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Gee, Thomas Gibbs, AO28084.
Gordon, Lawrence Norman, AO28560.
Gordon, Mose Willlam, Jr., AO28647.
Gorman, Robert Thomas, A028093.
*Green, Jesse Edwards, AO28472,
*Grier, Samuel, 3d, AO28479.
Grifiin, William Aiken, AO28315.
Hackney, Donald Ingram, AO28150.
Hafer, Frederick LeRoy, AO28027.
*Hagan, Frank Stevens, AO28274.
Halrston, Guy Edward, Jr., AO28401,
Hamilton, Francis Frazee, AO28282,
Harper, Gllbert Stewart, Jr., AO27947,
Harris, Edgar Starr, Jr., AO28604.
Harton, William Martin, Jr., AO283912,
Hauenstein, Charles Judd, AO28089.
Helberg, Harrison Howell
A0O28124,
Hicks, Arlie Hugh, Jr., AO56732.
Hildebrandt, James Edwin, AO28063.
Hilovsky, Steve Edward, AO28443.
Hirsch, George Walter, Jr., AO28179.
Hopkins, Herbert Ziegler, Jr, AO28110.
Hopkins, Philip Bird, Jr., A028602.
Horton, Clarence Frost, Jr A0O28621,
Hudspeth, Roy Ritter, 5093572
Hughes, James Donald, AO28561.
Hunt, Senour, AO28303.
Hurley, James Patrick, A028324.
Hutto, Merl Galbreath, AO28403.
Ingram, John Carl, AO27948.
Jackson, John Wallace, AO28741.
Jenkins, Willlam Henry, AO28260.
Jernigan, Ernest Deloy, Jr., AO28067.
Jones, Gerald Marshall, AO28319.
KEellogg, Richard Allan, A028400.
*Kimball, Jack Quentin, A028382.
Knight, Harry Russell, AO28046.
Korn, Alden Davis, AO28518,
*Lamp, Richard Earl, AO28342,
*Langstaff, Thomas Corbett, AO28447.
Larson, Cecil Carlyle, AO28564.
Lawson, Gene Kenyon, AO28699.
Lembeck, Edward Adams, 2d, AO28485.
Lengnick, Roger Horace, AO27953.
Lester, Frank Gibson, AO28115.
Lobdell, Harrison, Jr., AO28092,

Logan, Lewis Benjamin Castle, A028034.

Longarini, Edmond Charles, AO28405.
Lowry, Robert Mason, Jr., AO28355.
*Lundholm, Donald Alfred, AO28229,
Lusk, Joe Fenton, A0O28128.
*Lyman, Walter Alfred, AO28035.
MecBride, Benjamin Ransom, AO28375.
McCoy, Andrew Alexander, Jr., AO28536.
*McKay, Willlam Irving, AO28659.
McKinney, Joseph Tomlinson, AO279387.
McMillan, Cornelius, Jr., AO286389.
*McPhee, Harry John, Jr., AO28474.
MacWilliams, Malcolm Means, AO28270.
Martin, John Alexander, A028700.
Mason, William Henderson, AO28703.
Melo, Eugene Emil, AO28676.

*Memminger, Charles Gustavus, AO28663.

Messmore, Donald Morgan, Jr., AO28540.
Miller, James Robert, AO28595.
Minnich, E. Scott, A0O28535.

Minor, John Max, AO28334.

Molchan, John Eugene, AO28241.
Moore, Arthur Raymond, Jr., AO28587.
Munkres, John Neil, AO28613.
Murphy, Robert Denslow, AO56727.
Naleid, Jerome Fredrick, AO27988,
Nelson, George Joseph, AO28637.
Nemetz, Albert Michael, AO28331.
Newell, Richard Gordon, AO28617.
*Newman, David Arnold, AO28330.
Norris, Paul Maxfield, AO28718.
Norwood, Billle Jack, AO56728.
Pasons, Charles Henry, 2d, AO28737.
Paschall, James Ernest, AO28386.
Pitts, John Emmett, Jr., AO28310,
Plank, David Heber, AO28343.

Poe, Bryce, 2d. AO28253.

Posvar, Wesley Wentz, AO27893.
Potter, Campbell McLeod, AO56730.
Poytress, Earl Francis, A027900.
Prebbanow, James Campbell, AO38532,
Prevost, Ernest Willet, AO28723.
“Reed, Marvin Chapman, AO28657.
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Reed, Willlam Preston, AO28500.
Richards, Marion Rich, AO28398.
Riedel, John Alfred, Jr., AO28287.
Roddenberry, Harry H., Jr., AO28378.
Roney, William Rogers, AO28690,

*Rountree, Fred Brinson, AO28655.

Ruggiero, Charles, Jr., AO28629.
Bafford, Philip Riviere, AO28424.
8chmidt, Jullus Henry, Jr., AO50530.

*Schmitt, John Jacob, Jr., AO28566.
Bhaw, Reginald Oras, AO28279.
Shawe, Hamilton Bruce, Jr., AO282064.,
Sherman, Milton, AO28054.
Skladzien, Thaddeus Stephen, AO28532.
Bliney, George Michael, AO28437.
Smith, Clyde Barton, AO38531.
Smith, Sam Hugh, AO28167.

Btees, Hubert Sheldon, Jr., AO28733.
Stephenson, Robert Hogan, AO28185.
Btewart, Donald Warner, Jr., A028080.
Btewart, Robert Benfred, AO27934.
Btrain, Bailey Toland, AO27929.

*Stringer, Elbert Madison, AO28370.
Studer, Willlam Francis, AO27994,
Tallman, Kenneth Lee, AO28006.

Temple, William Alan, AO27917.
Thomas, James Edwin, AO28461.

*Trexler, David Howerter, AO56728.
Tribolet, Robert Webb, AO28208.

*Turner, Richard Hugh, AO28431.

*Umlauf, John Louis, AO28353.

*Upland, Robert Theodore, AO28151.
VanSickle, Earl Rosenquist, AO28740.

*Waggener, Robert Rodney, AO28226.

*Walker, Robert Lawrence, AO28722.
Walsh, Robert Arthur, AO28526.
Walterhouse, Richard George, AO28230.
Wayne, Robert Earl, AO28271.

*Weber, Marvin Octavius, Jr., AO28583.
Welch, Stanford Alden, AO27993,

Wells, Emory Robert, AO28235.

Wheat, Allen Albert, AO27956.

‘White, Richard Taylor, AO28351.
Whitfleld, Raymond Palmer, Jr., AO28545.

*Wiedman, Charles Orion, AO28575.
Wilcox, Arthur Burt, Jr., AO28487,
*Williams, Harold, Jr., AO28109.
*Williams, Henry Kirk 3d, AO28069.
‘Williams, Marshall McDairmid 3d, AO28670.
Wilson, Donald, Jr., AO28314.

Wilson, Robert Seedorf, AO28519.

Withers, William Price, Jr., AO28451.

Wright, Robert Eenneth, AO28048.

Wright, Willlam Marion, AO28537.

Yancey, Willlam Burbridge, Jr., AO28588.

Yeoman, Wayne Allen, AO27961.

Zeh, Theodore, George, Jr., AO28363.

Zuppan, Lawrence Louis, Jr., AO50541,

Nore.—These officers will complete the re-
quired 3 years' service for promotion during
the month of June. Dates of rank will be
determined by the Secretary of the Alr Force.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 3 (legislative day of
April 11), 1949:

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

Philip J. Finnegan to be judge of the
United States Court of Appeals for the Bev=-
enth Circuit.

UNTITED STATES ATTORNEYS

Joseph Earl Cooper to be United Btates
attorney for division No. 8, district of Alaska,

Dennis E, Bullivan to be United States
attorney for the district of New Hampshire.

Bcott M. Matheson to be United States
attorney for the district of Utah,

UNITED STATES MARSHALS

Vernon P. Burns to be United States mar=-
shal for the southern district of Alabama,

Paul C. Herring to be United States mar-
shal for division No. 8, district of Alaska.

John J. Wein to be United States marshal
for the northern district of Ohio,
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuespAay, May 3, 1949

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

We thank Thee, Eternal God, for all
Thy bountiful blessings, and pray that
we may use them for the advancement
of that which is right and just among
our fellow men. May we surrender self
for the common weal, and thus follow
the guidance of our better impulses.

In both success and failure, implant
within us self-restraint, the quietness of
thought and the courage of our great
Teacher. Help us to live out our Mas-
ter’s definition of a good life: do unto
others what you would have them do
unto you. Do Thou increase our
strength in all those virtues that make us
better men and women, and we shall
praise Thee in all our works. In the
Redeemer's name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-~
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 1741) entitled “An act to author=
ize the establishment of a joint long-
range proving ground for guided missiles,
and for other purpeses.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in three instances and include
certain statements and excerpts.

Mr. HART asked and was given per-
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial and an
address delivered by the national com-
mander in chief of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include a petition.

Mr. LYNCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an address by Mr.
Shram.

Mr. DOUGHTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
short editorial from the Concord (N. C.)
Tribune containing some remarks by
James A. Farley in an address before the
Kiwanis Club, of Syracuse, N. Y.

Mr. KEARNEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

Mr. RICH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial from the
Bristol Courier of Saturday evening,
April 30, 1949, entitled “Are We Out-
smarted?”

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
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Recorp in two instances and include in
one an article.

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

Mr. CASE of South Dakota asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an
article appearing in the Rapid City Jour-
nal on his bill dealing with tidelands
and Federal aid to education.

Mr. McDONOUGH and Mr. AUCHIN-
CLOSS asked and were given permission
to extend their remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp concerning the congressional New
York-West Point tour, May 6, 7, and 8.

Mr. BEALL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article appearing
in the Washington Post.

Mr. HESELTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a memorandum.

Mr. SMITH of Karnsas asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an editorial.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an editorial.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. ARENDS. 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.
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:

Speaker, I

[Roll No. 83]
Bulwinkle Gllmer Short
Byrne, N. ¥. Hobbs Smith, Ohio
Clevenger O'Konskl Taylor
Coudert Plumley Thomas, N. J.
Cox Powell Walch
Crawford Redden Withrow
Crosser Sadowski Wolcott
Dawson Scott,
DeGraffenrled Hugh D., Jr.
D’Ewart Shafer

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 402
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A JOINT LONG-
RANGE PROVING GROUND FOR GUIDED
MISSILES

Mr. BROOKS submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H. R.
1741) to authorize the establishment of
a joint long-range proving ground for
guided missiles, and for other purposes.

ARTICLES OF WAR

Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 201, Rept. No. 495),
which was referred to the House Calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:

Reseclved, That Immediately upon the
adoption 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 (H. R. 4080) to unify, consolidate,
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revise, and codify the Articles of War, the
Articles for the Government of the Navy,
and the disciplinary laws of the Coast Guard
and to enact and establish a uniform code
of military justice. That after general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
continue not to exceed 3 hours, to he equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Armed Services, 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 such
amendments as may have been adopted and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit,

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT OF 1949

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the bill (H. R. 2032) to repeal
the Labor-Management Relations Act,
1947, to reenact the National Labor Rela-
tions Act of 1935, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 2032, with
Mr. Coorer in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on Friday, April 29, there was
pending the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Woobn].

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, and I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 12 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I undersiand from the news-
papers that the backers of the original
Lesinski labor bill have come to a more
realistic appreciation of the situation.
They are now prepared, so I understand
from the press, to accept more of the
Taft-Hartley bill. There is no longer
any talk of crippling amendments or
outright repeal. That, apparently, is
out. Perhaps we now can complete
amending the Wood amendment and
secure for that a passage by a substan-
tial vote.

Mr. Chairman, a debate which will
live in the records of this great delibera-
tive body is drawing to a close. For the
most part it has been earnest, intelligent,
and on a high plane. It is generally
recognized that all of us, regardless of
our opinions, are actuated by the single
desire of bringing through cooperation
and peace in the field of labor and man-
agement, more jobs, more production,
lower prices, and more prosperity.

We may differ in our viewpoint on cer-
tain proposals. This is wholesome; it is
wise; it is consistent with American
democracy. We debate; we amend, and
out of our discussions and decisions, come
a sounder judgment than if the legisla-
tion had been the handiwork of one or
two individuals.

This was the spirit which many of us
had wanted to prevail in the considera-
tion of this vital legislation,
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We all knew there was a problem here;
a problem which will never be perma-
nently solved until it is resolved on the
basis of fairness and justice to labor,
to management, and to the great masses
of our people—those who are cbliged to
pay the bills.

That there was a serious problem in
the labor-management field is indicated
because it has been a leading topic in
Congress for many years. The Wagner
bill was passed because of deficiencies
in our labor-management relations and
later other bills were enacted down
through the passage of the Taft-Hartley
bill in 1947. These all showed a public
demand for legislation.

Let us not forget the Taft-Hartley
bill became law not as a partisan meas-
ure but over the veto of President Tru-
man, through the votes of a majority of
both Republicans and Democrats in both
branches of Congress. The credit for
the legislation was shared by both major
political parties. These overwhelming
votes could not have been obtained un-
less there was a strong popular senti-
ment.

At the time of the passage of the legis-
lation it was definitely stated the pro-
posed bill was not the last word. That
it might need amending was expressed
and the so-called watchdog committee
was named to bring in recommendations,
as a result of their observations.

That committee did make some rec-
ommendations; other Members in the
House and Senate had suggestions of
their own. Many of us had hoped there
would be a genuine judicial study of the
subject and out of the committee would
come a bill whick could win bipartisan
support. We had no pride in either
authorship or in seeking party credit.
We wanted only fair consideration. Un-
fortunately, this we did not get. The
so-called Lesinski bill was reported out
of committee without permitting any ef-
fort at amendments. And now even the
leadership of this House admits that that
was a serious mistake. That admission
is indicated by the amendments which
are to be proposed. How much better it
would have been for the committee to
do the job. This action of the commitiee
presented a real dilemma for us who
wanted to consider the measure in ac-
cordance with merit and facts. We knew
it was difficult to rewrite the Lesinski
hill on the flcor. The whole subject is
highly technical and, as a vehicle with
which to operate, the Lesinski bill was
grossly inadequate. We feared only
confusion and legislation by hysteria and
chance might result. It might create a
situation where in all probability a ma-
jority would conclude to recommit the
bill and send it back to the committee
for further consideration.

This brings me to a subject that has
been mentioned several fimes—a meet-
ing in room 18. As a newspaper pub-
lisher, I know some columnists and com-
mentators like to exaggerate and make
an unusual story based on few facts.

Now for the facts. Room 18 is a room
very generously assigned fo me by
Speaker RaYBURN for minorily party
use. I might say my two regular rooms
were not sufficient to meet our needs.
Room 18 is located on the first floor,
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flush up against the rooms of my good
friend, the majority leader, Mr, Mc-
Cormack, and directly opposite the bar-
ber shop. Certainly if we were seeking
privacy that is the last place we would
hold a meeting.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. McCORMACE. I might say that
there is a door leading from room 18 into
one of my suites. The door is closed,
of course, and I can assure my friend that
there was no eavesdropping.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Hav-
ing known my good friend from Massa-
chusetts for many years, I know he would
not do that if he could have heard. I
have confidence in his integrity. I
might add it is generally known to news-
paper and radio men and women that
this room is used as a Republican
meeting place. It was not a smoke-filled
hotel room, nor were any present out-
side of Members of Congress.

So much for room 18. We did have
a meeting in room 18 and the subject of
the meeting was the revision of the Taft-
Hartley bill. To this meeting were sum-
moned by me as chairman of the Repub-
lican policy committee our full member-
ship of 26 and in addition every
Republican member of the labor com-
mittee, bringing the attendance to about
35. This meeting was generally known
to every alert newspaper man and
woman. We have had many similar
meetings, and will again when the
occasion arises.

For several hours we debated the issue.
We concluded it would not be feasible to
offer 20 or 25 amendments to the Lesinski
bill and we decided to try to get them,
as far as possible, into a single amend-
ment,

We looked over the first Wood amend-
ment. It made more easily possible the
amendments the policy committee had in
mind. We debated for one afternoon
every item in the Wood amendment and
found much we could not agree upon.
We decided to seek changes.

The policy committee gave to SAMUEL
McConneLL, the ranking Republican
on the Labor Committee, their version of
the amendmenis that were needed and
asked him to work out the phraseology.

I am free to admit this committee
sought advice and assistance from both
Republicans and Democrats in Congress,
and we had very helpful suggestions from
our associates in another branch of the
Congress. We wanted all the congres-
sional wisdom possible in our difficult
task.

We believed—and we still believe—
that our procedure was representative
government working at its very best—
debating the issue, receiving suggestions
for changes and then the finished prod-
uect from the decision of many minds.

May I say here this real democratic
way of doing our legislative work is char-
acteristic of the Republican procedure.
We have our own gatherings in the policy
committee, where we shape up our ideas,
and then we submit the findings to a
meeting of every one of the Republicans
in a conference.
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‘We had such a conference on the Iabor
measure—this time in an equally secret
place—the House chamber. We sub-
mitted our amendments and talked them
over at length and secured general ap-
proval, and so they became to all general
purposes & Republican policy.

May I say here, we in the Republican
Party do not have a binding clause in
our conference. We leave it to the judg-
ment of the individual member as to his
responsibility to the party. There is no
coercion and no threats of reprisal.

I believe it is the better way and is
one reason why we are generally in
agreement,.

My colleagues, I have talked longer
than I intended. I have gone into more
detail because I want you to know the
truth. I shall not talk about the details
of the Wood amendment to the Lesinski
bill, the Rayburn-McCormack bill, or the
Lesinski bill itself. These facts have
been discussed and will be discussed
much better by others.

One word more and I shall conclude.
We face a serious situation not only in
America but in every nation in the world.
We face the possibility of a new war and
we face the catastrophe of an economie
depression. Either would be ruinous.
We must avert both. We must keep
this country sound, and we must avoid
bitter internal dissension if we are to
come through unscathed.

In such a situation it is childish to talk
about granting or denying to a Democrat
patronage in accordance to their vote on
the request of the executive department.
That is the road to totalitarianism. It
is the road to the end of representative
government. It is the collapse of a gov-
ernment of the people, by the people, and
for the people, and when it comes, labor,
management, and everybody loses. God
forbid that such a condition shall ever
come here in America.

It is small-potato talk to rail at Re-
publicans and Democrats voting on the
same side when they think alike on cer-
tain legislation. Should a Democrat
vote against his convictions simply be-
cause he finds himself walking down the
aisle with a Republican instead of a
Democrat? That, of course, is sheer
nonsense., What good is representative
government if we do not express our own
convictions, And may I say right here,
it is time we established real tolerance
and understanding between the sections
of our common country as well as be-
tween races and religions. In war and
in every great crisis like the present,
northerners and southerners have stood
side by side. We never let the party
label prevent cooperation for the welfare
of the country. We are one common
people in this country; we shall all go up
together or we shall go down together.
Let us vote on great issues as Americans
and not as petty partisans, as trusted
representatives of the people and not as
any one man or few men demand.

I want to help bring cooperation,
understanding, and peace between labor
and management. If is absolutely es-
sential if we are to avoid a depression.
It is absolutely necessary if we are to
fulfill our obligations to the world.
I believe the Wood amendment, as
amended, and with amendments to come,
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will give us the best start and for that
reason I am urging its adoption. I
would not say it is the perfect answer,
but it does make progress. I believe
personally labor and management
should sit down together and study the
situation and reach an understanding,
That should not be impossible where
there is mutual respect for the other,
And both groups have so much to gain
by ending class hostilities. And they
might find it very easy to reach a deci-
sion. Because they have not gotten to-
gether, Congress must act.

This better understanding must be
reached. Two great and powerful mi-
norities fighting each other sow the seeds
of destruction. Soviet Russia can never
conquer America through force of arms.
It can only prevail when we are divided,
This must not be allowed to come.

The one great urge of the American
people at the present is for peace and
jobs. They are tired of war and they
want our efforts to be used to bring a
real and lasting peace. There is plenty
of chance for everybody in this big world
of ours. And the people want peace in
the industrial world to the end they can
improve their position in life and give to
their children more of the opportunities
and comforts of life.

I sincerely believe the Wood amend-
ment, as amended, is a contribution to
that end. I hope the substitute will be
rejected, several other amendments to
the Wood bill be adopted, and then the
Wood amendment be added to the Lesin-
ski hill.

Such a bill will strengthen the union—
the Union of the American States and
the union of the American people in this
march to progress, prosperity, and peace
at home and abroad.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MarTIN] has expired.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
substitute for the Wood amendment,

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman
from South Carolina offers a substitute
which the Clerk will report.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, LUCAS. Will the Chair please
tell the House what is the situation re-
garding amendments on the Clerk’s
desk? I have an amendment which was
placed on the Clerk’s desk last week,
which I was hoping to discuss today.
Will those amendments be called up
after this substitute, or at what time?

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment
can be called up until some Member
rises and offers the amendment.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RANKIN. I make the point of
order that this amendment is not in
order for the simple reason that the
Wood amendment is not an amendment,.
It is a substitute for the bill before the
House. A substitute for a substitute is
not in order. It is one step too far re-
moved under the rules of the House,
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Cooerer). The
Wood amendment is an original amend-~
ment providing that certain language be
stricken out and certain other language
inserted. The point of order is over-
ruled.

The Clerk will report the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Smasl.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SiMs as a sub-
stitute for the Wood amendment: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: “That this act may be
cited as the '‘National Labor Relations Act of
1949."

“Trrie I—REPEAL OF LABOR-MANAGEMENT RE-
LATIONS AcTt, 1947, AND REENACTMENT OF
Natiowar Lapor RELATIONS AcT OF 1835

“REPEAL OF LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS
ACT, 1947

“sEec. 101. The Labor-Management Rela-
tions Act, 1847 (Public Law Numbered 101,
Eightieth Congress) is hereby repealed.
“REENACTMENT OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELA-

TIONS ACT

“Sgc, 102, The National Labor Relations
Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 449), as it existed prior
to the enactment of the Labor-Management
Relations Act, 1947, is hereby reenacted,

“MEMBERSHIP OF NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS
BOARD

“Sec. 103. Subsections (a) and (b) of
section 8 of the National Labor Relations
Act of 1935 are amended to read as follows:

*“iggc. 3. (a) The National Labor Relations
Board (hereinafter called the Board) is
hereby continued as an agency of the United
Btates. The Board shall consist of five
members, appointed by the President by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.
The terms of office of the Members of the
Board in office on the date of enactment of
the National Labor Relations Act of 1948
shall expire as provided by law at the time
of their appointment. Members appointed
after such date of enactment shall be ap-
pointed for terms of five years each, excepting
that any individual chosen to fill a vacancy
shall be appointed only for the unexpired
term of the member whom he shall succeed.
The President shall designate one member to
serve as Chairman of the Board. Any member
of the Board may be removed by the Presi-
dent, upon notice and hearing, for neglect of
duty or masalfeasance in office, but for no
other cause.

“‘(b) The Board is authorized to delegate
to any group of three or more members any
or all of the powers which it may itsell exer-
cise. A vacancy in the Board shall not im-
pair the right of the remaining members to
exercise all of the powers of the Board, and
three members of the Board shall, at all
times, constitute a quorum of the Board, ex-
cept that two members shall constitute a
quorum of any group designated pursuant
to the first sentence hereof. The Board
shall have an official seal which shall be
Judicially noticed.

“Sgc. 104. (a) Subsection (a) of section 4
of the National Labor Relations Act of 1835
is amended to read as follows:

*‘Sec. 4. (a) Each member of the Board
shall receive a salary of $17,5600 a year, shall
be eligible for reappointment, and shall not
engage In any other business, vocation, or
employment. The Board shall appoint such
employees as it may from time to time find
necessary for the proper performance of its
duties. Any arbitrators appointed by the
Board under section 9 (d) may be appointed
in the manner authorized by section 15 of
the act of August 2, 1946 (56 U. 8. C. 55a) at
per diem rates to be determined by the Board
but not exceeding $100, and shall be entitled
to traveling expenses as authorized by sec-
tion &5 of such act (6 U. 8. C, 73b-2) for
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persons so employed. The Board may estab-
lish or utilize such regional, local, or other
agencies, and utilize such voluntary and un-
compensated services, as may from time to
time be needed. Attorneys appointed under
this section may, at the direction of the
Board, appear for and represent the Board
in any case in court. Nothing in this act
shall be construed to authorize the Board
to appoint individuals for the purpose of
conciliation or mediation (or for statistlcal
work), where such service may be obtained
from the Department of Labor.

“(b) Section 4 of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act of 1935 1s amended by striking out
subsection (b) thereof and by relettering
the succeeding subsection '(b)."

“BAR TO CERTAIN PROCEEDINGS

“Sec. 105. Notwithstanding the provisions
of the act of February 25, 1871 (16 Stat.
432), neither the Board nor any court of the
United States shall have jurisdiction to en-
tertain, process, make, impaose, or enforce any
petition, complaint, order, llability, or pun-
ishment under the National Labor Relations
Act, as amended by the Labor-Management
Relations Act, 1947, with respect to any act
or omission occurring prior to the date of
enactment of this act, unless such petition,
complaint, order, liability, or punishment
could be entertained, processed, made, im-
posed, or enforced under the National Labor
Relations Aet with respect to a like act or
omission occurring after the date of enact-
ment of this act. No complaint shall here-
after be issued by the National Labor Rela-
tions Board based upon any unfalr labor
practice oceurring prior to August 22, 1947,
unless charges with respect thereto were
pending before the Board on January 1, 1949,
"“UNJUSTIFIABLE SECONDARY BOYCOTTIS AND

JURISDICTIONAL DISPUTES

“Sec. 108. (a) Section 1 of the National
Labor Relations Act of 1935 is amended by
inserting after the third paragraph thereof
the following new paragraph:

“‘Experience has further demonstrated
that certain unjustifiable conflicts between
or among labor organizations lead to strikes
and other forms of industrial strife which
substantially burden or obstruct commerce,
and that failure of employers to maintain a
neutral position aggravates and prolongs
these conflicts. The public interest requires
abatement of such industrial strife through
Just, peaceable, and final settlement.’

“{b) Section 2 of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act of 1935 is amended by striking out
paragraph (11) thereof and by adding two
new paragraphs (11) and (12), to read as
follows:

“+4(11) The term *secondary boycott”
means a concerted refusal in the course of
employment by employees of one employer
to produce, manufacture, transport, distrib-
ute, or otherwlse work on articles, materials,
goods, or commodities because they have
been or are to be manufactured, produced,
or distributed by another employer.

“*(12) The term *jurisdictional dispute"
means a dispute between two or more labor
organizations (not established, maintained,
or assisted by any employer action defined
in this act as an unfair labor practice) con-
cerning the assignment or prospective assign.
ment of a particular work task by an em-
ployer.’

“(e) Section 8 of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act of 1935 is amended by inserting
after the figure ‘8’ at the beginning thereof
the letter ‘(a)' and adding at the end thereof
o new paragraph (6) to read as follows:

‘“*(8) To refuse to assign a particular work
task in accordance with an award under
section 9 (d) of this act.’

“{d) Section 8 of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act of 18356 is amended by adding at the
end thereof a new subsection (b) to read as
follows: i

“*(b) It shall be an unfair labor practice
for a labor organization—
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**(1) to cause or attempt to cause em-
ployees to engage in a secondary boycott, or
a concerted work stoppage, to compel an em-
ployer to bargain with a particular labor
organization as the representative of his
employees if—

“*‘(a) another labor organization is the
certified representative of such employees
within the meaning of section 9 of this
act; or

“*(b) the employer is required by an order
of the Board to bargain with another labor
organization; or

“*(e) the employer is currently recogniz-
ing another labor organization (not estab-
lished, maintained, or assisted by any em-
ployer actlon defined in this act as an unfair
labor practice) and has executed a collective-
bargaining agreement with such other labor
organization, and a question concerning rep-
resentation may not appropriately be raised
under section 9 of this act;

“*'(2) to cause or attempt to cause em-
ployees to engage in a secondary boycott, or
a concerted work stoppage, in furtherance of
a jurisdictional dispute if such labor organ-
ization is seeking to compel an employer to
assign a particular work task contrary to an
award made under section 9 (d) of this act.'

“(e) Section 9 of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act of 19356 is amended by inserting
between subsections (c) and (d) thereof a
new subsection (d) to read as follows:

“f(d) Whenever a jurisdictional dispute
results in or threatens to result in a con-
certed work stoppage, or a secondary boycott,
affecting commerce, the Board may hear and
determine, or appoint an arbitrator to hear
and determine, the dispute, and issue an
award, first affording the labor organizations
involved in the dispute a reasonable oppor-
tunity to settle their controversy between or
among themselves. In determining the dis-
pute, the Board or the arbitrator, as the case
may be, may consider any prior Board cer-
tification under which any such labor organ-
ization claims the right to represent em-
ployees who are or may be hired or assigned
to perform the work tasks in dispute, any
union charters or intersnion agreements pur-
porting to define areas of jurisdiction be-
tween or among the contending labor organ-
izations, the decisions of any agency estab-
lished by unions to consider such disputes,
the past work history of the organizations
involved in the dispute, and the policies of
this act. If an arbitrator is appointed to
hear and determine a dispute, he shall pro-
ceed in accordance with such rules and regu-
lations as the Board may prescribe; and his
award determining the dispute shall have the
same effect as an award of the Board. In any
proceeding under this section, the employer
whose assignment or prospective assignment
of a particular work task is in controversy
shall have an opportunity to be heard in any
hesring conducted by the Board, or an arbi-
trator, as the case may be. If at any stage
of the proceeding it shall appear to the Board
that the dispute is in fact one concerning
representation, it shall treat the case as one
instituted under section 9 (c) of this act
and proceed accordingly.’

*“{f) Subsection (d) of section 9 <{ the
National Labor Relations Act of 1935 is re-
lettered '(e)’ and, as relettered, is amended
to read as follows:

“‘(e) Whenever an order of the Board
made pursuant to section 10 (c) is based in
whole or in part upon facts certified follow-
ing an investigation pursuant to subsection
(c) of this section, or upon an award made In
proceedings under subsection (d) of this sec-
tion, and there is a petition for the eniorce-
ment or review of such order, such certifica-
tion and the record of such investigation, or
such award and the record of the proceed-
ings under subsection (d) of this section, as
the case may be, shall be included in the
transcript of the entire record required to be
filed under subsections 10 (e) or 10 (f), and
thereupon the decree of the court enforcing,
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modifylng, or setfing aside In whole or in
part the order of the Board shall be made
and entered upen the pleadings, testimony,
and proceedings set forth in such tran-
script.’

“FREEDOM FROM RESTRICTED STATE LAWS

“Sec. 107. The proviso of section 8 (a) (3)
of the National Labor Relations Act of 1935
{8 amended to read as follows: ‘Provided,
That nothing in this act, or in any other
statute of the United States, or in any State
law, shall preclude an employer engaged in
commerce, or whose activities affect com-
merce, from making an agreement with a
labor organization (not established, main-
tained, or assisted by any employer action
defined in this act as an unfair labor prac-
tice) to require as a condition of employ-
ment membership therein, or from paying to
such labor organization, pursuant to a col-
lective-bargaining agreement, membership
obligations or sums equivalent thereto by
deduction from wages or salaries, if such
labor organization is the representative of
the employees as provided in section 9 (a),
in the appropriate collective-bargaining unit
covered by such agreement when made.’
“NOTICE OF TERMINATION OR MODIFICATION OF

COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING CONTRACTS

“Sec. 108, Section 8 of the National Labor
Relations Act of 1935 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“i(c) It shall be an unfair labor practice
for an employer or a labor organization to
terminate or modify a collective-bargaining
contract covering employees in and industry
aflecting commerce, unless the party desiring
such termination or modification notifies the
United States Conciliation Service of the pro-
posed termination or modification at least
30 days prior to the expiration date of the
contract, or 30 days prior to the time it is
proposed to make such termination or modi-
fication, whichever is earlier.

“BARGAINING BY LABOR ORGANIZATIONS

“Spc. 109. SBectlon 8 of the National Labor
Relations Act of 1935, as amended by sub-
section (d) of sectlon 106 of this title, is
amended by inserting at the end of subsec-
tion (b) thereof a new paragraph (3), to read
as follows:

“¢(8) to refuse to bargain coliectively with
an employer, subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 9 (a): Provided, That nothing in this
paragraph shall be construed to require a
labor organization to bargain separately with
respect to any particular unit or units, or to
agree to any particular procedures or condi-
tions with respect to collective bargaining so
long as such labor organization is bargaining
in good faith,’

*FREE SPEECH
“Sge. 110, Section 8 of the National Labor
‘Relations Act of 1935 is amended by inserting
at the end thereof a new subsection (d), to
read as follows:

“*(d) The Board shall not base any finding
of unfair labor practice under any provision
of this act upon any statement of views or
arguments, either written or oral, if such
statement contains under all the relevant
circumstances no threat, express or implied,
of reprisal or force, or offer, express or im-
plied, of benefit.

“FILING OF ORGANIZATIONAL AND FINANCIAL
ETATEMENTS BY LABOR ORGANIZATIONS AND
EMPLOYERS
“SEc, 111, Section 9 of the National Labor

Relations Act of 1935 is amended by adding

at the end thereof three mew subsections

(e), (f), and (g), to read as follows:

“*{e) The Board shall not certify any labor
organization as bargaining representative un-
der this section nor issue any complaint un-
der section 10 of this act based upon a charge
filed by a labor organization under subsec-
tion (b) of section 10 of this act unless such
labor organization and any national or inter-
national labor organization of which such
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labor organization is an affiliate or constitu-
ent unit (A) shall have filed with the Sec-
retary of Labor coples of its constitution and
bylaws and a report, in such form as the
Becretary may prescribe, showing—

“*(1) the name of such labor organization
and the address of its principal place of busi-
ness; .

“*(2) the names, titles, pnd compensation
and allowances of its three principal officers
and of any of its other officers or agents
whose aggregate compensation and allow-
ances for the preceding year exceeded $5,000,
and the amount of the compensation and
allowances pald to each such officer or agent
during such year;

“1(8) the manner in which the officers and
agents referred to In clause (2) were elected,
appointed, or otherwise selected;

“*(4) the initiation fee or fees which new
members are required to pay on becoming
members of such labor organization;

“*(5) the regular dues or fees which mem-
bers are required to pay in order to remain
members in good standing of such labor
organization;

“*(6) a detalled statement of, or reference
to, provisions of its constitution and bylaws
showing the procedure followed with respect
to, (a) qualification for or restrictions on
membership, (b) election of officers and
stewards, (c¢) calling of regular and special
meetings, (d) levying of assessments, (e)
imposition of fines, () authorization for bar-
gaining demands, (g) ratification of contract
terms, (h) authorization for strikes, (1) au-
thorization for disbursement of union funds,
(}) audit of union financial transactions,
(k) participation in insurance or other bene-
fit plans, and (1) expulsion of members and
the grounds therefor:
and (B) can show that it has—

“*(1) filed with the Secretary of Labor, in
such form as the Secretary may prescribe, a
report showing all of (a) its receipts of any
kind and the sources of such receipts, (b)
its total assets and liabilities as of the end
of its last fiscal year, (c) the disbursements
made by it during stch fiscal year, including
the purposes for which made; and

“f(2) furnished to all of the members of
such labor organization copies of the finan=-
cial report required by paragraph (1) hereof
to be filed with the Secretary of Labor.

“*(f) It shall be the obligation of all labor
organizations to file annually with the Secre-
tary of Labor, in such form as the Secretary
of Labor may prescribe, reports bringing up
to date the information required to be sup-
plied in the initial filing by subsection (f)
{A) of this section, and to file with the Sec-
retary of Labor and furnish to its members
annually within 120 days after the end of
their respective fiscal years or such other
reasonable period of time as may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Labor financial
reports in the form and manner prescribed in
subsection (f) (B). No labor organization
shall be ellgible for certification under this
section as the representative of any em-
ployees, no petition under section 9 (e) (1)
shall be entertained, and no complaint shall
issue under section 10 with respect to a
charge filed by a labor organization unless
it .can show that it and any national or
international labor organization of which
it is an afflliate or constituent unit has
complied with its obligation wunder this
subsection.

*“*(g) The Board shall not issue any com-
plaint based upon a charge filed by an em-
ployer under subsection (b) of section 10

of this act unless such employer and any .

national or international employer organi-
zation of which such employer is an afiiliate
or is a member shall have prior thereto filed
with the Secretary of Labor information such
as is required to be filed by labor organiza-
tions by the provisions of paragraphs (A) (2),
(A) (3), and (B) (1) of subsection (e) of
this section and shall have filed reports
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bringing up to date the information thus re-

quired to be filed in the manner provided in

subsection (f) of this section.’

“AFFIDAVITS BY LABOR ORGANIZATION OFFICERS
AND EMPLOYERS

“Seec. 112, Section 9 of the National Labor
Relations Act of 1935 is amended by adding
at the end thereof a new subsection (h),
to read as follows:

“‘(h) The Board shall not certify any
labor organization as bargaining representa-
tive under this section nor issue any com-

laint under section 10 of this act based upon
& charge filed by—

“*(1) a labor organization unless there is
on file with the Board an afidavit executed
contemporaneously or within the preceding
12-month period by each officer of such labor
organization and the officers of any national
or international labor organization of which
it is an affiliate or constituent unit; or

**{i1) an employer, unless there is on file
with the Board an affidavit executed con-
temporaneously or within the preceding 12-
month period by such employer (including
each owner, partner, receiver or trustee, or,
if a corporation, each officer thereof), and
each officer thereof, and the officers of any
national or international em  'oyer organiza-
tion of which such employer is a member or
affiliate—
stating that he iz not a member of the Com-
munist Party or affillated with such party,
and that he does not believe in, and is not
& member of, or supports, any organization
that belleves In or teaches the overthrow of
the United States Government by force or
by any illegal or unconstitutional methods.
The provisions of section 35A of the Criminal
Code shall be applicable with respect to such
affidavits. For the purpose of this subsec=-
tion, the term “officer” is defined as includ-
ing any persoh who performs any policy-
making, governing or executive function in,
or is & member of any policy-forming, gov=
erning, or executive body of an employer or
labor organization or any national or inter-
national employer or labor organization, of
which such employer or labor arganization,
as the case may be, Is an afiiliate or con-
stituent unit.’

“Trre II—MEDIATION AND ARBITRATION
“THE UNITED STATES CONCILIATION SERVICE
“Sec. 201. (a) The United States Concilia-

tion Service is hereby reestablished in the
Department of Labor; and the functions
transferred to the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service by section 202 (d) of the
Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, are
hereby restored to the Becretary of Labor.
The Service shall be under the direction of a
Director of Conciliation (hereinafter called
the ‘Director'), who shall be appointed by
the President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. The Director shall
receive compensation at the rate of $15,000
per annum,

“(b) The personnel, records, property, and
unobligated balances of appropriations, al-
locations, or other funds of the Federal Medi-
ation and Conciliation BService are hereby
transferred to the Department of Labaor.
Buch transfer shall not affect any proceed-
ings pending before the Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service or any rule or regu-
lation heretofore made by it or by the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Director.

*(¢) The United States Conciliation Serv-
ice shall be administered under the general
direction and supervision of the Secretary of
Labor, General policies and standards for
the operation of the Bervice shall be formu-
lated and promulgated by the Director of
Conciliation, with the approval of the Secre=-
tary af Labor.

*(d) The Secretary is authorized, subject
to the civil-service laws, to appeoint such
clerical and other personnel as may be neces-
sary for the execution of the functions of
the Service, and shall fix their compensation
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in accordance with the Classification Act
of 1923, as amended, and may, without re-
gard to the provisions of the clvil-service
laws and the Classification Act of 1923, as
amended, appoint and fix the compensation
of such conciliators, mediators, and arbi-
trators as may be necessary to carry out the
functions of the Service.
“FUNCTIONS OF THE SERVICE

“Sgc. 202. (a) The United States Concilia-
tion Service (hereinafter called the ‘Service’)
shall assist labor and management in settling
disputes through the processes of free col-
lective bargaining. The Director shall have
authority to proffer the facilities of the Serv-
ice in any labor dispute in any industry af-
fecting commerce either upon his own motion
or upon the request of one or more of the

. parties to the dispute whenever, in his judg-
ment, the facilities of the Service will assist
the parties in settling the dispute.

“(b) Upon request of the parties to the dis-
pute, the Service shall cooperate in formulat-
ing an agreement for the arbitration of the
dispute, in selecting an arbitrator or arbi-
trators, and in making such other arrange-
ments and in taking such other action as may
be necessary.

“{c) The Service shall furnish to employer,
employees, and other public and private agen-
cles, information concerning the practica-
bility and desirability of establishing suit-
able agencies and methods to ald in the
settlement of labor disputes by mediatlon,
conciliation, arbitration, and other peaceful
means, and to promote and encourage the
uses and procedures of sound collective bar-
gaining., The Director is authorized to es-
tablish suitable procedures for cooperation
with State and local mediation agencies and
to enter into agreements with such State
and local mediation agencies relating to the
mediation of labor disputes whose effects are
predominantly local in character.

“(d) Through conferences and such other
methods as it deems appropriate, the Service
shall seek to improve relations between em-
ployers and the representatives of their em-
ployees for the purpose of avolding labor
disputes and preventing such disputes as
might occur from developing into stoppages
of operations which might affect commerce
or develop consequences injurious to the gen-
eral welfare.

“CONDUCT OF CONCILIATION OFFICERS

“Sgc. 203. The Director and the Service
ghall be impartial. They shall respect the
confidence of the parties to any dispute.
Commissioners of Conciliation shall not en-
gage in arbitration while serving as Com-~
missioners and they shall not partlcipate
in cases in which they have a pecuniary or
personal interest.

“DUTIES OF EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES

“Sgc. 204. In order to prevent or minimize
lahor disputes affecting the free flow of com-
merce or threatening consequences injurious
to the general welfare, it shall be the duty of
employers and employees, and their repre-
sentatives to—

“(a) exert every reasonable effort to make
and maintain collective-bargaining agree-
ments for definite periods of time, concern-
ing (1) rates of pay, hours, and terms and
conditions of work; (2) adequate notice of
desire to terminate or change such agree-
ments; (3) abstention from strikes, lock-
outs, or other acts of economie coercion in
violation of such agreements; and (4) pro-
cedures for the peaceful settlement of dis-
putes involving the interpretation or appli-
cation of such agreements;

*(b) participate fully and promptly in such
meetings as may be undertaken by the Serv-
ice for the purpose of aiding in a settle-
ment of any dispute to which they are parties,

“INTERFRETATION OF EXISTING AGREEMENTS

“Sec. 205. It is the public policy of the
United States that any collective-bargaining
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agreement in an industry affecting commerce
shall provide procedures by which either
party to such agreement may refer disputes
growing out of the interpretation or appli-
cation of the agreement to final and binding
arbitration. The Service is authorized and
directed to assist employers and labor or-
ganizations in—

“(a) developing such procedures;

“(b) applying such procedures to individ-
ual cases, including assistance in framing
the issues in dispute and the terms and con-
ditions under which the arbitration proceed-
ings shall be conducted, including methods
for the selection of the arbitrator or arbi-
trators; and

*“(c) selecting an arbitrator or arbitrators,
including making avallable to the parties a
roster of names from which the parties may
choose one or more arbitrators and, if the
parties so desire, designating one or more
arbitrators.

“LABOR-MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEES

“SEc, 206. (a) The Secretary of Labor shall
appoint such labor-management advisory
committees as he deems necessary or appro-
priate in the administration of this title,
The membership of each such committee
shall consist of equal numbers of labor and
management representatives, and one or more
public members. The Secretary shall desig-
nate a public member as chairman. Mem-
bers of such advisory committees shall serve
without compensation, but shall receive
transportation, and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence at a rate of 25 a day, as authorized
by section 6 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5
U. 8, C. 78b-2), for persons so serving. Such
committees shall have authority to adopt,
amend, or rescind such rules and regulations
as may be necessary to the performance of
their functions.

“{b) Such advisory committees shall ad-
vise the Secretary on guestions of policy and
administration affecting the work of the
Service and shall perform such other func-
tions to help in achieving the purposes of
this title as the Secretary may reguest.

“TrTLE III—NATIONAL EMERGENCIES

“Sec. 301. Whenever in the opinion of the
President of the United States a threatened
or actual strike or lock-out affecting an entire
industry or a substantial part thereof en-
gaged in trade, commerce, transportation,
transmission, or communication among the
several States or with forelgn nations, or
engaged in the production of goods for com-
merce, will, if permitted to occur or to con-
tinue, imperil the national health or safety,
he may appoint a board of inquiry to inquire
into the issues involved in the dispute and
to make a written report to him within such
time as he shall prescribe. Such report shall
include a statement of the facts with respect
to the dispute, including each party’s state-
ment of its posit&on. and shall contain the
recommendations of the board for the settle-
ment of the dispute, The President shall
file & copy of such report with the United
Btates Conciliation Service and shall make
its contents available to the public.

“Sec. 302. (a) A board of inquiry shall be
composed of a chalrman and such other
members as the President shall determine,
and shall have power to sit and act in any
place within the United States and to con-
duct such hearings, either in public or in
private, as 1t may deem necessary or proper,
to ascertain the facts with respect to the
causes and circumstances of the dispute.

“{b) Members of a board of inguiry shall
receive compensation at the rate of 850 for
each day actually spent by them in the work
of the board, together with necessary travel
and subsistence expenses.

“(c) For the purpose of any hearing or
inquiry conducted by any board appointed
under this title, the provisions of sections 9
and 10 (relating to the attendance of wit-
nesses and the production of books, papers,
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and documents) of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act of September 16, 1914, as amend-
ed (U. 8. C. 19, title 15, secs. 49 and 50, as
amended), are hereby made applicable to the
powers and duties of said board.

“Sgc. 303. (a) Upon receiving a report
from a board of inguiry the President may
direct the Attorney General to petition any
district court of the United States having
jurisdiction of the parties to enjoin such
strike or lock-out or the continuing thereof,
and if the court finds that such threatened
or actual strike or lock-out—

“(i) affects an entire industry or a sub-
stantial part thereof engaged in trade, com-
merce, transportation, transmission, or
communication among the several States or
with foreign natlons, or engaged in the pro-
duction of goods for commerce; and

“(ii) if permitted to occur or to continue,
will imperil the national health or safety,
it shall have jurisdiction to enjoin any such
strike or lock-out, or the continuing thereof,
and to make such other orders as may be
appropriate.

“({b) In any case, the provisions of the act
of March 23, 1932, entitled ‘An act to amend
the Judicial Code and to define and limit
the jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity,
and for other purposes,' shall not be appli-
cable.

“(e) The order or orders of the court shall
be subject to review by the appropriate cir-
cuit court of appeals and by the Supreme
Court upon writ of certiorari or certification
as provided in sections 239 and 240 of the
Judicial Code, as amended (U, 8. C,, title 29,
secs, 346 and 347).

“Sec. 304. (a) Whenever a district court
has issued an order under section 303 en-
joining acts or practices which imperil or
threaten to imperil the national health or
safety, it shall be the duty of the parties to
the labor dispute giving rise to such order
to make every effort to adjust and settle their
differences, with the assistance of the United
States Conciliation BService, Neither party
shall be under any duty to accept, in whole
or in part, any proposal.of settlement made
by the Service.

“{b) Upon the issuance of such order, the
President shall reconvene the board of in-
quiry which has previously reported with re-
spect to the dispute. At the end of a 75-day
period (unless the dispute has been settled
by that time), the board of inquiry shall re-
port to the President the current position
of the parties and the efforts which have
been made for settlement, and shall include
a statement by each party of its position and
the recommendations of the board for the
settlement of the dispute.

“Sec. 305. Upon a settlement being reached,
or upon the elapse of b6 days from the date
of the report of the board to the President,
whichever happens sooner, the Attorney Gen- *
eral shall move the court to discharge the
injunction, which motion shall then be
granted and the injunction discharged.
When such a motion is granted, the Presi-
dent shall submit to the Congress a full and
comprehensive report of the proceedings,
including the findings and recommendations
of the board of inquiry, together with such
recommendations as he may see fit to make
for consideration and appropriate action.

“TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
YAPPLICATION OF ANTI-INJUNCTION STATUTES

“SEc. 401. The act entitled ‘An act to
amend the Judicial Code and to define and
Hmit the jurisdietion of courts sitting in
equity, and for other purposes’ (Norris-La
Guardia Act), approved March 24, 1932
(U. 8. C., title 29, secs. 101-115), and sec-
tions 6 and 20 of the act entitied ‘An act to
supplement existing laws against unlawful
restraints and monopolies, and for other pur-
poses’ (Clayton Act) approved October 16,
1914, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 17,
and title 29, sec. 52), are continued in full
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force and effect in accordance with the provi-
gions of such acts; except that the provisions
of such act and such sections shall not be
construed to be applicable with respect to
section 10 of the National Labor Relations
Act or with respect to action by the Govern-
ment under and pursuant to title III of
this act.
“POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

“Sec, 402. Section 610 of title 18 of the
United States Code (Public Law 772, 80th
Cong., 2d sess.), Is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“‘Sec. 610. It is unlawful for any national
bank, or any corporation organized by author-
ity of any law of Congress, to make a con-
tribution in connection with any election to
any political office, or for any corporation
whatever to make a confribution in connec-
tion with any election to any political office,
or for any corporation whatever to make a
contribution in connection with any elec-
tion at which Presidential and Vice Presl-
dential electors or a Senator or Representa-
tive in, or a Delegate or Resident Commis~
sioner to, Congress are to be voted for, or
for any candidate political comimittee, or
other person to accept or receive any contri-
bution prohibited by this section. Every cor-
poration which makes any contribution in
violation of this section shall be fined not
more than $5,000; and every officer or di-
rector of any corporation who consents to
any contribution by the ecorporation in yiola-
tion of this section shall be fined not more
than #1,000, or imprisoned not more than
1 year, or both.’

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec, 403. When used in this act—

“(1) The term ‘industry affecting com-
merce’ means any industry or activity in
commerce or in which a labor dispute would
burden or obstruct commerce or tend to bur-
den or obstruct commerce or the free flow
of commerce,

“(2) The terms ‘commerce,’ ‘affecting com-
merce,’ ‘labor dispute,’ ‘employer,’ ‘employee,’
‘labor organization,’ and ‘person’ shall have
the same meaning as when used in the Na-
tional Lebor Relations Act as reenacted by
title I of this act.

“SAVING PROVISION

“Sgc. 404. Nothing in this act shall be
construed to require an individual employee
to render labor or service without his con-
sent, nor shall anything in this act be con-
sgtrued to make the quitting of his labor by
an individual employee an illegal act; nor
shall any court issue any process to compel
the performance by an individual employee
of such labor or service, without his con-
sent; nor shall the quitting of labor by an
employee or employees in good falth because
of abnormally dangerous conditions for work
at the place of employment of such employee
or employees be deemed a strike under this
act.

“EXEMPTION OF RAILWAY LABOR ACT

“Sec. 405. The provisions of titles I, II, and
III of this act shall not apply to any car-
riers, companies, employees, or any matter
subject to the Railway L- bor Act, as amended,
or to any representative as defined in section
1, Bixth, of sald act while acting in a repre-
sentative capacity for individuals employed
by any person subject to sald act.

“SEPARABILITY

“Sec. 406, If any provision of this act, or
the application thereof to any person or cir-
cumstance, shall be held invalid, the re-
mainder of this act, or the application of such
provision to other persons or circumstances,
shall not be affected thereby.

