing into castings, not in
cluding as castings ingots or similar ca.st 
forms) entered for consumption or with
drawn from warehouse for. consumption dur
ing the period beginning July 1, 1950, and 

· ending with the close of June 30, 1951. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second de
manded? 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a second. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a second be con
sidered as ordered. 

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

There was no objection. . 
Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, 

House Joint Resolution 502 would extend 
for another year, or until June 30, 1951, 
the import tax on copper. The import 
tax of 4 cents per pound on copper was 
passed in 1932, and then uhder a recipro
cal trade agreement was reduced 50 per
cent, to 2 cents per pound. Our com
mittee held two full days of hearings on 
this bill. 

We heard representatives of five de
partments of Government: The Depart
ment of Defense, the Department of 
State, the Treasury Department, the 
Department of the Interior, and the De
partment of Commerce. They all rec
ommended the extension of this exemp
tion of the import tax on copper for 2 
years, but this bill provides for an ex
tension of only 1 year; from June 30 of 
this year until June 30, 1951. 

XCVI-657 

The testimony. before our committee, 
in my opinion, proved conclusively not 
only the importance, but the necessity, 

· for the extension of the suspension of 
· this tax for another year. According to 
the testimony, which I believe was not 
disputed, the domestic supply of copper 
is only about 74 percent of the domestic 
demand. · 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
heard, as I said, not only the heads or 
these Departments, but we heard the 
domestic producers; we heard Members 
of Congress, and those engaged or in
terested in the industrial use of copper. 
The testimony, I repeat, indicated clear
ly that the domestic supply· is not equal 

· to the domestic demand, and even with 
what imparts are coming in now, still the 
supply is hardly equal to or adequate to 
meet the demand. There is nothing in 
the evidence to indicate that the price of 
copper would be seriously affected or 

· that the supply would exceed the de
mand, if the suspension of the import 
tax is continued. The testimony showed 
that the price of copper has gone up 
during the time this import tax has been 
suspended, until it is now, with one ex
ception, the highest it has ever been. 
The price has increased from 16 cents a 
pound in 1949 to the present price of 
22% cents per pound. This shows that 
the price of copper has not been serious
ly or adversely affected by the suspension 
of this impart tax. 

I know of no reason why, and, in fact, 
no reason was assigned which satisfied 
our committee, this extension should not 
be granted. The domestic supply for the 
present year is estimated to be 300,000 
tons short of the domestic demand. You 
can all readily understand that, owing to 
the foreign situation, with which you are 
all famiilar, the demand for copper is go
ing to increase rather than decrease. Not 
only will there be a demand by the com
mercial consumers of copper, which is 
constantly on the increase, but the Gov
ernment itself will be in the market for 
increased amounts of copper to meet the 
foreign ~ituation. 

Nevertheless, our committee wanted 
to go slow on the matter. We did not 
want to extend this act for 2 years, as 
was first proposed, and in order to be 
careful and not do anything seriously to 
affeet or lower the price of the domestic 
copper or interfere with full production 
of domestic copper, in which we are all 
interested, we agreed that it should be ex
tended only 1 year. Copper mining .ls 
now at a high level of production. The 
price is high. When the price of any 
commodity is high, that of course stimu-

· iates production. If the price is low, it 
has the effect of decreasing production. 

Taking everything into consideration, 
as our committee did, we felt that the· 
extension of the suspension of this tax 
for 1 year, or until June 30, 1951, is es
sential, if the domestic consumers are .to 
have an adequate supply. Of course, the 
Government needs must be supplied. At 
the same time, we feel certain there is 
nothing in the situation to cause any . 
alarm or uneasiness on the part of do- . 
mestic consumers as to the price of 
copper, because the supply is so much 
less than the demand for copper. It is . 
reasonable to assum2 that the price will 

not be seriously affected by a reduction 
· tn demand in the. near future. 

We must remember that the hnport 
tax on copper was suspended in the 
Eightieth Cqngress on account of the 
supply not filling the demand, and this 
suspension was continued during the first 

. session of this Congress until June 30, 
1950. There is greater reason now why 
this suspension should be extended an
other year than there was either when 
Congress suspended it in the Eightieth 
Congress, or continued the suspension in 

. the first session of the Eighty-first Cori

. gress. 
For these reasons among others, Mr. 

Speaker, I hope the House will vote over
whelmingly to approve this House joint 
resolution. · 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
this is quite a serious issue in the matter 
of our national defense. I am opposed 
to the suspension of these import taxes 
because of the adverse effect it will have 
on the health of our mining industry in 
this country. I cannot subscribe to the 
argument just made that the price of 
copper has recently increased from 16 
cents to 22Y:i cents, and that that should 

· take care of the situation, when from 
: April 1, 1949, to July l, 1949, the price of 

copper ;was pushed""1.own from 23 Y:i cents 
to 16 cents and then back up again dur
ing the past 13 months. Therefore, it 
has not been a matter of the lifting up of 
the price of copper from l6' cents, but .it 
was a temporary and manipulated de-
pression in the price. · 

It is my contention that the suspen-
. sion of this excise tax will have a dev

astating effect on the production of cop
per by those mines that are marginal 
mines which cannot produce copper ad
vantageously on a depressed market and 
in competition with foreign imports. 

My only hope is that I can be of some 
help in building a healthy, vigorous do
mestic mining industry because no pro
ponent of this suspension has yet been 
able to assure me that any part of the 
larger imports will be stockpiled by in
dustry for use in an emergency. The 
present price of copper, the present situ
ation, the demand for finished industrial 
products is such that it is little wonder 
that the industrial reserves of copper in 
this country . at the present time is at 
the lowest level that it has ever been 
since 1944. That is a terrible thing to 
contemplate. That is the effect of this 
suspension, which has been in operation 
during the last 2 or 3 years, and with 
the wave of hysteria and war buying 
which is now going on, a further depres
sion of our copper reserves will be even 
more devastating. There is not one 
proponent of this suspension of the 
copper tariff who can assure you that 
one pound of copper can be delivered to 
us from foreign mines e,fter the shoot
ing starts in any future war. 

I say, if you have got your mind on 
national defense at all, you will do one of 
two things: Either build up an adequate 
stockpile industrially, or provide for a 
healthy local mine production of copper, 
because you cannot promise us that you 
can import foreign copper in wartime, 
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not against the snorkle subma~ine. 
That is my position on this matter, and I 
am very much opposed to the suspen
sion of the copper tariff. 

The proponents of this legislation are 
of three general classes. 

One class is made up of industrialists 
who need copper for their industrial pro
duction. Obviously they want cheap 
raw materials for their factories. 

A second class is made up of large do
mestic producers . of copper who have 
foreign mines also. These mine inter
ests want the tariff removed on their for
eign production in order to help them as 
much as possible in their competition 
with other domestic producers. 

The third class of proponents of this 
legislation is the State Department of 
our National Government. Their inter
est is the promotion of maximum foreign 
trade, and they obviously look to free 
trade as a means to build up the vol
ume of our foreign trade. They have 
evidenced no concern over the effect of 
their free trade policy on our domestic 
production of strategic and critical 
materials. 

Just after the end of World War II 
our American industrialists who use cop
per and our American mining interests 
who have foreign copper mines, appealed 
to Congress for help in the rehabilitation 
of our peacetime economy and they 
asked specifically ~r a tempoiary sus
pension of the tariff on copper to help 
them attain that end. Congress enacted 
legislation to suspend the copper tariff 
temporarily · in the hope that such sus
pension. might be helpful in increasing 
our supplies of copper to meet ·our peace
time demands. The demands for peace
time production have exceeded the sup
plies of copper available. Consequently, 
notwithstanding the suspension of the 
tariff on copper the past 3 years, our 
stocks of refined copper have shrunk to 
the smallest supply held since October 
1944. At the end of June of this year 
the stock of refined copper held by do
mestic producers was only 50,327 tons 
and was equal to only a little more than 
a week's .supply based on the tonnages of 
metal shipped during June. Stocks of 
copper held by foreign producers to
taled 136,483 tons at the end of June. 
Total domestic production was 96,334 
tons in June, and total foreign copper 
production during June was 107,920 
tons. Obviously the suspension of the 
copper tariff during the past 3 years has 
not enabled industry to create industrial 
stockpiles of copper to meet any war 
emergency. I submit that the industrial 
users of copper and the American own
ers of foreign copper mines requested the 
suspension of the tariff on copper main
ly for the acceleration of peacetime in
dustrial production and not as an in- · 
surance of our wartime self-sufficiency. 
. The reduction of our stocks of refined 
copper indicates that the price of cop
per products in the peacetime economy 
and the margin of profit on that trade 
have been prime incentives to the own
ers of foreign copper mines and the in
dustrial users of .. copper. If prepared
ness for war had been one of their prime 
objectives they would have made some 
effort to avoid reducing their ~opper re-

serves to the low level at which those re
serves stand today. 

It is a strange turn indeed that the pro
ponents of this legislation now come be.
fore Congress to urge the continued.sus
pension of the copper tariff in order to 
secure a larger supply of copper from 

. foreign sources as a national defense 
measure when the total stocks of avail
able copper have been and will continue 
to be swallowed up in the production of 
peacetime products even to the extent of 
diminishing our reserve stocks of cop
per. So long as the stocks of copper on 
hand domestically and in foreign lands 

· remain at present levels and the demand 
for peacetime products stays at present 
levels or moves higher with the wave of 
hysterical buying that has already mani
fested itself, I predict that not 1 ounce 
of increased imports of foreign copper 
will be used for national defense unless 
the Federal Government steps -in with 

· rules and regulations channeling such 
materials to national defense industry. 
I predict further that the present low 
level of copper reserves in this country 
will not under present conditions be in
creased to meet our defense needs with
out specific direction by our Federal 
Government. 

Even during this period of frenzied 
anticipation of possible war and while 
our sea lanes are still open, I am not im
pressed very strongly by the tactics of 
our industrial users of copper and the 
American owners and producers of for
eign copper when the suspension of this 
tariff is requested as a national defense 
measure. Furthermore, most certainly 
no American industrialist or · owner of 
foreign copper mines has been able to 
assure me that an adequate supply of 
foreign produced copper can be shipped 
into our ports after any shooting war 
with a major power should get under 
way. 

My own great interest is in building 
the self-sufficiency of this Nation to 
withstand the impact of war with a 
major power. I have guarded and pro
tected with all the ability at my com
mand the productive capacity of . our 
American mines. I have also taken long 
and active interest in the building by our 
Federal Government of adequate stock
piles of strategic and critical materials. 
There is a practical limit to the size of 
our stockpiles and at the time of writing 
Public Law 520 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress we set in motion a 5-year pro
gram to attain stockpiles of the size 
deemed advisable. In the past 4 years 
the stockpile on hand has grown to only 
38.4 percent as of June 30, 1950. That 
fact together with the low ebb of our in
dustrial stockpiles of copper emphasizes 
our need to rely upon a healthy and 
vigorous mining industry within our own 
borders if we are to approach self-suf
ficiency for our Nation's defense in war . 
Even though we had 100 percent of our 
stockpile reserves, I would still place 
great emphasis on our own domestic 
mine health for adequate national de
fense, but with a Government's stock
pile of 38.4 percent and with our copper 
industrial stocks at the low level they 
are today we should do everything 
within our power to build maximum 

production of all strategic and crit
ical materials within our own land. 

. From that point of view the question 
here in this legislation resolves itself to 
whether the suspension of the tariff on 
copper will encourage domestic produc
tion of copper or whether it may dis
courage or even reduce such production . 
It is my firm opinion that the continued 
suspension of th~. tariff on copper can
hot pos·sibly encourage American do
mestic production of copper. 

We should defeat this measure and 
continue the duty of 2 cents per pound 
on imports of copper. If that encourage
ment to our own domestic mines is not 
adequate, I ask for the appropriation of 
funds to increase our Government stock
piles and for the enactment of legisla
tion to extend governmental help for re
search, development, and exploration, 
and even to subsidize the production of 
critical materials such as copper before 

- it is too late. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] has ex
pired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to 'the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LYNCH]. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, in reply to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]. 
my distinguished colleague on the com
mittee, he has pointed out that there is 
a deficit of copper production. If there 
is a deficit of domestic copper produc
tion, how can -w,e ever stock-pile it? Ac
cording to the estimate of the Bureau 
of Mines, 1,200,000 tons of copper will be 
consumed in the United States during 
1950. The estimated production in the 
United States is 850,000 tons, or a deficit 
of 350,000 tons during this year, and 
without looking forward to any possible 
military needs that w.e may require with
in the next 6 months; and if the situation 
gets worse our. position insofar as cop
per is concerned will also be worse. 

There is only one consideration that 
we should have at this time, and that is 
whether or not we have sufficient copper 
in this country to take care of our do
mestic situation as is, and the possible 
war situation that may arise. I believe 
it to hav.e been the opinion of the Ways 
and Means Committee that they would 
not, under ordinary circumstances, have 
extended this bill. As you have been 
told, the original bill called for an ex
tension of 2 years. We thought that an 
extension of 1 year at this time would 
give us a better chance to take a look at 
the whole situation, so th.at if the Korean 
situation became worse we would not 
put ourselves in the position of cutting 
down . the supply of copper. 

Let me point out that this will not 
bring down the supply of domestic 
copper. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will ·the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. The tes
timony before the Ways and Means Com
mittee was undisputed, I think, that sus
pending the tariff would not bring any 
more copper into this country. 

Mr. LYNCH. I think it is fair to say 
·that we did not have any testimony be-
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fore our committee to indicate that the 
suspension of the tartlf would bring more 
copper into the country, But the impor
tant thing is that, under the present sit
. uation with which we are confronted, do
mestic copper has risen in price 25 per
cent-from 16 cents to 22 % cents, which 
is the second highest price for copper on 
record in recent years. When that in
crease came about we had a suspension 
of the tax. Under those circumstances, 
I cannot see where the suspension of the 
tax has in any wise curtailed domestic 
production. · 
· Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield. 
Mr. PATTERSON. In answer to the 

gentleman's question, the reimposition of 
this tax on copper will act as a deterrent 
in providing an adequate supply to meet 
-our domestic demand. 
.. Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. That 1S 
the gentleman's conclusion, but there was 
no evidence presented before the Ways 
and Means Committee-and I listened to 
all of those hearings-to show that the 
imports in copper would be affected one 
tot a by the lifting of this tax. · 

Mr. LYNCH. It would seem to me if 
the position taken by the gentleman from 
Iowa is correct that the continuance of 
this tax would cause a decrease in· pro• 
duction. I think that has been clearly 
refuted by the testimony before the Ways 
and Means Committee, for the reason 
that the price has risen for 'domestic 
production in 1949 and 1950 by 25 per ... 
cent. That in itself, according to the 
testimony, was sufficient to keep the man 
ginal mines · in operation. The price 
reached 22 % cents when we had the sus
-pension of the tax. That being so, it 
seems to me under those circumstances 
quite clear that if we continue the ex
emption of the tax it will not bring about 
adverse conditions to the copper indus
try. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield five additional minutes to the gen
tleman from New York. · 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield to my colleague 
on the committee. 
· Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I will ask the 

gentleman what the price was on April 
l, 1949. . 

Mr. LYNCH. I do not know. I know 
that from the gentleman's experience he 
would probably be able to tell me. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. It was about 
23 % cents, and it was depressed from 
that to 16 cents in the period of about ~ 
months' time. .So let us start from April 
l, 1949, and try to do better. 

Mr. LYNCH. I am not starting fron;i 
April 1, 1949; I am starting from the time 
when it started to rise while we had this 
exemption. Why do you go back to April 
1949 when what we are concerned with 
now is what is happening during the last 
year, that since June 1949 the price has 
gone up 25 percent? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not odd that 

this committee and this Congress is so 

anxious to allow the importation of cop
per and at the very same time refuses 
to do anything to help. the high-cost do
mestic . producer of copper and other 
metals? · · 

Mr. LYNCH. Let me say that our 
committee has handled every bit of the 
copper legislation that has come before 
it. We feel that by doing this we are 
certainly aiding the industry in our coun
try. We believe that this is not the time 
under any circumstance for Congress to 
take action that will bring about a pos.:. 
sible deficit, because we know that un~ 
der the estimates of the Bureau of Mines 
that we can expect· only 850,000 tons 
during 1950, and the lowest conservative 
estimate of need is 1,200,000 tons. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield. 
Mr. PATI'ERSON.· I think the gen

tleman should show at this point that 
-the amount of copper imported is in

. sufficient for stockpiling and meeting 
our domestic demand. · 

Mr. LYNCH. They say that we are 
stockpiling at the rate of some 20,000 
tons a year. I cannot under any cir
cumstances see how we are going to 
stockpile with the situation as it is; 
and I honestly would ask any of the gen
tlemen who have been interrogating me: 
Do you or do you not wish our country 
to have sufficient copper on hand in case 
of a military necessity? If any gentle
man will take the fioor and say, "I do 
not care about the military; I do not care 
whether o.ur troops have what is neces
sary in the line of copper; I do not care 
anything about anything else except that 
these mine owners out West are going 
to try to keep this tax exemption on for 
their own selfish interests; I am abso~ 
lutely opposed to this bill"-.-

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa~ Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. Will the gentleman say 
that he is in favor of the reimposition of 
the tax even if it is shown that we have 
not got enough copper for military 
needs? · 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I will be glad 
to answer that. The gentleman knows I 
want all the copper we can get and I 
want it held for military needs. But you 
are not doing that in the industrial field 
today. Your ·reserves are lower today 
than they have been since 1944 ·and at 
the same time your domestic mine pro:. 
duction last year was reduced down to 
741 ,000 tons. I hope I have answered 
your question. 

Mr. LYNCH. The gentleman from 
Iowa is the strongest advocate for 
stockpiling of strategic material. How
ever, the gentleman knows that under 
the estimate for the first 5 months of 
this year the average has been, I think, 
84,305 short tons per month and it is es
timated we will have 850,000 tons this 
year. Under that situation and with the 
possible need for military purposes, does 
the gentleman ask that copper controls 
be placed upon the industry in the 
United States? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. In any war 
emergency the present low reserves of 
copper and the inadequate domestic pro
duction will undoubtedly call for con-

trols. 1 ·believe we are ·1n agreement on 
that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired . 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the suspension of the import 
tax on copper last year had a very dis
astrous effect on a large segment of the 
copi;)er mining industry. There is no 
necessity for any further lifting of the 
tax and it is time we looked to our owri 
sources of supply of this critical metal iri 
order to have it available during any 
protracted national emergency. 

Last year when the import tax on cop• 
per was ' suspended, and the bottom 
dropped out of the market, the Michigan 
copper mines were forced to close dow:Q 
for more than 4 months. During that 
same period nearly 300-,000,000 pounds 
of copper came to the United States fro~ 
'foreign countries. 

While a whole community of more 
than 50,000 people in northern Michi
gan sutrered, with thousands of copper 
miners unemployed, the Chilean and 
African miners continued in their em
ployment. Jobs of the copper miners in 
Chile were secure at a time when our 
own miners were walking the streets· 
without work. Is it not time that we 
took action to prevent the recurrence of 
a similar tragedy? 

The testimony before the Ways ancJ 
Means Comm:ittee on this resolution was 
undisputed that putting the import tax 
back on copper would not affect the im
portation of copper into this country one 
way or the other. That is a very signifi~ 
cant 'fact. 

The people who are advocating this 
suspension are arguing all around the 
bush, evading the realities of the situa~ 
tion. The truth is that lifting the tax 
on copper is not going to bring one more 
pound of copper from Chile or elsewhere 
abroad, than we are getting today. 

Here is what happened 15 months ago: 
When the tax was suspended at that 
time the price of copper was approxi
mately 23 ¥:? cents per pound. The pro
ponents of this legislation said then that 
the demand for copper in this country 
exceeded the supply; that we could not 
get along without foreign copper. They 
said, "Let us take the tax off for an
other year." We took the tax off. What 
happened to the price of copper? It 
immediately declined in a short space 
of 2 months from 23 % cents to 16 cents 
per pound. 

What did that show? It showed that 
the copper fabricators who are advocat
ing this legislation did not need all the 
copper they were talking about, so the 
demand sloughed otr and the price 
sloughed with it. Exactly that same 
thing can happen again. 

We all realize that we need copper to 
fight wars, but let us not use this suspen
sion of the tax on copper as a subter
fuge. We have a tax on lead. We use 
that to fight wars. We have a tax on 
zinc. We use that to fight wars. No
body is talking about taking the taritr 
off of those minerals, or many other 
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strategic ores which now have protec
tion. 

If we get into an all-out war where 
are you going to get the copper? Are 
you going to get it from Chile or Africa 
or are we going to get it from the mines 
in the western part of the United States 
and from the copper mines in the State 
of Michigan? You know what the an
swer is. The Government will take over 
domestic production and supply. That 
is what we did in World War II. We 
are not relying on these imports from 
Chile or from Africa or elsewhere · to 
fight our wars. The argument that the 
suspension of the copper tax is neces
sary in the interest of the national de
fense is nothing but unadulterated 
sophistry. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. I am opposed to · this 
legislation because· I believe it is against 
the best interests of our national de
fense. The healthy condition. of the 
mines of our country is absolutely essen
tial to the defense of .this country. This 
tax is sought to be removed because the 
people importing copper want to be re
lieved of the obligation and nothing else. 
The failure of this legislation will not 
stop copper from coming into this coun-
try. · · 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. That is 
rl~~ ' 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Michigan has 
expired. 
· Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman one additional 
minute. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, it is said by the State Depart
ment that we ought to suspend this tax 
'on copper because of our friendly rela
tion with Chile. I want to disabuse your 
mind on that. It is undisputed that 96 
percent of the copper produced in Chile 
is owned by two monopoly copper mines 
in the United States, namely, the Ana
conda Copper Co. and the Kennecott 
Copper Co. So, this suspension of tax 
has nothirig to do with the Government 
of Chile at all. It simply would require 
the Anaconda Mining Co. and the Ken
necott Mining Co. to pay 2 cents per 
pound to import the copper which they 
have produced down in South America 
with slave labor. This tax is necessary 
to equalize the differential in wages that 
are paid to the American miners and the 
wages that are paid in those slave-wage 
labor camps in Chile. 

Mr. RICH . . Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. The gentleman hit the 
nail on the head when he ·said that if 
you take the tariff off of goods coming 
into this country that you take jobs 
away from the American workingman. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Just this 
other one thing, Mr. Speaker, I will tell 
you what is the matter with the people 
that are advocating the further suspen
sion of this tax. We have an import tax 
on lead, but we are getting all the lead 
.:we need. We have an import tax on 

zinc, but we are getting all the zinc we 
need, and we can leave this import tax 
on copper and we will get all the for
eign copper we are getting ·now. If we 
put a provision ill this bill to s\1spend the 
tax on lead and zinc and watches and 
textiles and shoes and on hats, et cetera, 
I will say to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. PATTERSON]' I do not think 
he or many other Members would sup
port this bill, and t~e reason they would 
not support it is because they would 
say that the wages paid by the foreign 
producers of those commodities did not 
justify the free importation of their 
products. There is no basis for protect
ing other commodities and singling out 
copper for free trade. It is an outra
geous discrimination. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Connecticut. 
. Mr. PATTERSON . . Is the gentleman 
advocating that the consumer is to ab
sorb these taxes? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michig~n. The con
sumer usually absorbs taxes placed on 
.a manufacturer in the price he pays for 
the product. But the copper fabricator 
could very well absorb this tax. 

Mr. PATTERSON. And we also cer
tainly must import this very vital metal 
at this time, during this tremendous 
crisis. 
. Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. The gen
tleman knows that this legislation will 
not increase copper imports from foreign 
countries. The tax would probably in
crease the price of copper by 2 cents a 
pound and thus protect the American 
copper miner from unfair competition 
from abroad. The increased price in the 
cost of products manufactured with cop
per will be small indeed compared to 
the benefits to be derived by thousands 
of American workingmen. For example: 
It takes about 80 pounds of copper in the 
'manufacture of an automobile. At 2 
cent per pound that might cost the pur
chaser of an automobile the tremen
dous sum of $1.60. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may reqµfre to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs .. WOODHOUSE]. 

Mrs: WOODHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I 
should like to express my strong support 
·for continuing the duty-free importa
tion of copper into the United States for 
the next year. 

There is at the present time a world 
shortage of copper. I am advised that 
our domestic production is able to meet 
only about two-thirds of the domestic 
demand. The price of copper has risen 

. from 181/2 cents per pound in April of 
this year to 22% cents per pound in June. 
Restoration of the duty would bring an 
additional 2 cents per pound increase. 
The critical international situation de
mands that we stockpile as rapidly as 
possible every strategic material. Ac
cordingly, it seems particularly unwise to 
allow a 10 percent increase in the price 
of so important a material as copper. 

The United States, perhaps as never 
before, is vitally concerned in the eco
nomic welfare and stability of the coun-

tries of the Western Hemisphere. The 
principal exporte.rs of copper to th_e 
United States are Chile, Peru, Mexico, 
and Canada. Chile is particularly de
pendent on the sale of copper to this 
country and on taxes paid by American 
interests there. She . is already . hard 
pressed by a dollar shortage. Restora
tion of the copper duty would add an 
estimated $5,000,000 burden. 

Manufacturers throughout the State 
of Connecticut are vitally concerned wit~ 
this problem. Producers of sheet meta~. 
wire rods, tubes, rolls, pipes, bra~s. 
bronze, cable, .electrical products and ap
pliances, engineering, heating and refrig
eration equipment, ha_rdware, and but
tons are all substantial buyers of r~fined 
copper or copper products for use in the 
manufacture of thei.r finished artiqles. 

In my own district, the textile-finish
ing companies are large buyers of cop
per in th.e form of rollers for pr~nting 
and finishing all types of textiles. 

The general economic condition of the 
entire New England area has been one 
of serious unemployment in many local- · 
ities. In Connecticut the industrial pat
tern is generally that of one industry 
being the only enterprise in a small com
munity. Any factor which increases the 
cost of production for these small pro
ducers makes imminent the possibility 
of cut-backs in their labor force. Such 
an increase in textile manufacture costs 
particularly would have an extremely 
serious effect, . since: unemployment has 
been especially acute in that industry. 

Many industries in Connecticut that 
are large buyers of copper are also im
mediately faced with the correspond
ingly serious problem of proposed tariff . 
reductions on imported goods that com
pete with their products. Any further in
crease in their production costs would 
have a doubly deleterious effect. 

In view of these facts, I strongly urge 
favorable consideration of the continua
tion of existing laws which allow the im
portation of copper, duty-free, into the 
United States. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mr. BARING]. 

Mr. BARING. Mr. Speaker, I am 
heartily in accord with the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] and the gentle
man from ·Michigan [Mr. BENNETT

0

]. 

This is bad legislation. We should not 
pass it. I appeal to you Members here to·
·ctay, and especially to you Members from 
west of the Mississippi, not to support 
this measure, for it is the wrong type of 
legislation. It has been said that six 
of the Departments, from the Depart
ment of the Secretary of State on down, 
are in favor of this bill. It may be the 
popular thing to vote with the bureau
crats downtown, but it · is not always 
right. Much United States capital has 
moved to Chile for the development of 
the copper mines, because of low wages 
and other low costs in foreign countries. 
There is no reason why we should de
stroy an essential domestic industry, for 
_the purpose of p;roviding greater profits 
for those who migrate their investment 
funds. No program of stockpiling can 
replace a going and healthy domestic 
mining industry in the event of war, and 
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there is nothing inore important to war
fare than copper and other strategic 
metals. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. BARING. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. As I 
understand, the purpose of this legis
lation is to aid the national defense ef
fort by getting copper into the country. 
If that is the case, why cannot the Fed
eral Government go out and buy copper 
now without this authority? 

Mr. BARING. The Federal Govern
ment will not pay this 2 cents tariff. If 
the Munitions Board were to ·purchase 
copper for stockpiling, to whom would it 
pay the tax? To the Treasury Depart.; 
ment. It would be a matter of taking 
the money out of one pocket and putting 
it into the other. The Government is 
not subject to this 2 cents tariff. There
fore, the argument presented by the 
opposition is groundless. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. In 
other words, without this legislation t:tie 
·Federal Government can go out and buy 
all the copper they want. 

Mr. BARING. They certainly can. 
Mr. JACKSON of Washington. With

out paying a tax. 
Mr. BARING. That is absolutely cor

rect. The opposition has challenged our 
patriotism on the floor here today. They 
have insinuated that we are against the 
war effort, and that we are guilty of 
selfishness and greed. This is not true. 
We are merely trying to protect our own 
mining interests. I am in favor of a 
.stockpiling program but we should be·in 
a position to supply our needs from our 
own domestic sources. What would we 
do, in the case of war, if our sea lanes 
were cut? Then, what good would the 
foreign copper do US, if it were unob
tainable? That, gentlemen, is the point ' 
that we are trying to make understood . . 
So far as patriotism is concerned, I will 
challenge anyone who would dare to 
accuse me of being unpatriotic. I am a 
veteran of World War II, having given 3 
years of ·service to my country. My 
American heritage is a matter of tre
mendous importance to me, and I am 
as patriotic as any man on this floor. 
It is because I am a good AJllerican that 
I want to have an adequate supply of 
copper on hand, so that our boys will be 
•adequately . protected. However, the 
point that I am trying to bring out is 
that the reimposition of the tariff on 
copper will not prevent foreign copper 
from coming into this country. It will 
protect our domestic mining industry. 
The only ones who do want a protective . · 
tariff are the big industrialists and fab
·ricators in this country, who buy their 
copper elsewhere. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARING. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. The gen
tleman knows that the fabricators who 
are talking about this suspension of tax 
by raw copper. They sell the manufac
tured produce with copper in it. They 
want a tariff, and they have 1:J.. tariff on 

manufactured copper, but they want to 
take it off the copper that they pur
chase.· 

Mr. BARING. The gentlemt.n is cor
rect. I earnestly hope that this legisla-
tion is defeated. · 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, · I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. PAT· 
TERSON]. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
resolution being considered by the House 
today is a compromise of a measure in
troduced by me to continue the suspen
sion of the import tax on copper. I am 
not thoroughly satisfied with the terms 
of the resolution, feeling that it would 
be more appropriate for Congress to 
enact a 2-year suspension as envisioned 
by H. R. 7151, but I am willing to accept 
the terms of the resolution as being bet
ter than no action at all. 'I can foresee 
no material change before 1952 in the 
present short supply of domestic copper 
which would justify imposing the 2 cents 
per pound tax again; and the I-year 
limitation in this resolution simply 
means that the flrst session of the 
Eighty-second Congress will again have 
to expend a goodly amount of time on 
hearings and debate which could be over
come if_ H. R. 7151 had been accepted 
by the committee. 

It might be weli to trace the history 
of this legislation so that all Members 
who are not completely familiar with the 
background may be informed as to the 
necessity for the continued suspension 
of tl.1e import tax ori copper. An import 
tax of 4 cents per pound was imposed in 

.1932 as the domestic supply of copper, at 
tpat time, was sufficient to · meet the 
needs of domestic consumption. This 
remained in effect and in force until our 
entrance into World War II. Under the 
war powers granted to the President, 
Government purchases of foreign mate-
· rials were automatically exempt from 
taxes which had been imposed by Con
gress. Thus, all during World War II 
the Government purchased such sup-

. plies of foreign copper as were available 
without payment of any tax. In 1947 it 
became evident that this Nation had 
changed from a copper surplus producer 
to a copper scarcity situation. 

The supply of American copper was 
insufficient to meet the needs of the post
war periOd. I introduced legislation sus
pending for 2 years the 4 cents per pound 
tax. The bill was acted up_on and was 
one of the flrst major pieces of business 
of the Eightieth Congress. In the inter-

. im, negotiations were undertaken under 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Aet 
whereby the import tax was lowered the 
maximum amount of 50 percent-mak
ing the tax 2 cents per pound. With the 
expiration of the 1947 act I introduced 
again legislation extending this suspen
sion in 1949. A compromise measure was 
reported out, extending for only 1 year 
the tax suspension and this became Pub
lic Law 33. The expiration date was June 
30 of this year. I again introduced legis
lation suspending the tax for a further 
2-year period. The resolution before us 
now is a result of the House Ways and 
Means Committee's authorization to its 
chairman to introduce a 1-year suspen-

. sion measure. 

The reasons for favorable action by the 
Congress are manifold and deserving. It 
must be noted that basically the copper 
mines of the United States cannot pro- · 
duce sufficient tonnage to care for peace
time consumption. This is entirely with
out regard to the stockpiling program of 
this country, and ·without regard to any 
further · military needs which may have 
been thrust upon us in the past few weeks. 
Domestic production from 1947 to the 
end of May 1950 has averaged in the 
neighborhood of 80,000 tons monthly, 
while the need is demonstrated to have 
been approximately 105,000 tons during 
this same period-making a deficit of 
25,000 tons per month. With stepped-up 
production since May the deficit is even 
greater. Stockpile figures are not a mat
ter of public record, but it is safe to pre
sume that the needs will average 20,000 
tons per month for · this purpose alone. 

It can be seen, therefore, that there 
is no justification for excluding from 
our markets the copper which can be 
made available from other sources. 

Perhaps the greatest beneficiary of 
our imports is the nation of Chile. It 
will be remembered that Chile was a 
stalwart ally during World War II and 
the Chilean Government has, since' that 
time, alined itself very closely with the 
policies of America in the war against 
Communist expansion. 

Domestic production, at the present 
time, approximates very closely its peak 
at any time during World War II when 
drastic measures were taken to 'assure 
that every ounce of this most necessary 
metal was made available for our war 
needs. Any argument to the effect that 
continued suspension of the tax penal
izes the American miner is therefore 
without merit. · Employment in our do
mestic mines continues at a high level 
and profits to the owners have been sub
stantial-even with the tax suspension 
in force. · · 

Perhaps the greatest beneflciary of 
the tax suspension has been the individ
ual citizen. Many times he is lost sight 
of in the struggle between one group 
and another in the pros and cons of leg
islative debate. If the tax is to be levied 
on copper imports it simply means that 
the higher price will be paid by the con
sumer for the goods he buys in our re
tail outlets. Copper is a basic material 
in practically everything we use in our 
daily life. The industries which pro
duce automobiles, refrigerators, electri
cal appliances, houses, home furnish
ings, and many other such necessary 
goods would all have to impose an ad
ditional burden upon the consumer by 
raising prices which are already, in many 
cases, beyond the purse of the individual. 
The onerous burden of price increases 
would overbalance the small amount 
·which would be gained by the Treasury 
by continuance of the tax. 

The unprovoked attack on South 
Korea and the subsequent action of this 
country in supplying men and materials 
to prevent Communist domination of 
the Far East indicates that on this basis 
alone cutting off imports of copper can
not be justified. We all realize the grav
ity of the Korean situation and can un
derstand the anxiety of our defense 
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planners in making certain that a suffi
cient supply of copper is readily avail
able for our needs. Stockpiling must be 
increased rather than held at a mini
mum, and even greater supplies of for
eign copper will be necessary to carry 
out this program. Practically every in
strument of war contains copper or cop
per alloy, and full production must be 
maintained if we are to keep faith with 
those who are so valiantly struggling 
against tremendous odds to stem the 
rush of communism in the Far East. 

It is essential that the House act with 
dispatch in adoptillg this legislation so 
that the normal trade in copper, which 
has been disrupted since the end of 
'June, may be resumed without further 
.delay. 

I ask that every Member of this body. 
in considering the legislation before us. 
think only in terms of the national in
terest rather than regional interest. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I am 
opposed to House Joint Resolution 502. 
This bill would suspend for a period of 
1 year from June 30, 1950, the tariff ' on 
imports of copp_er. 

I recognize the serious shortage of 
copper at the present time. Testimony 
before the committee indicated clearly 
that the sum total of our domestic pro
duction and our imports will do no more 
than approximate the amount of copper 
necessary for current industrial con
sumption. At the current rate of con
sumption this will not permit stockpil
ing for wartime needs. I therefore ap
proach this bill from the angle of deter
mining whether it will tend to increase 
the total available new copper for our 
industrial, national defense, and stock
piling neds. Testimony was definite be
fore the committee that further suspen
sion of tariff would not mean an increase 
in the importation of copper. 

Copper imports would continue about 
the same as at present. Accepting this 
fact then, there is no possible way of in
creasing our aggregate source of copper 
other than to increase our domestic pro
duction. 

The real question then is whether con
tinuance of the present tax of 2 cents per 
·pound· will tend to increase the present 
domestic copper production. 
. On this there can be no substantial 
question. Domestic production of copper 
is closely associated with the price of 
copper in the market. To the extent the 
duty will help keep the domestic price at 
or near the present level of 23 cents per 
pound, domestic production will increase. 
Marginal mines, those that can only be 
operated when the price is in excess of 20 
cents per pound, will reopen and all do
mestic producers will expand their oper
ations as the management realizes that 
the Government is determined to pro
tect this major source of copper. I be
lieve that domestic production can and 
will be increased if the industry is given 
this protection. I am sure that it is the 
only possible way we can get more copper. 
for the importers state definitely that 
imports will not be increased. Domestic 
production is a flexible factor with re
gard to copper and we should give every 
encouragement to the domestic pro
ducers. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Can the gentle
man tell the House. in view of the ques
tion of military necessity which has been 
raised, how much of the imported copper 
is going into the national-defense stock
pile? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
cannot, other than to say that the testi
mony indicated very little, if any. 
.. Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker. will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. RICH. If we permit this copper 
to come in without a duty. do the manu
facturers of this country who want to 
manufacture products in which copper is 
used want the manufactured articles to 
come in without a duty? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. No. 
they want protection. 

Mr. RICH. Certainly they do. 
Mr. P.t\TTERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 

yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut. · 

Mr. PATTERSON. Does not the gen
tleman realize that 'if we do not have an 
edequate supply of copper to meet the 
domestic demand up in the State of 
Connecticut and all New England we are 
going to have a tremendous amount of 
unemployment. and in case of a real 
national emergency we are going to be 
stuck? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It is 
the over-all picture we must consider. If 
there is insufficient copper for national 
aefense needs, copper ·will properly be 
taken for these needs and private indus
try will have what is left. The solution 
is to increase the sum total of domestic 
production and imports to meet all needs. 
industrial and defense. 

A study of the subject discloses the 
imports of copper are substantially the· 
same regardless of the price of copper in 
the market. Thus when copper was sold 
for 16 cents per pound in the American 
market, imports were about the same as 
now with the price at 23 cents per pound. 

On the other hand, domestic produc
tion took all the loss in production when 
the price dropped to 16 cents per pound. 

As the price increases, new American 
sources expand. It is this flexible factor 
we should encourage and which will be 
encouraged by the retention of the 2. 
cents per pound tax. In the interests . of 
our national economy and our national 
defense, I hope this bill will be defeated. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ap
peared with other Western Congress
men before the Committee on Ways and 
Means on July 10 and 11 giving the best 
opposition we knew how to offer to this 
legislation. I do want to express my deep 
appreciation to Chairman DOUGHTON 
and the whole committee for the kindly 
consideration afforded the opposition. 
. But before I begin what I had in mind 
to say, I want to nail one fallacy which 

I have heard expressed here today. It 
has been said 1n favor of this legislation 
that this is in the interest of national 
defense. That is a fallacy. We did not 
have this legislation suspending the 
excise duty during all the years of the 
Second World War and the foreign cop
per the Government got did not cost 
more because of the tax. Did we get 
copper during the Second World War? 
We did. We supplemented home war
time production with foreign copper 
without incurring the extra burden of 
an excise tax then on the statute books. 
We snould retain this tax on foreign cop
per for industrial use while bringing in 
without that extra cost necessary for
eign copper for stockpiling purposes and 
for military needs. 

