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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 9615. A bl.ll authorizing the Admin

istrator of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain 
real property of the United States to Sturgis 
Independent School District No. 12 of Stur
gis, s. Dak.; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GRABOWSKI: 
H.R. 9616. A bill to establish a procedure 

for the review of proposed bank mergers so 
as to eliminate the necessity for the dis
solution of. merged banks, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 9617. A bill to establish a National 

Commission on Oceanography; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. RONCALIO: 
H.R. 9618. A b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to individuals for certain 
expenses incurred in providing higher educa
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SICKLES: 
H.R. 9619. A bill relating to the employ

ment in union shops of persons conscien
tiously opposed to union membership; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII. 
35. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of nunois 
relative to the incorporation or chartering 
of the organization known ,as the Italian 
War Veterans of the United States, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HORTON: 
H.R. 9620. A bill for the relief of Dr. and 

Mrs. Kaddusi Gazioglu, and sons Orhon and 
Mehmet; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. KELLY: 
H.R. 9621. A bill for the relief of Mr. Ignac 

Ferdinand Klein, and his wife, Netti, and 
their two sons, Edward and Benjamin; to 
the Committee on the Judicia.ry. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: 
H.R. 9622. A bill for the relief of La1la 

Deya; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: . 

H.R. 9623. A blll for the relief of Haide 
CaJl'valho Gil de Jesus and Joaquim Gil de 
Jesus; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H.R. 9624. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Giuseppina Tucci; to the Coxn.mf.ttee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
239. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

certain members of the Florida State Legis
lature opposing any constitutional amend
ment authorizing a State with a bicameral 
legislature to utilize factors other than pop
ulation in apportioning either house of a 
bicameral legislature, which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

•• I I 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JULY 2, 1965 

The Senate met at 9 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the Acting Presi
dent pro tempore (Mr. METCALF). 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate, under previous order, 
will now adjourn until noon Tuesday 
next. 

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, JULY 
6, 1965 

Thereupon (at 9 o'clock and 3 seconds 
a.m.) the Senate adjourned, under the 
order of June 30, 1965, until Tuesday, 
July 6, 1965, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Investigations of NASA-Defense Con

tracts in Bobby Baker Operations Is 
Long Overdue 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. H. R. GROSS 
OF IOWA 

rowed $100,000 from the Kerr-controlled to continue to deal with Baker's vending 
Fidelity National Bank & Trust Co. of firm despite the fact that Baker, in a 
Oklahoma City, to launch the Serv-U Federal investigation, repeatedly took 
Vending Corp. refuge behind the fifth amendment. 

As previously noted, the National . There is no question but what the fl.
Aeronautics and Space Administration nancial future of Bobby Baker, key figure 
is headed by James E. Webb who was in the sordid scandals that have rocked 
long and closely associated with the Washington, is tied to the Serv-U Vend
Kerr-McGee enterprises in Oklahoma, ing Corp. Records indicate that Baker 
and a former director of the Fidelity and Black owned 57 percent of the stock 
National Bank & Trust Co. Accord- of this multi-mUlion-dollar corporation. IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 2, 1965 
• ing to the Subcommittee on Domestic It is a firm that mushroomed on the basis 

Finance, of the House Banking and Cur- of decisions by aerospace industry officials 
rency Committee, Webb is still listed as that switched business from older es
one of the "20 largest stockholders of tablished vending firms to the then new 
record" of the Fidelity National Bank Baker-Black operation. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the most 
recent "final" whitewash report · of the 
majority members of the Senate Rules 
Committee leaves unanswered a multi
tude of vital questions concerning the 
financial capers of Robert G. Baker when 
he was secretary to the Senate majority. 

A major question left unanswered is 
why does North American Aviation con
tinue to do business with Baker's 
Serv-U vending co.mpany, and why did 
the Fidelity National Bank .& Trust 
Co., of Oklahoma City, have such faith 
in the Baker enterprise that it loaned 
him money to buy stock in Serv-U? 

It will be noted that the Apollo con
tract was awarded by James E. Webb, 
administrator of the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administration, to North 
American Aviation during the Novem
ber-December period of 1961. It was 
during the- same period that North 
American decided to switch its business 
from the Automatic Canteen Co., to 
Baker's Serv-U vending firm. 