“TirLe V—TEMPORARY LABOR RELATIONS

COMMISSION

“Sgc. 501. There is hereby created a Tem-
porary Labor Relations Commission (here-
inafter referred to as the ‘Commission’), to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

be composed of (1) 5§ Members of the Ben-
ate, to be appointed by the President of the
ate; (2) 5 Members of the House of Repre-
sent: tives, to be appoirted by the Bpeaker
of the House of Representatives; and (3)
10 members, 5 representing management and
5 representing labor, to be appointed by the
President of the United States. One of the
members shall be designated by the Presi-
dent as Chairman of the Commission. Va=-
cancies in the membership of the Commis-
sion shall not impair its powers to exercise
its functions and shall be filled in the same
manner as in the case of original appoint-
ments. Members of the Commission ap-
pointed by the President shall receive com-
pensation at the rate of $50 for each day
actually spent by them in the performance
of duties vested in the Commission, together
with their necessary fravel and other ex-
penses, or a per diem allowance in leu
thereof. Members of Congress who are mems
bers of the Commission shall serve without
compensation in addition to that received for
thelr services as Members of Congress; but
they shall be reimbursed for travel, sub-
sistence, and other necessary expenses in-
¢ rred by them in the performance of duties
vested in the Commission.

“8Ec. 502. (a) The Commission shall make
& thorough study and investigation into the
underlying causes of disputes between labor
and management, including union and em-
ployer policies and practices, economlc and
other factors, methods and procedures for
carrying out the collective-bargaining proc-
ess, Government policies, present and pro-
posed legislation aflecting such disputes, and
the measures by which such disputes may be
minimized or eliminated in order to safe-
guard the public interest, including, particu-
larly, voluntary and cooperative measures be-
tween labor and management which can be
promoted or facilitated by the Federal Gov-
ernment. In making such study and investi-
gation the Commission shall place particular
emphasis upon the special and unigue prob-
lem of Nation-wide strikes in essential in-
dustries affecting the public interest with a
view to recommending a method to prevent
or settle such strikes without endangering
our general democratic freedoms.

“(b) The Commission shall also study and
investigate the desirability of further legis-
lation concerning the health and safety of
employees engaged In industries. that are
essentially hazardous, with a view to the
prevention of accidents and the Improve-
ment of health and sanitary conditions con-
nected with such industries.

“(e) The Commission shall also study and
investigate the feaslbility of the establish-
ment of a uniform voluntary system of wel-
fare funds for the benefit of 11, disabled, or
aged employees and their families, with a
view to the enactment of legislation to assist
in the promotion and encouragement of such
a program.

“{d) The Commission shall confer and
consult with responsible leaders of both or-
ganized labor and industry and shall seek,
as far as compatible with their own judg-
ment, to recommend legislation that will
eliminate all reasonable objections of either
labor or industry.

“SEC. 503. (a) The Commission is author-
ized, without regard to the civil-service laws
and the Classification Act of 1923, as amend-
ed, to employ and fix the compensation of
such officers and employees as it deems nec-
essary for the performance of its functions.
The Commission may make such expendi-
tures as may be necessary for performing its
functions.

“{b) The Commission may, with the con-
sent of the head of the department or agency
concerned, utilize the facilities, services, and
personnel of other agencies or departments of
the Government, and may cooperate with
and utilize the services of other public and
private agencies.
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“Sec. 504. (a) On or before December 15,
1949, the Commission shall submit to the
President, for transmission by him to the
Congress, a preliminary report, together with
such recommendations for legislation and
such other recommendations as the Commis-
sion deems appropriate; and shall submit
such further reports and recommendations
from time to time to the President, for trans-
mission by him to the Congress, as the Com-
mission deems appropriate.

“{b) Upon the submission of its final re-
port to the President, which shall be on or
before December 15, 1850, the Commission
shall cease to exist and its records and prop-
erty shall be transferred to the Secretary of
Labor.

“SeC, 505. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary for carrying out the purposes of this
title.

Mr. KELLEY (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

! hgr HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
eCt.

The Clerk concluded reading the
amendment.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man be permitted to proceed for five ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr, SIMS. The substitute bill I have
introduced is simply the Lesinski bill
with seven changes.

The first change in effect adopts the
Taft-Hartley provisions for dealing with
a national emergency.

The second change adopts in effect the
Wood hill provision requiring labor or-
ganization oldcers and employers to sign
anti-Communist affidavits.

The third change guarantees free
speech to employers.

The fourth change requires labor or-
ganizations to bargain in good faith.

The fifth change requires labor and
employee organizations to file organi-
zational and financial statements.

The sixth change creates a temporary
labor relations commission to study and
make recommendations concerning labor
relations.

The seventh change makes it entirely
clear that railroad employers, employees,.
and their representatives, as well as sub-
ject matter to the Railway Labor Act are
gxempt from titles I, II, and III of this

ill,

Personally, I am not wedded to all the
provisions of this measure. There are a
number of changes which I would make
if I were writing a labor-management
bill to suit my own taste. But a bill that
would suit my taste would not pass this
House of Representatives,

I mention this because I realize that
this bill will not meet with the complete
approval of anyone here today. I believe
that each of us here today is faced with
a compromise, I believe that each of us
here must weigh the good and the bad
and then determine whether the good
outweighs the bad. i _

Legislating would be a simple job in-
deed if we could vote our sincere con-
victions on each individual provision
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without taking into consideration the
ultimate goal and the over-all strategy
involved.

Let us face facts. Those of us inter-
ested in repealing the Taft-Hartley Act
and enacting the Lesinski bill know, or
should know, that if the Lesinski bill is
voted on without any amendments, it
will be defeated. It becomes our duty
then, if we are genuinely interested in
repealing Taft-Hartley, to amend the
Lesinski bill in such a way that it will
pass this body.

From talking with some of the mem-
bers of my committee, from talking with
a number of southern liberals, from talk-
ing with key members of the House from
all sections of the country, I am con-
vineced that there are at least two amend-
ments to the Lesinski bill which are nec-
essary if a sufficient number of votes are
to be gained to repeal Taft-Hartley.
There are many Members in Congress
who would like to vote for the repeal of
the Taft-Hartley Act who feel and feel
very deeply that a new labor law should
include first, a strong provision dealing
with a national emergency and second,
a requirement for union and company
officers to sign non-Communist affidavits.

Let us examine the substitute bill
which I have introduced and see how it
deals with a national emergency. On
pages 23, 24, 25, and 26 of the substitute
print, you will note that the national
emergency provision of the proposed sub-
stitute is exactly the same as the Taft-
Hartley provision dealing with national
emergencies with two exceptions: First,
the emergency boards of inquiry are re-
quired to make recommendations for
settlement of the dispute which the Pres-
ident is directed to make public; and,
second, the statement of and secret bal-
lot on the employer's last offer of settle-
ment are omitted. As under the Taft-
Hartley Act injunctions against a strike
or a lock-out may be obtained by the At-
torney General for a period of not more
than 80 days.

Now let us look at pages 15, 16, and 17
of the substitute print. This is the sec-
tion requiring a non-Communist affi-
davit. This provision is exactly the same
as the Wood bill with three exceptions:

First. Investigations or proceedings
may be undertaken by the Board so long
as no certification is made in a repre-
sentation case and no complaint issued
in an unfair labor practice case where
the required affidavits have not been filed.

Second. Affidavits are required of em-
ployers, including owners, partners, re-
ceivers, trustees, and any officers of em-
ployers, or of any naticnal or interna-
tional employer organization, of which
the employer is a member or affiliate.

Third. The term officer is broadened to
include any person performing a policy
making, governing or executive function
or who is a member of any policy form-
ing, governing or executive body of an
employer or labor organization or of any
national or international employer or
labor organization as the case may be.

Section 110 of the substitute print on
page 11 protects the freedom of speech of
both employers and employees. The
amendment provides that the National
Labor Relations Board shall not base any
finding of an unfair labor practice upon
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any statement of views or arguments,
either written or oral, if such statement
contains under all of the relevant cir-
cumstances no threat, express or implied,
of reprisal or force, or offer, express or
implied, of benefit. Under these provi-
sions the statement, if relevant, may be
admitted in evidence for what it is worth,
and the statement may constitute an un-
fair labor practice, but only if other rele-
vant circumstances show that the state-
ment actually represents a threat of force
or reprisal or an offer of benefit.

Section 109 of the committee print
on page 11 is a new section which would
make it an unfair labor practice for a
labor organization to refuse to bargain
collectively with an employer, subject to
the provisions of section 9 (a). It is rec-
ognized that the provision will be applied
only infrequently since unions exist for
the primary purpose of collective bar-
recognized that under modern economic
gaining on belalf of employees. It is also
conditions the procedures, scope. and
subject to collective bargaining are con-
stantly changing and developing. Ac-
cordingly, it is provided that the provi-
sion contained in section 109 shall not be
construed to require a labor organiza-
tion to bargain separately with respect to
any particular unit or units, or to agree
to any particular procedures or condi-
tions with respect to collective bargain-
ing. "Thus, the section safeguards indus-
try-wide and area agreements such as
those which have been reached through
collective bargaining in many industries.
It also leaves to the parties the devel-
opment of procedures and conditions of
collective bargaining, as seems best to
them, for example, in accordance with
their constitution or charter or bylaws,
Situations of the type presented In re
American Radio Association (82 N. L. R.
B. No. 151, Apr. 19, 1949) and In re Na-
tional Maritime Union (82 N. L. R. B.
No. 152, April 19, 1949) are not intended
to]be unfair labor practices under the
bill. :
Section 111 of the substitute print on
page 12 contains provisions similar to
those contained in the Taft-Hartley Act
with respect to the filing of organiza-
tional and financial data by labor organ-
izations. In addition, certain organiza-
tional and financial data must be filed
by employers bringing charges of unfair
labor practices against a labor organi-
zation. It is provided that the Board is
not to certify a labor organization as
bargaining representative nor issue any
complaint of unfair labor practice based
on a charge filed by a union or by an
employer unless the union or the em-
ployer, as the case may be, has filed with
the Secretary of Labor the required or-
ganizational and financial information.

Section 405 of the committee print on
page 29 makes it clear that those subject
to the Railway Labor Act do not come
under the provisions of title I, IT, and III
of this bill.

Title V of the committee print on page
30 creates a Temporary Labor Relations
Commission composed of 20 members—
5 representing management and 5 repre-
senting labor to be appointed by the Pres-
ident, 5 Members of the House to be
appointed by the Speaker, and 5 Mem-
bers of the Senate to be appointed by the
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President of the Senate. The Commis-
sion is to make a thorough study and
investigation into the underlying causes
of disputes between labor and manage-
ment.

In summing up let me say, ladies and
gentlemen, that the substitute which I
have introduced is the Lesinski bill with
seven amendments.

First. The Taft-Hartley provisions for
a national emergency.

Second. An anti-Communist affidavit.

Third. Free speech.

Fourth. Labor organizations reguired
to bargain in good faith.

Fifth. Labor organizations to file or-
ganizational and financial statements.

Sixth. Creating a Temporary Labor
Relations Commission.

Seventh. And a clarifying amendment.

I urge the Members of this body who
are genuinely interested in the trade-
union movement and who are interested
in discarding the restrictive provisions
of the Taft-Hartley Act to join together
on this compromise measure.

This substitute protects the American
public from the whims of a labor gangster
and at the same time protects and en-
courages the right to bargain collectively.
I urge its adoption without erippling
amendments.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know from
where this substitute came, but I am no
party to it. I did not see it until this
morning. I did not know it was being
prepared. I am opposed to it, since I
have heard it read. It contains certain
provisions that are most objectionable,
They were most objectionable in the
Taft-Hartley Act, they certainly are ob-
jectionable in this bill as well as in the
Wood bill. I refer particularly to the
injunction provision and the anti-Com-
munist oath provision.

I am not going to deal specifically with
these provisions because they have been
covered in the past, but the anti-Com-
munist oath I think is very unjust, be-
cause it assumes that certain groups of
people in this country are Communists
when they ask them to sign an anti-
Communist oath. And that applies to
management as well. That provision is
contained in this bill.

I notice that title V has been inserted.
Title V reads, word for word, with a res-
olution that was introduced before the
Committee on Education and Labor, Res-
olution 24, in which I have pride of au-
thorship. It sets it forth in this bill, a
commission to study the problems of
management and labor, inviting man-
agement and labor to sit around the
table with Members of the House and
Members of the Senate to write a labor
code. I repeat that is the only way we
will ever get fair and decent labor legis-
lation. We cannot do it in a committee;
we cannot do it in the House in Com-
mittee of the Whole. The problem is too
intricate, too technical. Labor-manage-
ment problems deal entirely with human
relations, and we just cannot do it with-
out having all the members concerned
sit around a conference table and work
it out. However, I feel very compli-
mented that it has been accepted. But
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it is in the wrong place. You cannot
expect a commission to sit down in an
atmosphere of resentment such as this
bill will create, and hope to meet with
suceess., You start out by antagonizing
large labor groups by asking them to sign
anti-Communist affidavits, and you do
the same thing with management. In
this bill you provide for the injunction,
which all labor resents. In that atmos-
phere you are going to ask this commis-
sion to sit down and try to devise a labor
code. You therefore very largely nullify
the whole- purpose of title V. That
should have been done some time ago; it
is not too late to do it now. I had pro-
posed to offer it as an amendment to the
original Lesinski bill; I think that is
where it should be, because we should
start with, let us say, zero, on labor bills
in order to have a commission like this
function thoroughly and properly; and it
is the only method by which you can ever
expect to achieve peaceful relationship
between management and labor. I
might call your attention to the fact that
it was done in the Railway Labor Act;
management and labor asked the Con-
gress to pass that bill. This is the same
idea.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. EKEarNs].

Mr. KEARNS. Is it not true, however,
that the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, when we had the full committee
meeting, asked that we be permitted to
read the bill in committee and make
these same amendments in committee?
And he was denied that privilege by the
chairman.

Mr. KELLEY. I do not remember, but
I will agree with the gentleman.

Mr. EEARNS. Did we not want the
bill read then?

Mr. KELLEY. I will agree.

Mr. KEARNS., Many of us had amend-
ments that we indicated we wanted to
offer in committee but we were denied
that privilege because you would not per-
mit us to read the bill.

Mr, KELLEY, Al right; that is true,
but that is water over the dam; what
are you going to do about it? We have
arrived at a point where we must do
something.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for two
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EELLEY. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. Is it not a further fact
that section 107 of this proposed sub-
stitute also wipes out State laws?

Mr. . I am against the bill.

Mr. RANKIN. I understand, but it
will wipe out State laws as they now
exist.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KELLEY., I yield.

Mr. EENNEDY. I wish to ask the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania what the
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basic question is before us, the Wood
bill or the amended Lesinski bill?

Mr. KELLEY. I do not know; that
remains to be seen.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, EELLEY, I yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. That is not the
case because in the event that the Sims
substitute is adopted, then the choice
will be between the Sims substitute and
the original Lesinski bill. I believe the
honest labor vote is to vote “No” on the
substitute and “No” on Wood hill.

Mr. EENNEDY. I believe the Wood
bill will be passed in this House, and
every Member knows that in a choice
between the Lesinski bill and the Wood
bill, the Wood bill will be passed.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. That is your
responsibility: To make a decision be-
tween two similiar bills which lead to
the same result; to keep American labor
under the main provisions of Taft-
Hartley, I pledged to repeal Taft-
Hartley and I shall vote against any bill,
Sims or Wood, both of which reinstate
the spirit and guts of Taft-Hartley. Any-
thing else would be a surrender, and
surrender under the present conditions
is betrayal.

Mr. KELLEY., Mr. Chairman, I re-
iterate, that the proper way to proceed in
writing a bill is to do it by way of com-
mission and not by the Congress’ sitting
here and trying to do a patchwork job.
That is all it can ever be if it is done in
this manner.

Mr, Chairman, I am surprised that we
have not heard more from management
in trying to prepare a labor hill. If
management thinks it is going to escape
being subject to Federal regulation in
some fashion, it is foolish. The camel
has its nose under the tent, or will have
if this passes, because now they are ask-
ing management to sign an anti-

Communist oath and there is quite a bit

of talk that instead of the injunction
procedure, we should give the President
the authority to seize plants, operate
them by the Federal Government, and
the profits to go to the United States
Treasury. Do you think management is
going to like that?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr, EELLEY, Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for one
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. EELLEY. Mr. Chairman, as an
employer I do not like that and manage-
ment will wake up someday and regret
that it has not put up a fight to see that
a proper labor code is written by the
Congress of the United States, not one
that is gathered together from every-
body's peeves or policies.

So, Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to
this measure. I am opposed to the Wood
amendment also, on the theory or basis
that it is the incorrect way to do a job
and that it will be a job that will be
unsatisfactory. There will be no satis-
faction for labor or management in the
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kind of a bill we try to write on the floor
of this House.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has again
expired.

Mr. NIXON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think that I express
the sentiments of probably a majority of
the members of this Committee regard-
less of which side they may be on in ref-
erence to the issue before us in com=-
mending the gentleman from South Car=
olina [Mr. Sims] for the able and artic-
ulate manner in which he set forth the
provisions of the administration substi-
tute, and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, KeLrLEY] for the forthright
manner in which he expressed his oppo-
sition to the substitute.

I am not going to direct my remarks in
the time available to me to the question
of where the substitute was written.
Whether it was written in room 619 or
for that matter room F-18 is, in my opin=-
ion, not particularly material in this
debate.

What is important in the case of the
Sims substitute as well as the Wood
amendment is not where or how they
were written but what provisions they
would enact into law., How does the
Sims substitute differ from the Wood
amendment? On that point I wish to
say at the outset that I am opposed to
the Sims substitute and I believe that
strong support for that opposition will be
obtained from those members of the com-
mittee who witnessed the confusion
which reigned on the floor of this House
a few moments ago. We saw Members
on this side rush down to the desk on my
left and Members on that side rush to
the desk on my right so that they could
obtain for the first time copies of a sub-
stitute bill which contains seven major
changes in the bill before the committee.
Prior to this very moment no one on
either side has been able to learn what
those changes were to be. To cap the
climax we have heard two members of
the Committee on Labor, who heretofore
have been together in representing the
administration viewpoint, violently dis-
agree as to what the Sims substitute does
and whether the administration follow-
ers should support it. For these reasons
alone I think the members of the com-
miitee should reach the conclusion that
the Sims substitute is not a proper vehicle
to use for the purpose of writing a fair,
honest piece of labor-management rela-
tions legislation.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. Sims] has adequately pointed out
the seven changes in the Lesinski bill
which his substitute would make. His
amendment has a non-Communist affi-
davit provision, a provision for the use of
injunctions in national emergency
strikes, a provision recognizing the iight
of free speech for employers, a provision
requiring unions to make financial re-
ports to their members, and a provision
that both unions and management
should bargain in good faith. I think
the gentleman is to be congratulated for
recognizing that in these seven instances
the bill originally supported by the ad-
ministration was wholly inadequate and
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that therefore, the provisions of the ex-
isting law, at least in principle, should be
written into the new law that the Com-
mittee is to adopt.

But I think that those of us who are
studying this legislation should also bear
in mind those provisions of existing law
and of the Wood bill which are not con-
tained in either the Lesinski bill or in
the Sims substitute to the Lesinski bill.
In other words, I should like to point out
those principles, covered by provisions in
existing law in which we would have to
start out from scratch if we were to use
the Sims substitute as the basis for our
deliberations.

There are no regulations whatever of
the abuses of the closed shops or the
closed union. In fact, the Sims substi-
tute contains that provision of the Les-
inski bill which invalidates State laws
limiting closed-shop contracts.

There is no provision against political
contributions by unions while corpora-
tions are prohibited from making politi-
cal contributions, unions are free to con-
tribute any amount they like without re-
gard to the opinions their individual
members may have in a particular politi-
cal contest.

There is no provision requiring that
union members must sign a check-off
agreement before union dues and assess-
ments can be deducted from their pay
checks by employers.

There is no provision against unions
levying excessive initiation fees where
they hold the power of economic life or
death over those applying for member-
ship.

There is no provision protecting the
rights of union members in the welfare
funds to which they contribute.

There are no restrictions on feather-
bedding; none on mass picketing.

There is no provision in this bill pro-
hibiting strikes by Federal employees,
and 1 wonder whether we realize how
serious an omission this could prove to
be in the future.

None of the valuable and workable
procedural changes which the present
law made to the Wagner Act are con-
tained in the Sims substitute.

There is no provision that both em-
ployers and unions should be responsible
for their contracts.

The point I wish to make is this: The
House must now make a choice—we
must select either the Wood amend-
ment or the Sims substitute as a basis
from which to write an adequate piece
of legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. NIXON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for one
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr, NIXON. It is true that the Sims
substitute provides a better basis from
which to start than did the Lesinski bill
because it has these additional seven
provisions which have been pointed out.
But in the very limited time I have had,
I have pointed out 10 very fundamental
issues on which this House should make
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a decision, and on which we have no
provisions at all in the Sims substitute
from which to starf. For that reason I
say that if this committee honestly
wants to write good labor legislation, it
has no choice but to vote down the Sims
substitute and proceed to amend, strike
out, or adopt the provisions of the Wood
substitute which are before the House
and which have been the subject of
study during the past several days.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr, RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have sat here for sev-
eral days and been tremendously inter-
ested in the remarks that have been made
for and against the Lesinski bill, the
Wood amendment, and the various other
amendments that have been offered. I
think it has been an enlightening de-
bate.

I quite agree with my distinguished
friend from Massachusetts [Mr. MarRTIN]
that we live in a dangerous world. Cross-
currents are running throughout its
length and its breadth. Many people in
many sections of the earth feel that in
the situations under which they must
exist they are being done a grave injus-
tice. I quite agree with them. Frankly,
I do not know what kind of a world we are
living in, and I do not think anybody else
on the face of this earth does. Nobody
can look into the mind of a dictator, no
instrument has been factoried yet that
would pierce his heart. So I agree that
we are living in a dangerous time.

I do not want the people of the United
States or any section of them, class,
creed, or color, to think the Congress of
the United States would do them a con-
tinuing injustice. Millions of good men
and women throughout the length and
breadth of this land have felt ever since
the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act that
they have been done a serious injustice.

We had a campaign last fall, and I
shall try to steer clear of politics in my
remarks. One side said the Taft-Hartley
Act was unfair and unjust. The other
side, when they spoke of it, defended it.
It seems that we have been divided on the
justice and the fairness of the Taft-
Hartley Act up until today, when even the
leader of the minority party, that was the
majority party in the Eightieth Con-
gress, said that he is for amendments,
far-reaching amendments, to the Taft-
Hartley Act. ¥Yet he is for the Wood
amendment, and most of those who have
speken against the committee bill have
used the Wood amendment as their
standard; and I say to you there is no
difference whatever between the philos-
ophy behind the Taft-Hartley Act and
that behind the Wood amendment.

From the conversation we have heard
since the beginning of the reading of the
Sims substitute, it appears that we may
find ourselves in a situation where it is
both ends against the middle. I trust
out of the good judgment of the Members
of this House that they will not be swept
off their feet by the arguments of either
end, but that the great middle, thinking
membership of this House will decide
that the Sims substitute is the proper
approach to passing legislation the vast
majority of the people will feel is fair.
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So I endorse wholly and fully the pro-
visions of the Sims substitute, and I trust
that the House in its wisdom will use it
as a standard and march forward to
wiping from the statute books some
things that I feel now, as I felt when I
voted against the Taft-Hartley Act, were
unfair, believing that it made good men
and women throughout the length and
breadth of this land feel that we had not
been fair to them. Some people living
in almost totally agricultural districts,
like I do, feel, in all probability, that their
constituents are not tremendously inter-
ested in the condition of labor. They
could never be more mistaken in their
lives.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that our distin-
guished Speaker may proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, the
intelligent man in Texas or North Caro-
lina or Wisconsin or Minnesota, or wher-
ever he may be, knows that there cannot
be one sector of the American people that
is not reasonably prosperous and he re-
main reasonably prosperous. It isin the
interests of the cotton farmer on the
black lands of the Fourth Congressional
District of Texas that labor be employed
at good wages, that they may have a
buying power to buy the things that they
produce. It is just as much in the inter-
ests of the man who toils in the shop or
in the factory. He knows that unless
those thirty-odd million people out on
the farms of the country sell the product
of their toil at a price sufficient to give
them a buying power, his job and his
prosperity is insecure. Let us not legis-
late here to punish somebody. Legisla-
tion should never be passed to punish
anyone. Legislation should be passed to
bring about justice and fair play and
equal opportunity between all classes in
all sections of our country. Millions of
people are demanding the repeal or the
revision of the Taft-Hartley Act. I
stand with them. In my opinion, the
Sims substitute is the best answer to
their plea that I know of. Let us be just,
let us be fair, let us not move in an at-
mosphere of passion or of prejudice be-
cause somebody voted against us or be-
cause somebody voted for us. Let us
move in such a way that the great House
of Representatives will maintain its high
standing as the representative body of
the American people. Let us not have
one sector of the millions of Americans
known as labor, and their wives and their
families, believe that we, for one mo-
ment, would press down upon their brow
a crown of thorns.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the substitute amendment. Mr. Chair-
man, our Speaker, for whom I have the
highest regard personally and in whom
I have great confidence, has just enunci-
ated some very fine and laudable princi-
ples. I find myself in agreement with
him up to the point of his conclusion, in



1949

which he calls upon this body to adopt
the Sims substitute.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I expect when the
eagles begin to fly around it is time for
the sparrows to seek cover, but I have
some very strong convictions about this
matter. I doubt if there is a man in this
House who has listened to any more labor
hearings or given any more time fo it
than I have. Certainly I do not believe
there is anyone in the House who has
been reared in an environment where he
has had better opportunity to get the
view of both sides.

It is a rather peculiar situation that
we should come into this House and de-
bate a bill for approximately 5 days and
then have a new labor committee. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
KeuLey] has taken everything that one
could throw at him. He has put up a
good fight. Then somebody snatches the
rug out from under him.

Now, we return a little bit to the facts.
First, there was an attempt to gag us.
Next, they attempted to frighten us.
Third, they now attempt tobaitus. Iam
sure this House does not gag very easily.
I am definitely sure there is a great ma-
jority in this House who do not frighten
very easily. I am thoroughly confident
that a majority of this House will not be
baited by the dish offered because it is not
palatable.

For the last 2 or 3 days there
have been many amendments appearing
in the press and over the radio. Now I
cannot explain except by name the
amendments that are supposed to be in
the bill that is now offered as a substi-
tute. You know, there is one thing in
naming an amendment and another in
finding out what is in it. Are you gentle-
men to be called upon in this short space
of time to digest what has been served to
you? If you were to adopt the Sims sub-
stitute and all of the amendments that
have been proposed and apparently
agreed upon and carried around in Mem-
bers’ pockets were added, I say to you,
gentlemen, in all frankness, I am in-
clined to think it would take a wheel-
barrow to move it over to the Senate.

Now, we proceeded with the Wood sub-
stitute and the House has been, and will,
in my opinion, continue to work its will
on that piece of legislation. Talk about
fairness. I yield to no man in my de-
sire to be fair to my fellow man. Not to
any one group, no. I pray God that he
will give me the wisdom and vision to be
fair to labor and fair to management and
fair to that great group of people who
belong to neither but who have faith in
the Congress of the United States that
they will be considered in the passing of
this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr, GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the time of the
gentleman from North Carolina may he
extended for 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARDEN, Mr. Chairman, I am
very familiar with the Wagner Labor
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Relations Act. I say to you that I do
not recall a piece of legislation passed by
the United States Congress that has
brought about more confusion. It is
seldom that I find myself—I do not know
that I ever do—find myself in agreement
with the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MarcanToNIO); certainly, not for the
same reason, even though we might vote
alike occasionally. But I must say that
the gentleman from New York is con-
sistent; he proceeds on the theory that
there is a class war on in this country;
I do not proceed on that theory. He
proceeds, secondly, on the theory that
confusion will weaken the adversary;
and, thirdly, the thing that he thought
would accomplish that more quickly and
probably more adequately than anything
else was the reinstatement of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, and he offered
such an amendment. The gentleman
has the right to do that; he has the right
to his opinions, and I want to say right
here there is not a Member, whether on
the right or on the left, with whom I
have shown any impatience concerning
their conscientious convictions. To every
man I certainly would accord the privi-
lege of being absolutely sincere and
standing by his convictions, and I believe
the American people do the same thing.
The responsibility, nevertheless, rests
upon us to pass this bill, to pass legisla-
tion. If amendments be necessary to
the Taft-Hartley Act, and I subscribe to
the theory that they are, then let us work
them out; but, in the name of high
heavens, not the Sims bill, for at one
stroke of the pen by referring to statute
number and page number of the United
States statute law it reenacts about 4,500
words of statutory law that is not printed
in the Sims substitute, and the Members
are called upon to vote upon approxi-
mately 4,500 words of Federal law that
does not appear in the language read
by the Clerk as the Sims substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we vote down
the Sims substitute and that we continue
to use the Wood bill as a basis for writ-
ing this law. Let the House continue
to work its will in an orderly legislative
manner and perfect it in a manner that
will be acceptable. I do not believe you
can take the National Labor Relations
Act and jumble it up with the Sims sub-
stitute and come out with an answer that
will be satisfactory to anyone. That is
my honest opinion, because I have been
through the hearings on the National
Labor Relations Board. It would be most
interesting and enlightening if some of
you were to take up the hearings on the
National Labor Relations Act and read
them.

So, as my best judgment, I think we
should continue to consider the Wood bill
and vote down the Sims proposed sub-
stitute bill.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PERKINS to the
Bims substitute: Page 23, line 1, section 301,
strike out all of title III of the Sims substi-
tute, and insert in lieu thereof the follow=
ing:

“DECLARATION OF NATIONAL EMERGENCY

“Sec. 801. Whenever the President finds
that a national emergency s threatened or
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exists because a stoppage of work has resulted
or threatens to result from a labor dispute
(including the expiration of a collective-
bargaining agreement) in & vital industry
which affects the public interest, he shall
issue a proclamation to that effect and call
upon the parties to the dispute to refrain
from a stoppage of work, or if such stoppage
has occurred, to resume work and opera-
tions in the public interest.

“"EMERGENCY BOARDS

*“8Eec. 302. (a) After issuing such a procla-
mation, the President shall promptly ap-
point a board to be known as an emergency
board.

“(b) Any emergency board appointed un-
der this section shall promptly investigate
the dispute, shall seek to induce the parties
to reach a settlement of the dispute, and in
any event shall, within a period of time to
be determined by the President but not more
than 25 days after the issuance of the proc-
lamation, make a report to the President,
unless the time is extended by agreement of
the parties, with the approval of the board.
Such report shall include the findings and
recornmendations of the board and shall be
transmitted to the parties and be made pub-
lie. The Becretary of Labor shall provide
for the board such stenographic, clerical,
and other assistance and such facllities and
services as may be necessary for the dis-
charge of its functions.

“(c) After a Presidential proclamation
has been issued under section 301, and un-
til 5 days have elapsed after the report has
been made by the board appointed under
this section, the parties to the dispute shall
continue or resume work and operations un-
der the terms and conditions of employ-
ment which were in effect immedlately prl'ot
to the beginning of the dispute unless a
change therein is agreed to by the parties.

“POWERS OF EMERGENCY BOARDS

“Sec, 303. (a) A separate emergency board
shall be appointed pursuant to section 202
for each dispute and shall be composed of
such number of persons as the President
may deem appropriate, none of whom shall
be pecuniarily or otherwise interested in
any organizations of employees or in any
employer involved in the dispute. The pro-
visions of section 11 of the National Labor
Relations Act, as amended by this act (re-
lating to the investigatory powers of the
National Labor Relations Board) shall be
applicable with respect to any board ap-
pointed under this sectlon, and its mem-
bers and agents, and with respect to the
exercise of their functions, in the same man-
ner that such provisions are applicable with
respect to the National Labor Relations
Board. Any board appointed under this
section may prescribe or adopt such rules
and regulations as it deems necessary to
govern its functions. Members of emergen-
cy hoards shall recelve compensation, at
rates determined by the President, when ac-
tually employed, and travel expenses as au-
thorized by section 5 of the act of August
2, 1946 (b U. 8. C. 73b-2), for persons so
employed. When a Loard appointed under
this section has been dissolved, its records
shall be transferred to the BSecretary of
Labor.”

Mr. PERKINS. Mr, Chairman, my
amendment simply strikes all of section
3 of the Sims substitute as it now reads
and inserts the exact verbatim language
of the original Lesinski bill concerning
national emergencies that the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor studied and
reported.

Mr. Chairman, the Taft-Hartley Act
contained provisions regarding the use
of the injunction in so-called national
emergency strikes which has recently
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aroused the angry obposition of all or-
ganized labor. It has restored “govern-
ment by injunction,” it has placed Gov-
ernment at the bargaining table and
practically always on the side of the
employer.

The Lesinski bill recognizes that na-
tional emergencies may arise out of cer-
tain types of actual or threatened work
stoppages and that in such cases the pub-
lic interest must be protected; but it
avoids the use of the injunction process
of unhappy experience. When the Pres-
ident declares that a national emergency
exists, he may appoint a board of in-
quiry to investigate and make findings
and recommendations which will serve to
focus the interest of the parties and the
public on a fair and reasonable solution.

It declares that it is public policy after
a Presidential proclamation has been is-
sued and until 5 days after the report
submitted by the board of inquiry for
the parties to the dispute to continue or
to resume work under the terms and
conditions of employment which were in
effect immediately prior to the beginning
of the dispute unless the change therein
is agreed to by the parties.

This encouragement of the parties to
continue to negotiate is just as effective
and much fairer in a national policy of
promoting collective bargaining than the
overhanging threat of the issue of an
injunction. Railway Ilabor has been
agreeable to maintaining the status quo
under such conditions, in an industry
which more vitally affects the public in-
terest than almost any other industry
for more than a generation. All other
American labor is equally agreeable to
being bound by such a statement of pub-
lic policy.

Now it is proposed in this new amend-
ment to the Lesinski bill to go back to the
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act. It
is true that under this new amendment
the board of inquiry may make recom-
mendations and there is no longer the
ridiculous vote on the employers’ last
offer; but essentially the procedures of
the Taft-Hartley Act are retained.

There is no record that the use of the
injunction as provided in the Taft-Hart-
ley Act has either solved industrial rela-
tions problems or provided a guaranty
against work stoppages. In a number
of cases a strike ensued after the entire
waiting period was consumed. The ef-
fect of the injunction in the maritime
cases was to delay the strike and then
to delay the settlement by bringing the
issues raised by the injunction to the
fore. This was also true in the coal
miners’ strike.

Of all the provisions of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act the overhanging injunction is the
most objectionable. But the restoration
of “government by injunction” is a step
backward which cannot be tolerated.

The provision in the original Lesinski
bill shortened the waiting period to 25
days but it requires that the status quo
be maintained during this period and the
board of inquiry make actual recom-
mendations for settlement. This makes
altogether unnecessary any resort to the
injunctive process. If and when, how-
ever, a national emergency were to con-
front the country, the Attorney General
has already testified that the President
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has inherent powers in his high office to
protect the national safety and secure it.

I move the substitution of sections 301,
302 (a), (b), and (c), and 303 of the
Lesinski bill, H. R. 2032; Report No. 317
for title IIT of the Lesinski substitute,
including sections 301, 302 (a), (b), and
(c), 303 (a), (b), and (c), 304 (a) and
(b), and 305.

‘We studied the original Lesinski bill in
committee. We gave much time to the
question of injunctions. Sometimes 12
and 15 hours a day we devoted to the
study of the administration bill.

I cannot here this afternoon sacrifice
the principle involved and go along with
the Sims substitute. I personally cam-
paigned for repeal of the Taft-Hartley
law last fall, and I would not be loyal to
my constituents if I accepted one of the
most vieious provisions of the Taft-
Hartley law—the injunction. This I
cannot accept.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I cannot yield.

I am for the original Lesinski bill as
reported out of committee. I sponsored
a resolution calling for a two-package
approach to the repeal of the Taft-
Hartley law, because I thought this di-
lemma would be forthcoming, My res-
olution was voted down before the full
committee, and then it was that we con-
sidered the one-package approach and
reported the Lesinski bill out of com-
mittee with recommendations that same
should pass.

There is another provision in this sub-
stitute to which I wish to voice my objec-
tion, and that is the non-Communist-
affidavit requirement. This is just as un-
American as anything possibly could be,
To me a Communist is a persen who is
disloyal to our form of Government. In
the Taft-Hartley law the affidavit re-
quirement was only applicable to unions
and their officials. This was unfair on its
face, because this brought about the as-
sumption that labor was communistic.
Not only was this an un-American re-
quirement, but this played right in the
hands of the Communists. Communists
do not mind to take such an oath. The
leaders who sponsored the Taft-Hartley
law recognized that this was a discrimi-
natory provision against labor, so they
came back with the idea that the oath
requirement should also apply to em-
ployers or management. This provision
has not only been carried over into the
Wood amendment, but to the Sims sub-
stitute. Under our laws in America we
are all presumed innocent until proven
guilty, and it is an insult to both labor
and management to cast any reflection
that any American group of people are
suspected of being tainted with commu-
nism. In my judgment this is what this
provision does.

My amendment should be adopted.
There is no necessity for the injunction.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky has expired.

Mr. PERKINS. WMr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for two
additional minutes.

Mr. EEEFE. I cbject, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, I have
sat here these 5 days of debate and lis-
tened with a great deal of interest to the
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arguments pro and con. There may
have been a time in my youth that I
thought a man who differed with me just
wanted to be wrong and refuse to see the
right but I have lived long enough to
know better. I do not question any
one’s sincerity in this House. Labor re-
lations is one of the most difficult fields
of legislation with which we deal in Con-
gress. That is so because it involves hu-
man relationships and human beings; it
involves regulation by law of some of the
activities of employers and employees in
the public interest and for the general
good; it involves not dollars and cents
alone, not investments alone, not fac-
tories alone but also the labor of human
beings. If workers are to have jobs
there must be factories, farms, and shops
where they can work. In turn factories,
farms, and shops cannot operate without
the services of people. No one can be
required to invest his money in a factory
against his will and he will not do so
unless he can feel that he has a just and
fair opportunity to make a profit on his
investment and no one can be compelled
by law to work for a private employer
against his will so long as there is a Bill
of Rights left in this country. Hence,
legal compulsion of any kind directed at
either management or labor must be
avoided to the greatest extent possible
and compulsion employed only when in
fairness, honesty and common sense it
can be accepted in good faith by the par-
ties concerned, both the employer and
the employee. On any other basis it is
unjust, oppressive, and impossible of fair
enforcement.

I voted against the Hartley bill and
later against the Taft-Hartley bill when
they were considered in this House in the
Eightieth Congress. I consider the Wood
substitute to embody the Taft-Hartley
law and in some respects it is even
worse. I cannot support it and, in my
judement, it cannot be made into a good
bill by any amount of amendment, The
whole spirit of it is wrong for it assumes
that labor unions and the people who
compose them are different from other
peoble and must be singled out for special
regulations and controls that are offen-
sive to every sense of justice and right.
It can no more be converted into a good
labor-relations law by amendments on
the floor than could the heart and soul
of a man be changed by a surgical opera-
tion. I sincerely believe, as many of my
colleagues do and as millions of Ameri-
cans do, that the Wagner Act offers the
correct approach to sound labor legis-
lation. It recognizes that working peo-
ple are human beings with rights and
wills of their own and that they have a
sense of justice and of right and of oh-
ligations even as other Americans do and
that they do not constitute a separate
class but are themselves part of the great
American public which makes up our
common country. In my judgment, the
Wagner Act needs amendment in light
of past experiences in its use and ap-
plication. But we should take it as a
working basis and seek to improve it
wherever experience and sound judg-
ment indicate a need. But under the
parliamentary situation with which we
are now confronted, the only practical
means of being able to do that is to adopt
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the substitute for the Wood bill offered
by the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. Smas].

I do not favor everything in the Sims
substitute and I would like to see other
provisions in it that are not there but
it does offer a working basis for a sound
labor law. It was obviously an attempt
at a compromise among those who be-
lieve in the philosophy of the Wagner
Act, but who find themselves in dis-
agreement as to details. It became per-
fectly evident during consideration of
the Lesinski bill last week that the
strategy of its opponents would be to
destroy it by the adoption of the Wood
substitute. By that strategy the Mem-
bers of this House would have no oppor-
tunity to even consider the Lesinski bill
for amendment, and, personally, I feel
that it does need amending. Therefore,
we should adopt the Sims substitute.

In that manner we, of the majority,
will at least keep control of the bill and
in that manner enable the membership
to consider a bill embodying the philos-
ophy of the Wagner Act. As I view it,
that is an obligation that we on this side
of the aisle owe the membership and the
American people.

In the last Congress the Republicans

kept control of their bill. They put it
up for a vote. That was not the respon-
sibility of the Democrats. It was their

responsibility and because they met that
responsibility, the American people last
November had a clear-cut issue sub-
mitted to them as between the Taft-
Hartley Act and its repeal. They spoke.
And, today, we Democrats have the re-
sponsibility of keeping faith with the
membership and with the American
people.

As T have said, I am not in full agree-
ment with the Sims substitute, Perhaps
no one in this House is, but it does offer
a working basis, it does embody the ap-
proach of the Wagner Act and it does
incorporate many good features. In the
first place it incorporates the Kelley reso-
lution, which provides for the formation
of a commission consisting of five Mem-
bers of the House, five Members of the
Senate, five members representing man-
agement and five members representing
labor with the authority and the duty to
sit down together, study the problems of
management and labor, seek means of
providing peaceful adjustments of labor
disputes and of settling strikes should
they occur and report their findings and
recommendations for such amendment to
the law as may be needed to the Presi-
dent and to the Congress. In my judg-
ment, this is the best way to get a fair,
just, and workable labor-relations law.
The President has three times recom-
mended to the Congress that such a
Commission be created. I offered an
amendment in the Eightieth Congress
which sought to provide such a Com-
mission. Nearly 25 years ago, to be exact
in 1926, railroad management and rail-
road labor representatives sat down fo-
gether and after weeks of study sub-
mitted their recommendations to the
Congress and as a result the Railway
Labor Act was passed. I am sure it is
not perfect but at any rate I have heard
of no agitation for its repeal. No doubt,
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since both employers and employees had
been consulted and given a chance to
participate in the making of that law
they have a peculiar interest in making
it work and have no doubt in good faith
sought to make it work.

I think the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. KELLEY] is to be commended
for introducing his resolution. It has
already been favorably considered, as I
understand it, by the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor and, as I have said, it
is incorporated in the Sims substitute.

Now, let us consider the question of
the loyalty affidavit. It is far better
than the one contained in the Wood bill.
It embodies an oath of allegiance to the
United States and a disavowal of any
obligations to any foreign government.
In addition it affirms that the maker is
not a Communist nor a member of any
organization advocating the overthrow
of the Government by force and violence.
Unlike the Taft-Hartley Act, it would
require the employer and a responsible
official of a corporation as well as the
employees and a responsible official of a
labor union to make such an affidavit.
Is it wrong for officials of organized labor
or for an official of a corporation to take
an oath of loyalty to this country? You
and I take an oath as Members of Con-
gress. Every employee of the United
States takes a loyalty oath before he or
she can get a dime of pay. What is
wrong with that? But some have sug-
gested that it is an insult to labor in that
it assumes, so it is said, that union offi-
cials are disloyal. I disagree. It no
more assumes that the labor leader or
the corporation official is disloyal than
does the requirement for the oath of
office assume that a Member of Congress
would fail to bear faith and allegiance
to the United States Government unless
he took an oath.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-~
man from Texas may proceed for an ad-
ditional 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
Ject.

Mr. POWELL., Mr. Chairman, reserv=-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, I would like to point out that a
member of this committee offered this
amendment. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Perxins] asked for addi-
tional time and an objection was made.
What is the situation now? Are objec-
tions going to be made only against those
who are in favor of it?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand the regular order.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr, Chairman, I with-
draw my objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack], that
the gentleman from Texas be allowed to
proceed for five additional minutes?

There was no objection,

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleagues. I know you are anxious
to get a vote and I will be as brief as I
can,
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Mr. SHAFER. That is the only reason
I objected.

Mr, COMBS. I know that. I want to
thank the gentleman from Michigan for
whom I have the highest regard for his
consideration in withdrawing the objec-
tion. 2

It is my hope that I can offer some fur-
ther observations on this Sims substitute
that you may find of interest.

Now, let us consider the injunction pro-
vision contained in the Sims substitute.
There is a lot of misunderstanding about
it that is quite understandable in view of
the short time the Members have had to
acquaint themselves with the substitute
bill. I know something about injunc-
tions, their use, and their abuse; I know
how susceptible they are to abuse in labor
disputes, even when granted by judges of
the best intentions, and I, for one, believe
in the dignity and fairness of the courts
of our country.

One of the reasons, among many, which
caused me to oppose the Taft-Hartley
bill was the injunction feature it con-
tained, particularly those embodied in
sections 8 and 10. It is those provisions
that have been so construed and applied
as to prevent peaceful picketing, inter-
fere with the organizational work of the
unions and in short to harass and op-
press labor unions. But these provisions
of the Taft-Hartley law and the Woods
bill are not embodied in the Sims sub-
stitute, The injunction feature of the
Sims substitute deals purely with a na-
tional emergency threatening the health
and safety of the Nation. It can only be
invoked by the Attorney General of the
United States under direction of the
President after investigation and the de-
termination by the President of a na-
tional emergency. Such an injunction
can exist for not longer than 80 days and
during that time a special board would
make investigations and findings and
set forth the contentions of both parties
to the dispute. These would be made
public and thus the labor union, as well
as the employer, would be assured that
the American people could be given the
facts. Also it contains a feature not in
the Taft-Hartley or the Wood bill, a
provision that this special fact-finding
board would submit recommendations for
settlement of the dispute. This would
enable the American people to know what
it is all about and to pass an intelligent
judgment. Now if we should have a Na-
ation-crippling strike that would affect
the peace and security of our Nation and
there is not some provision in the law
that offers a chance for the President to
deal with it then the legislation which the
American people will demand at such a
time would make the injunction provi-
sion of the Sims substitute look as harm-
less as a Sunday-school lesson by com-
parison,

I see no substantial harm that could
come to either employer or employee
in such a situation by application of this
injunction feature, which is subject to
review by the highest Court in the land,
the Supreme Court. The worst trouble
with it is, and I do not think an injunc-
tion is the final answer nor the most ef=
fective means of dealing with the ques=-
tion of a Nation-crippling strike, we must
seek better means of preventing such



5516

strikes and more effective means of deal-
ing with them when they occur. The
people of this country must not be sub-
jected to constant fear and apprehen-
sion that any group or organization will
exercise a power to endanger the health
and safety of all the people of our coun-
try. At least the existence of this emer-
gency injunction power will have a psy-
chological and beneficial effect in pre-
venting and dealing with Nation-crip-
pling strikes. It would give opportunity
for the public to get the true facts and
in any case, by its inclusion in the Sims
amendment of it shall be adopted and
the Taft-Hartley Act repealed, if there
is a Nation-crippling strike it cannot be
said that the President would have had
better means of dealing with it had the
Taft-Hartley Act not been repealed.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. COMBS. 1 yield.

Mr. CELLER. On the question of in-
junction, the Sims bill reaffirms the Nor-
ris-LaGuardia Act, which prohibits an
injunction, except in section 10 of the
Taft-Hartley Act, so that it retains the
right to issue injunctions in cases of un-
fair labor practices, prior to the adjudi-
cation of the merits of the case, and the
Board may sue out an injunction.

Mr. COMBES. I do not so construe it.

Now, one other thing about the in-
junction feature. Not all injunctions are
bad—I want to call attention to the fact
that the Wagner Act itself provides for
injunctions in certain situations.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Will the gentle-
man yield for a question?

Mr. COMBS. No, I am sorry, I cannot
yield now. Let me say this in con-
clusion. Republican leadership, accord-
ing to this morning's paper; is now in
favoir of certain amendments to the
Wood bill. They have made the Wood
bill their very own. The news account
says that Republican leaders favor
changing the Wood bill so a union act-
ing under a union shop contract can get
a man fired by expelling him from the
union if he embezzles union funds or
discloses union secrets. Thus our Re-
publican friends come out of the Jimson
weeds for the first time and publicly ad-
mit that under the Taft-Hartley law and
under the Wood substitute the right of
a union to determine its own member-
ship or even to throw a member out for
embezzlement of union funds is denied.
They publicly admit that under the Taft-
Hartley law and the Wood substitute
that s union must retain in its member-
ship the miserable fink, or labor spy, so
long as he offers to pay his dues. This
is but one example of how the Taft-Hart-
ley law and its counterpart, the Wood
bill, invades the right of union people to
control their own unions which they have
built through the years. To the union
people and working people everywhere
the Wagner Act is a sort of symbol as
well as a repository of their rights, it is
a symbol and a charter of their right to
organize, to bargain collectively, and to
preserve their union institutions. Let us
adopt the Sims substitute which will re-
sult in restoring a considerable part of
the Wagner Act by reference alone as is
done ir fhe Lesinski bill. It is not wholly
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satisfactory to any of us but it offers a
working basis for something that is fair
and just. I hope you will adopt it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from EKentucky. This amendment pro-
poses to substitute for title IIT of the
Sims amendment title III of the Thomas-
Lesinski bill as reported out of the com-
mittee.

When I appeared on this floor in gen-
eral debate 1 week ago today I made
it clear that I was offering on behalf of
the Committee on Education and Labor
the committee’s and the Democratic
Party's objection to the inclusion of in-
junctions in labor legislation. I stated,
if I recall, that I wanted no part of in-
junctions, mandatory or discriminatory.
I still am of that opinion. My State of
West Virginia has suffered more from
the abuses of mandatory injunctions
than any other State in this Union.
Without having spoken to a singlc one
of my colleagues from West Virginia I
can assure you now that not a single one
of the West Virginia delegation in the
lower House of Congress is in favor of
any kind of labor legislation that con-
tains an injunction provision. Our
State of West Virginia has learned its
lesson through blood, and tears, and suf-
fering. My State of West Virginia wants
no part of any injunction procedure in
any labor legislation, and I speak for
the vast majority of the people of my
State.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BAILEY. I will not yield; I am
sorry.

Mr. Chairman, let me call your at-
tention to this situation if you please:
The Republican Party is on the spot over
the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act. As
good, self-respecting Democrats do you
propose to take them off of the spot?
Pass either the Wood substitute or even
this present Sims substitute and you take
responsibility and free the Republicans
from it; they are on the spot; let us keep
them on the spot.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro
forma amendment and ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

WE NEED LABOR-MANAGEMENT LEGISLATION

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, it is right for the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. BaiLev] to
want no part of injunctions. Where does
the unemployment come from? From
West Virginia? Not long ago the coal
strike down there threw 55,000 railroad
workers out of their jobs. Deprived them
of their pay checks for something like 10
days. Was that of benefit to the railroad
workers?

All anyone mneeds to do in order to
realize that we need labor legislation is
to take a look at current strikes. Look
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at one of the more recent strikes, that
at the Bendix plant in South Bend.
Forty-seven employees were charged
with a slow-down. Instead of arbitrat-
ing and settling the matter, the whole
union went out; and 35,000 workers in
Michigan, in Detroit, are out of their
jobs. Was that an act tending to aid
employees or was it not? It was an arbi-
trary act on the part of 47 and their
union which harmed more than 35,000
other union employees who were not in-
volved in the dispute. Now General
Motors, Ford, and Hudson have moved
their dies out of Bendix ard it has lost
much of its business and its 7,000 em-
ployees may lose their jobs permanently.
COMPROMISE LABOR LEGISLATIOCN MAY LOSE AS
WELL AS WIN VOTIES

During the debate on the issue now
before the House, it has been stated re-
peatedly that the November election was
a mandate or order to repeal the Taft-
Hartley Act and to reenact the provisions
of the Wagner Act under the name of
the Lesinski bill.