During the recent war we were not 
able to produce all needed copper within 
our own country, but it came in and the 
Government of the United States did not 
pay any 2 cents or 4 cents per pound on 
that copper. As several of my colleagues 
P.ointed out here, we can get this copper 
now as we did then, from Chile or from 
any place else and stockpile it or use it 
for military purposes, without paying the 
additional 2 cents. I am in favor of do
ing that. 

For 14 years I have struggled on the 
floor of the House and in my committee 
to see that we wisely and energetically 
stockpile strategic and critical material 
such as copper. That is why I love my 
friend from Iowa, because he has led that 
fight, too. ·The wise policy is to stockpile 
what we must from abroad and concur
rently produce what we can at home. 

We must see to it that we keep an 
·active mining industry functioning in 
this country. Anything that tends to 
hurt that mining industry. as the 
suspension of this excise dtity will cer- . 
tainly do, is bad for the country. I am 
like Patrick Henry. I have no light to 

· guide my feet, except the light of the 
lamp of experience. Our experience of 
18 months ago warns against it. 
Eighteen months ago you did susp~nd 
the duty. What happened? Exactly 
what the gentleman from Michigan said. 
Two months after it was suspended the 
price of copper dropped from 23 % cents 
down to 16 cents. What assurance have 
we or have you that it will not happen 
again right now? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Last 
summer when many of our mines closed 
down because the price of copper went 
from 23 cents down to 16 cents a pound, 
what happened in Chile? Every Chilean 
miner was working. Every Chilean 
miner employed by the American capi
talists that own the mines down there 
were working while 50,000 people in my 
community up in Michigan were dis
tressed with about 5,000 .men out of 
work while the Chile8<n miners were 
working. That is exactly what the pro
ponents of this legislation are asking the 
Congress to do at this moment. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Exactly so. Mines 
all over the West closed down and those 
that did not close down curtailed their 
operations to 5 days a week and some to 
3 days a week. That is what I fear you 
are looking forward to by the passage of 
this proposed legislation. 
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1'he mass · of my people regard this 

tax as vital for about one-third of Ari
zona's economy is built on the copper
mining industry, and I remember only 
too well a period after World War I 
when those mines were closed. I do not 
want to see another such period for do
mestic copper mining in our country, 
for such a situation is detrimental not 
only to the States involved, and to their 
people, but also to the best interests of 
national defense itself. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may require 
to the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D'EWART] 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
vote for House Joint Resolution 502 to 
suspend certain import taxes on copper 
for 1 year. Ordinarily I would oppose 
this resolution as not being in the best 

. interest of my State or our country. 
However, these are not ordinary times. 
An editorial in today's Washington Daily 

. News begins with these words: · 
Prepare. America stands today in deadly 

·danger. 
Three weeks of the crisis that took violent 

form in Korea have made our country's peril 
starkly plain. 

The committee report on House Joint 
Resolution 502 states: 

Your committee held two full days of hear
ings on the subject of suspension of the 
import tax on copper in order to afford rep
resentatives of _the Government departments, 
domestic producers of copper, and industrial 
consumers of copper, as well as other inter
ested parties, an opportunity to pre.sent their 
views. 

According to statistics supplied by the De
partment of Commerce on copper supply and · 
domestic consumption, domestic production 
of copper is now only 74 percent of domest.ic 
consumption. For the first 5 months of 
1950, domestic copper production on a 
smelter basis averaged 84,705 short tons per 
month, while imports of copper averaged 
49,876 short tons per month. For the same 
period, the domestic production of primary 
copper, according to the Bureau of Mines, 
has averaged less than 75,000 tons a month. 
If that rate is continued for the remainder 
of 1950, the annual reduction of refined 
copper will be about 850,000 tons. For the 
same period, the ·Bureau of Mines estimates 
that the total requirement of primary re
fined copper for commercial purposes only 
wm be at least 1,200,000 tons, indicating a 
aeficit of supply of at least 300,000 tons to 
be filled from imports. Moreover, the Mu
nitions Board advised that steps have re
cently been taken to accelerate the procure
ment program for stockpile to the greatest 
extent possible consistent with available sup
:p11es and funds. This action tends to in
crease the market pressure, and creates a 
situation which minimiz,es the possibility of 
any surplus copper becoming available for 
the rebuilding of industry stocks for some 
time to come. 

Since June 1949 the United States price of 
copper, then 16 cents, has progressively in
creased until it is now 22% cents, within 1 
cent of the postwar peak of August 1948 
when copper reached 23¥2 cents per pound. 

Review of the testimony of witnesses at the 
committee hearings indicates that the avail
able supply of copper is currently, and tor 
the near tuture ts likely to be, less than 
~emand. Taking into account the present 
price of copper, it appears that suspension of 
the import tax on copper until the close of 
June 30, 1951, would not impair domestic 
production of copper, which ls now close to 
the highest level in history (except the 1940-

44 period). In view of the foregoing consid
erations and of the probable heavy volume 
of domestic civilian and military require
ments of copper over the next · several 
months, it is the opinion of the committee 
that the suspension of the import tax on 
copper should be continued at least through 
June 30, 1951. 

Under these conditions I am compelled 
to vote for the resolution. If these were 
in any way normal times I would vote 
against this resolution. In view of the 
war situation and our country's need for 
copper which cannot possibly be supplied 
by our domestic mines, I shall vote for 
this 1-year extension of the suspension 
of certain import taxes on copper. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may require to 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. GRANGER]. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
opposed to the suspension of the tariff 
on copper, as proposed by . this bill. I 
never voted for it when it was suspended 
the last time. I think it is a bad bill . 
I think it is unfortunate that they should 
drag the war emergency into this, when 
2 months ago, before they ever knew of 
the Korean situation, they intended to 
try to reduce the tariff even in peace
time. 

If we need any copper for any war 
purpose, the Government can obtain all 
it needs without this bill and do so with
out paying any tariff whatsoever. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, due to 
either inadvertence or design, both 
equally culpable~ an import tax of 2 
cents a pound or $40 a ton on copper 
went into effect July 1. This is not only 
contrary to the interests of the consum
ers of copper produc~ and the thou
sands engaged in their manufacture in 
this country but, even more important, 
is injurious to our national security and 
well-being. 

Once again, we are f o:rced by pressure 
from an organized bloc of special inter
ests-this time the Mountain States cop
per interests who want to advance . the 
price on their product another 2 cents per 
pound. This 2 cents increase will have 
to be paid by our citizens twice, once as 
consumers when they buy finished prod
ucts made of copper, and again as tax
payers when the Government is forced 
to buy this higher-priced copper for the 
Nation's stockpile of strategic materials. 

The United ·States consumes over a 
million tons ·of copper a year, which is 
300,000 tons more than we produce do
mestically. This extra cost of $12,000,000 

·will, of course, be passed on to the con
sumers, in addition to the higher cost of 
domestic copper, making a total of over 
$40,000,000 increased cost of copper each 
year to the users. Already the specu1a-:. 
tors are having a heyday . . As the power 
of the Mountain States contingent be
came evident this spring, the price of 
copper began to rise, adding even more 
to the hardships of homebuilders and 
other innocent bystanders. 

The increased cost of copper ore will 
undoubtedly hit hard those industries 
which manufacture copper products in 
competition with other metalwares. 
This, in turn, will cause unemployment 
all over the country. It will be acutely 
felt, I am told, in my congressional dis-

district where a large number of plants 
are located which fabricate products 
consuming large quantities of copper. 

There is no possible excuse for reim
position of this import duty which was 
originally designed to rescue our copper 
industry during the depths of the de
pression whe.n copper was a drug on the 
market and miners were unable to ob
tain work. Now, the situation is en
tirely different. Domestic mines are un
able ·to meet our requirements, and the 
industry is operating at top production. 
There is no immediate prospect for any 
diminution in this peak demand. In
deed, both industry and Government 
need all the copper they can get, and 
more. 

Furthermore, this short-sighted atti
tude is endangering our relations with 
copper-producing countries, particular
ly Chile, whose entire econpmy is so defi
nitely geared to copper and which vital
ly needs American dollars for internal 
stability. Nothing could be more fool
ish than to impose this import duty at 
-the present time when we need all the 
friends we can muster and when the 
welfare of our domestic ·copper industry 
is in no way in jeopardy. 

There undoubtedly are situations 
where a tariff is needed on goods enter
ing this country in order to protect do
mestic industries and prevent unemploy
ment among our own people. But cer
tainly there can be no excuse for impos
ing these tariffs simply for the purpose 
of enhancing the profits of a few mining 
companies which are able now to sell 
their entire output at prices to yield 
handsome returns. 

This bill to continue for 1 year the 
duty-free status of copper ore should be 
passed at once as a matter of the high
est urgency, both industrial and stra
tegic. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remaining time, one-half minute, to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED]. I 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I simply hold up a paper for you to view. 
We are in war. I have been a protection
ist all my life, but when I see what is 
happening to our boys in Korea, and 
know that we must have copper to go 
Jnto every shell, and when I know that -
we are 300,000 tons short, an amount that 
cannot be produced by our mines, the 
time has come for us to be realistic and 
measure that against the lives of our 
men. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED] probably the best 
known protectionist in the House, has 
in his tersely cogent remarks empha
sized the necessity of the bill's imme
diate passage. National defense de
mands it. Our boys are dying in Korea 
as they fight against terrific odds and 
no one can prophesy their needs a week 
-Or month from now. I led the House 
fight last year against yielding to the 
other body's cut of $375,000,000 from 
stockpiling funds and I am glad that 
the final compromise involved only a 
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loss of $100,000,000. It was a great mis
take and, as I insisted at that time, we 

. cannot afford to gamble with American 
security now. The stockpiling of this 
metal is being accelerated. Industrial 
consumers are upping their require
ments and the Bureau of Mines sees a 
large deficit of supply unless we act 
promptly. · 
· Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, House 

Joint Resolution 502, from the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, actually is the 
proposal of the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. PATTERSON] with the ex
ception that.extension of the copper im
port-tax suspension is recommended for 
only 1 year. 

Copper is the most vital of raw ma
terials used in the industries of the State 
of Connecticut. These industries, if the 
present Korean conflict or ramifications 
continue, will once again be called upon 
to produce the materials and materiel 
which they provided for the arsenal of 
democracy. The proposed action to be 
taken today under suspension of the 
rules will, I am convinced, tend to pro-. 
vide a continuous supply of copper and 
may possibly obtain even more copper 
than is presently avail~ble. 

Actually, this resolution is an exten
sion of the first proposal made by Mr. 
PATTERSON in regard to the import of 
copper which passed the House on March 
12, 1947. Earlier on that day the Pres
ident addressed a joint session of the 
House and Senate on the menace that 
threatened Greece, Turkey, and the Mid
dle East-the gravity of the outlined 
situation pointed up the need to take 
every action that would increase our sup
ply of copper. Today there is ·an anal
ogous combination of circumstances as 
'we c·onsider this resolution; impelling 
reasons why the action we shall take in 
passing this legislation are patently 
clear-after the message that will be de
livered by the same President to the 
·House on Wednesday with reference to 
the Korean War, these reasons will be 
more compelling in the light of its con
tents and recommendations. 
! Many industries in Connecticut, large 
and small; many fabricators throughout 
the United States cannot keep their 
workers at their joPs unless copper is 
available to them. I heartily endorse 

, t l.i.e legislation, commend the earnest ap
plication of the gentleman from the 
Fifth Connecticut District to get an ex- . 
tension passed by the House and urge 
the Members to vote, as I will, for its 
passage. 

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, It would 
appear that it should not be necessary 
for me and my colleagues in the West, 
and others interested in the mining in
dustry, to find it necessary to again plead 
with the Congress of the United States 

· concerning the excise tax on copper. 
However, to protect the citizens of Ari
zona and others who are affected by this 
proposal, we find it necessary to make 
every effort in bringing before the Con
gress the grave economic condition that 
will be brought about if further sus
pension of the excise tax is allowed. We 
need only to look back some 15 months 
to see a like condition which was brought 
about by those who urged and proposed 
the further suspension of this tax, using 

L r -

as their arguments the inability of the 
domestic miners to supply the amount 
the market required and further dis
coloring the picture by using the argu
ment of diminishing surplus stocks and 
the great need for foreign material. All 
of these matters were proposed for the 
purpose of a further suspension. 

It is interesting to note that the pro
ponents of this line of thinking are the 
fabricators who desire competition 
among those who sell them low-priced · 
materials and yet at the same time these 
same fabricators demand and get ample 
tariff protection on the goods they manu
facture. He wishes that there be no pro
tection on what he buys but he insists oh 
their being protection on what he sells. 
We also have a second group to be con
sidered and that is those mining com
panies who own large copper mines 
abroad. They are able to use cheap labor 
where the standard of living is low and 
yet they desire unrestrained limit as com
pared with our domestic producers who 
have a high-cost production. A high
cost production is imperative if we are 
to maintain our standard of living as our 
workers know it today and certainly 
there is no one -in this group that would 
desire that these standards be lowered, 
especially in favpring .workers in foreign 
countries so that they may dispose of 
their produce on our markets. Yet this 
is exactly what happened some 15 
months ago, and I am sure that it will 
and can happen again. 

Fifteen months ago the copper price 
f. o. b. Connecticut Valley dropped from 
23% cents per pound to 16 cents per 
pound. This latter price was certainly 
far out of line with what the domestic 
producers must have in order to main
tain the present standard of living · in 
the western copper camps. A glowing 
picture has been painted of how we make 
every effort to keep our standard · of 
living and give to o:ur laboring class a 
livable wage. Yet, following the last sus
pension the workers total weekly wage 
dropped from $72.83 to $58.34 and that 
included only those who were working 
full time, since the mines had to curtail 
by cutting down the number of days the 
miners were employed during the week, 
and in addition to this many were on 
half-time basis and many were 
unemployed. 

It is significant to note that in January 
1949, when it was being considered 
whether or not to further suspend the 
excise tax on foreign copper, there were 
298 unemployment checks totaling $5,774· 
issued to the unemployed copper miners 
in Arizona. However, in the month of 
August of the same year, when foreign 
copper was coming in freely, many of our 
mines were forced to curtail, and in 
some instances shut down, and in that 
month there were issued 3,055 benefit 
checks to unemployed copper miners 
totaling $59,558. This gives you briefly 
a picture of what is happening to the 
State of Arizona and the economy of our 
State when we extend the suspension on 
the excise tax on foreign copper. 

The 1949 slump in copper cost the 
State of Arizona an estimate of over 
$2,250,000 in income tax. This figure is 
minor as to what it cost, the employees 
and the owners of the mines, 

At the present time there are some 
400 small mines which were closed down 
.due to the slump in April 1949. These 
same ·mines were the first to respond to 
the call issued when metals were needed 
during World War II. These same 
mines at this time need the protection 
and assurance of the Congress that 
should they go back into operation they 
will be able to continue such operation 
by not having further suspension of the 
excise . tax on _foreign copper. This 
group of miners have not received favor
able consideration ·in their request for 
previous legislation in the Eighty-first 
Congress. And certainly it is little 
enough for them to receive the just 
consideration which they are entitled to 
through this request. The small mining 

, industry in Arizona has been curtailed 
to the point that unless action is taken 
to encourage their continued operation 

, our national security is endangered. 
Those supporting the measure to fur

ther suspend th.e tax are disregarding 
what should be uppermost in their minds, 
since it directly affects the American 
people. We saw a great show here in 
Washington recently when the President 
of Chile came to our country on a visit 
and I am sure all of you read and re
ceived propaganda to the effect that 
Chile must maintain its market of .ex
port copper to the United States if it is 
to survive. And the picture painted by 
its President was indeed a doleful one. 
Yet, I do not recall of anyone raising 
his voice for the people of Arizona and 
the other Western States, and yet the 
same thing can be said if we do not take 
action and protect our domestic copper
producing States. 

I appeal to you, my colleagues in the 
Congress, to give serious consideration 
to this problem and h~ ve upJ;>ermost in 
your mind the effect your action will 
have on the citizens of the copper-pro
ducing States. We certainly do not want 
it said, rior do we want any action on 
the part of our Congress to indicate, 
that there are those who are more inter;.. 
ested in what will happen to the people 
in the foreign producing countries as 
against what will happen to the people of 
Arizona and other States. It is there
fore imperative that no · further exten
sion .be granted or). the suspension of the 
excise tax on foreign copper and I trust 
that this group will give favorable con·
sideration to my request. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time, 1 minute, to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. YouNGJ. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, carrying 
out the statement made by the distin
guished minority leader on the Ways and 
Means Committee, I read as a part of my 
remarks an editorial appearing in the 
Cleveland Press and other Scripps-How
ard newspapers: 
SUSPEND THIS CRAZY TAX ON COPPER IN A 

HURRY 

A ta,x of $40 a ton on imported copper, 
suspended at the beginning of World War 
II, has been back in effect since July 1. 

Permitting this tax to remain in effect 
would be economic lunacy. 

Even before the Korean crisis, this coun
try's industries were using far more .. copper 
than its domestic mines produced. 

Now the need for copper is tremendously 
Increased. - weapons for AmeriCans who are. 
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fighting In Korea will take a lot of copper. 
Our inadequate stockpiles of this and other 
metals should be built up fast against the 
menacing possibility of a. bigger war. 

And the foolish tax endangers relations 
with o~ South American neighbors, espe
cially friendly Chile; main source of our 
copper imports. 

The House Ways and Means Committee has 
approved a bill to suspend that tax for a 
year. The House should pass this bill in a 
hurry, and the Senate should follow suit. 

So this bill is of the utmost impor
tance, and should be passed. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

All time has expired. 
The question is, Will the House sus

pend the rules and pass the bill? 
The question was taken; and on a divi

sion _(demanded by Mr. MILLS) there 
were-ayes 83, noes 39. 

Mr. 'BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present, 
and I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no 
quorum present. The roll call is auto
matic. The Doorkeeper will close the 
doors. The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 283, nays 58, not voting 89, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 205) 
YEAS-283 

Abbitt Crook 
Abernethy Crosser 
Addonizio Cunningham 
Allen, Calif. Dague 
Andersen, Davenport 

H. Carl Davies, N. Y. 
Anderson, Calif.Davis, Ga. 
Andresen, Deane 

Aug'ust H. DeGraffenried 
,!rends Delaney 

iuchincloss Denton 
ailey D'Ewart 
arden Dollinger 

1 J3arrett, Pa. Donohue 
Bates, Ky. Doughton 

1 Bates, Mass.. Doyle 
Battle Durham 
J3eall Eaton 

' Beckworth Eberharter 
Bennett, Fla. E111ott 
Bentsen Ellsworth 
Blatnik Elston 
)3oggs, Del. Evins 
Bol11ng Fallon 
Bolton, Md. Feighan 

1 Bolton, Ohio Fellows 
Bonner Fenton 
:Soy kin Flood 
Brehm Fogarty 
Brown, Ga. Forand 
Bryson Ford 
Buchanan Fugate 
Buckley, Ill. Fulton 
Buckley, N. Y. Furcolo 
Burke Gamble 
Burleson Garmatz 
Burnside Gary 
Burton Gathings 
Byrnes, Wis. Gavin 
Camp Golden 
Canfield Goodwin 
Cannon Gorski 
Carlyle Graham -
Case, N. J. Granahan 
Celler Grant · 
Chelf Green 
Chesney Guill 
Chudoff Gwinn 
Clemente Hagen 
Colmer Hale 
Cooley Halleck 
Corbett -Hand 
Cotton Harden 
Coudert Hardy 
Cox Harrison 
Crawford Hart 

Harvey 
Havenner 
Hays, Ark. 
Heffernan 
Heller 
Herlong 
Herter 
Heselton 
Hobbs 
Hoeven 
Hoffman, Mich. 
Holmes 
Hope 
Howell 
Hull 
Jacobs 
James 
Javits 
Jenison 
Jenkins 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones,N.O. 
Judd 
Karst 
Karsten 
Kean 
Kearney 
Keating 
Kee 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kelly,N. Y. 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Kilburn 
King 
Klein 
Kruse 
Kunkel 
Lane 
Lanham 
Latham 
Lecompte 
LeFevre 
Lichtenwalter 
Lind 
Linehan 
Lodge 
Lucas 
Lynch 
McCormack. 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McGrath 
McGregor 
McGuire 
McMillan, S. O. 

Mc Sweeney 
Mack, Ill. 
Mack, Wash. 
Macy 
Madden 
Magee 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Martin, Mass. 
Mason 
Merrow 
Meyer 
Michener 
M111er, Nebr. 
MUls 
Morton 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murphy 
Murray, Wis. 
Nicholson 
Nixon 
Noland 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien,m. 
O'Brien, Mich. 
O'Neill 
O'Sul11van 
O'Toole 
Pace 
Patterson 
Pfeifer, . 

JosephL. 
Philbin 
Phillips, Calif. 
Poage 
Polk 
Powell 
Preston 

Albert· 
Aspinall 
Baring· _ 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bishop 
Bos one 
Bramblett 
Brown, Ohio 
Byme,N. Y. 
Carnahan 
Clevenger 
Curtis 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Douglas 
Engle, Calif. 
Fernandez 
Fisher 
Gossett 
Granger 

Price 
Priest 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Rankfu 
Redden 
Reed, Ill. 
R,eed, N. Y. 
Rees 
Rhodes 
Ribicoff 
Richards 
Riehl man 
Robeson 
Rodino 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Say for 
Scott, Hardie 
Scott, 

HughD.,Jr. 
Scrivner 
Shelley 
Short 
Sikes 
Simpson,m. 
Smathers 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
Stanley 
Stefan 
Stigler 
Stockman 
Sullivan 

NAYS-58 

Sutton 
Taber 
Tackett 
Tauriello 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thomas 
Thornberry 

· Tollefson 
Trimble 
Underwood 
Van Zandt 
Velde 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wadsworth 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Walter 
Weichel 
Wheeler 
White, Calif. 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wickersham 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wilson, Okla. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winstead 
Wolverton 
Wood 
Woodhouse 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Gross Potter 
Hays, Ohio Poulson 
Holifield Ramsay 
Horan Rich 
Huber Sanborn 
Jackson, Wash. Scudder 
Jensen Secrest 
McKinnon Shafer 
Mansfield Sheppard 
Marcantonio Simpson, Pa 
Marsalis Staggers 
Martin, Iowa Steed 
Miles Talle 
Miller, Calif. Werdel 
Morris Whitaker 
Murdock Withrow 
O'Hara, Minn. Wolcott 
O'Konski Woodruff 
Patten 
Plumley 

NOT VOTING-89 
Allen, Ill. Gore Mitchell 
Allen, La. Gregory Monroney 
Andrews Hall, Morgan · 
Angell Edwin Arthur Morrison 
Barrett, Wyo. Hall, Murray, Tenn. 
Biemlller Leonard W. Nelson 
Blackney Hare Norton 
Boggs, La. Harris O'Hara, Ill. 
Breen Hebert Passman 
Brooks Hedrick Patman 
Bulwinkle Hill Perkins 
Burdick Hinshaw Peterson 
Carroll Hoffman, Ill. Pfeiffer, 
Case, S. Dak. Irving William L. 
Cavalcante Jackson, Calif. Phillips, Tenn. 
Chatham Jennings Pickett 
Chiperfield Johnson Quinn 
Christopher Jonas Regan 
Cole, Kans. Jones, Mo. Rivers 
Cole, N. Y. Kearns Sabath 
Combs Keefe Sadowski 
Cooper Keogh Sasscer 
Davis, Tenn. Kilday Sims _ 
Davis, Wis. Kirwan Smith, Ohio 
Dawson . Larcade _ Thompson 
Dingell Lovre Towe 
Engel, Mich. Lyle Welch 
Frazier McCarthy White, Idaho 
Gillette McConnell Widnall 
Gilmer McMillen, Ill. Willis 
Gordon Mi11er, Md. 

I .~ 

So <two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the joint resolution was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: · 

Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Allen o:r Illinois. 
Mr. Mitchell with Mr. Towe. 

Mr. Dawson With Mr. Angell. 
Mr. -O'Hara o! Illinois with Mr. Smith Of 

Ohio. . 
Mr. Sa.bath with Mr. Barrett of Wyoming. 
Mr. Biemiller with Mr. Phillips of Ten-

nessee. 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Blackney. 
Mr. Breen with Mr. William L. Pfeiffer. 
Mr. Carroll With Mr. Case of South Dakota. 
Mr. Regan with Mr. Nelson. 
Mr. Irving with Mr. Miller of Maryland. 
Mr. Sadowski with Mr. Chiperfield. 
Mr. Hedrick with Mr. McMillen of Illlnola. 
Mr. Cavalcante with Mr. Cole .of Kansas. 
Mr. Gore with Mr. McConnell. 
Mr. Frazier with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Lovre. · 
Mr. Welch with Mr. Cole of New York. 
Mr. Thompson with Mr. Keefe. . 
Mr. Gregory with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 
Mr. Harris .with Mr. Widnall. 
Mr. Gordon with Mr. Gillette. 
Mr. Gilmer with Mr. Jackson of California. 
Mr. Pickett with Mr. Kearns. 
Mr. Andrews with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 
Mr. Boggs of.Louisiana with Mr. Jennings. 
Mr. Cooper with Mr. Hill. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. Morgan with Mr. Leonard w. Hall. 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Jonas. . 
Mr. Sasscer with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois. 
Mr. White of Idaho with Mr. Hinshaw. 

Messrs. ELLIOTT; BECKWORTH, and 
CUNNINGHAM changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
GENERAL LEA VE TO EXTEND REMARKS 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members may 
have five legislative days within which to 
extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
lt is so ordered. . 

There was no objection. 
AMENDING THE CLAYTON ACT 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill <H. R. 
8763) to amend the Clayton Act with re
spect to the recovery of triple damages 
under tbe antitrust laws, and for other 
purposes, with a committee amendment. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That sections 4 and 5 

of the act entitled "An act to supplement 
existing laws against unlaWful r,estraints 
and monopolies, and for other purposes," 
approved October 15, 1914 (38 Stat. 731; 
15 U. S. C. 15), is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 4. (a} Any person heretofore or here
after injured ln his business or property by 
reason of anything forbidden in the anti
trust laws may sue therefor in the United 
States district court for the district in which 
the defendant resides or ls found or has an 
agent, without respect to the amount in 
controversy, and shall recover threefcld the 
damages by him sustained, and the cost of 
suit, including a. reasonable attorney's fee. 

"(b) Whenever the United States is here
after injured in its business or property by 
reason of anything forbidden in the anti
trust laws it may sue therefor in the United 
States district court for the district in which 
the defendant resides or is found or has an 
agent, without respect to the amount ln 
controversy, and shall recover actual da.m-
ages by it sustained. · 

"(c) Any action (including an action 
brought by or on behalf of the .United 
States) to enforce any cause of action under 
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this section shall be forever barred unless 
commenced . within 6 years after the cause 
of action accrued. . 

"SEC. 5. (a) A final 'judgme·nt or decree 
hereafter ·rendered in any civil or criminal 
proceeding, but not including a suit or 
proceeding. under section 4 (b), brought. by 
or on behalf of the United States under the 
antitrust laws to the effect that a d .efend
ant has violated said laws shall be prima 
facie evidence against such defendant in any 
proceeding brought pursuant to subsections 
4 (a) and 4 (b) against such defendant 
under said laws as to all matters respecting 
which said judgment or decree would be an 
estoppel as between the parties thereto: 
Provi ded, That this section shall not apply 
to consent judgments or decrees entered be
fore any testimony has been taken. 

"(b) Whenever any civil or criminal pro
ceeding is instituted by the United States 
to prevent, restrain, or punish violations of 
any of the antitrust laws, or to recover dam
ages under section 4 (b) of this act, the run
ning of the statute of limitations in respect 
of each and every private .right of action 
arising under section 4 (a) and based in 
whole or in part on any matter complained 
of in said proceeding shall be suspended dur
ing the pendency thereof." 

SEC. 2. For the purposes of this act, the 
term "antitrust laws" has the meaning as
signed to it by the first section of the Clay
ton Act. 

The SPEAKER. Is a ~econd de
manded? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

I am not opposed to the bill, but if no 
one is opposed, I would demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. If no one else is op
posed, the gentleman qualifies if he de
sires. 

Mr. MICHENER. I demand a second, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. CELLER. I ask unanimous con
sent, Mr. Speaker, that the second be 
considered as ordered. 

Without objection, the second was or
dered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER] is recogni-zed for 
20 minutes and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. MICHENER] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill amends the anti
trust laws in two particulars. It seeks to 
make the Clayton Act current with pres
ent realities. 

First, it permits the United States 
Government to bring action for actual 
damages sustained where there are vio
lations of the antitrust laws, and the 
United States Government is directly af
fected and damaged. 

Secondly, it provides for a uniform 
statute of limitations with reference to 
the bringing of triple damage suits un
der the Sherman Act by private persons 
aggrieved by the antitrust law viola
tion-that is, for example, through price 
fixing, allocation, abuse of patents, 'and 
the like. 

It is rather anomalous that the courts 
have held that suits may be brought for 
damages for violations -0f the antitrust 
laws by a city, by a municipality. A suit 
may be brought by a State government 
for damages involved in violations of the 
antitrust laws. Yet the United States 

Government, by a decision of the Su
preme. Court, is preclude.ct from bringing 
such an action. 

Well, if we accord such action to a 
State, if we accord such action to a mu
nicipality, it seems woefully in error not 
to accord the same right to. the United 
Sta.tes Government, particularly ·when 
we keep in mind that the United States 
Government is the largest purchaser of 
supplies. For example, the Department 
of Defense . alone purchased, in the 9 
months ending.March 1950, over $2,500,-
000,000 worth of supplies . . That does not 
take into ·account civilian supplies. 
Therefore, the United States Govern
ment, b_eing tpe largest purchaser, be
comes the greatest sufferer from monop
olistic exactions; 

The American taxpayer is entitled to 
the full value of his tax dollar, and he 
should be protected ag·ainst its going into 
the pockets of wrongdoers in the f.orm of 
excessive prices and profits resulting 
from violations of the antitrust laws. 

The report on this bill, which you 
probably have before you, calls atten
tion to the fact that for the first half 
year ending March 31, 1937, 18 com
panies submitted to the Procurement 
Division of the Treasury Department 
bids identical to the penny on 82 differ
ent sizes of tires and tubes. The same 
thing happened again during the next 
half year period with even higher prices; 
the bids were exactly alike. And when 
identical bids were again submitted for 
the third half year period which cov
ered· October 1, 1937, tci March 31, 1938, 
th~ Procurement Division, upon the ad
vice of the Attorney General, rejected 
the bids and invited new ones, but the 
new bids were again identical to those 
rejected. As a result of those identical 
bids it was discovered that the United 
States had been injured to the extent 
of $351,000 but was deprived of the right 
to bring action against those companies 
because of the collusion. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

M. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is n<;>t present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 206) 
Allen, Calif. Chatl:\am 
Allen, Ill. Chiperfield 
Allen, La. Christopher 
Anderson, Calif.Cole, Kans. 

.Andrews Cole, N. Y. 
Angell Combs 
Barden · Cooper 
Barrett, Wyo. Davis, Tenn. 
Biemiller Davis, Wis. 
Blackney Dawson 
Boggs, La. Dingell 
Bramblett Douglas 
Breen Doyle 
Brooks Durham 
Bulwinkle Engel, Mich. 
Burdick Frazier 
Camp Gillette 
Carroll Gilmer 
Case~ S. Dak. Gordon 
Cavalcante Gore 

Gossett 
Gregory 
Hall, 

Edwin Arthur 
Hall, 

Leonard W. 
Hare 
Harris 
Hart 
Havenner 
Hebert 
Hedrick 
Hill 
Hinshaw 
Hoffman, Dl. 
Holifield 
Irving 
Jackson, Calif. 

· Jennin~s 
Johnson 

Jonas 
Kearney 
Kearns . 
Keefe 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kirwan 
LeFevre · 
Lovre · 
Lyle . 
M.cCarthy 
McConnell 
McMillen, Ill. 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Md. 
Mitchell 
Monroney 

Morgan ·· Ramsay 
Morrison Regan 
Morton Rivers 
Murray, Tenn . Saba th 
Nelson Sadowski 
N of ton Sasscer 
O'Hara, DI. Shelley 
Pace • Sims 
Passman . Smith, Qhio · 
Patman Thomas 
Perkins Thompson 
Pfeiffer, Towe 

William L. Vinson 
Phillips, Tenn. Welch 
Pickett White, Idaho 
Plumley wniis 
Quinn 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 343 
Members have answered to their names~ 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were· dispensed 
with. · · · · 

AMENDING THE CLAYTON ACT 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, in addi
tion to providing the Government of the 
·United States · a judicial forum where it 
can sue for damages for breaches of the 
antitrust laws, where for example bids 
are collusive or where markets have been 
divided and prices have been fixed, this 
bill also provides for a uniform statute · 
of limitations within which actions for 
damages must be brought by private 
litigants. 

There is · great confusion with refer
ence to the bringing of triple-damage 
actions on the part of private litigants 
against those who have offended against 
the antitrust laws. · In some States the · 
statute of limitations has been deemed 
to be 1 year, which is woefully insuffi
cient a time within which to bring a very 
difficult triple-damage suit. . In other 
States there is a statute of 2 years. In 
Georgia, for example, the statute of limi
tations is 20 years. So that you hav.e 
States having -a period as low as 1 year 
and another State having a period as 
high as 20 years. 

Sixteen States-Maine, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey; New York, North Dakota, 
Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Vermont, and Wisconsin-have 6-year 
statutes. . 

The bill before you provides for a uni
form statute of limitations of 6 years. 
Indiana has a 15-year statute; Tennes
see has 10 years; Wyoming 8 years. 

What is the result of that vast num
ber of states over the length and breadth 
of the land, each having a different pe
riod within which a private suit for triple 
damages must be brought? Confusion 
results. A litigant and coupsel for liti
gants does not know whether he has a 
right or whether he has not any right. 
The Clayton Act presently provides for 
no specific statute of limitations. The 
Supreme Court has held that the State 
law . must be applicable. If you have 
so many different kinds of statutes in 
the vari.ous States, what is your right, 
if, perchance, a violation occurs in a 
number of States? If it occurs in a state 
where the statute is 1 year, and, in ad
dition, occurs in a State where the stat
ute it 10 years, you are given a choic-e. 
You very likely wouid bring action in.the 
State which has the longer statute of 
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limitations. But what of the fellow who 
is domiciled in a given State where the 
statute is only 3 or 4 years and the wrong 
does not cover other States? He is pu,t 
at a serious disadvantage, and if he waits 
3 or 4 years before bringing his action, 
he is deprived of the benefits of the triple 
damage provisions of the Sherman Act. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. . 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Can the 

gentleman tell us how long it will be be
. fore we vote on the bill? 

Mr. CELLER. I hope to secure a vote 
as quickly as possible. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That 
was not my point. I am j,ust inquiring 
because some of the Members were 
asking. 

Mr. C:ELLER. I should think we 
would vote momentarily. . 

So, in order to dispel confusion, we 
provide for this uniform statute of limi• 
tations. Frequently we hear of the un
certainties of the antitrust laws. Well, 
here is an eminent case where we are 
endeavoring to remove grave uncertainty 
as to statutes of limitations in the vari
ous States and to give certainty to the 
number of years that should be involved 
1n a general statute of limitations. 

I repeat that there was no vital ·op
position to this bill. Although numerous 
organizations were invited to attend, 
there was practically no vital opposition 
to it. There is no minority report. · The 
Judiciary Committee voted the bill unan
imously, although I believe two Members 
reserved their right to express themselves 
concerning one or two of the provisions 
of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. CELLER .. Mr. Speaker, . I yield 
myself two additional minutes. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. What is 

the limitation which is proposed in this 
bill? 

Mr. CELLER . . That the statute of 
limitations shall be uniform and shall be 
for a period of 6 years. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. It applies 
the same to the Government as to private 
individuals? · 

Mr, CELLER. Yes. Section 4, sub-
. division <c> provides that any action, in
cluding one brought by United States, 
shall be barred unless brought within 6 
years. 

Private parties are given the right to 
sue for· triple damages. That is by way 
of an incentive to encourage· people to 
bring such suits, so as to more readily go 
after the violators of the antitrust laws, 
but I do not think there is any need for 
the Government to· have any incentive. 
Hence, the Government · is limited to ac
tual damage. If the Government gets 
its actual damages, I think that should 
be sufficient. The purpose of the triple 
damages was by way of an incentive or 
inducement that need not be present 
when the Government sues. 

At the inceptfon last ·year of the pro
gram of the Monopoly Subcommittee I 

promised an inquiry that would result in 
positive legislative action to bring order 
into the antitrust laws so as to make 
them more effective instruments in the 
preservation of free competitive enter
prise. The purposeful nature of that 
program thus far can be judged from the 
record of the two bills which have been 
passed by this Congress with little or no 
opposition. You have passed - over
whelmingly a bill to amend the Clayton 
Act to prevent monopolistic asset merg
ers, and this bill is now on the Calendar 
of the Senate after securing the ap
proval of the Senate Judiciary· Commit
tee. You · have alSo. passed, with IiO 

· opposition, a ·bill to increase the anti
trust penalties to $50,000, and this is now 
awaiting action in the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. · 

The business community of the coun
try has long been complaining of confu
sion in the antitrust laws. Confusion 
certainly exists in determining the par
ticular statute of limitations governing 
triple-damage actions under the anti
trust laws for, unlike virtually all Fed
eral statutes creating rights to sue for 
torts, the · triple-damage section of the 
Clayton Act is completely silent. Thus 
the determination is left up to the sepa
rate laws of the 48 States. 

No one really objects to the idea of 
having some form of a statute of limi
tations. The question is as to the extent 
of the period of limitations. In 1914 the 
-senate Judiciary Committee reported 
the Clayton Act with a 6-year statute of 
limitations, but the provision was lost in 
the shuffle of compromises. 

We have surveyed the State laws to 
determine the type of limitation statutes 
applicable .to such actions and the length 
of the statutory period in the . various 
States. This has been a difficult, and, in 
many cases,- an uncertain task, for in 
only isolated cases do States have such 
laws bearing solely on triple-damage 
suits under the Federal antitrust laws. 
But in many States the Federal courts 
have had occasion to determine which of 
the State statutes applies to and gov
erns the bringing of such actions, and in 
those instances there is relative cer
tainty. These decisions indicate that 
the State statutes applied take a wide 
variety of forms. Included are the limi
tations governing the following types of 
actions: 

(a) Action for a statutory penalty or 
· forfeiture; . 

(b) Action on the case; 
<c> Action for damages caused by 

offenses or quasi offenses; 
(d) Action on tort; 
(e) Action on conspiracy; 
(f) Action on liability created by stat

ute, other than a penalty or forfeiture; 
(g) Action on liability created by a 

Federal statute; 
(h) Residuary actions-those not 

specified in other limitation provisions. 
In the case of the States involved in 

these decisions, our survey has relied 
upon the statutes applied by the courts. 
With the remaining States, an attempt 
has been. made to choose the statute 
most likely _applicable to triple-damage 
actions. Thus, in those States where a 

specific limitation governed actions on 
iiability created by statute; other than a 
penalty or forfeiture, this provision was 
chosen. Such a provision appears di
rectly applicable and whenever available 
was applied by the Federal courts. The 
Supreme Court held in the Chattanooga 
Foundry case-Chattanooga Foundty & 
Pipe Works v. Atlanta (203 U. S. 390)
that a triple-damage action is not a sutt 
for a statutory penalty or forfeiture. In 
the States having no such provision, a 
statute similar to one applied by a Fed
eral ·court was chosen, if available. In 
many States the residuary statute had 
to be chosen. 