Prior to these manipulations, it was 
Ba.ker and Fred B. Black, the latter at 
that time a so-called public relations 
man for North America, together with 
their gambling friends, Benjamin Sigel
baum and. Edward Levinson, that bor-

& Trust Co. In this 1964 publication, There is no question but what the fu
Webb is listed as holding 1,866 shares of ture of Serv-U is tied directly to the 
stock-see volume 5, House Committee lucrative contracts with the various aero
on Banking and Currency report on Fed- space and defense industries, including 
eral Reserve Districts Nos. 10, 11, and 12. North American and Northrop. The 

At this point it should be noted that North American food vending contract 
the future . of North American Aviation alone grosses more than $2,500,000 an
and other aviation industries are closely nually, according to the testimony. In 
tied to the decisions of the National this connection the minority report of 
Space and Aeronautics Administration the Senate Rules Committee states: 
and the Defense Department, both of Until such time as defense contractors such 
which annually award contracts totaling as North American Aviation and Northrop 
billions of dollars to these industries. decide they no longer want to do business 

It should be noted, too, that North with Baker, his financial empire may con
American Aviation decided that Fred B. tinue. 
Black was too hot to handle and fired That report also stated: 
him as a Washington . representative The backbone of Baker's financial empire 
after he was convicted on Federal tax was, and still is, the serv-u Vending. It was 
evasion charges involving the large through the vending business that Baker 
amounts of cash he was using as a lobby- was able to acquire monthly cash kickbacks 
ist and political operator. However, as well as inaugurate a highly profitable 
North American still feels it must con- vending operation with defense contractors 
tinue to deal with Bobby Baker's Serv-U whose a.lmost sole source of income was from 
outfit despite the proven "gross impro- the U.S. Government. It was in these vend-

ing operations that Baker became associated 
prieties" in which he has been involved. with questionable individuals who ranged 
North .American and other big space and from gamblers to those convicted of income 
defense contractors still feel compelled, tax evasion. Likewise, when Baker's Carou
for reasons best known to themselves, sel was in the midst of financial ditliculties, 
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it was his vending business that had the 
wherewithal to bail out the Ocean City 
property. 

It might be possible to excuse North 
American officials for dealing with Bak
er's corporation when they state they did 
not know of his involvements. But there 
is absolutely no reason now for continu
ing to deal with Serv-U for the basic 
facts have been revealed as to Baker's 
"gross improprieties." 

Nor is there the slightest excuse for the 
failure of Administrator Webb, of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration, to tell those who hold fat Gov
ernment contracts that they have come to 
the end of the road unless they cease to 
do business with those who seek refuge 
behind the fifth amendment or engage 
in other improper activities. 

Even the Democrat majority of the 
Senate Rules Committee admitted the 
impropriety involved in the relationship 
Baker and Black had with Serv-U-see 
pages 26, 27, and 28 of the July 8, 1964, 
majority report. And on pages 45-46 of 
that report, the majority comments on 
the concealment of the ownership of 57 
percent of the stock of Serv-U by Baker 
and Black: 

His (Baker's) compelling reason for this 
concealment must have been that he was 
quite aware of the gross impropriety in his 
ownership of the stock under all the circum
stances-one of the important circumstances 
being that the entire success or failure of 
the company depended upon whether he and 
Black could secure vending contracts with 
large corporations having defense contracts 
with the Government. 

Such contractural relations would not 
be tolerated by the Government if they 
involved such figures as Frank Costello, 
Tony Accardo, or others of their racket
eering ilk. The record shows that Bobby 
Baker is a political racketeer, and po
litical racketeering should be given no 
preference. 

Mr. Speaker, on February 13, 1965, I 
issued a statement on this same subject 
but it is evident, in the light of subse
quent events that this statement made 
no impression upon any of those who had 
it within their power to take corrective 
steps. 

Following is the statement as it ap
peared in an article in the Des Moines, 
Iowa, Register: 
GROSS LINKS NASA HEAD TO BAKER THROUGH 

BANK 
(By Clark Mollenhoff) 

WASHINGTON, D.C.-Representative H. R. 
GRoss, Republican of Iowa, Thursday called 
attention to the tact that James E. Webb, 
Administrator of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Agency • • • (NASA), is a large 
stockholder in a bank that financed Robert 
G. Baker's vending operations. 