It is quite true that during the cam-
paign the President called for the defeat
of Congressmen who voted for the Taft-
Hartley Act, the reelection of Congress-
men who voted against it and of others
who would support his demand for its
repeal. However, that was not the sole
issue in the campaign and his opponent
took no definite stand, made no aggres-
sive campaign on that issue.

Time and again, we have been told
during the present debate that those who
voted for the Taft-Hartley Act were no
longer in Congress, and quite clearly it
has been intimated, not by way of threat,
but by way of giving information, that
those who continued to support the
essential provisions of the Taft-Hartley
legislation would not, after the next elec-
tion, longer represent their constituents
because they would be defeated. For
me those arguments are not very per-
suasive; certainly they are not terrify-
ing—they inspire no fear of defeat in
my mind,

According to a check made by my cf-
fice on roll call No. 85, of the Eightieth
Congress, which carries the vote on the
President’s veto, 331 Members of the
House voted to override the veto of the
Taft-Hartley Act, while 83 Members
voted to sustain that veto. Of the 331
who voted to override the veto, 224 were
reelected and are here teday as Mem-
bers of the Eighty-first Congress.

Four, Mrs. SmirH, Mr. Munprt, Mr.
CHAPMAN, and Mr. JoensoN of Texas, who
voted to override the veto, were reelected
and are now Members of the Senate.

Mr. Van Zanot, Mr. DoLLIvER, and Mr.
McMirrnaw of South Carolina, who were
paired in favor of overriding the veto,
are Members of the present House.

Mr, Gifiord, who was paired, and Mr.
Drury, Mr, Owens, Mr. Robsion, Mr.
Springer, and Mr. Zimmerman, who
voted to override, died.

To the 224 who voted to override, we
should add three names, those of Mr.
VAN ZawpT, Mr, DoLLIvVER, and Mr. Mc-
Mirran, which gives us a total of 227
Members of the Eighty-first Congress
who were in favor of overriding the Pres-
ident's veto of the Taft-Hartley Act.
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And to the 227 should be added the
names of the four—Mrs. Smrra, Mr.
MunpT, Mr. CHAPMAN, and Mr. JOHNSON
of Texas—elected to the Senate who
voted in favor of the Taft-Hartley Act,
which gives us a total of 231 Members of
the House who voted in favor of the Taft-
Hartley Act, who are now sitting in the
present Congress.

Yes, strange as it may seem, some of
the 227 now seem to accept the Presi-
dent's statement that the Congress re-
ceived a mandate to repeal the Taflt-
Hartley Act.

Are the 227 Members of the Eighty-
first Congress who voted to override the
President’s veto now convinced that, as
stated by the Democratic leader, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCormack] during the debate that they
did not know the contents of the bill
which their votes made the law of the
land, or have they since learned that the
bill was not sound legislation, or are they
fearful of retaliation by the President or
by those who claim to control the labor
vote?

If they have learned that the act is not
sound, I have failed to hear any of them
state their reasons during the debate,

The following is a statement prepared
by my office which gives the names of
those who voted in favor of the Taft-
Hartley Act when the President’s veto
came down to the House and who were
reelected to the Eighty-first Congress:

TAFT-HARTLEY VOTE TO OVERRIDE THE
PRESIDENT'S VETO

On roll call No. 85 on June 20, 1947, which
was the vote on the President's veto, 331
Members voted to override, and of the 331,
224 were reelected. Their names are as fol-
lows, taken from the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
of that date:

Abernethy; Albert; Allen, Calif.; Allen,
Ill.; Allen, La.; Anderson, H. Carl; Anderson,
Calif.; Andresen, August H.; Andrews, Ala.;
Arends; Auchincloss; Barden; Barrett; Bates,
Mass.; Battle; Beall; Beckwith; Blackney;
Bland; Boggs, Del.; Boggs, La.; Bolton; Bon-
ner; Boykin; Bramblett; Brehm; Brooks;
Brown, Ga.; Brown, Ohlo; Bryson; Bulwinkle;
Burke; Burleson; Byrnes, Wis,; Camp; Can-
field; Case, N, J.; Case, B. Dak.; Chelf; Chiper-
field; Church; Clevenger; Cole, Eans.; Cole,
N. Y.; Colmer; Cooley; Cooper; Corbett; Cot-
ton; Coudert; Cox; Crawford; Cunningham;
Curtis; Dague; Davis, Ga.; Davis, Tenn.;
Davis, Wis.; Deane; D'Ewart; Dondero;
Doughton; Durham; Eaton; Elisworth; El-
ston; Engel, Mich.; Engle, Calif.; Evins; Fal-
lon; Fellows; Fenton; Fernandez; Fisher;
Fulton; Gamble; Gary; Gathings; Gavin;
Gillette; Goodwin; Gore; Gossett; Graham,;
Grant; Gregory; Gwinn, N. Y., Hagen;
Hale; Hall, Edwin Arthur; Hall, Leonard W.;
Halleck; Hand; Hardy; Harris; Harrison;
Hays; Hébert; Herter; Hesselton; Hill; Hin-
shaw; Hobbs; Hoeven; Hoffman; Holmes;
Hope; Horan; Howell; Jackson, Calif,; Jeni-
son; Jenkins, Ohlo; Jennings; Jensen; John-
son, Callf.; Jones, Ala,; Jones, N. C.; Judd;
Kean; Kearney; Kearns; Eeating; Keefe;
Kerr; Kilburn; Kilday; EKunkel; Larcade;
Latham; LeCompte; LeFevre; Lodge; Lucas;
Lyle; McConnell; McDonough; McGregor;
McMillen, Ill.; Macy; Mahon; Martin, Iowa;
Mason; Merrow; Meyer: Michener; Miller,
Md.; Miller, Nebr.; Mills; Monroney; Morton;
Murray, Tenn.; Murray, Wis.; Nixon; Nor-
blad; Norrell; O'Hara; O'Eonski; Pace; Pass-
man; Patterson; Peterson; Phillips, Calif.;
Pickett; Plumley; Poage; Poulson; Preston;
Priest; Rains; Rankin; Redden; Reed, Il.;
Reed, N. Y., Rees; Rich; Richards; Riehl-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

man; Rivers; Rogers, Fla; Rogers, Mass,;
Sadlak: St. George; Banborn; Basscer; Bcott,
Hardie; Scott, Hugh D., Jr.; Scrivner; Shafer;
Bhort; Sikes; Simpson, Ill.; Simpson, Pa.;
Smathers; Smith, Kans,; Smith, Va.; Smith,
Wis,; SBtanley; Stefan; Stigler; Stockman;
Taber; Talle; Taylor; Teague; Thomas, N, J.;
Towe; Trimble; Vinson; Vorys; Vursell; Wads-
worth; Weichel; Wheeler; Whitten; Whit-
tington; Wigglesworth; Williams; Wilson,
Ind.; Wilson, Tex.; Wolcott; Wolverton;
Wood; Woodruff; Worley.

Two hundred and twenty-four Members
reelected.

One hundred and seven lMembers did not
return, but the 107 includes Mrs. Smith and
Messrs. Mundt, Chapman, and Johnson,
Texas, who were elected to the Senate; Messrs.
Drury, Va., Owens, Robsion, Springer, Zim-
merman, and Gifford, who died; and Messrs,
Almond, Johnson, Ind., and Jones, Ohio, who
resigned. So, from the 107 should be sub-
tracted the 13 who were elther elected to the
Benate, died, or resigned.

In addition to the above the following were
paired for and against:

For: Van Zandt, Gifford, Dolliver, McMil-
lan, 8. C.

Against: EKefauver, Eelley.

Many a Member of Congress who voted
to override the President’s veto is here
again., Beyond question, a majority of
those advocates of the Taft-Hartley Act
who did not hesitate to announce their
position when up for election last fall
are here again. On the theory that the
President received a mandate to repeal
the Taft-Hartley Act, those Members of
Congress who voted to override his veto,
on the same theory, received a mandate
of equal force from their constituents to
vote against that repeal.

The question then arises: Am I, hav-
ing received a mandate from—a majority
of the votes of—my people, to disregard
their wishes and go along with the
President? Am I to desert my constif-
uents who overwhelmingly supported me
and go along with the President who did
not receive a majority of the popular vote
in November? If I am thinking about
reelection, should I seek the favor of
individuals who did not and cannot, be-
cause they are not residents of my dis-
trict, vote for or against me?

If I am thinking solely of political
results and of self-interest, then most
assuredly I should not follow the political
strategy of the political master minds
who seek to obtain my support of legis-
lation designed only to procure votes at
the next election, and disregard the
mandate issued to me personally last
November.

Let us not be deceived or fooled into
betraying our constituents by voting for
legislation which we know they do not
want, simply because some top-notch,
so-called leader either thinks or pretends
to think that we can win a national elec-
tion by a compromise on fundamental
legislation. The folks back home—at
least those in the Fourth Congressional
District of Michigan, and I assume, else-
where—are not going to be fooled into
believing that legislation which does not
protect the individual worker and the
public as a whole is good labor legislation.

While we know that in the enactment
of all legislation there must be compro-
mise, it is also true that in the history
of every legislative proposal there comes
a time when principle cannot, from a
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political standpoint, be successfully
abandoned, when compromise may be-
come a source of weakness instead of
strength.

We have our Chamberlains in labor
legislation as well as in world affairs.
At Munich, Chamberlain, with his um-
brella, compromised and appeased a Hit-
ler. The ultimate result was disastrous.
Some of those who, 2 years ago, coura-
geously voted to override the President's
veto, are now talking compromise and
appeasement. To avoid war, Chamber-
lain sacrificed principle. The morning
papers tell us that the administration is
coming up with a compromise proposal,
apparently drafted to appease labor lead-
ers whom the President had over-
promised in return for political support.
Those who made possible the principles
contained in the Taft-Hartley Act are
now about to placate and appease cer-
tain labor leaders who have political
weight. It is possible that the umbrellas
carried by these compromisers in this
present contest may turn aside the rain-
drops of displeasure now showered upon
us by the labor lobby and the labor po-
litical leaders, but they will never save
us from the hailstones of righteous
wrath of the voters who were tired and
disgusted with the misinterpretation and
maladministration which forced us to a
repudiation of the basically unfair pro-
visions of the Wagner Act.

I, for one, do not propose to go along
with or to vote for compromise legisla-
tion which does not protect nonunion as
well as union employees against coercion
from any source. I do not propose to go
along and vote for legislation which gives
us the principle of the closed shop, even
though it be called union security or
the union hiring hall—legislation which
compels the American citizen to pay trib-
ute to some nongovernmental organiza-
tion in order to exercise his right to work.
I do not propose to go along with legis-
lation which makes no attempt to pro-
;ect the public health, safety, and wel-

are, .

So, may I say to those in charge of this
legislation, you may, if you will, in order
to obtain the support of this, that, or the
other man, adopt amendments which will
emasculate the essential provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act, but if you do, I feel
under no obligation whatever to support
it. I am interested primarily in obtain-
ing sound labor-management legisla-
tion—not, at the moment, in following
a course which some political strategist
thinks will win an election which is to
be held in 1950 or 1952.

Ultimately, those in the House and in
the Senate who are willing to sacrifice
principle and sound legislation in an ef-
fort to placate and appease the advocates
of special privilege, be it advanced either
by the supporters of free enterprise or
those who speak for organized labor,
will discover that the people—a majority
of them—cannot in the end be fooled.

Now, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Bamwey]l may bluster all he
wishes, but you are not going to frighten
anybody on the Republican side with
threats as to what you expect or intend
to do, come next election. The New Deal
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and the unions did their very best last

year, may I say, but 227 of us are back

here and it may be we will be back again.
LESINSKI-WOOD-SIMS COMEBEINATION

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, CELLER., Mr. Chairman, I desire
first to confine my remarks to the Wood
bill, and later I shall speak of the Sims
substitute. If I may be permitted my
little paraphrase, let me say that a thorn
by any other name would stick just as
much. The Wood bill is a sharp barb
with which some would lacerate labor.
Let us identify it properly. It is a reaf-
firmation of the principles and purposes
of the Taft-Hartley Act. To consider it
as a substitute for or an amendment to
the Lesinski bill is taking a completely
divergent road upon which we had set our
feet when we started consideration of the
Lesinski bill. I say that essentially the
Wood bill is not germane to the discus-
sion of the Lesinski bill despite the ap-
pearances of language and subject mat-
ter. The two bills are only parallel in the
respect that they can never meet.

Let the distinguished Members of this
Congress, the Eighty-first Congress, face
the issue squarely. Will this Chamber,
the representatives of the people, mis-
take the temper of the country again as
it did in the Eightieth Congress? Will it
remain, as did the Eightieth Congress,
smugly indifferent to the majority will of
its citizenry? And is it prepared to take
the personal consequence in the national
elections in 1950?

There are those who say that the repeal
of the Taft-Hartley law was only one of
the issues in the Presidential election
that returned the Democratic President
to office. It was not one among many.
It was one of the major issues of the cam-
paign. It was one of the major planks
in the Democratic platform. That plat-
form is law for me. Whatever obscuri-
ties and double interpretations surround-
ed other issues, this one was clear. The
Taft-Hartley law was repudiated by the
majority. Now the Wood bill offers this
unpalatable dish again in almost the
same form, but the disguise is a most
transparent one. It will fool nobody.

It is almost amusing to watch those
who tumble all over themselves in being
first to cry the virtues of free enterprise
embrace a bill that would destroy one of
the fundamentals of a free society—col-
lective bargaining. It is equally as amus-
ing to watch these logicians rail against
Government interference and yet place
the whole weight of their power behind
a bill that would make it mandatory for
the Government to regulate, control, and
bind one of the most vital segments of
our society—labor.

True, none is so blind as he who will
not see. What are the Taft-Hartley law
and the Wood bill but the expression of
an attitude that the laboring man is a
commodity to be procured at the lowest
price?
worker in individual bargaining? The
strength of the worker, which in essence

What security is there for the -
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is the strength of the country, lies in
collective free bargaining. When, except
in times of war, have there been more
jobs than workers? What is this talk
about equalization between the powers of
labor and management? Where does the
need for protection actually and factual-
1y lie? Is it the worker who has reaped
the harvest of inflation, or is Lis the
struggle to meet the cost of living? In
times of depression where is the largest
number of victims found? Among the
ranks of labor or management? Where
does the buying power of the Nation
come from? Can the wheels of industry
keep running with the worker subjected
to low wages, hired and fired at will?
Cannot you see the direst relationship
between a secure and free labor move-
ment with the health of our economy?
A worker gripped with fear of the future
with a shrinking pay envelope does not
buy. Only free collective bargaining can
bring him the assurance and the pay
which inures to the benefit of both labor
and management. I say that organized
labor is not merely to be tolerated, but
to be welcomed. Every time you hack
away at the freedom of such bargaining
you hack away at the freedom of all
society.

There is no need for me to go into
an analysis of either the Lesinski or the
Wood bill. You have heard these anal-
yses again and again during the course
of this debate. But I am impelled by
conscience and logic to emphasize and
reemphasize the general principles upon
which we as a representative body must
proceed.

At no time during the life of the Wag-
ner Act do I recall the victimization of
management. Nor do I recall the econ-
omy of our country so weakened that we
could not prepare to meet the demands
of a world war. Rather, I recall more
vividly the economic woes that preceded
the Wagner Labor Act and before that
the chaos and economic dismay in the
days of the yellow-dog contract prior to
the enactment of the Norris-LaGuardia
and Clayton Acts.

There is not one economist who will
say that we are not stronger and
wealthier because of labor’s gains.

As to the Sims bill, I would call it
ersatz. It.just sugar-coats the Taft-
Hartley Act, but it is still quite unpalat-
able. It is an attempt at the eleventh
hour to pull the brand from the burning
bush. It is an attempt to write a labor
bill on the floor of the House. Labor is
not a commodity like ships and shoes and
sealing wax. It involves human relation-
ships and gives rise to diverse emotions
and passions that usually attend discus-
sions of any labor bill on the fioor of the
House, Even the Democratic members
of the Labor Committee were not con-
sulted on the Sims proposal. They
heard its provistons for the first time a
few moments ago. Our distinguished
Speaker is for it as a compromise. I
am anxious to follow the Speaker, but
cannot in good conscience, and in con-
sideration of the interests of my good
pecple back home, follow him in this in-
stance. The Sims bill still retains many
of the obnoxious provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act, particularly the provisions
for injunctions. If there are any heavy
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burdens cast wupon labor, the most
frightening is the injunction. Under
the Sims proposal, the injunction is
retained not only in the case of national
emergency, but in many other instances;
instances that would give rise to the in-
famous yellow dog contracts of the buc-
caneer days.

I am against the Sims bill, the Wood
bill, and I am for the Lesinski bill, period.
I shall assume fullest responsibility for
that choice.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, the Sims substitute
makes it obvious more than ever before
in this debate that we have gone a long,
long way from the last election and the
promises of the last election. This de-
bate was started by the administration
leadership in an atmosphere of surren-
der, and it now continues its course of
surrender with this Sims substitute. I
tell you that if the atmosphere of the
election campaign had been translated
into this House, that if there had been
no talk of amendments to the Wagner
Act last week, that if this Sims substitute
had not been offered as evidence of abject
surrender to the forces of Taft-Hartley
here, that if a militant uncompromis-
ing fight had been made, the Wood bill
would he defeated.

I want to direct my remarks to those
who campaigned for outright repeal of
the Taft-Hartley Act. No one can ex-
pect a Member of Congress who was
elected on a platform of repealing the
Taft-Hartley Act to keep that promise
and at the same time accept either the
Sims substitute or the Wood substitute.
No matter how you try to quibble, no
matter how you try to trim, the Sims
substitute places in the original Thomas-
Lesinski bill the very heart, the brains,
and spirit of the Taft-Hartley law. I
predicted last week that this was going
to happen. I said last Wednesday, last
Thursday, and again last Friday that
surrender was the policy of the admin-
istration leadership on the issue of Tafit-
Hartley, despite the clear demand of the
American workers for outright repeal.

First, there was talk of these amend-
ments, there were rumors. I recited an
article that appeared in the New York
Times which defined these amendments
almost word for word. No one would
either confirm nor deny nor reply to my
repeated charges and challenges. At
long last we finally find them in the Sims
substitute.

Oh, I know the arguments that are
going to be advanced in support of this
betrayal of election promises; but in my
experience I have never failed to find
that when people want to go back on
promises they can find excuses and thcy
can find arguments. The argument will
be made here that this is a compromise.
Tell that to the millions of American
workers who will be facing the gun of
unemployment, tell that to those who
constitute a labor market which is be-
coming cheaper as a result of unemploy-
ment, tell them that it was a compromise
when they are forced to battle for their
very existence under the tyranny of the
Taft-Hartley law which you have rein-
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carnated and reestablished in the Sims
substitute.

¥es, we are told that this is a choice
between the Wood bill and the Sims sub-
stitute. Superficially that is so; funda-
mentally the choice is the Sims substi-
tute as an amendment to the Thomas-
Lesinski bill, and you cannot get away
from it.

‘We are also told that certain so-called
leaders of labor want this Sims substi-
tute. If they do, then they are mislead-
ing labor. I challenge them to go before
their locals and read to the rank and file
the provisions of the Sims substitute.
They will face the charge of sell-out, and
the charge will be sustained by the facts,

There is no real difference between
the Sims proposal and the Wood bill.
Both revive all the viciousness of Taft-
Hartley. That is what the issue here is
in substance; that is what it is in reality,
so that in voting for the Sims substitu-
tute you are voting for a mere statement
of repeal but you are also voting for the
reinstatement of the Taft-Hartley law.
It is not necessary for me to describe to
you people who have studied labor
problems the significance of these
amendments contained in the substitute.
They constitute Taft-Hartley all over
again. The gentleman from North Caro-
lina said I was preying on confusion. I
think the Recorp shows otherwise. I
think that the position I have taken here
and that I advocated last Friday when
I called for outright repeal of Taft-Hart-
ley and reinstatement of the Wagner
Act, was the only clear-cut position
which cleared the atmosphere of any
confusion. He states that I press the
class struggle. I have not put the class
struggle into existence. As long as man
can exploit his fellowman and exploit his
labor, there is a struggle, and all we seek
in a democracy is equality in bargaining.
We seek genuine, collective bargaining
in the light of that struggle. You can-
not talk of equality under the law unless
it is implemented with economic security.
Anatole France once said:

The law in all of its majestic equality for-
bids the rich as well as the poor to sleep
under bridges, beg on the streets and steal
their bread from shop windows.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
one additional minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. So, Mr. Chair-
man, I say that the proper course for
those who want to keen both the spirit
and the letter of their promise to the
people to vote for outright repeal, that
the honest course in the interest of labor
is to vote “no” on the Sims substitute
and “no” on the Wood substitute, and
if we are defeated let the responsibility
rest on those who seek to reincarnate
the Taft-Hartley law and on those who
have advocated surrender. Let us go
back to the people. Ihave always had an
abiding faith in the intelligence of the
American people. They have spoken
once in the election. They will speak
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again in this struggle for freedom and
security. I propose to support labor not
only here, but I propose to support labor
on the picket line, too, to bring about
that equality which is so necessary in a
democracy such as ours and to bring
justice to the men and women who toil
for a living.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the Perkins amend-
ment close in 5 minutes, the 5 minutes to
be given.to the gentleman from New
York [Mr, POWELL],

The motion was agreed to.

Mr, POWELL. Mr. Chairman and
members of the Committee, I wish to
first state for the benefit of the RECORD
that when our esteemed colleague the
gentleman from Texas, Judge ComMss,
had the floor, I did not intend to object
to his unanimous-consent request to con-
tinue for five additional minutes. I did
want to point out that a member of our
committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. PErxIns], the author of this
amendment, had previously received an
objection from this other side of the
House when he wanted his time exiend-
ed, and I did not think it was fair to cut
off the time of a proponent and then to
allow extra time to an opponent; that is
all. I think if we are going to allow
extra time to speakers, it should be al-
lowed to both sides.

Mr. HALLECK, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POWELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. I agree with that, and
I trust we can have equal treatment on
both sides and on all subjects.

Mr. POWELL. I thank the gentleman
from Indiana. He has always been fair.

I rise in support of the Perkins amend-
ment, because the Perkins amendment;
would remove from the Sims substitute
the most objectionable feature, objec-
tionable as far as labor and those of us
who represent laboring districts are con-
cerned. If the Perkins amendment is
not agreed to, then I must take my place
along with those of us from urban cen-
ters who represent trade-union people,
and vote against the Sims substitute.

As a matter of practical politics, I
should like at this time to congratulate
the leadershp on the Republican side on
maneuvering my side into the place
where the onus of being the sponsors of
the Taft-Hartley Act has been removed
but the philosophy of the Taft-Hartley
Act has been retained. If the Sims sub-
stitute passes this House, we can look
forward to the Eighty-second Congress
being a Congress dominated by our
friends on the Republican side of the
aisle. Gentlemen, you are in, because at
least 50 men on this side will not be here
in the Eighty-second Congress if the
Sims substitute is adopted. In fact, I can
see the campaign slogan now of the
northern Democrats—defeat the Lesin-
ski Act instead of the Taft-Hartley Act.
The Sims substitute, while it does not in-
clude all the things the Taft-Hartley Act
included, does include the major item to
which labor objects—the injunction pro-
vision.

We come here as men to write legisla-
tion for laboring people. We of the urban
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centers of the North do not write the
agricultural acts. We take the advice of
you gentlemen from the agricultural dis-
tricts. We come before you today and
ask that agricultural Representatives do
not write labor legislation. If the Sims
substitute is not defeated, then you are
putting around the workers in our ur-
ban centers the same chains the Taft-
Hartley Act put around them in the
Eightieth Congress. There is no dif-
ference between the two exéept in the
matter of words. The philosophy is the
same.

If you say that the only choice is be-
tween the Wood amendment and the
Sims substitute, you are wrong. There
is a third choice, and that choice is the
choice of whether we are going to vote
as our voters sent us here to vote, accord-
ing to our conscience, or whether we are
going to adopt what is called a compro-
mise but is not a compromise. Neither
the Sims substitute nor the Wood amend=-
ment is a compromise; they are the Taft-
Hartley Act.

Therefore I feel that if we vote in
favor of the amendment offered by the
genfleman from Kentucky, which will
take away the sting of the injunctive
provision, we will have taken the first
step toward making a fundamental dif-
ference between the worst Taft-Hartley
philosophy and the Sims substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr, PErxINs] to the Sims substitute.

The question was taken and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Bamey) there
were—ayes 109, noes 197.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. PERKINS
and Mr, Sims.

The Committee again divided and the
tellers reported there were—ayes 132,
noes 238.

So the amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the Sims substitute
and all amendments thereto close in not
to exceed one-half an hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jacoses: Strike
out all of line 2, page 23, and all following
through page 26 and insert the following:

“301., The United States Conciliation Serv-
ice shall immediately certify to the President
all notices, under section 8 (c) of title I of
this act, whereby it is proposed to terminate
or modify any collective-bargaining agree-
ments covering a substantial portion of any
industry. If the President believes a re-
sultant work stoppage therein is likely and
would if it eccurred imperil national health
and safety he shall immediately appoint and
convene an emergency hboard composed of
such persons and to be compensated as he
directs.

302, Such Board shall immediately hold
public hearings, affording all interested par-
ties full opportunity to be heard, It shall
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have available such facilities and assistance
as the President shall direct, and shall in-
vestigate, hear evidence, make findings and
recommendations, and report the same to
the President as follows:

“(a) The normal amount of production
or services In that portion of the Industry
covered and, separately the normal amount
of production or services in that portion of
the industry not covered by such agreement.

“(b) The minimum amount of produc-
tion or service covered by such agreement
which will be necessary to avold endanger-
ing the national health and safety (as dis-
tinguished from public convenience), tak-
ing into consideration the amount of the
finished product available at the time of the
hearing.

“(c) The positions of the respective par-
ties to the agreement or dispute.

*{d) Buch recommendations as the Board
deems just for a settlement of the dispute,
together with its written reasons therefor.

“The report and recommendations shall
be returned to the President, made public,
and a copy thereof filed with the United
Btates Conclliation Bervice at least 6 days
before the final notice to terminate such
agreement expires,

“The President shall affirm, modify, or
reverse such findings, but to the extent he
affirms the same he shall iImmediately issue
his proclamation directing the parties to
continue operation of sufficient facilities
(without designating which facilities) as is
found necessary to avoid imperiling the na-
tional health and safety, as distinguished
from public convenience,

“Unless the parties otherwise agree such
operations as are continued shall be under
the terms and conditions of the existing
collective-bargaining agreement; and the
price of the product or service shall not be
increased during such emergency except in
cases where the President finds that due
to a rise or fall in the current costs of living
and general price structure as compared
with those existing when such agreement
was entered into, that great hardships will
result, he may direct that the wage scale
and price of such product or service be ac-
cordingly modifled, but only pending full
agreement of the parties, and he may in
any event, pending agreement of the parties,
direct the adoption of any safety measures
he finds necessary.

“The President shall also include in his
proclamation such directions as he deems
necessary for the allocation of such reduced
product or service, but only pending full
agreement of the parties.

“Such proclamation shall be enforceable
in any Federal district court having juris-
dietion of any party violating the same, not-
withstanding the provisions of the act of
March 23, 1932, entitled ‘An act to amend
the Judicial Code and to define and limit
the jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity
and for other purposes.’

“The Board, the President, and such court
or courts shall retain continuing jurisdiction
to review and modify and may when circum-
stances warrant, and shall when the parties
agree, dissolve both the proclamation and
any enforcing court decree.”

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

- Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment
is not germane for the simple reason that
it goes far beyond the scope of the legis-
lation and involves price fixing which is
not provided for in the bill before the
House,
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Indiana desire to be heard on
the point of order?

Mr, JACOBS. I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, while it is true that
this amendment would fix prices during
an emergency if there were a fluctuation
in the cost of living or price structure,
it is no different from the existing pro-
vision which fixes prices as they existed
in the collective-bargaining agreement.
It is only an escape in case there is a vio-
lent fluctuation in the cost of living or
in the price structure, but the general
purpose of the amendment is to reduce
the area of the strike so that we will not
be led into permanent price fixing.

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair to
inquire of the gentleman, does the
amendment go into price fixing so far
as products are concerned?

Mr. JACOBS. It goes into the fixing
of prices so far as products are con-
cerned in that area where a strike is
forbidden, because the production would
then be limited on account of the cut-
ting back of the area of the strike.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The gentleman from Indiana has of-
fered an amendment, which has been re-
ported, and the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. RaNnxkiN] makes a point of
order against it on the ground that it
is not germane. The Chair has exam-~
ined the amendment, and has submitted
a question to the gentleman from Indiana
which he has answered very frankly.

The Chair is of the opinion that the
amendment providing for fixing prices
for products is beyond the scope of the
pending bill, and is therefore constrained
to sustain the point of order.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. JACOBS. Would it be proper to
offer an amended substifute with that
portion stricken at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may
offer another amendment, and if the
question is raised the Chair would pass
on it. The gentleman is recognized to
offer another amendment.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jacoes: Strike
out all of line 2 on page 23 and all the fol-
lowing through page 26, and insert the fol-
lowing:

“301. The United States Conciliation Serv-
ice shall immediately certify to the Presi-
dent all notices, under section 8 (c) of title
1 of this act, whereby 1t is proposed to
terminate or modify any collective-bargain-
ing agreements covering a substantial por-
tion of any industry. If the President be-
lleves a resultant work stoppage therein is
likely and would, if it occurred, imperil na-
tional health and safety he shall immediately
appeint and convene an Emergency Board
composed of such persons and to be compen-
sated as he directs.

“302. Buch Board shall Immediately hold
public hearings, affording all interested par-
ties full opportunity to be heard. It shall
have available such facilities and assistance
as the President shall direct, and shall in-
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vestigate, hear evidence, and make findings
and recommendations and report the same to
the President as follows:

“(a) The normal amount of production or
gervices in that portion of the industry
covered and, separately the normal amount
of production or services in that portion of
the industry not covered, by such agreement.

“({b) The minimum amount of production
or service covered by such agreement which
will be necessary to avoid endangering the
national health and safety (as distinguished
from the public convenience), taking into
consideration the amount of the finished
product available at the time of the hearing,

*“({c) The positions of the respective par-
tles to the agreement or dispute.

“(d) Such recommendations as the Board
deems just for a settlement of the dispute,
together with its written reasons therefor.

“The report and recommendations shall be
returned to the President, made public and
a copy thereof filed with the United States
Conciliation Service at least 5 days before
the final notice to terminate such agreement
expires.

“The President shall affirm, modify, or re-
verse such findings, but to the extent he af-
firms the same he shall immediately issue
his proclamation directing the parties to
continue operation of sufficlent facilities
(without designating which facilities) as is
found necessary to avoid imperiling the na-
tional health and safety, as distinguished
from public convenience,

“Unless the parties otherwise agree such
operations as are continued shall be under
the terms and conditions of the existing col-
lective-bargaining agreement; and the price
of the product or service shall not be in-
creased during such emergency, except in
cases Where the President finds that due to
a rise or fall in the current costs of lving
and general price structure as compared with
those existing when such agreement was en-
tered into, that great hardships will result,
he may direct that the wage scale be modified,
but only pending full agreement of the par-
ties, and he may in any event, pending agree-
ment of the parties, direct the adoption of
any safety measures he finds necessary.

“The President shall also include in his
proclamation such directions as he deems
necessary for the allocation of such reduced
product or service, but only pending full
agreement of the parties.

“Such proclamation shall be enforceable
in any Federal district court having juris-
diction of any party viclating the same, not-
withstanding the provisions of the act of
March 23, 1932, entitled ‘An act to amend
the Judicial Code and to define and limit
the jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity
and for other purposes.’

“The Board, the President and such court
or courts shall retain continuing jurisdic-
tion to review.and modify and may when
circumstances warrant, and shall when the
parties agree, dissolve both the proclamation
and any enforcing court decree.”

Mr. JACOBS (interrupting the reading
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with, because it is exactly the same as
the previous amendment except that the
words pertaining to price fixing have
been stricken out.

Mr. RANKIN. I objeet, Mr, Chair-
man., Let us hear the reading of this
amendment.

The Clerk concluded the reading of
the amendment.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, a point
of order. .
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment is
not germane, for the reason that it in-
jects new matter into the bill in two or
three different places. In the first place,
this is not a public-health bill. The Pres-
ident is given power under this amend-
ment to exercise under certain conditions
involving the public health, which is not
involved in the measure before the
House. Again, it provides for the distri-
bution of the material and for the price-
fixing of the material that is to be pro-
duced. From every parliamentary stand-
point, Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

The gentleman from Indiana has of-
fered an amendment, which has been re-
ported. The geatleman from Mississippi
makes the point of order against the
amendment that it is not germane.

In response to the argument offered by
the gentleman from Mississippi that it is
sought to inject something new in the
pending provision, of course if an amend-
ment did not seek to make some change
in a pending provision there would be
no purpose in offering the amendment.

The Chair has examined the amend-
ment with considerable care. Tha Chair
invites attention to the fact that the
amendment deals with specific powers of
the President of the United States in
relation to labor disputes. In response
to the argument offered by the gentleman
from Mississippi that the proposed
amendment affects public health, the
Chair invites attention to the fact that
the Sims substitute relates to public
health and safety.

The Chair is of the opinion that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Jacoes] is germane,
and therefore overrules the point of
order.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, Chairman, is it the.

intention of the Chair to recognize all
Members who were standing at the time
of the adoption of the motion, including
those who had amendments to the pend-
ing substitute?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was
about to ask the indulgence of the Com-
mittee to make a statement on that point.
The Chair invites attention to the fact
that debate on the Sims substitute and
all amendments thereto has been limited
to 30 minutes. The Clerk has lisfed the
names of 19 Members standing at the
time, The Chair assumes that all 19
Members were seeking recognition, The
fact is that several amendments to the
Sims substitute are on the Clerk’'s desk.
The Chair cannot know, of course,
whether all of those listed desire recog-
nition on amendments which are to be
offered or whether they want to move to
strike out the last word in order to obtain
recognition to speak. The Chair will call
the names of those Members listed and,
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if any of those called do not desire recog-
nition, the Chair would appreciate being
so advised.

The Chair will recognize the Members
on the list.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. JacoBs].

Mr.JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, a minute
and a half is a very short time to dis-
cuss a matter which is so fraught with
significance. The amendment I have of-
fered is offered in perfectly good faith,
with reference to a problem which faces
the Nation, which will eventually have to
be solved by an approach different from
what we have ever taken before. Here-
tofore we have enjoined an entire strike,
We have done that for a certain length
of time. We recognize that we have no
right to force men to work permanently
unless we fix their wages. But the strike
is enjoined for 80 days. What are we
going to do when the 80 days are up?
Eventually we are going to fix wages, and
ultimately we will fix prices. Ultimate-
1y, then, we will have a controlled econ-
omy. The purpose of my amendment is
to survey the production of an industry
where the dispute arises and determine
what amount of production is necessary
in order to safeguard the public health
and safety. The President then issues a
proclamation directing the parties to keep
in production sufficient facilities to pro-
duce what is necessary to safeguard the
public health and safety. In the balance
of the field the strike is free to proceed.
If either of the parties violates the proc-
lamation of the President the courts
may take such steps as are proper to
enforce the proclamation.

The CHAIRMAN. Thz time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Jacoes]
has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Jacossl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LYyLE: On page
10, lines 3 and 7, strike out all of line 3, and
that part of line 7 which reads “or in any
State law."

Mr, LYLE. Mr. Chairman, the amend-

ment which I offer reserves for the States
the power to legislate against what they
believe to be injurious practices in their
internal commercial and business af-
fairs. It is questionable whether a single
member of this House would find such a
proposal repugnant or in conflict with
his philosophy of American government.
There appears to be an unfortunate at-
titude in the Chamber today, causing
good men to turn their backs upon con-
structive ideas through fear of assisting
in the passage of certain legislation.
Whatever your position may be on the
Sims amendment, on the Lesinski bill, or
the Woods substitute, you cannot right-
fully escape the responsibility of sound
ideas offered with the intention of per-
fecting legislation under consideration.
Our American philosophy of govern-
ment recognizes the sovereignty of our
48 State legislatures within their proper
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fields. The present hill does violence to
that sovereignty, without the adoption
of this or a similar amendment protect-
ing the power of the State to legislate
within the field of labor relations. I am
confident that a majority of this House
does not subscribe to this provision of
the bill. It is not within our province,
nor is it our privilege or obligation to
sterilize the State legislatures in this
field. Recently the Supreme Court, in
the case of Lincoln Federal Laobor Union,
et al, v. Northwesiern Iron & Metal Co.,
sald:

This Court, beginning at least as early as
1924, when the Nebbia case was decided,
has steadily relected the due process phi-
losophy enunciated in the Adair-Coppage
line of cases. In doing so it has consclously
returned closer and closer to the earlier
constitutional principle that States have
power to legislate against what are found
to be injurious practices in their internal
commercial and business affairs, so long as
thelr laws do not run afoul of some specific
Federal constitutional prohibition, or of
some valld Federal law. See Nebbia v. United
States, supra, at 523-524, and West Coast
Hotel Co. v. Parrish, supra, at 392-895, and
cases clted. Under this constitutional doc-
trine the due process clause s no longer to
be so broadly construed that the Congress
and State legislatures are put in a strait-
Jacket when they attempt to suppress busi-
ness and industrial conditions which they
regard as offensive to the public welfare.

The amendment I now offer is consist-
ent with the philosophy expressed by
the Court. I am disturbed, however, not
because of any lack of soundness in the
proposal I advocate, but because I fear
that those who are opposed to the hill
as a whole will turn their backs upon
the validity of the proposal, hoping that
it will defeat the entire measure. No
man in this House, I sincerely hope,
would deliberately do away with the
soundness and integrity of the State leg-
islatures, yet if you refuse to adopt this
amendment, you have, in effect, contrib-
uted materially to such a circumstance.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Lyig]l has
expired.

The dquestion is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

Mr, WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a preferential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the motion of the gentleman from
Texas.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WorLEY moves that the Committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the House
with the recommendation that the enacting
clause be stricken out.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes
on his motion.

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, I hate
to resort to this parliamentary device in
order to secure time to speak on this
bill. However, I believe the seriousness
of the legislation we are considering fully
Jjustifies such action.

1 believe that the rank and file of the
American people feel that there is some
middle ground which will not allow labor
to be exploited nor which will give labor
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a license to ride roughshod over manage-
ment. I am trying my very best, and I
believe all of us are, to be as fair as we
can; but today there seems to be two
distinct extremes. I can no more fol-
low the gentleman from Michigan in his
original Lesinski bill than I can at this
time subscribe to the so-called Wood
bill. It seems to me that the fair ap-
proach to this would be—and it is ad-
mittedly a compromise between the two
extreme views—is the Sims substitute,
with additional amendments. I believe
that the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Lyre]l will, if
adopted, be an additional basis for both
factions to work on. I hope, Mr. Chair-
man, that we can agree on a bill which
will be fair, completely fair to both man-
agement and to labor, and at the same
time protect the welfare of the general
publie.

I trust that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas will be
adopted.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my motion.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. LyLE].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
gion (demanded by Mr. LyrLE) there
were—ayes 63, noes 165.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, BurxE: On page
15, line 21, after line 20, strike out all of
lines 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25 on page 15, all of
page 16 and lines 1 through 8, inclusive, on
page 17.

Mr. BUREKE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment strikes out of the Sims sub-
stitute the provision calling for the filing
of the anti-Communist affidavit. I do
not believe I need to go into the reasons
too deep and certainly I cannot in the
time allotted me,

Although I quite agree with my col-
league from Texas [Mr. Coomss] on the
subject that we in the House of Repre-
sentatives and public employees have
filed such an affidavit, certainly when
we stood in the well of the House and
took our oath of office we in effect did
the same thing. I quite agree with
that. But this provision requires peo-
ple in private enterprise, both employee
and employer, to sign a loyalty oath in
order to conduct their regular calling in
life. To me that is the wrong approach
to the subject and I do not think it cures
the situation that we propose to remedy.
I would much prefer a more positive
approach to this subject by requiring
that members or officers of corporations,
unions, and what not shall not be per-
mitted to be such officers if they are
members of subversive organizations.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. BurxEel.

The amendment was rejected.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECorD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I am
supporting the Sims bill as a substitute
for the original Lesinski bill. I am doing
this because I believe that the original
Lesinski bill if it comes to a vote will
be defeated by the Wood bill which bears
g strong resemblance to the Taft-Hartley

ill.

Rather than burden labor for the next
years with this legislation, I shall sup-
port the amended Lesinski or Sims bill,
as the best compromise that can be had
from this House. I do this with reluc-
tance but with the firm conviction that it
is the only course open to us and that it
is for the best interests of labor.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BAILEY to pend-
ing Sims substitute: Page 16, line 24, after
the word “method”, strike out the remainder
of line 24, line 25, on page 16, and lines 1
through 8, inclusive, on page 17 and insert
the following: i

“The Board shall not require the filing
of any such affidavit as to any union or
employer which by its constitution, charter,
or articles of partnership or association has
the effect of prohibiting any officers thereof
from being a member of any of the organ-
izations above specified if such prohibition
is being enforced in good faith. Any such
affidavit shall, for the purpose of this sub-
section, be conclusive upon the Board as to
the statements contained therein. The pro-
visions of section 35A of the Criminal Code
shall be applicable with respect to such
affidavits.”

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, in dis-
cussing the pending legislation in gen-
eral debate 1 week ago today I stated
and I quote:

There is no place in these United States
for a second-class citizenship such as Is set
up under the Taft-Hartley law.

I was, of course, referring directly to
the anti-Communist affidavit that is re-
quired in the Taft-Hartley Act of all
union groups as a prerequisite for using
the facilities of the Labor Relations
Board in labor-management disputes.

The proposed Wood bill and the Sims
substitute just offered serve only to en-
large the scope of this discrimination.
They merely add the employers to the list
of citizens whose loyalty is under suspi-
cion. Two wrongs never made anything
right. Such diserimination as is con-
tained in all three of the proposals is
unfair and -has no proper place in the
scope of labor-management relations,

While the amendment I have just pro-
posed does not remove the onus of as-
sumption of guilt from all of the indi-
viduals covered under this provision, it
does serve to protect a large part of both
labor and management who have given
evidence of their loyalty by having set
up within their constitution and bylaws
proper safeguards against disloyalty and
subversive activities.
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Many of these groups anticipated even
the action of the Congress 2 years ago by
having set up several years prior to the
Taft-Hartley law their own safeguards
within their membership against the ac-
tivities which are sought to be corrected
by both the Wood proposal and the Sims
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr, BaiLeyl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT of
Florida: On page 11 between lines 22 and 23
insert a new subsection (4), as follows:

“{4) (A) To refuse to grant membership
to persons, having the qualifications gen-
erally required, upon the same terms and
conditions generally required; or

“(B) To penalize a member or a subordi-
nate body for criticizing or demanding an ex-
planation of the conduct of its officers or
agents; or

“(C) In any event to penalize a member
or a subordinate body without written
charges; adequate notice thereof with copy
of such charge attached; and a hearing be-
fore a tribunal composed of disinterested
persons with opportunity to produce favor-
able witnesses and cross-examine adverse
witnesses.”

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have introduced two amendments
to this bill, one of which is set out in yes-
terday's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at page
A2570, and the other which we have
heard read just now.

This latter one gets at the chief evil
that cometimes arises out of the closed-
shop situation. There are good things
about a closed shop and there are bad
things about a closed shop. This par-
ticular provision is primarily designed
to see to it that no man is refused the
opportunity to join a union. It says that
you can have a closed shop, but you can-
not refuse to let a man join a union if
he is qualified.

Point (B) makes it an improper labor
practice for a union to penalize a mem-~
ber or subordinate body for criticizing or
demanding an explanation of the con-
duct of its officers or agents.

Point (C) makes it an unfair labor
practice in any event to penalize 2 mem-
ber or a subordinate body without writ-
ten charges upon adequate notice.

The main objectives of the provison of
this amendment are to get at some prob-
lems which have arisen in the labor
movement in the past. I think they are
each salutary and each is a thing which
you have thought about before, and I
hope you see fit to approve this particular
amendment.

The other amendment I shall offer is
set out on page A2570 of yesterday’s
CONGRESsIONAL RECORD. It is designed
to give a tax incentive for the establish-
ment of profit-sharing plans. Per-
sonally, as I have said before on the floor
of this House, I feel that something like
that perhaps may make unnecessary all
the rules and regulations we have estab-
lished in the past and are establishing
here today. What we need is more
harmony, more cooperation, more pro=
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ductivily. An amendment of the kind
I am suggesting here I think would bring
that about.

I am speaking now on both my
amendments, since because of the limi-
tation of time I shall have only one op-
portunity to take the floor. I do hope
you will see fit to act favorably on both
the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Fiorida.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer a further amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT of
Florida to the Sims substitute: On page 10,
after line 2, insert the following:

“PROFIT SHARING AS INDUCEMENT TO BETTER
LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS

“Sec. 109. (a) Sectlon 23 of the Internal
Revenue Code (relating to deductions from
gross income) is hereby amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“*(bb) Amounts paid by corporations to
employees as a share of profits—

“*(1) In general: If a corporation, prior to
the beginning of any taxable year, adopts a
plan legally obligating itself to pay to its
employees a percentage of its profits for such
Yyear, 150 percent of the amount of the profits
paid for such year under such plan to any
employee shall be deductible under this sub-
section for the taxable year in which paid,
and no part of such amount payable to such
employee shall be deductible for any taxable
year under any other subsection of this
section.

“*(2) Special rules: The provisions of
paragraph (1) shall apply—

“'(A) only if every employee who is em-
ployed by the taxpayer for more than 150
days during the taxable year for which the
plan is adopted is entitled to share in the
profits for such year; and

“*(B) only if the amounts payable under
the plan do not discriminate in favor of em-
ployees who are officers, shareholders, persons
whose principal duties consist in supervising
the work of other employees, or highly com-
pensated employees; and

“*(C) only to amounts paid to an em-
ployee before the fifteenth day of the third
month following the close of the taxable year
of the corporation for which such amounts
are pald, and only to so much of such
amounts paid as does not exceed 25 percent
of the compensation otherwise paid or ac-
crued during such taxable year to such em-
ployee. In the case of a corporation on the
accrual basis, amounts paild after the close
of the taxable year of the accrual of such
amornts and before the fifteenth day of the
third month following the close of such year
shall, for the purposes of paragraph (1), be
considered as paid in the year of accrual’

“(b) The amendment made by this sec-
tion shall be applicable only with respect to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1948."

And renumber the remaining titles and
sections of the bill accordingly.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida (interrupt-
ing the reading of the amendment).
Mr. Chairman, in order to save the time
of the Committee, since this amend-
ment relates to profit sharing, I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida.

The amendment, was rejected.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Javits to the
Sims amendment: On page 24, after line 15,
strike out sections 303, 304, and 305, running
from page 24, line 16, to page 26, line 22, and
substitute the following:

“Sec. 203. Whenever the President, having
acted pursuant to this section 302 and to
section 301, finds after investigdtion and pro-
claims that a labor dispute has resulted in, or
imminently threatens to result in the cessa-
tion or substantial curtailment of interstate
or forelgn commerce in an industry essential
to the national health or security of suffi-
clent magnitude to imperil or imminently
threaten to imperil the national health or
security, and that the exercise of such power
and authority 1s necessary to preserve and
protect the national health or security, the
President is authorized to declare a national
emergency relative thereto, and by order to
take immediate possession of any plant, mine,
or facility, the subject of such labor dispute,
and to use and to operate such plant, mine,
or facility in the interests of the United
States: Provided, however, That (1) such
plant, mine, or facility while in the posses-
gion of the United States and while operated
in its interests, shall be operated only to the
minimum extent which seems to the Presi-
dent necessary to protect the national health
or security of the United States, or of a ma-
terial part of the territory or population
thereof; and (2) the wages and other terms
of employment in the plant, mine, or facility
80 taken, during the period of Government
possession and operation shall be as pre-
scribed by the President pursuant to the ap-
plicable provisions of law, and to the findings
of a board appointed for the purpcse by the
President, which wages and other terms of
employment shall be not less than those pre-
valling for similar work In the area of such
plant, mine, or facility by private business;
and (3) such plant, mine, or facility shall be
returned to the employer as soon as prac-
ticable, but in no event later than 30 days
after the restoration of such labor relations
in such plant, mine, or facility, that the pos-
session and operation, thereof, by the United
States, or in its interest, is no longer neces-
sary to insure the minimum operation thereof
required for the protection and preservation
of the national health or security; and (4)
the President may by order confer authority
upon any Government department or officer
to take possession of, to operate, or to exer-
cise any other of the powers herein granted
to the President with respect to any such
plant, mine, or facility; and (5) fair and just
compensation shall be paid to the employer
for the period of such possession and opera-
tion by the United States, or in its interests,
as follows:

“(A) The President shall determine the
amount of the compensation to be palid as
rental for the use of such plant, mine, or

‘facility while in the possession of or operated

by the United States, or in its interests, such
determination to be made as of the time of
the taking hereunder.

“(B) If the employer is unwilling to accept
as a fair and just compensation for the use
of the property taken hereunder by the
United States and as full and complete com-
pensation therefor, the amount so determined
by the President, the employer shall be paid
50 percent of such amount and shall be en-
titled to sue the United States in the Court
of Claims or in any district court of the
United Btates in the manner provided by

section 24 (20) and 145 of the judicial code:

{U. 8. C., title 28, secs, 41 and 250), for an
additional amount which when added to the
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amount so paid shall be equal to the total
sum which the employer considers to be fair
and just compensation for the use of the
property so taken by the United States.”

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the amend-
ment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, this is
the national seizure amendment, which
appeared in the REcorp at page 5283. 1
do not think I need to take the time of
the Committee to go into the details of
the amendment. Its five major points
are as follows:

First, the property is not to be operated
on a strikebreaking basis, but it is to be
operated by the Government only to
the minimum extent required to preserve
or protect the public health or security.
Second, the employees—those who choose
to remain on the job—are to be paid
not less than prevailing wages in the area,
and a special board is to consider the
wage scales during Government control.
Third, the Government is to pay only just
compensation for the value of its use of
the seized property, and is not to operate
for the account of the employer as if it
were a going concern. Fourth, the prop-
erty is to be restored to its owner when
normal labor relations have been re-
stored. Fifth, the President is given au-
thority, not direction, and may act
through an officer or department.

The point is that the disquiet which
people have had, and which was the pub-
lic fear played upon during the last Con-
gress to get support for a law like the
Taft-Hartley law, was the fear of na-
tional paralysis due to a strike or labor
confiict.

The debates on the question of the
use of the injunction in national emer-
gencies have clearly shown that labor
regards injunctions which seek to make
men work against their wills as opposed
to the rights of freemen and as involun-
tary servitude. If the Nation is to have
the residual power to protect itself
against a paralyzing condition as a re-
sult of a great labor conflict, this amend-
ment shows the way in which it can
have it. :

It is likely that this is the last oppor-
tunity which will be had to so revise the
Sims substitute as to attract those who
are friends of labor and who are genu-
inely anxious to truly repeal the Taft-
Hartley law and at the same time gen-
uinely anxious to protect and defend
the public interest.

The President is said to have power
under the Constitution to protect the
country in the event of national emer-
gencies, but we all should recognize, first,
that no one knows who will be in the
Presidency at some future time; and
second, that the President is unlikely to
want to alarm the whole country that a
labor dispute may result in national pa-
ralysis in a particular State or particular
part of the country, by declaring that he
must exercise his constitutional powers
to keep public order. Furthermore, there
are no provisions in the law which tell
the President what to do in such an
event and how to do it; how to protect
labor, or how to protect the employer.