The following table which I shall put 
in t~e RECORD at this point shows the 
length of the statutory period in each 
State, the- statutory description of the 
type of action which it is thought in
cludes triple-damage suits, the citation 
to the statute, and citations to cases 
which have either held the statute ap
plicable to triple-damage actions under 
the Federal antitrust laws or have re·
f erect to it as being applicable: 

LIST OF STATE STATUTES · OF LIMITATIONS 

The following information is listed for 
each State: 

1. The statutory description of the type 
of action thought to include treble-damage 
suits; 

2. The citation to the statute; 
3. The cases, if any, which have applied 

or referred to the particular statute of limi-
tation. · 

ALABAMA, 1 YEAR 

1. Noncontractual injury. 
2. Alabama Code (1940), title 7, section 25. 

ARIZONA, 1 YEAR 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Arizona Code Annotated, section 29, page 
201. 

ARKANSAS, 8 YEARS 

1. On the case. 
2. Arkansas Statutes Annotated, section 3'1, 

page 206. 
3. Russelville Canning Co. v. American Can 

Co. (87 F. Supp. 484 (W. D. Ark. 1949)) • . 
CALIFORNIA, 8 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. California Code Civil Proceedings, sec
tion 338 (1). 

3. Burnham Chemical Co. v. Borax Consoli
dated, Ltd. (170 F. 2d 569 (9th Qir., 1_948), 
cert. den. 336 U.S. 924); Foster & Kleiser Co. 
v. Special Site Sign Co. (85 F. 2d 742 (9th Cir., 
1936), cert. den. 299 U.S. 613); Suckow Borax 
Mines Consolidated, Inc. v: Borax Consoli
dated, Ltd. (81 F. Supp. 301 (N. D. Cal. 
1948)); United West Coast Theatres Corp. v. 
South Side Theatres, Inc. (86 F. Supp. 109 
(S. D. Cal. 1949)). 

COLORADO, 2 YEARS 

1. Liability created by Federal statute. 
2. Colorado Statutes Annotated, section 

102-109 (1). 
3. Greve v. Gibraltar Enterprises, Inc. (85 

F. Supp. 410 (D. N. Mex. 1949)). 

CONNECTICUT, 3 YEARS 

1. Tort. 
2. Connecticut General Statutes (revised 

1949), section 8316. 
DELAWARE, 8 YEARS 

1. On the case. 
2. Delaware Revilled Code (1935), section 

5129. 
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8. Williamson v. Columbia · Gas & Elec. 

Corp. (110 F. 2d 15 (3d Cir., 1939) cert. den. 
310 u. s. 639). 

FLORIDA, 3 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Florida Statutes Annotated, section 95.11 
(5). 

GEORGIA, 20 YEARS 

1. To enforce right accruing to individual 
under statute. 

2. Georgia Code Annotated, section 3- 704. 

IDAHO, 3 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Idaho Code, section 5-218. 
ILLINOIS, 5 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2 . Illinois Statutes, annotated, section 

102-275. 
3. Tiffin B ldg. Corp. v. Balaban & Katz 

Corp. (87 F. Supp. 121 (N. D., Ill., 1949)). 

INDIANA, 5 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Burns Indiana Statutes, annotated, 

eection 2-603. 
IOWA, S YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Iowa Code (1950), section 614.1 (5). 

KANSAS, 3 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. . · 

2. Kansas General Statutes, annotated, 
section 60-306, second. 

KENTUCKY, 1 YEAR OR 5 YEARS 

1. Conspiracy, 1 year: Liability created by 
statute other than a penalty or forfeiture, 
5 years (see note) . 

2. Kentucky Revised Statutes, sections 
413.130, 413.140 (c). 

3. Northern Kentucky Telephone Co. v. 
Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph Co. 
(73 F., 2d 333 (6th Cir., 1934), cert. de
nied, 294 U. S. 719); Fifth and Walnut, Inc., 
v. Loew's, Inc. (76 F. Supp. 64 (S. D., N. Y., 
1948) ). 

NoTE.-In the case of Northern Kentucky 
Telephone Co. v. Southern Bell Telephone & 
Telegraph Co. the court held the 1-year stat
ute governing actions for con-spiracy appli
cable rather than the 5-year statute govern
ing actions upon liability created by stat
ute. The latter statute would probably apply 
to actions not involving conspiracy. 

LOUISIANA, 1 YEAR 

1. For damages caused by offenses or quasi 
offenses. 

2. Louisiana Civil Code, article 3536. 
3. American Tobacco Co. v. People's To

bacco Co. (204 Fed. 58 (1913) ). 

MAINE, 6 YEARS 

1. On the case. 
2. Maine Revise~ Statutes ( 1944), chapter 

99, section 90. 

MARYLAND, 3 YEARS 

l. On the case. 
2. Flack's Maryland Code (1939), article 57, 

section 1. 
3. Seaboard Terminals Corp. v. Standard 

Oil Co. of N. J. (24 F. Supp. 1018 (S. D. N. Y. 
1938), affirmed, 104 F. 2d 659 (2d Cir., 1939)), 

MASSACHUSETTS, 2 YEARS 

1. On tort. 
2. Massachusetts Laws, 1948, chapter 274. 
3. Strout v. United Shoe Machinery Co. 

(208 Fed. 646 (D. Mass. 1913), affirmed 225 
Fed. 1022 (1st Cir. 1915)); Momand v. Uni
versal Film Exchange ( 43 F. Supp. 996 (D. 
Mass. 1942), affirmed, 172 F. 2d 37 (1st Cir., 
1948)). 

MICHIGAN, 6 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Michigan Statutes, annotated, section 

27.605. 

MINNESOTA, 6 YEARS 

1. ·Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Minnesota Statutes Annotated, section 
541.05. 

MISSISSIPPI, 6 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Mississippi Code ( 1942), section 722. 

MISSOURI, 5 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Missouri Revised Stat utes Annotated, 
section 1014. 

MONTANA, 2 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statue other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Montana Revised Code, section 93-2607. 
3. Hansen Paclcin g Co. v. Swift & co. (27 F. 

Supp. 364 (S. D. N. Y. 1939)). 

NEBRASKA, IS YEARS 

-1. Liability created by statute other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Nebraska Revised Statutes (1943), sec
tion 25-206. 

NEVADA, 3 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Nevada Compiled Laws (1929), section 
8524. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE, 8 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. New Hampshire Revised Laws (1942), 

chapter .885, section 3. 

NEW JERSEY I 6 YEARS 

1. 0I). the case. 
2. New Jersey Revised Statutes (1937), title 

2, chapter 24, section 1. 
3. Jaeger Research Laboratories v. R. C. A. 

(90 F. 2d 826 (3d Cir., 1937); Shelton Elec
tric Co. v. Victor Talking Machine Co. (277 
Fed. 433 (D. N. J. 1922)). 

NEW MEXICO, 4 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. New Mexico Statutes Annotated, section 

27-104. 
3. Greve v. Gi braltar Enterprises, Inc. (85 

F. Supp. 410 (D. N. M. 1949)). 

NEW YORK, 6 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. New York Civil Practice Act, section 48. 
3 . Seaboard Terminals Corp. v. Standard 

Oil Co. of N. J . (24 F. Supp. 1018 (S. D. N. Y. 
1938), aff'd, 104 F. 2d 659 (2d Cir., 1939)); 
Pastor v. American Telephone & Telegraph 

- Co. (76 F. Supp. 781 (S. D. N. Y. 1940)); 
Dyson Theatres v. Buffalo Theatres (8 F. R. 
D. 8.6 (W. D. N. Y. 1948)). . 

NORTH CAROLINA, 3 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. North Carolina General Statutes (1943), 
section 1-52 (2). 

NORTH DAKOTA, 6 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. North Dakota Revised Code (1943), sec
tion 28- 0116 (2). 

OHIO, 6 YEARS 

1. Liabillty created by statute other than 
· a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Pages' Ohio General Code Annotated, 
section 11222. 

OKLAHOMA, 3 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Oklahoma Statutes Annotated, title 12, 
section 95. 

3. Oklahoma v. American Book Co. (144 F. 
1!d 585 (10th Cir. 1944)); Momand v. Uni
versal Film Exchange ( 43 F. Supp. 9g5 D. 
Mass. 1942), aff'd., 172 F. 2d 37 (1st Cir., 
1948) ), 

OREGON, 6 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than a 
penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Oregon Composite Laws Annotated, sec
tion 1-204 (2). 

PENNSYLVANIA, 6 YEARS 

1. On the case. 
2. Purdon's Pennylwmia Statutes Anno

tated, title 12, seetion 31. 
3. Bluefield S. S. Co. v. United Fruit Co. 

(243 Fed. 1 3d Cir. 1917), appeal dismissed 
248 u. s. 595). 

RHODE ISLAND, 6 YEARS 

1. On the case. 
2. Rhode Island General Laws (1938), 

chapter 510, section 8. 

SOUTH CAROLIN A, 6 Y EARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. South Carolina Code (1942), section 388. 

SOUTH DAKOTA, 6 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeitur~. 

· 2. South Dakota Laws, 1947, chapter 153, 
·section 2. 

TENNESSEE, 10 YEARS 

1. Residuary. . 
2. Tennessee Code (1932), section 8601. 
3. Chattanooga Foundry & Pipe Works v. 

Atlanta (203 U. S. 390 (1906)). 

TEXAS, 4 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Texas Statutes Annotated, article 5529. 
3. Jones & Co. v. West Publishing Co., (270 

F ed 563 (5th Cir. 1921), appeal dismissed, 
270 u. s. 665). 

UTAH, 4 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Utah Code Annotated, section 104-2-30. 
NoTE.-The Utah limitation of 1 year for 

actions on liability created by statutes of 
foreign States (Utah Code Annotated, sec
tion 104-2- 30) was rejected as n_ot applic
able to Federal statutes. 

VERMONT, 6 YEARS 

1. On tort. 
2. Vermont Statutes (Rev. 1947), section 

1689. 
VIRGINIA, 5 YEARS 

1. Personal actions that survive. 
2. Virginia Code (1942), section 5818. 
3. Barnes Coal Corp. v. Retail Coal Mer

chants Association (128 F. 2d 645 (4th Cir., 
1942)). 

WASHINGTON, 2 YEARS 

1. Residuary. 
2. Rem. Revised Statutes, Washington, sec

tion 165. 
3. Harvey v. Booth Fisheries Co. (228 Fed. 

782 (W. D. Wash. 1915) ) . 
NoTE.-The court in Harvey v. Booth Fish

eries Co. held the Washington 3-year provi
sion for actions on statutory penalties ap
plicable. Since the Supreme Court in the 
Chattanooga Foundry case (203 U. S 390) 
held treble damage actions were not suits for 
a statutory penalty, the · Harvey decision 
seems erroneous and the residuary statute 
probably should apply. 

WEST VIRGINIA, 2 YEARS 

1. Personal actions that survive (see note). 
2; West Virginia Code (1949), section 5404. 
3. Glenn Coal Co. v. Dickinson Fuel Co. (72 

F 2d 885 (4th Cir., 1934)). 
NoTE.-Barnes Coal Corp. v. Retail Coal 

Merchants Association (128 F. 2d 645 (4th 
Cir., 1942)) held in applying a similar Vir
ginia statute that treble ' damage actions are 
tort actions that do survive, a question 
which the court in the Glenn Coal Co. case 
did not reach. 

. WISCONSIN, 6 YEARS 

1. Liability created by statute. 
2. Wisconsin Statutes (1947), section ) 

030.19 (4). 
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WYOMING, 8 YEARS 

1. Liab111ty created by statute other than 
a penalty or forfeiture. 

2. Wyoming Composite Statutes Anno
tated, section 3-505. 

The very fact of the variety in the 
periods of limitation in the laws of the 
several States and the recurring dif
ficulty in determining the period which 
is precisely applicable demonstrates the 
need for this amendment. 

The 6-year period in the amendment 
under discussion is not chosen at random, 
as will be seen from an examination of 
the schedule which I have just inserted 
into the RECORD. I do not personally fa
vor Federal statutes of repose of such an 
extreme duration as some States like 
Tennessee, 10 years; Indiana, 15 years: 
and Georgia, 20 years, for in the elapse 
of years witnesses die, facts grow stale, 
and evidence disappears. But a 6-year 
period, representing a happy medium 
drawn from the experience and judgment 
of the various States, is eminently sound · 
for Federal purposes. 

The present lack of a uniform period 
of limitations has created confusion, with 
the choice of forum affecting the result 
in many cases. In applying State limita
tion statutes, it must first be determined 
whether the law of the forum or the place 
of injury will govern. The ramifications 
of many large Nation-wide conspiracies 
present the case of injury occurring in a 
multiple of States. If the limitation 
statute of the State where the injury took 
place governs, a plaintiff who has been 
injured in several States may choose the 
forum most advantageou.s to him in this 
respect. Conversely, a plaintiff injured 
in a State with a short statute of limita
tions may find himself barred from re
covery, while another plaintiff, more ad
vantageously situated in a State with a 
longer limitation period may recover ·for 
the identical injury. The proposed 
amendment would prevent the occur
rence of these unjust situations. 

This blll is not to be regarded in any 
sense as a drastic shift in the antitrust 
laws. It is merely a little step in the 
right direction. I hope you will pass it. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
fi minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, the few 
remarks which I expect to make will be 
devoted to section 4 <b > of this bill~ which 
1s perhaps the most important provi
sion in it. 

Section 4 <b> of this bill permits th& 
United States Government to sue for 
actual, rather than treble, damages sus
tained by it as a result of violation of the 
antitrust laws. I want to address myself 
brie:fiy to that provision. 

In 1941 the Supreme Court, in the case 
of United States v. Cooper (312 U. S. 600), 
held that the United States 1s not a 
"person" within the meaning of the 
triple-damage sections of the Sherman 
and Clayton Acts and cannot recover 
damages for losses suffered through anti
trust violations. I recognize a strange 
inconsistency between such a denial to 
the United States Government, on the 
one hand, and the construction of the 
game statutes in Chattanooga Foundry v. 
Atlanta <203 U. S. 390) and Georgia v. 

Evans (316 U. S. 153) to ·the effect that 
a municipality and a State, respectively, 
may recover -triple damages. we· must, 
however, take the ·law as we find it fol
lowing the Cooper decision. 

The reasons persuading me to favor 
section 4 (b) are simple. The United 
States is the largest purchaser of goods 
in the country, spending billions of dol
lars each year. Much of the purchasing 
is done by competitive bidding through 
the medium of sealed bids. Effective, 
honest competition would naturally re
sult in benefits to the Government in the 
form of lower prices. If, however, bid
ders were to conspire and knowingly 
submit identical bids-as appears to have 
been done in the Cooper case-the price 
advantage of competition would disap
pear. 

During the 9-month period ending 
March 31, 1950, the Defense Department 
alone purchased $672,000,000 worth of 
goods through the medium of competi
tive bidding, plus another $2,304,000,000 
in negotiated contracts. I am informed 
that an undisclosed but significant per
centage of these procurement dollars 
were spent in purchases involving iden
tical bids. This factor alone does not 
necessarily spell conspiratorial arrange
ments, but is merely one element to be 
taken into consideration. Indeed, the 
case could be that such ·schemes are 
present where the bids submitted ·are all 
variant according to plan. However, the 
fact may be, if antitrust violations occur, 
the Government is injured to the extent 
that it is deprived of lower prices and in 
such cases should be entitled to recover. 

The normal remedies in civil and crim
inal proceedings fail to protect the pro
prietary interest of the Government or 
to compensate for its losses. The Amer
ican taxpayer is entitled to full value for 
his tax dollar. If he were spending the 
money himself he could sue for triple 
damages. He is equally entitled to pro
tection 1f the Government spends it for 
him. 

Some have asked why the committee 
has seen :fit to report a bill confining 
the Government to recovery of actual 
damages in these cases, rather than 
triple damages. The principal reason 
fs that the Government, as contrasted to 
private suitors, needs.no special induce
ment .to bring actions to enforce the 
antitrust laws, since it is by law already 
charged with the duty of enforcement. 
~e private suitor, faced with the heavy 
expenses involved in maintaining his 
case, the diffi.culty in securing evidence, 
and the delay in bringing a case to ulti
mate disposition, requires the additional 
incentive of triple recovery. Moreover, 
because the procurement contracts of 
the Government run into sfaggerin~ 
$Ums, a loss for which the Government 
in the event of an antitrust violation 
might recover could be so enormous that, 
if tripled, it would completely bankrupt 
the offending s~ller, a punitive conse
quence which the committee felt would 
be altogether too severe. 

The prospect of liability to the Gov
ernment for damages resulting from 
antitrust violations wm give pause to 
any concerns which would be inclined 
intentionally to ·seek to defraud the tax-

·payers by overcharging the Government 
·in procurement matters. This knowl
edge will serve as a substantial deterrent, 
especially since the Government is not 
handicapped in the same way as private 
suitors who :find the costs, delays and 
uncertainties entailed in a triple damage 
action such as to discourage its com
mencement. At the same time, there is 
no unfairness or discrimination in the 
proposal which would operate to the dis
advantage of the honest, legitimate 
businessmen who comprise the great 
majority of the American business com
munity. 

From every point of view this pro
vision improves and strengthens the 
Clayton Act. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. DENTONJ. 

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Speaker, with the 
.publicity, attention, and public clamor 
which frequently accompanies the in
stitution of the Government antitrust 
suit, we frequently forget that antitrust 
law policy is enforced through a dual
edged sword. Not only is there the Gov
ernment action which generally demands 
either fine or injunction, but there is also 
the suit by the private individual, in
jured by monopolistic practices, in which 
just retribution is sought. If in our 
zealous effort to enforce the antitrust 
laws more heed is given to the Govern
ment case, we must not overlook the 
private triple-damage suit as a vigorous 
and effective weapon of the free-enter
prise system. 

The roots of the triple-damage suit lie 
deep in Anglo-American jurisprudence. 
The ~edieval statute of monopolies, 
passed by Parliament in 1623, afforded 
the injured artisan his remedy in the 
King's courts where three times the 
damage suffered at the hands of the local 
monopolist was awarded him. Sup
posedlY, the origins of this private type 
of action go back even further into his
tory, for the Statute of Monopolies pur
ported to be mere legislative enactment 
of the principles of the common law. 

The framers of the Sherman Act were 
well aware- of the ancient tradition of 
the triple-damage suit. There is evi
dence to indicate that they believed the 
private suitor would be the mainstay of 
an antimonopoly policy, and that Gov
ernment suits would simply augment 
private suits. Such has not been the 
~ase. At times, indeed, the triple-dam
age action has almost fallen into com
plete desuetude. But in more recent 
days, the private litigant has had an in
creasing role in attaining the objectives 
of the Sherman Act. Triple-damage ac
tions today on the part of the private 
individual injured by unfair economic 
practices or monopolistic abuses are a 
recurring and important phenomenon 
in the antitrust fabric of the economy 
viewed as a whole. 

What I have said heretofore· has · been 
merely by way of preface to the pending 
legislation of which I am author. I am 
not attempting to make something com
plex which is essentially simple. This 
bill does two principal things, 

First, it provides that whenever the 
United States Government as such is 
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·injured in its business transactions or 
operations through monopolistic or un
fair practices in violation of the anti
trust laws, the Government may go to 
court and recover the actual damages 
sustained by it as a consequence of these 
violations. Necessity for this legislation 
arises out of a decision by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. Under pres
ent law, any person injured by violations 
of the antitrust laws may bring an action 
for triple damages in the courts of the 
United States against the corporation or· 
individual which has acted in restraint 
of trade. The Supreme Court, in two 
rather anomalous decisions, has held that 
a State of the Union and a muni~ipalitY 
can bring such an action as if they were 
private parties, but that the Govern
ment of the United States is not a "per
~on" within the meaning of the statutes 
and consequently, remains-without any 
relief, except that afforded by sections 1 
and 2 of the Sherman Act to bring crim
inal, injunctive, or dissolution proceed
ings. The first purpose of this bill is to 
-permit the United States to obtain ciVil 
·relief and recover actual damages sus
tained as the result of economic prac
tices which violate the antitrust laws. 
. The principal feature of the bill is to 
establish a uniform statute of limitations 
.of 6 years for the triple damage suits of 
private persons to which I made ref er
ence in the opening portions of my re~ 
inarks. At the pr.esent time, although 
the right to bring triple damage suits in 
the United States courts is accorded 
through Federal statute, the period of 
time during which such an action may be 
commenced is determined by State law. 

.,This has resulted in an incongruous anti
trust law policy in force throughout the 
jvarious States of the Union. Ranging 

· from 1 year to 20 years in duration, these 
.various State laws give the antitrust laws 
~differing intonations in different areas of 
;the Nation. The policy of our country 
against monopolies, restraints of trade, 
"and unfair practices is a national one 
1·~nd should have uniform application 
throughout the breadth of the land. 
, As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Study of Monopoly Power, I have heard 
businessmen tell us that the antitrust 
'1aws are in need of clarification. I be
lieve legislation establishing a uniform 
:time limitation is a long step toward 
Clearing up ambiguities in the antitrust 
:)aws. I can think of no greater con-
1fusion in antitrust policy than that which 
:arises ·out of a situation where, if a party 
-is injured through monopoly just within 
'the .border of Alabama, he must hasten 
to bring his suit within 1 year; but if he 
-resides 10 miles away in the State of 
'Georgia, he may rest almost two decades 
,_while evidence grows stale, witnesses 
,vanish, and defendants are lulled in false 
security. 
·, I do not see how this measure can 
excite much controversy. The Subcom
mittee on Study of Monopoly Power and 
the House Judiciary Committee unani
.mously agreed that this bill should be 
'reported to the floor. The two objects 
of the legislation I feel are laudable and 
'unobjectionable. Certainly· the United 
~tates Government should be allowed to 
):ecover the actual damages it sustains 

through the machinations of monop
olies. Likewise, in view of the fact that 
the antitrust laws are basically national 
in scope and objective, the time limita
tion for private actions should not for
tuitously depend upon the geographical 
boundaries of the States of the ·Union. 
I therefore strongly urge that the House 
give this bill its serious consideration 
and that it pass. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
.S minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. HALE]. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I am in favor 
of this legislation. I think that the 
Committee on the Judiciary is to be con
gratulated on bringing it out. The par
ticular provision of the bill which inter
.ests me and on which I want to make a 
few observations, is section 4 (c) which 

. provides that-
Any action (including an action brought 

by or on behalf of the United States) to en
.force any cause of action under this section 
shall be forever barred unless commenced 
within 6 years after · the cause of action 
accrued. 

I think it is altogether desirable that 
there should be a uniform period of lim
itations applicable throughout the Na
tion, and that we should not be remitted 
to the various limitation periods pre
s.::ribed by the several State statutes. It 
seems to me regrettable, however, that 
there is no provision in the bill that the 

· statutory period of limitation shall not 
commence to run until a conspiracy 
brought about by fraud or concealment 
shall become known to the plaintiff. I 
should like to · inquire, if I may, of the 
gentleman from New York CMr. CELLERJ, 
whether I am correct in apprehending 
that this bill would not affect any State 
statute concerning the effect of fraud or 
concealment on the period of limitation. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, may I be permitted 
to read a note I made in reference there
to?-

Several States by statute or judicial decree 
provide for the tolling of the limitation pe
riod during the time th~ defendant fraud
ulently conceals the cause of action from ~he 
plaintiff or is otherwise guilty of fraudu
lent conduct. I am informed that frequent
ly the statutory period does not begin to run 
until the plaintiff has discovered the facts of 
his cause of action which have been fraudu
lently concealed by the defendant. This 
bill is not intended to change those rules of 
the various States insofar as they l'resently 
apply to triple-damage actions under the 
antitrust laws. The period of 6 years, under 
this bill, will be uniform throughout the 
United States but the State rules benefiting 
a plaintiff in a case where the defendant has 
been guilty o! fraud or of some other pro
scribed conduct will remain in effect. 

I would say that tne answer to the in
quiry would be that you need have no 
concern on that score. 

Mr. HALE. I thank the gentleman 
for his answer. I am very pleased with 
the situation as he describes it. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such· time as he may desire to the gentle
man from :M;ichigan [Mr. HOFFMANJ. 
. Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD imme
diately following the vote. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr; Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
.NEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, during 
the roll call on the bill S. 2 I was un
avoidably detained. Had I been present, 
I would have voted "nay." 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is a compromise. I think it is a. 
splendid compromise. I know of no one 
who is contesting this compromise. The 
bill is not in every way the bill that I 
would write. The bill has been ex
plained. The committee staff has pre
pared a splendid statement which is em
bodied.in the committee report and Which 
covers every phase of this bill. I cannot 
state ·more coI).cisely the purposes and 
acicomplishment of this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous _consent 
to extend my remarks and include ex
cerpts from the committee report. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHENER. The excerpts from 

the committee report read: 
STATEMENT 

Section 1 o! the bill would amend sections 
4 and 5 of .the Clayton Act by providing 
that (1) the United States may recover ac
tual damages for injuries to it in its busi
ness or property hereafter resulting from 
violation of the antitrust laws, (2) a 6-year 
statute of limitations shall apply in all 
triple-damage antitrust cases, and (3) the 
provisions tolli.ng the running of the statute 
of limitations applicable to triple-damage 
actions, in cases where the United States has 
brought a civil or cr.lminal antitrust suit, 
are· extend.ed to apply where the United 
States has brought a suit for damages as 
well. 

Section 2 of the act merely pr.ovides that 
the term "antitrust" shall have the meaning 

·ascribed to it in section 1 of the Clayton 
Act. 

The crucfal provisions are those in sec
tion 1 of the bill providing, respectively, (1) 
for extension to the United States of the 
right to sue for actual damages, a right 
which it does not now have, and (2) for a 
uniform 6-y€ar statute of limitations for 
damage actions in lieu of the present rule 
which makes the limitation period depend
ent upon State law. 

(1) Suit for damages by the United States: 
At the present time, as the result of a 1941 
Supreme Court decision in United States v. 
Cooper Corp. (312 U. S. 600), the United 
States cannot recover, under section 7 of 
the Sherman Act or section 4 of the Clayton 
Act, ;for damages suffered in its business or 
property as a result of antitrust violations. 
That case held that the United States is not 
a person wit.hin the meaning of section 7 
o:t: the Sherman Act, which gives any person 
injured as a result of violation of the act 
the right to sue for triple damages. The 
present bill would change this rule by per
mitting the United States to sue for actual, 
although not for triple, damages. 

A brief statement of the background o! 
the Cooper case may -be helpful. For the 
hal.f-year ending March 31, 1937, 18 com
panies submitted to the Procurement Divi
·sion of the Treasury Department bids iden
tical to the penny on 82 different sizes o! 
tires and tubes. The same thing occurred 
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in the next half-year period, but with sub
stantially higher prices than for the preced
ing period. When identical bids were again 
submitted for the third half-year period (Oc
tober 1, 1937, to March 31, 1938), the Pro
curement Division, upon the advice of the 
Attorney General, rejected the bids and in
vited new ones. The new bids were iden
tical to those rejected. Determining that 
a public exigency existed, the Treasury De
partment negotiated a contract with Sears, 
Roebuck & Co. In its next invitation to 
submit bids, the Government required bid
ders to warrant that the prices bid were 
not the result of agreemebt among bidders, 
with the result that the bids submitted 
were substantially lower than the previous 
collusive bids. By comparing these bids 
with the earlier noncompetitive bids, it was 
ascertained that the United States had been 
injured to the extent of $351,158.21 in the 
three 6-month periods during which it had 
been unable to buy on a competitive mar
ket. A triple-damage action was instituted, 
but was dismissed for the reason already 
stated. 

The United States ls by far the largest sin
gle purchaser of goods in this country. Its 
procurement bill amounts to billions of dol
lars e~ch year. For the fiscal year 1947, for 
instance, it exceeded $6,000,000,000, accord
ing to the Hoover task force report on the 
Federal Supply System. In order to secure 
the advantages of competitive bidding, the 
Government ls required by statute, with 
some exceptions, to advertise for proposals 
Which are submitted in the. form of sealed 

· bids. If the bids are collusive the price ad
vantages of competitive bidding which Con
gress intended the Government to have, 
when it enacted the competitive bidding 
statutes, are lost. According to TNEC Mono
graph 19, the dollar volume of purchases 
by the Government in a 12-month pe
riod in 1937 and 1938 amounted to $913,-
401,724 .. 91, of which $87,326,426, or approxi
mately 9.6 percent, was spent in purchases 
involving identical bids. 

These figures do not necessarily indicate 
antitrust violations. On the other hand, 
they do not necessarily set an upper limit 
to the practice of submitting collusive and 
:noncompetitive bids, since instances of col
lusion are not uncommon in which identity 
of amount ts carefully avoided. In other 
words, members of an industry have been 
known to agree as to which one shall submit 
the lowest bid and at what figure. It would 
be unrealistic to assume that the same thing 
does not. happen in bidding for Government 
orders. 

The remedies of indictment and injunc
tion cannot protect the Government's pro
prietary interests or compensate for dam
ages inflicted upon it by collusive bidding
and collusive bidding is only one of the many 
ways in which the Government may be in
jured as a result of antitrust violations. Ob
viously a $5,000 fine is inadequate compen
sation for damages amounting to $351,158.21, 
the actual loss suffered by the Government 
1n purchasing only one commodity in the 
short space of 18 months. Nor would an 
injunction restraining further collusive ac
tivities recompense the United States for 
damages already suffered. 

The American taxpayer is entitled to full 
value for his tax dollar. He should be pro
tected against its going into the pockets of 
wrongdoers in the form of excessive prices 
and profits gained in violation of the anti
trust laws. If he were spending the money 
himself, he could sure for triple damages. 
He is equally entitled to protection where 
t;be Government spends it for him. 

The question arises, Why should not the 
Government recover triple damages just as 
private persons do, instead of being limited 
to actual damages? It has been suggested 
that the wrongdoers might be ruined if the 
µovernment were permitted to sue for triple 
.damages, in view of the size of the Govern-

ment's purchases and the consequent magni
tude of' the damages that mignt be awarded. 
We do not find this argument controlling, 
however. If a wrongdoer imposes extensive 
injuries, he should be prepared to bear the 
burden of extensive damage awards. 

A more persuasive justification for limit· 
1ng recovery to actual damages is that no spe
cial inducement need be held out to the 
Government to institute suit against wrong
doers. The Government, already charged 
with enforcement of the antitrust laws, 

· needs no incentive. 
Liability for damages to the Government 

resulting from antitrust violations should 
cause one to think twice before engaging in 
such violations. The Government buys al
most every known type of commodity and 
there are few businessmen today who do not 
have occasion to deal with it, often to a 
substantial extent. Knowledge that they wlll 
be liable for damages will serve as a sub
stantial deterrent, especially since the Gov
ernment does not labor under the handicap 
of many private victims of antitrust viola
tions who, having suffered financial loss at 
the hands of the violators, find themselves 
hard put to obtain the necessary resources 
to support adequately an action for damages. 

We strongly recommend this amendment, 
and urge its enactment by Congress without 
further delay-both as an act of fairness to 
the Government and the taxpayer and as a 
further deterrent to antitrust violations. 

(2) A uniform 6-year statute of limita· 
tions: The b111 would amend section 4 of the 
Clayton Act to provide for a 6-year statute 
of limitations, applicable to both private and 
United States damage suits resulting from 
violation of the antitrust laws. It provides 
that suit may be brought within 6 years after 
the cause of action accrued. As previously 
pointed out, it would also amend section 5 
of the Clayton Act, which at present pro
. vides for toll1ng the statute covering triple
damage suits during pendency of a civil or 
criminal antitrust suit by the United States, 
by providing that the statute would also be 
tolled by the institution of a suit for dam
ages brought by the United States. The toll 
could not, however, be invoked by the Gov
ernment itself in a suit for damages. 

At the present time triple-damage actions 
under the Sherman and Clayton Acts are 
governed by State statutes of limitations. 
Chattanooga Foundry & Pipe Works v. At· 
lanta (203 U. S. 390 (1906)). This situation 
has created confusion and lack of uniformity, 
with the choice of forum affecting the re
sults in many cases. A threshold question 
in applying State limitation statutes is 
whether the law of the forum or the law of 
the place of injury will govern. In antitrust 
cases involving Nation-wide conspiracies, in· 
juries may have occurred in many different 
States. If the limitation statute of the State 
where the injury took place governs, a plain
tiff who has been injured in several States 
may choose the forum most advantageous 
to him in this respect. On the other hand, 
a plaintiff injured in a State with a short 
statute of limitations may find himself 
barred from recovery while another plain· 
tiff, more advantageously situated in a State 
with a longer limitation period, may recover 
for the identical injury. Other factors caus
ing adventitious results in these cases are 
the conflict-of-laws problem and the ques
tion whether State or Federal determination 
of when a cause of action accrues shall be 
controll1ng. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee has pre
viously in the current Congress held hearings 
on S. 1910, a bill similar in some respects to 
the limitations portion of the present bUl, 
except that it contained an added provision 
for retroactivity and had a special applica· 
tion to suits based upon conspiracy viola· 
tions. In those hearings the Department of 
Justice stated that in its opinion "a uniform 

statute of limitations would be highly desir· 
able and would be consistent with the gen
eral policy of making the Federal laws uni
form in matters of this character." The 
consensus of those testifying with reference 
to S. 1910 was that a uniform statute of 
limitations in damage suits arising from vio
lations of the antitrust laws would be desir· 
able. 

A 6-year limitation appears to be entirely 
reasonable. Because antitrust violations 
usually have a complex background, 6 years 
may well be required to adequately prepare 
a triple-damage case. Six-year statutes of 
limitations govern other types of suits, often 
having less complicated fact structures, such 
as suits for infringement of patents and 
claims against the United States. A shorter 
period here would, in our opinion, be unwar
rantedly prejudicial to the injured party, 
At present it is difficult, if not impossible, 
in most cases, to determine the applicable 
period of limitations in the statutes of the 
various States. Thus, the litigant is often 
placed at a considerable disadvantage in not 
being able to make a precise advance deter
mination of whether bis suit can be main· 
tained. 

To summarize, the. provisions which would 
permit the United States to sue for damages 
and for a uniform statute· of limitations are 
sound in principle and will undoubtedly have 
a salutary effect. Private parties in many 
instances are financially handicapped as a • 
result of the injuries for which they seek 
redress. They should be given the assist
ance and encouragement which this bill will 
give them to move against violators of the 
antitrust laws. The b111 as a whole repre
sents a substantial step forward, both in pro
viding greater protection for those who have 

. been injured and in setting up additional 
deterrents to violation. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 

In compliance with clause 2a of rule XIII 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives, 
changes in existing law made by the bill are 
shown as follows (existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman, new 
matter is printed in italic, and existing law 
proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black 
brackets) : 

"SEc. 4. (a) That any person [who shall be] 
heretofore or hereafter injured in his busi· 
ness or property by reason of anything for
bidden in the antitrust laws' may sue therefor 
in [any district court of] the United States 
District Court for [in] the district in which 
the defendant resides or is found or has an 
agent, without respect to the amount in con- ' 
troversy, and shall recover threefold the dam
ages by him sustained, and the cost of suit, 
including a reasonable attorney's fee. 

"(b) Whenever the United States is here
after injured in its business or property by 
reason of anything forbidden in the anti
trust laws it may sue therefor in the United 
States district court for the district in which 
the defendant resides or is found or has an 
agent, without respect to the amount in con
troversy, and shall recover actual damages by 
it sustained. 

"(c) Any action (including an action 
brought by or on behalf of the United States) 
to enforce any cause of action under this sec
tion shall be forever barred unless com· 
menced within six years after the cause of 
action accrued. 

"SEC. 5. (a) [That a] A final judgment or 
decree hereafter rendered in any [criminal 
prosecution or in any suit or proceeding in 
equity] civil or criminal proceeding, but not 
including a suit or proceeding under section 
4 (b), brought by or on behalf of the United 
States under the antitrust laws to the effect 
that a defendant has violated said laws shall 
be prima facie evidence against such defend· 
ant in any [suit or] proceeding brought pur
suant to subsections 4 (a) and 4 (b) [by any 
other party] against such defendant under 
said laws as to all matters respecting whiC'.h 
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said judgment or decree would be an estoppel 
as between the parties thereto: Provided, 
[This] That this section shall not apply to 
consent judgments or decrees entered before 
any testimony has been taken. [: Provided, 
further, This section shall not apply to con
sent judgments or decrees rendered in crim
inal proceedings or suits in quity, now pend
ing, in which the taking of testimony has 
been commenced but has not been concluded, 
provided such judgments or decrees are 
rendered before any further testimony is 
taken.] (b) Whenever any [suit or proceed
ing in equity or criminal prosecution] civil or 
criminal proceeding is instituted by the 
United States to prevent, restrain, or punish 
viclations of any of the antitrust laws, or to 
recover damages under section 4 (b) of this 
Act, the running of the statute of limitations 
in respect of each and every private right o! 
action arising under [said laws] section 4· 
(a) and based in whole or in part on any 
matter complained of in said suit or proceed
ing shall be suspended during the pendency 
thereof." 

The SPEAKER. The question is will 
the House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the bill was passed. 

OUR FIRST JOB 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, among all the numerous un
pleasant facts revealed to the American 
veople by current events in South Korea, 
two stand out high above all the others; 
two facts which are so alarming in their 
implications that they should not be 
permitted to go unnoticed. 

One is the fact that invasion of the 
South Korean Republic by the Commu
nists of Russia's North Korean satellite 
marks the essential failure of what at 
first was called the Marshall plan, and 
which later became known as foreign aid 
through the Economic Cooperation Ad
ministration. 

.The other is the fact that national
defense funds appropriated by Congress 
in the 5 years since VJ -day have not 
been expended with the good judgment 
upon which the security of any nation 
ultimately depends. 

Taken together, these two facts add up 
to a situation wherein this Nation has 
become involved in a war-~nd war it is, 
·even though designated as a police action 
in behalf of the United Nations-rela-
tively unprepared, and far less strong 
economically than should be the case. 

Since 1945 nearly $50,000,000,000 have 
been appropriated for all forms of na
tional defense, including economic and 
military assistance to other free nations, 
and expenditures for maintenance of 
our own armed services. 

Of this amount, approximately $400,-
000,000-nearly half a billi<;m-has been 
expended in economic aid by ECA to the 
Republic of South Korea. Considering 
the comparative . smallness of South 
Korea in area and population, this is a 
tremendous sum. 

At the same time, Senator ROBERT A. 
TAFT, who should be well informed, if 
anyone is, has stated that direct expendi
tures for military aid in South Korea 
have totaled only about $200. This, of 
course, in addition to 140,000 rifles, and 
little else, left behind when American oc· 
cupation troops V{ere withdrawn. 

Just prior to the invasion from the 
north, we were told-by the White House 
and the Defense Department that the 
American officers delegated to train the 
South Korean Army had done such a 
good job that the infant republic was well 
prepared to withstand any possible as
sault. 