The Iowan said Webb is listed as one of 
the 20 largest stockholders of record in the 
Fidelity National Bank & Trust Co. of Okla
homa City, Okla. 

"I would think that any investigation of 
Bobby Baker would include a close study of 
the award of all contracts by NASA to those 
firms that are using Baker's vending serv
ice," GROSS said. 

The Congressman said that in the light of 
"the record of coverup in the Baker case" he 
does not expect that the Senate Rules Com
mittee will do a thorough investigation into 
these big Government contracts. 

LISTED AT 1,866 SHARES 
GRoss said the House Banking and Cur

rency Committee has compiled a list of the 
top 20 stockholders in member banks of the 
Federal Reserve System, and that Webb is 
listed as 18th in size of his holdings in the 
Fidelity National Bank & Trust Co., with 
1,866 shares. 

GRoss said records of the Senate Rules 
Committee show Baker had an almost in
stant success in the vending machine busi
ness, with many of his new contracts coming 
from firms that depend upon contracts from 
the Defense Department and from NASA. 

The committee also heard that Baker, 
Fred B. Black, former Washington repre
sentative for North American Aviation. and 
two Nevada gambling figures-Benjamin 
Sigelbaum and Edward Levinson-obtained 
large loans from Fidelity National to launch 
the Serv-U vending machine business. 

COINCIDENCE? 
"It may be coincidence that during the 

same period North American Aviation landed 
the huge Apollo contract with NASA, and 
deided to shift its vending business from 
another firm to Serv-U," GRoss said. 

But such circumstances "carry the possibil
ity of conftict of interest, and certainly should 
be scrutinized with the greatest care," he 
added. 

Last June, the Iowa Republican said Webb 
had hired Breene M. Kerr, 35-year-old son 
of the late Senator Robert Kerr, as Deputy 
Administrator of NASA. 

KERR, M'GEE 
GRoss said Fidelity National was domi

nated by the stock owned by the family of 
the late Senator Kerr and Dean A. McGee, 
a Kerr business associate. 

·since last June, Black is reported to be out 
of Serv-U, and it is reported that Baker ob
tained additional loans from Fidelity Na-
tional to buy the stock Black held. · 

Section 14(b) of Taft-Hartley Act 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM H. AYRES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 2, 1965 

My AYRES. Mr. Speaker, for almost 
20 years 'the right-to-work issue has 
festered like an open wound in the Amer
ican body politic. I em convinced that 
the time has come to eliminate this 
troublesome problem by repealing sec
tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act. That 
section, as we all know, authorizes the 
States to enact so-called right-to-work 
laws which prohibit employers and labor 
unions from freely contracting with each 
other to require membership in the union 
as a condition of continued employment. 
Section 14(b) is the sole exception to a 
fundamental purpose of the Taft-Hartley 
Act which is to establish a uniform, na
tional policy in the area of labor-man
agement relations. 

I am a stalwart supporter of the Taft
Hartley and Landrum-Griffin Acts; how
ever, I do not believe that they are 
sacrosanct. I am convinced that the 
repeal of section 14(b) of the Taft
Hartley Act will no't in any way weaken 
that law or would give unions an unfair 
advantage in either organizing or in 
negotiations. 

At the present time only 19 of the 50 
States have such right-to-work laws. 
Only a few months ago, the State of 
Indiana repealed its right-to-work law 
and several years earlier, the State of 
Louisiana amended its own similar stat
ute to repeal the prohibitions against 
union shop agreements in every field save 
agriculture. Recently, Oklahoma, in a 
popular referendum, rejected a proposal 
to adopt a right-to-work law, and some 
years ago, California and my own State 
of Ohio defeated similar proposals by 
substantial popular margins. 

There are many who think that the 
repeal of 14(b) would cause great indus
trial strife in those States now operating 
under the so-called right-to-work acts. 
The State of Louisiana has had this re-
versal and the experience there does 

not lead anyone to believe that there 
have been any abnormal disruptions in 
labor-industry relations in that State. 
The State of Indiana's repeal of its right
to-work law is of such short duration 
that we cannot use it as a complete 
example, but to date, we have heard no 
evidence of bad effects or serious dis
ruptions caused by the repeal. 