As bearing on this subject it is inter-
esting to consider the testimony of Hon.
William H. Davis, Chairman of the War
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Labor Board during most of the war, who
in his testimony before the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare of the other
body, said in his prepared statement
dated February 7, 1949:

The history of the Taft-Hartley law illus-
trates and confirms what I have just sald.
There have been six cases In which the Presi-
dent has declared a national emergency
under the Taft-Hartley law. In two of them,
the meat-packing case and the telephone
case, no injunction was sought. In the coal
dispute of March 1948 involving the miners'
welfare fund, an injunction was issued on
April 3. The strike, however, continued
until April 12, when it was announced that a
new neutral trustee had been appointed and
that he and Mr. Lewis had approved a plan
under which the welfare fund might be acti-
vated. Thereupon the miners went back to
work. In the three remaining cases injunc-
tions were issued, but the disputes were not
settled in the 80-day period, and in each case
the injunction was discharged at the end
of that period, leaving the workers free to
strike. In the atomic-energy case, under the
tremendous pressure of the national interest
in the atomic-energy program, the parties
continued their negotiations without a strike
and, with the assistance of the Federal Me-
diation and Conciliation Service, finally
negotiated an agreement. In the west-coast
maritime case the injunction was discharged
at the end of the 80-day period, and the strike
was called and continued for over 3 monthbs,
In the east-coast maritime case the 80-day
period also expired without settlement, and
the longshoremen were on strike for several
weeks,

Ll - L] L] L]

Bince the Taft-Hartley law does not extend
protection by injunction beyond the cooling-
off period, the real question that arises on
comparizon of the Taft-Hartley Act with the
proposal now under consideration by this
committee is merely the question whether
the injunction is a good or necessary means
of preventing a strike during the cooling-off
period.

I think all the evidence is to the contrary.
In no case in which an injunction issued
under the Taft-Hartley law has there been
settlement of the controversy during any
cooling-off period. On the other hand, the
provisions of the Rallway Labor Act, which
are the pattern for the substitute now pro-
posed, have never failed in any significant

-case to secure the cooling-off period of 60
days. I think the reason is that an injunc-
tion compelling a man to work even tempo-
rarily for a private employer—and that is the
practical effect of the Taft-Hartley injunc-
tions—meets with bitter and profound re-
sentment among freemen. If In any case the
cooling-off period of the proposed substitute
should be violated, the country would be con-
fronted only by the same kind of revived na-
tional emergency that confronts us when
under the Taft-Hartley Act the 80-day period
expires without settlement of the dispute.
Thus, the injunctions devised to support the
cooling-off period is an irritant during that
perlod and is not available if the emergency
persists after that period.

I believe that this amendment is nec-
essary and should be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Javirsl.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Javits) there
were—ayes 72, noes 163.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment which is at the desk.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ReopEs: On
page 16, line 20, of the Bims amendment,
after the word “party” insert the words “or
with any Fasclst organization.”

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is one that every Member of
this House who is opposed to totalitari-
anism and subversive organizations can
sincerely support. It would correct one
of the many unjust provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act and a provision which
is also in the Wood and Sims substitutes.

If a labor-management bill is to con-
tain a clause for non-Communist affi-
davits, then it is only reasonable to have
included therein a provision for non-
Fascist oaths.

I do not have the time to fully discuss
the merits of this amendment, but if we
are going to be honest with ourselves and
with management and labor, then we
will adopt this amendment. The change
that the Wood bill and the Sims substi-
tute makes in this section of the Taft-
Hartley Act pertaining to non-Commu-
nist affidavits is a subterfuge. No in-
telligent person will be fooled by the
sheer nonsense that you can make this
section fair simply by compelling man-
agement as well as labor to sign non-
Communist oaths, Let both groups
sign non-Communist and non-Fascist
affidavits if this section is to be a part
of the labor-management law. Let us
show our attitude toward both brands of
totalitarianism.

I regret I do not have time to discuss
the potential Fascist danger, but I ask
that this amendment be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. REODES) there
were—ayes 161, noes 102.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'SurrLivan to
the Sims amendment: Strike out that part
of section 112 on page 16 beginning with
line 5, paragraph 1, and ending with the
word “method” appearing on line 24, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

"Every officer, manager, or ugent of every
labor union, and every officer, manager, or
agent of any employer of labor whether em-
ploying union or nonunion labor, shall, on
July 4, 1949, and yearly thereafter take the
following affirmation orally and also in writ-
ing, before some person authorized under
the laws of the United States of America to
administer an affirmation, and shall forth-
with transmit the properly executed written

oath by registered mail to the United States .

Secretary of Labor at the then seat of gov-
ernment:
" ‘UNITED STATES OF Aumc:.\

“Sinteof -

* ‘I hereby solemnly amrm that I absolutely,
entirely, and forever renounce and adjure
all alleglance and fidelity to any foreign
prince, potentate, state, or sovereignty of
whom or which I may heretofore have been
an affiliate, employee, agent, subject, or citl-
zen; that I will always support and defend the
Constitution and laws of the United States
of America against any organization that be-
lieves in or teaches the overthrow of the
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Government of the United States of America
by force or by any illegal or unconstitution.1
methods; that I am not now and will never
become a member of, or support any such
organization, in the future; that I take this
obligation freely without any mental reser-
vations or purposes of evasion whatsoever,
and do so, fully mindful of all of the pains
and penalties of perjury; and I fully know
and understand that the making of a false
affirmation will subject me to prosecution,
not only for perjury but also under other
applicable laws of the United States of Amer-
fca relating to subversiva and other illegal,
kindred activities.

“In acknowledgment whereof I have here-
unto affixted my signature this .... day of
...... i 195,

“*‘Subscribed, ete.'"

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr, Chairman, I
anticipate that a rousing “No” will be
the answer to my proposed amendment,
and I hate to detain you from the Kkill,
but I feel that I must cause you this tem-
porary embarrassment by speaking to
you 1'% minutes at this time.

From listening to the reading of the
proposed amendment you can readily
understand that there is substituted for
the anti-Communist affidavit an affirma-
tion of allegiance to the United States
Constitution and laws. I believe that it
is wrong to so advertise communism as
is done in the Sims amendment, and give
foreign agents of Russia and other peo-
ple the impression that they have not
only infiltrated the ranks of labor lead-
ers but now the ranks of business
leaders. :

It is indeed a shame to give out this
impression. I regard it as a great dis-
service fo our country to do so and hope
you may see fit to correct this wrong im-
pression by adopting my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. O'SuLLIvaN].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. KLElN) there
were—ayes 102, noes 171.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE of
Idaho: Page 24, line 15, after the words
“duties of such board.”, strike out all of sec-
tions 303 and 304.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman
and members of the Committee, I have
introduced this amendment to strike
from the so-called compromise labor hill,
H. R. 2032, the court injunction provision
as applied to labor disputes.

Mr., Chairman, there are two things
we have outlawed in this country: One,
the blacklist, and the other, the court
injunction in labor disputes. Well do I
remember as a boy when the great ARU
railway strikes swept over the country,
that many railroad men, trained by years
of service, were blacklisted. They left
their homes and sought employment all
over the United States, only to return
to their homes without any employment
and without any means of support. We
have outlawed blacklists in this country,
but 1now we must outlaw these court in-
junctions that arrest progress and stop
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the advancement in this country. Ivery
well remember the difficulties that at-
tended the advancement of labor. We
were all very much interested a few years
ago before the First World War in the
movement in France on the part of the
railroad men to strike for better work-
ing conditions and better pay. They had
military conscription in France. The
Government simply called the railroad
men to the colors and told them to run
the railroads, and that was the end of
the strike and the movement for ad-
vanced wages and improved labor con-
ditions. Compare labor and business
conditions in France with the labor and
living conditions in this country today,
and decide if we want the courts here
to arrest progress as the Army did in
France.

Mr. Chairman, by our wise and con-
structive policies in dealing with labor,
this country has made great progress
in our generation. We have demonstrat-
ed our superiority in labor production,
in finance, and in military prowess. To-
day, our Nation stands preeminent
among world powers. People from all
over the world are clamoring for admit-
tance to this country that they may
come in and enjoy the fruits of the toil.
of American labor, and the blessings of
good government, that the wise policies
our Nation have vouchsafed to us and
our children.

We must not arrest progress by giving
power to any judge to force the members
of organized labor to work against their
will. Many of us remember the drastic
treatment of organized labor by the
courts in the famous or infamous Dan-
bury Hatters’ case, when the courts
awarded damages to the manufacturers
against the union, whose members were
dispossessed of their homes and made
destitute by court proceedings in col-
Jecting the damages awarded their form-
er employers.

Members of the Committee, I ask your
support of this amendment to strike
from the bill the provision that gives
the courts the power to issue injunctions
in labor disputes and force the laborers
to work against their will.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Idaho [Mr. WHITE].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WwmTE of
Idaho) there were—ayes 103, noes 181.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALE, How much time is left on
the Sims amendment? I thought debate
was limited to a half hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee did
limit it, but this is like a football game,
the time counts while the ball is in play.

Mr. HALE. I want to know how much
time is left.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair invites
attention to the fact that much time has
been required in reading the amend-
ments. Some of them have been quite
long. There have been a number of
parliamentary inquiries and several
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points of order. That time does not
count. The inotion was that dehate be
limited to a certain time, and debate
means when debate is in progress.

Mr. HALE. I would still like to know
how much time remains for debate.

The CHAIRMAN. Twelve Members
are entitled to a minute and a half each.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DoYLE].

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I have
not spoken heretofore in this debate,
and time does not now permit me to
elaborate at length on something which
I think is very important. I wish to
emphasize this thinking for your con-

sideration for the balance of your vot--

ing. But there are two fundamental
principles of action facing us as Con-
gressmen, to choose between this day. I
will say to you frankly I think we ought
to choose the bill which imposes the least
legal regulations in the field of labor-
management. Only by imposing the
least possible body of law in the fleld
of labor-management can we have free
collective bargaining to which I have
heard no objection in this debate. Since
we believe in free collective bargaining,
then yaur vote and my vote must be in
favor of the bill which imposes the least
amount of law on labor and manage-
ment in the field of labor-management
relationships. The American home is
the most intimate relationship which
exists in America. It is the most impor-
tan relationship existing in America.
The next most intimate relationship is in
the field of labor-management. You
cannot successfully handle the field of
labor-management by legalistic restric-
tions and penalties.

Free collective bargaining is an abso-
lute requisite if we are to have increased
understanding and cooperation between
labor and management. This relation-
ship of labor and management is one of
copartnership interests. And only by
strengthening processes whereby there
can be the utmost free collective discus-
sion and going forth together, can there
be enduring and stronger bonds of co-
operation under our capitalistic system
of free enterprise.

The Democratic national platform in
Philadelphia, was written in favor of re-
pealing the Taft-Hartley law which was
enacted by the Eightieth Congress.
Upon this platform which included that
specific provision, President Harry Tru-
man of the United States, vigorously
campaigned from border to border of our
great Nation and spoke out emphatically
for the repeal of the Taft-Hartley law.
One of the greatest compliments Pres-
ident Truman has received, in my judg-
ment, is that which is contained in Look
magazine for May 10, 1949, wherein Re-
publican Senator RoBerT A. TArT, from
Ohio, under his own signature spoke of
President Truman and said in part as
follows:

But he is a man of his word and he means
to keep his promises

The Taft-Hartley bill as enacted by
the Eightieth Congress surrounded the
area of labor-management relationghips
with new and untried legalism, prohibi-
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tions, restraints and restrictions which
were, and still are, eontrary to the best
interests of mutuality in collective bar-
gaining. Therefore, believing as I do,
that this field of economic relationships
as between employer and employee is
next in importance to that of the rela-
tionships of the human family, and their
individual homes, I must declare that I
feel that the least law that can be in-
jected into this strategic human rela-
tionship of employer and employee, the
better.

As the Wood amendment and the
Sims substitute now stand before us,
the Wood amendment to the administra-
tion bill is much more wrapped up with
substantially the same penalties, prohibi-
tions, restrictions and legal terminology
as is contained in the Taft-Hartley bill.
This no one has denied. No one on this
floor in these days of debate, has de-
fended the Taft-Hartley bill as was writ-
ten by the Eightieth Congress. Republi-
can leadership frankly admits that there
must be substantial amendments to the
Taft-Hartley bill as written by the Eight-
ieth Congress.

Whien the voters of our Nation chose
between Harry Truman and Governor
Dewey on the issue of labor-management
legislation, knowing that Democratic
national platform specifically provided
for the repeal of the Taft-Hartley bill,
enacted in the Eightieth Congress, it
amounted to a mandate to the Eighty-
first Congress, regardless of party, that
the Taft-Hartley bill should be repealed
and in its place and stead substantially
the sort of legislation which President
Truman should ask on labor-manage-
ment should be enacted. This is as I
see it.

The fact is, the joint Congress watch-
dog committee created by the Eightieth
Congress admitted in its final report on
the functioning of the Taft-Hartley bill
in its report of December 31 that material
changes were needed, the main ones be-
ing substantially as follows:

(1) That certified election no longer be re-
quired as prerequisite to a union shop; (2)
that management representatives, as well as
labor's, be required to file non-Communist
affidavits; (3) that the NLRB's jurisdiction be
narrowed to exclude most small business;
(4) that a vote of employees on the employ-
er's last offer not be necessary hefore a strike
can be called; (5) that unions and employees
who strike to obtain working conditions made
illegal by the act be deprived of protection
given by the act; (6) that unions be required
to reimburse workers denled access to their
jobs by coercive picketing.

Few people realize that the basic labor
laws which have been enacted by Con-
gress such as the Wagner Act and the
Taft-Hartley Act are allowable as Fed-
eral legislation only because of article I,
section 8, clause 3 of the United States
Constitution which says:

Congress shall have power * * * +to
regulate commerce with foreign nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian tribes,

And, Mr. Chairman, probably no other
clause of our Constitution has been the
subject of more strenuous litigation and
literally hundreds of cases involving such
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clauses have been tried and determined
by the United States Supreme Court.
Consequently, Congress has been defined
as “intercourse for the purpose of trade.”
Interstate commerce now includes pipe
lining of fuel, telephone and telegraph,
insurance, and endless other subjects not
readily conceived of by our forefathers
who drafted article I, section 8, clause 3.

And when the voters of America, who
thought enough of their great Nation and
their duties of citizenship, to go to the
polls and vote at the last Presidential
election, and did so, they manifestly voted
that not only the text of the Taft-Hartley
bill should be repealed as advocated by
President Truman, but they expected
that the political philosophies of the
Taft-Hartley bill should likewise be re-
pealed. So today, unless the Wood law is
so changed that it would never be recog-
nized as embodying the spirit or the text
of the original Taft-Hartley law, the
American people have not had their way.

Surely no Member of this important
body is so naive as to not recognize that
there is continuous and strenuous chal-
lenge back and forth on an economic
hasis, as between labor and management.
Surely the facts of the case belittle any
claim to the contrary. Management
naturally is in business from the mone-
tary profit and gain motives. And that is
what we expect them to make and have.
That is the motive which makes the
American way of life have the greatest
attractiveness, as compared with the
communistic philosophy we have no use
for. So I do not criticize big business for
wanting big profits. In a like manner
labor, in order to have adequate purchas-
ing power to buy the products of the
shops and factories of American manage-
ment, must have adequate wages and in-
come. Else, Mr. Speaker, neither man-
agement nor labor in America will con-
tinue to raise their standard of living nor
increase the production of American
business. Therefore, labor is dependent
on management and management is de-
pendent on labor. There is 100 percent
mutual interdependency between Amer-
ica’s big business and America’s individ-
ual workingman. But that individual
workingman cannot longer survive eco-
nomically, in this era of mass production
and mass bargaining, unless he has the
opportunity of free collective bargaining,
Big business knows this and recognizes it.
It is only human enough to not volun-
tarily give in to organized labor more
than it reasonably has to by reason of
collective bargaining or by legislation. If
it is done by legislation it is but tempo-
rary in my judgment.

Nor can it be soundly argued it is nec-
essary to pass penalizing statutes against
labor in order to protect the public in-
terest throughout our Nation, because,
in many States, all types of economic
security contracts are prohibited and
there are ample laws in all the States
against violence and force and duress.
The fact that in any instance the State
law is not enforced on oceasion is no jus-
tification for the enactment of the Fed-
eral law to supersede the State law. That
is bad in my judegment. It is imperative
that citizens at the local and State levels
assume and discharge, with dispatch,
their own responsibilities for the enact-
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ing; for the observances; for the en-
forcement of State statutes. This applies
to labor-management, as well as to any
other subject.

So, the final and ultimate test of any
legal enactment in the field of labor-man-
agement is whether it encourages and
strengthens cooperation and collective
bargaining between free democratic labor
unions and free democratic management,
so as to reach the desired goal of a
growing, stable, expanding, and produc-
tive economy. In this very debate, on the
minority side, has been admission and
agreement that strong, healthy labor

unions free to collectively bargain, are an °

effective economic counterinfluence to
some of the evils and destructive infiu-
ences of monopolistie, industrial, and fi-
nancial aggregations operating in viola-
tion of our antitrust laws. These facts
of monopoly trends and excessive corpo-
rate profits have been so frequently re-
lated during this debate that I will not
again repeat them.

May I say, that it is most surprising to
me that you distinguished members on
the Republican side of this House, who
so habitually plead against having the
finger of Government in the field of pri-
vate business and private enterprise,
nevertheless, equally or even more em-
phatically, urge the extension and con-
tinuance of the finger of Federal Gov-
ernment controls and power, in the inti-
mate field of human relationships as re-
lated to labor and management. This, to
me, is inconsistent.

And if you on the Republican side of
this House feel that I, a registered Dem-
ocrat, am too emphatic in my position
that the Sims substitute is the soundest
bill before us this day, then I call your
attention to the fact that one the fore-
most Republican United States Senators,
Senator Morse, of Oregon, during the
debate in the United States Senate dur-
ing the Eightieth Congress, said of the
economic struggle as between labor and
management as follows, as to Taft-Hart-
ley bill:

As I see it, these two great economic forces,
management and labor, have girded them-
selves for battle. We have an economic war
ahead of us. We are to have a test of eco-
nomic strength.

One of the reasons why I oppose this hill
is that, in my judgment, an attempt is being
made so to change the law that it will not
carry out the principles of equality in col-
lective bargaining for which I have pleaded
in this session of Congress. One of the ob-
Jections I shall make is that I believe that
the bill will not result in a falr equalizing
of the rights of labor and management.
Management under this bill will be given
such an advantage over labor that it can
prevent effective collective bargaining by
unions. I am such a firm believer in gov-
ernment by law rather than by man that I
do not want to see legislation enacted which
in many cases will force a test of defiance of
law because enforcement of it would result
in great injustices. When a large body of
people belleve that a law is unjust, they are
going to exert the basic, fundamental right
which exists in a free soclety to oppose the
administration of such a law.

And as we come to vote, I again em-
phasize for your consideration, that I
believe the soundest principle of legisla-
tion to apply in the field of labor-man-
agement is, that there shall be the least
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amount of law entering in that field, con-
sistent with the exercise of the police
power of the State when necessary and
for the preservation of law and order.
There is no other way whereby the
American way of life can be strength-
ened more, than that labor-management
relationship shall be enabled to bargain
more freely and collectively, rather than
to have unnecessary and multitudinous
legalistic provisions and prohibitions
specifying their daily conduct; when
they full well would do it better without
such legal dictation, control, and legal
compulsion.

In closing, I think I quote the distin-
guished minority leader of this House
fairly accurately, when I refresh your
memories, that within the last few hours
he stated substantially, that he believed
labor and management could sit down
together and come to an understanding
and that he recognized that they were
two great powerful forces opposing each
other. I believe the same. Therefore,
I believe that it is important that there
be the least statutory regulation en-
forced, as between labor and manage-
ment, and not a maximum, as is the
status of the Taft-Hartley—or rather
the Wood bill as it is now called. But
it is still the Taft-Hartley bill in essence.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr, MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, the Chairman has mentioned that
the debate is being carried along as in a
football game, There is another simi-
larity to a football game, it seems to me,
in our present situation. We have all
seen occasions when the team with the
ball, no matter what it does, seems to be
unable to get it forward toward the goal
and the team goes backward. The ma-
jority seems to be in that fix. I hope it
will soon be fourth down and the other
side get the ball. Whatever they want
to say about us here in the Eighty-first
Congress, they certainly can see that we
are willing to work. We are busy per-
fecting three bills, when we cannot pos-
sibly pass but one. Personally, I would
be just as well satisfied if we did not pass
any, unless we improve the situation.

It is regrettable that legislation as im-
portant to national welfare as labor-
management relations should be con-
sidered in an atmosphere of exaggera-
tion, of make-believe, particularly when
to this ficticious approach there is added
the tension and reerimination that in-
evitably results from the opening of old
sores. The outcome is almost certain to
be unsatisfactory to everybody.

That the extensive and skiliful debates
of the last week were largely distorted
by the background of make-believe is
obvious, if one dispassionately reviews
the REcoRrb.

Even at this late hour, we are still
subjected to the hoarse cries of repeal
Taft-Hartley, because it stands for slave
labor and union-busting. We are con-
tinually reminded that there is a man-
date from the voters to take such action.
That it should be taken at once to re-
dress the great wrongs done organized
labor by the labor-baiting Republican-
controlled Eightieth Congress. It is up-
on this combination of fabrications that
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the present debate rests. It makes the
whole show sadly inopportune,

Any fair-minded, impartial observer
will recognize the truth of these charges.
Despite all the breast-beating and ora-
tory, no one has yet pointed out any
slave sections in the 1947 act. No one has
named any union that has been busted, or
individual enslaved.

Likewise, it is a matter of common
knowledge that there has been a substan-
tial decrease in picket line rough stuff,
goon tactics, rackefeering, irresponsible
work stoppages and Communists working
into positions of power in the labor field.
A sound approach would be to allow the
Taift-Hartley law to operate long enough
to reasonably determine its merits and
defects. If impatience forbids this re-
straint, we should then consider the
various changes recommended one by
one.

The mandate theory is equally fal-
lacious. It is true that outright repeal
was called for in the Democratic plat-
form and its candidate was elected by a
small margin. However, the same elec-
tion returned a majority to this body
who had voted to override the Presiden-
tial veto of the very same law.

Many of us were reelected from mar-
ginal districts affer campaigns in which
credit was claimed for that very thing.
The question of mandate could be made
to read both ways, if there had been a
mandate. The past election was too
close, and the issues too numerous, to
show any even if the all-out smear to
which the law was subjected had left its
import clear to many.

When this body voted 275 to 37 last
Friday against the Marcantonio amend-
ment, there was an overwhelming admis-
sion that only a handful of Members
really desire outright repeal. That ex-
ploded both the mandate idea, and the
sanctity of campaign promises, as well.

Since a large majority was unwilling
to accept outright repeal, and even some
of the calamity howlers do not wish to do
away with the injunction features, why
make ourselves ridiculous by passing a
patchwork measure that pleases no one
and does not even indicate a policy. I
think it would be far better if we recom-
mitted the bill to the committee for the
consideration it so clearly never got
there, before being reported out and
brought to this floor.

Let us stop pretending that we must
hurriedly release anybody from slavery
or shield any union, not Communist con-
trolled, from destruction. Let us be real-
istic about mandate and campaign
promises. Let us do nothing that we
cannot perform in a workmanlike man-
ner.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my time be
allotted to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CooLEY].

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, with
great interest and with great patience, I
have followed this debate. Strange and
unfortunate things have happened since
this debate started. Tll-considered
statements have been made in an effort
to influence the deliberations of this
House. One such statement is attribu-
ted to one of our colleagues—the state-
ment to the efiect that economic war
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might be declared on the South. Another
such statement attributed to the Presi-
dent—to the effect that patronage would
be withheld if he were displeased by
votes which are to be here taken. South-
ern delegations have been scorned on the
one hand and subjected to pressure on
the other. :

I am a southerner and I am proud of
it. I am an unterrified southerner, and I
am not frightened by threats of retalia-
tion nor by any of the ill-considered
statements which have been made. I
have been a Member of this House for a
good many years and I think I know a
little something about the character and
the courage of Members of Congress.
Seldom, if ever, here in this ancient Hall
have I met a political coward. I also
know the Members of the House who
come from the South and I think I can
safely say that most of them are free and
unfettered and that among them you
will not find a single political coward.
Not even the President of this great Re-
public can black-jack them into a vio-
lation of their consciences. Any Mem-
ber of this House who is influenced by
threats of retaliation or who will let his
conscienced be coerced by the hope of
political patronage is unworthy to rep-
resent any of the great districts of this
country. Let us put aside such foolish
things and deal with each other as men
and as Members of the legislative branch
of the greatest Government on earth.

Some other rather ridiculous state-
ments have also been made concerning
the sifuation in which we find ourselves.
We are told that when the President ad-
vocated and urged a repeal of the Taft-
Hartley Act and when he embraced the
platform of the Democratic Party, which
likewise promised a repeal of that act,
that neither the President nor the plat-
form meant what they said, that actu-
ally they only meant to repeal the name
of the act but not to substantially change
the provisions of the act. Both the
Democratic platform and the President
called for a repeal of the Taft-Hartley
law and not just the name, Taft-Hartley,
Certainly there is nothing offensive
about the name Taft and there is noth-
ing obnoxious about the name of Hart-
ley, but there are definitely some pro-
visions of that law that are objectionable
to the public, offensive to labor, and
incompatible to the spirit of a free
people,

It seems to me when all the evidence
is weighed and when all the pertinent
facts and circumstances are considered,
that the Taft-Hartley Act should be re-
pealed, that the Wood substitute should
be defeated, and that the committee bill
should be enacted. This, I believe, is not
only in the interest of labor but is like-
wise in the interest of industry and is
definitely in the interest of the general
weliare,

I shall vote for some amendments to
the committee bill and I hope that it
may be amended. In casting my vote I
shall be influenced only by my conscience
and by no other considerations.

Not one of us would deprive labor of
its inherent right to strike—not one of
us would deprive labor of the privileges
of collective bargaining and not one of
us should be willing to impair the right
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nor to mitigate the power of the effective
exercise of either the right to strike or to
engage in fair collective bargaining.

I am not afraid of the laboring men of
this Nation. Neither am I afraid of the
labor organizations of America. The
laboring men of America are devoted to
the institutions of their Republic and to
the blessings of freedom which they here
enjoy and they realize that the most
powerful force in America is now and
ever shall be the terrific and dynamic
force of outraged public opinion. There-
fore the laboring men of America know
that they cannot long abuse the powers
which their organizations may wield in
the life of this Nation. If a vindictive
spirit prompted the passage of the Taft-
Hartley law, if it was, in fact, a punitive
measure, maybe it has accomplished its
purpose and has achieved the necessary
reformation; so let us reason together in
solving the problems now presented. But
above all let us not insult the spirit that
prompted the writing of the labor plank
in the Democratic platform.

Since neither the Lesinski bill nor the
Wood bill are entirely satisfactory, it
occurs to me that we should be able to
find a middle ground upon which to reach
an agreement. It seems to me that the
Sims amendment provides the vehicle
and offers us something in the nature of
a compromise. It may not go far enough
for some and it may go too far for others.
Those who feel that it goes too far should
reappraise and revalue the amendments
which have been attached to the com-
mittee bill, Certainly, the friends of
labor should not be afraid to trust the
President of the United States. In the
first place, the President has not asked
for the power and apparently, he does
not want the power and if he has not
asked for it and does not want it, there is
cerfainly no reason to believe that he
would abuse the power or eXercise it un-
reasonably or in a manner incompatible
with the security and welfare of the Na-
tion. Although he has not asked for the
power of injunction and apparently does
not want it, we know that if the health,
security, and welfare of the Nation were
in danger and the situation indicated
that he should have the power, herein
proposed, he would step forth and ask
for it and it would be granted. So why
should we be so disturbed over the
thought that the President of the United
States might be given a power which he
may never use and certainly never abuse.

Actually, we have made a tempest in
8 teapot over the communistic affidavit
provision. We are now in a rather ridicu-
lous position with regard to that provi-
sion. There should be no objection to the
free-speech amendment or to the other
amendments which are incorporated in
the Sims substitute. In the campaign
of last year, if the President empha-
sized one issue and if he made his posi-
tion clear on that one issue, it was cer-
tainly in favor of a repeal of the Taft-
Hartley law. Now, we are face to face
with making the great decision. The
Speaker of this House, the distinguished
gentleman from Texas, and our majority
leader, the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts, and the chairman
of our Committee on Education and La-
bor, yes; the entire organization on the
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Democratic side is supporting the Sims
amendment. It is in keeping with our
- platform pledge and it should be adopted.
If we fail to adopt the Sims substitute,
all of us now know that we will end up
with the Wood bill which does not keep
faith with the pledge of our party and we
will actually have in effect the Taft-
Hartley bill. We may witness industrial
strife and unrest and maybe, as suggested
by the gentleman from New York, the
issue may finally be decided in the picket
lines which may encircle the Nation in
the days ahead. Under the Sims substi-
tute, we may find a spirit of conciliation
and cooperation and industrial peace.

Yes, T am in favor of organized labor
just as I am in favor of organized agri-
culture. The prosperity of agriculture
depends upon the prosperity of labor and
the prosperity of labor depends upon a
prosperous agriculture. Let us keep faith
with our party and let us keep faith with
our farmers and with the laboring men
and women of America.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr,
CoorEY] has expired. .

The gentleman from Utah [Mr.
GranGER] is recognized for 14 minutes.

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to say to my friends on the Demo-
cratic side that have been reasonable,
that I have always supported the posi-
tion of labor and I tell you that the only
opportunity you are going to have to sal-
vage any legislation that will be benefi-
cial to labor is by the adoption of the Sims
substitute. If we do not do that what we
will have is the Taft-Hartley bill, and
labor cannot live under that for another
yvear and a half. I think we would be
acting unwisely if we did not take this
opportunity, where there is a possible
chance of consolidating our forces on
this one issue. I do not know whether
we can carry this amendment, but if we
cannot carry this amendment on the
majority side, we will have the Taft-
Hartley bill unadulterated as it is today.
Do not be misled. The labor leaders are
not naive when it comes to legislation.
They know what has been going on here.
They are not going to be deceived as to
who is carrying the ball and what is
what. They know.

I appeal to you at this time to support
the Sims substitute, in order to salvage
even a splinter of benefit to labor.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Utah has expired.

The gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. CasEe] is recognized for a minute and
a half.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
Chairman, I yield back my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Wisconsin [Mr. BIEMILLER] fis
recognized.

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle~
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. MorcaN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to the so-called Wood bill. It is
the Taft-Hartley bill with a sugar coat-
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ing. It is composed of 68 pages of com-
plicated phrases and words fhat will
mean practically slavery to organized
labor. It is dangerous to labor, manage-~
ment, and the country in general. It
violates every sound principle of a con-
structive labor-management relations
statute. It has been rewritten several
times by antilabor experts and contains
all the objectionable features of the old
Taft-Hartley Act. In many instances it
strengthens some sections to make it
more of a direct blow to organized labor.
It puts the executive branch of our Gov-
ernment in the role of a strikebreaker,
and it makes the general counsel of the
National Labor Relations Board a labor
czar. He would have complete power to
obtain injunctions without investigation,
hearings, or charges filed by an em-
ployer. This office filled by a labor-hat-
ing individual could practically destroy
every labor union in our country.

The other features of the bill are just
as bad with some slight window trim-
ming. I hope this bill is voted down and
that H. R. 2032 is passed without amend-
ments. Organized labor is about to find
out whether its efforts in the November
elections are to be rewarded. A vote for
the Wood bill or the administration sub-
stitute—Sims bill—is a vote for the pres-
ent Taft-Hartley bill.

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think there is nearly as much con-
fusion on this floor as some people try to
tell us. The very first vote that comes
up here is one that we have to keep our
eyes on. In that vote the Thomas-
Lesinski bill does not enter the picture.
I am one of those who is for the Thomas-
Lesinski bill; I am hopeful that at some
stage of the proceedings I shall have a
chance to vote for it. But the first vote
that comes on this floor is going to be a
vote between the Taft-Hartley law, now
called the Wood-Halleck bill, and the
Sims bill. The Taft-Hartley law has
been serubbed behind the ears and had a
new suit of clothes put on it; that is all
the difference there is between the Wood-
Halleck bill and the Taft-Hartley law.

The Sims bill does take care of some
of the worst objections which working
people have had to the Taft-Hartley law.
I wish, personally, it went further; there
are some parts of it I do not like, But
when you reach the next vote which
will confront us please note it is between
the Sims substitute and the Wood-Hal-
leck bill. All of us who are interested in
the welfare of the people of the United
States, the welfare of workers and manu-
facturers, should be voting for the Sims
amendment. I hope that the Sims sub-
stitute amendment will carry when de-
bate on it stops and the issue is put
clearly and straight, which is, I repeat:
Shall the Sims amendment be substituted
for the Wood amendment?

Mr. Chairman, I also desire to call the
attention of the House to the true situ-
ation regarding strikes under the Wag-
ner Act and the Taft-Hartley law. So
much misinformation has been uttered
on this subject that I believe a few
simple, statistical facts are in order,

We know now that the Taft-Hartley
Act was written by some high-priced
behind-the-scenes lobbyists, one of
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whom was paid for his services by the
Republican National Committee. We
know that these bill drafters were iden-
tified with large, antilabor employer
groups and associations, and that their
motive in drafting and pushing such
legislation was to weaken and dis-
organize the efforts of labor to improve
their living conditions.

But we also know that many of the
Members of Congress who voted for that
bad law did so in the sincere but mis-
guided hope that it would lessen strikes
and labor unrest; that it would promote
labor peace.

Most of those sincere Members of Con-
gress, that is, those who came back this
year, will vote for the repeal of the Taft-
Hartley Act and the Wagner Act im-
provements provided in the administra-
tion bill. They will do so because they
were deluded 2 years ago. They were
fooled not only as to the motives of those
pressing the legislation; they were fooled
as to the facts.

For the fact is that there have been
more strikes under Taft-Hartley, on a
monthly basis, than there were during
the first 5 years of the Wagner Act. You
will all remember, I am sure, the pub-
licity about labor conflict, when many
employers actually disobeyed the Wag-
ner Act and provoked strikes until the
Supreme Court upheld its constitution-
ality 2 or 3 years later.

The newspapers in those days were
full of headlines about strikes and labor
lawsuits. Yet, when you dig down into
the actual statistics of then and now,
you come up with an entirely different
picture.

Compared with the prewar Wagner Act
era, 1935-39, the Taft-Hartley era—July
1947 through last December—has wit-
nessed 8 percent more strikes per month,
50 percent more workers involved, and
80 percent more man-days lost through
strikes.

The man-days lost during 1948, last
year, amounted to 34,000,000. This was
greater than for any prewar year on
record.

Now it may be that some of our col-
leagues were led into error, in those Taft-
Hartley votes 2 years ago, by the fact
that there was a record number of strikes
in 1946. But most of us knew then, and
the later strike figures show, that those
strikes were almost inevitably a part of
postwar readjustment. There was a
similar flurry of strikes-in 1919, which
ended quickly when the economic ma-
chine got to moving in peacetime pur-
suits. So it would have been this time,
if the Taft-Hartley Act had not been
enacted, over President Truman’s veto,
to disrupt labor-management relation-
ships.

The Department of Labor’s accepted
strike statistics show the pattern very
clearly, when they are analyzed on a
month-to-month basis.

In 18 months after the passage of the
Taft-Hartley law—July 1947 through
December 1948—259 strikes began, on the
average, each month. This level is be-
low the abnormal war and immediate
postwar period but is above the 1935-39
average of 239 strikes per month. 1In
other words, the number of stoppages oc-
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curring each month since June 1947 has
been 8 percent higher than during the
5-year prewar period under the National
Labor Relations Act.

On the basis of number of workers in-
volved, the Taft-Hartley period since
June 1947 has witnessed, each month, an
average of 46,000 more workers on strike
than during the more peaceful 1935-39
pericd, or an increase of 50 percent.

Idleness occasioned by labor-manage-
ment disputes in the 18 months ending
with December 1948 was 80 percent
greater than during 1935-39. In round
figures, approximately 2,530,000 days of
strike idleness were recorded each month
since June 1947, as against a prewar
monthly average of but 1,410,000 man-
days.

Here are the monthly averages:

Monthly averages
Stop-
pages

Workers| Man-days

e LT e i 230 | 04,000 | 1,410,000
2, War period, December

1941 to August 1945, ___ 334 | 153,000 20, 000
3. Postwar period, Septem

ber 1945 to June 1947___ 401 | 351, 000 | 7, 570, 000
4, Talt-Hartley period, July

1047 to December 1948|250 | 140, 000 | 2, 530, 000

And here is a comparison between the
year 1948 and the first 5 years of the
Wagner Act:

. 3 1935-39
1938 average
1, Number of stoppages_........ 8, 1 2, 862
2. Workers involved. ___________| 1,950,000 | 1,125 000
3, Number of workers involved
in strikes as percent of total
employed I bR
4, Man-days idle....._..... ----[34,000, 000 | 16, 900, 009
5. Percent of estimated working
time lost in relation to total
time worked.... - - ------ 0.4 0.3

The facts speak for themselves—
there have been more strikes under Taft-
Hartley than under the early years of
the Wagner Act.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SasatH] is recognized for 112 minutes.

I STAND FOR A FAIR DEAL FOR LAEOR AND MANAGE-
I"ENT UNDER THE LESINSKI LABOR BILL

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, be-
cause I realize and recognize the unfair-
ness of the use of injunctions in labor
disputes, I have always advocated its
elimination. Consequently, I voted to
eliminate the injunction clauses from
the present bill in the hope that this biil
would be fairer and bring about real un-
derstanding between capital and labor
and between employer and employee.
Naturally, I am for the Lesinski bill be-
cause I consider it a fair bill. However,
in view of the conditions which confront
us today, and realizing that after all, leg-
islation in the last analysis is a compro-
mise, I shall vote and urge that we vote
for the Sims substitute in the hope that
we will then he able to eliminate the
Weood monstrosity that is pending, which
to my mind, is more objectionable than
the Taft-Hartley Act. And in this con-
nection, I am in favor of the Sims amend-
ment notwithstanding the fact that it
contains many provisions which I am op-
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posed to. I shall vote for this amend-
ment for the sole purpose of securing
some action on this bill.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. 1 yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Ihope thatthe
gentleman, for whom I have a deep and
real respect and affection will realize,
that by voting for the Sims substitute
you are reenacting Taft-Hartley.

Mr. SABATH. No, that is the last
thing I propose to do. By voting for the
Sims substitute we will at least have some
semblance of a fair labor bill. I state
again so that there be no misunderstand-
ing, I am opposed to the reenactment of
the Taft-Hartley Act.

Mr. Chairman, I have always main-
tained that we should give men a living
wage so that they can decently provide
for their families and also provide de-
cent working conditions, and I am sat-
isfied that they will not quit their em-
ployment. But when laboring men ob-
serve in the news and press the tre-
mendous profits their employers are
making and the luxuries they are enjoy-
ing, they feel that they are entitled to
decent treatment and, not being able to
obtain it through appeals to their em-
ployers, unfortunately, at times, they
have been obliged to give up their em-
ployment in the hope that their appeals
would receive consideration. In years
gone by, the employer instead of agree-
ing to negotiate with labor, would obtain
from an overly-friendly corporation
Judge, on the merest technicality and
often without a hearing, an injunction
under which a union would be enjoined
and its members and officials held in con-
tempt of court and, of course, without a
trial by jury, were frequently sentenced
to terms of imprisonment. After many
years, this outrageous abuse and unfair-
ness was abolished by Congress and, not-
withstanding the abolishment of the in-
junction, labor for many years continued
to produce until today our industrial
production is from 100 to 150 percent
higher, with fewer strikes and, as I have
stressed, this higher production having
been attained without the use of the
injunction.

Mr, Chairman, I should like to call
attention to the fact that the Congress
has received a mandate from the Ameri-
can people to return to the principles of
free collective bargaining by repealing
the Taft-Hartley Act. This infamous
piece of legislation was conceived in
hatred and born in anger, fathered by
the National .\ssociation of Manufactur-
ers, mothered by the Republican Eight-
ieth Congress and nursed by Wall Street
and its pawns.

Mr. Chairman, regardless of the state-
ments made against the Lesinski bill
by the reactionary Republicans, con-
trolled and dictated to by the National
Association of Manufacturers represent-
ing the largest and richest industries and
aided, unfortunately, by some reaction-
ary Tory Democrats, the vast majority of
the American people are satisfied that
the Lesinski bill is a fair bill that will
beyond doubt bring about more friendly
relations between labor and manage-
ment. It is a bill which will bring about
healthier and more peaceful conditions

5529

and will insure better understanding and,
Irepeat, is generally approved by all fair=
minded citizens.

It is to be regretted, Mr. Chairman,
that companies and corporations which
have accumulated the highest profits in
their history, which have enabled them
to expand their plants with these tremen-
dous profits and thereby increasing their
production from 100 to 200 percent, are
those behind the opposition to the Lesin-
ski bill.

At this point, I desire to insert as part
of my remarks an article appearing in
the April issue of the National Farmers
Union which directs attention and bears
out the profits made by big business in
1948. It is as follows:

Bic BUSINESS 1948 PROFITS ARE BONANZA o

The profit report from big business for 1948
is just in, and the grab was even better than
most people expected.

We get our information from a March issue
of the Wall Street Journal.

A front-page story said: “For business gen-
erally it turns out the year 1948 was the most
profitable ever. A Wall Street Journal study
of the annual reports of 376 important com-
panies in two dozen industries shows these
firms had profits of nearly five and a quarter
billion dollars last year, more than 23 percent
above 1947,

PILED HIGH

The Journal goes on to say “that 1947 earn-
ings were 47.8 percent greater than those of
1046, and that 1946 profits topped 1945 about
34 percent.”

- - - * L]

The graph showing the profit taken by
groups of industries is sufficient unto itself,
but here are a few reports from individual
firms that you will be interested in:

National Dairy Products jumped its profit
from $23,159,391 In 1947 to §25,358,546 in
1948, or, putting 1t another way, 1948 profits
were $4.03 a common share, compared with
$3.68 in 1947,

General Foods hiked its profits from
$18,300,000 in 1947 to a fat $24,600,000 in
1948.

The DuPont company did even better. Its
1048 net profits were $157,445,622, compared
to $120,009,760 in 1947.

The huge General Motors Corp. skyrocketed
profits from $287,991,373 in 1947 to the as-
tronomical figure of $440,447,724 in 1048,

General Electrict didn’t do bad either.
Net profits in 1948 were $123,835,316, or
$30,000,000 more than in 1947,

The rallroads were doing all right, tco.
For instance, the New York, Chicago & ‘St.
Louis Railroad increased net profits 87.756
percent, The 1947 figure was $8,178,733, and
1948 profits equalled well over $15,000,000.

Here are some final profit figures taken at
random:

Inland Steel Co.:

1947 $29, B88, 558

F L e e e R SRy T 38, 606, 688
Standard Oil of California:

I e o e 107, 268, 575

1848 < -- 161, 491, 832
Texas Ol Co.:

1947 - 106,312, 617

O e 166, 980, 989
Ohio Oil C

. 1 L O S R S T e 29, 161, 496

TOEB o e T R e 49, 383, 168
Sears Roebuck:

17y (OO R e e e Do 167, 739, 832

1948 i 137, 206, 016
Montgomery Ward

T e I e e 59, 050, 068

O e 63, 232, 076
Republic Steel:

1847 31, 018, 418

5[ AT e S R 46, 438, 382
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The proposed Yegislation is all-impor-
tant in that rules and regulations must
be formulated in an equitable and just
manner between labor and capital in
view of the public interest. Hence the
importance of enacting H. R. 2032, com~
monly known as the Lesinski bill, which
does just that and amends the Wagner
Act. This amendment to the Wagner
Act calls for “fair and rational changes”
in the National Labor Relations Act of
1935, which contained no provisions
making action on the part of a union
unfair labor practice.

The Wagner Act only concerned itself
with the question of collective bargain-
ing because corporations interfered with
the rights of workers to bargain collee=-
tively by use of labor spies, yellow-dog
*contracts, and other unfair devices.

The Wagner Act did not attempt to
deal with speed-ups, arbitrary dis-
charges, favoritism in hiring, unhealthy
working conditions, and unsafe premises.
It did not deal with kick-backs, sweat-
shop wages, unfair promotions, or any
of the other management “unfair labor
practices.”

The provisions in the Lesinski bill
relative to unfair labor practices, as set
forth in section 8 (b) (1), make it illegal
to declare a strike or a secondary boy-
cott to force an employer to deal with
one union where another union has been
certified by the National Labor Relations
Board; also, where the National Labor
Relations Board has certified another
union or where there is an existing union
as a bargaining agent.

In this section also are covered cases
where one union, through use of a strike
or boycott, tries to require an employer
to deal with it, contrary to the ruling of
the National Labor Relations Board.
Thus, it is made possible under this
section for a company union controlled
by the employer, or let us say a weak
and designing union not interested in
the welfare of the labor man, to deal with
the employer and accept wages much
below those fixed in the industry.

Therefore, unions are foreed under
this section to depend upon the fairness
and integrity of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board and also upon the judicial
decisions to make steadfast the wage
levels and the bargaining position of the
employer with whom the union has
entered into agreements.

While section 8 (b) (1) represents a
decided basic change in the Wagner Act
of 1935, it should be noted that union
labor is considerably worried, and justly
so, about the possible misinterpretations
which might result in the course of
events with reference to this section.

Just as uncertainty prevails with re-
gard to this section, the enforcement
provisions relative to secondary boycott
serve to point out the unjustified use of
the secondary boycott. The Wagner Act
provided for only National Labor Rela-
tions Board proceedings against unfair
labor practices of employers, while the
Taft-Hartley secondary boycotts by
unions are met with immediate and man-
datory injunctions, action for damages
suffered by any party, loss of employee
status, and improper labcr proceedings.
The Lesinski bill adjusts the differences
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and requires that both the employer and
union shall come under the same pro-
visions and under the same prohibitions.

There is dealt with in the Lesinski hill
another unfair union labor practice
which prohibits unions from participat-
ing in a jurisdictional strike or boycott
forcing an employer to assign a particu-
lar work task in opposition to a ruling by
the National Labor Relations Board.
Under section 9, which is new, the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board is required
to hear and determine such jurisdictional
disputes following provisions set forth in
the act. And if the Board appoints an
arbitrator, his decision is as effective as
that of the Board itself.

Under the Lesinski bill, the union
member may be protected in his rights
and prosper as an American citizen. Un-
der it also the employer is protected in
his rights and is able to prosper. Both
parties deal with each other at arms
length and cannot be heard to complain.
It is reasonable to expect that a weak
union with no control over its members
can bring about substandard living
wages and unhealthy working conditions,
thus making for poor output and low
production as well as an unhealthy and
dissatisfied laboring man and employer.

Instead of leaving these matters to
chance, the Lesinski bill proposes that
the Government acting for the people
shall sit as an umpire with the right to
make final decision and returns to the
Department of Labor its jurisdiction over
labor matters. Fair and just action on
the part of the National Labor Relations
Board will result in removing conflict
from the field of Iabor relations, harmful
not only to labor and industry, but con-
stﬂ;tlztjng a distinct threat to the public
weal.

I commend labor for the stand it has
taken in conceding the right of Govern-
ment to step in and deal with a second-
ary boycott or strike, which is a funda-
mental right of labor whereby an em-
ployer is compelled to bargain with labor.

We find labor submitting to imposed
conditions such as entering into and
executing contracts, service of notice of
termination or modification of contracts,
prohibition of strikes in violation of con-
tracts, arranging means and methods of
adjustments of these agreements, and
taking part and cooperating in the hear-
ings before the United States Concilia-
tion Service, which helps the disputants
in establishing procedures of settlement
as well as making arbitrators available.
Added to these mechanics are the ad-
visory labor management committees to
the Secretary of Labor which add their
assistance further in the hopes of adjust-
ing settlements. 7

‘We come to another question dealt
with in this legislation, namely, that of
national emergency disputes. Since the
Wagner Act does not provide for settle-
ment of these disputes, the Lesinski bill
applies the provisions of the Railway
Labor Act whjch has worked so well since
1926. Therein we have a voluntary 30-
day cooling off period, after Presidential
proclamation, that an emergency exists.
Then comes the selection of an emer-
gency board, armed wtih sufficient power
to attempt adjustment, but in the event
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‘of failure in effecting & settlement to

report to the President with its recom-
mendation, 25 days after the President’s
proclamation.

Another important section which is
written into the Lesinski bill is that
which gives full force and legal effect to
all union security contracts arrived at by
free and voluntary action. Section 8 (3)
of the Wagner Act is supplemented by the
Lesinski bill in this manner, Union se-
curity provisions are made valid only in |
unfriendly labor States where they are
valid, while the Taft-Hartley law did
away with the closed shop making the
union shop legal only after an election
was held. The unions could only seek
discharge of employees upon failure to
pay dues under the Tafi-Hartley bill.
State laws are more restrictive than the
Taft-Hartley law are permitted. This
amendment under the Lesinski bill,
therefore, is protective of interstate com-
petition to weaken unions.

Another salutary and effective pro-
vision of the Lesinski bill makes changes
in the structure of the power of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board by with-
drawing from it, concern over minor de-
tails, thereby speeding up its action and
decisions. Its work is delegated to a
panel of three members. This makes for
a speedy discharge of the business at
hand.

A brief statement of the defects in the
present Taft-Hartley law wwhich are cor-
rected by the Lesinski bill are set forth:

First. The employer charging that he
is the victim of an unlawful strike is
heard immediately and ahead of the
pending complaints filed by the union
against the employer., These must wait
for the long-drawn-out and complicated
processes under the present Taft-Hart-
ley law.

Second. Union members striking dur-
ing the life of the agreement or before the
time limit of 60 days are discharged
promptly and without right to be re-
stored to their jobs. But the employer
discharging a worker is charged only
with an unfair labor practice.

Third. An unfair labor practice charge
by the employer empowers the Board to
seek a mandatory injunction against
the union, but no such remedy exists on
behalf of the union.

Fourth. A suit for damage lies against
the union for damages arising out of
sympathetic strikes or boycotts, but the
union does not have a similar cause of
action.

Fifth. The employer during a strike
for a new agreement may hire nonunion
workers who are permitted to vote in the
event of a petition heing filed before the
National Labor Relations Board for a
certificate of election. But the strikers
are not permitted to vote in this instance.

Sixth. In every complaint made by the
employer, he may give his own inter-
pretation of the agreement. The union
in cases where complaints are made by
individuals cannot give its interpreta-
tion upon the various clauses of the
contract.

Seventh. The employer is not required
to file a financial statement when he
appeals to the Board. The union, on
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the other hand, is forced to file a finan-
cial report.

Eighth. The union officers must swear
as to their political beliefs before they
can apply to the Board, while the em-
ployer need not do so and still is per-
mitted the use of the Board procedure.

Ninth. Union cases are subjected to
delays during the period when registra-
tion and affidavits are reguired, and
when finanecial reports are due. The
employers’ eases are heard expeditiously.

Tenth. The unions are prevented from
opposing sweatshop labor within their
industry, if they refuse to handle non-
union goods. The employer on the other
hand is permitted by law to destroy and
violate union standards in his contract
with the union by use of sweatshop
goods and sweatshop employees.