Within 24 hours after the invasion 
started, it became painfully manifest 
that the expenditure of $400,000,000 in 
economic aid had not instilled the spirit 
of freedom in the hearts of the South 
Koreans. They did not fight as our 
forefathers fought to create and preserve 
the American Republic. 

The tremendous ECA expenditures in 
South Korea had made of that country 
nothing but a sitting duck-and a fat 
one, at that-to be knocked off at will 
by the Kremlin stooges from the north. 

Undoubtedly the American officers 
who trained the South Korean Army did 
the best job possible with the equipment 
available. And perhaps the South Ko
rean troops should not be blamed too 
much for running away, instead of 
standing to fight. Army rifles, of which 
nearly a third were obsolete, were poor 
equipment with which to combat 50-ton 
tanks, machine guns and long range ar .. 
tillery. 

Then American troops were thrown 
into action by the impulsive and uncon· 
stitutional act of a President who appar
ently knew little of the situation. Seem· 
ingly he was ignorant of the facts, even 
though the Korean a.mbassador has said 
in a public statement that he warned the 
White House a month in advance. 

Almost at once it became evident that 
General MacArthur never had been 
given the additional troops and equip
ment for meeting all emergencies in the 
areas for which he now has been made 
responsible--troops and equipment for 
which .be had pleaded in vain. Troops 
and equipment which might have been 
available were scattered around the 
world, it may be in areas less vulnerable 
to Communist attack. 

Now it appears likely that we shall 
have to endure a long and bitter fight; 
a fight which threatens to explode into 
a world-wide conflict. It may take all of 
the sacrifice, the loyalty, the utter devo
tion of which the American people are 
capable, before we attain ultimate vic
tory. It may be that those for whose 
freedom we have spent our money, for 
whom our men are now dying, will fail 
adequately to assist us. · 

China was lost as a result of mistaken 
and well-nigh treasonable foreign pol
icy followed in the Far East by the Fair 
Deal administration. Now we are fight
ing in Korea, without the millions of 
Chinese Nationalist troops we might 
have had, except for that mistaken pol
icy; troops whose loyalty to us probably 
would have prevented the present sit
uation entirely. ·But the Administration 
has committed us to fight, now at ex
cessive cost in lives ·and treasure. 

It is my own conviction that Congress 
now should put a stop even to talk about 
the socialistic proposals of the Fair Deal 
Administration for excessive expendi..; 
tures in connection with its legislative 
program. This is not the time to in
crease domestic expenditures, whethe~ 

for so-called social gains or for the po
litical advantage of the party in power. 

Let us cut our expenditures here at 
home to those essential for only the 
barest necessities. Let us spend the 
billions thus saved in further arming 
ourselves and those allies whom the pres
ent conflict may· prove trustworthy. 

Our first duty is to those who are sent 
to fight and win the war into which 
gullibility and incompetency have 
plunged us; and, in the meantime, let 
us get rid of the friends of "Good Old 
Joe," of the Achesons, of all of those who 
do not believe that the liberty of our 
people, the security of our Natfon, is our 
first duty. 

On a dark street, in a tough neighbor
hood, with men of doubtful purpose 
about, there is nothing that makes a 
man feel so safe and gives him so much 
courage as a club in one hand, a gun in 
the other. 
PURCHASE OF BONDS. TO COVER EM

PLOYEES OF GOVERNMENT 

Mr. KARSTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
<H. R. 8706) to provide for the purchase 
of bonds to cover officers and employees 
of the Government. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 14 o! title 

6 of the United States Code is amended to 
read as follows : 
"PURCHASE OF BONDS TO COVER OFFICERS AND 

EMPLOYEES OF THE GOVERNMENT 

"SEC. 14. Under regulations promulgated 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, the heads 
of the departments, and independent estab
lishments of the Government shall, and the 
appropriate officials of the legislative and 
judicial branches of the Government may, 
obtain blanket, position schedule, or other 
type of surety bonds covering their civilian 
officers and employees, and military person
nel, required by law or administrative rul- . 
ing to be bonded. Each bond shall be o! 
the most economic~l type available for the 
number ~nd type of per~onnel required to 
be bonde.d, and shall be · conditioned upon 
the faithful performance of the duties of 
the persons so bonded, and the term 'faith
ful performance of the duties' shall be 
deemed to include the proper accounting for 
all moneys or property .received by virtue of 
the bonded persons' positions or employment 
and all responsibilitie~ and accountabilities 
imposed by statute or regulation issued 
pursuant thereto. The bond ~ay cover a 
period not exceeding two years and the pre·
mium shall be paid from funds available 
for admini&'trative expenses when the con
tract, or renewal thereof, is made. No bond 
shall be purchased at a premium rate per 
individual covered which is more than 35 
per centum in excess o! the rate of premium 
for coverage in a like penal sum for a person 
holding a similar position during the cal
endar year 1908. If the initial or renewal 
premium cost exceeds $500 for any bond 
procured under authority of this section, 
advertisement for bids shall be required 
therefor and procurement ·shall be made 
from the lowest responsible bidder and 
through the Administrator of the General 
Services Administration when so required 
by him." 

SEC. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 
3 o! title 6 of the United· States Code is 
amended to read as follows: "Every officer 
whose duty it is to take and approv_e _official 
bonds (expect those procured pursuant to 
section 14 of this title) shall cause all such 
bonds to be renewed every four years lifter 
their dates, but he may require such bonds 
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to be renewed or strengthened oftener if he · 
deems such action necessary." 

( b) The last sentence of section 6 of title 
6 of the United States Code is amended to 
read as follows: "Except with respect to 
bonds procured pursuant to section 14 of 
this title, no officer or person having the ap
prpval of any bond shall exact that it shall 
be furnished by a guaranty company or by 
any particular guaranty company." 

SEC. 3. The analysis of title 6 of the United 
States Code, immediately preceding section 
1 of such title, is amended by striking out the 
item "SEc. 14. Rate of premium on bond; 
premiums not to be paid by United States.", 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"SEC. 14. PurchaEe of bonds to cover officers 
and employees of the Government." 

. The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded? _ 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second will be considered as ordered. · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, we have no requests for time 
on this side, if the gentleman will just 
explain the bill. 

Mr. KARSTEN. I intend to make an 
explanation of the bill, I may say to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Speaker, this legislation had its 

origin in one of the recommendations 
of the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the 'Govern
ment. The Hoover Commission's Report 
on Budgeting and Accounting recom
mended the Congress study the whole 
problem bf bonding Federal employees in 
order to provide a simplified and a less 
expensive procedure. This measure is 
based on that recommendation and it 
will provide the Government with a mod
ern, efficient, and economical system for 
bonding Federal personnel. 

Before the proposed bill was drafted, 
the Public Accounts Subcommittee 
working in close collaboration with prac~ 

· tically all of the departments and agen-· 
cies of the Government, including the 
Bureau of the Budget and the General 

·Accounting Office, made an exhaustive 
study of the exi~ting cumbersome and 
expensive procedure for bonding employ-
ees of the Government. . 

It was found that there are 1,103,000 
Federal officers and employees-includ
ing 515,000 temporary and seasonal em
ployees of the Post Office· Department-
who are required to furnish surety bonds 
in connection with the performance of 
their official duties. The permiums paid 
for surety bonds by these employees for 
1949 amounted to $1,685, 779.90, while the 
recoveries from the surety companies for 
the same period amounted to $207,303.70. 
In other words, the surety companies re
ceived over. eight times more money than 
they paid out in losses. · 

The Hoover Commission also made a 
thorough study of bonding procedures in 
the Government and their figures were 
substantially the s.ame as those compiled 
by the committee. 

This sizable income to the surety com
panies is -at the expense of the· Federal 
employees. It is contrary to the prac
tices of private industry, and State and 
local governments, which absorb the 
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costs of furnishing surety bonds for 
their employees who are required to be 
bonded. 

The committee found further that the 
outmoded bonding procedures existing in 
the Federal Government today are the 
result of a 1909 statute, section 14, title 
6 of the United States Code, which pro
hibits the United States from paying any 
cost of the premium for su;rety bonds 
covering Federal personnel. As a result 
of this old law, Government records of 
the 1,103,000 individual bonds must be 
written and maintained in the various 
Government departments and agencies. 
It is a tremendous task and very costly. 
Periodic examinat~ of all these bonds 
is required from t1,111e to time to ascer
tain whether the Government is amply 
protected and the bonds are sufficient in 
penal sum, that they are in force and 
have not expired, and that the surety is 
reliable and is on the approved list of 
the Treasury Department. 

All this administrative handling of 
over a million records is not only burden
some but also it is a very expensive oper
ation for the Government. Although no 
figures for the actual cost of this func
tion are available, the committee has in
formal advice from seven of the major 
departments that approximately $292, 789 
is spent each .year in connection with the 
maintenance of records for bonded per
sonnel. Considering, all of the depart
ments and indepenl!ent offices concerned 
with this operation, it is not unreason
able to believe that the annual cost to 
Government is close to $350,000. This 
item is really a hidden administrative ex
pense for the reason that it is never 
budgeted or otherwise indicated in the 
appropriation of any department or 
agency. 

There are three possible approaches to 
the problem of bonding Federal em
ployees. The first is to continue the 
present unsatisfactory system. The sec
ond would be to set up a revolving fund 
financed either by the Government or 
the employees to which shortages and 
losses could be charged. This, however, 
would practically amount to putting the 
Government into the bonding business. 
Moreover, it would destroy the desired 
and wholesome effect which naturally 
attaches to commercial ·surety bonds in 
protection against fraud, negligence, and 
other wrongful acts. The third course 
would be to establish a modern bonding 
program patterned after sound commer
cial practices, employing blanket and po
sition schedule bonds. The committee 
chose the latter course. 

In drafting legislation to provide a 
bonding procedure which is efficient 
and economical for the Government and 
in line with commercial practices, the 
committee found that section 14 of title 
6 of the United States Code should be 
amended -so as to permit the Govern
ment to bear the cost of bonding its em
ployees. With this change of law in 
mind the subcommittee, while working 
with the Surety Association of America 
and the Association of Casualty and 
Surety _ Companies, · ascertained that the 
1,103,000 individual bonds could be re
duced to 20,628 by use of the blanket or 
position schedule bonds, and at the same 
time give the Government the same 

amount of coverage and protection for 
its fiscal and property operations. 'Tilis 
enormous reduction in the number of 
bonds now required to be written will 
have two effects: · 

First. It will virtually eliminate th·e 
$350,000 hidden expense paid each year 
by the Government for maintenance of 
records and files on bonded personnel. 

Second. It will create a sound and 
simplified bqnding practice which will 
give the Government greater protection 
over its fiscal and property operations, 
and at the same time promote more effi
ciency and economy. 

Provision is made in the proposed leg
islation for the payment of premiums 2 
years in advance. This will permit the 
Government to take advantage of a 6% 
percent discount which the surety com
panies grant if premiums are paid in this 
manner. There is also a provision in the 
bill which requires competitive bidding. 
In consideration of these two provisions, 
and also having in mind the virtual elim
ination of $350,000 hidden administra
tive expense which the Government now 
absorbs for maintaining records on 
bonded personnel, in addition to approx·
imately $225,000 in recoveries that will 
be received from the surety companies 
on account of liability, it is believed that 
the net annual cost for this legislation 
should not exceed $275,000. 

It is the view of the committee that a 
further reduction in bond premiums can 
be accomplished by the various depart-

. men ts and agencies. The information 
developed by the ·committee disclosed 
that there are many positions requiring 
bonds where the employees have no ac
cess to property or Government funds. 
On the other hand, there are positions 
in which there are employees who should 
be under bond but are not and there are 
still other cases where the present bonds 
are insufficient to adequately protect the 
Government. It is the belief of the com
mittee, therefore, that the new bonding 
program proposed by H. R. 8706 should 
be carefully reviewed during the next 2 
years for the pur)lose of ascertaining 
what further improvement, economy, 
and efficiency can be achieved. By do
ing this, the committee feels that addi
tional savings can be realized not only 
through a further reduction in the pro
posed number of blanket and position 
schedule bonds, but also through a cor
responding reduction in premium costs. 
Moreover, these savings can be accom
plished without decreasing the bond pro
tection which the Government must 
maintain to completely safeguard its fis
cal and property transactions. 

While it 'is expected the passage of the 
bill will result in a small initial cost, I 
believe this is a wise expenditure because 
in return the Federal Government will 
receive insurance against fraud, negli-

, gence and dereliction of duty of its em
ployees. It will also receive the tremen
dous benefits of deterrence ag·ainst mis
handling of the Government's enormous 
fiscal and property operations which nat
urally flows from coverage by commer
cial bonds. 

The bill has the approval of the Comp
troller General as well as the Bureau of 
the Budget. It is supported by numerous 
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other departments and agencies of the 
Government and by various employee or

. ganizations. No opposition to the mod
-' ernization of the Government's bonding 
program was voiced during the hearings, 

Because of the great benefits and pro
tection which will be afforded the Gov
_ernment under this measure for a very 
modest cost, and because it will provide 
an up-to-date bonding procedure, effi
cient and economical and in keeping with 
sound business practices, I hope the bill 
will be passed. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, the fig
ures on bonded personnel,of the Federal 

. Government compiled by the Public Ac
counts Subcommittee, in collaboration 
with the various departments and agen
cies of the Government, indicate very 
clearly an urgent need for modernizing 
and improving the existing surety bond-

. ing procedure for emplOyees and officers 
. within the Federal service. 

The House report on H. R. 8706 reveals 
that under the present law 1,103,036 in
dividual surety bonds are written and 
maintained in Government records. Al
though the Federal Government does 
not now pay the premium cost for these 
-bonds, undoubtedly administrative cos..t 
for handling all these records is an ex
pensive operation for our Government 
when consideration is given to the fact 
that each of these bonds n:mst be care
fully reviewed from time to time for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether the bond 
is sufficient in penal sum, that it has not 
expired, and the surety company involved 
is on the approved list of the Treasury 
Department. 

As further pointed out in the report on 
the proposed legislation, these 1,103,036 
individual bonds can be reduced to 20,628 
if blanket and position schedule bonds 
are employed. The use of blanket and 
position schedule bonds will modernize 
our present bonding system and bring it 
in line with the sound practices of private 
industry, State and local governments~ 
Furthermore, by this enormous reduction 
in individual bonds, the administrative 
cost for handling the records of Federal 

. bonded personnel will be virtually elimi
nated. The subcommittee has inf orma
tion from the departments indicating 
that the administrative expenses for this 
operation now costs the Government ap
proximately $350,000 annually. 

In comparing this cost alone, with the 
annual cost of premiums which the Gov
ernment will absorb under H. R. 8706, 
sufficient savings will be realized by the 
Government to pay for the proposed Fed
eral bonding procedure envisioned by this 
bill. 

Because this measure is a great im
provement over existing law and will in 
fact pay for its own operation through 
savings on our existing bonding system, I 
hope that the bill will be passed. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
with reference to the statement made by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
KARSTEN] conc.erniilg H. R. 8706, a bill
to provide for the purchase of bonds to 
cover officers and employees of the Gov
ernment. 

The gentleman from Missouri has 
done an outstanding job in sponsoring 

this piece of legislation and I wish to 
compliment him. The measure is a 
progressive step in the field of surety
ship and its relation to Federal em
ployees, and it will provide a splendid 
means for improving our present bond
ing system. There is no doubt that it 
will promote more efficiency in our Fed
eral service and undoubtedly in time the 
Government will realize a great saving 
in operating under this proposed sys
tem for modernizing surety bonding re
quirements with the Federal Govern-
ment. · 

I hope that the, whole program of 
· surety bonds as it affects Federal per
sonnel will be rev\e~ed carefully under 
the provisions of ~rcJ:t· 8706 with a view 
toward further improvement. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, we have no requests for time. 

·The SPEAKER. The question is on 
suspending the rules and passing the bill . 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. -
AMENDING MUTUAL DEFENSE ASSIST• 

ANCE ACT OF 1949 

Mr. DELANEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi
leged resolution <H. Res. 696, Rept. No. 
2573) , -Which was ref erred to the House 
Calendar and or~~ed to be printed: 

Resolved, that immediately upon the adop
tion of this resolution it shall 'be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill ( s. 3809) to amend the Mutual De
fense Assistance Act of 1949, an,d all points 
of order against the said bill are hereby 
waived. That after general debate which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 1 day, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on For
·eign affairs, the bill shall be read for amend
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be -considered 
as oMered on the bill and amendments there
to to final passage without intervening mo
tion except one motion to recommit. 

AMENDING FEDERAL DEPOSIT 
INSURANCE ACT 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia, from the Com
mittee on Rules, reported the fallowing 
privileged resolution <H. Res. 697, Rept. 
No. 2574), which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the -committee on the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 2822) to amend the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act (U. S. C., ·title 12, sec. 
264). That after general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill, and continue not to 
exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At 

· the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
f?Uch amendiµe~ts as _may have beenJ adopted 

and the previous question shall be consid
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 

· thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 

REFUNDING OF CUSTOMS DUTIES . TO 
PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE 
INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZA
TION 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, l move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill <H. R. 
5863) for refund of customs duties to 
the Preparatory Commission ~or the In
ternational Refugee Organization, as 
amended. 

The plerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 

. the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury riot 
otherwise appropriated, to the Preparatory 
Commission for the International Refugee 
Organization the sum of $120,000, paid by the 
Preparatory Commission for the Interna
tional Refugee Organization to the United 
States as duties on property brought into 
the United States for sale to provide· funds 
for the rehab111tation and resettlement _ of 
victims of German action pursuant to the 
agreement entered into on June 14, 1946, by 
the Government of the United States with 
the Governments of the United Kingdom, 

-France, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appro
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agent_ or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlaWful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a· misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second de
manded? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second will be considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my .. 

self 5 minutes, and I ask unanimous con-· 
'sent to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, it was 

neither the desire nor· the intent of this 
Government to profit-from sales of loot
ed property, the· proceeds of which were 
designated to promote the rehabilitation 
of the victims of Nazi persecution. 

These exact words are quoted from a 
· State Department letter to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, in recommending 
the enactment of H. R. 5863. -

But customs duties to the amount of 
120,000 have been taken from reparation 
goods sold in this country to provide 
funds for the resettlement of those vie-

. tims of Nazi aggression who could not be 
repatriated. 

This is not only a contradiction of our 
solemn commitments. If we do not re
turn this money which has been taken 
to provide revenue when it should have 
been spared to provide relief, a number 
of victims will suffer,"unjustly. 

This may seem like a small. matter in 
the march of great events. 

At a time, however, when we are plan
ning a global truth campaign to win the 
moral support of people everywhere it 
behooves us to practice what we preach. 
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iThe world will judge our words by our 
ability to back them up. Every time we 
cut corners on a definite ·obligation, we 
sacrifice that much of our credit and our 
·prestige in the eyes of the world. 

This is one of those situations .where 
an international agreement that we 
made in good faith is compromised by 
one of our domestic laws. The purpose 
of this bill is to refund the sum col
lected as duties on reparations sold in 
this country for the relief of the Pre-

. paratory Commission for the Interna
tional Refugee Organization. 

These reparation sales are of a non
recurring nature. 

But first let us look at the background 
of this case. · 

World war is frightening, even in ret
rospect, as we recall the millions of its 
hapless victims who were subjected to 
methodical and scientific persecution by 
the Nazis. 

When the survivors were finally lib- . 
erated, large numbers of them were in 
desperate need of help to promote their 
rehabilitation and resettlement. 

Many of them had no government to 
·represent them and to receive the -repara
tions that would partially satisfy their 
needs. 

In 1945 and 1946, 18 nations-exclud
ing the Soviet Union-met in Paris to 
divide· reparations. They allocated the 
nonmonetary gold found in Germany by 
the allied . armed forces for the relief of 
those victims of Nazi aggression who 
could not be repatriated. 

The Preparatory Commission for the 
International Refugee Organization is 
the agency of the United Nations en

. trusted with this task. 
This commission was authorized to sell 

the retrieved goods at. the highest possi
ble value in order to secure funds for the 
relief of these homeless refugees. 

The property classified as nonmone
tary gold consisted of personal property 
such as jewelry, rugs, unmounted pre
cious and semiprecious stones, silver, 
watches, china and glasswa:re, cameras, 
and the like, which had been seized by 
the Nazis from their victims, of whom 
countless numbers later died in concen
tration camps. This property was un
identifiable both as to previous owner
ship and national origin. 

The bulk of this property was brought 
to the United States by the commission 
in order to get the best price for it. It 
was sold in a manner that did not affect 
our domestic economy. At the same 
time there was every hope of securing 
maximum funds for the relief of refu
gees. 

That is, until the rigid United States 
customs laws were invoked, requiring the 
Preparatory Commission to pay duties of 
$120,000 on the importation of this prop
erty, thereby curtailing the net funds 
available after final sale arid reducing 
the numbers of victims who might other
wise be helped. 

In other words, the Government of 
the United States promised to assist and 
then took a profit on its · assistance. · 
If we are to extend ·charity, it is best 

. that we do so cleanly, and· without _any 
. kick-backs. 

I prefer to thiIJ.k of th~ cqstoms duties 
imposed on a special and limited type of 

property that is brought to this country 
for the sole purpose of raising relief 
funds, as the blind and thoughtless ap~ 
plication of a rule which can be corrected 
in the proper way. 

To pass this matter over lightly, is the 
way we would expect the Soviets to act 
in a similar situation, but not the United 
States. There is a moral issue here, 
which cannot be .dismissed by a techni
cality. 

One hundred and twenty thousand 
dollars represents the sole hope of sal
vation for more than 100 refugees, which 
we are taking from them, thoughtlessly 
up to this moment, but deliberately if we 
fail to refund this"commission we have 
charged on a humanitarian endeavor. 

At the Paris Conference on Reparation, 
to which we were a party, the sale of 
'nonmonetary gold found by the Allied 
armed forces in Germany to provide re
lief funds · was approved by the signors 
to that instrument. 

A further sum, not to exceed $25,000,-
000, was allocated for tlie same purpose, 
said sum to be raised from a portion of 
the proceeds of German assets in neutral 
countries which are. available for repara
tion. 

Furthermore, the governments of 
neutral countries were requested to make 
available for rehabilitation and resettle
ment those assets~ such countries be
longing to victims of Nazi aggression who 
·have since died and left no heirs. 

In order to concentrate aid on the 
most needy and deserving refugees, it 
was decided to limit such aid to those who 
.were vicitms of Nazi concentration 
·camps, but not including those persons 
confined in prisoner-of-war camps. 

In the Five-Power Agreement of June 
14, 1946; it was decided that assets be
coming available should be used not for 
the compensation of individual victims, 

·but solely for rehabilitation p,nd resett!e
ment. 

All available evidence indicates beyond 
any doubt that the overwhelming major
ity of eligible · persons under the provi
sions of article 8 are Jewish, since they 
were the principal targets of Nazi hate . 
and terror. Eligible non-Jewish victims 
of the Nazi extermination policy are re
fugees from Germany and Austria who 
can demonstrate that they were perse
cuted by the Nazis for religious, political, 
or racial reasons. This latter category 

· also includes German and Austrian na
tionals, similarly persecured, whose only 
hope of mending their broken lives, is in 
emigration to new environments. 

In all cases, loyalty to the United Na
tions is required, as a further test of 
eligibility. 

The conclusion that 95 percent of the 
heirless funds made available should be 
set aside to take care of the Jewish vie-

. tims, recognizes the fact that these funds 
are overwhelmingly Jewish in origin. 
The 5 percent made available for non
Jewish victims is based upon a liberal 

· presumption of heirless funds non
Jewish _in origin. 

This is the broad picture of the com
mon agreement under which the Pre
pa_ratory Commission for the Interna
tional Refu1ee Organization operates. 

You and I are presently concerned 
with a part of that program and how it 
is being crippled by one of our own laws. 

To resolve this conftict and to live up 
to our word, it is necessary to pass legis
lation that will direct the Secretary of 
the Treasury to refunc:J the $120,000 in 
customs duties that have been collected 
from the Preparatory Commission. 

The Committee on the Judiciary and 
the State Department recommend such 
action. 

The promptings of good faith and con
science tell us that this is ,the right and 
honorable thing for us to do. 

I hope and trust that the Congress will 
not default on this obligation and permit 
a technicality to cheat us of full per
formance. 

The enactment of H. R. 5863 means 
-that we will carry out our pledge to the 
International Refugee Organization 
without ~hort-changing the people it is 
trying to help. 

The cost of this is small. 
Its value is great. 
Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, we 

have no requests for time on this side. 
The SPEAKER. The question is, will 

the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill? 

The question was taken; and· <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed . . 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 11 o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman ·from· Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that business in 
order on Calendar Wednesday of this 
week may be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? -

There was no objection. 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the ron; and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Allen, Ill. 
Allen, La. 
Andrews 
Angell 
Barrett, Wyo. 
Biemiller 
Blackney 
Boggs, La. 
Breen 
Bulwinkle 
Burdick 
Carroll 
Case, S .. Dale 

[Roll No. 207] 
Chatham 
Chiperf:leld 
Christopher 
Cole, N. Y. 
Combs 
Cooper 
Cox 
Davis, Tenn. 
Davis, Wis. 
D!>.wson 
Dingell 
Ea ton 
Engel, Mich. 

Fogarty 
Frazier 
Gillette 
Gilmer 

·· Gordon 
Gore 
Gregory 
Hall, 

Edwin Arthur 
Hare 
Harris 
Hart 
Havenner 
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Hebert McMlllen, m. 
Hedrick Miller, Ce.lit. 
Hill Miller, Md. 
Hinshaw Mitchell 
Hoffman, Ill. Monronef 
Holifield Morgan 
Irving .Morrison 
Jackson, Calif. Murray, Tenn. 
.Jennings Nelson 
Johnson Norton 
Jonas O'Hara, Ill. 
Kearns Passman 
Keefe Patman 
Keogh Perkins 
Kilday Pfeiffer, 
Kirwan William L. 
Lovre Phillips, Tenn. 
Lyle Pickett 
McCarthy Powell 
McConnell Quinn 

Ramsay 
Regan 
Rivers 
Saba th 
Sadowski 
Scott, Hardie 
Shelley 
Sims 
Smathers 
Smith, Ohio 
Thompson 
Towe 
Vinson 
Welch 
White, Idaho 
Wickersham 
Wigglesworth 
Wlllls 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 334 
Members have answered to their names; 
a quorum is present. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

DEPORTATION OF ALIENS FROM THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
<H. R. 10) to facilitate the deportation 
of aliens from the United States, to pro
vide for the .supervision and detention 
pending eventual deportation of aliens 
whose deportation cannot be readily 
effectuated because of reasons beyond 
the control of the United States, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill 
The SPEAKER. Is a second de

manded? 
Mr. CELLER. Unless a second is de

manded on the other side, I shall de
mand a second, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second is considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 

a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. The motion 

that was made was to pass the bill as 
amended. The amendments are a part 
of the bill as reported by the committee, 
or what is the situation? 

The SPEAKER. There are some ad
ditional amendments. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Not reported 
by the committee? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair assumes 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
who made the motion was authorized by 
the committee to make the amend
ments. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MICHENER. Is this bill called 
up under a straight .suspension of the 
rules? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 
Mr. MICHENER. Was the motion 

that the bill be called up under suspen
sion of the rules, together with amend
ments? 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. MICHENER. How many amend

ments? Under the rules, they must 
designate the amendments .. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair under
stands there are committee amendments 

and amendments to the committee 
amendments. · 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia .. 
mentary inquiry, . 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. · 

Mr. CELLER. I think the House 
should know whether those amendments 
were approved by the Judiciary Com
mittee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania !Mr. WALTER] will be able 
to answer that. 

Mr. CELLER. I have no recollection, 
as chairman of the Judiciary Committee. 
that those amendments were approved 
by the committee. Jo:> 

The SPEAKER. aThe gentleman at 
least makes a motion to suspend all the 
rules and pass this bill with amend
ments, which the Chair thinks is a proper 
motion. · 

Mr. CELLER. Can that motion be 
made to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill with amendments, if those amend
ments are simply the amendments of the 
proposer of the bill who ·makes the 
motion and not amendments of the com
mittee? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] made the 
motion to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill with amendments. The Chair 
has recognized the gentleman for that 
purpose. ;10j 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a par~ 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. · 

Mr. MICHENER. I have never known 
a time when you cpuld maintain a mo
tion of that type. The number of 
amendments must be specified, not just 
the general statement "with amend
ments." 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman in
sists, the Clerk will report the bill as 
amended. 

Mr. MICHENER. I do not insist, but 
I should like to know whether there is 
going to be at least definite amendment 
or whether it is to be left indefinite. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would as
sume that in the 20 minutes allotted to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania he 
would discuss the amendments. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, is it in 
order for me to ask that the amendments 
be read? 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the bill as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert the following: "That section 20 of 
the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917, 
as amended (39 Stat. 890; 57 Stat. 553; 8 
U. S. C. 156), is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

"'SEC. 20. (a) That the deportation of 
aliens provided for in this act and all other 
immigration laws of the United States shall 
be directed by the A tt.orney General to the 
country specified by the alien, if it is Willing 
to accept him into its territory; otherwise 
such deportation shall be directed by the 
Attorney General within his discretion and 
without priority of preference ~ecause of 
their order as herein set forth, either to the 
country from which such alien last entered 
the United States; or to the country in 
which is located the foreign port at which 
such alien embarked for the United States 

or for foreign contiguous territory; or to 
any country in 'WhiCh he resided prior to 
entering the country from which he entered 
the United States; or to the <:ountry which 
bad sovereignty over the birthplace of the 
alien at the time of his birth; or to any coun• 
try of .which such an alien is a subject, na
tional, or citizen; or to the country in which 
he was born; or to the country in which 
the place of his birth is situated at the time 
he is ordered deported; or, if deportation to 
any of the said foregoing places or countries 
is impracticable, inadvisable, or impossible, 
then to any country which is wll1ing to ac
cept such alien into its· territory. If the 
United States is at. war and the deportation,' 
in accordance with the preceding provisions 
of this section, of any alien who. is deport
able under any law of the United States, 
shall be found by the Attorney General to be 
impracticable or inconvenient because of 
enemy occupation of the country whence 
such alien came or wherein ls located the 
foreign port at which he embarked for the 
United States or because of other reasons 
connected with the war, such alien may, at 
the opt.ion of the Attorney G~neral, be de
ported (1) 1f such alien is a citizen or sub
ject of a country whose recognized · govern
ment is in exile, to the country wherein ts 
located that government in exile, 1f that 
country will permit him to enter its terri
tory; or (2) 1f such alien is a citizen or sub
ject of a country whose recognized govern
ment is not in exile, then, to a country or 
any political or territorial subdivision thereof 
which 1s approximate to the country of which 
the alien is a citizen or subject, or, With 
the consent 'Of the country of which the alien 
1s a citizen or subject, to any other country. 
If deportation proceedings are instituted at 
any time within 5 years after the entry of 
the alien, such !leportation. including one
half of the entire cost of removal to the 
port of deportation, shall be at the expense 
of the contractor, procurer, or other person 
by whom th-e . alien was unlawfully induced 
to enter the United States, or, if that can- · 
not be done, then the cost of removal to the 
port of deportation shall be at the expense 
of the appropriation for the enforcement 
of this act, and the deportation from such 
port shall be at the expense -of the owner 
or owners of such vessels or transportation 
lines by which such aliens respectively 
came, or, if that is not practicable, at the 
expense of the appropriation for the en
forcement of this act. If deportation pro
ceedings are Instituted later than 5 years 
after the entry of the alien, or, if the depor
tation is made by reason of causes arising 
subsequent to entry, the cost thereof shall 
be payable from the appropriation for the 
enforcement of this act. A failure or refusal 
on the part of the masters, agents, owners, 
or consignees of vessels to comply with the 
order of the Attorney General to take on 
board, guard safely, and transport to the 
destination specified any alien ordered to be 
deported under the provisions of this act 
.shall be punished by the imposition of the 
penalties prescribed in section 18 of this act: 
Provided, That when in the opinion of the 
Attorney Peneral the mental or physical 
condition of such alien is such as to require 
personal care and attendance, the said At
torney General shall when necessary employ 
a suitable person for that purpose, who shall 
accompany such alien to his or her final des
tination, and the expense incident· to such 
.service shall be defrayed in the same man
ner as the expense of deporting the accom
panied alien is defrayed. Pending final de
termination of the deportabiUty of any alien 
taken into custody under warrant of the 
Attorney General, such alien may, in the 
discretion of the Attorney General (1) be con
tinued in custody; or (2) be released under 
bond in the amount of not less than $500, 
with security approved by the Attorney Gen-
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eral; or (3) be released on-conditional parole. 
It shall be among the conditions of any such 
bond, or of the terms of release on parole, 
that the alien shall be produced, or will pro
duce himself, when required to do. so for the 
purpose of defending himself against the 
charge or charges under which he was taken 
into custody and any other charges which 
subsequently are lodged against him, and for 
deportation if an order for his deportation 
has been made. When such an order of de
portation has been made against any alien, 
the Attorney General shall have a period 
of 6 months from the date of such order 
within which to effect the alien's departure 
from the United States, during which period, 
at the Attorney General'!> discretion, the 
alien may be detained, released on condi
tional parole, or upon bond in an amount 
and specifying such conditions for surrender 
of the alien to the Immigration and Natural
ization Service as may be determined by 
the Attorney General. If deportation has 
not been practicable, advisable, or possible, 
or departure of the alien from the United 
States has not been effected, within 6 months 
from the date of the order of deportation the 
alien shall become subject to such furtlier 
supervision and detention pending eventual 
deportation as is authorized hereinafter in 
this section. 

" '(b) Any alien, against whom an order of 
deportation, heretofore or hereafter . issued, 
has been outstanding for for than 6 months 
shall, pending eventual deportation, be sub
ject to supervision under regulations pre
cribed by the Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization, with the approval of the 
Attorney General. Such regulations shall 
re,q uire any alien subject to supervision ( 1 ) 
to appear from time to time before an officer 

·Of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service for identification; (2) to submit, if 
necessary, to medical and psychiatric ex
amination at the expense of the United 

_States; (3) to give information under oath 
as to his nationality, circumstances, habits, 
associations, and activities, and such other 
information whether or not related to the 
foregoing as the Attorney General may deem 
fit and proper; and (4) to conform to such 
reasonable written restrictions on his con
duct or activities as are prescribed by the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Naturali
zation in his case. Any alien who is found 
by the Attorney General to have willfully 
failed to comply with such regulations, or to 

. have willfully failed to appear or to give in

. formation or submit to medical or psychi
atric examination if required, or to have 
knowingly given false information in rela
tion to the requirements of su<;:h regulations, 
or to have knowingly violated a reasonable 
restriction imposed upon his conduct or ac
t~vity, shall be thereafter detained in ac
cordance with subsection (c) until such 
time as the Attorney General orders other 
disposition of the alien's case. Nothing in 
this subsection shall preclude the Attorney 
General at any time from directing removal 
of any alien of the classes described in sub
section (c) from supervision under this sub
section to detention as prescribed in sub
section ( c) . 

" • ( c) Any alien who is deportable under 
(1) the Act of October 16, 1918, as amended 
( 40 Stat. 1008, 41 Stat. 1008, 54 Stat. 673, 8 
U. S. C. 137); (2) the Act of February 9, 
1909, as amended (35 Stat. 614, 42 Stat. 596, 
21 U. S. C. 171, 174-175); the Act· of Febru
ary 18, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 1171, 54 
Stat. 673, 8 U. S. C. 156a); (3) so much of 
section 19 of the Immigration Act of 1917, 
as amended (30 Stat. 889-890; 54 Stat. 671-
673, 56 Stat. 1044; 8 U. S. C. 155) as relates 
to criminals, prostitutes, procurers or other 
immoral persons, anarchists, subversives and 
similar classes, may, in the discretion of the 
Attorney General, be denied the privilege of 
release as provided in subsection (a) and in
stead the alien may be taken into custody 

- .. 

and transported to such place of detention 
as may be designated by the Attorney Gen
eral and there, or at any such other place or 
places as may therafter be designated by the 
Attorney General, be detained, though not 
at hard labor, pending eventual deportation, 
or until departure from the United States 
otherwise shall have been arrang,ed, or until . 
the Attorney General, upon sufficient evi- · 
dence of good cause, shall order supervision 
of the alien under subsection (b) ." In de
termining whether good cause has been 
shown to justify releasing the alien and 
ordering his &upervision under subsection 
(b), the Attorney General shall t ake into 
account such factors as ( 1) the age, health, 
and period of detention of the alien; (2) the 
effect upon the national security and public 
peace or safety; (3) the likelihood of the 
alien's following a course of conduct which 
made or would make him deportable; ( 4) the 
character of the efforts made by such alien 
himself and by representatives of the coun
try or countries to which his deportation is 
directed to expedite the alien's departure 
from the United States; ( 5) the reason for 
the inabilitly of the Governm'ent of the 
United States to secure passports, other 
travel documents, or deportation facilities 
from the country or countries to which the 
alien has been ordered depor~ed; and (6) the 
eligibility of the alien for discretionary relief 
under the immigration laws. 

"'(d) Any alien subject to detention 
under subsections (b) or ( c) of this section 
may be released, in the discretion of the 
Attorney General, from detention under sub
section ( c) and placed under supervision 
under subsection (b), on a showing which 
shall satisfy the Attorney General that the 
alien has obtained a travel document or 
made other approved arrangements tq leave 
the United States, and, if considered neces
sary, upon giving a departure bond condi
tioned as prescribed by the Attorney Gen
eral, with good and sufficient sureties ap
proved by the Attorney General. Should 
any alien return to the United States after 
having departed pursuant to this subsec
tion and be excluded and his deportation 
following such exclusion be impracticable, 
or if he enters the United States unlawfully, 
he shall again be taken into custody and, re
gardless of the charges upon which he was 
deportable, shall be thereafter subject to 
treatment in accordance wtih subsection ( c) . 
In any such case, the previous warrant of 
deportation against him shall be considered 
as reinstated from its original date of issu
ance. The Attorney General ls hereby au
thorized and directed to arrange for appro
priate places of detention for those aliens 
required by this section to be taken into cus
tody and detained. Nothing in this section 
shall be construed so as to prevent any alien 
detained under subsection (c) of this sec
tion, from questioning, on petition for writ 
of habeas corpus filed in the district court 
of the United States of the district wherein 
he is detained, the validity of such detention. 

" • ( e) Before the Attorney General may 
order the release under supervision of any 
alien detained under subsection (c), he shall 
prepare and file with all the other papers 
relating to such case, a synopsis of the evi
dence upon which such order is to be made, 
and the reasons for such order. 
· "'(f)If any alien subject to supervision or 

detention under subsections (b) and (c) of 
this section is able to depart from the United 
States, except that he is financially unable 
to pay his passage, the expense of such pass
age to the country to which he is destined 
may be paid from the appropriation for the 
enforcement of this act, unless such pay
ment is otherwise provided for under 
this act. 

"'(g) No court shall have jurisdiction to 
release on bond or otherwise any alien de
tained under any provision of law relating 
to the exclusion or expulsion of aliens at 

any time prior to a decision of court in his 
favor which is not subjec;t to further judi
cial reviews.' " · 

Mr. EBERHARTER (interrupting the 
reading~. Mr: speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does the time 
necessary to read the amended bill come 
out of the time for discussion? 