The controversy over the proposed re
peal of section 14 <b) evokes passionate 
support and equally intense opposition. 
As a result, the facts tend to be lost in 
a welter of strong emotions and visceral 
reactions. It is not surprising, there
fore, that misconceptions abound and 
that opponents of repeal have, on oc
casion, indulged in highly exaggerated 
predictions of havoc and disaster fol
lowing repeal. 

First, let me say this: Elimination of 
the so-called State right-to-work laws 
will not affect in any way whatsoever the 
strength, scope, or extent of union orga
nizing activity in the 31 States that do 
not have such laws. These States con
tain the overwhelming majority of Amer
ican wage earners, both organized and 
unorganized. On the other hand, it may 
well have a desirable effect on their eco
nomic well-being. 

The 19 States which have right-to
work laws, by and large, represent the 
least industrialized areas of the country. 
They have been making strenuous efforts 
to improve their economic conditions, 
efforts which usually take the form of 
seeking to induce industry to locate with
in their borders. I have no quarrel with 
their objective and firmly believe that a 
rise in the productive development of 
every section of our great Republic is 
definitely in the national interest. In 
fact, I think that fair competition among 
the States to attract industry is a healthy 
phenomenon, .acting as a stimulus to in
creased efficiency and productivity. 

But let me repeat-the competition 
must be f·air and I find it extremely dis
turbing that often the competitive meth
ods used by some of the right-to-work 
States are not fair. I think that today, 
nearly everyone is agreed that cost 
economies achieved by means of lower 
wages and poorer working conditions in 
the face of equal productivity are not 
a legitimate element of fair competition. 
Wage earners are entitled to be paid in 
accordance with their productivity re
gardless of where they work and the chief 
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purpose of union organization is to see 
that workers receive their economic due. 

Unfortunately some of the right-to
work States seek to attract industry by 
holding out the inducement of an ade
quate supply of productive labor avail
able at lower wages and less costly work
ing conditions. This appeal often takes 
the form of calling attention to the 
State's right-to-work law with the clear 
implication that the existence of the law 
assures the employer of a competitive 
advantage because of lower labor costs. 

Thus, in a brochure distributed by one 
right-to-work State, inviting industry to 
locate within its boundaries, there is in
cluded a facsimile of a letter from the 
Governor which reads in part as follows: 

[This] is a business State and offers many 
attractions to industrialists. 

A favorable tax climate, ideal weather and 
working conditions, a right-to-work law, ex
cellent transportation in the midst of the 
fastest growing market in the coun.try have 
contributed to the solid industrial growth 
of this area. The desire for a continued 
economic growth by the citizens of this 
great State is best reflected by its outstanding 
business climate. 

The New York Times several years ago, 
reporting on a drive by one right-to-work 
State to lure industry, reported as fol
lows: 

The Governor said the program will stress 
the natural resources and favorable business 
climate to persuade industry to take up resi
dence in [his State]. 

One of the most important advantages, 
the Governor believes, is the State's right
to-work law. Because of the law, national 
labor unions lack strength in [his State] and 
the percentage of time lost to. industry 
through strikes is the lowest in the Nation, 
he asserted. 

These statements are clear admissions 
that States which have right-to-work 
laws regard them as an effective means 
to attract industry by the implicit prom
ise of an adequate supply of cheap and 
tractable labor. All of us who represent 
constituencies located in the more highly 
industrialized States are confronted 
with this continuing threat of unfair 
economic competition and that alone 
would be reason enough for me to sup
port repeal of section 14(b). 

But there are sound additional reasons 
for my opposition to right-to-work laws. 
These, unfortunately, have been ob
scured by an uninterrupted flow of inac
curate and confusing propaganda dis
seminated by some of those who bitterly 
oppose repeal. I say nothing here of 
the misleading connotations of the 
phrase right-to-work itself, but shall in
stead examine some of the other wide
spread misconceptions which are held by 
many. 

One is constantly surprised by the 
large number of intelligent people who 
believe that in the 31 States which do 
not have right-to-work laws, union mem
bership is legally compulsory for all the 
employees in any enterprise which has 
been organized by a union. Nothing 
could be more mistaken. 