Mr. Chairman, the unfairness of the
Taft-Hartley Act which estops a mem-
ber of a union from contributing a dol-
lar to his organization for the purpose of
disseminating truthful information to
its members, which information is in-
variably not given them by the capitalistic
press or by columnists and commenta-
tors, the latter whose time is paid for by
the largest and most powerful corpora-
tions, is most unjust to labor. But it is
perfectly permissible under the Taft-
Hartley Act for the large corporation
stockholders and members of their fami-
lies, although restricted to political dona-
tions of $5,000, to indirectly contribute
$25,000, $50,000, and more, to political
campaigns, saying nothing of the activity
of the National Association of Manu-
facturers, representing many industrial-
ists, who raise millions of dollars to spread
their propaganda of half truths and false
information in their fight against labor.

The plea that individual workers need
protection from so-called hig unionism
is ridiculous and is tantamount to plac-
ing a flock of defenseless sheep under
the protection of a pack of wolves. Does
it not strike you as peculiar that the very
groups which enslaved the individual
worker before the rise of unionism are
the same groups which have recently
taken such a so-called benevolent atti-
tude toward them—at least in their pub-
lic statements? Of ccurse, they are the
same people who in the past resisted
the passage of the Norris-LaGuardia and
Wagner Acts. It is a fact that during
the life of the Wagner Act, passed by a
Democratic Congress, labor as well as in-
dustry have prospered as never before.
Yet, under the provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act, the protection that has been
accorded all unions, and especially to the
small, weak unions that are struggling
for existence, have been removed.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I wish
to say that the contributions of the
American laboring man, his physical ef-
forts and ingenuity have served to de-
velop our country to the world power it
is today. The part that labor has played
and will continue to play in the future de-
velopment of the Nation’s resources and
requirements demand that every fair and
just consideration be given this largest
segment of our population. In the im-
mortal words of William Jennings Bryan,
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which I heard him utter and which I
repeat:
Thou shalt not press down upon the hrow

of labor this crown of thorns—you shalt not
crucify mankind upon & cross of gold.

Mr. IRVING. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr, IRVING. Mr, Chairman,Iam op-
posed to several of the provisions of the
Sims’ amendment. The reason for my
opposition is that they do nothing that
is not done by the Lesinski bill. I have
stated before that I feel that the pro-
visions in the Lesinski bill covering boy-
cofts, jurisdictional disputes and national
welfare, and emergencies in the Lesinski
bill are adequate and workable. This
has been my position and nothing has
been said or offered here to convince me
that my position is unsound. Therefore
as a member of the subcommittee I feel
that although there might be some pro-
visions which I personally would not
object to in Mr. Sims’ amendment, I
cannot consistently support it. How-
ever, it is in my opinion certainly pref-
erable to the Wood amendment which
of course is as you well know the opposi-
tion's bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI] is recognized
for 12 minutes.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to take this opportunity to thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KELLEY], chairman of the subcommittee,
and the members who have put up a
loyal fight for labor legislation. I realize,
however, that all legisiation is a compro-
mise, and I am going to ask my commit-
tee to stand by loyally and pass the Sims
amendment. There is nothing else left
to do. Unless you vote for the Sims
amendment you are going to get the
Wood bill, which is worse than the Taft-
Hartley Act. So I again say, let us stand
shoulder to shoulder with labor and win.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, let
us pause for a moment and see what the
legislative situation is at the present time
as we are about to vote. The Wood
amendment is pending to the committee
bill. To that is pending the Sims substi-
tute.

There being no perfecting amendments
before the Committee at this time to the
Wood amendment, the vote now is be-
tween the Sims substitute and the Wood
amendment. The Sims substitute will be
voted upon first.

It seems to me that those Members who
are opposed to either the Sims substitute
or the Wood amendment ought to vote
for the Sims amendment in preference
to the Wood amendment. On the other
hand, it seems to me that those Members
on both sides who believe that the Taft-
Hartley Act is too drastic and that the
Wood amendment is too drastic should
also vote for the Sims amendment. The

5531

Sims amendment incorporates in it cer-
tain proposals with which I am not al-
together in agreement, but I will go along
with them, because they represent a real
honest approach to the establishment of
a peaceful relationship in the indusirial
field between management and labor.

I join with the Speaker in urging the
adoption of the Sims amendment. When
we go back into the House the Sims
amendment will be the first matter of
consideration in the House. I therefore
hope the Sims amendment will be
adopted.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr, Chair-
man, I offer a preferential motion,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Boees of Louisiana moves that the
Committee do now rise and report the bill
to the House with the recommendation that
the enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order that that motion has
just been voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
mistaken. The previous motion was
withdrawn by unanimous consent.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I make the point of order it is
dilatory. Isthe gentleman going to press
his motion?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair over-
rules the point of order.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the Chair should ask if the
gentleman is opposed to the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Louisiana opposed to the bill?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I insist on the point of order.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. The gen-
tleman favors the Sims compromise,

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The
gentleman from Louisiana does not qual-
ify.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman does
not qualify.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER, Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman
and gentlemen of the Committee, despite
the confusion that has reigned here to-
day, the issues are still easy to see and
are still clearly drawn. Two philos-
ophies clash in this House today, the
same philosophies that have heen clash-
ing down through the years. The con-
flict is as old as the Republican Party,
as old as the Democratic Party, as old
as Alexander Hamilton, and as old as
Thomas Jefferson. On one side we have
the Democratic philosophy, equal rights
for all, special privileges for none, gov-
ernment of all the people, by all the
people, in the interest of all the people.
On the other side the Republican phi-
losophy of a government of all the peo-
ple by a privileged class in the interest
of that class and that philosophy is seek-
ing today to bind labor and deliver it
helpless into the hands of the National
Association of Manufacturers and the
300 richest families in the United States.
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The Democratic Party has the only
record of liberalism in the United States
today. The Republican philosophy was
tried out from 1920 to 1932 and failed
utterly. The Democratic philosophy
was given direction of the country when
it was on the brink of disaster in 1932.
Almost 10,000 banks had failed in the
United States during the previous 12-
year period, our farmers were bankrupt,
our financial structure a national ruin,
our great life-insurance companies tot-
tering, our labor jobless and in rags,
without money, without credit, and with-
out hope. Today after more than 16
years of Democratic rule our farmers are
receiving the best prices in peacetime
history for their food and fiber. Labor
is employed at good wages, our bank
deposits are guaranteed, there is more
money in savings accounts than ever be-
fore, more people own their homes than
ever before. There are more boys and
girls in colleges and universities than
ever before, Our factories and mines,
in faet all our industries, are producing
at capacity. There are more radios,
washing machines, refrigerators, and
bathtubs in American homes than ever
before.

We have a minimum wage, production
credit, Federal land banks, the Security
and Exchange Act, assistance for our
aged, social security, soil-conservation
program, and REA. It is all Democratic
legislation, the result of Demoecratic phi-
losophy. So you see, my colleagies on
the right-hand side of this House, we
have everything for which to be proud.
The people of the United States have en-
trusted to the Democratic Members of
this Congress the task of repealing the
Taft-Hartley law and the Aiken farm
bill. Are we going to prove true to that
trust or are we going to demonstrate that
we are not worthy of the confidence the
voters placed in us when they sent us to
Washington to represent them in this
Congress? Everybody knew what the
Truman program was when they cast
their ballots last November. He pro-
claimed it from one end of this Nation
to the other. No Member of this House
can plead ignorance, The Democratic
Party was pledged to the repeal of the
Taft-Hartley law and I hope and trust
that the Members of this House will
prove true to that pledge.

The mail that has flooded my desk for
weeks regarding the labor law carried a
lesson before it was opened. The letters
coming from the laboring men and their
wives, praying for the repeal of the Re-
publican law that bound them, came for
the most part written on cheap station-
ery, usually just a sheet torn from a
5-cent pencil tablet, but the pro-Taft-
Hartley literature was printed or litho-
graphed on paper so slick that a fly
would have broken his neck had he
alighted on it. We must choose today
whether we will remain true to the faith
of our fathers. Whether we will remain
true to the teachings of the Democratic
Party or whether we will be deceived by
the welter of propaganda and fail to do
what we know we ought to do, repeal the
Taft-Hartley law.

The only reason the Taft-Hartley law
has not absolutely destroyed organized

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

labor is that so far it has never been
enforced. If it ever is enforced in all
its ramifications, it will utterly destroy
every labor organization in the land.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, the
statement has been made many times by
responsible leaders of organized labor
that the Taft-Hartley Act tends to de-
stroy the right of labor to organize or
to engage in free collective bargaining.
When that statement is macde some sup-
porters of the Taft-Hartley Act always
sit back smugly and say, “Well, why not
be specific?”

I shall be specific in these remarks,
I cite a case that happened recently in
the State of Ohio. It is a case which il-
lustrates the many ways in which em-
ployers take advantage of the Taft-
Hartley Act—not as is so frequently
claimed in the columns of the press or
even in speeches in this House, but to
destroy honest, free, legitimate labor
unions.

Cases like this one fortify my strong
belief that if we are to make progress
toward a strong, democratic industrial
society in America, the Taft-Hartley Act
must be immediately repealed, and the
Lesinski bill passed by the Congress.

For we cannot build a strong, demo-
cratic industrial society in which the ba-
sic law governing labor-management re-
lations is a law loaded, in its every de-
tail, to give all the advantages to the
employer. Such a law injures the mo-
rale of working men and women., If
produces bitterness and dismay. It can,
over the long run, weaken the whole-
some support for our democratic society
which all of us wish to support and
strengthen.

Recently, in the city of Columbus,
Ohio, a union of the CIO—the Play-
things, Jewelry, and Novelty Workers
Union, a labor organization with a fine
record of Americanism—undertook to
organize the workers at the Fred D,
Pfening Co., a fabricating company with
about 35 eligible workingmen.

This legitimate effort to win the ad-
herence of the workers to a bona fide
union, in order to engage in collective
bargaining negotiations over wages and
working conditions, was met by the com-
pany with a continuous series of propa-
ganda actions which seem to me to go
far beyond the meaning of free speech.

On February 7, for instance, accord-
ing to an affidavit signed by the chair-
man of the union, the company dis-
tributed a mimeographed letter to all its
employees.

This company letter concluded with
this paragraph:

We just can’'t take the punishment of
fighting to get business to keep employing
you and fight with a union at the same
time. Without a union, we think we can
make it; with a union, we don’t believe we
can. We have to sell it before we can make
it. With the threat of a unien, there isn't
much reason for us to beat our bralns trying.
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Note the threat, throughout this letter,
to throw the workers out of their jobs
if they vote for a union to represent them,
as millions of other American workers
are similarly represented in their deal-
ings with corporation managements.

The chairman of the union, in his
sworn affidavit, stated that the employer
would have no dealings with any union
or any supporter of any union. He pre-
dicted that after the election there would
be a lot of new faces around the plant.
Throughout the conversation between the
head of the union and the head of the
firm, there was the implication that men
who supported the union would lose their
jobs. The employer even cited the names
of the first two men who would be dis-~
missed if the union won the election.

On February 23, the day of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board election,
the management distributed two notices
to all the employees. One hinted broadly
that there would soon be reductions in
the working force; the other announced
that the plant would be closed that aft-
ernoon, but that employees were in-
vited to a meeting which the company
said, “we believe will be to your interest
to attend.” Needless to say, employees
of the company believed it would be wise
for them to attend that management-
sponsored meeting.

At the meeting, Mr. Fred Pfening, the
head of the company, gave the men this
advice as reported in the affidavit:

I am not going to tell you how to vote, but
I hope that you will vote 100 percent against
the CIO.

And he threatened that if the com-
pany found out who had started the CIO
in the plant, the man would be promptly
fired.

He charged that the CIO was domi-
nated by Communists, although it is
clear from the record that the over-
whelming mass of CIO members and
their responsible leaders are good Amer-
icans who abhor, and who have taken
successful steps against, Communist in-
filtration; and he referred, as the affi-
davit pointed out, to the amount of un-
employment in Columbus—obviously to
indicate by inference once again that
supporters of the union would lose their
jobs if the union won the election.

This “strategy of terror” had its effect,
of course, upon the men who worked in
that company. Although two-thirds of
them had voluntarily signed union ap-
plication cards, a small majority voted
against the union in the election.

There is no question that this constant
stream of threats against the union and
the jobs of the men was directly respon-
sible for the defeat of the union.

It seems clear to me, also, that the
decent boundaries of free speech were
far exceeded in this case. This was not
a presentation of viewpoint by an em-
ployer—to which he is certainly entitled.
No; under the cloak of free speech was
contained a whole series of threats and
promises—a deliberate use of fear psy-
chology and fabrications to discourage
unionism. This is no more free speech
than was the case to which the Supreme
Court Justice referred when he said that
free speech does not permit a man to
scream “fire” in a crowded movie house.
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This type of open antiunionism, with
its threats, its intimidations, and its
promise of discrimination, is a direct
result of the Taft-Hartley Act. I recall
that some sponsors of the Taft-Hartley
law sought, 2 years ago, to justify this
legislative proposal on the basis that
unions were completely in the ascend-
ancy. But, as Dr, William Leiserson,
distinguished former member of the
National Labor Relations Board, pointed
out recently, there are millions of work-
ers still unorganized, and there are great
numbers of workers in unions whose bar-
gaining power is still very weak.

They are pecple who are hurt, and hurt
badly, by the one-sided Taft-Hartley
Act. And I fear that as time goes on,
if this law is not repealed, the bargain-
ing strength of even the most powerful
unions will be seriously impaired. That
will not be good for labor, for manage-
ment, for the publie, or for the general
welfare of this great Nation.

The case I have mentioned is a specific
instance of the harm that follows from
the one-sided protection which the Taft-
Hartley Act gives to employers, and the
bias and hostility which it manifests for
every type of union activity.

The Taft-Hartley Act should be re-
pealed, and the Lesinski bill as amended
enacted into law in order that we may
move back to the path of fair and friend-
ly labor-management relations—in
which Government sets the basic rules
and allows the two parties at the col-
lective-bargaining table to work togeth-
er, on an equitable basis, for the welfare
of all. I support the Sims substitute in
preference to the Wood amendment. I
vigorously oppose the Wood amendment,
which is much akin to the Taft-Hartley
Act. The Taft-Hartley Act, Mr. Chair-
man, represents the first shameful, ugly
step toward fascism taken in the Con-
gress of the United States. Attacks upon
labor unions and farmers and consumer
cooperation were the first steps toward
fascism in Italy, Germany, and Spain.

I, Otto Berk, first belng duly sworn, attest
that I live at 812 Sullivant Avenue, Columbus,
Ohio, and that,

I am the duly elected chairman of the
organizing committee of the employees of
the Fred D. Pfening Co., 1075 West Fifth
Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, and that

The following is to the best of my recol-
lection a true account of the attempts made
by Fred D. Pfening, Sr., my employer, to
intimidate and coerce me to vote against the
Playthings, Jewelry, and Novelty Workers
International Union, CIO, in the collective-
bargaining election held by the National
Labor Relations Board on February 23, 1949,

On or about February 7, 1949, I received
a mimeographed letter signed “The Manage-
ment of Your Company,” which is attached
hereto and marked "A.’

This letter concludes with the rollowing
paragraph:

“We just can't take the punishment of
ﬂghtlng to get business to keep employmg
you and fight with a union at the same time,
Without a union we think we can make it;
with a union we don't believe we can. We
have to sell it before we can make it, With
the threat of a union there isn't much reason
for us to beat our brains out trying.

“THE MANAGEMENT OF YOUR COMPANY.”

I was first approached in person by Mr.
Fred D. Pfening, Sr., on or about Friday,
February 18, 1£49. DMr. Pfening, Sr., asked
what I knew about the union and who had

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

slzned membership cards. I answered, "I am
a member."”

Mr. Pfening, Sr., then told me that he
would have no dealings with any union or
anyone supporting a union. He said that
after the election was over there would be a
lot of new faces around the plant.

His entire conversation indicated to me
that those of us participating in union affairs
would be fired.

He showed me a slip of paper with two
names—Leroy Stevens, of the sheet-metal
department, and Roy Harris, of the welding
department. Mr. Pfening, Sr., said that these
would be the first men fired and if the others
wanted to hold their jobs they had better get
wise. He sald there would not be any work
around there (the plant) for any union man.

He sald that no man would ever get to
bargain with him, now or at any other time,
and he added, “I don't give a damn who the
man is."

The following night I received a telephone
call at my home from Mr. Pfening, Sr. Mr.
Pfening, Sr., again urged me to drop out of
the union and told me that if I did he would
“take care of me.” He again asked me who
were the other employees who had signed

- membership cards in the union and I again

refused to tell him.

At exactly 11:57 a. m., February 23, 1949,
3 minutes before we normally cease work for
lunch, the superintendent of the company,
Mr. J. W. Brazelton, handed two mimeo-
graphed papers to each employee as he was
working. These mimeographed sheets are
attached hereto and marked “B.”

The statements told us that there would
be no work of any kind in the shop that
afternoon and that we should ring out at
12 noon. This was the first time that we
had been laid off for an afternoon, in my
recollection. In my opinion, the language
used in these notices was designed to scare
me into voting against the union in the elec-
tion that afternoon.

One of the mimeographed papers invited
us to attend a meeting in the shop at 1 p. m.
that day—which was 2 hours before election
was scheduled to begin—and I attended that
meeting,

All of the employees who attended were
addressed by Mr, Fred D. Pfening, Sr. Mr.
Pfening, Sr., spoke for gquite some time and
the following is, to the best of my recollec-
tion, what he had to say. Mr. Pfening, Sr.,
told us, “I am not going to tell you how to
vote, but I hope you will vote 100 percent
against the CIO.” He also stated, “If the
union wins the election, you will never sit
across the table from me to negotiate any-
thing.” He asked us who started the union
in the plant. Nobody answered. Then he
acked if the CIO approached the men in the
plant, or did the employees approach the
CIO. Nobody answered. Then Mr. Piening,
Br., sald, “If I find out who started the
union, I will get rid of him."

He showed us some newspaper clippings
about unemployment in Columbus, and he
said that if the CIO won the election, he
wasn't going to risk his health by keeping
the company geing. He showed us some other
clippings about the strike at the American
Zinc Oxide Co. and he said that the CIO
was dominated by Communists.

Just before the meeting ended, he said
again, "I am not going to tell you how to
vote, but I know you will vote for me 100
percent.”

Many times, as I met Mr. Pfening, Sr., in
the plant in the weeks before the election,
he would say to me, “Be careful of the com-
pany you are keeping.” I asked him what
company, and he answered, “The Commu-
nists.”

The day after the election the plant re-
sumed work on its normal schedule, and we
have not lost any time since then, which
proves to me that the statement that the
plant was going to close down was designed
to also scare us into voting against the union,
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After the election was over and the union
had notified the company that it was protest=
ing the election, I was approached by James
H. MNabors, roadman of the Pfening Co., at
my hiome. This conversation took place on
or about March 18, 1949.

He told me that Mr. Plening, Sr., couldn’t
come to me himself, but that if I would drop
out of the union “old man Pfening knew that
it would collapse.” He told me that if I
went to Mr, Pfening, Sr., and told him that
I had pulled out, he knew that “I could
have anything I want for my asking.”

At the same time he sald, “as for that guy
Harris (referring to Leroy Harris, vice presi-
dent of the organizing committee), when I
catch Harris off the company property, I am
going to beat hell out of him.”

I have been employed by the Fred D. Pfen-
ing Co. for the past 415 years as chief lay-out
man.

OTtro M. EERE.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
4th day of April 1949, in the State of Ohio,
county of Franklin, city of Columbus,

[sEAL] GERALDINE O'BRIEN,

Notary Public.

My commission expires December 5, 1950.

- ExXHIBIT A
THERE ARE TWO SIDES TO EVERY STORY

A CIO union called, of all things, play-
things, jewelers, and novelty workers is mak-
ing a desperate attempt to unionize our plant
employees. Certainly we are not jewelers;
surely we make no toys unless they think
they can make playthings out of our em-
ployees, we can see no point * * * and
no union, by whatever name, can help you.
Union organizers make a lot of extravagant
promises—they are skilled salesmen in their
line—they are sharpshooters with plausible
arguments—they go to a union school just to
learn how to fool a group of men into sign-
ing cards * * * in our shop they got
cards signed under the pretense that it would
merely admit the signers to a union meet-
ing. ®* * * Too late these men found
they had actually signed in favor of a un-
ion organization. * * * Some of our men
were smart enough to catch onto this trick
and rightfully refused to have anything fur-
ther to do with the union stooges. * * *

It takes more than metal and labor to
make & business. It takes more than pay-
ing a man $20 per month to be president of a
shop union, to make him big and smart
enough to tell the owners how to run their
business * * * {if he was that smart,
he would be worth more than $20 and, if so,
he would be in business for himself,

If you read the papers and listen to the
radio (something besides sports and the fun-
nies) you know that business is sliding fast;
that unemployment has increased by 2,000,-
000 since December and worsening. The
people with money are so scared they are
selling their securities. The stock market
on last Saturday fell $2,000,000,000—all be-
cause these people are afrald of the future.
Well, we're afraid, too.

Business is down, our business is down,
employment is down, and frankly, we are
worried about the whole thing, * * ¢
Are you worrled, too?

We just can’t take the punishment of fight-
ing to get business to keep employing you and
fight with a union at the same time, With-
out a union we think we can make it; with a
union we don't believe we can. We have to
sell it before we can make it. With the threat
of a union there isn't much reason for us to
beat our brains out trying.

TaE MANAGEMENT OF YOUR COMPANY.

FEBRUARY 7, 19490.

ExHBIT B

Due to several conditions beyond our con-
trol, there will be no work of any kind in our
shop this afterncon. Please ring out at 12
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noon. We suggest that you have your lunch
as usual. You are invited to attend a meet-
ing in the shop at 1 p. m. which we believe
will be to your interest to attend. The law
forbids us to hold & meeting of employees
during working hours. * * *

The election will be held at 3 p. m. under
the supervision of a United States labor
examiner. Only one man is in the election
booth at a time; your ballot is secret. No
one will know how you vote unless you tell
it yourself. We urge that each of our reg-
istered employees cast his vote.

A list of employees entitled to vote today
has been furnished to the election official.
Each name will be checked as he votes. We
want every eligible man to vote., Don't run
out. Vote as you think—but vote.

JANUARY 31, 1049,
J. W. BrazeLTON, Superintendent:

Rust and corrosion: For some time we have
been replacing panels and doors which rusted
out after being installed in bakeries, par-
ticularly in proof boxes. Fermentation rooms
and bread coolers, carrying a lower tempera-
ture and humidity, have not been affected
so much as proof boxes. All replacements
have been made free of charge. This has
become so0 expensive we are compelled to stop
production until the cause is found.

Cause: From tests in the shop and surveys
in the fleld, we find zinc-coated steel sheets
have insufficient zinc to protect the steel sur-
face; that the glue used has too much water
in it, together with a dew point, the steel
begins to rust quickly after installation.
Panels brought back from bakeries can be
seen in the factory to sustain this conclusion.

Remedy: Before the war we bought steel
from Armco, which carrled much more zinc
coating and a bonderizing coat. None of
these sheets show rust, although some have
been in service for over 12 years. We are try-
ing to sgain purchase this sheet for panels
and doors (for proof boxes at least), We also
have to develop or find an adhesive contain-
ing no water.

We thought we had the rusting problema
solved by the use of Tropolite on the glue
side of the steel. However, this, too, is rust-
ing. It will cost us thousands of dollars to
replace all these defective panels and doors.

Time: It may take some time to get a
supply of good steel and develop an adhesive.
It is certain we cannot take further risk.
To continue could bankrupt the company.

Curtalled operations: This being the case,
it is unfortunate that we must necessarily
cut down our working force. We have two
bread coolers to build now and a limited
number of paneled fermentation rooms—in
which we can use the old method—and there-
fore keep a certain number of men continu-
ously employed.

Reducing number of employees: You will
immediately consider the jobs and men whom
we can keep at work on a 45-hour weekly
basis. Their employment will be steady and
we trust they will appreciate our efforts to
maintain their usual weekly pay check. If
there are any men who belleve they can get
better jobs elsewhere and wish to leave vol=
untarily, they should be given the first choice
of voluntarily quitting. However, it must
be our privilege to choose those we wish to
retain. * * * It may take 1 to 3 months
to get a new supply and type of steel * * *
at that time we will reconsider reemploying
:Enm who have left our employment at this

e.
THE Frep D. PFENING Co.

Effective immediately.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?
There was no objection.
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Mr, HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
wish at this time to state that I am for
the Lesinski bill and at the same time to
answer the request of the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan that those
seeking repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act
point to the specific provisions of the act
which are wrong. In answering this
request, I confine my remarks, of ne-
cessity, to a few salient provisions of the
act. I do so, not because of the lack
of glaring defects throughout the entire
structure of this now notorious piece of
legislation, but rather because of the lim-
gations on the time allotted me on the

00r.

At the outset I wish to emphasize the
basie difference in philosophies underly-
ing enactment of the Wagner Act and
the Taft-Hartley Act. Prior to August
22, 1947, the keystone of our national
labor policy was the recognition that only
through collective bargaining could the
imbalance between the bargaining posi-
tions of the individual wage earner and
the American industry be corrected, to
enable labor to obtain its fair share of the
products of our economy. Such a policy
recognized the necessity of keeping mass
purchasing power in pace with produc-
tive capacity, an equilibrium which is
essential to the health of a free econ-
omy. Thus collective bargaining was not
only protected under the Wagner Act;
it was also encouraged. But with one
major gqualification. Government in-
tervention in the collective-bargaining
process was restricted to the minimum.

The Taft-Hartley Act was founded
upon the false premise that the wage
earners of this country had become too
powerful in the collective-bargaining
process. At a time when industry was
reporting its highest profits on record it
was ordained that the ability of the
worker to share in decisions affecting
wages, hours, and conditions of work had
to be curbed. Rather than merely pro-
viding the broad principles by which col-
lective bargaining could be carried out,
the act limited the economic weapons
essential to the life and growth of trade-
unions, undermined their security, en-
couraged resort to legalistic attitudes at
the expense of the effectiveness of col-
lective bargaining, and provided arbi-
trary and inequitable procedures for Fed-
eral Government intervention into the
very process of collective bargaining.

Section 8 (a) (3) of the Taft-Hartley
Act bans the closed shop, requires special
elections among employees under section
9 (e) before a union security clause may
be inserted in a contract, and provides
that an employee working under a union-
security clause may be fired only for non-
payment of dues. This proscription of
the closed shop and the restrictions on
union security in general were based upon
the false assumption that union bosses
had become so powerful on the labor
scene that the workers would gladly be
freed from the bondage of union mem-
bership. The results of the union-shop
elections conducted by the National La-
bor Relations Board present a devas-
tating refutation of this assumption. At
a tremendous expense to the American
taxpayers in the conduct of the polls,
hundreds of thousands of workers have
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indicated an overwhelming desire to be
governed by union membership as a con-
dition of employment. In the face of
this evidence, even the sponsors of the
Taft-Hartley Act have recognized the in-
validity of their original assumption and
have endorsed a proposal to rescind the
union-shop-election provisions.

The indiscriminate banning of the
closed shop fails to recognize the impor-
tance of union control over employment
based upon the dignity and skill of a
craft. It fails to recognize the peculiar
nature of certain industries, such as the
building trades and maritime industries,
which have found the closed shop essen-
tial to the effective recruitment of labor
forces. The general restrictions on
union security ignore the proven fact
that secure unions are responsible
unions. The numerous contracts pro-
viding some form of the closed shop, ne-
gotiated in the face of the Taft-Hartley
prohibitions, are ample evidence that

* this blind legislation has forced a resort

to the bootleg practices of the ill-con-
ceived prohibition legislation.

The fiat restrictions on union security
in section 8 (a) (3) must go and with it
the union-shop elections of section 9 (e).

Sections 10 (j) and 10 (1) introduce
a drastic change in the enforcement of
Federal legislation dealing with collec-
tive bargaining. The Wagner Act em-
powered the National Labor Relations
Board to enforce its orders by injunc-
tions after a complete adjudication of
the merits of the case by the Board.
Sections 10 () and 10 (1) of the Taft-
Hartley Act, however, empower the Fed-
eral body to seek summary injunctive re~
straints prior to any Board adjudication.
In specific cases of alleged union illegal
conduct, the general counsel must seek
such injunctive restraints.

The injunction powers have been
evoked in 39 instances—twice against
employers and 37 times against unions.
The cases to date have introduced seri-
ous confusion on the labor scene by vir-
tue of the dual adjudication in the
court’s early prejudgment of the issues
and the Board’s subsequent ruling. The
summary procedures followed have re-
stricted unions in their resort to legiti-
mate economic activities. The provi-
sions have vested Government officials
with far-reaching discriminatory power
that is repugnant to our democratic in-
stitutions. Healthy bargaining relation-
ships do not exist in an atmosphere in
which the threat of injunctions hangs
over the head of the parties. Secctions
10 (j) and 10 (1) have no place in a Fed-
eral legislative pattern which seeks to
foster stable relationships in the labor-
management field,

Section 301 facilitates resort by union
or employer to Federal courts in breach
of contract actions. Section 303 cre-
ates civil remedies by which an employer
may sue a union for damages incurred
from specified illegal conduct of unions.
These sections are based on the premise
that collective-bargaining contracts may
be policed by court actions and that re-
sponsible action in labor relations can
be enforced by judicial reprimand. This
reasoning ignores completely the real-

. ities of relations in the labor-manage-
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ment field. A collective-bargaining con-
tract is a document which regulates the
daily undertakings of the signatory
parties. Groups who must live together
in close contact do not settle their
differences by lawsuits. Nevertheless,
these provisions encourage resort to
court action. They invite thinking in
terms of legal rights; not thinking in
terms of compromise and adjustment of
differences. The philosophy of these
sections runs counter to the very theme
of sound labor relations. They must fall
by the wayside if we are to achieve the
desired goal of stability on the indus-
trial front.

Section 8 (b) (4) (A) provides a blanket
prohibition of secondary boycotts. In
effect, it deprives trade-unions of the
vital economic weapons basic to the
growth of unionism—sa growth that is
essential if the balance between labor
and increasingly centralized manage-
ment is to be maintained. The blanket
ban has made union members strike-
breakers, who are forced to contribute
to their own destruction. It has de-
prived certain unions of the only eco-
nomic sanction available to them in light
of the nature of the industry in which
they work. Tied to the injunction man-
date, section 8 (b) (4) (A) has created
8 pattern of inequitable restriction.
The provision must be erased from the
statute books if we are to enjoy indus-
trial peace in this Nation,

The Taft-Hartley Act pays lip service
to the preservation of the right to strike,
but its provisions cut deep into this basic
prerogative. The indiscriminate ban-
ning of all secondary boycott activity
has seriously restricted the legitimate
concerted activities of unions. More-
over, section 8 (d) provides for a loss of
employee status should a worker strike
before the expiration of a 60-day cool-
ing-off period, regardless of the conduct
of the employer which may have pro-
voked the work stoppage, In section 9
(¢) (3) the all-important right to vote
in a representation election is taken
away from the worker who strikes to
attain legitimate economic henefits.
These sections render meaningless the
sanctimonious professions of the Taft-
Hartley Act that the right to strike is
preserved. The death knell must be
sounded over these antilabor provisions.

The Taft-Hartley Act has introduced
a number of impractical procedural de-
vices which have only plagued the in-
dustrial-relations scene and must be
eliminated. Not only the union-shop-
election provision of section 9 (e) but
also the employer's last-offer vote in the
emergency-strike provision of section 209
(b) has proved impractical and prohibi-
tively expensive to administer., Section
8 (d) introduces the concept of separa-
tion of functions—creating the position
of an independent general counsel en-
trusted with far-reaching administrative
authority and policy-making discretion.
Vast powers have been given to a virtual
labor czar. Indeed, the House Commit-
tee on Executive Expenditures, at the
time when the gentleman from Michigan
was its chairman, felt impelled to ask for
a modification of the general counsel’s
sweeping assertion as to the limitless
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Jjurisdiction of the NLRB under the Taft-
Hartley Act. The creation of the inde-
pendent general counselship has resulfed
in dual policy making at the expense of
orderly administration. In such & sit-
uation, intra-agency frictions were in-
evitable. They have come to light with
the resulting deterioration of effective
administration of our national Ilabor
policy.

It avails us little to talk about a piece-
meal revision of the Taft-Hartley Act.
Its entire framework was based upon a
philosophy of antiunionism which is
blind to the major role of collective bar-
gaining in a free society facing the world-
wide challenge of statism.

It is interesting to note that in the wild
orgy which was the legislative program
of the Eightieth Congress, the party
which raved against bureaucratic, Fed-
eral interference with private rights
fathered a bill which extended Govern-
ment control far beyond anything pre-
viously known in the labor field, except
in wartime. But the workers of the Na-
tion were not fooled. They gave their
clear answer to the antilabor sponsors
of the Taft-Hartley Act by overwhelm-
ingly supporting unionism in thousands
of union-shop elections. Nor was the
electorate of the Nation blind to the is-
sues. In the gratifying manner in which
they kept our great President in the
White House they endorsed his often-
repeated pledge to repeal the Taft-Hart-
ley Act.

In conclusion, I sincerely hope that
this enumeration of some of the evils of
the Taft-Hartley law will bring about a
change of attitude on the part of those
who would continue this act on the books
and convert them to the belief that labor
legislation must be written with the
viewpoint of being fair to all parties con-
cerned, which, in my opinion, and in the
opinion of many other unbiased Mem-
bers of Congress, is exactly what the
Lesinski bill does.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. Smas]
as a substitute for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Woonl.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
for the purpose of saving time, I demand
tellers now.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr., Sms and
Mr. Woob.

The Committee divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
183, noes 211.

So the substitute was rejected.

Mr. KELIEY, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on the
Wood amendment and all amendments
thereto close at 5:40 o'clock,

Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, would the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Keirey]l amend his request and ask
that debate end at 6 o'clock?

Mr. EELLEY., Yes. I will agree to
that.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on the Wood amend-
ment and all amendments thereto close
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at 6 o’clock, the last 5 minutes to be
reserved to the committee.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, the gentle-
man's request means that debate will
end at 6 o'clock, it does not mean an
hour and a half afterward?

Mr. KELLEY. It means exactly 6
o’clock.

Mr, JUDD. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, is it possible to find
out how many amendments there are to
the Wood bill?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot
anticipate that. Many Members have
not sent their amendments to the desk.
But there are now 11 amendments on
the Clerk’s desk.

Mr, HALLECEKE. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, would the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
KrerLrey] revise his request so as to pro-
vide 5 minutes on this side immediately
preceding the 6 minutes allotted to the
committee to close debate?

Mr. KELLEY, That is agreeable, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent, that debate on the Wood amend-
ment and all amendments thereto close
not later than 6 o’clock, the last 5 min-
utes to be reserved for the majority mem=-
bers of the committee, and the 5 min-
utes preceding that to be reserved for
the minority members of the com-
mittee.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. LODGE. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lopce to the
Wood substitute: Page 15, line 24, and page
17, line 11, after the word "methods” in
each such place insert the following: “or (4)
the disclosure by the employee of confiden-
tial informeation of the labor organization,
or (6) conviction of the employee of a felony,
or (6) the employee’s having engaged in con-
duct subjecting the labor organization to
civil damages or criminal penaltles."

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which I have just offered
deals with the so-called union-shop pro-
visions of the Wood substitute. As you
all know, under the Taft-Hartley Act an
employer is permitted to enter into a
union-shop agreement with a labor or-
ganization, which requires that 30 days
after an individual is employed he must
become a member of the union and
remain & member thereafter. In the
Taft-Hartley Act, however, there are
certain exceptions made to this require-
ment of the union-shop agreement.
First, an employee who has been hired
can still keep his job if the union will
not take him in as a member, and if
that employee has tendered to the union
the regular initistion fee and dues.

Likewise, if after the employee has
joined the union he is expelled from the
union for some reason other than his
failure to pay his dues, the union can-
not compel the employer to discharge
that individual. Thus, under the Taft-
Hartley Act, nonpayment of dues is the
sole ground on which a union may expel



5536

a member and still require the employer
to discharge him. The Wood substitute
adds two additional grounds.

Under the Wood substitute, if an em-
ployee has been expelled from the union
because he is a member of the Commu-
nist Party, or a member of some other
subversive organization, the union hav-
ing a union-shop agreement with the
employer can compel the employer to dis-
charge that individual. Similarly, if the
union has expelled an individual for
engaging in an unauthorized or wildeat
strike, the union could compel the em-
ployer to discharge that individual under
the Wood substitute.

The amendment which I have offered
proposes that we add three additional
grounds. I think it would be reasonable
to provide, as does my amendment, that
if an employee is expelled from the union
because he has been found guilty of dis-
closing confidential union information to
the employer, the union be permitted to
require his discharge by the employer.
Unions claim that under the Taft-
Hartley Act they cannot expel an em-
ployer spy from the union and compel
the employer to discharge that individ-
ual. I think their criticism in this re-
gard has a great deal of merit, and so my
amendment adds this additional ground.

If an employee has been convicted of
embezzling union funds or has been con-
victed of some other crime which is a fel-
ony, it seems reasonable to me to permit
the union having a union-shop agree-
ment with an employer to compel the
employer under that agreement to dis-
charge the individual who has been so
convicted, and so my amendment adds
this ground as an additional ground of
expulsion,

Finally, if an individual has been ex-
pelled from the union for doing some-
thing that has subjected the union to
civil damages or criminal liability, I be-
lieve the union having a union-shop
agreement with an employer should have
the right to compel the employer to dis=-
charge that individual. So my amend-
ment adds this as an additional ground
for expulsion.

Summarizing, the three additional
grounds that I propose be added to the
union-shop provisions of the Wood sub-
stitute are as follows:

First. Disclosing confidential
information.

Second. Conviction of a felony.

Third. Engaging in conduct subject-
ing the union to civil damages or crimi-
nal penalties.

I think my amendment is reasonable,
and I urge that it be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Lopce] has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Lobgel.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, for many
days we have been discussing this bill so

union

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—-HOUSE

vital not only to labor and management,
but to the country as a whole. Actually
there can be no labor-management dis-
pute that resolves itself into a work stop-
page that does not affect the public inter-
est. We have now reached the point in
this debate on the momentous question
before us when we must determine
whether we shall repeal the Taft-Hartley
Act and keep it repealed as provided in
the pending bill, H. R. 2032, or repeal the
bill and reenact it under the Wood
amendment, now being discussed and de-
bate on which will end at 6 o'clock this
evening.

I desire to state that I am definitely
against the Wood amendment. It does
nothing for labor except to draw tighter
around the necks of the workers of my
district, the Twenty-third Congressional
District in Bronx County, N. Y., the
noose that was prepared for them by
the Republican-dominated Eightieth
Congress. Perhaps I am too parochial.
The antilabor noose that was uncoiled
by the Eightieth Congress encompassed
all workers the country over, not only
those in my district.

Today we are confronted with the
stark reality that we, as Democrats, must
do everything within our power to repeal
and keep repealed the Tait-Hartley law.
We who are Democrats see a strange
combination working against us to defeat
the will of the people who elected us. We
see the alinement of big business with
the communistic labor element working
in cahoots to bring about the defeat of
the American workingman.

The Republicans do not want the
Thomas-Lesinski bill. The Communists
of the country do not want the Thomas-
Lesinski bill. The Republicans are op-
posed to the administration bill because
they believe that the NAM represents
the American thought on-the problem of
labor relations and the NAM is opposed
now, as in the past, and probably always
will be opposed to equitable treatment of
labor.

Strangely enough, in the effort to de-
feat the repeal of the Taft-Hartley law
is the communistic element of labor in
New York. They are advocating opposi-
tion of every amendment, good, bad, or
indifferent—they want the Taft-Hartley
bill repealed and the Wagner bill rein-
stated without an amendment, the dot-
ting of an “i,” or the crossing of a “t.”
They know that the bill cannot be passed
without a compromise. They oppose any
bill, or any amendment thereto, that
would remedy defects in the Wagner Act
which are recognized by the national
leaders of labor. They do not want to
aid labor—they only want to add to
chaos, They would like to see the Taft-
Hartley Act retained so that they might
make political capital out of labor’s hill
of rights.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot state too
definitely that I am for the Lesinski bill.
At the same time I must say that I have
never taken the position, and I hope
never will, that my thought is final and
beyond me there is no appeal. I am not
Stalin—I am just an American, from an
American community in New York City
called the Bronx, and from a neighbor=
hood that I affectionately call Mott
Haven, I grew up in that neighborhood.
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I went to school there. My children at-
tended the same school. I love that
neighborhood and the people who are in
it. I firmly believe that the laboring
people of my distriet are in favor of the
repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act and the
restoration of the Wagner Act with cor-
rective amendments not opposed by la-
bor, and I shall gladly vote accordingly.
They do not always agree with the votes
that I have cast in Congress, but they are
a broad-minded people who realize that
there are two sides to every page.

Mr. Chairman, I believe, and I sincerely
trust that the people of my district, with
whom I have lived for over 50 years, will
believe, that we cannot decently live if
we are to have, as the law of the land, the
Taft-Hartley law and the Wood amend-
ment thereto. The Wood amendment is
the Taft-Hartley law repealed and re-
enacted. I cannot stomach such hy-
pocrisy.

I cannot close without a tribute to the
distinguished Speaker, Mr. Sam RAYBURN,
of Texas, and the majority leader, Mr.
McCormAck, of Massachusetts, who have
fought so valiantly and courageously to
fulfill the commitments of the Demo-
cratic platform. If we win, the plaudits
of the workers of the country will be
theirs. If we lose, the workers of the
country will know that under the cou-
rageous leadership of our Speaker, Sam
RAveURN, and the indefatigable zeal of
JoHN McCormAcK, we fought the good
fight. But if, in this hour of trouble, we
who are the friends of labor lose, we will
never cease our struggle for a fair deal
and a square deal to labor.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr., Chairman, I offer
an amendment which is at the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lucas: On page
51, line 12, after the word “labor” strike out
the period, insert a comma and the fol-
lowing: "equal representation insofar as
practicable shall be accorded all labor organ-
izations, whether or not such organizations
are national or international in their scope.”

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I think
I have presented for the first time in the
last few days an amendment which is
not controversial. Everyone with whom
I have discussed it has praised the
amendment. The simple reason they
have praised it is because it provides for
equal representation without any com-
pulsion on the part of the appointing
officer, equal representation for inde-
pendent unions on the national labor-
management panel which is appointed
by the President for the purpose of ad-
vising him on the avoidanee of industrial
controversy.

There is in this country a large body
of independent unions which are not af-
filiated with either the CIO or the AFL.
They have in the past been overlooked—
I would not say purposely, but they have
been overlooked—in the appointment of
advisory councils and such committees
as are called upon to advise the President
on labor matters. I think it wise that
we say to the President, who appoints
the officers in this case that independent
unions shall receive consideration. We
do not say that he shall appoint them,
but we merely say that insofar as prac-
ticable these independent unions shall
receive recognition on such boards, I
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believe, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that
it is wise that we express these prec-
atory words in this legislation advising
the President that we hope that he will
look toward the independent unions for
some advice in avoiding labor contro-
Versy.

I hope the membership will support
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MorToN: On
page 15, line 24, after the word “method”
strike out the remainder of the page, and
lines 1 and 2 on page 16, and insert the
following: “And provided further, That
nothing in this act, or in any other statute
of the United States, shall preclude an em-
ployer from notifying a labor organization
(not established, maintained or assisted by
any action defined in section 9 (a) of this
act as an unfair labor practice) of oppor-
tunities for employment with such employer,
or giving such labor organizations a reason-
able opportunity to refer qualified applicants
for such employment.”

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, in the
Wood amendment an attempt was made
to permit the hiring hall in other words,
to permit the closed shop to work in
practice where it was wanted by both
employer and employee. Some of us
felt that it did not go far enough in that
respect and that it only permitted an
employer to inform a union of employ-
ment opportunities.

My amendment merely reasserts that
permission and then states: “And that
the union may be given a reasonable
amount of time for the fulfillment of
those opportunities.”

Mr, BREHM. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MORTON. I yield.

Mr. BREHM. Will not this amend-
ment, if adopted, take care of the ITU
situation with which the gentleman and
I are familiar?

Mr, MORTON. My answer is that it
will; and it will also take care of the
maritime situation in which many of us
are interested.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, MorTON: On
page 63, strike out lines 4, 5, and 6.

Mr. MORTON, Mr. Chairman, this
strikes out the language:

If such representative is the same local
labor organization which is a party to such
collective-bargaining contract.

On Friday last I offered a similar
amendment but failed to include in the
amendment to strike the language as it
occurs in both sections of the bill. On
Friday last this committee adopted my
amendment, but through my own fault
I did not include the language on page
63 as well as the language on page 18.
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The committee has already expressed its
will. This amendment is in the nature
of a clarifying amendment. I hope it is
adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky,

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LonGe to the
substitute: On page 20, strike out lines 1 to
b, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“{c) The Board shall not base any find-
ings of unfair labor practice upon, or set
aside or refuse to hold any election upon the
basis of, any statement of views or argu-
ments, either written or oral (1) if such
statement, considered in the light of all the
relevant circumstances, contains no threat,
express or implied, of reprisal or force, or
offer, express or implied, of benefits, or (2)
if the statement, considered in the light
of all the relevant circumstances, is such as
would justify a district judge in refusing to
submit it to a jury, or In setting aside a ver-
dict based thereon against the person making
it, were the same issues involved in a trial
of such person in a district court of the
United States.”

Mr., LODGE. Mr. Chairman, under
the law and also under the revised Wood
bill an employer is allowed, not only com-
plete freedom of speech—eXcepting
threats or coercion—but in addition no
statements of an employer can be intro-
duced as evidence in any unfair labor
practices case under any circumstances.
There is no doubt complete justification
for the provision that employers should
be allowed freedom of speech. On the
other hand, the provision which does not
allow the courts or the administrative
bodies to take into consideration the em-
ployer’s comments along with all the
other facts in the case goes further than
any provision of law has ever gone in the
past and most lawyers, regardless of their
position on labor legislation agree that
the restriction is too broad.

The amendment which I have pro-
posed would still allow the employer free-
dom of speech but would allow the Board
to take into consideration his remarks,
together with his other conduct in de-
termining whether or not an unfair labor
practice had been committed. The
speech alone, however, without other
conduct could not constitute an unfair
labor practice.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Lopgel.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Bamkey) there
were—ayes 114, noes 36.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., EEATING:

On page 9, line 8, after the word “control-
ling” add “Provided, That no labor organiza-
tion shall be held responsible for the acts of
any member thereof solely on the ground of
such membership.”

On page 58, line 6, after the word “control-
ling" add “Provided, That no labor organiza-
tion shall be held responsible for the acts
of any member thereof solely on the ground
of such membership.”
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Mr., KEATING. Mr. Chairman, at-
tention has been called to the fact that
in the administration of the Labor-Man-
agement Relations Act of 1947, the in-
clusion of the paragraph to which this
amendment is directed has led to an in-
terpretation of it which I feel was never
intended when the law was passed.

In that statute it was sought to define
what was meant by the word “agent” and
when a corporation or labor organization
might become responsible for the acts of
one of its agents. It was stipulated that
actual authority or subsequent ratifica-
tion would not necessarily be controlling
in determining this question.

This wording has apparently led to the
making of some rulings which, in my
judgment, do an injustice to Ilabor
unions. It has been objected to strenu-
ously by the representatives of organized
labor. I believe they are right in the
position they have taken. This amend-
ment is offered in an effort to remedy
that situation.

It expressly provides that no labor or-
ganization shall be held responsible for
the acts of any member thereof solely
on the ground of such membership. In
other words, very properly, in order to
make a labor organization responsible,
if my amendment is adopted, it will be
necessary to show the same state of facts
which are usually required to establish
liahbility for the acts of an agent.

It will be necessary to satisfy the reg-
ular common-law rules of agency in
order to create such responsibility.

This is only just and fair. I hope it
may have strong support.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. 1 yield t> the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Assuming this
amendment is adopted, then under what
conditions can a labor organization be
held liable?

Mr. KEATING. If they actually,
either by formal action or by informal
action, authorized or subsequently rati-
fled the action of the individual.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The meaning of
the gentleman’s amendment then is that
Mr. A cannot be held liable simply be-
cause he is a member of the union and
on that only.

Mr, KEATING. That is right. That
is exactly what it says. It says, “Pro-
vided, That no labor organization shall
be held liable for the acts of any member
thereof solely on the ground of such
membership.” We should protect labor
unions against the possibility that, by
court or Board interpretation, they will
be charged with responsibility for the
acts of a member simply and solely be-
cause he is a member, even though he
may be operating absolutely on his own
and without any authority from or sub-
sequent ratification by the union.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr, Keatinc]. AsItried
to tell you on Friday of last week I voted
against the Taft-Hartley bill because I
thought it was going to delay and un-
fairly hinder union organization. Ivoted
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against it for another reason, and that
is that it was evident upon its face that
the labor unions were discriminated
against, and the provision which the
gentleman from New York seeks to amend
is one of the provisions in the bill that
I objected to at the time I voted against
it.
I will tell you this—when the Tait-
Hartley bill was passed you changed the
law of agency as far as the unions were
concerned but you left the law of agency
as it was as far as the employer was
concerned, and that is what the gentle-
man from New York is trying to correct.

Now, you did another thing. You
made the unions suable in the Federal
courts under conditions where no other
person could be sued. Not only did you
do that. It has always been a rule of
law that where there is a conflict of laws,
a conflict between the laws passed by the
Congress and the laws passed by the
States, the Federal law was the supreme
law of the land. You reversed that
ancient rule in the Taft-Hartley law.
These are some of the provisions unfair
on their face to the workingman. They
are retained in the Wood bill. Hence,
I shall vote against it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired.

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, Iask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. SADOWSKIL Mr. Chairman, the
bill before us, H. R. 2032, repeals the
Taft-Hartley law and reenacts the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act of 1935. I
am going to support this bill.

Under the National Labor Relations
Act of 1935 organized labor made great
progress. The Wagner Act recognized
that the average worker could not in-
dividually protect himself from the
standpoint of wages, hours, and other
conditions of employment when he at-
tempted to deal with large employers by
himself, The Wagner Act enabled em-
ployees to join together and deal col-
lectively with their employers through
the unions of their own choosing. The
Wagner Act recognized the fact that
working men and women of America are
human beings, and not property rights
of their employers. Prior to this, work-
ers were afraid to join weak and ineffec-
tive unions, because such membership
meant being placed on a blacklist, and
it subjected the worker to the possibility
of losing his job and being denied the
right to find work in affiliated industries.

Prior to the Wagner Act it was the
practice of many employers to impose
so-called yellow-dog contracts. Workers
were given jobs under the express con-
dition that they would not join a labor
union. Workers signed these yellow-dog
contracts because they needed jobs for
the support of themselves and their fami-
lies. After the Wagner Act was passed
the workers were freed from these fears
and joined unions by the thousands.
Many fair-minded employers cooperated
in working out principles of collective
bargaining., Of course, there were some
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employers who fought the unions and
the Wagner Act.

In 1946 the Republicans won the con-
gressional elections, and they immedi-
ately set out to pass the Taft-Hartley
bill. The Taft-Hartley bill was vicious
and far-reaching. It contained over
20 antilabor provisions. These were
provisions which gave inequitable ad-
vantages to employers to destroy rights
which labor had gained after a struggle
of 50 years. The Taft-Hartley bill
was driven through the Congress by
hatred and hysteria. The Taft-Hartley
Act severely restricted free collective
bargaining and crippled workers in the
exercise of their rights. It increased
vastly the number of cases coming before
the Labor Board, and it has unfairly dis-
criminated against labor organizations.
A multitude of provisions were placed in
the act which enabled employers to use
injunctions in the courts to delay or
prevent the use of the only economic
power labor had—that is, the right to
strike. The procedures and regulations
were so complicated that it was almost
impossikle for labor to comply. And
then, too, the technical requirements and
delay periods oftentimes nullified the
power of the strike.