The SPEAKER. It does not. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

·state it. 
Mr. · EBERHARTER. Will the House 

have an opportunity to vote separately 
on the amendments just read? Was that 
only one amendment that the Clerk read 
or was it several? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania made a motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill as amended, 
the amendment being to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert 
other matter. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, a 
· further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER.· The gentleman will 
~~e~ . 

Mr. EBERHARTER. May any further 
amendments be offered now? 

The SPEAKER. No. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, at the outset I should like 
to state to the House that the detention 
provisions of this bill apply only to those 
cases where deportation orders have been 
issued for the deportation of prostitutes 
and procurers, of dealers in narcotics, of 
those criminals who have served over a 
year and a day in the penitentiary, and 
subversives. 

It certainly seems to me that in pro
tecting the sovereignty of this Nation the 
least we can do is to take out of circula
tion, pending such time as they can find 
a country that will accept them, the 
class of people that I have just men
tioned. There are outstanding today 
nearly 3,000 orders for deportation of 
that type of person; and by the refusal of 
a foreign country to take them back or 
by their refusal to attempt to obtain the 
necessary travel documents they enjoy 
complete freedom of movement and ac
tion because they are released on bonds 
of $500. Furthermore, if it is represented 
to the court, and the court believes it, 
that "they are unable to provide bonds, 
they are released on their own recog
nizance. The records are full of cases of 
people · who have committed one crime 
upon another, after the order of deporta
tion has been issued. As a matter of 
fact, the attention of the subcommittee 
of which I happen to be a member was 
called to the case of a man who was re
cently sent to the electric chair after he 
had twice been ordered deported because 
of armed robberies. No particular hard
ship is going to be worked on anyone 
because, bear this fact in mind, it is not 
mandatory on the Attorney General to 
hold people in detention. He is given 
discretionary power. If in his judgment 
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one of the class ·of people I have just 
mentioned ought to be held for para
mount national reasons, he may detain 
him, but he is not obliged to hold any
body, although I trust that in every case 
of a subversive or a hardened criminal he 
will. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I have asked 

the gentleman to yield to point out for 
the benefit of the House that this bill 
was reported · on August 4 of last year 
and has ·been before the Rules Commit
tee for nearly a year; that the gentle
man's subcommittee and the Committee 
on the Judiciary did make a good case 
before the Rules Committee in favor of 
this bill; and that in my opinion the 
great majority of tl;le Rules Committee 
favored reporting it, but somehow or 
other there was always delay, delay, de
lay, and there was never an opportunity 
for the Rules Committee to vote on this 
measure. · 

Mr. WALTER. That of course is true. 
Today on the floor we witnessed the 
charge, at least by innuendo, that · 
amendments had been attached to this 
bill that were not considered by. the com
mittee. As a matter of fact, I .was di
rected by the committee to seek the rule 
with these amendments included in the 
bill. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. When the bill 
was presented to the Rules Committee, 
i.t was in the same amended form in 
which it has been presented to the 
House today. That is the bill upon which 
the hearings were held before the Rules 
Committee, the bill as amended. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentie- · 
man from New York. 

Mr. LYNCH. Will the gentleman ex- · 
plain whether or not any appeal from 
a court could be had under the bill, or 
:Whether it would be possible for the De
partment to keep a person detained ad 
infinitum? 

Mri. WALTER. No. The remedies 
available under existing law · would in 
no wise be a:ffected. More than that, the 
bill was amended by striking out section 
·2, which insures a hearing under the 
Administrative Procedures Act, which 
act was held to be applicable in depor
tation cases by the Supreme Court of 
the United States in a recent decision. 

No, it certainly seems to me that we 
have coddled this class of people far too 
long. I do not know of any other way 
to deal with the situation, but deal with 
them we must if we are going to protect 
the sovereignty of this great Nation. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. · 

Mr. GROSS. Do I correctly under
stand that this applies only to convicted 
aliens? 

Mr. WALTER. The detention pro
visions of this bill apply only to aliens 
who have been convicted of the crimes 
I have mentioned and against whom a 

warrant of deportation has actually been 
issued. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, it is very difficult to op
po~e a bill of this character. The main 

· purposes of the bill are laudable, but the 
procedure that is enunciated in this bill 
to carry out a laudable purpose, to my 
mind, is palpably unconstitutional. 

The amendments that you have just 
heard to this important bill are most 
serious in import. They are lengthy, in
tricate, involved, and certainly should be 
considered maturely and unhurriedly, 
and not with 20 minutes of opposition. 

It is not easy for ll(e- to stand here and 
to point out even the1hnconstitutionality 
of this bilt But somebody has it to do, 
and, as chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, I am going to do it, re
gardless of the consequences or the op
probrium which may be heaped upon me 
for doing so. I speak undaunted, un
afraid, because I know I am right. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides that the 
worst kind of people have no rights. 
Well, that is not so. Even a man guilty 
of treason has rights, and the dope ped
dler or murderer has a right to trial by 
jury before he be imprisoned. He has 
the rights enunciated in our Bill of 
Rights. But this bill cancels out all those 
rights, and in e~ect says certain classes 
of people, like narcoti't-law violators and 
criminals and prostitutes and procurers 
and other immoral persons-I do not 
know what "other immoral persons" may 
mean-and "anarchists, subversives, -and 
other similar classes"-! do not know 
what that means-shall be subject to the 
penalty of detention-indefinite deten
tion, although "not at hard labor." 

But the Attorney General is given the 
right to say that any one of those classes 
of persons can be detained for a limited 
period or for an unlimited period. He 
has the right to designate the place 
where they shall be detained. He may 
have them detained in this country or he 
may have them detained outside the 
country. He may induce Great Britain, 
for example, to set up a place of deten
tion or a stockade on the island of Mau
ritius in the Indian Ocean. He may per
suade the French Government, under 
penalty of having Marshall plan aid cut 
off-and that is, of course, an extreme 
case-to set up a Devil's Island off 
French Guinea, where these persons may 
be shipped. I wish to goodness we could 
ship them there. But we cannot and act 
according to constitutional safeguards. 
My purpose in appearing here is to warn 
you against running amuck as far as our 
Constitution is concerned. 

The point is, can we do the things 
sanctioned by this bill under our Con
stitution? Shall we give that unin
hibited and untrammeled power to the 
Attorney General to do those things? 1f 
you imprison a person, whether you im
prison him at hard labor or not, the 
courts have held time and time again 
that this is punishment and it is punish
ment which cannot be inflicted unless 
there is trial by jury, confrontation of 
witnesses, indictment by a grand jury, 

and all the other safeguards which are 
involved in the judicial process. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. In response to 

the question asked by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LYNCH], and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WAL
TER], Mr. LYNCH inquired specifically 
whether or not a person who is picked 
up by the Attorney General and incar
cerated or detained had any right to 
review-any kind of review? 

Mr. CELLER. He has only the right 
of review by habeas corpus. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. And that is 
not either a trial or a hearing, is it? 

Mr. CELLER. No, sir-that only 
means the court has a right to see 
whether or not the Government has fol
lowed the process laid down by the Con
gress. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. By law, that is. 
Mr. CELLER. By law only. They 

cannot inquire beyond that. 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. So that if this 

bill became law, the court would be com
pell,ed to dismiss the writ of habeas 
corpus and rule that the law has given 
the Attorney General the power to in .. 
carcerate or detain persons who may 
make application for the writ. 

Mr. CELLER. That is correct. 
Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
· Mr. CELLER. I only have a few min

utes to explain my position. I hope the 
gentlemen will forgive me if I do not 
respond readily to their inquiries. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. These people that the 
gentleman has enumerated have already 
been convicted by a jury, have they not? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes; and I am coming 
to that. Suppose a dope peddler is be
ing detained. He has served his sen
tence after trial and conviction. Th.e 
Attorney General seeks to deport him 
under our laws. It is within the sov
ereign right of the Government to deport 
any undesirable person to his country of 
origin, but his country of origin refuses 
to give him travel documents. This is 
. all after he has served his sentence. 

The country of the port of embarka
tion or the country through which he 
passed en Toute here, refuses to give him 
travel documents. Then what happens 
to this dope peddler who has served his 
sentence? Under this bill the Attorney 
General would have the power to put him 
on Ellis Island. That is additional pun
ishment. He can put him under bond 
under · the bill; put him under surveil
lance, interrogate him as to his activities, 
cancel the bond, renew the bond, and, ·in 
addition, clap him into some stockade or 
concentration, camp and keep him there. 
Now, that is imprisonment. You cannot 
imprison under the Constitution without 
a jury trial. You can do all this short of 
imprisonment at Ellis Island as else
where. 

I say, if you want to get rid of the Conr.
munists, if you want to get rid of thos6 
who- are illegally here-and I want to 
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get rid of them-do it legally, . constitu
tionally. Do not think for a moment I 
am standing here trying to obstruct the 
processes that would rid us of these un
desirable aliens-but if you would do 
that, do it right; do it according to the 
Bill of Rights. Do not do it in disregard 
of the Constitution. You must ,provide, 
then, that mere presence in this country 
illegally is a crime. And that being a 

· Communist is a crime, and the two put 
together would then entitle the illegal 
entrant to the right of a trial by jury. 
Give him rights to that extent. 

But, unfortunately, our Judiciary 
Committee in its zeal, because of the 
shadow of Russia, has imperiled consti
tutional rights. Heaven knows what 
crimes we ourselves . may commit in our 
haste because of this overwhelming 
shadow of Russia. We deprive ourselves 
of our rights because of this shadow. 
But I am going to stand here, regardless 
of the criticisms heaped upon me, as 
chairman of this great Judiciary Com
mittee, and I am going to point out these 
transgressions to you. 
' Apparently this Russian shadow makes 
us lose all sense of proportion. . 

A great Nation made great of a great 
Constitution scuttles th~t great Consti
tution because of that shadow. In fight
ing the shadow we will have shorn our
selves of our locks. 
· I cannot fail to call attention to the 
following quotation in the famous Wong 
Wing case (163 U. S. 237), a case almost 
exactly on all fours with this, involving 
Chinese laborers. The case goes back 
to 1895. This Congress, in its unwisdom, 
passed a statute which said that Chinese 
laborers, whenever and wherever found, 
might be placed in a correctional insti
tution, imprisoned by an administrative 
officer. · 

The Supreme Court said as follows: 
But to declare unlawful residence within 

· the country to be an infamous crime, pun
ishable by deprivation of liberty and prop
erty, would be to pass out of the sphere o! 
constitutional legislation, unless provision 
were made that the fact of built should first 
be established by a judicial trial. It is not 

;consistent with the theory of our Govern
·ment that the legislature should, after hav
ing defined an offense as an infamous crime, 
find the fact of guilt and adjudge the pun
ishment by one of its own agents. 

t More recently than that is the case 
of United States against Moreland, de
cided in 1922, where we find the follow
ing excerpt: 

Moreover, the commitment in the Wong 
. Wing case was not under sentence of a court 
or after conviction by a jury._ It was by di"." 
rection of a commission of the United States. 

Just as in this bill it shall be by the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Nat
uralization, and his superior, the· Attor

. ney General. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman has expired. 
Mr. CELLER. - Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself five additional minutes. 
To continue, the excerpt reads: 
The punishment by imprisonment was 

thus imposed under an Executive order, and 
hence was clearly void under the Constitu
tion, whatever its character or incidents, its 
duration, or the place of confinement. 

The authors of this bill seek to avoia_ 
the taint or charge of imprisonment 
without trial by. saying that the deten
tion shall not be at hard Jabor. What 
kind of legal abracadabra is that? 
What kind of lega! subtlety is it that 
states that you can change like magic 
something that is unconstitutional into 
something that is constitutional? Here 
we have the words in the case of United 
States against Moreland, supra, "re
gardless of the character of the impris
onment." . Regardless of the incidents, 
regardless of its duration, regardless of 
the place of confln~ment, it. is still im
prisonment and cannot or should not be 
had unless there .. ~Jla trial by jury. 

Mr. JAVITS. l'9-~ Speaker,· will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS; The gentleman has 

mentioned the questjon of criticism or 
opprobrium. I would say to the gentle
man that every Member of this House 
feels that the gentleman when he speaks 
of the Constitution and attacks it on 
that ground is making a conservative 
argument and is to be commended rather 
than sharply criticized for bringing these 
facts to the attention of the House. 

Mr. CELLER. Thank you, Mr. Speak
er. Illegal residence is no crime in the 
sense that it can be punished by im
prisonment. If travel documents cannot 
be obtained then w.e-must say that the 
illegality of the residence is a crime and 
punished in the same way as a crime like 
burglary, robbery, or anything else. But 
under these decisions which I have just 
read you cannot imprison unless you ac
cord . the offender the right of trial by 
jury, which is not done under this bill. 

I dislike to oppose anything that is 
espoused by my distinguished· colleague, 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
HOBBS], one of the ranking members of 
my committee. I have the greatest re:
spect for him, but I am sure that he will 
forgive me if I disagree with him and 
disagree mightily with him, because I 
think it would be wrong for this House 
to pass a bill of this character merely 
because we cannot constitutionally jail 
people without judiclal process. ·Yes; we 
have the right, and the courts have so 
held, temporarily to detain aliens; we 
can hold them at Ellis Island for a day, 
or a week, .or a month, pending the de
termination of their rights, but we can
not hold them indeft,nitely. Under this 

. bill the Attorney General can hold them 
for 1 day, 1 year, or for life. We know 
that power corrupts, and absolute power 
c.orrupts absolutely. We give absolute 
power here. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. _ 
Mr. HUBER. How long ago would the 

alleged offense have to have occurred to 
escape the penalties of this bill? . 

Mr. CELLER. A person would be sub
ject to the provisions of this bill if he 
committed one of the enumerated of:
fens es within a period of 10 years prior 
to the issuance of the warrant of depor:
tation. 

Mr. lIUBER. Then a young -person 
could commit an offense but lead an ex-

emplary life throughout the subsequent 
years and still be deported under this 
bill. . . 

Mr. CELLER. The power is there to 
detain h~m for an indefinite period if he 
could not be deported. 

Mr. HUBER. Detained, I mean. 
Mr. CELLER. He could be detained 

and imprisoned.. 
I am sure the distinguished gentleman 

who occupies the ofiice of .Attorney Gen
eral presently would not be guilty of any 
wrongdoing in that regard, but the power 
is there. and we must be very vigilant as 
to the powers we grant. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. The word "sub

versive" is in this bill. Subversives can 
be deported or detained. Is there any 
definition in the bill of the term "sub
versive"? 

Mr. CELLER. There are a number 
of definitions in the decisions a·s to what 
"subversive" is; and the immigration 
statutes do contain criteria of subver
sion. I am not worried on that score, 
but I am worried in other respects. 

The SPEAKER. · The gentleman has 
consumed the additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself three additional minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I can 

see something of the gentleman's argu
ment that there might be some question 
as to the legality of the bill because it 
grants discretion to someone. Could not 
the bill have been drawn to make it ar
bitrary and lock these People up right 
off the bat without letting them run 
around? 

Mr. CELLER. I suppose the gentle
man would wish to purge them, as Stalin 
does. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I would 
lock them up. I would convict them and 
keep them locked up. 

Mr. CELLER. And ape the activities 
of the Communist nations against which 
we inveigh? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not 
want any traitors running around our 
country. · 

Mr. CELLER. And you would do what 
Stalinites would do and what the Com
munists would do. I do not want that 
to happen. In endeavoring to kill com
munism I do not want to kill our own 
liberties. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman made reference to. me. I say 
that is his talk. 

Mr. CELLER. I decline to yield 
further. 

I speak of the undue power that is 
lodged in the Attorney General. He may 
be a benevolent Attorney General, but 
the time may come when we may have a 
malevolent Attorney General. We do 
not pass these statutes for temporary 
purposes. We pass them to endure for 
years, not for a month or a year. I do 
not know who the successor of the pres
ent Attorney General may be. He may 
be an arbitrary person. Powers once 
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granted, however benevolent, have a 
habit of getting out of control. 

Let me repeat what Judge Brandeis 
well said in that regarq: 

The greatest danger to liberty lurks in the 
thsidious encroachment of men of zeal, well 
meaning but without understanding. 

Let me also quote from the minority 
report of the committee: · 

In our opinion, this bill would, if enacted 
into law, introduce into the American system 
of jurisprudence the anomaly of providing 
prison terms which in some cases might 
amount to life imprisonment for persons 
who, through no fault of their own, are un
able to obtain travel documents to foreign 
countries. It contemplates the creation of 
detention camps in this country, release from 
which becomes dependent entirely upon the 
whim of an administrative officer, since the 
bill provides no legislative standards for ad
ministration. It sets up a procedure for the 
arrest and in some cases permanent deten
tion of persons in a way which contravenes 
well-established principles . of the United 
States Constitution. 

This legislation is at variance with Ameri
can traditions of due process. It smacks too 
much of the lettres de cachet Of the Bourbon 
monarchs or the concentration camps of to
talitarian governments. Such provision for 
concentration camps or stockades should 
only be invoked when gravest danger threat
ens the sovereignty of the United States. 

This committee, however, has not received 
evidence of the existence of any such menace. 

What is the offense for which this bill pro
poses to subject an alien to indefinite "super
vision and detention"? In many instances 
simply the failure or refusal of the country 
of the alien's nationality or last place of res
idence to issue passport of travel ·documents 
permitting the alien to . journey from this 
country to a foreign land. The alien becomes 
subject to tliis bill, with all its hardships. 
even though he may make the most sincere 
efforts himself to obtain his passport or other 
authorization to return· whence he 
came. • • • 

Also deportation may be to a nonnative 
country where the language, customs, and 
mores may be strange or unknown to the 
deportee. Deportation is possible even to a 
country where one's life may be endangered. 
That is conceivably possible where a non
Communist or anti-Communist is forced to 
go back to Soviet Russia or a satellite coun
try of Soviet Russia there to be purged or 
liquidated." That to my mind is "cruel and 
unusual punishment" in Violation of the 
eighth amendment to the Constitution. Af!. 
was indicated by the late lamented Mr. Jus
tice Murphy in his concurring opinion in the 
Bridges case (326 U. S. 135, 163-164): 

"It is no answer that a deportation pro
ceeding is technically noncriminal in nature 
and that a deportable alien is not adjudged 
guilty of a crime. Those are oversubtle 
niceties that shed their significance when we 
·are concerned with safeguarding the ideals 
of the Bill of Rights. The impact of depor
tation upon the life of an alien is often as 
great, if not greater, than the imposition of 
a criminal sentence. A deported alien may 
lose his family, his friends, and his livelihood 
forever. Return to his native land may re
sult in poverty, persecution, and even death. 
There is thus no justifiable reason for dis
carding the democratic and humane tenets 
of our legal system and descending to the 
praqtices of despotism in dealing with de
portation." 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa;;. 
chusetts [Mr. McCORMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, we 
all appreciate very much the technical 
position taken by our distinguished 

•friend from New York [Mr. ·CELLER] in 
opposition to this bill. We all know that 
he is just as good an American as anyone 
else. But I am constrained strongly to 
disagree with him on the technical posi
tion that he takes. 

It seems to me that this bill with the 
amendment that has been offered is a 
rea~onable and justifiable bill under the 
conditions that exist in the world today. 
The gentleman from New York says that 
the bill was reported out of his commit
tee under hysteria of the Soviet Union, 
I suppose; but in looking at the bill I 
notice it was introduced on January 3, 
1949, and was reported out of committee 
on August 4, 1949. That is 8 months of 
consideration. I am sure that the mem
bers of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
all of whom we respect, addressed them
selves very seriously to the consideration 
of this bill. 

The gentleman talks about the rights 
of these people. They can thank God 
they are in America. But what about 
the rights of Americans who have been 
arbitrarily ordered out of countries 
abroad? Only a few weeks ago Arch
bishop O'Hara of the Savannah-Atlanta 
archdiocese in Georgia and an official 
diplomat of the Vatican, for example. 
was ordered out of one of the satellite 
controlled countries of the Soviet Union. 

What about the man who has violated 
the law, a hardened criminal? The 
country in which he was born will not 
take him back. Here is another thing 
to think about: What about other Amer
icans that he might later assault, attack, 
rape, or murder? What about the man 
who is a Communist? 

They have all received the benefit that 
everyone of us is entitled to under the 
Constitution before this bill if it becomes 
law goes into operation. They are all 
entitled to a trial and they have received 
that, whether in the criminal courts, all 
that you and I can get, or in the civil 
courts if deportation proceedings are 
brought against them. 

What I am thinking about is, What are 
the rights of the United States of Amer
ica to protect itself against those who 
would destroy the institutions of govern
ment that we have? This bill only oper
ates after they have obtained the bene-

. fit of every right the Constitution guar-
antees to a person. · · 

Further, they are entitled to a hearing 
under the provisions of the administra
tive procedures law, and they are entitled 
to what you and I are entitled if we are 
arrested or apprehended, and we think 
our rights have been invaded, the right 
of a petition of habeas corpus. Those 
are the things that run through my 
mind and I think, under the circum
stances, with the amendment confined 
to the classes that it is, it is an entirely 
justifiable and necessary law. · 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Nebras
ka [Mr. STEFAN]. 

<Mr. STEFAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks and include excerpts from hear;. 
ings before the Committee on State. 
Justice, and Commerce Departments.) 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise -in 
support of H. R. 10, known as the Hobbs 
bill. which has as its purpose the de-

portation. of aliens from the United 
States and provides for the supervision 
and detention pending eventual deporta
tion of aliens whose deportation cannot 
be readily effectuated because of reasons 
beyond the control of the United States. 
I feel that the passage of this bill is long 
overdue because of critical conditions 
that now exist. It is my understanding 
that the Department of Justice has been 
urging passage of this bill for a long 
time. I have read the minority report 
on this bill, but I feel that the conditions 
now are considerably changed from the 
time the report was written. 

When the Director of Immigration ap
peared before our Appropriations Com
mittee justifying appropriations for the 
present fiscal year, he indicated alarm 
over the fact that he was unable to cope 
with the alien criminal problem because 
these alien criminals were allowed to 
wander over our country at large. He 
indicated at that time that he needed 
legislation to cope with this very serious 
problem. He stated about 300 of these 
alien criminals had been sentenced by 
our various courts for deportation be
cause of various crimes committed. 
Among them w·ere over 100 alien crim
inals who come from countries behind 
the iron curtain and each one of these 
approximately 100 alien criminals was 
reported in the Department files as sub
versives or Communists. He expressed 
alarm over the fact that these alien-sub
versive-Communist . criminals appeared 
to be well supplied with funds and were 
wandering over our country at will. He 
thought at that time it was absolutely 
necessary that a law be passed giving the 
Attorney General the power to incar
cerate these dangerous alien criminals 
until such time they can be deported. 
Only a few days ago, I contacted the De
partment of Immigration again and 
asked for the status of these approxi
mately 100 alien criminals from behind 
the iron-curtain countries, and I was iu
f ormed that the situation was worse at 
this particular time than it was 6 months 
ago because the ·Department had lost 
track of at least 20 of them. The ad
dresses of some other were not known. 

In other words, we have at this time 
the names of 102 alien criminals recorded 
as subversives and Communists, well 
supplied with funds, who are wandering 
around the country at will, but we do not 
know where all of them are. It is high 
time that these Communists be rounded 
up and placed in jail to partially safe
guard the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, the committee of whicJ;i 
I am a member has the duty to appro
priate funds each year for the Depart
ment of Justice and the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. Membership of our 
committee is well aware of the great 
danger to our country from the presence 
of thousands of subversives who are pres
ently here and who represent ·a fifth 
column -of potential saboteurs. As one 
member of this committee having studied 
this matter over a period of years, I feel 
that it is high time some action should 
be taken by way of passage of legislation 
similar to H. R. 10. The Communist 
Party in the United States has gone 
underground. We are officially informed 
that the party's membersbip as of Feb-
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ruary 7 of this year was more than 54,000, 
that the fact remains that the party 
leaders themselves have been boasting 
openly that for every member there are 
10 or more others who follow the Com.:. 
munist Party line and who are ready and 
willing and able to do the party's work. 
This means that there is a potential fifth 
column of 540,000 people dedicated to 
the Communist philosophy which all of 
us know has as its objective the over
throw of our Government by force and 
violence. 

H. R. 10, if enacted into law, would 
help plug a wide breach in the internal 
security of this country-a breach 
through which the- Communists, over 
the years, have poured traitor after tra~
tor into the heart of America. The in
ability of the United States Government 
to deport undesirable aliens, men and 
women known to have pledged their al
legiance to a foreign ideology, rep re~ 
sents a tragic and inexcusable restric
tion upon the right of a free people to de
f end themselves against a deadly enemy. 
H. R. 10 should be passed promptly. To 
delay is to court disaster. 

The present immigration laws, wit~ 
reference to the detention and deporta
tion of undesirable aliens, are grossly 
inadequate. The hands of American au
thorities are tied; the evil work of the 
Communists aided and . abetted. The 
Communists, as might be expected, have 
played-and are still playing-this loop
hole in the internal security laws of the 
United States for all it. is worth. They 
realize that once the foreign agent ar
rives in this country, nine-tenths of the 
battle is won. Even' if he is identified 
and exposed, well, getting him out is a 
tedious, and in some instances, an un
successful fight. Even though he has 
been proven a menace to our country, 
under our present laws, he -cannot be. 
placed in detention quarters contin
uously until deportation, but may be re
leased on bond. As long as he is in this 
country he is still available for use by 
the enemy. The continued presence of 
these undesirable aliens in this country 
represents an alarming danger to our 
national security. 

Communist strength in ·the United 
States, both open and undercover, is 
drawn, to a certain extent, from aliens. 
Many of these individuals have been 
here for years-yet they have never be-
come citizens. They do not want to be
come citizens-to do so might necessitate 
the revealing, in some form · or other, 
their past Communist connections. 
Rather, they prefer to live as aliens, with
out the obligations of citizenship. In 
this capacity they can do their most ef
fective work for the Kremlin mas.ters. 

Many of these undesirable aliens are 
undoubtedly trained espionage and sab
otage agents. ·Some undoubtedly have 
attended special Communist schools 
where they have been taught the tech
niques of civil war and revolution. Many. 
undoubtedly have served the Russian es
pionage apparatus in other areas of the 
world. These individuals, now living in 
the United States, are ·experienced,. pro
fessional operators, directing the activi- · 
ties of local party members or lesser. 
members of the espionage .ring. They 
have been sent for a purpose-and they 

will -'utilize every available technique, 
legal or illegal, to remain until that mis
sion is completed. The present immi.:. 
gration laws, which make most difficult 
their · deportation, represent the cloak 
behind which they so obligingly hide. 

Typical of the type of Communist 
agent who as an alien worked inde
fatigably against the interests of the 
United States is Gerhart Eisler. Eisler, 
as we all now well know, was a most im
portant Communist, a faithful Soviet 
servant and a bitter foe of everything we 
hold dear. The roll call of undesirable 
aliens could be extended to include a 
number of individuals now occupying 
important positio~- in the Communist 
Party in the Unitej.f,States. 

The world situation is tense-the ene
my is working to destroy American de
mocracy. ·To allow the Communists to 
snuggle, without fear of deportation, 
within the bosom of this Nation, is man
ifestly inexcusable. American authori
ties must have the tools to handle this 
grievous situation. To identify and ex
pose these aliens is most vital, but it is 
not enough, America must have the 
power to expel these parasites who uti
lize our freedom as a cloak from which to 
slay free government. 

ALIENS FROM moN-CURTAIN COUNTRIES 
Mr. STEFAN. Now, Mr. Commissioner, as re

gards to deportatiolatlli!f aliens, those to be 
deported back to the)f.,.place of origin, those 
originated in countries behind the iron cur
tain? · 

Mr. MILLER. We almost universally fail to 
get travt.l documents from their respective· 
countries. 

Mr. STEFAN. How many do you have in the 
United States you cannot deport because 
they cannot have any place to go? 

Mr. KELLY. I think we have between 3,500 
and 4,000 total. 

Mr. STEFAN. What country are they sen
tenced to be deported to? 

Mr. KELLY. Well, the iron-curtain coun
tries, Poland. The majority of cases are 
Russian cases. 

Mr. STEFAN. Russia, Poland. 
Mr. KELLY. Czechoslovakia, the Baltic 

States, Hungary, Poland, and so forth. 
Mr. STEFAN. And you do deport them be

cause they cannot get a travel order to get 
into those countries; is that right? 

Mr. KELLY. That is right. 
Mr. STEFAN: They are left here on bond? 
Mr. KELLY. No. _ 
Mr. STEFAN. Are they mixed up with our 

citizens? 
Mr. KELLY. That are at large. 
Mr. STEFAN. You do not know where they 

are, do you? 
Mr. KELLY. Well, we do our best to keep 

them located. . 
Mr. STEFAN. What were they charged with? 
Mr. KELLY. I think approximately a hun

dred cases were deportable under the act of 
1918 as amended. 

SUBVERSIVE ALIENS 
Mr. STEFAN. What is that? 
Mr. KELLY. Former membership in pro

scribed organizations, subversive activities. 
Mr. STEFAN. Communists and people with 

subversive ideas who believe in overthrowing 
Government by force and violence, and you 
have no ch~k on them, and they are scat
tered in society in the United States, is that 
true? 

Mr. KELLY. We have them all under bond. 
Mr. STEFAN. They are loose under bond? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STEFAN. How many? 
Mr. KELLY. 4pproximately 100 in the group; 

and I cannot give you the breakdown as to 

·causes of deportation as to the remainder, 
but many of these are criminals. 
· Mr. STEFAN. Here we have 3,500 aliens who 
have been sentenced to be deported back to 
where they came from, 100 of whom are peo
ple with subversive ideas. Why can you not 
send them back to Russia? 

Mr. KELLY. We have no way of getting 
them back without travel documents, no 
steamship company wlll accept them as pas
sengers if they cannot land them. 

Mr. STEFAN. So we are helpless here in the 
United States and they are running at large. 
They believe in overthrowing our Govern
ment by force and violence. 

Mr. MILLER. There are other types, like 
those hundred or more Hungarians that seem 
to be well fixed with money and that sort of 
thing. There is no way that I know of of 
getting rid of them. 

Mr. KELLY. There ·ts legislation before the 
House that is designed to correct them. 

Mr. STEFAN. What does that do? 
Mr. KELLY. It would authorize us to keep 

them under surveillance or detain them. 
Mr. STEFAN. You do not know where these 

3,500 people are, do you? 
Mr. KELLY. Not all Of them. 
Mr. STEFAN. They are scattered all over the 

United States; are they not? 
Mr. KELLY. As to those who have complied 

with the alien registration law, we do have a 
record on them, and I suppose we have a 
record on a. substantial number; as to the 
subversives, we have a record on each one of 
them. 

Mr. STEFAN. These are not Mexicans. These 
people come from where communism was 
born. 
- Mr. KELLY. These are mostly Europeans; 

yes, sir. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield.5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 
10 would amend existing laws relating to 
the deportation of aliens in such a way 
as to permit the Attorney General to 
have an e:ffective control over under
sirable aliens who, at the present time, 
cannot be deported because of reasons 
beyond the control of the United States. 
There are nearly 3,000 of these undesir
able aliens roaming the country, free to 
come and go as they please, either be_. 
cause their native country or they them
selves will not cooperate to facilitate 
their departure from this country. 

Of these 3,000, 1,293 deportation or
ders against these aliens are based on 
criminal charges, while another 112 were 
ordered deported because of subversive 
activities. 

H. R. 10 would give the Attorney Gen
eral power either to incarcerate these 
aliens in some place of detention which 
he would choose or to keep in constant 
touch with them through periodic per
sonal reports. 

This authority is necessary if the At
torney General is to have the proper 
means of dealing with these recalci
trant cases, since often when the aliens 
find that the United States is unable to 
deport them, because their native land is 
·unwilling to take them back, then they 
themselves make no effort to obtain the 
necessary papers to permit them to be 
deported to other countries. I-:::owever, · 
if these undesirables were faced with the 
prospect of detention for an indefinite 
length of time, they might have a little 
greater incentive to find a_ country which 
would be willing to have _them. 

Certainly each sovereign State has the 
right to decide which aliens it shall 
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exclude. The privilege of residence here 
is not a right possessed by every alien 
who may come to our shores. 

Another loophole which this bill closes 
j.s the one dealing with the granting of 
bond during judicial proceedings to de
termine the deportability of aliens. 
H. R. 10 provides that no court shall 
have the jurisdiction to release such an 
alien on bond or otherwise until the 
final judicial determination in his favor. 
If such a provision had been contained 
in existing statutes, the escape of Ger
hart Eisler would not have taken place. 

Certainly by this time the nature and 
character of the work in which subver
sive elements engage must be pbvious 
to all. They are a menace to our way 
of life, and, indeed, to our national secu
rity. It is ridiculous to be fighting them 
in South Korea, and yet to be forced to 
allow them to roam at large here at 
home, enjoying the privileges of free
doms which they are actively attempting 
to overthrow. 

Perhaps it is understandable that this 
bill should have failed of passage in pre
vious Congresses, since then the nature 
of the Communist threat was not so 
clear, but now there should be no ques
tion that a bill of the nature of H. R. 10 
is urgently needed. . 

We cannot afford to allow these Com
munist agitators and organizers to con
tinue their work to _disrupt our industrial 
plants, which may soon be mobilized for 
war production or to undermine civilian 
morale with their untruths and distor
tions. We would be . betraying our 
pledge to the boys. who are fighting on 
the Asiatic front if we allowed their ef
forts to be sabotaged on the home front. 
The sacrifices which they are daily mak
ing demand that we take steps here at 
home to ensure that the victories which 
they win will not be hollow ones. We 
must make certain that our country re
mains free from fifth-column activities 
so that our will to fight Communist ag
gression wherever necessary is not 
sapped by clever sabotage and Commu
nist propaganda. 

Passage of H. R. 10 must be an integral 
part of any effort to control these sub-
versive activities. · 

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I am very happy to 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Maine, who is one of the minority 
members of this fine Subcommittee on 
Immigration that reported this bill. 

Mr. FELLOWS. The gentleman from 
New York is a first-class lawyer. What 
does he think of the claim that this bill 
is not constitutional? 

Mr. KEATING. In my judgment, the 
bill is constitutional. In the first place, 
it has been held time and again that pro
ceedings under the immigration law are 
civil proceedings and not criminal pro
ceedings. If they are civil proceedings, 
they are covered by the Administrative 
Procedure Act, and there is no right to 
trial by jury. 

Secondly, any detention under this act 
1s not imprisonment. It is temporary in 
character and can be terminated at any 
time when the detained alien is able to 
arrange with some country to accept him. 
Furthermore, his detention can be tested 

in court through the medium of a liabeas 
corpus proceeding. It seems to me that 
it must be the law that detention is a 
necessary incident to the undisputed 
right of deportation which has been re
peatedly held to be an inherent and in
alienable right of every sovereign and in
dependent nation. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
one-half minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr, MARCANTONIO]. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
we have had this bill before us for the 
past 10 years, and it has never become 
law. Even though it 1passed once in this 
House, the Senate refused to dignify it 
with any considerati9,n and every other 
House since 1939 h~. followed the Sen
ate's action. It has" never become law 
because a reasoning Congress, not moti
vated by hysteria, has rejectM and re
fused to consider this violent assault 
upon the Constitution of the United 
States. Now., of course, it is proposed to 
pass it, to project it UPon us in hysteria, 
with the beating of war drums, and the 
Constitution will be again flagrantly vio
lated. The action of this House today 
only proves again that defense of tyranny 
abroad only means reaction at home. 
We witnessed the destruction of the 
civil service rights of Government em
ployees last week, the civil rights legis
lation was killed the_9t!,ler day for. the re
mainder of this Cm:igJ;ess. The week be
fore the administration broke the rail
road strike, tearing the rights of labor 
into shreds. Yes, this bill is proof of 
what happens to the civil liberties of the 
people in the midst of a war which is not 
in the interests of the American people. 
I propose to continue to resist every 
phase of this disastrous operation des
peration as a duty to my fellow country-
men. -

Mr. Speaker, pursuant to permission, 
I include at this point the following 
memorandum on H. R. 10 prepared by 
the Committee on Immigration and Nat
uralization of the National Lawyers 
Guild: 

Ten years after the Hobbs bill first came 
up in Congress the present bill, H. R. 10, is 
before the Judiciary Committee. The pres
ent bill makes three proposals which are 
foreign to our traditions. 

I 

Deportable allens are to be sent not alone 
to the country of their nativity, citizenship, 
or residence-in certain instances to the 
port whence they shipped to the United 
States-but "to any country which will agree 
to accept such aliens into its territory." 
(Sec. 20 (a), p. 9, P. G. : ~. 20.) 

One of the issues raised in the Wickersham 
Report on The Enforcement of the 
Deportation Laws by Reuben Oppenheimer 
was th~ . cruelty involved in sending alien 
Communists resident in the United States 
to countries where their lives were endan
gered even though they might be citizens 
of such countries (pp. 121-128). The report 
stops to say "the board of review insisted 
upon making deportation a death sentence." 
Under H. R. 10 not only can deportation be 
made a death sentence, but it may result 1n 
deportation to a country, the language and 
customs of wl1ich the alien knows nothing. 
This ls in spirit at least "cruel and unusual 
punishment" .tn violation of the Eighth 
Amendment to the United States Constitu
tion. As was said by Mr. Justice Murphy ln 
his concurring opinion in the Bridges case 
(326 u. s. 135, 163-164): 

"It ts no answer that a deportation pro
ceeding is technically noncriminal in nature 
and that a deportable alien is not adjudged 
guilty of a 'crime.' Those are overstibtle 
niceties that shed their significance when we 
are concerned with safeguarding the ideals 
of the Bill of Rights. The impact of de
portation upon the life of an a.lien ts often 
as great, if not greater, than the imposition 
of a criminal sentence. A deported alien 
many lose his family, his friends, and his 
livelihood forever. Return to his native land 
may result in poverty, persecution, and even 
death. There is thus no justifiable reason 
for discarding the democratic and humane 
tenets of our legal system and descending 
to the practices of despotism in dealing with 
deportation." 

n 
The Attorney General ls given power of 

detention over all aliens. Deportable aliens 
whose deportation cannot be effected within 
6 months are, under H. R. 10, subject to the 
discretion of the Attorney General as to 
whether they are to be held in custody, 
paroled under supervision, or released on 
bond. During the first 6 months it. is also 
put within the Attorney General's discre
tion whether they will be held in custody, 
conditionally paroled, or released on bond. 
Such provision is in violation of the· eighth 
amendment to the United States Constitu· 
tion providing against the imposition of "ex
cessive ball." It also flouts the recent deci
sion of the circuit court of appeals of the 
second circuit, which held that the Attorney 
General under the present law had in the 
first instance the right to determine whether 
to release ·an alien in deportation proceed· 
tngs on bond but that his discretion was 
subject to review so as to establish that he 
was not abusing it (U. S. ex rel Potash v. 
District Director (169 F. (2d) 747) ). 

If deportation has not been effected within 
6 months "pending eventual deportation" 
any alien against whom a warrant of de· 
portation has issued shall be subject to su· 
pervision under regulations prescribed by the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Natura
lization, with the approval of the Attorney 
General. 