Compulsory union membership results 
exclusively from voluntary contracts en
tered into between employers and labor 
unions as a result of free collective bar
gaining. Nothing in either Federal or 

State law compels an employee to join 
a union or an employer to consent to an 
agreement with a union which would re
quire his employees to join the union as 
a condition of retaining their jobs. Thus, 
in the non-right-to-work States there are 
large enterprises which bargain with 
powerful unions and have never agreed 
to a union shop provision in the contract 
despite the insistence of the unions for 
the inclusion of such a requirement. Ex
amples which come immediately to mind 
are the General Electric Co. and Arm
strong Cork. 

In other words, compulsory union 
membership, where it exists, is a result 
of free and voluntary agreement between 
employer and union, and is not a condi
tion imposed by law. If 14(b) is re
pealed, thereby nullifying State right
to-work laws, no employee could be com
pelled to join the union in order to hold 
his job, unless his employer voluntarily 
agreed to grant such a contract provi
sion to the union democratically .chosen 
by a majority of his employees in the 
bargaining unit. 

If section 14(b) were to be repealed, 
the provision in the Taft-Hartley Act 
permitting union security arrangements 
would then apply uniformly in all 50 
States, and I might add, none of them 
would then enjoy any unfair competitive 
advantage of this respect. 

Again there seems to be a widespread 
misconception that repeal would have 
the effect of imposing unrestricted com
pulsory union membership on all em
ployees in enterprises organized by 
unions. This too is completely errone
ous. The provision in Taft-Hartley per
mitting employers and unions to agree 
to union security arrangements is an 
extremely limited one. 

The closed shop, which requires the 
employer to hire only those job appli
cants who are already members of the 
union, would still be unlawful. And em
ployees required to join the union after 
getting their jobs-this is known as the 
union shop--could not be deprived of 
their jobs even if they lose their mem
bership in the union, unless such loss 
of membership were solely the result of a 
refusal to pay their dues or initiation 
fees. Loss or denial of union member
ship for any other reason would not con
stitute a lawful basis for the employee's 
loss of his job. In this connection at
tention needs to be called to an addi
tional employee safeguard which is too 
often overlooked. The Taft-Hartley spe
cifically makes it unlawful to compel em
ployees required to join the union under 
a union shop agreement to pay a fee in 
an amount which the Labor Board finds 
excessive or discriminatory. 

Hence, apart from the requirement to 
pay union dues and initiation fees which 
are neither discriminatory nor excessive, 
the employee required to join the union 
has no other obligation to the union as a 
condition of keeping his job. Repeal of 
14(b) would leave this fundamental 
scheme of the Taft-Hartley and Lan
drum-Griffin' Acts unchanged. 

The Wagner Act which remained on 
the statute books substantially un
changed from 1935 to 1947, was limited 
to protecting employees against any at-

tempt by their employers to interfere 
with their membership in or activities in 
behalf of their unions. No other safe
guards for employees were provided, nor 
any protections for employers against 
union abuses or misconduct. 

The Taft-Hartley Act, passed in 1947, 
did provide some safeguards for em
ployers against certain types of union 
activity such as secondary boycotts, 
jurisdictional strikes, certain types of 
picketing, and so forth. Moreover, the 
closed shop was completely outlawed, and 
only the limited type of union shop which 
I have already described, was permitted 
even in those States without right-to
work law,S. None of these safeguards 
would be affected in any way by the 
repeal of 14(b). 

In 1959, the Landrum-Griffin Act be
came law. This new statute strength
ened the ban on secondary boycotts, out
lawed hot-cargo contracts, and pro
hibited organizational, recognition, and 
extortionate picketing. Moreover, it 
established a bill of rights for union 
members, provided for protecting union 
funds against misuse, erected certain 
safeguards designed to insure fair union 
elections, and provided a procedure for 
the removal of union officers by the 

. union membership. Not a single one of 
these protections afforded by the Lan
drum-Griffin Act would be either elim
inated or weakened by the ·repeal of 
14(b). 

Thus it is plain that the repeal of 
section 14(b) would result in no funda
mental or significant modification in the 
structure and safeguards which the Taft
Hartley and Landrum-Griffin Acts have 
made available to rank-and-file union 
members, employees, and employers. 