It was indeed fortunate for labor that

‘the Republicans did not win in 1948, for

then the full meaning of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act would have been heaped upon
labor. Much of the Taft-Hartley vi-
ciousness was held in abeyance by the
Democratic administration. It was for-
tunate that the people of the United
States awoke to the crushing threat of
the Taft-Hartley Act. Because of the
threat of Taft-Hartley and the fear that
it aroused in the hearts of labor, union
organizations were forced to fight for
their lives and, as a result many of those
Congressmen who had voted for Taft-
Hartley in the Eightieth Congress were
defeated. Membership in labor unions
increased. Many workingmen who were
only lukewarm to organized unions be-
came alarmed and joined in the fight
against Taft-Hartley. They realized that
not only the Wagner Act, or National
Labor Relations Act of 1935, was at stake,
but also that the Norris-LaGuardia Act
of 1932, which had been passed to outlaw
the writ of injunction in labor disputes,
was in jeopardy.

With the injunctive process provided
in the Taft-Hartley Act, it placed the
Government, in the field of compulsory
arbitration. Both management and
labor rebelled against this. It was clear
that compulsory arbitration placed a
club in the hands of the Government
whereby the Government could swing it
in either direction, depending upon the
political philosophy of those in charge of
the Government bureau. The Republi-
cans in the Eightieth Congress and their
antilabor friends tried to impose this
strait-jacket on the millions of Ameri-
can working men and women.

As we all know, President Truman
vetoed the Taft-Hartley Act, but the
Eightieth Congress passed it over his
veto. I was one of those Members of the
Eightieth Congress who voted against the
Taft-Hartley bill, and later I voted to up-
hold the President’s veto. The passage
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of the Taft-Hartley Act, of course, cre-
ated great bitterness, hatred, and
strained relations between labor and
management. The President, in his veto
message, made it clear that the Taft-
Hartley Act would inject the Government
into private economy on an unprece-
dented scale, and that it would conflict
with important principles of our demo-
cratic society; that it would cause more,
not fewer, strikes; that it would contrib-
ute neither to industrial peace nor to
economic peace and progress; that it
would be a dangerous stride in the direc-
tion of a totally managed economy; that
it contained seeds of discord which would
plague the Nation for years to come; that
it would go far toward destroying our na-
tional unity; that by raising barriers be-
tween labor and management and by in-
jection of political considerations into
normal economic decisions, it would in-
vite them to gain their ends through di-
rect political action.

President Truman was correct in his
analysis. Where Federal Ilegislation
should have developed cooperation, the
Taft-Hartley Act disrupted sound collec-
tive bargaining; where Federal legisla-
tion should have encouraged industrial
peace, the Taft-Hartley Act created in-
dustrial unrest; where Federal legisla-
tion should have reduced Government in-
tervention, the Taft-Hartley Act injected
the Government into labor disputes to
the advantage of management and to
the disadvantage of labor and the Na-
tion. Where Federal legislation should
have encouraged free collective bargain-
ing, the Taft-Hartley Act restricted it.

These were the results of the Taft-
Hartley Act, a bill which was passed in
an atmosphere of anger and confusion.

A pladge was made in the Democratic
Party platform last year to repeal the
Taft-Hartley Act. I believe that every
Democratic Member of this Congress is
bound by this pledge, and is obligated to
vote for H. R. 2032, in order to keep faith
with the American people who voted for
us. The Taft-Hartley Act actually died
on election day, November 2, 1948, On
January 5, 1949, President Truman de-
clared in his message on the state of the
Union as follows:

If we want to keep our economy running
in high ge.r, we must be sure that every
group has the incentive to make its full
contribution to the national welfare. At
present, the working men and women of the
Nation are unfairly discriminated against
by a statute that abridges their rights, cur-
tails their constructive efforts, and hampers
our system of free collective bargaining.
That statute is the Labor-Management Rela-
tions Act of 1947, sometimes called the Taft-
Hartley Act.

That act should be repealed.

The Wagner Act should be reenacted.
However, certain improvements, which I rec-
ommended to the Congress 2 years ago, are
needed. Jurisdictional strikes and unjus-
tifiable secondary hoycotts should be pro-
hibited. The use of economic force to de-
cide issues arising out of the interpretation
of existing contracts should be prevented.
Without endangering our democratic free-
doms, means should be provided for setting
up machinery for preventing strikes in vital
industries which affect the public interest.

The Department of Labor should be re-
built and strengthened and those units prop-
erly belonging within the Department should
be placed in it.
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H. R. 2032 is the Democratic adminis-
tration bill that has been presented to
carry out the President’s proposals. The
Taft-Hartley supporters are trying to
defeat the administration bill by sub-
stituting the Wood bill. On Thursday I
said that I looked upon the Wood bill
as the old Taft-Hartley bill with a south-
ern accent, but I found that I was wrong.
The Wood bill is a Republican Massachu-
setts-Indiana bill. Its true sponsors are
Republican Minority Leader Jog MARTIN,
of Massachusetts, and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Hatreck]l., I quoted
from the newspaper Labor which is pub-
lished by the 15 standard railroad labor
organizations and is their official Wash-
ington weekly newspapers. In that ar-
ticle they referred to the story carried
in the magazine Newsweek on the origin
of the Wood bill:

According to Newsweek, “the Wood bill
was hatched at a highly secret 3-hour meet-
ing in room F-18 at the Capitol. * * *
Actually, there were two Wood bills. The
first one bearing the Georgian's name was
s0 much more drastic than Taft-Hartley that
the Republican leaders decided they couldn't
put it over,” Newsweek pointed out. )

“So they prepared a new one, ostensibly
milder. Before doing so,” Newsweek saild,
“MarTIN and HALLECK obtained a pledge of
support from Southern Democratic leaders
and conferred with Benators Tarr, of Ohlo,
and Ives, of New York, on features to be in-
corporated in the new substitute.

“At the secret meeting in room F-18," the
magazine explained, “members of the GOP
policy committee and the party's members
on the House Labor Committee, unanimously
agreed to go along with the MarTiN-HaLLECK
strategy.

“Core of the strategy,” the magazine
stressed, “was this: The new Wood bill would
repeal the Taft-Hartley Act on paper, but
in reality would retain many of the key Taft-
Hartley provisions.”

Also, Congressman SamvueL K. McCoNNELL,
Representative of Pennsylvania, "passed the
ward along to Cox, of Georgia, SmiTH, of Vir-
ginia, and BarpEN, of North Carolina, who in
turn lined up their southern Democrats.”

“The secret was so well guarded,” the maga-
zine declared, “that Woop himself, who had
not been in Washington for 2 weeks, had
never seen his new bill, and had little idea
of what was in it."”

“By getting Woop to front for them,” the
magazine added, "Republicans succeeded in
dividing censure” with southern Democrats,

“0Old-timers on Capitol Hill, when they
finally heard of the scheme, were shocked,
They sald that never in the Capital’s history
had any such cold-blooded conspiracy been
hatched by reactionaries of the two major
parties nor in such a subterranean manner."

Up to this time neither the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MArTIN] nor
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAL-
1eck] has answered this article, If they
are the authors and sponsors of the Wood
bill, why do not the Republicans take full
credit for it? Maybe they realize what
the antilabor tag of Taft-Hartley did to
the Republican Party. Is not that the
real reason that the Republicans do not
want the Wood hill to be known as the
Martin-Halleck bill?

The cat Is out of the bag, and the peo-
ple will not be fooled. I shall vote
against the Wood bill, and I know that
every friend of labor shall do likewise.

Under the Taft-Hartley Act, by virtue
of his independent authority, the gen-
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eral counsel has been invading the field
heretofore treated by the State govern-
ments. Under the law, it is the policy of
the general counsel to penetrate State
authority and to broaden the scope of
the Federal Government. The general
counsel now has twice as large a staff to
carry out the Taft-Hartley law, as com-
pared to the staff that was previously
given to the National Labor Relations
Board under the Wagner Act. Now that
the Taft-Hartley law is weighted in favor’
of management, they have been given
twice the number of employees to carry
out the antilabor provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act in order to break the back of
the trade-union movement. This Wood
bill is no different than the Taft-Hartley
in this respect. Under the Wagner Act,
there was a great reluctance on the part
of the Federal Government to inject it-
self into labor-management disputes un-
less these disputes affected a vital na-
tional interest.

If we are to be honest with ourselves,
if we want to be honest with the people,
if we want to be honest and keep our
pledge to the Democratic platform, every
true Democrat should vote against the
Wood substitute, The Democratic plat-
form specifically called for the repeal of
the Taft-Hartley Act, and the Wood bill
certainly does not do this. Let us re-
member that under the Wood substitute
the general counsel of the National La-
bor Relations Board will be able fo file a
suit for injunction in Federal courts
merely on the filing of charges alleging
that a union has committed an unfair
labor practice. An injunction can be ob-
tained merely on the allegation. No in-
vestigation is required. It is not neces-
sary to submit facts and evidence to prove
the allegation. It is only necessary for
someone to allege, and immediately the
general counsel can get an injunction,
How can anyone vote to put shackles
upon labor without due process, without
investigation, without any evidence, but
just on a simple allegation?

The Wood bill, just as the Taft-Hart-
ley, takes the Government out of its
proper position of neutrality and puts it
on the side of management in the indus-
trial field. Instead of building and pro-
moting harmony and understanding, it
will create suspicion, distrust, and dis-
cord. It is punitive and repressive legis-
lation directed at labor. We should en-
deavor to insure the individual worker,
through collective bargaining, protection
against punitive and repressive action.

Our course is clear. We must vote
down the Wood substitute and pass H. R.
2032, the administration bill,

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. This amendment like
the other amendments that have been
offered to the Wood bill, pretends to
soften it, whereas it has little or no ef-
fect upon it. The present Wood bill states
the same rules in regard to agency that
that the Taft-Hartley bill stated. The
qualification that mere membership in
the union will not be accepted as suffi-
cient to establish responsibilty is a
wholly inadequate limitation. Under the
Taft-Hartley Act, if you were to bring
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action against management, you had to
establish a relationship of agency. Un=
der the Wood bill, as in the Taft-Hart-
ley, the word “agent” is used paren-
thetically, not in the ordinary legal sense,
when applied to labor unions and mem-
bers, the Wood bill, like the Taft-Hartley,
says It does not make any difference
whether the action was approved of be-
forehand or whether it is subsequently
ratified by the union. In other words, it
is the action they are here concerned
about, not the question of responsibility.

I do not like to attribute motives to
the actions of any Members of the House.
It appears to be the custom here to pref-
ace your remarks by saying you make
no such judgment against them. How-
ever, there was a good practice in me-
dieval times. When, in Christian chari-
ty, men could not pass judgment upon
the motives of their fellow men, they
coined the term “culpable ignorance” to
fix responsibility. I think it might be
well for Members of this House to give
some consideration to culpable igno-
rance when they examine their political
consciences.

I repeat that the amendment just of-
fered is like those offered earlier in de-
bate. The gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Forp] offered the first amendment.
He extended the time during which a
member of a labor union might retain
voting rights under strike conditions
after he had been replaced in his job,
from 80 days, the provision of the Wood
bill, to 6 months. This was offered as
a liberalizing amendment—yet the pro-
vision is wrong in principle—any man
who is a part of an economic dispute,
which is legally recognized by the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board—should
have a right to vote in the election which
is called to settle that dispute, no mat-
ter how much time elapses after he is
replaced, if he was an employee in good
standing at the time the strike was
called. The amendment is unsound prac-
tically as well. From the gentleman’s
own statements made in support of his
amendment, we find, so he says, that
usually 30 days elapse before the original
hearing is held after the petition for
election is filed. Then, he says, usually
90 days pass before the election is or-
dered. Often, he says, the time is longer.
Then after the election is ordered, it
takes at least another 30 days before the
election is held. Thus by his own count,
it appears that 6 months is just long
enough to disqualify most prospective
voters.

In similar vein the gentleman from
Eentucky [Mr. MorToN] has offered a
liberalizing amendment. He strikes out
the language which would limit second-
ary boycotts, all other conditions of
the law being met, to labor groups
which are members of the same local
as that involved in the original strike.
The only recourse the struck plant
then has is to farm out its work to a
plant which is worked by members of
another union or some other local
union. Or as I read the amended act,
to a plant which has not agreed with its
employees to allow the secondary boycott
under the conditions described in the bill.
It is possible also to transfer work to
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other units of the employers own com-
pany, if he has other units in other parts
of the country. Then the Bentsen
amendment was offered to protect labor
in injunction proceedings. The amend-
ment requires an investigation, so thor-
ough, as we can judge by the language
that follows in the same amendment,
that it is not even necessary to discover
where the unfair practice occurred, for
the amendment states that the petition
may be filed in a district court where the
unfair practice in question has occurred,
or is alleged to have occurred. If there
were any danger that the actions of the
general counsel were going to be con-
ducted without written records of any
kind, this amendment might be in order;
if they were going to be carried out by
smoke signals, or through mental telep-
athy. The amendment adds nothing sig-
nificant in the way of legal protection to
labor,

Let me say finally that the committee
deserves commendation for its presenta-
tion of this bill. The Lesinski bill as
presented here did deal with what is the
proper object of this legislation, namely,
labor-management relations. The bill
was offered for amendment.

The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. BarpEN] early this afternoon spoke
consolingly to the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Keriey]. He made ref-
erence to a rug-pulling operation. I am
satisfied if the gentleman from North
Carolina would submit to examination
we would find lint under his fingernails.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. KEaTING].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hays of Ar-
kansas to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Woop]: On
page 15, line 3, after “agreement’ insert the
following: “Provided further, That nothing
in this act, or in any other statute of the
United States, shall preclude an employer
from making an agreement which is valid
under State law with a labor organization
(not established, maintained, or assisted by
any action defined in section 8 (a) of this act
as an unfair labor practice) to require as a
condition of employment membership there-
in, if such labor organization is the repre-
sentative of the employees as provided in
section 9 (a), in the appropriate collective-
bargaining unit covered by such agreement
when made.”

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I supported the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Lyiel to the Sims amendment because
it proposed to permit States to ban
closed shops. By the same token, the
States that want to legalize the closed
shop should be permitted to do so. The
policy of the Wood amendment is that
closed shops are not lawful., I realize
that there are valid objections to the
closed shop. The general principle of
the closed shop does not appeal to me.
However, I feel that it would be a proper
concession to States’ rights to permit
closed-shop arrangements if sentiment
supports such a policy.
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Mr. HALLECEKE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. Do I correctly under-
stand from the gentleman’s amendment
that if the closed shop is to be made
legal in a State it requires affirmative,
positive legislation action by the State?

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. That is cor-

; rect.

Where the States do act afirmatively
to permit the closed shop, which in cer-
tain limited instances are justified and
proper, I feel they should be permitted
to do so.

It seems to me that one objection to
the Lesinski bill is that local situations
where there might be abuses of the closed
shop cannot be corrected by the States.
That is in the face of a recent Supreme
Court decision, recognizing the States’
authority to ban closed shops. Now, if
the Wood bill is designed to correct this
weakness in the Lesinski bill, it should at
the same time grant to the States the
power to permit closed shops if the anti-
closed-shop policy is not acceptable.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr, HAYS].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. EEaTING: On
page 45, after the period in line 186, insert
“the provisions of section 8 (a) 8 and sec-
tion 8 (b) 2 of the National Labor Relations
Act as reenacted and amended by this title
shall not make an unfair labor practice the
performance of any obligation under a col-
lective-bargaining agreement entered into
prior to the date of enactment of the Labor-
Management Relations Act of 1947 if the per-
formance of such obligation would not have
constituted an unfair labor practice under
section B (3) of the National Labor Relations
Act prior to the effective date of the Labor-
Management Relations Act of 1947, unless
such agreement was renewed or extended
subsequent to such effective date.”

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, when
the Labor-Management Relations Act of
1947 was enacted, a provision was in-
serted which is known as section 102,
which validated any existing closed-shop
agreements. Some of them, I am in-
formed, were extended for as much as
5 years, or at least more than 1 or 2 years.
The parties had entered into those agree-
ments, and it was felt at that time that
no interference should be caused by the
Congress concerning the existing con-
tracts. When the bill before us, the Wood
bill, was drawn up, that section was
omitted. It does not seem to me that it
was intended to invalidate any existing
legal, binding closed-shop contract. The
purpose of this amendment is to restore
to the Wood substitute the provisions of
the Labor-Management Relations Act of
1947 insofar as they validated these
agreements. This is one of the things
most strenuously objected to by labor
organizations in the Wood bill. I believe
their position on it is correct.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dakota.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is it not
a fact that the adoption of your amend-
ment will help in newspaper plants and
printing shops where they have histori-
cally had closed-shop contracts?

Mr. KEATING. Yes; that is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. KEATING].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. O’'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment,

Mr. HALLECK, Mr, Chairman,a par=
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, un=-
der the unanimous-consent agreement
limiting debate, debate was to close at
6 o'clock, with 5 minutes to be reserved
to this side and 5 minutes to the other
side. The clock is approaching that time,
and I want to be sure that we will not be
foreclosed.

The CHAIRMAN. Even after debate

is over, amendments may still be offered
and he voted upon.

Mr. HALLECK. But, Mr. Chairman,
will we have 5 minutes’ time on each
side?

The CHAIRMAN. The list shows 5
minutes for each side of the committee.
The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Nebraska.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'SULLIVAN:
Amendment of that part of section 9 at page
29 beginning with subsection (h) on line 19,
all of the balance of page 20 and ending with
the word “method” on line 15 on page 30
thereof.

To strike out from the Wood amendment
to the Lesinski hill that part of section 9 at
page 28 beginning with subsection (h) on
line 19, all of the balance of page 29 and
ending with the word “method” on page 30
thereof, and to insert in its place and stead
the following:

“Every officer, manager, or agent of every
labor union, and every officer, manager, or
agent of any employer of labor, whether em-
ploying union or nonunion labor, shall, on
July 4, 1949, and yearly thereafter, take the
following affirmation orally and also in writ-
ing, before some person authorized under the
laws of the United States of America to ad-
minister an affirmation, and shall forthwith
transmit the properly executed written oath
by registered mail to the United States Sec-
retary of Labor at the then seat of govern-
ment:

“UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
sBtate Of comnim s 882

“I hereby solemnly affirm that I absolutely,
entirely, and forever renounce and adjure all
alleglance and fidelity to any foreign prince,
potentate, state, or sovereignty of whom or
which I may have heretofore been an affiliate,
employee, agent, subject, or citizen; that I
will always support and defend the Constitu-
tion and laws of the United States of Amer-
ica agalnst any organization that believes in
or teaches the overthrow of the Government
of the United States of America by force or
by any illegal or unconstitutional methods;
that I am not now and will never become a
member of, or support any such organization,
in the future; that I take this obligation
freely without any mental reservations or
purposes of evasion whatscever, and do so,
fully mindful of all of the pains and penal-
ties of perjury; and I fully know and under=
stand that the making of a false affirmation .
will subject me to prosecution, not only for
perjury, but also under cther applicable laws
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of the United States of America relating to
subversive and other illegal kindred activi-
ties.
“In acknowledgment whereof I have here~
unto affixed my signature this _... day of

et T A s

Mr. RANKIN (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment), Mr. Chairman,
I ask wnanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is in substance the same
amendment which I offered to the Sims
amendment, and I feel that it should be
passed in order to protect the leaders of
labor and management from being be-
smirched by the insinuations inadvert-
ently contained in the language of the
Wood bill which I seek to have stricken
out. This oath of allegiance is copied in
part from the United States naturaliza-
tion law.

Just why it should be necessary to give
communism such publicity and unearned
and unwarranted recognition is beyond
my powers to understand. To require
these affidavits amounts to a pointing of
the finger of suspicion at the leaders of
labor and management.

If my amendment is adopted it would
not be offensive for the leaders of labor
and management to make an affirmation
of allegiance to the United States of
America and its laws.

Boy Scout’ take pledges. Peoples of
various religions renew their baptismal
vows, and many other pledges are taken.

Why not require on the Fourth of July
a renewal of the oath of allegiance to our
country by these leaders of labor and
capital? Let us be for something—not
against the foulest political creed known
to the world to date.

A negative approach is not good. No
Democrat would say, “I am not a Re-
publican.” He would say, “I am a Demo-
crat.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Nebraska.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McCoNNELL]
is entitled to recognition for 5 minutes,
under - the unanimous-consent agree-
ment.

Mr. MCCONNELL. - Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to yleld the time
granted to me to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Indiana is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECEKE. Mr. Chairman, we
are rapidly approaching a vote on the
substitute bill pending before us.

Just let me point out that that substi-
tute has had careful consideration. It
has been a good vehicle through which
the House could work its will. Amend-
ments have been adopted to it. It has
stood the test of a substitute proposed
by administration leaders that was of-
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fered to take its place and was retained
by the House. Other amendments strik-
ing out any provision of that bill might
have been made. [

On that bill the House of Representa-
tives has had complete freedom of action
to write labor-management legislation.
Now we have gone through it, considered
it, amended it, and we are up to the
point where we must determine whether
we shall proceed with the action that
has been thus far carried along so well,
in what I believe is one of the finest de-
bates I have ever witnessed on the floor,
or whether we shall just take a bill that
had no consideration in the committee,
and has had no consideration on the
floor of the House.

Substantial improvements have been
made in existing law, namely, the Taft-
Eartley law. Let no one tell you that
they are not substantial.

Let me recount them to you. They are
the result of honest attempts to meet
legitimate criticism that has been made
by organized labor and others.

First of all, elections for a union shop

were eliminated so that union-shop con-
tracts can be made by voluntary agree-
ment between an employer and a union
without election by employees.

The prohibitions on the closed shop
were clarified so as to make clear that
the union hiring hall will be an available
channel for securing applicants for em-
ployment.

The secondary-boyecott provisions were
substantially liberalized to permit unions
to strike against work that is farmed out.

Provision for the reopening of con-
tracts was recognized.

Economic strikers were specifically
given the right to vote in representation
elections.

Unions were given substantially great-
er latitude in the time for filing their
financial statements.

Non-Communist affidavits were made
applicable to employers as well as em-
ployees, to meet the criticism that the ex-
isting law was one-sided in this regard.

The ballot, at the end of a national-
emergency injunction was done away
with, to meet the criticism that this bal-
lot sought to undermine the union’s au-
thority as a representative of the em-
ployees.

As we have gone along with the ‘con-
sideration of the bill in the House, what
else has happened?

Other liberalizing amendments of a
substantial nature were adopted. The
Ford amendment extending from 90 days
to 6 months the time within which eco-
nomic strikers remain eligible to vote in
representation elections now has beer

agreed to. This amendment will prevent
any possibility of union busting by em-
ployers.

The Morton amendment was agreed
to, permitting secondary strikes against
farmed-out work even where the same
local union is not involved in the primary
strike.

The Bentsen amendment was agreed
to, prohibiting applications for injunc-
tion before there has been complete in-
vestigation, issuance of a complaint, and
a finding of irreparable injury—these in-
junctions to be obtainable only by the
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Government itself and not by any private
employer. This amendment meets all
of the criticism here on the floor and else-
where about the injunction provision of
the Wood bill.

The Lodge amendment was agreed to,
recognizing the right of unions to se-
cure the discharge of members who vio-
late union loyalties by -disclosing secret
union information, members who may
have embezzled union funds, or sub-
Jected the union to damages or penalties.

Another Morton amendment was then
agreed to, further liberalizing the union-
shop provisions.

Then the Lodge amendment, correct-
ing the effects of the evidence rule in the
free-speech provisions of existing law
was agreed to. This was a matfer to
which my friend from Indiana has so
often referred. That is taken care of.

Next came the Keating amendment
clarifying the agency rule of existing law,
under which it has been charged that
unions would be held liable for the un-
authorized acts of members of the union
just because they were members of the
union. This criticism was met.

The Hays amendment, offered by the
gentleman from Arkansas, extended the
States’ rights principle so that States
may not only  invalidate union shop
agreements, but they may likewise by
affirmative legislative action validate
closed-shop agreements that would oth-
?rwise be prohibited under the Federal
aw.

Then another Keating amendment
was agreed to in order to meet the ob-
jection raised by many Members that
the provision in the Taft-Hartley law,
the grandfather clause, protecting exist-
ing closed-shop arrangements had been
wiped out in this substitute.

I have here a letter addressed to my
colleague, the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. Bearr] by a most important
labor organization up there in his area
in the State of Maryland. He asked
them to point out the things they did
not like in the revised Wood substitute.
They did that, and I wish to say to you
that a majority of those objections have
been met.

The measure on which you are about
to vote is a measure that has been writ-
ten by the House itself as a result of the
best debate with the best attendance I
have ever witnessed in the House of Rep-
resentatives, It is a measure that ought
to be supported by you Members whether
you are Democrats or Republicans. .

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania -
[Mr. KELLEY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KELLEY., Mr, Chairman, the
Bims substitute is out. We were told
that we had a choice between the Sims
substitute and the Wood amendment,
but the choice now is between the Le-
sinski bill and the Taft-Hartley Act and
all it contains, all the objectionable fea-
tures that are carried over into the Wood
bill. Before you vote for the Wood bhill
ask yourself whether you are going to
accept those parts of the Taft-Hartley
Act that are carried over into it, espe-
cially the provision for injunctions and
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the anti-Communist oath which is so ob-
jectionable to many people. Here is the
opporfunity to vote the Wood bill up or
down. This is the choice; this is the
test as to whether or not campaign prom=-
ises and platform pledges are to be up-
held by the Democratic Members of the
House. I do not, of course, expect the
Republicans to go along with that, but
I certainly expect the Democrats to go
along with it.

Mr., HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EELLEY. I yield.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Let me say, Mr.
Chairman, that the issue in 1950 in Ohio
is going to be the Taft-Hartley law. We
Democrats would rather fight it out,
calling it the Taft-Hartley law than call-
ing it the Wood-Halleck hill, because no-
body in Ohio knows Mr. Woop or Mr.
HALLECK.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mryr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KELLEY. I yield.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, as I
see it, the fundamental principle in-
volved in this discussion of labor-man-
agement legislation is whether or not
labor should be treated as a commodity,
to be purchased in the competitive mar-
ket, at a price to be determined solely by
the law of supply and demand.

Two years ago, we were acked to be-
lieve that the way to American security
and abundance, to peace and progress,
was along the path of reaction in pu-
nitive moves directed against all forms of
labor security.

The Labor-Management Relations Act
of 1947 was admittedly presented for
the purpose of changing the whole range
of national labor policy that had been
built up in the previous 16 years and re-
duce in every aspect the privileges and
rights of labor. Its avowed objective
.was, in effect, to abolish industry-wide
collective bargaining.

I submit that any attempt to weaken
or destroy the working people’s right to
bargain collectively on an industry-wide
basis is directly opposed to the socially
progressive movement, in solid labor-
management relations, that has been
steadily advancing for over a century of
our American democratic life.

The advantages of industry-wide bar-
gaining manifestly cutweigh the pre-
tended disadvantages. Industry-wide
collective bargaining is a natural, inev-
itable, and healthy step forward toward
maturity in industrial relations. It is an
alternative to competitive anarchy and
Government regulation. It is a logical
develcpment in a progressive trend from
excessive individualism to group respon-
sibility, and proper social control.

Mr. Chairman, collective bargaining
has become an integral part of America's
industrial structure. Most authorities
agree that free collective bargaining is
by far the most democratic and whole-
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some way of bringin# sbout needed ad-
justments. It is the right way for labor
and management to settle their differ-
ences and share their responsibility; it
is the American way.

From the very beginning of the Ameri-
can dabor movement, the things which
unions asked for—the bread-and-butter
contracts which they sought—were de-
nounced in many corners. Then, after
each gain had been won, historians and
people generally looked back and agreed
that labor’'s so-called demands were jus-
tified and necessary—because they rep-
resented the very things that gave mean-
ing and purpose to our democracy. This
fact was clear enough in retrospect and
I should think it would be clear today.

Now much is being said about the need
for more democratic procedures within
the ranks of organized labor. I would
like to point out to you that the rank
and file of union members are much clos-
er to union affairs than are the electors
of most cities. I would like to remind

. you that union members have a much

more direct interest and, indeed, a more
direct voice in the way their unions are
run than the average citizens in the af-
fairs of their city.

Democracy in unions is not perfect,
of course, but it compares very favor-
ably with its counterpart in other kinds
of civie activity.

Only in this country and in Canada
can you find so very few in the labor
movement who are tainted by some ism
which threatens the safety of the kind
of democracy we have known. Nineiy-
eight percent of the American trade-
unionists are not Socialist or Communist
or Fascist.

The Communists, in particular, have
made desperate efforts to secure a foot-
hold in the American labor movement.
Up to date they have failed ufterly be-
cause the hand of American labor is
against them, and will continue to be
against them.

Please do not imagine I am arguing
that the labor union is always right and
that the employers are always wrong.
I would not insult your intelligence by
pressing such an argument.

There are 15,000,000 trade-unionists in
the United States. With the members
of their families and close relatives, they
undoubtedly represent af least a fifth,
and possibly a fourth, of our population.
Of course, there are many shortsighted,
selfish, even dishonest, men among them,
If that were not true, then the labor
movement of America would constitute
the greatest miracle witnessed by human
beings since our Lord left his sepulcher
on the third day and gave His disciples
concrete evidence of His divinity.

The labor movement in this country
is as American as the Washington Mon-
ument or the Lincoln Memorial. Of
course, it is constantly fighting to im-
prove the condition of its members, and
it will continue to do so. It is led by
honorable men whose records in private
and public life will bear comparison with
the records of the leaders of any other
group in American life. am not ap-
prehensive concerning the future of the
American labor movement. It is not a
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revolutionary movement; I feel it should
be regarded as an evolutionary move-
ment, constantly progressing; the efiorts
being made to hold it back are practi-
cally and economically unwise.

I wish to say to the employers of labor:
“Extend the hand of fellowship to your
workers. Recognize their right to or-
ganize unions which suit their needs.
Do not be shocked when differences de-
velop. Devise machinery to handle those
differences, with a minimum of govern-
mental or other outside interference.”

If you do that in good faith, you will
find that American trade unionists will
meet you at least half way. That is all
you have a right to expect, and that is all
the trade-union movement should con-
cede.

I think there is a trinity in economics,
as there is in religion. The ftrinity in
economics is made up of agriculture, la-
bor, business. They are so closely affili-
ated that if one is injured, the others are
bound to suffer.

Impoverish the farmer, and the indus-
trial worker will find himself without a
job, and the businessman will look in
vain for a market for his wares. Treat
business unfairly, and labor and farmer
will discover the door of opportunity is
closing. Deny a just wage to the worker,
and business and agriculture cannot
escape the disastrous consequences.

The task of this Congress is to place
our management upon a sound and work-
able foundation. Up until 2 years ago,
the consistent policy of this Govern-
ment has been based upon the promotion
and encouragement of free collective
bargaining; our objective should be to
restrict the accepted practice of collec-
tive bargaining and provide protective
provisions for its healthy operation.
Where there ‘are admitted and demon-
strated weaknesses, we must remedy and
strengthen them. At the same time, we
must beware of the creation of volumi-
nous and complicated rules which can
only result in transferring the conduct
of industrial relations, from the parties
vitally concerned, to a specially trained
group of legal experts, which I submit
would be a most disastrous development.

At a time when this Nation and the
world is entering a fateful hour of his-
tory, let us act without passion and emo-
tion; let us judiciously avoid any threat
to our national economy and security by
excitement toward industrial strife, Let
us reestablish the faith and confidence
of both management and labor, in our
Government, by inspiring them to reach
a commonly advantageous understand-
ing through the peaceful processes of
industry-wide collective bargaining.

Mr. MARCANTONIO., Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KELLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Is it not a fact
that despite the trimmings that have
been added here and recited by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HaLLECK] that
the issue today in this House is the same
as it was two years ago when the Taft-
Hartley law was enacted? By voting for
the Wood substitute you are tocay yoting
to reenact the Taft Hartley Act.
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Mr, McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EELLEY, I yield.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr, Chairman, I
wish to say one or two things in the clos-
ing minutes of this debate. This has
been a hard, crucial type of battle for all
of us, and it has been difficult to keep
our balance, I wish to congratulate the
opposition as led by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. EELLEY] for the fine
way in which he has handled the debate
on this bill. I shall not say a word about
the voting; I am sure everyone here
knows what the issues are and will vote
as he or she deems right.

Mr. KELLEY, I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

The CHAIRMAN. All the time has ex-
pired on the amendment.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Woon] as amended.

Mr. McCORMACEK., Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. KeLLEY and
Mr. Woob.

The Committee divided; and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 210, noes
196.

So the amendment as amended was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Coorer, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 2032) to repeal the Labor-Man-
agement Relations Act, 1947, to reenact
the National Labor Relations Act of 1935,
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 191, he reported the bill
back to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

Mr. McCORMACK. On that, Mr.
Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetfs. For
the benefit of the House, the vote is on
the adoption of the Wood amendment?

'It"he SPEAKER. The gentleman is cor-
rect,

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia=-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HARRIS. The vote is now on the
Wood amendment that was adopted in
the Committee of the Whole. If the
Wood amendment is defeated, then the
vote would come on the committee bill,
the Lesinski bill, without amendment?

The SPEAKER. The next vote would
be on the engrossment and third reading
of the Lesinski bill.

The question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 217, nays 203, answered
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“present” 1, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 84]
YEAS—217

Abbitt Gwinn Nixon
Abernethy Hagen Norblad
Allen, Calif, Hale Norrell
Allen, 111, Hali, O'Hara, Minn.
Andersen, Edwin Arthur Pace

H. Carl Hall, Passman
Anderson, Callf, Leonard W. Peterson
Andresen, Halleck Pleiffer,

August H. Hand William L.
Andrews Harden Phillips, Callf.
Arends Hardy Pickett
Auchincloss Hare Plumley
Barden Poage
Barrett, Wyo. Harrison Potter
Bates, Harv Poulson
Battle Hays, Ark Preston
Beall Hé Rankin
Bentsen Herlong Redden
Blackney Herter Reed, 111,
Bland Heselton Reed, N. Y.
Boggs, Del, Hill Rees
Bolton, Md. Hinshaw
Bolton, Ohio  Hoeven Rich
Bonner Hoffman, Il Richards
Boykin Hoffman, Mich. Riehlman
Bramblett Holmes Rivers
Brooks Hope Rogers, Fla
Brown, Ohio Jackson, Calif. Sadlak
Bryson James St. George
Burton Jenison Sanborn
Byrnes, Wis. Jenkins Bcott, Hardie
Camp Jennings Beott,
Carlyle Jensen Hugh D,, Jr.
Case, 8. Dak Johnson Scrivner
Chatham Jonas Scudder
Chiperfield Judd Bhafer
Church Kean Short
Cole, Eans. Eearney Simpson, 111
Cole, N. ¥, Eearns Simpson, Fa.
Colmer Keating Smith, Kans,
Cotton Eeele Smith, Va
Coudert Kerr Smith, Wis.
Cox Kilburn Stanley
Crawford Kilday Stefan
Cunningham Kunkel Stockman
Curtis Larcade Taber
Dague Latham Tackett
Davis, Ga. LeCompte Talle
Davis, Tenn. LeFevre Taylor
Davis, Wis. Lichtenwalter Teague
D'Ewart Lodge we
Dolliver Lovre Van Zandt
Dondero Lucas Velde
Doughton MeConnell Vinson
Durham McCulloch Vorys
Eaton MeDonough Vursell
Ellsworth MecGregor Wadsworth
Elston McMlllan, 8. C. Weichel
Evins McMillen, Ill. Werdel
Fallon Macy Wheeler
Fellows Mahon Whitten
Fenton Martin, Iowa  Whittington
Fisher Martin, Mass. Wigglesworth
Ford Mason Williams
Gamble Merrow Willis
Gary Meyer ‘Wilson, Ind,
Gathings Michener Wilson, Tex.
Gavin Miller, Md Winstead
Glllette Miller, Nebr. Wolcott
Goodwin Morton Wolverton
Gossett Murray, Tenn. Wood
Graham Murray, Wis. Woodruff
Grant Nelson
Gregory Nicholson

NAYS—203

Addonizio Bolling Case, N. J.

bert Bosone Cavalcante
Allen, La, Breen Celler
Angell Brehm Chelf
Aspinall Buchanan Chesney
Balley Buckley, 111, Christopher

Buckley, N. ¥, Chudoff

Barrett, Pa. Burdick Clemente
Bates, Burke Combs
Beckworth Burleson Cooper
Bennett, Fla, Burnside Corbett
Bennett, Mich. Byrne, N. Y. Crook
Biemiller Canfield Crosser
Bishop Cannon Davenport
Blatnik Carnahan Davies, N. Y.
Boggs, La. Carroll Dawson

Deane Eennedy Pfeifer,
Del Keogh Joseph L.
Denton King Philbin
Dingell Kirwan Phillips, Tenn
Dollinger KElein Polk
Donochue KEruse Powell
Douglas Lane Price
Doyle Lanham Priest
Eberharter Lemke Quinn
Elliott Lesinskl Rabaut
Engel, Mich Lind Rains
Engle, Calif, Linehan Ramsay
Feighan Lyle Rhodes
Fernandez Lynch Ribicofl
Flood v Rodino
Fogarty MecCormack Rooney
Forand MeGrath Sabath
Frazier McGuire Badowskl
Fugate McEKinnon
Fulton McBweeney Becrest
Furcolo Mack, Il Sheppard
Garmata Mack, Wash. Bikes
Golden Madden 8ims
Gordon Magee Smathers
Gore Mansfield Spence
Gorskl, 111 Marcan Staggers
Gorski, N.¥. Marsalls Bteed
Granahan Marshall Sﬁglier
Granger es Bullivan
Green Miller, Calif. Sutton
Gross Mills Taurlello
Hart Mitchell Thomas, Tex.
Havenner Monroney Thompson
Hays, Ohlo Morgan Thornberry
ick Morris Tollefson
Heffernan Morrison Trimble
Heller Moulder Underwood
Holifield Multer Wagner
Howell Murdock Walter
Huber Murphy Welch, Calif
Hull Noland ‘Welch, Mo,
ing orton White, Calif.
Jackson, Wash, O'Brien, Il White, Idaho
Jacobs O'Hara, I, Wickersham
Javits O'Konskl
Jones, Ala, O'Neill Wilson, Okla.
Jones, Mo O'Sullivan Withrow
Jones, N. C. 0O'Toole Woodhouse
Earst tman Worley
Earsten Patten Yates
Eee Patterson Young
Eelley Perkins Zablockl
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Cooley
NOT VOTING—10
Bulwinkle Hobbs Walsh
Clevenger O'Brien, Mich. Whitaker

DeGraffenried Smith, Ohio
Gilmer Thomas, N. J.
So the amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Hobbs for, with Mr. Gilmer against.
Mr. Bulwinkle for, with Mr, Cooley against.
General pairs until further notice:

Mr. Walsh with Mr. Clevenger.
Mr. Whitaker with Mr. Smith of Ohlo.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from North
Carolina, Mr. BuLwINELE. If he were
present he would have voted “yea.” I
voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

Mr, Tackerr changed his vote from
unayn to llyea.u

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. PO Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. POWELL. If this bill uses lan-
guage which is no longer in keeping with
our laws, I raise the point of order that
it is incorrectly drawn. On page 53, line
13, this bill uses the language, “to re-
view by the appropriate circuit court of
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appeals.” I make the point of order that
there is no longer any circuit court of
appeals,

The SPEAKER. There might be 203
Members take the same position that the
gentleman from New York does, but that
does not alter the situation.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill,

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I
demand the reading of the engrossed copy
of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York demands the reading of the
engrossed copy of the bill. The Chair
thinks it would not be practicable to
wait for that this evening.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr. RAMSAY, Mr. PHILBIN, and Mr.
MILLER of Maryland asked and were
given permission to extend their remarks
in the RECCRD.

Mr. BECEWORTH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include a clipping from
a newspaper,

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend the re-
marks he made in the Committee of the
XVhole and include certain statistical

ata.

Mr. GRANGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a radio address by
Charles Collingwood on patronage.

Mr. MULTER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. LANE asked and was given permis-
sion to extend his remarks in the RECORD
in three instances and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article appearing
in the New York Times.

Mr. CLEMENTE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article that ap-
peared in the Newark Star-Ledger on
Sunday, April 3, 1949.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix.

PROGRAM FOR REMAINDER OF WEEK

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute in order
to inquire of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. McCormack] as to the
program for the rest of the week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. After the dispo-
sition of the labor bill tomorrow, the next
order of business will be the bill H. R.
165, relating to the American River
Basin.

I may say no rule has yet been reported
g}h the Commodity Credit Corporation

I understand that quite a numbher of
Members are going to New York on Fri-
day, and it is my hope to adjourn over
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from Thursday to Monday. For
Wednesday and Thursday I have sched-
uled the bill H. R. 165, relating to the
American River Basin, H. R, 2089, a bill
to incorporate the Virgin Islands Cor-
poration, H. R. 4080, the military justice
uniform code kill—I have placed this on
the program after consulting the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices—and H. R. 2023, a bill providing for
a decennial census of housing. We will
try to dispose of all of these bills, if pos-
sible, or as many as we can. Imay say to
the gentleman from Massachusetts that I
cannot put the tobacco-tax bill on the
program for this week.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 2 hours
on tomorrow, at the conclusion of the
legislative program and following any
special orders heretofore entered.

GENERAL EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have five legislative days in which
to extend their remarks in the RECORD
on the labor bill,

The SPEARKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the business
in order on tomorrow, Calendar Wednes-
day, be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. KEOGH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in four instances.

Mr. KING asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a resolution by the
Motion Picture Industry Council.

Mr., SASSCER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article from the
Baltimore Sun.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include an editorial.

Mr. GOODWIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the re-
marks he made in Committee of the
Whole and include extraneous material,
and further to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp in two instances.

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include infor-
mation concerning the program for rural
reconstruction in China. I am informed
by the Public Printer that this will take
seven and one-half pages of the RECORD,
at a cost of $562, but I ask that it be
printed notwithstanding that fact.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
notwithstanding the cost, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.
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Mr. MARTIN of Towa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the REcorp, and include an
article from the United States Naval
Institute proceedings. I am informed
by the Public Printer that this will take
two and one-half pages of the Recorp, at
a cost of $187.50, but I ask that it be
printed notwithstanding that fact.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
notwithstanding the cost, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMAREKS AT
THIS POINT

Mr. VELDE, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to eXtend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, last
Wednesday I was served with a subpena
issued by the Federal grand jury sitting
in New York City, demanding that I
appear before this body on Wednesday,
May 4, in regard to an alleged violation
of section 88, title 18, United States Code.
This violation of the United States crimi-
nal law deals with conspiracies. I have
been informed that the jury is interested
in hearing my testimony concerning
facts that I obtained while employed as
an FBI agent by the Department of Jus-
tice, from 1942 through 1845. Further
than that, the grand jury wants some in-
formation about Russian espionage ac-
tivities which took place in the San
Francisco Bay area, where I was assigned
from 1943 to 1945.

Prior to this subpena being served upon
me last week I had been requested by
the Criminal Division of the office of the
Attorney General fo appear before the
New York grand jury in order to verify
or deny cerfain statements in the press
regarding Russian espionage activities.
At that time, due to the fact that the
Labor Committee, of which I am a mem-
ber, was holding important hearings al-
most daily, I declined the request to
appear. Af the same time I declined this
request I stated to the Attorney Gen-
eral’s office that I would be glad to co-
operate with the Federal grand jury and
that I would make every effort to appear
before it at the first opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, most of the Members of
the House are more familiar than I with
the procedure of grand juries and other
courts in subpenaing Members of Con-
gress while it is in session. It appears
at this time that the debate and dis-
cussion and vote on labor legislation
here will continue during the time I am
called to appear before the grand jury;
therefore I shall use my prerogative as
a Member of Congress and refuse to an-
swer this subpena. For the record, how-
ever, I want to say that I shall make
every attempt to meet with the grand
jury in New York City and give it any
information I may have concerning the
matters they are now investigating.

I have made tentative arrangements
to appear before the New York grand jury
on Friday of this week, provided that the
appearance does not interfere with my
duties here. As a member of the Un-
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American Activities Committee, but not
speaking for the committee 2s a whole,
I wish to say that I will refuse to reveal
any information obtained as a member
of that committee until authorized to do
s0 by the committee as a whole. I shall,
however, cooperate with the grand jury
and give them any information I may
have gained as an investigator for the
FBI until the latter part of 1945.

It appears to me that inasmuch as the
information which is desired by the
grand jury was secured by numerous
FEI agents working all over the country,
and since my information only represents
a very minor part of the total investiga-
tion, the grand jury should first of all
exhaust all the present means of obtain-
ing evidence concerning this espionage
activity from the Department of Jus-
tice’s own files.

The matter which is being investigated
by the New York grand jury and the Un-
American Activities Committee at this
time is, in my opinion, one of the most
serious espionage cases ever developed
in the United States history. It involves
the attempt by the Russian Government,
working through American Communists
and agents in this country, to secure the
secret of the atomic bomb—the most
powerful weapon of war the world has
ever known. Whether we like it or not
and whether we can successfully prose-
cute the guilty or not, we do know that
there are a number of Russian espionage
agents who have been and still are oper-
ating in this country. It may be that our
laws are not sufficiently strong to enable
us to bring to justice these dangerous
criminals. I feel that since they have
not been brought to justice during the
past 6 years we should make some effort
to revise our criminal laws on sedition,
espionage, treason, and conspiracy to
commit these crimes, but we cannot re-
vise these laws without a thorough study
by congressional committees to ascertain
the real reason prosecution is not pos-
sible.

There has been some comment that
the 3-year statute of limitations is not
sufficient for the crimes of peacetime
espionage and sedition. There also has
been some comment concerning the ad-
visability of allowing evidence by wire-
tapping to be introduced in court in these
eriminal cases which involve national se-
curity, In my opinion, the Un Amer-
ican Activities Committee was set up by
Congress for this very purpose, that is,
to study these unprosecuted violations in
order to obtain sufficient information to
determine what laws are needed to com-
bat them. Of course, I also believe that
the Un-American Activities Committee
should publicize the past activity of these
Russian espionage agents so that the
public can become fully aware of the
great danger they bear to our national
security.

THE WOOL AMENDMENT

I4r. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Wood amendment, as adopted by
the House, be printed in the Recorp of
today’s proceedings.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the I;equest of the gentleman from Mich-

There was no objection.

Be it enacted, etc.—

BHORT TITLE AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

SecrioN 1. (a) This act may be cited as
the “Labor-Management Relations Act,
1949."

(b) Industrial strife which interferes with
the normal flow of commerce and with the
full production of articles and commodities
for commerce, can be avolded or substan-
tially minimized if employers, employees, and
labor organizations each recognize under law
one another's legitimate rights in their rela-
tlons with each other, and above all recog-
nize under law that neither party has any
right in its relations with any other to en-

ge In acts or practices which jeopardize
the public health, safety, or interest.

It is the purpose and policy of this Act,
in order to promote the full flow of commerce,
to prescribe the legitimate rights of both
employees and employers in their relations
affecting commerce, to provide orderly and
peaceful procedures for preventing the in-
terference by elther with the legitimate
rights of the other, to protect the rights of
individual employees in their relations with
labor organizations whose activities affect
commerce, to define and proscribe practices
on the part of labor and management which
affect commerce and are inimical to the gen-
eral welfare, and to protect the rights of the
public in connection with labor disputes af-
fecting commerce.

TrTLE 1

REPEAL OF LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT,
1947, AND REENACTMENT OF NATIONAL LABOR
RELATIONS ACT WITH CERTAIN AMENDMENTS
Bec. 101. The Labor-Management Relations

Act, 1947, is hereby repealed. The National

Labor Relations Act, as it existed prior to

the enactment of the Labor-Management Re-

lations Act, 1947, is hereby reenacted and
amended to read as follows:
“FINDINGS AND POLICIES

“SectioN 1, The denial by some employers
of the right of employees to organize and the
refusal by some employers to accept the pro-
cedure of collective bargaining lead to strikes
and other forms of industrial strife or unrest,
which have the intent or the necessary effect
of burdening or obstructing commerce by
(a) Impairing the efficiency, safety, or opera-
tion of the instrumentalities of commerce;
(b) occurring in the current of commerce;
(c) materially affecting, restraining, or con-
trolling the flow of raw materials or manu-
factured or processed goods from or into the
channels of commerce, or the prices of such
materials or goods in commerce; or (d) caus-
ing diminution of employment and wages in
such volume as substantially to impair or
disrupt the market for good: flowing from
or into the channels of commerce,

“The inequality of bargaining power be-
tween employees who do not possess full free-
dom of association or actual liberty of con-
tract, and employers who are organized in
the corporate or other forms of ownership
association substantially burdens and affects
the flow of commerce, and tends to aggravate
recwrrent business depressions, by depressing
wage rates and the purchasing power of wage
earners In industry and by preventing the
stabilization of competitive wage rates and
working conditions within and between
industries,

“Experience has proved that protection by
law of the right of employees to organize and
bargain collectively safeguards commerce
from injury, impairment, or interruption, and
promotes the flow of commerce by removing

-certain recognized sources of industrial strife

and unrest, by encouraging practices funda-
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mental to the friendly adjustment of indus-
trial disputes arising out of differences as to
wages, hours, or other working conditions,
and by restoring equality of bargalning power
between employers and employees.

“Experlence has further demonstrated that
certain practices by some labor organizations,
their officers, and members have the intent
or the necessary effect of burdening or ob-
structing commerce by preventing the free
flow of goods In such commerce through
strikes and other forms of industrial unrest
or through concerted activities which im-
pair the interest of the public in the free
flow of such commerce. The elimination of
such practices is a necessary condition to the
assurance of the rights herein guaranteed.

“It is hereby declared to be the policy of
the United Btates to eliminate the causes
of certain substantial obstructions to the
free flow of commerce and to mitigate and
eliminate these obstructions when they have
occurred by encouraging the practice and
procedure of collective bargaining and by
protecting the exercise by workers of full free-
dom of assoclation, self-organization, and
designation of representatives of their own
choosing, for the purpose of negotiating the
terms and conditions of their employment or
other mutual ald or protection.

“DEFINITIONS

“Bec. 2. When used in this act—

“{1) The terma ‘person’ includes one or
more individuals, labor organizations, part-
nerships, assoclations, corporations, legal rep-
resentatives, trustees, trustees in bank-
ruptey, or receivers.

“(2) The term ‘employer’ includes any per-
son acting as an agent of an employer, di-
rectly or indirectly, but shall not include the
United States or any wholly owned Govern-
ment corporations, or any Federal Reserve
Bank, or any State or political subdivision
thereof, or any corporation or association
‘operating a hospital, if no part of the net
earnings inures to the benefit of any private
shareholder or individual, or any person sub-
Ject to the Rallway Labor Act, as amended
from time to time, or any labor organization
(other than when acting as an employer), or

., anyone acting in the capacity of officer or

agent of such labor organization.

“(3) The term ‘employee’ shall include
any employee, and shall not be limited to the
employees of a particular employer, unless
the act explicitly states otherwise, and shall
include any individual whose work has ceased
as a consequence of, or in connection with,
any current labor dispute or because of any
unfair labor practice, and who has not ob-
tained any other regular and substantially
equivalent employment, but shall not in-
clude any individual employed as an agri-
cultural laborer, or in the domestic service
of any family or person at his home, or any
individual employed by his parent or spouse,
or any individual having the status of an
independent contractor, or any individual
employed as a supervisor, or any individual
employed by an employer subject to the
Railway Labor Act, as amended from time to
time, or by any other person who is not an
employer as herein defined.