"Such regulations shall require any alien 
subject to supervision ( 1) to appear from 
time to time before an officer of the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service for iden
tification; (2) to submit, if necessary, to 
medical and psychiatric examination at the 
expense of the United St ates; (3) to give 
information under oath as to his circum
stances, habits, associations, and activities; 
and (4) to conform to such reasonable writ
ten restrictions on his conduct or activities 
as are prescribed by the Commissioner of 
Immigration and Naturalization in his 
case.'' 1 

1 Sec. 20 (b), p. 13: In connection with 
t he problem of whether incoming immi
grants are persons of psychiatric inferior
ity, the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service has given some psychiatric examina
tions. The unsatisfactory character of these 
examinations is set forth in CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, January 9, 1928 (unbound), pp. 
1250 et. seq., especially the statement of Mr. 
CELLER, in which he says: "Psychiatrists tell 
me that infinite care and painstaking effort 
1s required in these psychiatric tests. A 
proper examination takes hours, and some
times days. The examining agents cannot 
and would not devote that length of time and 
care. They have not the time, in the first 
place. The best type of psychiatrist is the 
benign, cordial, affable specialist who can 
draw out his patient. He must act with 
finesse and never be heavy-handed. Con
sider· he low wages paid in Government 
service, and I defy anyone to show a psy
chiatrist worthy of the name in the ~ublic 
Health or Immigration Service. I do not say 
this in derogation of these services, but facts 
are facts, and we have none such" (p. 1251). 
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Violation of such regulations may result 

in detention at any place designated by the 
Attorney General until deported, which may 
be for life. 

In the case of alien criminals or radicals, 
as well as all those whose arrival has been 
within the last 10 years, regardless of the 
reasons for deportation, the Attorney Gen
eral is given power to transport him to such 
place of detention as may be designated by 
the Attorney General and there, or at any 
such other place or places as may thereafter 
be designated by the Attorney General, (the 
alien may) be detained, though not at hard 
labor, pending eventual deportation, or until 
departure from the United States otherwise 
shall have been arranged • • "' (sec. 
20C, p . 14). 

The alien is given the right under H. R. 
10 to question the validity of his detention. 
by habeas corpus. This he would have, re
gardless of the law, and the law provides no 
grounds for holding the detention invalid, 
as everything is put wholly within the dis
cretion of the Attorney General. Moreover, 
under section 20 (g) the courts are. expressly 
denied jurisdiction to order bail unless a de
cision adverse to the Government has been 
made which is not subject to further review. 

The detention and supervision features 
of the bill propose radical changes in the 
treatment of aliens in deportation proceed
ings. The purpose of these detention pro
visions-and it must be remembered that 
parole is in legal effect, Imprisonment and 
"merely an extension of the prison walls" An
derson v. CoralZ (263 U. S. 193, 196)-is ap
parent. They present not only an important 
issue of public policy, but also grave con
stitutional questions. 

What the bill, in its detention provisions, 
patently proposes to do is not to implement 
deportation but to establish a system of 
custody for aliens in deportation proceed
ings, from the inception of the proceedings 
until they are held indefinitely after the 
warrant of deportation issues but cannot be 
executed. 

The indefinite detention provided in par
agraph ( c) of section .. 4 of the bill is mani
festly criminal punishment quite a.s surely 
as it was in the case of Wong Wing v. U. S. 
(163 U.S. 237-238), even though here the pro
vision for hard labor has been eliminated . 
and indefinite detention (possibly in a con
centration camp) is provided rather than 
imprisonment for not more than 1 year. The 
Wong Wing case was characterized as fol
lows in a dissenting opinion by Judge 
Brandeis, which was not in conflict with or 
challenged by the majority opinion: 

"Moreover, the commitment in the Wong 
Wing case was not under sentence of a court 
or after conviction by a jury. It was by 
direction of a commission of the United 
States. The punishment by imprisonment 
was thus imposed under an Executive order, 
and hence, was clearly void under the Con
stitution, whatever its character or inci
dents, its duration or the place of confine
ment" (United States v. Moreland (258 U. s. 
433, 443)). . 

III 

The bill seeks to exempt the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service from the proced
ural requirements of the Administrative Pro
cedure Ac~ of 1946 (sec. 2 p. 17). Leav
ing OUt Of consideration the fact that the 
service has consistently _insisted that it 
was not covered by that act or required to 
comply with it (8 Monthly Review 103). it 
is plain that procedural due process as em
bodied in the Administrative Procedure Act 
is more important where human liberty and 
not mere property rights are involved. "Prob
ably more than any other Government agency 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
sets in bold relief the most difficult problems 
of interpreting the Administrative Proced-

. ure Act" (56 Yale Law Journal, Federal Ad
ministrative Procedure Act, 670, 697). The 

. separation of functions has long' been urged 
on the Service. Thus, in the Wickersham 
report, Mr. Oppenheimer writes (SUP.ra, p. 
144): 

"Members of the same local office make the 
investigations, conduct the preliminary ex
aminations, decide whether an interpreter is 
needed, act as interpreter and as. stenogra
pher, conduct the warrant hearing, and malte 
a recommendation to Washington as to 
whether or not the suspect should be de
ported. Often the same individual acts in a 
number of these capacities." 

The Secretary of Labor's Committee on 
Administratitve Procedure in its 1940 report 

•on the Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice, pages 78-82, criticized the Combining of 
the functions of detection and decision, of 
prosecution and Jlfdging. 

With a history like this the service, more 
than any other agency should welcome and 
abide by the requirements of the Adminis
trative Procedure Act. 

The Hobbs bill of 1949, nonetheless than 
the 1940 version, is a totalitarian measure.2 

Civil liberty is· no less destroyed by indefinite 
imprisonment in jail by Executive order than 
by detention in a concentration camp. 
Under the Constitution all persons-aliens as 
·well as citizens-are protected against the 
tyranny of goverµment. 8 Until now the 
American people have.fully subscribed to the 
principle that no person is to be punished 
on account of race or color or alienage. They 
have . recognized that the freedom of all is 
threatened when the liberty of any group is 
abridged. If this tradition still persists
and if the Nation is made aware of the im
plications and the underlying philosophy of 
the Hobbs bill, it w1I 'never become a statute, 
albeit an unconstitutional statute. 

NATIONAL LAWYERS GUILD, 
ROBERT J. SILBERSTEIN, 

Executive Secretary. 
MAY 25, 1949. 

<Mr. MARCANTONIO asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks and include a memorandum on 
the constitutionality of the bill.) 

Mr. WALTER. Mr·. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may require to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. VELDE]. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr, Speaker, the present 
world crisis demands that Congress im
mediately put into law H. R. 10, a bill to 
facilitate the deportation of aliens from 
the United States and to provide for the 
supervision and detention, pending even
tual deportation, of aliens whose depor
tation cannot be readily executed be
cause of reasons beyond the control of 
the United States. I say that the present 
world crisis demands it, knowing full well 
that the bill will affect aliens who are 
not necessarily subversive or harmful to 
the security of the United States. The 
bill, if enacted into law and I assume 
that it will be, will prevent repetition of 
such infamous crimes as Gerhart Eisler 
skipping the country and conveying to 
a potential enemy information which he 
obtained while allowed to roam through 
our beloved country unhampered. The 
bill, of course, will be too late to remedy 
the injustice done to American people 
by his treacherous action. It will, how-

2 As observed by Mr. CELLER in his minority 
report of the year, H. Rept. No. 397, 76th 
Cong., 1st sess., the bill smacks too much 
of the lettres de cachet of the Bourbon mon
archs or the concentration camps of totali
tarian governments. 

3 Wong Wing v. United States,· United 
States v. Moreland, both supra. See also 
Yiclc Wo. v. Hopkins (118 U. S. 356 (1886)); 
Truax v. Raich, (239 U.S. ss, 41 (1915)). 

ever, assure Americans that such treach
erous action on the part of enemy aliens 
or potential enemy aliens will not be re
peated. Those few radical left-wingers 
who oppose · this bill yell to the high 

·heavens that we are depriving aliens of 
substantial rights and would attempt to 
put an alien living in this country in 
the same classification with loyal nat
ural-born or naturalized citizens of 

· A~erica. It does not take much imagi
nation or intelligence to see through the 
purpose ,of this little left-wing group. In 
the present crisis they are alining them
selves with those undesirables and sub
versives in this country who would use 
the constitutional guaranties as a cloak 
for their attempts to overthrow our 
·form of government by force and vio
lence. It is preposterous and hard to 
understand why any person who has the 
opportunity to represent real Americans 
in this Congress would stoop to such be
haviour. 

The Department of Justice informs us 
that there are thousands of aliens in this 
country who have violated our laws or 
who are potential saboteurs and espi
onage agents who cannot be handled ef
'fectively under the present law. I be
lieve that the Department of Justice is 
stating the true facts regarding this issue. 
Who in the United States would be better 
qualified to recommend this legislation 
than the Department of Justice? Hav
ing had to deal with aliens throughout 
the history of this country and especially 
during the wartime periods, the · Depart
ment of Justice has gained first-hand 
knowledge of the situation which can
not be overlooked now. This bill is cer
tainly not unconstitutional and I pre
dict if the question of constitutionality 
is ever tried, the decision of the Supreme 
Court will be unanimous. · 

We have been e?{tremely liberal with 
aliens who have come to this country 
and probably most rightly so. We have 
been, however, too unwary of the aliens 
who have been sent to this country for 
evil purposes and have classified them 
with millions. of decent God-fearing im
migrants who have in the past made 
America as great as it is today. While 
this bill gives the Attorney General pow
ers to deal with that small group of 
aliens who are here for no .good reason, 
they still have the guaranties of the 
writ of habeas corpus and other legal 
rights which naturalized or native-born 
citizens of this country have. 

The left-wing group who are opposing 
this bill say that by passing it we are 
giving too much authority to the Attor
ney General, an administrative officer, to 
use judgment in the matter of imprison
ing without bond or deporting undesir
able aliens. At the same time this little 
left-wing group are constantly demand
ing that Congress sacrifice more and more 
and deliver over more and more of its 
rights, as granted by the Constitution, 
to the executive branch of Government. 
They think: nothing of voting all kinds 
of power in other cases to the Members 
of the Cabinet and other independent 
administrative offices · who rule, or are 
capable of ruling with an iron hand, our 
very lives and . economy-but when we 
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seek to -control a group who are -poten
tially able to destroy the very Constitu
tion under which they seek-protection, 
then they yell to the high heavens. I say 
it is time that we began thinking of 
America and the interests of the mil
lions of American citizens who should be 
protected, and stop sympathizing with 
the disloyal people in our country who 
would destroy our American way of life. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remaining time, 4% minutes, to 'the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HOBBS). 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I wish it 
were possible in the limited time at. my 
disposal to yield to all who might wish. 
I see the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
MURDOCK], rising. I am happy to yield to 
him, but, I beg pardo:tl, I will have to con
fine my yielding solely to the gentleman 
from Arizona because I only have 4% 
minutes. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ap
.preciate the fact the gentleman has 
yielded. Before I ask the one question 
I have in mind, I want to say I have the 
highest regard for the legal learning and 
great admiration, as well as appreciation, 
for the gentleman's fine patriotism. This 
is the question: I remember in the spring 
of 1939 a bill of this sort was before the 
House. I believe it was the gentleman's 
own bill. I remember I thought highly 
of. that bill and voted for it; my.only re
gret has always beeri that it failed to 
become enacted into law then, as I hope 
it will be now. What is the relationship 
between the bill at that time and the 
present bill? 

Mr. HOBBS. I must thank the gen
tleman, both for his graciousness in his 
complimentary references to me, and 
for his vote for the 1939 version of the 
pending bill. This is the sixth or eighth 
time substantially this same bill has been 
offered by me. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MARCANTONIO] is right. 
It has been before the House for more 
than 10 years. However, the intimation 
of the distinguished chairman of our 
committee [Mr. CELLERl is in error in his 
minority report on this bill when he 
says: "This bill was first offered in the 
Seventy-sixth Congress and died there. 
This is the fifth edition of the same bill!' 
The insinuation seems clear that this 
bill died when first offered, and had had 
no better lu~k since, when, as a matter 
of fact, it was passed by a vote of 288 to 
61 by the same Seventy-sixth Congress, 
May 5, 1939, as this House is going to 
do today. There is nothing in the con
tention of unconstitutionality of this bill, 
as I will prove as we go along. Not only 
was it true as gospel, but as our distin
guished majority leader so well said, how 
short is the shrift given Americans, dis
tinguished members of the diplomatic 
corps, or churchmen behind the iron 
curtain. Yet we seem impotent in 
such cases. But when our guests come 
here, break their oath of entry, abuse 
our hospitality, violate our laws, and seek 
to aid in the overthrow of our Govern
ment, it seems to be impossible to get 
them to go home. So it is, as the then 
Attorney Gener::iJ, Hon. Tom C. Clark, 
said in his testimony before our com
mittee, that if this bill had been law the 
Gerhart Eisler case could never have 
happened. He also refreshed his recol-

lection from the then head of the Im
migration and Naturalization Service, 
Hon. Ugo Carusi, and asked him how 
many foreigners who had been :finally 
ordered deported but cannot be deported 
were then in our country. The reply 
was: "Five thousand of all countries/' 
Attorney General Clark filed a written 
statement with Chairman EMANUEL CEL
LER on May 20, 1949, which the chair
man, of course, filed with the committee. 
From that statement I quote: 

I am informed by the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service that as of April 15, 
1949, there were 3,278 warrants of deporta
tion that were not enforceable. Of the 
aliens covered by these warrants, 2,147 were 
so-called iron curtain ~~tionals, and of that 
number 1,180 were R~ians. Of the 3,278 
deportation orders, 1,293 were based on crim
inal or immorai charges and 112 were issued 
under the act of October 16, 1918, as 
amended, which relates to subversive 
classes. 

·Now that is the case . . Not only Ger
hart Eiser but every other alien who 
has committed a crime. As. for in
stance, Harry Bridges; not because of 
any hatred of Harry Bridges, but because 
he was convicted, by due process of law, 
of the crime of perjury in his applica~ 
tion for his naturalization. His app1ica
tion was granted, but having been grant
ed on perjury, his naturalization has since 
been canceled by p:wAer court decree. 
Now his nation, AU$!l;alia, says it will 
not take him back. 

Whether there be 5,000, 3,278, 500 
criminal aliens free in this land of ours, 
who have been ordered deported. but 
who are thumbing their noses at Uncle 
Sam, and paying no attention to those 
orders, we should not longer fail to do 
our duty. 

I say that this bill should be passed. 
It is constitutional. There can be no 
question about it. I will cite in my re
marks the cases that prove it. 

Mr. Speaker, the P.ending measure, H. 
R. 10, when it becomes law, will effectu
ate one single purpose: the restoration. 
of the sovereign power of our Govern
ment to deport criminal aliens who have 
been finally ordered deported but who 
have never obeyed that order, the vast 
majority of whom are here en.joying just 
as much freedom as any law-abiding 
citizen, although they have been ad
judged unfit to remain here after hav-· 
ing been given their day in court and 
every right guaranteed by statute, Con
stitution, or known to American justice! 

Please let me emphasize at the very be
ginning of our coi:isideration that depor
tation is not a criminal procedure. It 
is purely civil. No alien has ever been 
forced to come here. He agrees in his 
contract of entry that if we allow him 
to enter he will observe our laws and 
will not do anything inimical to our 
Government. If he abuses our ho.spital
ity and violates our laws or seeks to over
throw our gov~rnment, it ought not to be 
considered too great a hardship for us to 
require that he go back home. Like Br'er · 
Rabbit in the Uncle Remus story, he may 
protest, but the chances are he would 
be happy to be turned loose in his home 
briar patch. 

Mr. Justice Tom C. Clark, when he was 
Attorney General, appeared before our 
Committee on the Judiciary, pleading for 

the enactment of H. R. 10. I hope every 
Member of the House will read his letter 
and testimony. But I wish to invite your 
attention to one statement which I quote 
from that letter .. Referring to H. R. 10, 
he said: "Had the legislation here pro
Posed been in effect, such incidents as 
occurred recently in the Gerhart Eisler 
case might have been avoided." 

The Supreme Court has repeatedly and 
uniformly held that the right to exclude 
or to expel aliens, or any class of aliens, 
absolutely or upon certain conditions, in 
war or in peace, is an inherent and in• 
alienable right of every sovereign and in
dependent nation. 

The exercise of that sovereign power 
by the United States of America should 
not be hampered, limited, nor thwarted 
by any other nation. If it be, by just 
so much has our Nation lost its sov
ereignty and independence. The right 
to detain an alien subject to deportation 
is but a necessary incident of the right 
to exclude or deport. Such detention or 
temporary confinement is not imprison
ment nor punishment, so of course there 
can be no question of double jeopardy. 

The decisions of the Supreme Court 
which established these principles will be 
cited during the course of these remarks, 
giving the book and page. 

Mr. Speaker, Bishop Warren A. Can
dler, then the distinguished senior bishop 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
South-, was holding a conference upon 
one occasion and he preached upon a 
text from that portion of the Scriptures 
containing the story of Ananias and Sap
phira. "God did not strike Ananias and 
Sapphira dead for lying," that great 
preacher said. "God does not strike 
people dead for lying. If He did, where 
would I be?" A titter which grew into 
laughter swept that vast audience; that 
this distinguished prelate should thus in
volve himself. But immediately he con
tinued. "I will tell you where I would be. 
I would be standing here preaching to a 
bunch of corpses." 

I am glad that God does not strike 
people dead for lying, but if He did, it 
would certainly relieve us of some of the 
responsibility we are trying to discharge 
by passage of this bill, for the Red press 
has been reeking with falsehood con
cerning this needed reform. 

One ·of the leading opponents of this 
bill, Mr. Lee Pressman, wrote a letter to 
every Member of Congress back in 1939 
expressing a most reiterated point of op
position, which would be rather serious 
if it were true: 

This b111 would authorize the detention of 
any alien who bas been ordered- deported, 
but who, through no fault of his own, is 
up.able to secure a passport from the gov
ernment of his native country. 

Mr. Pressman continued: 
The result would be that such individuals 

would be placed in concentration camps for 
the rest of their lives. 

The first one of these quotations is not 
what men of long experience in the Im
migration Service tell me. They say that 
9 out of 10 of the aliens who would be 
affected by this bill remain here as a re
sult of slipping a bribe to one of their 
local consular agents, or by collusion 
with their home governments. They re-
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main here, mark you, in spite of a solemn 
warrant of deportation duly made in 
conformity with our law, after full and 
fair hearing in which they had the right 
to be represented by counsel of their 
own choosing, and to disprove by any 
evidence they could adduce, the charges 
agzdnst them. The important ones, who 
have qualified as efficient propagand
ists for the overthrow, by force and vio
lence, of our Government and for the 
establishment of some communistic or 
anarchistic heaven on earth, have made 
themselves so valuable to Red Russia, for 
instance, that Russia will not receive 
them back, but wishes to keep them here · 
on. the job as a part of the fifth column. 
The unimportant ones-the small fry
have to go down and slip a hundred-dol
lar bill to some local agent of their for~ 
eign government and say: "Now re
member, this is not a bribe. I have been 
trying ever since Christmas to think of 
something nice to buy for you. Here is 
something I want you to take and use 
just as you see fit. There is just one 
thing I want you to remember, and that 
is I do not want to go back to Italy"
or to whatever may be his homeland. 
That is why most of them are still here, 
so the experts tell me. Occasionally 
there may be one who, through no fault 
of his own, is unable to secure a passport 
from the government of his native coun
try. I grant that. But may I inquire 
how Uncle Sam is to blame for that? Are 
the people of the United States to con
tinue being compelled to suffer merely 
because some criminal alien is so rotten, 
or so good a propagandist · for rottenness, 
that his home folk refuse to take him 
bacl{? 

And note this well: There is nothing 
in this bill which requires a detention 
of any alien until a passport for him can 
be secured. 

There are three other ways by which 
any alien covered by this bill may be re
leased from the detention required: 
First, by shipping as a seaman on 
some vessel bound for a foreign shore, 
without passport or other authority; 
second, by obtaining from some foreign 
government a visitor's visa; third, by ob
taining from some foreign government 
any other form of travel document :when 
passport is not forthcoming. It is in
conceivable that many aliens will find it 
impossible to arrange for their depar
ture from the United States in one of 
these four ways. By making departure 
arrangements of any kind, any alien de
tained under this bill can escape further 
detention. 

Thousands of aliens are coming into 
our country every month. They know 
how to get in. Is it conceivable that 
they could not find a way to get out? 

Some of you may not agree with me, or 
with the law of this land, or with the 
determination of our duly constitu.ted 
authorities that such deportable aliens 
should not be permitted to live here in 
freedom, merely because of the pretense 
that they cannot make departure ar.: 
rangements of some kind. But I say to 
you that men like Cesare Valenti have 
never made a valuable contribution to 
the life of America. They have fre
quently taken lives which would. And 

if the deportation proceedings now 
pending against him result in a final 
order of deportation, and if arrange
ments cannot be made for him to re
turn somehow to his native Italy, then I · 
reiterate and insist that some such meas
ure as the pending one should require 
that he be separated from the free life 
of America, even though it means de
tention for life. Keep them here, if you 
wish, but I do not. 

The next question which naturally 
arises is: Why are they here? The ob
vious answer is that our laws have been 
set at naught. Our sovereign powers 
have failed. In some instances that fail
ure has been due to .the whim of caprice 
of foreign governments; but in the main, 
they act with solemn assurance in veto
ing our right of deportation. They seem 
to know what they want, and how to get 
it. Collusion and bribery undoubtedly 
play their part in forcing us to retain 
these undesirables. But if none of these 
things be true, then the only alternative 
answer is that they are so bad nobody 
wants them, but the opponents of this 
bill. 

The next question is, What would this 
bill do? It would simply detain until 
the aliens themselves or their families or 
friends see fit to arrange for them to go 
home. . 

The effect of this bill is, merely, to 
extend section 20 $\{ the act of February 
5, 1917, to cover a~~es, not then antici
pated, in which the deportees are so bad 
that no country will suffer their re
entrance. 

In such cases the beneficent provision 
of the pending bill is, that they are to be 
made parlor boarders of Uncle Sam until 
they can persuade their homefolk to let 
them come back home. Thereupon they 
get a free trip back home, at our ex
pense, and are as free as they ever were. 

This may be subject to the criticism 
that it would place an unwarranted bur
den on Uncle Sam and be too kindly 
treatment of the worst alien enemies who 
have outraged our hospitality and bitten 
the generous hand that fed them; but it 
cannot be justly said to be harsh, much 
less cruel. 

This detention is in no sense penal. No 
punishment whatever is inflicted or pro
vided. Hard labor is expressly inhibited. 
Many a good citizen would welcome an 
exchange of lots with one of these alien 
enemy hand biters who will get thre·e 
good square meals a day and a kindly, 
comfortable home as long as he wishes. 

The "sob sisters," who have joined the 
Reds in fighting this bill, simply fail to 
appreciate the meaning of our sovereign 
right of deportation. Deportation means 
more than the making of an ineffectual 
order. It means banishment-the re
moval of the deportee from the free life 
of America. Until we banish and remove 
these poisonous alien elements from cir
culation in the bloodstream of our body 
politic we are but a laughing stock-our 
national sovereignty, in this regard, but 
a joke. 

As · long as we acquiesce in the shame
ful thwarting of our right of deportation, 
while every Nation that may wish 
thumbs her nose at us, and, by refusing 
to take back her poisonous dregs, con
verts them into free residents of our 

homeland, our laws are set at naught
our. solemn adjudications are as vain as 
the hand-washing of Pontius Pilate. 

What does the word "deportation'! 
mean? Of course, it comes from the 
Latin "deportare." De-from; portare
to carry or transport. The New Century 
Dictionary defines it ~n these terms: 

To carry away, transport, banish, to carry 
off, remove, especially: transportation from 
a country by way of banishment or expul
sion. 

It means nothing less than banish
ment, and we must see to it that our 
Nation's deportation orders resume that 
outmoded connotation. Every free and 
independent nation has the right of de.:. 
portation, indisputably. Yet in many 
cases in past years other nations pre
vented us from exercising that sovereign 
right. What are we going to do about it? 
This bill is an honest attempt to answer 
that question. Let us pass it. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States has repeatedly held that the right 
to exclude or to expel aliens is an inher
ent and inalienable right of every sov
ereign and independent nation. As a 
sovereign and independent nation, the 
United States of America has that right, 
indisputably. 

Mr. Chief Justice Fuller, writing for 
the majority of the Supreme Court in 
the case of Turner v. Williams <194 U. S. 
279, 289) says: 

Repeated decisions of this Court have de· 
termined that Congress h as the power to 
exclude aliens from the United States; to 
prescribe the terms and conditions on which 
they may come in, to establish regulations 
for sending out of the country such aliens as 
have entered in violation of law, and ·to com
mit the enforcement of such conditions and 
regulations to executive officers; that the 
deport ation of an alien who is found to be 
here in v1olation of law is not a deprivatio~ 
of liberty wit hout due process of law, and 
that the provisions of the Constitution se.
curing the right of trial by jury have no 
application. 

Citing a number of supporting cases: 
Chae Chan Ping v. United States 030 
U. S. 581); Nishimura Ekiu v. United 
States <142 U.S. 651); Fong Yue Ting v. 
United States 049 U.S. 698); Lem Moon 
Sing v. United States <158 U. S. 538); 
Wong Wing v. United States <163 U. S. 
228; Fok Yung Yo v. United States <185 
U. S. 296 ) ; Japanese Immigrant case 
<189 U. S. 86); Chin Bak Kan v. United 
States d86 U. S. 193); United States v. 
Sing Tuck <194 U. S. 161). 

Further quoting from the same 
opinion: 

Detention or temporary confinement as 
part of the means necessary to give effect 
to the exclusion or expulsion was held valid, 
but so much of the act of 1892. as provided 
for . imprisonment at hard labor without a 
judicial t rial was held to be u nconstitutional 
(idem, p·. 291). ' 

The following quotation from the opin
ion of the Court in the case of Fong Yue 
Ting v. United States <149 U.S. 698, 705) 
further establishes the general propo
sition: 

In the recent case of Nish imura Ekiu v. 
Uni t ed States (142_ U.S. 651, 659), the Court, 
in sustain ing t he act ion of t he executive de
partment, put t ing in force an act of Congress 
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for the.exclusion of aliens, flald: "It.ls an ac~ 
cepted maximum of international law that 
every sovereign nation has the power, as in;" 
herent in sovereignty, and essential to self. 
preservation, to forbid .the entrance . of for
eigners within its dominions, or to. admit 
them only in such cases and upon such con.;. 
ditlons as it may see fit to prescribe:" in the 
United States this power is vested in the Na
tional Government. to which the Constitu
_tJ.on has committed the entire control of in .. 
ternational relations, in peace QS ~ell as iJ;1 
war. 

Quoting from the Chae Chan Ping 
case. the upinion in the Fong Yue Ting 
.case proceeds: 

Those laborers are not citizens of the 
·United States; they are .aliens. That the 
Government of the Unt OOd States. through 
.the action of the legislative department; can 
exclude aliens from its territory 1s a proposi
tion which we do not think open to contro,. 
versy. Jurisdiction over its own territory t9 
that extent is an incident of every independ
ent nation. It is· a part of its Independ
ence. If it could not exclude aliens, it would 
be to that extent subject to the control of 
another power. The United States, in their 
relation to foreign -countries and their sub
jects or eittzens, are one nation, invested 
wlth powers whieh belong to independent 
nations, the exercise of which ca:n be inv,oked 
for the maintenance of its absolute inde
pendence and .security throughout its entire 
_ terri fory . · · 

It is interesting to note that Mr. Jus
tice Brewer, in his dissenting opinion in 
the Fong Yue Ting case, sets out sub
stantially and clearly the very argu
ments which tbe opponents of by bill are 
now making. I quote from bis dissent
ing opinion, page 733: 

I rest my dissent on three propositions: 
First. that the persons against whom the 
penalties of section 6 of the act of 1892 are 

·directed are persons lawfully residing within 
the United States; secondly, that as such 
they are within the protection of the Consti
tution and secured by its guaranties against 
oppression and wrong; and, third, that sec
tion 6 deprives them of liberty and imposes 
punishment without due process of law and 
1n disregard of constitutional guaranties, 
especially those found in the fourth, fifth, 
6ixth, and eighth articles o! the amendments. 

But the majority of the Court did not 
agree with Mr. Justice Brewer. They 
held the act constitutional. 

In the case of Colyer v. Skeffington 
<265 Fed. 17, 23) the foUowing· signifi
cant language is used: 

There is no constitutional llmit to the 
power of Congress to exclude or expel aliens. 
He has no vested right to remain. 

Mark this well, from the same opinion: 
While deportation proceedings are not 

criminal proceedings, aliens who are thereby 
deprived of their liberty may have their legal 
rights to liberty tested on habeas corpus 
proceedings. 

Reverting to the Fong Yue Ting deci
sion, this part, quoted with approval in 
the Colyer case, is illuminating: 

An order of deportation is· not a punish
ment for crime. • • • It is hut a method 
of enforcing the return to his own country 
of an alien who has not complied with the 
conditions upon the performance of which 
the Government of the Nation, acting within 
its constitutional authority and through the 
proper department, has -determined that his 
continuing to reside here shall depend. 

There are three cases which have been 
argued strenuously by the opposition, 

which, when casually read, may be con .. 
sidered as authorities militating· against 
the constitutionality of the pending bilh 
They are Wong Wing v. United States 
063 U. S. 228) ; United States v. Wallis 
(279 Fed. 401) ; and-Petition of Brook& 
'(5 F. <2d) 338). 

From the Wong Wing case I quote as 
follows: 

We regard it as settled ·by our previous 
decisions that the United States can, as a 
matter of publlc policy, by congressional en
actment, forbid . aliens or classes . of aliens 
from comlng within their borders, and ex.
pel aliens or classes or aliens from their 
territory, and can, in ot'lier to make effectual 
such decree of exclusion or · ei:pulsion, de.:.. 
valve the power and du~ of identifying and 
arresting the person ,urcluded in such 
decree, P,nd causing their deportati'on, upo~ 
-executive or subordinate omcials. · 

But when Congress sees fit to further pro
mote such a policy by subjecting persons or 
such aliens to infamous punishment at hard 
labor or by confiscating their property, we 
think such legislation, to be valid, .must pro 
vide for a judicial trial to establish the guilt 
of the accused. 

No limits can be put oy the courts upon 
the power of Congress to pr0tect, by sum
mary methods, the country from the advent 
of aliens whose race or habits r-ender them 
undesirable as citi:rens or to expel such 1f 

_they have already found their way into our · 
land and unlawfully remain _therein. But to 
aeclare unlawful residence within the coun
try to be an infamous crime punishable by 
deprivation of liberty,e IJ61 property would be 
to pass out of the sphere of constitutlona~ 
legis~ation, unless provision were made that 
the faet of guilt should first be established 
by a judicial trial. It is not consistent with 
the theory .of our Governinent that the legis
lature should, after having defined an offense 
as an infamous crime, find the fact of gUilt 
and adjuge the punishment by one of its 
own agents. 

In Ex parte Wilson (114 U. S. 428) · thls 
Court declared that for more than a century 
impriSonment at hard labor in the State 
prison or penitentiary or other similar in
stitution has been -considered an infamous 
punishment in England and America, and 
that imprisonment at hard labor. compulsory 
and unpaid, is, in the strongest sense of the 
words, "involuntary servitude for crime," 
spo1rnn of in the provision of the ordinance 
of 1787, and of the thirteenth amendment of 
the Constitution, by which all other slavery 
was abolished, and which declares that such 
slavery or involuntary servitude shall not 
exist within the United States or any place 
subject to their jurisdiction except as a 
punishment for criine whereof the party shall 
bave been duly convicted. ' 

Applying this reasoning to the -fifth and 
sixth amendments, it must be concluded that 
all persons within the territory of the Unlted 
States are entitled to the protection guar-

. -anteed by those amendments, and that even 
aliens shall not be held to answer for a cap
ital or other infamous crime unless on a 
presentment or indictment of a grand jury, 
nor be deprived o! life, liberty, or property 
without due process of law. 

Our conclusi-on is that the commissioner, 
1n sentencing the appellants to imprison
ment at hard labor at and in the Detroit 
house of correction, acted without jurisdic
tion. and that the circuit court erred in not 
discharging the prisoners from such im
prisonment without prejudice to their deten
tion according to law for deportation. 

From the Wallis case I quote as fol
lows: 

The right to de~ort does not include any 
right of indefinite imprisonment under the 
guise of ·awaiting ·an opportunity for de
portation. 

In the Wallis case the immigration 
authorities used as an excuse for the.ir 
procrastination and failure to deport 
that alien that they could . .not get trans
portation .back to ·England. The court
said in effect, and very · properly, "The 
war is <>Ver; your excuse will not hold 
water; your alleged inability to secure 
tran:sportatio.n is a sham; and 4 month~ 
is unreasonably long to detain this alien 
under the pretense that you cannot ge~ 
transportation for him." But .no such 
case could be presented under this bill. 
Transportation is no longer a problem. 
It is landing permits that we lack . 

· F'oreign governments are denying land
ing permits for their own nationals, ~nd 
by thus refusing are thwarting our Na
tion's sovereign right to deport those 
who .have been adjudged by our con• 
stituted authorities· ·Unfit to live here. 
We cannot run other countries, but we 
should be able to run our own. ·So, if 
we ·cannot send these, the worst aliens~ 
who have been ordered deported, back 
hnme, we can at least keep them out of 
circulation until they arrange to leave. 

From the third ·case, I quote as fol
lows: 

The right to arrest and hold or imprison 
e.n alien is nothing but a necessary incident 
of the rigbt to exclude or deport. There is 
no power in this court or in any other tri
bunal in this country to hold indefinitely 
Ii.ny sane citizen or allen in imprisonment~ 
except ·as a punishment for crime. Slavery 
-was abolished by the thirteen~h amendment. 
It is elementary that deportation or exclu
sion proceedings are not punishment for 
crime. 

It will, of course, be noted at -a glance 
that this decision in petition of Brooks 
is predicated and built upon the words 
"in imprisonment.•• Therefore, we have 
no quarrel With this decision, since the 
Supreme Court of the United States has 
held in the Wong Wing case that de
tention of an ali~n pending deportation 
is not imprisonment. This is necessar
ily true; for everyone knows that im
prisonment is one of the well-recognized 
punishments for crime and usually i.n
cludes hard labor. The Brooks case it
self says: 

lt is elementary that deportation or ex
clusion proceedings are not punishment for 
crime. 

And again: 
The right to arrest and hold ur imprison 

an alien ls nothing but the necessary inct
deri t· of the right to exclude or deport. 

But even if all three of these suppased
ly adverse cases said and mea~t that 
the detention prescribed by this bill 
would be prima facie unconstitutional, 
because not specifically limited, this bill 
could not be declared unconstitutional. 
The present bill has made absurd any 
-such contentions by appropriate changes 
made to meet such hypercriticisms. 

These provisions not only eliminate all 
possibility of the requirement of hard 
labor of any detained alien but they also 

, strictly limit the period of detention so 
that it could not possibly extend 1 

·minute beyond the conclusion of depar
ture arrangements. No one could be held 
in detention under the provisions of this 
bill longer than absolutely necessary to 
e:ff ectuate the deportation order aga!nst 
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him. And, in the second place, in order 
to make sure that there would never be 
any unreasonable detention, it , is pro
vided that the Attorney General may at 
any moment, with or with rescinding the 
warrant of deportation, release any alien 
in detention. If there should develop 
sufficient evidence that the detention of 
any alien was being prolonged unreason
ably, so as to satisfy the Attorney Gen
eral that this unreasonable duration of 
detention had become good cause· for re
lease, the Attorney General could so 
order. 

But I submit that- none of these three 
cases is subject to the interpretation put 
upon it by the opposition. I am con
vinced that the Congress did not pass 
this Nation's deportation statute in order 
to place a plaything in the hands of the . 
immigration authorities. Deportation is 
not a game of tag, just for fun. · It is not 
a trivial matter. It is a solemn duty; 
When, after full hearings, fairly con
ducted, in pursuance of the law we have 
laid down, our duly constituted ·author
ities decree the banishment of an alien, 
that decree ought to mean something. 
And that something should be no less 
than the complete separation from the 
free life of our Nation. 

It is · well said by the Supreme Court 
:In the Wong Wing case: 

Proceedings to exclude or expel would be 
vain if those accused could not be held in 
custody pending the inquiry into their true 
character, and while arrangements were be
ing made for their deportation. There is no 
authority contra. 

It · is also well said in the case of 
Becharias v. United States (208 Fed. 
143): . 

Until the man was actually deported, 
• • • the . proceedings was "pending" 
within the meaning of the law. 

It is thus supported both by authority 
and reason that Congress has the consti
tutional right to require detention of an 
alien ordered to be deported, while ar
~angements are being made for his depor
tation, during the whole pendency of 
,negotiation for some kind of departure 
authority and until deportation . shall 
have become an accomplished fact. 

DETENTION IS NOT IMPRISONMENT 

We think it clear that detention, or tem
porary confinement, as part of the· means 
hecessary to give effect to the provision for 
the exclusion or expulsion of aliens would be 
·valid. Proceedings to exclude or expel would 
be vain if those accused could not be held 
j.n . custody pending the inquiry into their 
true character, and while arrangements were 
being made for their deportation. Detention 

, js a u sual feature Of every case Of arrest 
on a criminal charge, even when an innocent 

! person is wrongfully accused; but it is not 
imprisonment in a legal sense (Wong Wing 
v. United States (163 U. S. 228, 238)) ~ 

DETENTION IS NOT PUNISHMENT 

The right to arrest and hold or imprison 
Jl.n alien is nothing but a necessary incident 

: 9f the right to exclude or deport. .• • • 
. Xt is elementary the deportation or exclusion 
proceedings are not punishment for crime 
i _('Petition of Brooks, 5 F. (2d) 238, 239). 
DETENTION IS NEITHER DOUBLE JEOPARDY NOR 

DOUBLE PUNISHMENT 

Since we have seen clearly that deten
tion is but a part of the necessary pro
ceeding to 'e:fiectuate deportation; and 

that it is in no legal sense imprisonment, 
and not by any stretch of the imagina
tion can it be said to be punishment, it is 
manifestly: absurd to prate of double 
jeopardy .or double punishment by rea7 
son of the detention prescribed in this 
bill in aid of deportation. . 

CONSTITUTION PRIMARILY FOR CITIZENS, NOT 
ALIENS 

Please let me conclude this discussion 
of the constitutionality of the pending. 
bill by inviting your attention to that· 
which probably should have 'been the 
first point emphasized. Our Constitu
tion and all its amendments were writ.: 
ten· priniarily for citizens of the United 
States. It is true th.at in criminal cases, 
aliens being persons.; they are protected 
by the same guaranties as are citizens: 
Of course, the courts have held many 
times that aliens are not entitled to trial 
by jury nor the ordinary rules of evi
dence nor procedure in deportation pro
ceedings. They are entitled to due 
process of law, both in criminal cases 
and in this strictly civil proceeding for 
deportation, but they have due process 
of law shown them in every case, and if 
the immigration authorities have not 
given the alien a fair hearing; ·or if for 
any other reason he feels himself ag
grieved, he may sue out the writ of ha
beas corpus at any time. But in a num
ber of cases it has been held that no 
alien has a primaryror inherent right to 
bail, and whatever right in this regard 
may accrue to him must be granted to 
him by Congress <United States v. Com
missioner (29.7 F. 946); United States v. 
Sing Tuck.094 U.S. 161); ivong Wing v. 
United States <163 U. S. 228) ) . 
· And in Li To Hong v. Ebey (25 F. (2d) 

714) we read: · 
An alien remaining unlawfully in this 

country having no right to a hear'ing unless 
such a hearing is accorded him by Congress. 