At this point I would like to emphasize 
that my support for the pending meas
ure to eliminate right-to-work laws is not 
a position which I have just adopted. 
It is a view of long standing. In 1958, 
when a right-to-work proposal was 
placed on the ballot in my State of Ohio, 
I publicly stated that I would not vote 
for it. I further declared that it was 
my belief that the Congress of the United 
States should itself face this issue. 

Let me assure you that my views on 
the desirability of both the Taft-Hartley 
and the Landrum-Griffin Acts have un
dergone no change. I am a firm sup
porter of both statutes, and as a matter 
of fact, I take great pride in the major 
role I played in the famous 1959 con
ference committee proceedings which 
resulted in the adoption of the Landrum
Griffin Act. 

I have always supported labor legisla
tion which would provide the proper cli
mate for fair collective bargaining. 
Possession of excessive power by either 
labor or management can lead to noth
ing but disaster for both. I have always 
kept in mind that the general public has 
an important stake in sound labor rela
tions and hence that the public interest 
should always receive the most attentive 
consideration. But I also feel that the 
public interest is in no way adversely 
affected by the existence of union secu
rity arrangements and hence that the 
issue is one which should be decided by 
labor and management without the in-
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tervention of those who are in nowise 
affected. 

Let me repeat-my opposition to right
to-work laws implies no attack on the 
Taft-Hartley Act. It is simply a recog
nition that time and experience often 
lead to the conclusion that a reexamina
tion and modification of some of the pro
visions, even of a good law, have become 
necessary. In my opinion, there are 
other provisions as well, in both Taft
Hartley and Landrum-Griffin, which re
quire such reexamination and improve
ment. 

Just a short time ago, I called for a 
review of the union election provisions of 
the Landrum-Griffin Act. · In two re
cent international union elections, loop
holes in these provisions became glar
ingly apparent-loopholes that permitted 
fraudulant or confusing activity on the 
part of some of the principal actors in
volved. I firmly believe that nothing is 
more important than the right of union 
members to participate in fair and hon
est union elections and hence I strongly 
favor legislative consideration of means 
and measures to close these loopholes. 

Again, as I listened to or read the tes
timony in the hearings on repeal of 
14(b), I realized clearly that the demo
cratic principle of majority rule which 
is supposed to be the foundation stone 
for choosing a union bargaining repre
sentative under the Taft-Hartley Act, 
is not adequately implemented by the 
provisions of that act. There have been 
situations, as the testimony conclus!vely 
demonstrated, where there was consider
able doubt that the union designated as 
exclusive bargaining agent had actually 
been selected by a genuine majority of 
the employees affected. 

I was compelled to reach the concLu
sion that the procedures for determin
ing whether a majority of the employees 
has designated a union to act as bar
gaining representative needed to be ef
fectively improved. I am now convinced 
that the only foolproof method of guar
anteeing that the will of the majority 
actually prevails is to require a secret 
ballot election directed and supervised 
by the National Labor Relations Board 
in all cases where the employees are 
asked to select a bargaining agent. I 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, JULY 6, 1965 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. 

Rev. Clair M. Cook, Th. D., Methodist 
clergyman, and legislative assistant to 
Senator VANCE HARTKE, offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

0 Thou God of our fathers, we recall 
today the mercy and the bounty Thou 
hast shown this fair land in the 189 years 
of our Nation's independence. 

0 Thou God of our children, we look to 
the future years far beyond our own life
span, in the confidence that Thou wilt 
continue to raise up wise and righteous 
leaders. 

CXI--983 

think that the Congress has a duty to 
examine this matter with the utmost 
care. 

It was most gratifying to me that 
George Meany, President of the A~ 
CIO, indicated his agreement with my 
position in his testimony during the 
hearings. I had questioned him con
cerning this problem and in the course 
of the colloquy I said to him: 

What I would like to see is a provision 
that even though 51 percent of the employees 
sign cards for an election, the employer 
cannot start bargaining until there is an 
election. At present, he doesn't have to have 
an election if he wants to start bargaining. 
I would like to see that spelled out in the 
law so that the employee who signs a card 
for an election, actually is guaranteed the 
opportunity to vote in such an election. 