“(4) The term ‘representatives’ Includes
any individual or labor organization,

“(6) The term ‘labor organization' means
any organization of any kind, or any agency
or employee representation committee or
plan, in which employees participate and
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in
part, or dealing with employers concerning
grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of
pay, hours of employment, or conditions of
work.

“(6) The term ‘commerce’ means trade,
traffic, commerce, transportation, or com-
munication among the several States, or
between the District of Columbia or any
Territory of the Unifed States and any State



5546

or other Territory, or between any foreign
country and any State, Territory or the Dis-
trict of Columbia, or within the District of
Columbia or any Territory, or between points
in the same State but through any other
State or any Territory or the Distriet of
Columbia or any foreign country.

“{T) The term ‘affecting commerce’ means
in commerce, or burdening or obstructing
coramerce or the free flow of commerce, or
having led or tending to lead to a labor
dispute burdening or obstructing commerce
or the free flow of commerce.

“(8) The term ‘unfair labor practice’
means any unfair labor practice listed in
section 8.

“(8) The term ‘'labor dispute’ includes
any controversy concerning terms, tenure or
conditions of employment, or concerning the
assoclation or representation of persons in
negotiating, fixing, maintaining, changing, or
seeking to arrange terms or conditions of
employment, regardless of whether the dis-
putants stand in the proximate relation of
employer and employee.

“(10) The term ‘National Labor Relations
Board' means the National Labor Labor Re-
latlons Board provided for in section 3 of
this act.

“(11) The term ‘supervisor’ means any
individual having authority, in the interest
of the employer, to hire, transfer, suspend,
lay-off, recall, promote, discharge, assign,
reward, or discipline other employees, or
responsibly to direct them, or to adjust
their grievances, or effectively to recommend
such action, if in connection with the fore-
going the exercise of such authority is not
of a merely routine or clerical nature, but
requires the use of independent judgment.

“(12) The term ‘professional employee”
means—

“(a) any employee engaged in work (1)
predominantly intellectual and varied in
character as opposed to routine mental, man-
ual, mechanical, or physical work; (ii) in-
volving the consistent exercise of discretion
and judgment in its performance; (iii) of
such a character that the output produced
or the result accomplished cannot be stand-
ardized in relation to a given period of time;
(iv) requiring knowledge of an advanced
type in a field of science or learning cus-
tomarily acquired by a prolonged course of
specialized intellectual instruction and study
in an institution of higher learning or &
hospital, as distinguished from a general
academic education or from an apprentice-
ship or from training in the performance of
routine mental, manual, or physical proc-
esses; or

“(b) any employee, who (i) has completed
the courses of specialized intellectual in-
struction and study described in clause (1iv)
of paragraph (a), and (ii) is performing re-
lated work under the supervision of a pro-
fessional person to qualify himself to be-
come a professional employee as defined In
paragraph (a).

“(18) In determining whether any person
is acting as an ‘agent’ of another person so
as to make such other person responsible for
his acts, the question of whether the specific
acts performed were actually authorized or
subsequently ratified shall not be control-
ling: Provided, That no labor organization
shall be held responsible for the acts of any
member thereof solely on the ground of such
membership.

“NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS EOARD

“Sec. 3. (a) The National Labor Relations
Board (hereinafter called the 'Board’), con-
sisting of five members appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, is hereby continued as
an agency of the United States, and, not-
withstanding the provisions of section 101 of
the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1949,
the terms of office of the members of the
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Board in office on the date of the enactment
of such act shall explre as provided by law
at the time of their appointment. Their
successors shall be appointed for terms of 6
years each, excepting that any individual
chosen to fill a vacancy shall be appointed
only for the unexpired term of the member
whom he shall succeed, The President shall
designate one member to serve as Chalrman
of the Board. Any member of the Board
may be removed by the President, upon
notice and hearing, for neglect of duty or
malfeasance in office, but for no other cause.

“(b) The Board is authorized to delegate
to any group of three or more members any
or all of the powers which it may itself
exercise. A vacancy in the Board shall not
impair the right of the remaining members
to exercise all of the powers of the Board,
and three members of the Board shall, at
all times, constitute a quorum of the Board,
except that two members shall constitute a
quorum of any group designated pursuant
to the first sentence hereof. The Board shall
have an official seal which shall be judicially
noticed.

“{c) The Board shall at the close of each
fiscal year make a report in writing to Con-
gress and to the President stating in detall
the cases it has heard, the decisions it has
rendered, the names, salaries, and dutles of
all employees and officers in the employ or
under the supervision of the Board, and an
account of all moneys it has disbursed.

*(d) There shall be a general counsel of
the Board who shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, for a term of 4 years.
Notwithstanding the provisions of section 101
of the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1949,
the term of office of the general counsel in
office on the date of the enactment of such
act shall expire as provided by law at the
time of his appointment. The general coun-
sel of the Board shall exercise general super-
vision over all attorneys employed by the
Board (other than trial examiners and legal
assistants to Board members) and over the
officers and employees in the regional offices.
He shall have final authority, on behalf of
the Board, in respect of the investigation of
charges and issuance of complaints under
section 10, and in respect of the prosecution
of such complaints before the Board, and
shall have such other duties as the Board
may prescribe or as may be provided by law.

“S8ec. 4. (a) Each member of the Board
and the general counsel of the Board shall
receive a salary of $12,000 a year, shall be
eligible for reappointment, and shall not en-
gage in any other business, voeation, or em-
ployment. The Board shall appoint an ex-
ecutive secretary, and such attorneys, exami-
ners, and regional directors, and such other
employees as it may from time to time find
necessary for the proper performance of its
duties, The Board may not employ any at-
torneys for the purpose of reviewing tran-
scripts of hearings or preparing drafts of
opinions except that any attorney employed
for assignment as a legal assistant to any
Board member may for such Board member
review such transcripts and prepare such
drafts. No trial examiner's report shall be
reviewed, elther before or after its publica-
tion, by any person other than a member of
tha Board or his legal assistant, and no trial
examiner shall advise or consult with the
Board with respect to exceptions taken to his
findings, rulings, or recommendations. The
Board may establish or utilize such regional,
local, or other agencies, and utilize such
voluntary and uncompensated services, as
may from time to time be needed. Attorneys
appointed under this sectlon may, at the
direction of the Board, appear for and repre-
sent the Board in any case in court. Nothing
in this act shall be construed to authorize
the Board to appoint individuals for the pur-
pose of conciliation or mediation, or for eco-
nomiec analysis.
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*“({b) All of the expenses of the Board, in-
cluding all necessary traveling and sub-
sistence expenses outside the District of
Columbia incurred by the members or em-
ployees of the Board under its orders, shall
be allowed and paid on the presentation of
itemized vouchers therefor approved by the
Board or by any individual it designates for
that purpose.

*“8ec. 5. The principal office of the Board
ghall be in the District of Columbia, but it
may meet and exerclse any or all of its pow-
ers at any other place. The Board may, by
one or more of its members or by such agents
or agencies as it may designate, prosecute
any inquiry necessary to its functions in any
part of the United States. A member who
participates in such an inquiry shall not be
disqualified from subsequently participating
in a decision of the Board in the same case.

“Sec. 6. The Board shall have authority
from time to time to make, amend, and
rescind, in the manner prescribed by the
Administrative Procedure Act, such rules and
regulations as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this act.

“RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES

“Sec. 7. Employees shall have the right to
self-organization, to form, join, or assist
labor organizations, to bargain collectively
through representatives of their own choos-
ing, and to engage in other concerted activi-
ties for the purpose of collective bargaining
or other mutual aid or protection, and shall
also have the right to refrain from any or all
of such activities except to the extent that
such right may be affected by an agreement
requiring membership in a labor organiza-
tion as a condition of employment as author-
ized In section 8 (a) (3).

“UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES

“Sec. 8. (a) It shall be an unfair labor
practice for an employer—

“(1) to interfere with, restrain, or coerce
employees in the exercise of the rights guar-
anteed In section T;

“(2) to dominate or interfere with the
formation or administration of any labor or-
ganization or contribute financial or other
support to it: Provided, That subject to rules
and regulations made and published by the
Board pursuant to section 6, an employer
shall not be prohibited from permitting em-
ployees to confer with him during working
hours without loss of time or pay;

“(3) by discrimination in regard to hire
or tenure of employment or any terny or con-
dition of employment to encourage or dis-
courage membership in any labor organiza-
tion: Provided, That nothing in this act, or
in any other statute of the United States,
shall preclude an employer from making an
agreement with a labor organization (not
established, maintalned, or assisted by any
action defined in section 8 (a) of this act
as an unfair labor practice) to require as a
condition of employment membership there-
in on or after the thirtieth day following the
beginning of such employment or the effec-
tive date of such agreement, whichever is
the later, (1) if such labor organization is
the representative of the employees as pro-
vided in section 8 (a), in the appropriate col-
lective-bargaining unit covered by such
agreement when made and has complied
with all the requirements imposed by sec-
tlons 8 (f), (g), and (h); and (ii) if, in case
an election has been held under section 9
(e) (1) within 1 year preceding the effec-
tive date of such agreement, the Board shall
not have certified that at least a majority
of the employees eligible to vote in such
election have voted to rescind the authority
of such labor organization to make such an
agreement: Provided further, That nothing
in this act, or in any other statute of the
United States, shall preclude an employer
from making an agreement which is valld
under State law with a labor organization
(not established, maintalned, or assisted by
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any action defined in section 8 (a) of this
act as an unfair labor practice) to require
as a condition of employment membership
therein, if such labor organization is the
representative of the employees as provided
in section 9 (a), in the appropriate collec-
tive-bargaining unit covered by such agree-
ment when made: Provided further, That
no employer shall justify any discrimination
against an employee for nonmembership in
& labor organization (A) if he has reasonable
grounds for believing that such membership
was not available to the employee on the
same terms and ditions generally ap-
plicable to other members, or (B) if he has
reasonable grounds for belleving that mem-
bership was denied or terminated for rea-
sons other than (1) the employee's faflure
to tender the periodic dues and the initiation
fees uniformly required as a condition of
acquiring or retaining membership, or (2)
the employee’s participation In, or encour-
agement of other employees to engage in, B
strike or concerted activity in violation of
the collective-bargaining agreement between
such labor organization and the employer,
or (3) the employee's membership or affilla-
tion with the Communist Party or his sup=-
port thereof, or his membership in, afilia-
tion with, or support of any organization
that believes in, or teaches, the overtarow of
the United States Government by force or
any illegal or unconstitutional methods or
(4) the disclosure by the employee of con-
fidential information of the labor organiza-
tion, or (5) conviction of the employee of
a felony or (6) the employee's having en-
gaged in conduct subjecting the labor organ-
. ization to civil damages or crinrinal penalties:
And provided further, That nothing in this
act, or in any other statute of the United
States, shall preclude an employer from noti-
fying'a labor organization (not established,
maintained, or assisted by any action de-
fined in section 8 (a) of this act as an un-~
fair labor practice) of opportunities for em-
ployment with such employer, or giving such
labor organizations a reasonable opportunity
to refer qualified applicants for such em-
ployment;

“{4) to discharge or otherwise discrimi-
nate against an employee because he has
filed charges or glven testimony under this
act;

“(b) to refuse to bargain collectively with
the representatives of his employees, sub-

to the provisions of section 9 (a).

“(b) It shall be an unfair labor practice
for a labor organizalon or its agents—

“(1) to restrain or coerce (A) employees
in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in
section 7: Provided, That this paragraph shall
not impair the right of a labor organization
to prescribe its own rules with respect to
the acquistion or retention of membership
therein; or (B) an employer in the selection
of his representatives for the purposes of
collective bargaining or the adjustment of
grievances;

*“(2) to cause or attempt to cause an em-
ployer to discriminate against an employee
in violation of subsection (a) (3) or to
discriminate against an employee with re-
spect to whom membership in such organ-
ization has been denied or terminated on
some ground other than (1) the employee’s
fallure to tender the periodic dues and the
initiation fees uniformly required as a con-
dition of acquiring or retalning member-
ship, or (2) the employee's participation in,
or encouragement of other employees to en~
gage In, a strike or concerted activity in
viclation of the collective-bargaining agree-
ment between such labor organization and
the employer, or (3) the employee’s mem-
bership or affiliation with the Communist
Party or his support thereof, or his member-
ship in, afiliation with, or support of any
organization that belleves in, or teaches, the
overthrow of the United States Government
by force or any illegal or unconstitutional
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methods or (4) the disclosure by the em-
ployee of confidential information of the
labor organization, or (5) convictlon of the
employee of a felony, or (6) the employee's
having engaged In conduct subjecting the
labor organization to civil damages or crim-
inal penalties;

“(8) to refuse to bargain collectively with
an employer, provided it is the representa-
tive of his employees subject to the provisions
of section 8 (a);

“(4) to engage In, or to induce or encour-
age the employees of any employer to engage
in, a strlke or a concerted refusal in the
course of their employment to use, manu-
facture, process, transport, or otherwise
handle or work on any goods, articles, mate-
rials, or commodities or to perform any serv-
ices, where an object thereof is: (A) forcing
or requiring any employer or self-employed
person to join any labor or employer organ-
ization or any employer or other person to
cease using, selling, handling, transporting,
or otherwise dealing in the products of any
other producer, processor, or manufacturer,
or to cease doing business with any other
person; unless such strike or concerted re-
fusal is authorized by a clause or stipulation
in a collective-bargaining contract permit-
ting employees covered by such contract to
refuse to work on orders being performed for
the account of an employer whose employees,
who would normally perform such work, are
engaged in a lawful strike approved or rati-
fled by their representative whom such em-
ployer Is required to recognize under this
act; (B) forcing or requiring any other em-
ployer to recognize or bargain with a labor
organization as the representative of his
employees unless such labor organization has
been certified as the representative of such
employees under the provisions of section 8;
(C) forcing or requiring any employer to rec-
ognize or bargain with a particular labor
organization as the representative of his
employees if another labor organization has
been certified as the representative of such
employees under the provisions of section 8;
(D) forcing or requiring any employer to as-
slgn particular work to employees in a par-
ticular labor organization or in a particular
trade, craft, or class rather than to employees
in another labor organization or in another
trade, craft, or class, unless such employer
is failing to conform to an order or certifica-
tion of the Board determining the bargaining
representative for employees performing such
work: Provided, That nothing contained in
this subsection (b) shall be construed to
make unlawful a refusal by any person to
enter upon the premises of any employer
(other than his own employer), if the em-
ployees of such employer are engaged in a
strike ratified or approved by a representa-
tive of such employees whom such employer
is required to recognize under this act;

“(6) to require of employees covered by
an agreement authorlzed under subsection
(a) (3) the payment, as a condition prece-
dent to becoming a member of such organ-
ization, of a fee in an amount which the
Board finds excessive or discriminatory under
all the circumstances. In making such a
finding, the Board shall consider, among
other relevant factors, the practices and cus-
toms of labor organizations in the particular
industry, and the wages currently paid to
the employees affected;

“(8) to cause or attempt to cause an em-
ployer to pay or deliver or agree to pay or
deliver any money or other thing of value,
in the nature of an exaction, for services
which are not performed or not to be per-
formed; and

“(e) The Board shall not base any findings
of unfair labor practice upon, or set aside
or refuse to hold any election upon the basls
of, any statement of views or arguments,
either written or oral, (1) if such statement,
considered in the light of all the relevant
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circumstances, contains no threat, express
or implied, of reprisal or force, or offer, ex-
press or implied, of benefits, or (2) if the
statement, considered in the light of all the
relevant clrcumstances, s suck as would
justify a district ‘judge In refusing to sub-
mit 1t to a jury, or in setting aside a verdict
based thereon against the person making it,
were the same issues involved in a trial of
such person in a district court of the United
States.

“(d) For the purposes of this section, to
bargain collectively is the performance of
the mutual obligation of the employer and
the representative of the employees to meet
at reasonable times and confer in good faith
with respect to wages, hours, and other terms
and conditions of employment, or the nego-
tiation of an argreement, or any guestion
arising thereunder, and the execution of a
written contract incorporating any agree-
ment reached if requested by elther party,
but such obligation does not compel either
party to agree to a proposal or require the
making of a concession: Provided, That
where there is in effect a collective-bargain-
ing contract covering employees in an in-
dustry affecting commerce, the duty to bar-
gain collectively shall also mean that no
party to such contract shall terminate or
modify such contract, unless the party desir-
ing such termination or modification—

(1) serves a written notice upon the other
party to the contract of the proposed termi-
nation or modification 60 days prior to the
expiration date thereof, or in the event such
contract contains no expiration date, or such
contract contains reopening provisions for
purposes of modification, 60 days prior to
the time it is proposed to make such termi-
nation or modification;

“(2) offers to meet and confer with the
other party for the purpose of negotiating
a new contract or a contract containing the
proposed modifications;

“(3) notifies the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service within 30 days after
such notice of the existence of a dispute, and
simuitaneously therewith notifies any State
or Territorial agency established to mediate
and conciliate disputes within the State or
Territory where the dispute occurred, pro-
vided no agreement has been reached by that
time; and

“(4) continues in full force and effect,
without resorting to strike or lock-out, all
the terms and conditions of the existing con-
tract for a period of 60 days after such no-
tice is given:

“The duties imposed upon employers, em-
ployees, and labor organizations by para-
graphs (2), (3), and (4) shall become in-
applicable upon an intervening certifica-
tion of the Board, under which the labor or-
ganization or individual, which s a party
to the contract, has been superseded as or
ceased to be the representative of the em-
ployees subject to the provisions of section
9 (a), and the dutles so imposed shall not
be construed as requiring either party to
discuss or agree to any modification of the
terms and conditions contained in a con-
tract for a fixed perlod, if such modification
is to become effective before such terms and
conditions can be reopened under the pro-
visions of the contract.

“REPRESENTATIVES AND ELECTIONS

“Sec, 9. (a) Representatives designated or
selected for the purposes of collective bar-
gaining by the majority of the employees
in a unit appropriate for such purposes,
ghall be the exclusive representatives of all
the employees in such unit for the purposes
of collective bargaining in respect to rates
of pay, wages, hours of employment, or other
conditions of employment: Provided, That
any individual employee or a group of em-
ployees shall have the right at any time to
present grievances to their employer and to
have such grievances adjusted, without the
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intervention of the bargaining representa-
tive, as long as the adjustment 1s not in-
consistent with the terms of a collective-
bargalning contract or agreement then in
effect: Provided further, That the bargaln-
ing representative has been glven oppor-
tunity to be present at such adjustment.

“(b) The Board shall decide in each case
whether, in order to assure to employees the
fullest freedom in exercising the rights
guaranteed by this act, the unit appropriate
for the purposes of collective bargaining
shall be the employer unit, craft unit, plant
unit, or subdivision thereof: Provided,
That the Board shall not (1) decide that
any unit Is appropriate for such purposes if
such unit includes both professional em-
ployees and employees who are not profes-
slonal employees unless a majority of such
professional employees vote for inclusion in
such unit; or (2) decide that any craft unit
is inappropriate for such purposes on the
ground that a different unit has been estab-
lished by a prior Board determination, un-
less a majority of the employees in the pro-
posed craft unit vote against separate rep-
resentation or (3) decide that any unit is
appropriate for such purposes if it includes,
together with other employees, any individual
employed as a guard to enforce against em-
ployees and other persons rules to protect
property of the employer or to protect the
safety of persons on the employer’s premises;
but no labor organization shall be certified as
the representative of employees in a bargain-
ing unit of guards if such organization ad-
mits to membership, or is afflliated directly
or Indirectly with an organization which
admits to membership, employees other than
guards.

“(c) (1) Whenever a petition shall have
been filed, in accordance with such regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the Board—

“{A) by an employee or group of employees
or any individual or labor organization act-
ing in their behalf alleging that a substantial
number of employees (1) wish to be repre-
sented for collective bargaining and that
their employer declines to recognize their
representative as the representative defined
in section 9 (a), or (ii) assert that the in-
dividual or labor organization, which has
been certified or as being currently recog-
nized by their employer as the bargaining
representative, is no longer a representative
as defined in section 9 (a); or

“(B) by an employer, alleging that one or
more individuals or labor organizations have
presented to him a claim to be recognized
as the representative defined in section 9
(a);
the Board shall investigate such petition
and if it has reasonable cause to believe that
a question of representation affecting com-
merce exists shall provide for an appropriate
hearing upon due notice. Such hearing may
be conducted by an officer or employee of the
regional office, who shall not make any rec-
ommendations with respect thereto. If the
Board finds upon the record of such hearing
that such a question of representation exists,
it shall direct an electlon by secret ballot and
shall certify the results thereof,

“(2) In determining whether or not a
question of representation affecting com-
merce exists, the same regulations and rules
of decision shall apply irrespective of the
identity of the persons filing the petition or
the kind of relief sought and in no case shall
the Board deny a labor organization a place
on the ballot by reason of an order with
respect to such labor organization or its
predecessor not issued in conformity with
section 10 (c).

*(3) No election shall be directed in any
bargaining unit or any subdivision within
which, in the preceding 12-month period, a
valid election shall have been held, An em-
ployee on strike shall be eligible to vote (A)
if he is entitled to reinstatement, or (B)
even thougk Ie is not entitled to reinstate-
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ment, if his place has not been validly filled
by & permanent replacement for 6 months or
more preceding the date of the election. In
any election where none of the choices on
the ballot receives a majority, a run-off shall
be conducted, the ballot providing for a
selection between the two choices receiving
the largest and second largest mumber of
valid votes cast in the election.

“(4) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to prohibit the walving of hearings
by stipulation for the purpose of a consent
election in conformity with regulations and
rules of decision of the Board.

“(5) In determining whether a unit Is
appropriate for the purposes specified in
subsection (b) the extent to which the
employees have organized shall not be
controlling.

“(d) Whenever an order of the Board made
pursuant to section 10 (c) is based in whole
or in part upon facts certified following an
investigation pursuant to subsection (c) of
this sectlon and there is a petition for the
enforcement or review of such order, such
certification and the record of such Investi-
gation shall be included in the transcript of
the entire record required to be flled under
section 10 (e) or 10 (f), and thereupon the
decree of the court enforcing, modifying, or
setting aside in whole or in part the order
of the Board shall be made and entered upon
the pleadings, testimony, and proceedings
set forth in such transcript.

“(e) (1) Upon the filing with the Board by
30 percent or more of the employees in an
appropriate collective-bargaining unit of
whom a labor organization is the represent-
ative as provided in section 8 (a), of a peti-
tion alleging that they desire to rescind the
authority of such labor organization to make
an agreement with the employer of such
employees requiring membership in such
labor organization as a condition of employ-
ment in such unit, the Board shall take a
secret ballot of the employees in such unit
shall certify the results thereof to such labor
organization and to the employer.

“(2) No election shall be conducted pur-
suant to this subsection in any bargaining
unit or any subdivision within which, in the
preceding 12-month period, a valld election
shall have been held.

“(f) No investigation shall be made by the
board of any question affecting commerce
concerning the representation of employees,
raised by a labor organization under sub-
section (¢) of this section, and no complaint
shall be issued pursuant to a charge made
by a labor organization under subsection
(b) of section 10, unless such labor organiza-
tion and any national or international labor
organization of which such labor organiza-
tion is an affiliate or constituent unit (A)
shall have prior thereto flled with the Sec-
retary of Labor coples of its constitution and
bylaws and a report, in such form as the
Secretary may prescribe, showing—

“(1) the name of such labor organization
and the address of Its principal place of
business;

*“(2) the names, titles, and compensation
and allowances of its three principal officers
and of any of its other officers or agents whose
aggregate compensation and allowances for
the preceding year exceeded §5,000, and the
amount of the compensation and allowances
paid to each such officer or agent during
such year;

“(3) the manner in which the officers and
agents referred to in clause (2) were elected,
appointed, or otherwise selected;

*“(4) the initiation fee or fees which new
members are required to pay on becoming
members of such labor organization;

“(5) the regular dues or fees which mem-
bers are required to pay in order to remain
members In good standing of such labor

tlon;

“(8) a detalled statement of, or reference
to provisions of its constitution and bylaws
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showing the procedure followed with respect
to, (a) qualification for or restrictions on
membership, (b) election of officers and
stewards, (c) calling of regular and special
meetings, (d) levying of assessments, (e)
imposition of fines, (f) authorization for
bargaining demands, (g) ratification of con-
tract terms, (h) authorization for strikes,
(1) authorization for disbursement of union
funds, (j) audit of union financial transac-
tions, (k) participation in insurance or other
benefit plans, and (1) expulsion of members
and the grounds therefor;

and (B) can show that prior thereto it has—

“(1) filed with the Sétretary of Labor, in
such form as the Secretary may prescribe,
a report showing all of (a) its receipts of
any kind and the sources of such receipts,
(b) its total assets and llabilities as of the
end of its last fiscal year, (c) the disburse-
ments made by it during such fiscal year,
including the purposes for which made,
which report shall be filed within 125 days
of the end of such fiscal year; and

*“(2) furnished to all of the members of
such labor organization copies of the finan-
clal report required by paragraph (1) hereof
to be flled with the Secretary of Labor.

*“{g) It shall be the obligation of all labor
organizations to file annually with the Secre-
tary of Labor, in such form as the Secretary
of Labor may prescribe, reports bringing up
to date the information required to be sup-
plied in the initlal filing by subsection (f)
(A) of this section, and to file with the
Secretary of Labor, and furnish to its mem-
bers annually financial reports in the form
and manner prescribed in subsection (f) (B).
No labor organization shall be eligible for
certification under this section as the repre-
sentative of any employees, and no complaint
shall issue under section 10 with respect to
a charge filed by a labor organization unless
it can show that 1t and any national or inter-
national labor organization of which it is an
affiliate or constituent unit has complied with
its obligation under this subsection.

*(h) No investigation shall be made by the
Board of any question affecting commerce
concerning the representation of employees
under subsection (¢) of this section raised
by, and no complaint shall be issued under
subsection (b) of section 10, pursuant to a
charge made by—

“({1) a labor organization unless there is on
file with the Board an affidavit executed con-
temporaneously or within the preceding
12-month period by each officer of such
labor organization and the officers of any
national or international labor organization
of which it is an affiliate or constituent unit;
or

“{ii) an employer, unless there is on file
with the Board an affidavit executed con-
temporaneously or within the preceding 12-
month period by such employer, if a natural
person or persons, or each officer of such
employer—
stating that he is not a member of the Com-
munist Party or affiliated with such party,
and that he does not believe in, and is not a
member of, 'or supports any organization that
believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the
United States Government by force or by any
illegal or unconstitutional methods. The
provisions of section 35A of the Criminal
Code shall be applicable in respect to such
affidavits,

“PREVENTION OF UNFAIR LABOR FRACTICES

“8Sec. 10. (a) The Board is empowered, as
hereinafter provided, to prevent any person
from engaging in any unfalr labor practice
(listed In sec. 8) affecting commerce. This
power shall not be affected by any other
means of adjustment or prevention that has
been or may be established by agreement,
law, or otherwise: Provided, That the Board
is empowered by agreement with any agency
of any State or Territory to cede to such
agency jurisdiction over any cases in any in-
dustry (other than mining, manufacturing,
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communications, and transportation except
where predominantly local in character) even
though such cases may involve labor disputes
affecting commerce, unless the provision of
the State or Territorial statute applicable to
the determination of such cases by such
agency is Inconsistent with the correspond-
ing provision of this act or has received a
construction inconsistent therewith.

“(b) Whenever it is charged that any per-
son has engaged in or is engaging in any
such unfair labor practice, the Board, or any
agent or agency designated by the Board
for such purposes, shall have power to. is-
sue and cause to be served upon such person
a complaint stating the charges in that
respect, and containing a notice of hearing
before the Board or a member thereof, or
before a designated agent or agency, at a
place therein fixed, not less than 5 days
after the serving of said complaint: Pro-
pided, That no complaint shall issue based
upon any unfair labor practice occurring
more than 6 months prior to the filing of
the charge with the Board and the service
of a copy thereof upon the person against
whom such charge is made, unless the person
aggrieved thereby was prevented from filing
such charge by reason of service in the armed
forces, in which event the 6-month period
shall be computed from the day of his dis-
charge. Any such complaint may be amend-
ed by the member, agent, or agency conduct-
ing the hearing or the Board in its discretion
at any time prior to the issuance of an order
based thereon, The person so complained
of shall have the right to file an answer to
the original or amended complaint and to
appear in person or otherwise and give testi-
mony at the place and time fixed in the com-
plaint. In the discretion of the member,
agent, or agency conducting the hearing or
the Board, any other person may be allowed
to iptervene in the sald proceeding and to
present testimony. Any such proceeding
shall, so far as practicable, be conducted in
accordance with the rules of evidence appli-
cable in the district courts of the United
Btates under the rules of civil procedure for
the district courts of the United States,
adopted by the SBupreme Court of the United
States pursuant to the act of June 19, 1934
(U. 8. C., title 28, secs, 723-B, 723-C).

“(¢) The testimony taken by such mem-
ber, agent, or agency or the Board shall be
reduced to writing and filed with the Board.
Thereafter, in its discretion, the Board upon
notice may take further testimony or hear
argument. If upon the preponderance of
the testimony taken the Board shall be of
the opinion that any person named in the
complaint has engaged in or is engaging in
any such unfair labor practice, then the
Board shall state its findings of fact and
shall issue and cause to be served on such
person an order requiring such person to
cease and desist from such unfair labor prac-
tice, and to take such affirmative action in-
cluding reinstatement of employees with or
without back pay, as will effectuate the poli-
cies of thls act: Provided, That where an
order directs reinstatement of an employee,
back pay may be required of the employer
or labor organization, as the case may be,
responsible for the discrimination suffered
by him: And provided further, That in de-
termining whether a complaint shall issue
alleging a violation of section 8 (a) (1) or
section 8 (a) (2), and in deciding such cases,
the same regulations and rules of decision
shall apply irrespective of whether or not
the labor organization affected is affiliated
with a labor organization national or inter-
national in scope. Such order may further
require such person to make reports from
time to time showing the extent to which it
has complied with the order. If upon the
preponderance of the testimony taken the
Board shall not be of the opinion that the

person named in the complaint has engaged

in or is engaging in any such unfair labor

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

practice, then the Board shall state its find-
ings of fact and shall Issue an order dis-
missing the said complaint. No order of
the Board shall require the reinstatement
of any individual as an employee who has
been suspended or discharged, or the pay-
ment to him of any back pay, if such indi-
vidual was suspended or discharged for cause,
In case the evidence is presented before a
member of the Board, or before an examiner
or examiners thereof, such member, or such
examiner or examiners, as the case may be,
shall issue and cause to be served on the
parties to the proceeding a proposed report,
together with a recommended order, which
shall be filed with the Board, and if no
exceptions are filed within 20 days after
service thereof upon such parties, or within
such fursher period as the Board may au-
thorize, such recommended order shall be-
come the order of the Board and become
effective as therein prescribed.

“(d) Until a transcript of the record in a
case shall have been filed in a court, as here-
inafter provided, the Board may at any time,
upon reasonahble notice and in such manner
as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside,
in whole or in part, any finding or order made
or issued by it.

“(e) The Board shall have power to peti-
tion any circuit court of appeals of the
United States (including the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum-
bia), or if all the circuit courts of appeals
to which application may be made are in
vacation, any district court of the United
States (including the District Court of the
United States for the District of Columbia),
within any circuit or district, respectively,
wherein the unfair labor practice in ques-
tion occurred or wherein such person resides
or transacts business, for the enforcement of
such order and for appropriate temporary re-
lief or restraining order, and shall certify
and file in the court a transcript of the en-
tire record in the proceedings, including the
pleadings and testimony upon which such
order was entered and the findings and order
of the Board. Upon such filing, the court
shall cause notice thereof to be served upon
such person, and thereupon shall have juris-
diction of the proceeding and of the gquestion
determined therein, and shall have power to
grant such temporary relief or restraining
order as it deems just and proper, and to
make and enter upon the pleadings, testi-
mony, and proceedings set forth in such
transcript a decree enforcing, modifying, and
enforcing as so modifled, or setting aside in
whole or in part the order of the Board. No
objection that has not been urged before the
Board, its member, agent, or agency, shall be
considered by the court, unless the failure
or neglect to urge such objection shall be
excused because of extraordinary circums-

-stances, The findings of the Board with re-

spect to questlons of fact if supported by
substantial evidence on the record considered
as a whole shall be conclusive. If either party
shall apply to the court for leave to adduce
additional evidence and shall show to the
satisfaction of the court that such addi-
tional evidence 1s material and that there
were reasonable grounds for the failure to
adduce such evidence In the hearing before
the Board, its member, agent, or agency, the
court may order such additional evidence to
be taken before the Board, its members,
agent, or agency, and to be made a part of
the transcript. The Board may modify its
findings as to the facts; or make new find-
ings, by reason of additional evidence so
taken and filed, and it shall file such modi-
fled or new findings, which findings with re-
spect to questions of fact if supported by
substantial evidence on the record consid-
ered as a whole shall be conclusive, and shall
file its recommendations, If any, for the modi-
fication or setting aside of its original order.
The jurisdiction of the court shall be exclu-
sive and its judgment and decree shall be
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final, except that the same shall be subject
to review by the appropriate circuit court of
appeals if application was made to the dis-
trict court as hereinabove provided, and by
the Supreme Court of the United States upon
writ of certiorari or certification as provided
in sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial Code,
as amended (U. 8. C,, t.it.ls! 28, secs. 348 and
247).

“(f) Any person aggrieved by a final or-
der of the Board granting or denying in
whole or in part the relief sought may ob-
tain a review of such order in any ecircuit
court of appeals of the United SBtates in the
circuit wherein the unfair labor practice in
question was alleged to have been engaged
in or wherein such person resides or trans-
acts business, or in the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia, by
filing in such court a written petition pray-
ing that the order of the Board be modified
or set aside. A copy of such petition shall
be forthwith served upon the Board, and
thereupon the aggrieved party shall file in
the court a transcript of the entire record
in the proceeding, certified by the Board,
including the pleading and testimony upon
which the order complained of was entered,
and the findings and order of the Board.
Upon such filing, the court shall proceed in
the same manner as in the case of an ap-
plication by the Board under subsection
(e), and shall have the same exclusive juris-
diction to grant to the Board such tempo-
rary relief or restraining order as it deems
just and proper, and in like manner to make
and enter a decree enforcing, modifying, and
enforeing as so modified, or setting aside In
whole or in part the order of the Board; the
findings of the Board with respect to ques-
tions of fact if supported by substantial evi-
dence on the record considered as a whole
shall in like manner be conclusive,

“{g) The commencement of proceedings
under subsection (e) or (f) of this section
shall not, unless specifically ordered by the
court, operate as a stay of the Board’s order.

“(h) When granting appropriate tempo-

- rary relief or a restraining order, or making

and entering a decree enforcing, modifying,
and enforeing as so modified, or setting aside
in whole or in part an order of the Board,
as provided in this section, the jurisdiction
of courts sitting in equity shall not be lim-
ited by the act entitled ‘An act to amend the
Judicial Code and to define and limit the
jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity, and
for other p ,” approved March 23, 1932
(U. 8. C, Supp. VII, title 29, secs. 101-115).

“(1) Petitions filed under this act shall be
heard expeditiously, and if possible within
10 days after they have been docketed.

“(J) Whenever it is charged that any per-
son has engaged In an unfair labor practice
under this act, an Investigation has been
conducted and a complaint has been issued
thereon by the general counsel, if irreparable
injury to the charging party is unavoidable
and it 1s in the public interest, the general
counsel may petition any district court of
the United States (including the District
Court of the United States for the District
of Columbia) within any district where the
unfair labor practice in question has oc-
curred, is alleged to have occurred, or where-
in such person resides or transacts business,
for appropriate injunctive relief pending the
final adjudication of the Board with respect
to such matter. Upon the filing of any such
petition the district court shall have juris-
diction to grant such injunctive relief or
temporary restraining order as it deems just
and proper, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law: Provided further, That no
temporary restraining order shall be issued
without notice unless a petition alleges that
substantial and irreparable injury to the
charging party will be unavoidable and such
temporary restraining order shall be effective
for no longer than § days and will become
‘void at the expiration of such period. Upon
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filing of any such petition the courts shall
cause notice thereof to be served upon any
person involved in the charge and such
person, including the charging party, shall
be given an opportunity to appear by coun-
sel and present any relevant testimony:
Provided further, That for the purposes of
this subsection district courts shall be
deemed to have jurisdiction of any employer
or a labor organization (1) in the district in
which such employer or labor organization,
as the case may be, maintains its principal
office, or (2) In any district in which (in
the case of an employer) the employer trans-
acts business, or (in the came of a labor
organization) in which the labor organiza-
tion's authorized officers or agents are en-
gaged in promoting or protecting the in-
terests of employee members, and in the case
of a labor organization the service of legal
process upon such an authorized officer or
agent hall constitute service upon the labor
organization and make such organization a
party to the suit.

“INVESTIGATORY POWERS

“Sgc, 11. For the purpose of all hearings
and investigations, which, in the popinion of
the Board, ar. necessary and proper for the
exercise of the powers vested in it by sec-
tion 9 and section 10—

“{1) The Board, or its duly authorized
agents or agencies, shall at all reasonable
times have access to, for the purpose of ex-
amination, and the right to copy any evi-
dence of any person being Investigated or
proceeded against that relates to any mat-
ter under investigation or in question. The
Board, or any member thereof, shall upon
application of any party to such proceedings,
forthwith issue to such party subpenas re-
quiring the attendance and testimony of
witnesses or the production of any evidence
in sueh proceeding or investigation request-
ed in such application. Within 5 days after
the service of a subpena on any person re-
guiring the production of any evidence in
his possession or under his control, such
person may petition the Board to revoke, and
the Board shall revoke, such subpena If in
its opinion the evidence whose production is
required does not relate to any matter under
investigation, or any matter In question in
such proceedings, or if in its opinion such
subpena does not describe with sufficient
particularity the evidence whose production
is required. Any member of the Board, or
any agent or agency designated by the Board
for such purposes, may administer oaths
and affirmations, examine witnesses, and re-
ceive evidence. Such attendance of wit-
nesses and the production of such evidence
may be required from any place in the
United States or any Territory or possession
thereof, at any designated place of hear-
ing,

“(2) In case of contumacy or refusal to
obey a subpena issued to any person, any
district court of the United States or the
United States courts of any Territory or pos-
session, or the District Court of the United
States for the District of Columbia, within
the jurisdiction of which the inquiry is car-
ried on or within the jurisdiction of which
sald person gullty of contumacy or refusal
to obey is found or resides or transacts bus-
iness, upon application by the Board shall
have jurisdiction to issue to such person
an order requiring such person to appear
before the Board, its member, agent, or
agency, there to produce evidence if so or-
dered, or there to give testimony touching
the matter under investigation or in ques-
tion; and any failure to obey such order of
the court may be punished by said court as
a contempt thereof.

“{3) No person shall be excused from at-
tending and testifying or from producing
books, records, correspondence, documents,
or other evidence in obedience to the sub-
pena of the Board, on the ground that the
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testimony or evidence required of him may
tend to incriminate him or subject him to
a penalty or forfeiture; but no individual
shall be prosecuted or subjected to any pen-
alty or forfeiture for or on account of any
transaction, matter, or thing concerning
which he is compelled, after having claimed
his privilege against self-incrimination, to
testify or produce evidence, except that
such individual so testifying shall not be
exempt from prosecution and punishment
for perjury committed In so testifying.

“(4) Complaints, orders, and other proc-
ess and papers of the Board, its member,
agent, or agency, may be served elther per-
sonally or by registered mail or by telegraph
or by leaving a copy thereof at the principal
office or place of business of the person re-
quired to be served. The verified return by
the individual so serving the same setting
forth the manner of such service shall be
proof of the same, and the return post office
receipt or telegraph receipt therefor when
registered and malled or telegraphed as
aforesald shall be proof of service of the same.
Witnesses summoned before the Board, its
member, agent, or agency, shall be paid the
same fees and mileage that are pald wit-
nesses in the courts of the United States,
and witnesses whose depositions are taken
and the persons taking the same shall sever-
ally be entitled to the same fees as are paid
for like services in the courts of the United
States.

“(5) All process of any court to which ap-
plication may be made under this act may be
served in the judicial district wherein the de-
fendant or other person required to be served

" resides or may be found.

“(6) The several departments and agen-
cles of the Government, when directed by
th Presidens, shall furnish the Board, upon
its request, all records, papers, and informa-
tion in their possession relating to any mat-
ter before the Board.

“Sec. 12. Any person who shall willfully
resist, prevent, impede, or interfere with any
member of the Board or any of its agents or
agencies In the performance of duties pur-
suant to this act shall be punished by a fine
of not more than $5,000 or by imprisonment
for not more than 1 year, or both.

“LIMITATIONS

“Sec. 18. Nothing in this act, except as
specifically provided for herein, shall be
construed so as either to interfere with or
impede or diminish in any way the right to
strike, or to affect the limitations or quali-
fications on that right,

“Sec, 14. (a) Nothing herein shall pro-
hibit any individual employed as a super-
visor from becoming or remaining a mem-
ber of a labor organization, but no employer
subject to this act shall be compelled to deem
individuals defined herein as supervisors as
employees for the purpose of any law, either
national or loeal, relating to collective bar-
galning.

“{b) Nothing in thi.s act shall be con-
strued as authorizing the execution or ap-
plication of agreements requiring member-
ship in a labor organization as a condition
of employment In any State or Territory in
which such execution or application is pro-
hibited by State or Territorial law.

“8gec. 15. Wherever the application of the
provisions of section 272 of chapter 10 of
the act entitled ‘An act to establish a uni-
form system of bankruptey throughout the
United States,’ approved July 1, 1898, and
acts amendatory thereof and supplementary
thereto (U, 8. C., title 11, sec. 672), conflicts
with the application of the provisions of
this act, this act shall prevail: Provided,
That in any situation where the provisions
of this act cannot be validly enforced, the
provisions of such other acts shall remain
in full force and effect.

“Sec. 16. If any provision of this act, or’

the application of such provision to any per-
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eon or circumstances, shall be held invalid,
the remainder of this act, or the application
of such provision to persons or circumstances
other than those as to which it is held in-
valid, shall not be affected thereby.

“8Ec. 17. This act may be cited as the '‘Na-
tional Labor Relations Act.'"

SAVING PROVISIONS

SEec. 102. No proceeding before the National
Labor Relations Board shall abate, and no
order or certification of the Board in effect
on the date of the enactment of this act
shall be invalidated, by reason of any of the
provisions of this act or of the amendments
made by this act, but such proceeding shall
be continued, and such orders and certifica~
tions continue in effect, as if this act had
not been enacted; and no provision of this
act shall prevent the Board from entertain-
ing, processing, making, or enforcing any pe-
tition, charge, complaint, or order with re-
spect to any act or omission oceurring prior
to the date of the enactment of this act;
except that the Board shall not, in any of
the above cases, entertain, process, make, or
enforce any petition, charge, complaint, or
order with respect to any act or omission
occurring prior to the date of the enactment
of this act unless such petition, charge, com=-
plaint, or order could be entertained, proc-
essed, made, or enforced by the Board with
respect to a like act or omission occurring
after the date of the enactment of this act.
The provislons of section 8 (a) (3) and sec-
tion 8 (b) (2) of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act, as reenacted and amended by this
title, shall not make an unfair labor prac-
tice the performance of any obligation under

. a collective-bargaining agreement entered

into prior to the date’ of enactment of the
Labor-Management Relatlons Act, 1947, if
the performance of such obligation would
not have constituted an unfair labor prac-
tice under section 8 (3) of the National'Labor
Relations Act prior to the effective date of
the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947,
unless such agreement was renewed or ex-
tended subsequent to such effective date.

TrTLE II—CONCILIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES IN
INDUSTRIES AFFECTING COMMERCE; NATIONAL
EMERGENCIES
Sec. 201. It is the policy of the United

Btates that—

(a) sound and stable industrial peace and
the advancement of the general welfare,
health, and safety of the Nation and of the
best interests of employers and employees
can most satisfactorily be secured by the set-
tlement of issues between employers and em-
ployees through the processes of conference
and collective bargaining between employers
and the representatives of their employees;

(b) the settlement of issues between em-
ployers and employees through collective.
bargaining may be advanced by making
available full and adequate governmental
facilities for conciliation, mediation, and vol-
untary arbitration to aid and encourage em-
ployers and the representatives of their em-
ployees to reach and maintain agreements
concerning rates of pay, hours, and working
conditions, and to make all reasonable efforts
to settle their differences by mutual agree-
ment reached through conferences and col-
lective bargaining or by stch methods as may
be provided for in any applicable agreement
for the settlement of disputes; and

{c) certain controversies which arise be-
tween parties to collectlve-bargaining agree-
ments may be avolded or minimized by
making avallable full and adequate govern-
mental facilities for furnishing assistance to
employers and the representatives of their
employees in formulating for inclusion
within such agreements provision for ade-
quate notice of any proposed changes in the
terms of such agreements, for the final ad-
justment of grievances or questions regard-
ing the application or interpretation of such
agreements, and other provisions designed to
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prevent the subsequent arising of such
controversies,

Sec. 202. (a) Notwithstanding any of the
provisions of section 101 of this act, the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
is hereby continued as an independent
agency of the United States. The Service
shall be under the direction of a Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Director (here-
inafter referred to as the “Director”), ap-
pointed by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, but section
101 of this act shall not have the effect of
vacating or abolishing the office of Director
in office on the date of the enactment of this
act. The Director shall receive compensation
at the rate of $12,000 per annum. The
Director shall not engage in any other busi-
ness, vocation, or employment.

(b) The Director s authorized, subject to
the civil-service laws, to appoint such clerical
and other personnel as may be necessary for
the execution of the functions of the Service,
and shall fix their compensation in accord-
ance with the Classification Act of 1923, as
amended, and may, without regard to the
provisions of the civil-service laws and the
Classification Act of 1923, as amended, ap-
point and fix the compensation of such con-
cillators and mediators as may be necessary
to carry cut the functions of the BService.
The Director is authorized to make such
expenditures for supplies, facilities, and
services as he deems necessary. Such ex-
penditures shall be allowed and paid upon
presentation of itemized vouchers therefor
approved by the Director or by any employee
designated by him for that purpose.

(¢) The principal office of the Service shall
be in the District of Columbia, but the Di-
rector may éstablish regional offices conven-
fent to localities in which labor controversies
are likely to arise. The Director may by

" order, subject to revocation at any time, dele- .

gate any authority aad discretion conferred
upon him by this act of any regional director,
or other officer or employee of the Service.
The Director may establish suitable pro-
cedures for cooperation with State and local
mediation agencies. The Director shall make
an annual report in writing to Congress at
the end of the fiscal year.

(d) All mediation and conciliation func-
tlons vested, prior to the enactment of the
Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, in
the Secretary of Labor or the United States
Conciliation Service under section 8 of the
act entitled “An act to create a Department
of Labor.” approved March 4, 1913 (U. 8. C,,
title 29, sec, 51), and all functions vested,
* prior to the enactment of the Labor-Man-
agement Relations Act, 1947, in the United
States Conciliation Service under any other
law shall continue as functions of the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service. The
Director and the Service shall not be subject
inrany way to the jurilsdiction or authority of
the Secretary of Labor or any official or divi-
sion of the Department of Labor,

FUNCTIONS OF THE SERVICE

Sec. 203. (a) It shall be the duty of the
Service, in order to prevent or minimize in-
terruptions of the free flow of commerce
growing out of labor disputes, to assist par-
ties to labor disputes in Industries affecting
commerce to settle such disputes through
conciliation and mediation.

(b) The Service may proffer its services in
any labor dispute in any industry affecting
commerce, either upon its own motion or
upon the request of one or more of the
parties to the dispute, whenever in its judg-
ment such dispute threatens to cause a sub-
stantial interruption of commerce. The Di-
rector and the Service are directed to avold
attempting to mediate disputes which would
have only a minor effect on interstate com-
merce If State or other conciliation services
are avallable to the parties. Whenever the
SBervice does proffer its services in any dis-
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pute, it shall be the duty of the Service
promptly to put itself in communication
with the parties and to use its best efforts,
by medlation and conciliation, to bring them
to agreement.

(c) If the Director is not able to bring
the parties to agreement by conclliation
within a reasonable time, he shall seek to
induce the parties voluntarily to seek other
means of settling the dispute without resort
to strike, lock-out, or other coercion. The
fallure o~ refusal of either party to agree to
any procedure suggested by the Director
shall not be deemed a violation of any duty
or obligation imposed by this act.

(d) Final adjustment by a method agreed
upon by the parties is hereby declared to be
the desirable method for settlement of griev-
ance disputes arising over the application or
interpretation of an existing collective-bar-
gaining agreement. The Service is directed
to make its conciliation and mediation serv-
fces available in the settlement of such
grievance disputes only as a last resort and
in exceptional cases.

Sec. 204. (a) In order to prevent or mini-
mize interruptions of the free flow of com-
merce growing out of labor disputes, em-
ployers and employees and their representa-
tives, in any industry aflfecting commerce,
shall—

(1) exert every reasonable effort to make
and maintain agreements concerning rates

. of pay, hours, and working conditions, in-

cluding provision for adequate notice of any
proposed change in the terms of such
agreements;

(2) whenever a dispute arises over the
terms or application of a collective-bargain-
ing agreement and a conference is requested
by a party or prospective party thereto, ar-
range promptly for such a conference to be

. held and endeavor in such conference to

settle such dispute expeditiously; and

(3) in case such dispute is not settled by
conference, participate fully and promptly
in such meetings as may be undertaken by
the Service under this act for the purpose of
alding in a settlement of the dispute.

Sec. 205. (a) There shall be a National
Labor-Management Panel which shall be
composed of 12 members appointed by the
President, 8 of whom shall be selected from
among persons outstanding in the field of
management and 6 of whom shall be selected
from among persons outstanding in the field
of labor, equal representation insofar as
practicable shall be accorded all labor or-
ganizations whether or not such organiza-
tions are national or international in scope.
Each member shall hold office for a term of
3 years, except that any member appointed
to fill a vacaney occurring prior to the ex-
piration of the term for which his prede-
cessor was appointed shall be appointed for
the remainder of such term, and the terms
of office of the members first taking office
shall expire, as designated by the President
at the time of appointment, four at the end
of the first year, four at the end of the sec-
ond year, and four at the end of the third
year after the date of appointment. Not-
withstanding section 101 of this act, the
terms of office of the members in office on
the date of the enactment of this act shall
expire as provided by law at the time of their
appointment. Members of the panel, when
serving on business of the panel, shall be
paid compensation at the rate of $25 per
day, and shall also be entitled to receive an
allowance for actual and necessary travel
and subsistence expenses while so serving
away from their places of residence.

(b) It shall be the duty of the panel, at
the request of the Director, to advise in the
avoldance of industrial controversies and
the manner in which mediation and volun-
tary adjustment shall be administered, par-
ticularly with reference to controversies
affecting the general welfare of the country.
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NATIONAL EMERGENCIES

Bec. 206. (a) Whenever in the opinion of
the President of the United States a threat-
ened or actual strike or lock-out affecting
an entire industry or a substantial part
thereof engaged in trade, commerce, trans-
portation, transmission, or communication
among the several States or with foreign
nations, or engaged In the production of
goods for commerce, will, if permitted to
occur or to continue, imperil the national
health or safety, he may direct the Attor-
ney General to petition any district court
of the United States having jurisdiction of
the parties to enjoin such strike or lock-out
or the continuing thereof, and if the court
finds that such threatened or actual strike
or lock-out—

(i) affects an entire industry or a substan-
tial part thereof engaged in trade, commerce,
transportation, transmission, or communica-
tion among the several States or with foreign
nations, or engaged Iin the production of
goods for commerce; and

(i1) if permitted to occur or to continue,
will imperil the national health or safety,
it shall have jurisdiction to cnjoin any such
strike or lock-out, or the continuing thereof,
and to make such other orders as may be
appropriate.