So, from a consideration of the deci
sions from the highest court of our land 
and many other courts of the most re
spectable authority, it is as clear as the 
noonday sun that even the best of our 
alien population are not entitled to the 
same rights under our Constitution as is 
a citizen. Aliens who are not the best, 
but the worst, are entitled under our law 
to a great many more rights than they 
are willing to accord us. Every one of 
these rights is safeguarded and assured 
to every alien within the purview of this 
bill. Fairly construed, it cannot be held 
unconstitutional. 

Let us strain out and remove from the 
stream of our national life the polluting 

· and poisonous elements. 
Aliens because they are alien? No-a 

thousand times no. Good immigrants 
have built our Nation. But not the four 
classes-white slavers, dope peddlers, 
criminals, and anarchists-which this 
bill, in kindly way, would urge to go back 
whence they came. These who have 
outraged our hospitality, broken our laws, 
debauched our youth, or plotted to over
throw our Government are not builders. 
They are wreckers. Their lives stain 
our flag. ·Like termites, they undermine 
and destroy. 

Good aliens, who come here as our 
laws provide they may, and who try to 

build-not destroy, pollute, or poison
are welcome and appreciated. Millions 
of such are here. ·who of. us in this 
House is not an immigrant per stirpes? 

·We all pay tribute of grateful homage 
to those millions of good aliens who have 
helped make America great. Few may 
be named, but all in mind. 

From Lafayette, Rochambeau, Alex
ander Hamilton, John Paul Jones, Com
modore John Barry, Count d'Estaing, 
Count de Grasse, Maj. Pierre L'Enfant, 
General von Kalb, Baron Von Steuben, 
Gen. Richard Montgomery, Haym Salo
mon, Gen. Thaddeus Kosciusko, Gen. 
Casimir Pulaski, Gen. William Alexander, 
Dr. James Craik, Robert Erskine, Gen. 
Alexander McDougal, Gen. Lachlan Mc• 
Intosh, Gen. Hugh Mercer, Gen. Arthur 
St. Clair, James Wilson, John Wither
spoon, Robert Morris, and Albert Gal
latin; down through the years to Dr. 
Sizoo, Pr. Peter Marshall, Mr. Justice 
Felix Frankfurter, Albert Einstein, and 
Eduard Benes, aliens have here wrought 
mightily for good. 

Alexander Agassiz, Hjalmar Hjorth 
Boyesen, Leopold Damrosch, Walter 
Damrosch, Pierre du Pont de Nemours, 

· Mayor William R. Grace, Franklin K. 
Lane, Mr. Justice Sutherland, Peter 
Henderson, Ales Hrdlicka, Ludwig Lewi
sohn, Jacques Loeb, James Mccosh, John 
Edward McCullough, Henry Morgen
thau, Hugo Munsterberg, Thomas Nast, 
John Boyle O'Reilly, Abraham Mitrie 
Rihbany, Anton Seidl, Pierre Soule, Karl 
Spreckles, Matthew Vassar, Henry Vil
lard, Alexander Wilson, William B. Wil
son, James Wilson, Karl Bitter, Gustav 
Lindenthal, James J. Hill, Jacob A. Riis, 
Edward D. Baker, Samuel Gompers, 
Anna Howard Shaw, Eleuthere Irenee 
du Pont, Stephen Girard, Felix Adler, 
John Jacob Astor, Emile Berliner, Oscar 
Hammerstein, Otto Kahn, Franz Lieber, 
Ottmar Mergenthaler, Albert Abraham 
Michelson, Johann August Roebling, 
Jacob Henry Schi:fi, Carl Schurz, Charles 
Proteus Steinmetz, Nathan Straus, 
Theodore Thomas, Michael Anagnos, 
Joseph Pulitzer, John Philip Holland, 
Augustus Saint-Gaudens, Alexander 
Turney Stewart, Edward W. Bok, Knute 
Kenneth Rockne, Michael Heilprin, 
Judah Peter Benjamin, James Burnie 
Beck, Alexander Graham Bell, James 
Gordon Bennett, Andrew Carnegie, John 
S. Kennedy, James Pugh Kirl{wood, 
James Laurie, Walter Lowrie, John 
Muir, Archibald Russell, Michael Pupin, 
John Ericsson, Louis Agassiz, Dr. Henry 
Detweiller, Meyer Guggenheim, Henry 
Rosenberg. 

We honor ourselves by honoring such 
men-American patriots. 

Do opponents cry against this bill, 
"undemocratic"? _ 

If it be undemocratic for us, the duly . 
elected representatives of a sovereign 
people, to stop a loophole in our de
portation law through which hundreds 
of aliens have escaped their decreed 
banishment, then we should be just that 
undemocratic. 

Do some say "un-Americah"? 
If it be un-American to restore the 

last sovereignty of our Nation over de
portation, we ought · to glory in being 
just that un-American. 
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. Make no mistake, that fiag there-Old 
Glory-was not the product of silkworms 
and a dye vat. 

Our flag-the most significant 1n all 
the world-is a living symbol of Amer
ica's soul. We 150,000,000 people are ln 
truth the flag. 

The purity of common purpose for 
peace and freedom, plus the morals ·of 
the many, put that white honor stripe in 
our living ftag. Our lives besmirch it 
or keep it white. 

The red is not a stripe of shame, nor 
wrath, but of virility; of flaming youth; 
of new, aspiring, conquering blood which 
flows in us and to us from the ends of 
the earth. 

That field against which the stars 
shine is put in't;o our living flag by the 
loyalty and devotion of those of us who 
are "true blue:• 

Those stars are kept bright by the 
fervor of the love of those who "star'' in 
our national life. 

More than a hundred million souls, by 
the quiet might of righteous living, keep 
this .symbolic silken flag waving proudly 
over the real living flag their lives com- · 
pose. Are we impatent to root out con
taminating inftuences which stain .our 
Dag? Do we lack the courage? 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members. 
may have five legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their remarks 
a:t this point. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, the 

issue is not whether this be a good bill or 
a bad one. Rather the choice is whether 
we will be fair to America at the ex
pense of the subversive aliens covered in 
this bill or whether we will be fair to the · · 
subversive aliens at the expense of 
America. 

We must give full and complete pro
tection either to the few hundred people 
hurt by this bill or to the more than 
150,000,000 this bill seeks to protect. 
We must vote 1n the full realization that 
we risk either the liberty of a few non
citizens or the life of this action. 

Whatever choice there might be in 
peacetime, there .certainly ean be no 
choice in these days. 

If any person covered by this bill has 
cause to complain, it Ls not against 
America. His· grievance is against the 
nation of which he is a citizen. to which 
he owes allegiance. and to which he is 
entitled to look for protection and jus
tice. That nation can immediately re
store to him every right and privilege 
that he may lose under this bill. Amer
ica will quickly cooperate to achieve that 
end. 

Under the circumstances, gladly or re
luctantly, we must vote for this bill. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
the passage of this measure is a step to
ward either dictatorship or fascism. It 
would deny constitutional guaranties to 
certain accused persons, and give abso
lute power to one person to detain those 
accused of their freedom of movement 
for life. I shall vote against its passage. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill? . 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
'The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 326, nays 15, not voting 89, 
as follows: 

(Roil No. 208) 
YEA8-326 

Abbitt Fenton McGregor 
Abernethy Fernandez McGuire 
Addonizio Fisher McKinnon 
Albert Flood McMillan, S . C. 
Allen, Calif. Fogarty McSweeney 
Andersen, Forand Mack, Ill. 

H. Carl Ford Mack, Wash. 
Anderson, Calif.Fugate Macy 
Andresen, Fulton Madden 

August H. Furcolo Magee 
Arends Gamble Mahon 
Aspinall Garmat11 Mansfield 
Auchinclosa Gary Marsalis 
Bailey Gathings Marshall 
Barden Gavin Martin, Iowa 
Baring Golden Martin, Mass. 
Barrett, Pa. Goodwin Mason 
Bates, Ky. Gorski Merrow 
Bates, Mass. Gossett Meyer 
Battle Graham Michener 
Beall Granahan Miles 
Beckworth . Granger Miller, Nebr, 
Bennett, Fla. Grant Mills 
Bennett, Mich. Green Morris 
Bentsen Gross Morton 
Bishop Guill Moulder 
Boggs, Del. Gwinn Murdock 
Bolling Ha.gen Murphy 
Bolton, Md. Hale Murray, Wls. 
Bolton, Ohio Hall, Nicholson 
Bonner Leonard W. Nixon 
Bosone Halleck Noland 
Boykin Hand Norblad 
Bramblett Harden Norrell 
Brehm Hardy O'Brien, nI. 
Brown, Ga. Harrison O'Hara, Minn. 
Brown, Oh.to Hart O'Konski 
Bryson Harvey O'Neill 
Buchanan Havenner O'Sullivan 
Buckley, Ill. Hays, Ark. O'Toole 
Buckley, N. Y. Hays, Ohio Pace 
Burdick Heffernan Patten 
Burke Heller Patterson 
Burleson Hertong Peterson 
Burnside Herter Philbin 
Burton Heselton Phillips, Callf. 
Byrne, N. Y. Hobbs Poage 
Byrnes, Wis. Hoeven Polk 
Camp Hoffman, Mich. Potter 
Canfield Holmes Poulson 
cannon Hope Preston 
Carlyle Horan Price 
Carnahan Howell Priest 
Case, N. J. Hull Rabaut 
Cavalcante Jackson, Wash. Rains 
Chelf Jacobs Rankin 
Chesney James Redden 
Clemente Jenison Reed, Ill. 
Clevenger Jenk1ns Reed, N. Y. 
Cole, Kans. Jensen Rees 
Colmer Jones, Ala. RhOdes 
Cooley Jones, Mo. Ribicoff 
Corbett Jones, N. C. Richards 
Ootton Judd Riehlman 
Coudert Karst Robeson 
Cox Karsten Rodino 
Crawford Kean Rogers, Fla. 
Crook Kearney Rogers, Mass. 
Crosser Keating Rooney 
Cunningham Kee Sadlak 
Curtis Kelley, Pa. St. George 
Dague Kelly, N. Y. Sanborn 
Davenport Kennedy Sasscer 
Davies, N. Y. Kerr Saylor 
Davis, Ga. Kilburn Scott, Hardie 
Deane King Scott, 
DeGraffenried Kruse Hugh D.,Jr. 
Delaney Kunkel · Scrivner 
Denton Lane Scudder 
D'Ewart Lanham Secrest 
Dolliver Larcade Shafer 
Dondero Latham Shelley 
Donohue Lecompte Sheppard 
Doughton LeFevre Short 
Douglas Lichtenwalter Sikes 
Doyle Lind Simpson, Ill. 
Durham Linehan Simpson, Pa. 
Elliott Lodge Smathers 
Elston Lucas Smith, Kana •. 
Engle, Call!. Lynch Smith, Va. 
Evins McCormack Smith, Wis. 
Fallon McCulloch Spence 
Feighan McDonough Staggers 
Fellows McGrath Stanley · 

Steed 
Stefan 
Stigler 
Stockman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Taber 
Tackett 
Talle 
Tauriello 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 

Blatnik 
Cell er 
Chudoff 
Dollinger 
Eberharter 

Allen, Dl. 
Allen. La. 
Andrews 
Angell 
Barrett, Wyo. 
Biemlller 
BlAck:ney 
Boggs, La. 
Breen 
Brooks 
Bulwinkle 
Carroll 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chatham 
Chiperfield 
Chrl..stupher 
Cole, N. Y. 
Combs 
Coopel' 
Davis, Tenn. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson 
Dingell 
Eaton 

·Ellsworth 
Engel, Mich. 
Frazier 
Gillette 
Gilmer 
Gordon 
Gore 

Underwood 
Van Zandt 
Velde 
Vorys 
VurseU 
Wadsworth 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Walter 
Weichel 
Werdel 
Wheeler 
Whitaker 
White, Calif. 
Whitten 
Whittington 

NAYS-15 

Wickersham 
Widnall 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wilson., Ind. 
Wllson, Okla. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
WoOd 
Woodhouse 
Woodruif 
Young 
Zablocki 

Holifield Muit.er 
Huber O'Brien, .Mich. 
Javits Powell 
Klein Roosevelt 
Marcantonio · Yates 

NOT VOTING-89 

Gregory Murray, Tenn. 
Hall. Nelson 

Edwin Arthur Norton 
Hare O'Hara, Ill. 
Harris Passman 
Hebert Patman 
Hedrick Perkins 
Hill Pfeifer. 
Hinshaw Joseph L. 
Hoffman, Ill. Pfeiffer, 
Irvlng William L. 
Jackson, caltt. Phillips, Tenn. 
Jennings Pickett 
Johnson Plumley 
Jonas Quinn 
Kearns Ramsar 
Keefe Regan 
Keogh Rich 
Kilday Rivers 
Kirwan Saba th 
Lovre Sadowski 
Lyle Sims 
Mccarthy Smith, Ohio 
McConnell Thompson 
McMlllen, Ill. Towe 
Mlller, Calif. Vinson 
Miller, Md. Welch 
Mitchell White, Idaho 
Monroney Wier 
Morgan Willis 
'Morrison 

So <two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the ·rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Andrews with Mr. Allen of Illinois. 
. Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Towe. 

Mr. Keogh with Mr. Angell. 
Mr. Mitchell with Mr. Barrett of Wyoming. 
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Phillips of Tennes-

see. 
Mr. O'Hara of Illinois with Mr. Blackney. 
Mr. Blemlller with Mr. Wllliam L. Pfeiffer. 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. case of south Dakota. 
Mr. Breen With Mr. Nelson. 
Mr. Carroll with Mr. M11ler of Maryland. 
Mr. Regan with Mr. Chiperfield. 
Mr. Irving with Mr. McConnell. 
Mr. Sadowski with Mr. Davis of Wiscon-

sin. 
Mr. Hedrick with Mr. Lovre. 
Mr. Gore with Mr. Cole of New York. 
Mr. Frazier with Mr. Keefe. 
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 
Mr. Welch with Mr. Gillette. 
Mr. Thompson with Mr. Jackson of Cali-

fornia. 
Mr. Gregory with Mr. Kearns. 
Mr. Harris with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 
Mr. Gordon with Mr. Jennings. 
Mr~ Gilmer with Mr. Hill. 
Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. White of Idaho with Mr. Jonas. 
Mr. Sabath with Mr. Hoffman -Of Illinois. 
Mr. Cooper with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Smith of Ohio. 
Mr. Willis with Mr. Rich. 
Mr. Wier with Mr. Plumley. 
Mr. Morgan with Mr. McMillen of Dllnols. 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Ellsworth. 

· Mr. Kilday with Mr: Eaton. 
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Mr. BARRETT of Pennsylvania and Mr. 

DAVENPORT changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea.'' 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

OUR LEFT HAND VERSUS OUR RIGHT 
HAND 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker', today is 

the fifth anniversary of the Potsdam 
Conference. It was at that conference 
that President Truman sat down with 
"Pal Joey" to determine the future of the 
world. It was at that conference that 

·President Truman became convinced 
that "Pal Joey" was not a bad sort of a 

. fellow at all, but that he was ''a man to 
ride the river with" as they say out West. 
As late as July 11, 1948, President Tru
man told an. Oregon audience: "I like old 
·Joe. He is a decent fellow, but he is a 
prisoner of the Politbµro." Because this 
is the fifth anniversary of the Potsdam 
Conference, and because of the situation 
we face today in Korea and Asia, and 
because the crisis in Asia today stems 

-from the Potsdam and Yalta Confer
. ences, this is an opp.ortune time to take 
stock, to look over the past, and to won-

. der about the future. I propose to do 
that today-very . briefiy but very 
frankly-because I feel the American 
people should be given the salient facts 

· that are involved in the present crisis. 
Mr. Speaker, Uncle Sam's left hand 

does not know what his right hand does. 
. Uncle Sam's hands lack coordination, are 
inconsistent; they work against each 
other. The result is costly and disas
trous. The fallowing are a few examples 
of the inconsistency that prevails in the 
activities of Uncle Sam's two hands: 

First. Uncle Sam's left hand, being 
close to his big heart, has decided 
through President Truman's point 4 
program to hand out billions to indus
try and business in all the backward na
tions of the world, guaranteeing the 
loans made for this purpose; but Uncle 
Sam's right hand is proposing to strangle 
American industry and American busi
ness with new wartime controls and 
heavier taxes. Are Uncle Sam's leaders 
in following this program either sensible 
or consistent? 

Second. Uncle Sam's left hand at 
Yalta, at Potsdam, and elsewhere, 
handed to "Pal Joey" without hesitation 
and without strings (a) all of eastern 
Europe to incorporate behind the iron 
curtain,. <b> $11,000,000,000 worth of 
war supplies to keep "Pal Joey" on his 
feet, and <c) all of Manchuria, the Kurile 
Islands, the half of Sakhalin Island
which paved the way for the present 
mess in Asia. As a result of this blind 
generosity, Uncle Sam's right hand has 
had to spend some thirty-five billions 
through the Marshall plan for Europe, 
the Berlin airlift, and aid for China, 
Greece, and Turkey; but in spite of our 
spending "Pal Joey" has been able to 
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spread his control, by means of the cold 
war, over an additional 600,000,000 peo
ple since World War · II has ended. 
Should not Uncle Sam's left hand and 
his right hand get together and work to
gether on the things involving our so
called foreign policy? 
· Third. Uncle Sam's left hand-the 
hand nearest the heart-has been cod
dling, supporting, and protecting Com- · 
munists and Communist sympathizers in 
our own Government in Washington ever 
·since F. D.R. recognized "Pal Joey" back 
in the early thirties, thus enabling these 
rats to gnaw away at our Government 
vitals and steal our precious war secrets; 
while Uncle Sam's right hand has been 
carrying on a losing fight-the cold war 
-to contain and limit the spread of 
Communist influence and control over 
other parts of the globe. Does it make 
good sense to spend billions to try to 

·control and contain communism else
where in the world, and at the same 
time coddle, and protect Communists at 
home? 

Mr. Speaker, why does Uncle Sam's 
left hand work contrary to his right 
hand? The answer, of course, is that 
our leaders are confused, shortsighted, 
and poorly fitted by background and ex
perience to handle either our foreign af
fairs or our domestic ·affairs-and they 
have made just as great blunders at home 
as they have abroad. 

Why cannot we Americans insist upon 
better team work between our left hand 
and our right hand? Uncle Sam's hands 
are our hands. We condone, overlook, 

·and excuse the mistakes our leaders 
make, and hand out unnecessary billions 
in taxes to pay for these mistakes. Then 
we blindly reelect the same leaders or 
similar ones to repeat the same mistakes 
over and over again. 
· We fought World War I "to make the 
world safe for democracy"-"a war to 
end all wars." Then our leaders, through 
the peace treaties they signed, created or 
made possible a Mussolini, a Hitler, a 
Stalin, and thus forced the world to go 
through hell again-World War II-in 
ordel' to correct the mistakes made by 
our leadei:s in settling the problems of 
World War I. 

Mr. Speaker, are we facing world war 
III as a result of the mistakes our leaders 
made at Yalta, Potsdam, Cairo, and Teh
ran? If so, do we want these same lead
ers to carry on world war Ill, and do we 
want these same leaders to make the 
peace arrangements for us after world 
war III is over? 

These are serious questions that should 
be given serious consideration by all 
Americans. Is it not about time that we 
take it upon ourselves to make Uncle 
Sam's left hand cooperate with and 
work with Uncle Sam's right hand? 
They are our hands, and we are respon
sible for their actions and activities. 

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House . 
for 1 minute, to inquire of the majority 
leader as to the program for tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The program for 
tomorrow will be general debate on the 
military assistance bill. 

Mr. HALLECK. Do I understand 
from that the reading of the bill will go 
over until Wednesday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The first section 
of the bill will be read tomorrow, and on 
Wednesday the bill will be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. I 
am glad my friend asked the question so 
that I could advise the Members of the 
House that tomorrow will be confined to 
·general debate. 

Mr. HALLECK. I have had a num
ber of inquiries on this side, so it is well 
that the Members may know definitely. 

CONGRESS SHOULD STAY ON THE JOB 

Mrs. HARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obpection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection . 
Mrs. HARDEN. Mr. Speaker, the 

American people today are becoming in
creasingly fearful that the terrible events 
in Korea are leading up to a third world 
·war ·and the possible destruction of the 
world as we know it. 
. I do not propose to outline in detail 
the mistakes, the bungling, and, at times, 
. the treachery which brought about the 
tragedy which confronts the Christian 

. world today. Rather, I wish to voice the 
plea that this Congress rise to its re
sponsibility, forego all plans for adjourn
ment, and agree to stay on the job con
tinuously until both victory and lasting 
peace are in our grasp. 

American boys are dying fn Korea, 
faced with tremendous odds and a brutal, 
Godless enemy. Our immediate task is 
to reverse those odds, to render every 
possible aid to those heroic few who man 
the defense lines of decency and right
eousness in far-off Asia. Then, we must 
seek with all the means at our command 
to make certain that there will be no 
more Koreas, no more bloodletting, no 
more war. 

I, for one, do not wish to entrust this 
job entirely to the executive branch of 

· our Government. Rather, I believe that 
we, as the elected Representatives of our 
people, must stay on the job to make sure 
that everything which must be done is 
done. 

It will involve personal sacrifice on our 
part. Some of us may lose our seats in 

. this body because of our inability to re
turn honie to campaign for reelection. 
But the life of a single American soldier 
is far, far more important than dozens of 
seats in Congress, and I propose that we 
cast personal comfort and ambition 
aside and stay on the job here in Wash
ington. 
KOREAN ACTION EMPHASIZES THAT ALL 

BRANCHES OF OUR ARMED FORCES ARE 
INDISPENSABLE 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania? 

There was no objection. 
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· Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, as a 
Naval Reserve captain and a veteran of 
World War I and World War II, I have 
always been in favor of any organization, 
agency, or department that adds 
strength to our national defense. 

While my career in the United States 
Navy is one of which I am proud, my ef
forts as a legislator have not been con
fined to that branch of the service. I 
have maintained a deep interest in the 
Army, Air Force, Marine Corps, Coast 
Guard, Public Health Service, Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, and the Civil Air 
Patrol. . 

The best way to examine a legislator's 
position with respect to national defense 
°is to examine his record. My legislative 
record is based upon 9 years of congres
sional service. Four of these years have 
been served since World War II. 

As you know, I am a member of the 
House Committee on Armed Services. 
This committee has jurisdiction in gen
eral, over legislation affecting all of the 
armed forces. We deal with Navy, Air 
Force, Army, and Marine Corps prob
lems, and in time of war the Coast Guard 
as part of the Navy. We do not deal 
with appropriations, as such. 

It is of interest to review what our 
committee did during the Eightieth and 
Eighty-first Congresses. I am particu
larly gratified that our activities bore 
no trace of favoritism toward any par
ticular branch of the service, and that 
at no time did we deviate from our sol
emn resolve to assist in maintaining an 
adequate national defense. 

In view of the Nation-wide interest in 
building superior air power as a vital arm 
of national defense, I should like to dis
cuss the efforts of the House Committee 
on the Armed Services in behalf of the 
Air Force. · 
~he National Security Act of 1947, 

which unified the armed services, was 
·not considered by the House Committee 
on Armed Services. Because of the com
plex jurisdictional situations which exist 
in Congress, the House Committee on Ex
penditures handled the Unification Act. 
That is the law that made the Air Force 
a separate department. But it was the 
Committee on Armed Services, in 1949, 
that reported the legislation that made 
the Department of Defense a single de
partment and made the Departments of 
the Navy, Army, and Air Force parts of 
the Department of Defense. 

During the Eightieth Congress, we 
passed a law which, for the first time in 
the history of the Nation, provided inac
tive duty training pay for Army and Air 
Force Reservists on the same basis as 
that heretofore received by Navy and 
Marine Corps Reservists and members of 
the National Guard. I might add that I 
was a member of the subcommittee that 
originally reported that bill to the full 
committee and the House. 

We passed an act during the Eightieth 
Congress, known as Public Law 810, which 
provided retirement benefits for Reserv
ists in all branches of the service. This 
law applies to the · Air Force as well as 
the Army and Navy, and, in my opinion, 

· has done a great deal to stimulate inter
. est in our Reserve progTam. This legis

lation was perfected by a subcommittee 
of which I was a member. 

· We enacted legislation during the 
Eightieth Congress which authorized the 
Secretary of tae Air Force to proceed 
with construction at military installa
tions of many items needed for the fur
ther development of air power. 

For example, that law authorized the 
appropriation of $410,000 for the com
pletion of a supersonic wind tunnel at the 

·California Institute of Technology. It 
authorized the appropriation of $152,000 
.for helicopter engine testing facilities at 
Kelly Field, Tex. It permitted the ex
penditure of $2,746,000 for the construc
tion of rocket static testing facilities, a 
control tower and an all-altitude speed 
course at Muroc Air Field, Calif. It au
thorized millions of dollars for the con
struction of quarters, control towers, 
·utilities, crash truck stations, jet engine 
testing facilities, gunnery ranges, ammu
nition storage facilities, rotor wing test
ing facilities, armament laboratory test
ing facilities, low-approach instrument 
landing systems, high frequency direc
tion-finding systems and radio range 
stations, just to name a few projects at 
various places through the United States. 

It also authorized the expenditure of 
millions of dollars for facilities in air 
fields outside the United States such as 
Ladd Field and Elmendorf Field, in 
Alaska, Adak Air Field in the Aleutian 
Islands, and other Air Force bases on 
the Marianas, the Canal Zone, Iceland, 
Bermuda, and so forth. 

We passed other legislation during the 
Eightieth Congress which affected the 

·Air Force favorably just as it did the 
·other services. We passed a bill permit
ting women to become members of the 
armed services. We passed the Officer 
Personnel Act· of 1947, and we made Air 
Force General Spaatz a permanent 4-
star general. 

So far during the Eighty-first Con
gress we have passed considerable leg
islation directly affecting the Air Force. 
We authorized the construction or a 
guided missiles proving range at Banana 
River, Fla. This proving range is an 
Air Force installation, although its facili
ties can be used by other services. It is 
the longest guided missile proving range 
known in the world today, and I whole
heartedly supported this measure. I 
was a member of the subcommittee that 
originally considered the bill. 

We authorized the construction of a 
radar fence around the United States. 
This law permits the Secretary of the 
Air Force to establish a land-based air 
warning system and control installations 
which will enable us to detect the ap
proach of enemy aircraft at long dis
tances. It is now under construction. 
The United States Air Force is charged 
with the responsibility for the defense 
of the United States against air attack, 
as a result of the so-called Key West 
conference of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and I completely supported the legisla
tion which authorized the Secretary of 
the Air Force to proceed with this .highly 

· significant defense project. I was also 
a member of the subcommittee that re
ported that measure. 

We authorized a public works bill for 
all of the armed services during the 
Eighty-first Congress. - Approxi~ately 
$238,000,000 of the $596,000,000 author-

ized in that law will .go into Air F.orce 
projects in various parts of the world. · 

We passed a new pay bill for all the 
armed services which equalizes the pay 
for all members of the armed services. 
This was the first complete review of 
the pay scales of the armed services in 
40 years, and I might add that a very de
termined effort was made on the floor of 
tbe House to eliminate :fiight pay. I ob
jected to the elimination of flight pay. 
Had this special inducement pay been 
eliminated, it would have very seriously 
affected the United States Air Force. 

The unitary wind-tunnel bill, which 
was approved by our committ.ee and the 
Congress, authorized the construction of 
.nine transonic and supersonic wind tun
nels. Six of these tunnels were allotted 
to the _NACA, two to the Air Force, and 
one to the Navy. It is significant to note 
that the Navy tunnel was 2 feet by 2 feet 
at a cost of $6,500,000; whereas the two 
Air Force tunnels were 8 feet by 8 feet 
tunnels at a total cost of approximately 
$70,000,000. While the Navy's contribu
tion in the field of supersonic speeds. has 
been outstanding, I supported the Air 
Force position in this legislation because 
of their primary interest in this field. 
I might also mention that this same law 
authorized the establishment of an Air 
Engineering Development Center, which 
will be operated by the Air Force. It will 
be devoted to research and development 
and evaluation studies in connection 
with every conceivable aspect of the op
eration of aircraft, guided missiles, and 
their components in supersonic flight. 
The ultimate plans for this installation 
envisage a supersonic center comparable 
in magnitude to Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base in the subsonic field and pat
terned after similar centers for super
sonic experimental work in Germany. 
Eventually it should be one of the fore
most air development centers in the 
world. I was a member of the subcom
mittee that reported this extremely im
portant measure. 

At this .point I should like to discuss 
. the question of the _70-group air force 
about which we have heard so much. A 
bill was ·signed by President Truman on 
July 10, 1950, which for the first time 
would authorize by statute in peacetime 
an Air Force of not to exceed 70 groups. 
This does not mean that we are going 
to get it. The bill signed by the Presi
dent is m'erely an authorization. 

We have heard a lot of talk about the 
70-group air force. I would like to call 
attention to the fact that on April 7, 
1948, or over 2 years ago, a subcommit
tee of the House Committee on Armed 
Services .approved a resolution, which 
was forwarded to ·the President of the 
United States, to the effect that tbis 
Nation should have an Air Force with a 
minimum strength of 70 combat groups, 
supplemented by the necessary special 
squadrons, Air National Guard and Air 
Reserve groups. 

The committee further resolved that 
the funds necessary for a 70-group air 
force should be appropriated. I was a 
member of the full committee that unan
imously .approved that resolution. It 
was the outgrowth of the findings of the 
Air Policy Commission, headed by the 
present Secretary · of the Air Force, 



1950 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 10463 
Thomas Finletter, the Joint Aviation 
Policy Board, the then Secretary of the 
Air Force, Stuart Symington, the then 
Chief of Staff of the United States Air 
Force, Gen. Carl Spaatz, and many other 
officials charged with the resPonsibility 
for our national defense. And now, 2 
years later, we are finally authorizing 
the statutory existence of a 70-group 
air force. 

Prior to that time, we fought for larger 
appropriations for the Air Force. My 
record in this matter is clear. I advo
cated the 70-group Air Force in 1948. I 
voted for additional appropriations for 
the Air Force in 1948, 1949, and 1950, 
and I have consistently championed the 
cause of a large, hard-hitting-highly 
effective Air Force, just as I have cham
pioned the cause of the Navy and the 
Army and all the other services. 

In other words, I have been concerned 
about air power as deeply as any veteran 
who has experienced air attacks. No one 
has to sell the Air Force to me. I worked 
with the Fifth Air Force in the South 
Pacific during World War n, and I ad
mired their ability, courage, and effi
ciency. 

I was sufficiently concerned, however, 
as a result of disturbing reports and ugly 
rumors in newspapers and magazines, to 
join Chairman CARL VINSON of the House 
Armed Services Committee in requesting 
a complete investigation of all matters 
surrounding the B-36. The B-36 inves
tigation, that followed, and which re
sulted in what is officially known as the 
Report of the Investigation on Unifica
tion and Strategy, in the opinion of un
biased observers has done more to bolster 
the theory of unification than any single 
project since 1947. It cleared the air of 
ugly rumors and disturbing reports. It 
brought the issues out in the open, and 
our committee gave praise and criticism 
wherever we felt it was justified. I trust 
that those who desire to study the B-36 
investigation with fairness and objectiv
ity will read the committee report again, 
in the light of current events. 

In this discussion I wish to briefly com
ment on my attitude with respect to the 
Navy. I favored a big fiush-deck carrier, 
and I still do. In addition, I favor task 
forces, and the further development of 
the art of submarine warfare. I strongly 
advocate a well-trained, fully equipped, 
freely operating Marine Corps. I take 
the position that air power alone, despite 
its mighty contribution to our national 
defense, cannot win a war. We are using 
Infantry, we have called in the Marines, 
and we have ordered additional fleet 
units to join the task forces now in the · 
North Pacific. In other words, we are 
operating in Korea as we must always 
operate in any kind of a conflict-on a 
team basis. No single department, no 
single branch of the service, no single 
weapon of war ever won a war or ever 
will win a war. In the words of the 
poet-

It's not the individual, 
Nor the Army as a whole, 

But the everlasting teamwork 
Of every bloomln' soul. 

During my terms in Congress I have 
·steadfastly maintained that all branches 
of the service must be given equal con-

sideration. I do not mean that all 
branches of the service must receive the 
same amount of. money, but I do mean 
that we cannot weaken one branch of 
the service to strengthen the other. 

In short, our national defense to be 
adequate depends upon all branches of 
our Armed Forces coordinating the over
all effort to protect this Nation. In such 
a common endeavor, each branch is in
dispensable, for together they are our 
only bulwark against the forces of ag
gression that if permitted will run hog
wild in this turbulent world without a 
moment's notice. · 

ADJOURNMENT RUMORS 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES] may ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, every Member of this Congress 
will agree that we are facing a serious 
crisis. The extent and magnitude of the 
crisis is unknown. We do know, how
ever, that there is the threat of total war. 
Under these circumstances who among 
us will contend that the Congress of the 
United States should close its eyes and 
proceed on a "business as usual" basis? 
Unfortunately there are some, because 
·that is just what we are doing now. 
Under these circumstances who among 
us will contend that Congress should 
close its eyes, hide its head in. the sand, 
and go home? Unfortunately there are 
some, because the rumors of a recess or 
an adjournment rise from every corner 
of this Capitol. That we should even 
talk about going home, under these cir
cumstances, is, in my judgment, fool
hardy. 

Mr. Speaker, there is work to be done. 
There are plans to be drawn. 

The job of planning for the mobiliza
tion of wealth, of industry, of manpower 
is primarily the job of the Congress. It 
should not be left entirely to the 
President. 

These plans require careful study. 
The Congress should be at work on them 
now. 

I am not contending that such mo
bilization plans should be put into effect 
at this time. I do contend that these 
plans should be ready. They should be 
on the statute books for the time when 
they may be needed. 

LOBBYING ACT OF 1946 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, for 

the first time since the Lobbying Act was 
passed, you will find in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD of I"riday, July 14, which 
was placed upan the Members' desks this 
morning, the most complete compilation 
ever assembled of the information filed 
by Congress in any calendar year under 

the Registration Act of 1946. It contains 
reports from 333 lobbying organizations, 
which is more than was ever filed for any 
previous quarter. It contains 961 quar
terly reports from paid lobbyists or legis
lative agents, which was also more than 
were ever filed in any previous quarter 
in the history of the act. 

Third, both the organizational and in
dividual lobbying reports filed this time 
are more complete and more candid and 
give infinitely more information, gen
erally speaking, than those filed for any 
quarter before this. 
CONGRESS SHOULD STAY ON THE JOB 

Mr. McGUffiE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McGUIRE. Mr. Speaker, in the 

past several weeks, there has been a great 
deal of talk about probable adjournment 
time for the Eighty-first Congress. That 
such talk could emanate from any Mem
ber of this body at the very time that our 
Nation is undergoing its most dangerous 
crisis since the close of World War II is 
shameful indeed. As long as our boys 
are combating the totalitarian enemy, 
as long as our Nation stands unprepared 
for the horrendous eventualities that are 
within the realm of possipilities, we have 
no right to pause in our legislative duties. 
Every member of this House must stand 
for reelection this November. Some face 
long drawn out campaign battles. But 
these are secondary to the national in
terest today. Our national requirements 
demand daily, attentive work for their 
solution, and we must prepare ourselves 
sufficiently so that the peoples of this 
earth will have a secure opportunity for 
a democratic and peaceful life. To do 
otherwise would lead only to national 
suicide. 

THE CHINESE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC I 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and revise and extend my re
marks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, in an official 

broadcast from India the other day, Mr. 
Nehru, the Prime Minister of the Indian 
Government, stated that India as one of 
the nations which had given de jure rec
ognition to what he called the Chinese 
People's Republic, had been working 
through diplomatic cnannels to secure 
that country's admission to the United 
Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, communism in Asia is 
such a. threat to the United States that 
we are spending hundreds of millions of 
dollars and sending American boys to die 
in fighting it. It cannot be right for our 
Government to be passive in the face of 
efforts to build the Communist conspiracy 
up by giving Communist China the rec
ognition, respectability, prestige, and 
power that ·admissi<;m to the United Na
tions would give it. Therefore, I hope and 
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trust that our State Department is prop
erly protecting the interests of the United 
States by working diligently through dip
lomatic and all other channels to make 
sure that the Chinese Communist regime 
will not be admitted to the United Na
tions, where it could only make trouble 
for the organization and for all peoples 
who want to work together to prevent 
further Communist aggression. 

SUPPORT FOR MILITARY FORCES IN 
KOREA 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I urge 

the United States Government to send 
full aid, men, and materials, to Korea 
to make sure that our men there have 
the fullest support. 

I believe that "business as usual" must 
be out as long as the Korean question is 
unsolved and that the United States 
Government agencies and the Congress 
should proceed upon this basis. Gov
ernment agencies must act quickly and 
give the Korean supply problem the 
highest priority. 

We must give our fighting men at the 
front the full reassurance we are all 100 
percent behind them with needed and 
overdue equipment, and the best we 
have. Let us really put our shoulders to 
the task and meet the challenge of the 
situation now. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to my friend 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BUCHANAN]. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I commend my col
league from Pennsylvania and join with 
him in his request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania has expired. 

FEDERAL SCHOLARSHIP PLAN 

Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 15 minutes and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include a chart with 
figures. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, may it 

please the House: Back in January of 
1949 I called the attention of the Con
gress to a plan I was proposing that, for 
convenience, I had termed the "Federal 
scholarship plan." Although this session 
of Congress is drawing to a close, I still 
hope that legislation putting the Federal 
scholarship plan into effect may be 
passed by the Eighty-first Congress. 

I wish to again call it to the attention 
of all the Members in the hope that they 
will give my suggestion their considera
tion. 

The bill I have introduced to carry out 
the terms of my suggested Federal schol
arship plan is H. R. 5852. · 

The aim , of the Federal scholarship 
plan is to enable at least 5,000 high
school students a year to complete a col
lege education when in the absence of 
the Federal scholarship plan they would 
be unable to do so. The plan also serves 
the same purpose for at least 500 college 
students a year to continue through 
postgraduate work. 

For the sake of brevity, I will refer 
only to college and postgraduate higher 
education, although actually the plan is 
intended to include students who will 
continue their education after high 
school, whether it be in a college or some 
other institution of learning. The fig
ures used in the appended chart are 
based on a ·college period of 4 years or 
a postgraduate period of 4 years. Since 
many courses would not take that length 
of time, it is probable that the Federal 
scholarship plan would benefit 7,000 or 
8,000 students a year, rather than the 
figure of 5,500 on which the plan is 
based. And, of course, there would 
necessarily be some corresponding minor 
adjustments to be made in the financial 
figures. 

The benefits of the Federal scholarship 
plan are intended to be furnished at no 
actual cost to the Federal Government. 
The Federal Government does provide 
money in the initial period of operation 
of the plan, but this money is not pro
vided in the form of the usual appropria
tion. It is with this understanding that 
I say that the benefits are made possible 
by the Federal Government, but still at 
no actual cost to the Federal Govern
ment. 

The Federal scholarship plan is based 
on two major premises: First, no quali
fied high school or college student should 
be deprived of a higher education be
cause of financial inability to pay for it; 
and, second, in its present financial con
dition, the country is unable to provide 
that education free of charge. 