Mr. Meany replied as follows: 
As a general principle, I would not be op

posed to that. But there would be some 
cases where it would not work • • • short 
term jobs, such as the building trades and 
the like. 

I agree with Mr. Meany that special 
situations like the building trades require 
special treatment. But may I point out 
that they presently receive such special 
treatment under the Taft-Hartley Act. 
Section 8(0 specifically provides that 
unions in the building construction in
dustry may lawfully be the recognized 
bargaining agents of employees in that 
industry without first establishing their 
majority status as other types of unions 
are required to do under section 9 of the 
Act. What is more, they are also per
mitted to enter into union shop agree
ments requiring membership in the 
union within 7 days of getting the job 
instead of the 30 days which is allowed 
in other industries. 

That special consideration of the build
ing trades unions was added to Taft
Hartley in 1959 by the Landrum-Griffin 
Act, and I might say that I not only sup
ported the amendment but, as a member 
of the House-Senate Conference on Lan
drum-Griffin, I played a leading part in 
getting it accepted by the Conference. 
Let me assure Mr. Meany that my posi
tion in favor of Labor Board elections as 
a prerequisite to union recognition does 
not contemplate in any way changing 

0 Thou God of our own confession, as 
we resume our labors once more this day, 
let our vision range from the far past 
to the unseen future, with imaginative 
dedication to the needs of our people. 

To these representatives of the old, the 
young, and of all citizens of all kinds and 
conditions, Thou, as well as they, hast 
entrusted a heavy responsibility, for this 
is a nation of laws whose basic concepts 
of right and wrong derive from Thine 
own laws of truth and righteousness. 

Before us are great issues whose deci
sions will alter the lives of millions in the 
years to come. Give guidance as those 
decisions are debated and determined in 
the free processes of free government. 
As the sweep of history moves forward in 
time, let us be aware that we are a part 
of Thy will for the destinies of men upon 
the earth. 

the provisions of section 8(f) or imposing 
such election requirements in the build
ing construction industry. 

In conclusion, I would like to refer to 
one aspect of the argument iil favor of 
retaining 14(b) which I have not thus 
specifically mentioned but which is im
plicit in what I said at the beginning of 
my statement. It is contended by some 
that regardless of the merits of the issue 
concerning the rightness or wrongness 
of the union shop, the States should have 
the right to permit or to prohibit this 
form of union membership. 

I feel that I have adequately refuted 
this contention by my demonstration that 
leaving this decision to the States simply 
gives an unfair competitive advantage to 
those States which seek to improve their 
economic fortunes at the expense of labor 
over those States which seek to achieve 
the highest labor standards consistent 
with sound industrial development. But 
somehow. I have the feeling that many of 
those who advance what appears to a 
genuine "States rights" argument are be
ing somewhat disingenuous. 

As I have pointed out, the Taft-Hart
ley Act repealed those provisions of the 
Wagner Act which permitted a complete 
closed shop and substituted therefor a 
most limited type of union shop. It 
seems to me that if those who advance 
the States rights argument were genu
inely concerned to achieve States rights 
on the issue of compulsory union mem
bership, they would ask that 14(b) be 
amended not only to authorize the States 
to prohibit all forms of compulsory mem
bership, but to permit all forms of com
pulsory membership including the com
plete closed shop. That would make 
14(b) a two-way street, with no limita
tion on the power of the State to act in 
either direction. Sad to relate, I can 
find nothing in the hearings indicating 
that a single witness who appeared in 
opposition to the repeal of 14(b) was 
willing to propose that as a matter of 
consistent States rights 14(b) should be' · 
amended to authorize the States to per
mit every form of compulsory unionism 
including those forbidden by the Taft
Hartley Act such as the closed and pref
erential shops. 

Lift up our spirits, and inspire our 
vision. Let us see beyond the narrow 
range of political issues to the deepest 
meaning of the consequence of decision. 
Infuse us with strong desire for the great
est good, that we may be in harmony with 
Thine own desires. Thus may we this 
day be lifted above the petty to the great
ness that is our national heritage, and to 
the expanding of life's good for all, in 
compassion, in wisdom, and in truth. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request by Mr. LoNG of Louisiana, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, July 1, and Friday, July 2, 
1965, was dispensed with. 
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