I hope that eventually the time will 
come when this country can offer higher 
education to scholastically qualified stu
dents at absolutely no expense to the 
student. Post-high-school education · 
should be free to those of our students 
who want and are qualified to continue 
higher education. 

The country has not yet reached the 
stage where it feels able to provide higher 
education free of charge. Until that 
time comes, I advocate the expedient of 
what I am terming "the Federal scholar
ship plan.'' 

We must not lose sight of the fact that 
the country suffers in losing the poten
tial qualities that have not been brought 
to fruition simply because thousands of 
individuals have been deprived of educa
tions to fit their individual abilities. It 
is a public problem directly affecting the 
welfare of the community, State, Nation, 
and world. It is for that reason that I 
am introducing legislation to inaugurate 
what I have termed "the Federal schol
arship plan." 

The Federal scholarship plan provides 
for a method of advancing money to a 
limited number of qualified students by 
appropriation of Federal funds for that 
purpose. The money so advanced is to 
be repaid by the students at stated in-

tervals over a period of 10 years, begin
ning after the educational period. 

The plan calls for the cooperation of 
the States in two ways: First , some 
financial assistance; and, second, selec
tion of students. 

The total yearly number of high
school students who will receive money 
for higher education is set at 5,000. The 
number of college students who are eligi
ble for Federal assistance to continue 
postgraduate studies is set at 500. Inci
dentally, the ratio of these figures can 
be adjusted to meet the educational 
needs of the country if a survey shows 
that the greater need is for postgradu
ate students. 

The amount of money to be advanced 
to those students continuing on from 
high school to college studies is fixed at 
a maximum of $1,000 per year. College 
students who are going on to postgradu
ate schools will receive a maximum of 
$1,500 a year. 

The maximum time period for either 
group is 4 years of college studies for 
high-school students; or 4 years of post
graduate work for college students. 

On the basis of a 4-year term, those 
granted aid for college or post-high
school studies will repay the Government 
at the rate of $250 a year for the first 4 
years and $500 a year for the next 6 
years. Postgraduate students will repay 
the Government at the rate of $250 a 
year for the first 2 years, $500 a year 
for the next 2 years, and $750 a year for 
the next 6 years. Repayments do not 
begin until the first year after the study 
period is completed. 

In the year after such payments have 
been completed so that the entire loan 
has been repaid to the Federal Govern
ment the student will make a "gratuity 
payment" equal to 10 percent of the total 
amount advanced to him by the Federal 
Government. For students who have 
accepted aid for less than the 4-year 
basis, the amount of repayment is deter
mined proportionately so as to be fully 
repaid at the expiration of 10 years from 
the time of completing their institutional 
studies. 

On the above basis, the Federal Gov
ernment would "appropriate" about 
$167,000,000 over a period of 14 years or 
a little less than $12,000,000 a year for 
the Federal scholarship -plan. Fourteen 
years after the commencement of the 
Federal scholarship plan it is unneces-· 
sary for the Federal Government to 
make further "appropriations" because 
the plan has then become a self-sustai11-
ing revolving fund that finances itself. 
The Federal Government does not get 
back its "appropriations" for the initial 
14-year period until 10 years after the 
Federal scholarship plan is ended, when
ever that may be. The necessary "ap
propriations" for the first 14 years for 
the Federal scholarship plan are shown 
chonologically in the appended chart 
under "Appropriations." 

In addition to the above Federal 
appropriations, those States that ac
cept the terms of the Federal scholar
ship plan will contribute at the ratio 
of $100 for every $1,000 advanced by the 
Federal Government. The total yearly 
contribution of all the States is shown 
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on the appended chart under "States." 
After the first 14 years of operation of 
the Federal scholarship plan the total 
expense to the States is figured at $1,-
150,00°0 a year or $50 for every $1,000 
loaned to the student. The amount per 
State of course depends upon the popu
lation of the State-the students being 
apportioned among the States by popula
tion. The yearly contribution of an 
average State would be about $48,000 for 
the first 14 years and about $24,000 
therea,f ter. 

The ·contribution of the States di:tiers 
·from that of the Federal Government in 
that the Federal Government's contri
bution is simply a loan, where as that of 
the States is an outright gift. 

The money advanced by the Federal 
Government to the students is repaid by 
the students over a 10-year period in the 
amounts indicated on the chart under 
"Student repayments." The amounts in 
that column of the chart are figured 
after deducting an estimated 10-percent 
loss on loans not repaid by students be
cause of death, poor risks, and so forth. 
By the fourteenth year, the yearly re
payments ·of students come to $20,700,-
000. In addition to that amount, the 
student also makes a gratuity payment 
to the Federal Government of 10 percent 
of the total amount of aid received by 
him. ·The total amount of this gratuity 
payment is $2,300,000, or, again deduct
ing the estimated IO-percent loss, $2,-
070,000. That gratuity payment is made 
the year after the student has repaid 
his entire loan. That amount is shown 
on the chart under the column headed 
"10-percent gratuity." . 

The estimated expenses of administra
tion of the Federal scholarship plan are 
shown on the chart under "Administra
tion." Beginning with the fifteenth 
year, and continuing at that yearly fig
ure after that time, the yearly adminis
tration expenses are estimated at a 
maximum of $500,000. 

A summary of the plan, as shown on 
the chart, indicates that when the plan 
gets under way a total of $23,000,000 a 
year is being given to approximately 
20,000 college students and 2,000 post
graduate students. During the first 14 
years the Federal Government has ap
propriated an average of $12,000,000 a 
year to make the plan possible. Begin
ning with the fifteenth year, the Federal 
scholarship plan is self-sustaining in 
that the yearly expenses of aid to · stu
dents and administrative costs run to 
$23,500,000 a year and the Federal Gov
ernment is taking in approximately $23,-
920,000 a year, which consists of student 
repayments in the amount of $20,700,-
000ayear-after10-percent bad-debt re
duction-and $2,070,000 a year gratuity 
repayment-after 10-percent bad-debt 
reduction-and $1,150,000 per year from 
the States. That leaves a balance of ap
proximately $420,000 a year which would 
be available to the Federal Government 
either to reduce the amount of the States' 
contribution or to cover an error in the 
estimated .administrative expenses or 
bad-debt losses. 

The Federal scholarship plan must be 
considered beginning with the :fifteenth 
year after its inauguration, which is 
when it becomes a revolving, self-sus
taining fund. Beginning that year, the 
Federal Government makes no further 
appropriation but simply carries the 
total $167,000,000 appropriation during 
the initial 14-year period as an accounts 
receivable, which will be repaid in full 10 
years after the completion of the Fede.ral 
scholarship plan, whenever that may be. 

cated States being the only beneficiaries 
of the Federal scholarship plan. 

The Federal scholarship plan does not 
interfere in any way with the curriculum 
of any institution of learning. It does 
not put the Federal Government into the 
field of education. Using the same edu
cational system that we now have, it 
simply enables worthy students to con
tinue their education, where, in the ab
sence of the Federal scholarship plan, 
they would be financially unable tc do so. 

The Federal scholarship plan is not 
.financed by one single appropriation in 
the true sense of the word. The money . 
advanced by the Federal Government is 
not an appropriation, but is simply a 
loan, a continuing loan. 

The Federal scholarship plan is in
tended to help only those students who 
meet two qualifications: (1) Their high
school work established beyond question 
that they are good material for post
h~h-school study; and (2) they are un
able financially to pay for higher duca
tion. The Federal scholarship plan has 
suitable safeguards to see that those two 
requirements are not evaded. 

Ii this continuing loan be interpreted 
as an appropriation, it is important to 
note that the appropriations by the Fed
eral Government are simply made for the 
initial period of the Federal scholarship 
plan. After the first 14 years the Federal 
scholarship plan is self-financed and the 
Federal Government makes no further 
appropriations: 

I will not at this time outline in detail 
the method of selection of students or the 
type of administration necessary. Brief
ly, the number of students allotted to 
each State would be in proportion to the 
population of the State. As far as pos
sible, the selection of students would be 
a function of the individual State, sub
ject only ~o the restriction that there be 
no discrimination based on race, creed, 
or color. As far as possible, the student 
himself would select the institution in 
which he wished to continue his higher 
education. The Federal Government's 
administrative duties and expenses would 
simply be in connection with supervising 
the entire Federal scholarship plan to 
see that all students were given a fair op
portunity to compete within the State 
and that there was no .· discrimination 
based on race, creed, or color. I have felt 
that the students should be apportioned 
on a State rather than a National basis, 
so that students of those States Dn a 
lower educational level would not be 
foreclosed from the plan: If students 
are not apportioned among the States, 
the result of national competition might 
see students from the more highly edu-

Let me emphasize that the Federal 
scholarship plan is in no way associated 
with and is not intended in any way to 
interfere with any Federal-aid-to-educa
tion program. Whatever is done to put 
the Federal scholarship plan into e:tiect 
is not to be at the expense of Federal 
aid to education. Any Federal Govern
ment money used in the Federal scholar
ship plan is not to come from any Fed
eral-aid-to-education appropriation. 

There may be some who will feel that 
the Federal scholarship plan will not 
function because the students will not 
repay the loan. That is a possibility. 
I, for one, am willing to risk that possi
bility. I will have some statistics to pre
sent when the legislation comes up that 
I believe will warrant my stand. 

The Federal scholarship plan may 
perhaps be an answer to that part of 
the President's budget message-page 
146, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, January 10, 
1949-that read as follows: 

It has become increasingly obvious that 
the national welfare demands that higher 
education be made available to more of our 
talented young people. We should now de
termine the soundest and most practical 
means of providing additional opportunities 
for capable young people who could not 
otherwise afford a college or university 
education. 

I respectfully· submit my proposed 
Federal scholarship plan for the consid
eration of Members of the Co11-gres~. -

Federal scholarship plan 
. [Basis of 5,000 college and 500 postgraduate students a year; college students $1,000 a year, postgraduates $1,500 a year. 

Repayments over 10-year period beginning after education completed] 

Expenditures Receipts 

Year Total Total Appro-

To college To post- Adminis- -expenses From Student re- IO percent reCeiptS I priation 
graduate tration States payments I gratuity 2 

!_ ______ 
$5,000, 000 $750, 000 $150, 000 $5, 900, 000 $575, 000 0 0 $575, 000 $5, 325, 000 2 _______ 
10, 000, 000 1, 500, 000 175, 000 11, 675, 000 1, 150, 000 0 0 1, 150, 000 10, 525, 000 3 _______ 15, 000, 000 2, 250, 000 200, 000 17, 450, 000 1, 725, 000 0 0 1, 725, 000 15, 725, 000 4 _______ 
20, 000, 000 3,.000, 000 225, 000 23, 225, 000 2, 300, 000 0 0 2, 300, 000 20, 925, 000 5 _______ 
20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 250, 000 23, 250, 000 2, 300, 000 $1, 237, 500 0 3, 537, 500 20, 712, 500 6 _______ 
20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 '%15, 000 23, 275, 000 2, 300, 000 2, 475, 000 0 4, 775, 000 18, 500, 000 7 _______ 
20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 300, 000 23, 300, 000 2, 300, 000 3, 825; 000 0 6, 125,000 17, 175, 000 g _______ 
20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 325, 000 23, 325, 000 2, 300, 000 5, 175, 000 0 7, 475, 000 15, 850, 000 g _______ 
20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 350, 000 23, 350, 000 2, 300, 000 7, 762, 500 0 10, 062, 500 13, 287, 500 10 ______ 20, 000, 000 3, 000, ()()() 375, 000 23, 375, 000 2, 300, 000 10, 575, 000 0 12, 875, ()()() 10, 500, 000 lL _____ 20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 400,000 23, 400, 000 2, 300, 000 12, 037, 500 0 14, 337, 500 9, 062, 500 

12 ______ 20, 000, ouo 3, 000, 000 425, 000 23, 425, 000 2,300,000 15, 525, 000 0 17, 825, 000 5,600, 000 13 ______ 20,000,000 3, 000,000 450, 000 23, 450, 000 2, 300, 000 18, 112, 500 0 20, 412, 500 3,037, 500 14 ______ 20,000, 000 3,000,000 475, 000 23, 475, 000 2, 300, 000 20, 700, 000 0 23, 000, 000 475, 000 15__ ____ 20, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 600, OQO 2 23, 500, 000 1, 150, 000 20, 700, 000 $2, 070, 000 2 23, 920, 000 a 0 

1 After l0-1;ercent deduction for "bad detts." 2 After fourteenth year, figures are const1mt. a Surplus $420,COO. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. SIKES] is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

. THE KOREAN SITUATION 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
time for calm· and quiet determination 
at home-not a time for panic. Obvious
ly, things are not going well in Korea. 
But we are not through there. 

Do not forget we were spread thin. 
Our defenses have to cover three-fourths 
of the world. We have to depend upon 
ourselves alone for most of the job. 
There is not enough at any one point 
to enable us to fight a war-only enough 
for a delaying action in a case of full
scale aggression. 

But we are rapidly getting in position 
to do the job in Korea, and we will do 
the job. We will not be thrown out. 
These are the things to remember. 

We are not in any trouble that we are 
unable to handle. It will take some time 
and require the tightening of belts. It 
will be necessary that we realize that the 
Communists are playing for keeps; that 
trouble may break out elsewhere and 
probably will. We shall need to accept 
partial mobilization; the substitution of 
tanks for automobiles on the assembly 
lines; some curtailment of profits as 
usual. 

Now just why are we in trouble in 
. Korea. Wisely or unwisely, the South 
Koreans were not trained or equipped for 
war. It has been our purpose to build 
for peace. 

The American military advisory mis
sion in Korea had for its task the train
ing of Korean security forces to deal with 
internal security. The armament for 
such a mission, consequently, consisted 
of small weapons, a few coastal vessels, 
and no combat aircraft. 

Our troops were withdrawn last June 
in conformity with arrangements ·set
ting up the Republic of Korea. Several 
hundred persons, comprising the Ameri
can military mission, remained behind 
to train the Korean constabulary. 

The situation along the thirty-eighth 
parallel was only one of six in which the 
Russians maintained military build-ups. 

Those six Soviet-backed military build-
- ups were threats against the following 

countries: Iran, Indochina, Formosa, 
Germany, Yugoslavia, Greece-the 
whole Macedonian area. 

Because of its military power in being 
along the borders of these countries, the 
Soviet camp can move against any par
ticular target or groups of targets, just as 
they did against South Korea. 

Obviously, the United States, with its 
ever-mounting responsibilities, could not 
maintain military forces of equal 
strength in being at all those particular 
areas, in addition to meeting the other 
requirements we have. 

For the past 18 months, northern 
Korean forces have been massed in 
strength on the north side of the thirty. 
eighth parallel. There were frequent 
border incidents involving as many as 
several thousand troops. In the face of 
this knowledge on our part, it was still 
possible for the aggressor to achieve tac
tical surprise, and this is understand
able. The Korean situation constituted 

a calculated risk weighed against the 
over-all global ·military-political situa-
tio~ . 

Once the North Korean forces moved 
against the Republic of Korea, the ag-

. gressor had a gr.eat advantage. He had 
superiority of numbers, equipment, fire 
power, and was · aided and abetted by 
saboteurs, fifth columnists, and his cause 
was served by confusion and disorgani
zation. 

The history of aggressors in our day 
. attests to the strong advantage which 

accrues to the ruthless international 
criminal when he violates all rules of 
international law, justice, al)d decency 
and resorts to naked force. as a policy of 
aggrandize_ment. 

The decision of President Truman to 
join the fight was a recognition on his 
part of the moral issue at stake, as well 
as the political-ideological issues in
volved, above and beyond the actual mili
tary factors; when we moved into the 
battle as a result of his order as Com~ 
mander in Chief we were in effect re
versing purely·military policy. The pub
lic expression of opinion which attended 
the Chief Executive's decison was con
firmation of the fact that the rank and 
file of Americans agreed with him that 
the time had come to call a halt to Com
munist aggression, and -that, with other 
members of the United Nations, we w2re 
prepared to meet force with force to rid 
the world of this threat and restore 
peace. 

The task of getting adequate forces 
into Korea, once we had joined the fight 
against aggression, was a most f ormida
ble one. Railroad facilities left mtich to 
be desired, roads are a far cry from what 
we understand in America as modern 
highways; the logistics problems incident 
to a build-up operation, under such cir
cumstances, are enormous. 

We not only have the job of endeavor
ing to get troops there from Japan in as 
short a time as possible and rush them 
into the interior, but we also have to rush 
equipment and supplies in such volume 
as 'to enable them to fight an effective 
delaying action. In addition, and at the 
·same time, we must get on with the task 
of bringing in the men, equipment, and 
supplies which would enable us to make 
a really firm stand at a selected line and 
in turn, when the situation allows, mount 
a counterattack. 

Our military efforts in Korea were, in 
the early stages, handicapped by poor 
weather, which worked against continu
ous air attacks. The break in the air 
attacks allowed the North Koreans to 
make hasty but adequate repairs to 
bridges and roads in the interval when 
poor flying weather militated against the 
effectiveness of our air arm. The Air 
Force was also handicapped because the 
several more important airports fell into 
enemy hands almost at the outset. 

The North Koreans, in contrast to the 
Republic of Korea's internal security 
forces, massed and trained and heavily 
equipped purely militacy forces. These 
included units which saw former service 
in conjunction with the Chinese Com
munist forces. They were veterans, sea
soned in tactics, and trained to ~ specific, 
aggressive purpose. Their combat e:ffi-

ciency has weighed heavily against our 
limited forces. 

Everything considered, and despite the 
actual reverses suffered by our forces to 
date, an outstanding performance has 
been given by those United States forces 
who have been committed to action. Of 
necessity, we were outnumbered, out
fired in equipment, and harassed by fifth 
columnists turned snipers. Our forces 
were pressed into duty on unfamiliar ter
rain, with many natural hazards; in the 
face of strong, well-mounted, highly
trained and disciplined enemy forces. 
They have made the enemy pay a stiff 
price for his advances. 

Now, as the symbol of the free world's 
determination to halt Communist ag
gression Korea is a testing ground of the 
will to freedom and survival-free of un
provoked international assault. 

Then what is next? 
To support more intensive action in 

Korea-and meet the threat of trouble 
elsewhere-it is becoming apparent that 
limited industrial mobilization will be 
necessary. Selective industrial mobiliza
tion probably could be carried out with
out great disruption; for example, tele
vision set manufacture could be diverted 
in favor of radar, and automobile pro
duction curtailed to furnish more tanks. 
The National Guard and the Reserves 
should be utilized in the conduct of the 
war. 

It is even more important to take seri
ously the Korean lessons as they apply 
to defense plannfng. In addition to con
tinued contribution to the defense of 
western Europe we must be prepared for 
other prompt police actions. For the 
Russians, unless they are stopped in Ko
rea, can tie us down all over the world 
in a series of incidents without ever com
mitting their own troops. To counter 
this we need not only the military sup
port of other countries in the United 
Nations, but also a change in the com
position of our forces. In other words, 
we need to have both better intelligence 
and the trained men, supplies, and trans
portation necessary to get into action 
quickly. To do these things we at home 
must accept the fact that we are in the 
struggle too-the men on the Korean 
front cannot do the job alone. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. GORE] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

GORE FARM BILL 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise on the 
floor of the United States Congress to 
refute a falsification of the record-a 
falsification of the contents of the so
called Gore farm bill. Untrue state
ments have been widely published in 
paid advertisements fn the course of a 
senatorial Democratic primary cam
paign in the State of Oklahoma. I arise 
to state the facts in order to protect my 
own record and the record of a great 
majority of this body, who, along with 
our able, distinguished, and beloved col
league, the Honorable MIKE MONRONEY, 
voted for passage of this farm bill which 
bore my name as author. 

When the publication of these grossly 
unfair and untrue statements came to 
my attention, I wired the senior Member 
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of the other legislative body at the other 
side of the Capitol, from the state of 
Oklahoma, advising him that these 
falsified advertisements had been pub
lished in support of his candidacy and 
that his own photograph had been used 
in these advertisements clearly implying 
his affirmation of the statements. I 
requested that the gentleman make cor
rection of the misstatements by telling 
the truth about the bill or publicly dis
associate his name therefrom. I also 
told the gentleman in my wire that 
unless he did so I would be compelled 
to set the record straight on the floor 
of Congress in order to protect my own 
record from being severely prejudiced. 
Thus far the gentleman has taken no 
such action. The canards have been 
left to stand; therefore, as I said a mo
ment ago, I now rise on the floor of 
Congress to refute them. 

In a bold and bald-faced manner, the 
advertisements describe the so-called 
Gore bill as providing price supports for 
farm commodities at only 60 percent of 
parity. Now that is utterly, completely, 
wholly, and deliberately untrue. These 
false advertisements have appeared in 
nearly all, if not all newspapers in the 
State of O~lahoma. It is apparent that 
this is done for the purpose of unjustly 
besmirching the record of one of the 
ablest and finest men ever to serve in the 
United States Congress, the Honorable 
MIKE MONRONEY. I say this is the pur
pose, because, in ~he advertisements, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, Con
gressman MONRONEY, js charged with the 
heinous crime of supporting the Gore bill 
because, as the ads erroneously say, this 
was a 60 percent of parity bill. What is 
the truth? Well, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] did support -
the Gore bill, but it was not a 60 percent 
of parity bill.. As a matter of fact, he 
made- the ablest and most influential 
speech made for the bill. Of course, 
many of my colleagues here today re
member that fine, eloquent argument he · 
made. But, Mr. Speaker, he made no 
argument in favor of a 60 percent of -
parity price-support program. Not at all. 
It was in favor of continuing the existing 
90 percent of parity price-support pro
gram that Representative MoNRONEY 
spoke. In fact, MIKE MONRONEY never 
favored 60 percent of parity price support 
upon any commodity, except potatoes. I 
say this unreservedly because I know 
MIKE MONRONEY'S record. He and I took 
the oath of office together in the United 
States Congress. We soon became fast 
friends and we have been together in the 
thick of ·many, many legislative battles. 
I have followed him on many, many im
portant decisions, and I will tell you now 
that I hold his judgment in highest 
esteem. I teamed with MIKE MONRONEY 
in the early days of World War II to in
crease the price-support program from 
52 to 90 percent of parity on basic com
modities. Our amendment was accepted. 
Moreover. our amendment provided ·price 
support for a large number of nonbasic 
commodities which had never before had 
the benefit of price support. MIKE MoN
RONEY thought this was right, and we 
know · what a hard fighter MIKE 
MoNRONEY is for what he thinks is right. 

Yes; MIKE MONRONEY played a very 

important part in establishing the 90 
percent of parity price-support program 
in the first instance; and, then last year, 
he made the strongest, the ablest, and 
the most effective speech in support of 
the Gore bill, which continued this 90-
percent-of-parity price-support pro
gram. Why, then, should he, of all peo
ple, be charged with favoring a 60 per
cent of parity price-support program? 
Well, of course, it could be nothing but 
politics and the cheapest sort of politics 
at that. I call that hitting below the 
belt. 

Of course, I do not have to speak for 
MIKE MONRONEY. He has already dem
onstrated that he can quite adequately 
take care of himself. But, I do feel the 
need to refute this falsification of the 
Gore bill, lest, by allowing these publi
cized falsehoods to go unanswered, other 
Members who voted for this bill, as well 
as myself, would be similarly attacked, 
and that is why I have risen today on 
the floor of Congress to set the record 
straight. 

Now, I have said that MIKE MONRONEY 
made the most effective speech in favor 
of the Gore bill. He also made the most 
influential argument against the Bran
nan plan, and, mind you, Mr. Speaker, 
we ·offered the so-called Gore bill as a 
substitute for the so-called Pace-Bran
nan bill, which, as you know, embodied 
the principles and a large part of the 
objectionable features of the familiarly 
known Brannan plan. Yes, MIKE MoN
RONEY was not only in favor of continu
ing the 90 percent of parity price-sup
port program, but he was very much 
against the regimentation and imprac
ticability of the Brannan plan. I, too, 
was against the Brannan plan. Now, 
who was it who voted for the so-called 
Gore bill along with MIKE MONRONEY 
and myself? At least three-fourths of 
all Congressmen from the real farm dis
tricts, whether Democrat or Republican, 
voted for the Gore bill. That brings up 
another falsification in these ads. It is 
plainly said that my bill was supported 
by the big-city Congressmen. Well, I 
have looked up the record on that and I 
find that very, very few Members from 
any large city in the entire United States 

. voted for the so-called Gore bill as a sub
stitute for the Pace-Brannan bill. The 
facts are quite to the contrary and quite 
the reverse of these ads appearing in 
Oklahoma for the purpose of defaming 
and besmirching the record of a col
league of ours who is so loved and re
spected by the membership of this body. 

Now, as I said a moment ago, I do 
not feel that MIKE MoNRONEY needs me 
to rise on the floor of Congress to def end 
him. That, I am not doing. The re
sults of the Oklahoma primary July 4 
showed that MIKE MONRONEY can take 
care of himself in Oklahoma. But what 
about the rest of us who supported this 
sound farm program? Our records are 
prejudiced, too. I h:;i.ve a right and you 
have a right to have the record set _ 
straight. That is what I intend to do 
today. 

Now, it just so happens that the same 
gentleman in whose behalf these false 
advertisements were published has within 
the last few days introduced a farm bill 
himself, What kind of bill is it.? What 

is that farm bill? Is 1t the Brannan 
plan? Oh, no. He introduced that last 
year. Is he still for the Brannan plan? 
Well, that is not for me to answer. That 
is beside the point. What about the last 
bill that this gentleman introduced? It 
provides for an extension of the 90 per
cent of parity price support program. 
Now, that is exactly what MIKE MoN
RONEY and I did last year. If it was so 
wrong last year, why is it so right now? 
It is said that unless this is done now. 
the flexible price support program will 
go into effect next year. These flexible 
provisions of the law were not in the 
Gore bill which MIKE MONRONEY and I 
supported. Those provisions were added 
by the Agriculture Committee of another 
body which this same gentleman sup
posedly presided over as chairman prior 
to his departure for Sweden. If those 
provisions are so wrong now, why did 
the Agriculture Committee of the other 
body put them into the bill last year? 
If the provisions which MIKE MoNRONEY 
and I supported in the Gore bill last 
year were so wrong then, why are they 
so right now? If the Brannan plan was 
right last year, why is it that the same 
gentleman who introduced the Brannan 
plan last year would now introduce a 
bill entirely unlike the Brannan plan? 
Well, the answer to these questions is 
obvious. The people who supported the 
so-called Gore bill last year are faring 
pretty well with the electorate, while 
many supporters of the Brannan plan 
are dodging the issue in every conceiv
able way. 

What did the Gore bill provide? Here 
is what it provided. Here is the truth 
which I state in order that no one else 
will attempt such deception and falsifi
cation. Here are the facts. The Gore 
bill that passed the House last year pro
vided for two things: First, the extension 
of the existing 90 percent of parity price 
support program; second, repeal of the 
Hope-Aiken law of sliding scale sup
ports. It is under the provision of this 
so-called Gore bill, later becoming law, 
that prices of basic commodities and 
some others are today being supported 
at 90 percent of parity. It is not a per
fect program but it is the product of 
years of experience and farmer coopera
tion and is basically sound. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to Mr. O'HARA of Illi
nois <at the request of Mr. McKINNON) 
for an indefinite period- on account of 
official business. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington <at the 
request of Mr. MANSFIELD) was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. McCORMACK <at the request of 
Mr. PRIEST) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in three instances 
and in each to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. BREHM asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in two in
stances; in one to include an editorial. 

Mr. POULSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include two editorials. 
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Mr. HERTER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks and 
include an article. 

Mr. HALLECK <at the request of Mr. 
CORBETT) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks and include an edito
rial on the Korean situation. 

Mr. POWELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in four 
instances and include newspaper clip
pings in each. 

Mr. McSWEENEY asked and was giv
en permission to extend his remarks and 
include the ceremonies at the awarding 
of an honorary degree by Trinity College 
-upon the American Ambassador to Ire
land. 

Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks on the 
first quarter lobbying report of 1950. 

Mr. THORNBERRY (at the request of 
Mr. PRIEST) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. HELLER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in four 
instances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend her re
marks and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. RODINO asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in two in
stances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks a.nd in
clude an article, notwithstanding the 
fact that it is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $191.34. 

Mr. TEAGUE <at the request of Mr. 
PRIEST) was given permission to extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 8568. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of such Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 441. An act to redefine the units and 
establish the standards of electrical and 
photometric measurements; 

S. 2046. An act to provide authority for 
certain functions and activities in the De
partment of Commerce, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2201. An act to amend section 2 of the 
act of March 3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1449), to pro
vide basic authority for the performance of 
certain functions and activities of the De
partment of Commerce, and for other pur
poses; and 

S. 2507. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to grant to the East B.ay 
Municipal Utility District, an agency of the 
State of California, an easement for the con
struction and operation of an interceptor 
sewer pipe line in and under certain Govern-

ment-owned lands comprising a part of the 
Maritime Alameda Shipyard, Alameda, Calif. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had this day presented 
to the President for his approval a bill 
of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 8568. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Co
lumbia and other activities chargeable 1n 
whole or in part against the revenues of 
such District for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1951, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according
ly (at 6 o'clock and 18 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Tuesday, July 
18, J.950, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXVI, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1558. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting a 
deficiency estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1950 in the amount of $10,000 for 
the legislative branch (H. Doc. No. 643); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 

-1559. A letter from the Attorn~y General, 
transmitting a letter requesting that 'the 
case of Irene Psaros nee Irene Evangelos 
Pagonia, file No.  CR 27225 be with
drawn from those cases involving suspension 
of deportation now before the Congress and 
returned to the jurisdiction of the Depart
ment of Justice; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

1560. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report of lists 
or schedules covering records proposed for 
disposal by certain Government agencies; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

1561. A letter from the Chairman, United 
States Advisory Commission on Information, 
transmitting the semiannual report, pur
suant to the provisions of section 603, Pub
lic Law 402, Eightieth Congress; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
l31LLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DOUGHTON: Committee on Ways and 
Means. House Joint Resolution 502. Joint 
resolution to suspend certain import taxes 
on copper; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2563). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. S. 2822. An act to amend the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (U. S. C., title 
12, sec. 264); with amendment (Rept. No. 
2564). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Ourrency. S. 3105. An act to amend section 
10 of the Federal Reserve Act, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2565). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 
. Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 9109. A bill to amend the Agricultural · 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act; I_>ublic Law 74, Seventy-se.venth Con-

gress; the Agricultural Act of 1949; and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2566). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee of conference. 
H. R. 7477. A bill providing for the convey
ance to the town of Nahant, Mass., of the 
Fort Ruckman Military Reservation; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2567). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. DENTON: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 544. A bill to provide for terms of 
court to be held at West Palm Beach, and at 
Fort Myers, in the southern district of Flor
ida; with amendment (Rept. No. 2568). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DENTON: .Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 5810. A bill relating to the furnishing 
of accommodations at Klamath Falls, Oreg., 
for the United States District Court for the 
District of Oregon; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2569). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. DENTON: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 7869. A bill to provide for the furnish
ing of quarters at Newnan, Ga., for the Unit
ed States District Court for the Northern 
District of Georgia; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2570). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. KEE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
H. R. 8944. A bill authorizing the Ogdens
burg Bridge Authority, its successors and as
signs, to construct, maintain, and operate a. 
bridge across the St. Lawrence River at or 
near the city of Ogdensburg, N. Y.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2571). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Public 
Lands. H. R. 6807. A bill to provide for the 
expansion and disposition of certain national 
cemeteries; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2572). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 696. Resolution for con
sideration of and waiving points of order 
against S. 3809, an act to amend the Mutual 
Defense Assistance Act of 1949; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2573). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 697. Resolution 
for consideration of S. 2822, an act to amend 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (U. S. C., 
title 12, sec. 264); without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2574). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H. R. 7303. A bill to 
amend section 120 of the Internal Revenue 
Code; without amendment (Rept. No. 2575). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. WOLVERTON: 
H. R. 9128. A bill to establish the South

ern Medical College, to assist in the estab
lishment of mental health clinics, to facili
tate the provision of medical care to areas 
insufficiently provided therewith, and for 
other purpo-ses; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BOLLING: 
H. R. 9129. A bill to amend the Federal 

Property and Administrative Services Act o! 
1949, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Expenditures in Executive De-
partments. · 

By Mr. McGUIRE: 
H. R. 9130. A bill to create the War Dam

age Corporation; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

xxxxxxxxx
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By Mr. RAMSAY: 

H. R. 9131. A bill to promote the national 
defense, and to insure against shortages of 
petroleum and petroleum products in the 
United States by promoting the production 
and stockpiling of synthetic liquid fuels; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H. R. 9132. A bill to authorize the Secre_. 

tary of the Interior to prospect for manga
nese and other resources in certain lands in 
West Virginia; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. BRYSON: 
H. R. 9133. A bill to revise and codify the 

laws relating to patents and the Patent Of
fice, and to enact into law title 35 of the 
United States Code entitled "Patents"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NICHOLSON: 
H. R. 9134. A bill to amend title 46, United 

States Code, section 251; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 
H. R. 9135. A bill to amend the Career 

Compensation Act o:! 1949 to provide that 
certain service rendered by disabled retired 
officers be computed as double time for re
tirement; to the Committee on Armed 

. Services. 
H. R. 9136. A bill to direct the survey and 

repair of certain vessels in the national de
fense reserve fleet; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
H. R. 9137. A bill to authorize the erection 

of an addition tp the existing Veterans' Ad
ministration facility, San Fernando, Calif.; 
to the Committee on Veterans' A1fairs. 

By Mr. GAMBLE: 
H. R. 9138. A bill to amend certain pro

visions of Public Law 378, Eighty-first Con
gress; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania: 
H. R. 9139. A bill to amend section 107 of 

the Intern~! Revenue Code; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 
H. R. 9140. A blll to authorize paym~nt of 

endowment policies of national service life 
insurance in tlie form of annuities; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. COOLEY: 
H. R. 9141. A bill to encourage the im

provement and development of marketing 
facilities for handling perishable agricultural 
commodities; to the Committee on Agricul
ture. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H.J. Res. 503. Joint resolution to restore to 

the President all powers of the Price Con-· 
trol Act of 1942, including those of ration
ing or allocation; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. PLUMLEY: 
H.J. Res. 504. Joint resolution to provide 

that the housing developments known as 
Westview and Southview in the town of 
Springfield, Vt., shall for the purposes of 
the Seventeenth Decennial Census be treated 
as a part of the village of Springfield, Vt.; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MACY: 
H.J. Res. 505. Joint resolution to provide 

for voluntary agreements with respect to pri
ority allocation and inventory control of 
steel and steel products, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency . . 

By Mr. BATI'LE: 
H. Con. Res. 243. Concurrent resolution to 

favor a Pacific pact and United States par
ticipation therein; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. Res. 694. Resolution to authorize an in

vestigation of profiteering and the cost of 
living; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H. Res. 695. Resolution authorizing the 

printing of the manuscr1pt relative to ac-

celerated mapping and water resources basic
data programs to be printed as a House docu
ment; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. BAILEY: 
H. R. 9142. A b111 for the relief of Mrs. Rosie 

Lu Hall; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CURTIS: 

H. R. 9143. A bill for the relief of Humi 
Nagano and her child; to the CommJttee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H. R. 9144. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Olga 

Kowalik and Czeslawa Kowalik; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FEIGHAN: 
H. R. 9145. A bill for the relief of Tomoko 

Yamaya; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FURCOLO: 

H. R. 9146. A bill for the relief of George 
M. Sanger; to the Committee on the Judi:. 
ciary. 

By Mr. HERTER: 
H. R. 9147. A bill for the relief of Jan 

Krizik; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
. By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. R. 9148. A bill tor the relief of Josef 

Stuchal; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McDONOUGH: 

H. R. 9149. A bill for the relief of Dr. Colo
man S. Perjessy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: 
H. R. 9150. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act for the relief of Margarita Funa
kura"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE {by request): 
H. R. 9151. A bill for the relief of Giulio 

Blengino; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H. R. 9152. A bill for the relief of Arthur B. 

Kline; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
!By Mr. SADOWSKI: 

H. R. 9153. A bill for the relief of Janina 
Wojciechowska; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TEAGUE: 
H. R. 9154. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Hana Bolton; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. YATES: 
H. R. 9155. A bill for the relief of Masaka. 

Tsutsumi; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

2259. By Mr. PLUMLEY: Resolutions of 
Chelsea Grange; Essex Center Grange, No. 
155; Lakeview Grange, Danville; Mirror Lake 
Grange, No. 393, Berlin; Prospect Grange, No. 
331, Lincoln; Sutton Grange, No. 252, Sutton; 
Vermont and Lyndon Unit, No. 30, American 
Legion Auxiliary, opposing any form of com
pulsory health insurance or any system of 
political medicine; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

2260. By Mr. RABAUT: Resolution unani
mously passed by the Common Council of 
the City of Detroit at its regular formal ses
sion on July 5, 1950, relative to the Korean 
situation; to the Committee on Foreign Af· 
fairs. 

2261. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Reso
lution of Janesville Conservation Club, Janes
ville, Wis., opposing passage of H. R. 3843, 
a blll providing for the transfer of some 
lS,000 acres of submarginal land which con
tain some of the finest trout streams and 
some of the best hunting land in the entire 

United States to the Stockbridge Indians, be
cause the land is unfit for agriculture and 
incapable of supporting either red or white 
men and because the land is part ,of Wis
consin playground and summer-resort at
traction and the gift of said land to the said 
Stockbridge Indians would close the area for 
hunting and fishing by the sportsmen of 
Wisconsin and work a hardship on both the 
sportsmen and the resort and property own
ers who depend on the sportsmen for their 
business, and the State of Wisconsin has 
spent and is spending huge sums of money to 
protect the wildlife and plant trout and pro
tect such property from forest fires; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

2262. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Dr. 
John M. Chang, Ambassador, Korean Em
bassy, Washington, D. C., transmitting an 
appeal from the Korean Government relative 
to the Korean situation and requesting in
creasing aid during their national crisis; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2263. Also, petition of A. Borelli, secretary, 
Interparliamentary Travel Association, Genes, 
France, relative to an invitation to send a 
delegation from Congress to attend the Inter
parliamentary Travel Congress to be held in 
Paris toward the end of next November; to 
to Committee on Foreign Mairs. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, JULY 18, 1950 

<Legislative day of Saturday,July 1,1950) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. F. Norman Van Brunt, associate 
minister, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 

We bless Thy name, O Thou Almighty 
and Everlasting God, for the inspiri~g 
struggle which is the story of Thy people 
to find the way to truth and light. For 
those who have held high the torch of 
truth in perilous times and have brought 
it through to triumph at great costs, 
we give Thee thanks. Now at the cross
roads of history where decisions of 
mountainous proportions must be made, 
we pray for that stamina to stand in 
this hour. When the odds are high let 
us turn to Thee knowing that truth is 
rooted and grounded in Thy holy will. 
Thus, may we not falter, but, with great 
faith, go forward knowing that-

"Though the cause of evil prosper, 
Yet 'tis truth alone is strong: 

Though her portion be the scaffold, 
And upon the throne be wrong; 

Yet that scaffold sways the future, 
And behind the dim unknown 

Standeth God within the shadow 
Keeping watch over His own.'' 

Amen. 
THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. LuCAs, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
July 17, 1950, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
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