(b) In any case, the provisions of the act

. of March 23, 1932, entitled “An act to amend

the Judicial Code and to define and limit
the jurisdictlon of courts sitting in equity,
and for other purposes,” shall not be
applicable.

(c) The order or orders of the court shall
be subject to review by the appropriate cir-
cuit eourt of appeals and by the Supreme
Court upon writ of certiorarl or certifica-
tion as provided in sections 239 and 240 of
the Judicial Code, as amended (U. 8. C,, title
20, secs. 346 and 347).

Sec. 207. (a) Whenever a district court has
issued an order under section 206 enjoining
acts or practices which imperil or threaten
to imperil the national health or safety, it
shall be the duty of the parties to the labor
dispute giving rise to such order to make
every effort to adjust and settle their differ-
ences, with the assistance of the service
created by this act. Neither party shall be
under any duty to accept, in whole or in part,
any proposal of settlement made by the
service.

(b) Upon the issuance of such an order,
the President shall appoint a board of in-
quiry to Inquire into the issues involved in
the dispute and to make a written report to
him within such time as he shall presecribe.
Such report shall include a statement of the
facts with respect to the disputes, including
each party's statement of its position but
shall not contain any recommendations.
The President shall file a copy of such report
with the service and shall make its contents
available to the public.

(c) At the end of an 80-day period after
the issuance of any order by a distriet court
(unless the dispute has been settled by that
time), the board of inguiry shall report to
the President the current position of the
parties and the efforts which have been made
for settlement, and shall include a statement
by each party of its position and a state-
ment of the employer’s last offer of settle-
ment. The President shall make such report
avallable to the public.

Sec. 208. Upon the expiration of such 80-
day period or upon a settlement being
reached, whichever happens sooner, the At-
torney General shall move the court to dis-
charge the injunction, which motion shall
then be granted and the Injunction dis-
charged. When such motion is granted, the
President shall submit to the Congress a full
and comprehensive report of the proceedings,
including the findings of the board of in=-
quiry, together with such recommendations
as he may see fit to make for consideration
and appropriate action.
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Brc. 209. (a) A board of inquiry shall be
composed of a chairman and such other
members as the Presldent shall determine,
and shall have power to sit and act in any
place within the United States and to con-
duct such hearings either In public or in
private, as it may deem necessary or proper,
to ascertaln the facts with respect to the
causes and circumstances of the dispute.

(b) Members of a board of inquiry shall
receive compensation at the rate of $50 for
each day actually spent by them in the work
of the board, together with riecessary travel
and subsistence expenses.

(c) For the purpose of any hearing or in-
quiry conducted by any board appointed
under this title, the provisions of sections 9
and 10 (relating to the attendance of wit-
nesses and the production of books, papers,
and documents) of the Federal Trade Com=~
mission Act of SBeptember 16, 1914, as amend-
ed (U. 8. C. 19, title 15, secs. 49 and b50, as
amended), are hereby made applicable to the
powers and duties of such board.

COMPILATION OF COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING
AGREEMENTS, EIC.

Sec. 210. (a) For the guidance and infor-
mation of interested representatives of em-
ployers, employees, and the general publie,
the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart-
ment of Labor shall maintain & file of copies
of all available collective-bargalning agree-
ments and other available agreements and
actions thereunder settling or adjusting labor
disputes. Such file shall be open to inspec-
tion under appropriate conditions prescribed
by the Becretary of Labor, except that no
specific information submitted in confidence
shall be disclosed.

(b) The Bureau of Labor Statistics in the
Department of Labor is authorized to furnish
upon request of the Bervice, or employers,
employees, or their representatives, all avail-
able data and factual information which may
ald in the settlement of any labor dispute,
. except that no specific information submitted
in confidence shall be disclosed.

EXEMFTION OF RAILWAY LABOR ACT

SEC. 211. The provisions of this title shall
no’ be applicable with respect to any matter
which 1s subject to the provisions of the Rail-
way Labor Act, as amended from time to
time.

TiTee III
SUITS BY AND AGAINST LABOR ORCANIZATIONS

BEc. 301. (a) Suits for violation of con-
tracts between an employer and a labor
organization representing employees in an in-
dustry affecting commerce as defined in this
act, or between any such labor organizations,
may be brought in any district court of the
United States having jurisdictlon of the
parties, without respect to the amount in
controversy or without regard to the citizen-
ship of the parties,

(b) Any labor organization which repre-
sents employees in an industry affecting com-
merce as defined in this act and any em-
ployer whose activities affect commerce as
defined in this act shall be bound by the acts
of its agents. Any such labor organization
may sue or be sued as an entity and in behalf
of the employees whom it represents in the
courts of the United States. Any money
judgment against a labor organization in a
district court of the United States shall be
enforceable only against the organization as
an entlty and against its assets, and shall not
be enforceable against any individual mem-
ber or his assets.

(c) For the purposes of actlons and pro-
ceedings by or against labor organizations in
the district courts of the United States, dis-
trict courts shall be deemed to have jurisdic-
tion of a labor organization (1) in the dis-
trict in which such organization maintains
its principal office, or (2) in any district in
which its duly authorized officers or agents

are engaged in representing or acting for-

employee members,
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(d) The service of summons, subpena, or
other legal process of any court of the United
Btates upon an officer or agent of a labor
organization, in his capacity as such, shall
constitute service upon the labor organiza-
tion,

(e) For the purposes of this section, in de-
termining whether any person is acting as
an “agent” of another person so as to make
such other person responsible for his acts,
the question of whether the specific acts per-
formed were actually authorized or subse-
quently ratified shall not be controlling:
Provided, That no labor organization shall be
held responsible for the acts of any member
thereof solely on the ground of such mem-
bership.

RESTRICTIONS ON PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYEE
REPRESENTATIVES

SEc. 302, (a) It shall be unlawful for any
employer to pay or deliver, or to agree to pay
or deliver, any money or other thing of value
to any representative of his employees who
are employed in an Industry affecting com-
merce.

(b) It shall be unlawful for any repre-
sentative of any employees who are employed
in an industry affecting commerce to receive
or accept or to agree to receive or accept,
from the employer of such employees any
money or other thing of value.

(e¢) The provisions of this section shall not
be applicable (1) with respect to any money

or other thing of value payable by an em-
ployer to any representative who is an em-
ployee or former employee of such employer,
as compensation for, or by reason of, his
services as an employee of such employer;
(2) with respect to the payment or delivery
of any money or other thing of value in
satisfaction of a judgment of any court or a
decislon or award of an arbitrator or impar-
tial chairman or in compromise, adjustment,

settlement, or release of any claim, com--

plaint, grievance, or dispute in the absence
of fraud or duress; (3) with respect to the
sale or purchase of an article or commodity
at the prevalling market price in the regular
course of business; (4) with respect to money
deducted from the wages of employees in
payment of membership dues in a labor or-
ganization: Provided, That the employer has
received from each employee, on whose ac-
count such deductions are made, a written
assignment which by its terms is not effective
beyond whichever of the following dates
first occurs (1) 1 year from the date of its
execution or (il) the termination date of
the applicable collective bargaining agree-
ment; or (5) with respect to money or other
thing of value paid to a trust fund estab-
lished by such representative, for the sole
and exclusive benefit of the employees of
such employer, and their families and de-
pendents (or of such employees, families, and
dependents jointly with the employees of
other employers making similar payments,
and their families and dependents): Pro-
vided, That (A) such payments are held in
trust for the purpose of paying, either from
prinecipal or income or both, for the benefit
of employees, their families and dependents,
for medical or hospital care, pensions on re-
tirement or death of employees, compensa-
tion for injuries or illness resulting from
occupational activity or insurance to provide
any of the foregoing, or unemployment bene-
fits or life insurance, disability and sickness
insurance, or accident insurance; (B) the
detailed basis on which such payments are
t0 be made is specified in a written agreement
with the employer, and employees and em-=-
ployers are equally represented in the admin-
istration of such fund, together with such
neutral persons as the representatives of the
employers and the representatives of the em-
ployees may agree upon and in the event
the employer and employee groups deadlock
on the administration of such fund and there
are no neutral persons empowered to break
such deadlock, such agreement provides that

May 3

the two groups shall agree on an impartjal
umpire to decide such dispute, or in event
of their failure to agree within a reasonable
length of time, an Impartial umpire to de-
cide such dispute shall, on petition of either
group, be appointed by the distriet court of
the United States for the district where the
trust fund has its principal office, and sghall
also contain provisions for an annual audit
of the trust fund, a statement of the results
of which shall be available for inspection by
interested persons at the principal office of
the trust fund and at such other places as
may be designated in such written agree-
ment; and (C) such payments as are in-
tended to be used for the purpose of pro=-
viding pensions or annuities for employees
are made to a separate trust which provides
that the funds held therein cannot be used
for any purpose other than paying such pen-
sions or annuities.

(d) Any person who willfully violates any
of the provisions of this section shall, upon
conviction thereof, be guilty of a misde-
meanor and be subject to a fine of not mare
than $10,000 or to imprisonment for not more
than 1 year, or both.

(e) The district courts of the United States
and the United States courts of the Terri-
tories and possessions shall have jurisdiction,
for cause shown, and subject to the provi-
slons of section 17 (relating to notice to
opposite party) of the act entitled “An act
to supplement existing law against unlawful
restraints and monopolies, and for other pur-
poses,” approved October 15, 1914, as amend=-
ed (U. 8. C.,, title 28, sec. 381), to restrain
violations of this section, without regard to
the provisions of sections 6 and 20 of such
act of October 15, 1914, as amended (U. B. C,,
title 15, sec. 17, and title 29, sec. 52), and
the provisions of the act entiti"ed “An act to
amend the Judicial Code and to define and
limit the jurisdiction of courts sitting In
equity, and for other purposes,” approved
March’ 23, 1932 (U. 8. C., title 29, secs. 101-
116).

(f) Compliance with the restrictions con=
tained in subsection (c¢) (5) (B) upon con=-
tributions to trust funds, otherwise lawful,
shall not be applicable to contributions to
such trust funds established by collective
agreement prior to January 1, 1946, nor shall
subsection (¢) (56) (A) be construed as pro-
hibiting contributions to such trust funds if
prior to January 1, 1947, such funds con=-
tained provisions for pooled vacation benefits,

BOYCOTTS AND OTHER UNLAWFUL COMEINATIONS

Sec. 303. (a) It shall be unlawful, for the
purposes of this section only, in an industry,
or activity affecting commerce, for any labor
organization to engage in, or to induce or
encourage the employees of any employer to
engage in, a strike or a concerted refusal in
the course of thelr employment to use, man-
ufacture, process, transport, or otherwise
handle or work on any goods, articles, mate-
rials, or commodities, or to perform any
services, where an object thereof 1s—

(1) forcing or requiring any employer or
self-employed person to join any labor or
employer organization or any employer or
other person to cease using, selling, handling,
transporting, or otherwise dealing in the
products of any other producer, processor,
or manufacturer, or to cease doing business
with any other person, unless such strike
or concerted refusal is authorized by a clause
or stipulation in a collective-bargaining con=
tract permitting employees covered by such
contract to refuse to work on orders being
performed for the account of an employer
whose employees, who would normally per=
form such work, are engaged In a lawful
strike approved or ratified by their repre-
sentative whom such employer is required to
recognize under this act;

(2) forcing or requiring any other em-
ployer to recognize or bargain with a labor
organization as the representative of his
employees unless such labor organization
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has been certified as the representative of
such employees under the provisions of sec-
tion 9 of the National Labor Relatlons Act;

(3) forcing or requiring any employer to
recognize or bargain with a particular labor
organization as the representative of his
employees if another labor organization has
been certified as the representative of such
employees under the provisions of section 9
of the National Labor Relatlons Act;

(4) forcing or requiring any employer to
assign particular work to employees in a par-
tleular labor organization or in a particular
trade, craft, or class rather than to employees
in another labor organization or in another
trade, craft, or class unless such employer is
failing to conform to an order of certification
of the National Labor Relations Board deter-
mining the bargaining representative for
employees performing such work. Nothing
contained in this subsection shall be con-
strued to make unlawful a refusal by any
person to enter upon the premises of any
employer (other than his own employer), if
the employees of such employer are engaged
in a strike ratified or approved by a repre-
gentative of such employees whom such em-
ployer is required to recognize under the
National Labor Relatlons Act.

(b) Whoever shall be injured in his busi-
ness or property by reason of any violation
of subsection (a) may sue therefore in any
district court of the United States subject
to the limitatlons and provisions of sectlion
801 hereof without respect to the amount in
controversy, or in any other court having
jurisdiction of the parties, and shall recover
the damages by him sustained and the cost of
the suit.

RESTRICTION OF POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Sec. 304, Section 813 of the Federal Cor-
rupt Practices Act, 1925 (U. 8. C., 1940 ed,,
title 2, sec. 251; Supp. V, title 50, App., sec.
1509), 1s hereby reenacted and amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 313. It is unlawful for any national
bank, or any corporation organized by au-
thority of any law of Congress, to make a
contribution or expenditure in connection
with any election to any political office, or in
connection with any primary election or po-
litical convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any political office, or for any
corporation whatever, or any labor organiza-
tion to make a contribution or expenditure
in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors
or a Senator or Representative in, or a Dele-
gate or Resldent Commissioner to Congress
are to be voted for, or in connection with
any primary election or political convention
or caucus held to select candidates for any of
the foregolng offices, or for any candidate,
political committee, or other person to accept
or receive any contribution prohibited by this
section. Every corporation or labor organiza-
tion which makes any contribution or ex-
penditure in vlolation of this section shall
be fined not more than $5,000; and every
officer or director of any corporation, or officer
of any labor organization, who consents to
any contribution or expenditure by the cor-
poration or labor organization, as the case
may be, in violation of this section, shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for
not more than 1 year, or both. For the pur-
poses of this section “labor organization”
means any organization of any kind, or any
agency or employee representation commit-
tee or plan, in which employees participate
and which exists for the purpose, in whole or
in part, of dealing with einployers concern-
ing grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates
of pay, hours of employment, or conditions
of work."”

STRIKES BY GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

BEec. 305. It shall be unlawful for any indi-
vidual employed by the United States or any
agency thereof, including wholly owned Gov=
ernment corporations, to participate in any
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strike. Any Indlividual employed by the
United States or by any such agency who
strikes shall be discharged immediately from
his employment, and shall forfelt his clvil-
service status, if any, and shall not be eligible
for reemployment for 3 years by the United
States or any such agency.
TITLE IV

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 401. When used In this act—

(1) The term "“industry affecting com-
merce” means any Industry or activity in
commerce or in which a labor dispute would
burden or obstruct commerce or tend to
burden or obstruct commerce or the free flow
of commerce,

(2) The term *“strike” includes any strike
or other concerted stoppage of work by em-
ployees (including a stoppage by reason of
the expiration of a collective-bargaining
agreement) and any concerted slow-down or
other concerted Iinterruption of operations
by employees.

(8) The terms "commerce,” “labor dis-
putes,” “employer,” “employee,” *“labor or-
ganization,” “representative,” “person,” and
“supervisor” shall have the same meaning
as when used in the National Labor Rela-
tions Act as amended by this act.

SAVING PROVISION

Sec. 402. Nothing in this act shall be cuu-
strued to require an individual employee to
render labor or service without his consent,
nor shall anything In this act be construed
to make the quitting of his labor by an indi-
vidual employee an illegal act; nor shall any
court issue any process to compel the per-
formance by an individual employee of such
labor or service, without his consent; nor
shall the quitting of labor by an employee
or employees in good falth because of ab-
normally dangerous conditions for work at
the place of employment of such employee
ortemployees be deemed & strike under this
act.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 403. If any provision of this act, or
the application of such provision to any per-
son or circumstance, shall be held invalid,
the remainder of this act or the application
of such provision to persons or circumstances
other than those as to which it is held
invalid, shall not be affected thereby.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. EVINS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp with reference to a bill pend-
ing in the other body and a companion
measure which he today introduced.

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from
yesterday's Brooklyn Eagle.

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. SapLak] is recognized
for 15 minutes.

POLISH CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, today is
May 3, Polish Constitution Day. To all
Poles, this day has the same meaning as
our American Fourth of July. To bring
out the full significance of this occasion,
I shall outline briefly the background
and history of the Polish Constitution;
also, I shall describe its tremendous and
far-reaching effects upon the whole Pol-
ish race during the next 156 years.

As you all know, the Polish Constitu-
tion was signed on May 3, 1791. It was
the product of the best minds of the gen-
eration. Polish thinkers and statesmen
studied the works and teachings of
Western philosophers, such as Locke and
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Rousseau, and incorporated many of
their ideas into a document which was
heralded as one of the foremost political
achievements of the age. The new con-
stitution was a compromise between the
progressive trends of the world and the
need to reckon with existing conditions
in Poland, which were not good. The no-
bility, which at that time was the ruling
class, would not accept more radical re-
forms. The economic situation in Po-
land was critical. The country was also
threatenc4 by Russia, Prussia, and Aus-
tria.

The May 3 constitution tried to reor-
ganize Poland in the spirit of the Con-
stitution of the United States, which was
adopted 2 years earlier. It abolished cer-
tain weaknesses which had been paralyz-
ing the state. Like the Constitution of
the United States, the Polish Constitu-
tion provided for three separate and
equal branches of government—eXecu-
tive, legislative, and judicial. The crown
was made hereditary, but its powers were
restricted. The King was deprived of
the decisive voice, which was given to the
Diet, or as they called it in Poland, the
Sejm. The Diet was to consist of two
chambers: the Chamber of Deputies and
the Chamber of Senators, with the King
at its head as presiding authority. The
Jjudicial authority was to be vested in the
courts of law.
~ The Polish Constitution also pro-
claimed the principle of religious tolera-
tion and guaranteed government protec-
tion to all religions. Other provisions
were made for the rule by the majority
of citizens; also for secret ballot at pub-
lic elections. Under this constitution,
each man was insured freedom of
thought.

Social reform was also outlined. At
that time, the Poles were divided into
three classes: the nobility, the bourgeoi-
sie, and the peasants. The constitution
confirmed the liberties, which heretofore
the nobility had enjoyed. They were
guaranteed personal security and secu-
rity of property, although they were to
be subject to taxation. The bourgeoisie
or the middle class gained certain rights
which up to this time were the exclusive
privilege of the nobility. The bourgeoi-
sie were granted the right to acquire and
possess land. They were granted the
right to receive commissions as officers,
to hold office in the civil service, and even
to acquire the rank of nobility. As far
as the peasant was concerned, the con-
stitution did not introduce any far-
reaching reforms. However, it provided
for an agreement between the master
and the peasant and extended full pro-
tection of the law to the peasant. This
act of the constitution was supplemented
4 years later by Kosciusko's famous
proclamation giving full civil rights to
the peasants. Another important provi-
sion of the May 3 constitution recognized
the sovereignty of the nation, which was
to derive its power from the will of the
people. This document also made all
citizens obligated to their motherland,
obligated to defend her at all times. Po-
land was no longer to be a government of
a few, but a government of the people,
by the people, and for the people.

This was the substance of the constitu=-
tion which was approved on May 3, 1791,
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by the Polish Diet and Stanislaw August
Poniatowski, Poland's last king. It was
accepted with joy by all Poles who re-
garded it as a symbol of democracy and
liberty. To the whole nation, this docu-
ment became a signpost pointing the
road to freedom and equality. This doc-
ument became a guide for the future.
Progressive thinkers throughout Europe
hailed it as a significant step in estab-
lishing a modern political system. This
is what the great English statesman and
orator, Edmund Burke, has to say of the
May 3 constitution:

We have seen anarchy and servitude re-
moved; a throne strengthened for the protec-
tion of the people * * * not one man
incurred loss or suffered degradation. All,
from the king to the day laborer, were im-
proved in their condition. Everything was
kept in its place and order; but in that place
and order, everything was bettered. To add
to this happy wonder * * * mnotonedrop
of blood was spilled; no treachery, no out-
rage, no system of slander; no confiscation;
no citizen beggared; none imprisoned; none
exiled. The whole was affected with a policy,
a discretion * * * such as have never
been known before on any occasion; but such
glorious conduct was reserved for this glo-
rious conspiracy in favor of the true and
genuine rights and interests of men. Happy
people, If they know how to proceed as they
have begun.

Such was the glorious tribute of Ed-
mund Burke to one of the first nations
in Europe to accept a democratic consti-
tution. The happy people to whom he
referred would have proceeded as they
began if it were not for the tragic events
that followed. The recognition of equal-
ity of all men, the proclamation of reli-
gious liberty, the new freedoms promised
in the constitution were more than
Catherine the Great of Russia could
stand. Prussia and Austria, too, saw that
Poland was being strengthened by the
spirit of political revival and wanted to
live. None of these neighbors liked the
idea of Poland's political progress, so
they attacked her with full force on all
sides. The negligence of past genera-
tions left Poland weak and she could not
find in herself enough strength to defend
her independence. In 1795 Poland fell.

In spite of the fact that Poland was
partitioned, the May 3 constitution
kindled a new light in the Polish people,
a light of spirit and hope. Out of their
deep sorrow, an intensified love of their
native country was born. The consti-
tution brought moral victory for millions
of Poles who became infused with a new
patriotism and love of liberty. The next
century and a quarter witnessed their
heroic efforts to realize the ideals of free-
dom, equality, independence and social
justice set forth in the constitution.

Yes, for 127 years, to be exact, the
Polish people thought, planned and plot-
ted for their national independence. No
power could stop their determination.
To each Pole, national independence be-
came inseparably linked with democracy
and progress. A democratic Poland, a
people’s Poland, governed by the people
and for the people, a Poland of free and
equal men, the home of sacial justice and
a creative member of the great family of
free nations—these were the aims and
ideals of the whole Polish nation.
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Their patriotism manifested itself in
literature and song. Most of Poland’s
poetry of the period was an expression of
grief, but also of hope and faith in the
future. The greatest of poets was Adam
Mickiewicz, whose works aroused such
fire in men that they were ready to give
their lives for freedom. It was Mickie-
wicz who wrote:

Whenever there 18 a struggle for freedom,
there Is a struggle for Poland.

Polish songs, too, were songs of free-
dom, hymns of faith. The villagers sang
plaintive ballads, relating the sad story
of a peasant or blacksmith or cobbler
moved by the love of his country to lead
an unsuccessful insurrection against the
enemy. Every song, every ballad ended
on the hopeful note that Poland would
not perish: that Poland would live again.

The struggle for independence never
ceased. The Poles tried to free them-
selves many times. In 1793, Kosciusko
led the Polish armies against the Rus-
sians, but was captured. Then there
were the insurrections against Russian
rule in 1830 and 1863. The Poles also
started an uprising against Prussia and
Austria in 1846 and 1848. They led the
revolutionary movement against czar-
ism in 1905. Even though all of these
uprisings were unsuccessful and many
Poles lost their lives, the cause of free-
dom was never lost. The May 3 consti-
tution served as a beacon of political
freedom and democratic government.
It was worth every sacrifice.

Along with the physical struggle for
independence, the May 3 constitution
inspired the development of modern
political thought, The landed aristoc-
racy was losing its power and impor-
tance and the peasants were coming into
their own. The “new Poland” was to be
a democratic nation, the home of work-
ing people. Leaders and great men of
the period worked out a program for the
development of industry and trade, for
better and more general education, for
a struggle sgainst ignorance and con-
servatism. They believed in cultural
progress; they believed in the power of
sclence and education. Also, they ad-
vocated freedom of conscience and social
reform,

All of this work was being done under-
ground. Polish patriots lived in con-
stant fear of death, imprisonment, or
exile. Many a Pole was sentenced to
Siberia for his political activities, but no
threat or punishment was great enough
to stop his work or dim his hope that
someday Poland would be free. In fact,
with each generation, the flame of pa-
triotism burned brighter for in almost
each family there was a tale of deep
tragedy that arose from life in bondage,

When, at last, Poland was restored as
a republic in 1918, the thoughts and
dreams of the idealistic Poles for 127
years were realized. The new govern-
ment was set up, with a few technical
changes, along the lines of the consti-
tution of May 8, 1791. 8o, you see, that
the authors of this constitution were
centuries ahead of thelr time. Their
ideas fitted In with the twentieth cen-
tury pattern of life and political thought.
Their ideas were universal and timely.

May 8

The May 8 constitution embodied the
highest principles of humanity, which
never change. Also, this document grew
out of Poland’s own national tradition,
which made it dear to the heart of every
citizen,

The next 21 years bore witness to the
excellence of that document. Poland
flourished as an independent nation.
Her people enjoyed democratic living,
freedom of religion, freedom of speech,
a voice in the government. Business, in-
dustry, and commerce grew and brought
prosperity. Education became wide-
spread. Yes, in 21 years, Poland made
remarkable strides in progress. How-
ever, the happy, glowing picture of a free
and independent Poland was blotted out
by World War II.

First, Germany invaded Poland and
enslaved its people. Then, the Russians
took over and made a mockery of free-
dom and all the principles set forth in
the May 3 constitution.

During this war, the Poles did not sit
back, but inspired by the high ideals of
freedom and love of liberty, which have
grown inherent in them, fought bravely
on all battlefronts of the world—in
Africa, England, France, and Italy. They
fought at Narvik, on the Maginot Line,
and at Monte Cassino. They fought with
heroic determination to vanquish the
common enemy. Milllons gave their
lives that other people in the world
might be free.

Now that the war is over, the Polish
people do not see a free and independent
homeland for themselves. They are not
without hope, however, They are Poles,
cheerful, hopeful, idealistic, as their
forefathers have been—imbued with pa-
triotism and a love for freedom. They
are mindful of the spirit of their constitu=
tion of May 3, which says, and I quote:

Valuing above life and personal bappiness
the political existence, external independ-
ence, and internal freedom of the nation, we
have resolved upon the present constitution.

So, you see, the principles of this great
document have become a part of the
character of these brave Poles. They
value freedom above their own life.
Though they are scattered all over the
world, they are working for the day when
Poland will arise again. You may be
sure that in the Polish underground, to-
day, courageous and progressive ideas are
maturing again—ideas which are the
fruit of the thoughts and struggles of
generations of Polish fighters for free-
dom, equality, and justice. Poland is
again marching toward a better future
along the road blazed by Kosciuszko,
Mickiewicz, and the gallant men who
were inspired by the humanitarian prin-
ciples of the Polish Constitution of May 3.

In closing, I would like to cite the
words written 100 years ago by Adam
Mickiewicz, the greatest of Polish poets.
These words apply to Poland again today.
I quote:

Like smoldering lava

Our nation i1s cold on the surface, stiff and
brittle;

Yet the centuries have cooled but little

The fires within her.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. SADLAK. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. EEATING. Mr, Speaker, today
again marks the anniversary of the
adoption of the Polish Constitution on
May 3, 1791, one of the outstanding mile-
stones in the evolution of democracy in
Europe.

This remarkable document gives first
place to the principle of the sovereignty
of the people in the state. The humani-
tarian and tolerant philosophy of gov-
ernment evident throughout its pages
would lead one to believe that the Ameri-
can people and the Polish people had
each drawn inspiration for their respec-
tive constitutions from the same source.
We find in this Polish Constitution,
adopted almost contemporaneously with
our own, rule by majority, secret ballot
at public elections, and the following
inspiring language relating to religion:

We assure, to all persuasions and religions,
freedom and liberty, according to the.laws
of the country, and in all dominions of the
Republic.

Yet, at that time, even as now, the
light of liberalism coming fro.a Poland
was recognized as a threat to tyranny
and absolutism in Russia and Prussia.
And now today Poland is again the victim
of her neighbors.

Not entirely of her immediate neigh-
bors, however. Our own counfry is not
blameless, for the present situation of
Poland and its enslaved people also has
been brought about as a direet result of
the series of secret agreements signed at
Tehran and Yalta. None of these agree-
ments has ever been fully made public.
None of them has been embodied in a
treaty ratified by the United States Sen-
ate. We can, at least, therefore, let the
sturdy, courageous people of Poland
know that when these secret commit-
ments were made they did not bespeak
the will of the American people. We can
let them know that our Government's
legislators do not approve of the acts of
the terrorist regime now dominating the
puppet government of Poland. Thus,
we can take a stand on the side of the
Polish people in their present struggle
with enemy forces occupying their
country.

With this in mind, today let us honor
here in the House of Representatives
what is the Fourth of July for Poland.
Today Poles everywhere and citizens of
Polish origin in many countries will cele-
brate a Polish national holiday and will
endeavor to establish spiritual contact
with the only country where no such
celebrations will be allowed, namely,
“liberated” Poland. Let us join in that
endeavor.

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

Mr. SADLAE. 1 yield,

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Speaker, I join with
my friend and colleague from Connecti-
cut in paying tribute to the Polish peo-
ple on Polish Constitution Day. The
armed forces of Poland fought gallantly
side by side with American, British, and
French troops during the recent war.
They fought at Norvik. They fought at
Tobruk. They fought on the Maginot
line. They fought in the skies over
Britain. They formed some 20 percent
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of those forces at a time when Winston
Churchill declared that never before in
all the history of man had so many peo-
ple owed so much to so few. Three
thousand six hundred of those brave
men lie buried on the slopes of Monte
Cassino. I hope very much when the
displaced persons legislation reaches the
floor of this body that the amendment
providing for the admission of 18,000 of
these brave men and their families will
be adopted by the House. This is the
least we can do in partial atonement for
the wrong we committed at Yalta.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. SADLAK. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Iknow the gentleman
from Connecticut, who has been so
earnest is proposing this amendment be-
fore the Committee on the Judiciary, and
in furthering it, will be happy to know
that it is incorporated in the bill reported
favorably by the subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judicary and is now
before the full committee. There, where
extensive debate has taken place, and
varying viewpoints have been presented,
there has never been heard any dissent
to the inclusion of these 18,000 brave
men, as eligible persons under the pend-
ing measure.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. SADLAK. I yield.

Mr. LODGE. I would like to express
my appreciation to my distinguished
friend from New York for his remarks.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SADLAK. 1 yield.
© Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, May 3 is a Polish national holi-
day. It will be fittingly observed by mil-
lions of Americans of Polish ancestry
and by millions of citizens of other na-
tions who are of Polish origin. It will
be observed by Poles everywhere—except
in Poland. The Communist masters who
are in control of the destinies of Poland
will see that there is no celebration there.

But while there can be no celebration
today in Poland, no parades and no
public exercises to commemorat: this an-
niversary of the adoption of a constitu-
tion designed to make a free people self-
governing, there will be a different kind
of observance. It will be in the form of
a quiet but determined rededication in
the minds and hearts of millions of free-
dom-loving Poles. They will rededicate
themselves to the ideals and the prin-
ciples of free men and women, for whom
there will be no real peace until the yoke
of their conquerors is once again thrown
off.

The secret agreements of Yalta and
Tehran which sold Poland down the
river are a black page in the history of
world displomacy. With no consultation
with the legal, constitutional represent-
atives of Poland, these agreements de-
prived Poland of nearly one-half of its
territory and foisted upon these power-
less and stricken people a government
hand-picked by the Kremlin. The worst
of this tragedy is we as a nation shared
in the betrayal. It is a chapter in our
foreign relations which brings no pres-
tige to our country.
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And what is the situation in Poland
today? This great freedom-loving na-
tion is living under the reign of a ter-
roristic, police state. It has been robbed
of its industry and ruined economically.
Religious persecution has been increas-
ing. Many of her people are homeless
and destitute.

This is the tragic plight of a people who
on May 3, 1791, just 2 years after the
adoption of the American Constitution,
wrote into their organic law that—

All power in civil soclety should be de-
rived from the will of the people, its end and
object being the preservation and integrity of
the state, the civil liberty, and the good order
of society, on an equal scale, and on a lasting
foundation.

This doctrine of free government still
lives in the aspirations of the people of
Poland. With each passing year of
domination by a foreign aggressor, the
flame that burns in the hearts of Poles
neither diminishes nor dies. No, it
brightens and intensifies. And it will
eventually be triumphant because it is
just and right.

This day which is a sacred anniver-
sary to all Poles should also be a day of
rededication for all Americans, all Amer-
fcans who are burdened with the hu-
miliation of Yalta and Tehran. It is a
time for us to remember the immortal
truth that lasting peace can be built
only upon the solid foundation of justice
to all nations, and that the efforts of this
great nation must always be directed to
the end that justice shall prevail.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CHESNEY] is recognized for
2 hours.

POLISH CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, on this
day of commemoration, May 3, 1949, of
the adoption of the Polish Constitution,
the issue of Poland’s present status can
be easily stated in a few words, “Behind
the iron curtain” or “Is this the new
Europe?” The title would apply to Po-
land in each instance.

Let us dust off the pages of World
War II—they should still be fresh in our
minds, Certainly the Marshall plan and
the Atlantic Pact are good reminders.
Thus Poland, the first country to resist
the armed onslaught of the Reich, and
the principal sufferer of the war, has
come to be regarded by a few as the price
of victory. Such a position cannot be
possibly accepted by the Poles as final,
though for the time, unfortunate as the
conditions exist, the unjust and imposed
settlement of Poland must be painfully
tolerated.

For that reason alone the Polish ques-
tion deserves the closest serutiny and the
constant attention of the public opinion
of the world.

The present struggle of Polish people
for independence actually begins with
the days of Kosciuszko’s insurrection,
and since that day the Poles have always
resisted force and fought to suppress
violence in international relations. As
in the past, no less than today, their
struggle was inspired by a deep faith in
the ultimate victory of democracy.
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What is happening today in Poland is
an all-round attempt to turn this nation
into an outpost and parcel of the East.
The very structure of the Polish nation
and the essence of its spiritual life are
to be refashioned and remolded on the
Eastern pattern. A nation with a great
past, reared for centuries in culture, is
now forced to take its cue from the new
Marxist culture. Its fundamental con-
cepts about life, freedom, its own mission
and that of the world are now fundamen-
tally changed and adapted to an alien
and entirely different model.

There are many ill-informed people
who regard these far-reaching changes
in the nature of a social revolution. But
we in the United States know that a so-
cial revolution can be made only from
below, as a result of the pressure of native
social forces. The present developments
in Poland are all imposed from above,
and their only purpose is to adapt Poland
to the tasks set for her by the occupying
power. The future plans of the world
will not be drawn by Russia but by the
western powers. In the United States,
and elsewhere, we are trying to estab-
lish a new world order based on right
and justice. We have our muddling but
nevertheless the efforts are toward hu-
manitarianism and tolerance.

Lest we forget the contribution of
Poland’s part in the last war—after the
downfall of the Polish Government by
the conquering madman Nazi Hitler—
Poland continued to fight outside her
own frontiers, on the land, on the sea,
and in the air, and at the same time stood
firm in her resistance to the invader in-
side the country. But the world did not
seem to appreciate the Polish defeat at
its true value, and continued to consider
it as a result of Poland’s weakness, and
tactical mistakes. In face of this un-
favorable opinion, it was considered im-
perative to establish anew the position
of Poland as an allied power, based on
existing facts and new developments.
With the assistance of the Allies, the
Polish Air Force, Army, and Navy be-
came an integral part of the fight for
freedom.

The Poles are ready to fight at any
front. The country of Norway will never
forget the Podhale Brigade in the in-
vasion of Narvik, and the successful at-
tack of Ankenes.

France still praises the bravery of the
First Division of Grenadiers in Lorraine,
the Second Division at the Belfort Gap.

On British soil threatened with in-
vasion, the Poles under the great leader-
ship of General Sikorski aided the Brit-
ish in the evacuation at Dunkirk. The
Kosciuszko Fighter Squadron, during the
Battle of Britain, destroyed 126 enemy
aircraft, with 19 probable and 7 dam-
aged. Polish pilots serving with British
squadrons added to this score T7 aircraft
destroyed, 16 probable, and 28 damaged.

It is still remembered how the Car-
pathian Brigade fought at the besieged
Tobruk-El Gazala. How can the Allies
forget the Second Army of Poles at the
Battle of Monte Casino? Or in the cap-
ture of the Port of Ancona?

In the campaigns of Italy the forces of
General Anders, truly a great soldier of
Poland, took 20,000 prisoners, seized
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about 400 guns, 50 tanks, and over 2,000
machine guns. Their losses were over
2,400 killed and 9,000 wounded. They
displayed not only courage, fighting
spirit, and stubbornness, but also an of-
fensive spirit, initiative, and courage.

From Normandy to Arnheim, the
heroic Poles fought on the side of the
Allies. The Polish soldier responded
beyond the call of duty.

In the course of the second war the
Polish Nation did everything that was
humanly possible, and more, to do its
share for the common Allied victory,
which represented to her the sacred
cause of freedom.

When we recall the outstanding brav-
ery of the Poles during the war that
ended, and compare their present polit-
ical plight, we wonder whether the Polish
Nation has suffered in vain.

The reason why so many Poles prefer
the bitter road of exile to a return home
is their refusal to acquiesce to the
Soviet totalitarian system which is now
in force in Poland.

It would be a mistake, and instant im-
prisonment to return.

The Russia of today is a new civiliza-
tion—a civilization unique in the world.
Poland belongs to the west—to Chris-
tendom.

Poland was partitioned three times be-
fore 1939, and each partition was re-
garded as a crime by the civilized world.
But the difference between her and Rus-
sia is far greater now than it was in the
eighteenth century—the century of the
three partitions. The crime today would
be incomparably greater than it was
then, because the victims would be in-
corporated in a state which is more alien
by comparison with their own than it
was then. The consequence in terms of
change, displacement, of readapation, of
human suffering, would be much greater,
the more so, because the means of coer-
cion at the disposal of & modern state are
much more formidable than those at the
disposal of the eighteenth century state.

Reasons of ethnology and of racial
doctrine in the affairs of nations are not
reasons of justice or humanity—least of
all are they reasons of genuine brother-
hood.

It is hoped that the countries which
had given refuge to the thousands of dis-
placed Poles, have acted not only in
mercy, but in justice, serving the inter-
est of world peace.

Freedom-loving people throughout the
world pray that justice and righteousness
will overcome the evil of totalitarian
rule and give the true Polish nation a
rightful place in the world of democracy.

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

Mr. CHESNEY. I yield.

Mr. TAURIELLO. Mr. Speaker,
throughout the world today all Poles, all
persons of Polish exXtraction, yes and all
freedom-loving people pause to celebrate
the Polish Fourth of July. One hundred
and fifty-eight years ago today the Polish
constitution was adopted, a very definite
step toward the recognition of the basic
right of all people to a free and demo-
cratic way of life.

The history of the Polish people is a
glorious one—it is a record of valor un-
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surpassed, of courage without fear, of
honor without blemish. And so it is
fitting today that we recall Poland’s
magnificent heritage, ever present
through the years, that we recall that
spirit of Poland which never yielded its
devotion to an ideal, its consciousness of
manhood.

It has been said that the true measure
of a people’s greatness is in its fidelity to
its native ideals. If this be true, then
the Polish people are without peer, for
the record they have achieved in resist-
ing the forces of oppression and tyranny
in the face of almost insurmountable
odds stands as a splendid, shining ex-
ample to people of all races and all creeds.

Through the centuries Poland has had
her great leaders—her Pulaski, her
Sobieski, and her Kosciusko—men of
extraordinary capabilities, character,
and courage. Yet all of the great men
of Poland, no matter how varied their
spheres of influence or how different their
fields of endeavor, have inherited several
things in common which gave them their
reason for being—their love of God and
their religion, their love of country, and
their burning desire for its eveninal
liberation.

The heroic stand of Poland in 1939 in
the face of aggression by superior force
was an example of courage unparalleled
in history. When Poland offered the
first resistance to the overwhelming
strength of Hitler and his Nazi war ma-
chines, she inspired the freedom-loving
nations of the world and brought home
to them the first realization of the Axis
threat to civilization. By thus engaging
Hitler in the early days of the war, Poland
prevented a surprise attack on France
and England, who were unprepared.
Had Poland compromised instead of re-
sisting aggression, the whole course of
history might have been changed.

Poland’s confribution to the success of
the Allied Nations during World War II
and the fight of her people to preserve
western civilization as they had on sev-
eral previous occasions make it incum-
bent upon each one of us to keep faith
with the Polish people now at a time
when her long-cherished freedom is once
again in chains.

Civilization is based upon a reign of
peace and justice, and for this reason
America has been ennobled by the spirit-
ual contributions of her citizens of Polish
descent. By being true to their culture
and their creed, Americans of Polish
ancestry cannot help being true to their
country. Their love of Poland and their
desire to make it free only enhance their
love of America.

We r~ust continue our efforts to restore
Poland to its prewar glory. We are
morally obligated to render all assistance
possible to Poland in her underground
struggle to break the chains of Russian
communism by which she is now sur-
rounded and which threaten to engulf
all of Europe. We must keep faith with
our promises of the Atlantic Charter, and
it is our sacred duty to most solemnly
pledge ourselves to the memory of Po-
land’s gallant heroes, that we will not rest
until the promises of freedom and inde-
pendence given to the Polish Nation dur-
ing our last world-wide struggle while
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she was fichting and bleeding—are re-
deemed.

If we of the United Nations go forward
in the spirit of the brave men and women
of Poland who were the first to stand up
against Hitler, and who are now resist-
ing by every possible means the com-
munistic domination of Russia and her
satellite nations, including the puppet
government now in power in Poland, it
is my conviction that we can build a
world where intolerance and aggression
are only bitter memories of the past and
where the ideals of liberty and justice
are adhered to by all the nations of the
world.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Gor-
DON].

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I deem
it a real privilege and with pride that I
am permitted to stand before this micro-
phone in this House of Representatives,
to freely and under no restrictions, ad-
dress the Members on the occasion of
the one hundredth and fifty-eighth an-
niversary of the Polish Constitution of
May 3, adopted in 1791, by the Congress
of the Republic of Poland, which was the
most liberal, most democratic of its day.
Upon rereading it today, one is pro-
foundly moved at its wisdom and mag-
nanimity which assured rights and free-
dom to the people of Poland. May 1
quote at this time a part of that con-
stitution?

Every person, upon coming to this re-
public from whatsoever parts of the world
or one returning to this, the country of his
origin, as soon as his foot touches the Polish
soil, he is entirely free to indulge in whatso-
ever enterprise he wishes to enter, in the
manner and place of his own choice; that
person is free to enter into contract for pur-
chase of property, for work, for rent in what-
ever manner and for whatever time he him-
self agrees upon; he is at liberty to settle in
the city or in the village; he is free to live
in Poland or to return to whatever country
he himself chooses after his commitments
in Poland which he voluntarily embraced,
are duly performed and completed.

This constitution of May 3 abolished
restrictions upon the freedom of the in-
dividual and gave the Polish Nation a
democratic form of government. How-
ever, due to the aggressiveness of its
neighbors, the Polish Nation was allowed
but a short time in which to enjoy the
blessings of its democratic rule. The
three powerful neighbors of Poland—
Russia, Germany, and Austria—were dis-
satisfied with the reforms introduced in
Poland by this constitution. They con-
nived among themselves, and partition-
ing Foland, put an end to the freedom
and democracy of the Polish Nation. It
was not until much later, that, thanks to
the efforts of one of our Presidents,
Woodrow Wilson, it regained its freedom
and independence.

It is impossible today to recall the con-
stitution of May 3, without comparing the
events of the eighteenth century with
what has taken place in Poland.

After years of unfortunate appease-
ment of Germany, during the dark days
of September 1939, it was the Polish
nation which first took up arms against
the evil forces of violence and aggression.
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The events of war developed in such a
way, that many of us subconsciously ror-
get the part that Poland played in World
War II. We forget the ideals and the
principles which Poland rose to defend,
and which are being fought for today
by almost the entire world. We forget
that the chief slogan at the outbreak of
war was the struggle for individual free-
dom, the defense of the weaker against
the stronger, the struggle for justice
above evil.

In the opening days of World War II,
President Roosevelt called Poland an
inspiration to all nations because Poland
alone dared defy the Germans in their
ruthless challenge of those freedoms and
democratic liberties championed by
Poland.

It was but a short-lived appellation.
Poland, that inspiration to all nations,
was most ignominiously sold down the
Soviet river and today it is languishing
in the throes of Russian forced slavery.

Today Poland’s sons, scattered through
the various parts of the globe, dare not
place their foot upon Polish soil for fear
of unjust reprisals, uncertain of their
property and life in the land of their
origin because Poland’s political life is
dominated by Soviet secret police and
puppet agents of Soviet Russia who con-
trol its political life.

At this point, I again reiterate the
remarks I made last year on the occasion
of Poland's Constitution Day, that in
today’s Poland—Poland which emerged
from Tehran and Yalta's Conferences—
freedom is noneXxisting, American press
and our own officers in the diplomatic
service therein testify to the fact. As
long as this status quo will be permitted
to persist, as long as the United States
and Great Britain will not justly repair
the harm done Poland and the other
countries similarly mistreated in Teh-
ran and Yalta secret dealings—until
then there will be no peace in the true
sense of the word.

Lasting peace, God's peace, must, of
necessity, rest upon a solid foundation
of justice. Heretofore we were trying to
build peace upon the crumbling founda-
tion of the gravest kind of injustice,

Strictest justice demands that the
United States and England redeem
Poland from that onerous yoke of Soviet
domination which they thrust upon
Poland at a time when it was politically
impotent to resist it.

Poland must be free, since without a
free Poland, there will be no true peace.
SPEECH MADE BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE POLISH

PEASANT PARTY STANISLAW MIKOLAJCEYE AT

THE POLISH NATIONAL DAY CELEBRATION IN

BALTIMORE, MD., ON MAY 1, 1949

Mr. Chairman, honorable guests, ladies, and
gentlemen, we are gathered here in such
numbers to celebrate the one hundred and
fifty-eighth anniversary of the Constitution
of the 3d of May, celebrated by the Polish
people as their national day.

I am grateful to the Maryland executives
of the Polish-American Congress and espe=-
cially to their chairman, Mr. Jarosinski, for
his kind invitation to take part in your mani-
festation.

I consider it a great honor and privilege to

Join you on this great day the significance
of which is so close to our hearts.
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The presence of so many outstanding
Americans at thls Polish national day cele-
bration indicates not only that the Americans
of Polish origin, loyal citizens of their
adopted country, have kept in their hearts
and memories the traditions of the country
of their fathers but also shows that many
other Americans are not indifferent to the
fate of the Polish people and its ideas which
have always constituted the basis of the free-
dom and independent, existence of the Polish
nation.

Immediately the question arises, why in
spite of the so many heroic deeds, victorious
wars, banners covered with glory and un-
paralleled sacrifices which have made Polish
history for over a thousand years, our an-
cestors have chosen the anniversary of the
Constitution of the 83d of May as Natlonal
Day of Poland.

Why this act, in spite of the fact that in
the meantime more than 150 years have
elapsed, makes the Polish national day cele-
bration always so significant.

The enactment of the Constitution of 1781
was a victory of democratic common sense
and not a victory of military force.

It was a victory over selfishness consisting
of a concesslon of the privileged classes for
the benefit of oppressed masses of the peo-
ple. This victory was achieved without a
bloody revolution—after years of decadence,
bondage, and oppression. It was prepared by
a long and enduring struggle and by the work
of great thinkers, preachers, leaders, and
educators of the nation.

The revolutionary and democratic currents
in western Europe, affecting Poland by giving
her a progressive and for those days a dem-
ocratic political system, introducing social
reforms, placing the peasants and the towns-
folk under the protection of the law, and
the granting of religious freedom—prove the
close contact of Poland with western culture
and civilization.

It is true that the peasants—the most nu-
merous class of the nation—did not obtain
at once what Skarga, Staszyc, and Kollataj
demanded for them. The Polaniec act and
recognition of the peasants as the citizens
who feed and defend the country was ac-
complished by Kosciuszko later, but the
ideas granting equal civil rights to all Poles
were for the first time embodied in the con-
stitution of the 3d of May. The force of the
foreign oppressors prevented from putting
into effect the ideas of this constitution and
plunged the country into a long period of
oppression. But these ideas remained in
Polish hearts and Polish men both within
the country and abroad, sustaining the vision
of an independent Poland as a true mother,
equally just to all her chiliren.

The participation of Poles in all the libera-
tion movements in the different countries of
Europe, and here in America connected with
the efforts of Pulaski and Kosciuszko who
fought “for your freedom and ours,” origi-
nated in the progressive and democratic
ideas of the constitution of 3d of May, in
the falth for a new world—based upon the
principles of freedom, social justice, and
democracy.

The spirit of the nation, always alive, drew
from the ideological principles of the May
constitfution strength necessary for the strug-
gle as well as the will for endurance, and
sustained Paderewski, when he convinced
President Wilson of the necessity of uphold-
ing after the First World War, reconstitu-
tion of a free and independent Poland. Un-
doubtedly, the longing for freedom, social
justice, and democracy deeply ingrained in
souls of the masses oi the Polish people
helped it to survive the bondage, to retain
its language and its culture, sustain its ac-
tive r‘ruggle against the oppressors and to
create an outstanding record of fighting for
independence in Poland as well as elsewhere
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for 150 years and especially in the recent
war against Hitler's aggression.

Those great ideals inspired us also after
the Second World War to endure the fight
against communism in Poland for 21, years
and to show to the free people of the world
that the will of the Polish people had been
suppressed and that this nation so deeply
loving freedom and democracy lost them
again because of the Soviet aggression and
the rape of Poland committed by the agents
of the Kremlin.

Our participation in your celebration is
go dear to our hearts not only because the
alms of independence and democracy are
again so significant today, especially in
Poland where they were displaced by op-
pression, terror, and Communist dictator-
ship, but also because In Poland of today
the celebration of the 3d of May is forbid-
den.

' My colleagues of the Polish Peasant Party
present here—vice chairman Stanislaw
Banczyk and secretary general Stanislaw
Wojcik fought during the war against the
Germans in the underground and after the
war against the bloody Communist dictator-
ship, who risking their lives succeeded in
getting away from the Communist hell only
several weeks ago are indeed happy to be able
to celebrate with you this day, the celebra-
tion of which is now forbidden in Poland.

Still In May 1946 and 1947 the embassles
of the Warsaw Communist regime abroad
invited guests for the celebration of the
Polish National Day, while In Poland, for
example in Cracow, the security police and
Boviet forces fired at the university students
leaving the St. Mary's church after the
mass. This took place on the same square on
which Tadeusz Eosciuszko took his oath.

I witnessed how in Poznan the national
flazs displayed by the people were torn off,
how small school children leaving the
church in Wloclawek were beaten and im-
prisoned. The standard bearer of the Polish
Peasant Party in Eatowlco had his head
broken by the butt ends of the rifles of the
security police, the standard was shattered
and the image of the Blessed Virgin em-
broidered on this standard was treaded
under foot.

This year in Poland even a celebration for
4 days was announced but not for the pur-
pose of celebrating the 3d of May but for col-
lecting funds for so-called educational and
cultural purposes.

This new kind of celebration begins on
the 1st of May with Communist manifesta-
tions.

Under the threat of arrests, loss of jobs
and living quarters, the starved workers will
be driven on the streets and, according to
instructions, will be forced to carry posters
offensive to the Western World.

And for 4 days “compulsory-voluntary”
collections of funds will be taken out the re-
mainder of the starvation wages for the pur-
poses of poisoning later with Communist
leaflets the spirit of Polish culture and
science, to corrupt the soul of the Polish
youth.

The Communist press and books that flood
Poland instruct to love Stalin humbly, to
love and respect the Red Army, and to build
monuments for its glorification, to believe In
the only truth of Leninism-Stalinism, to
hate, betray, and assist in the extermination
of all those who still do not believe in the
people’s democracy and had retained in their
hearts the sentiment of patriotism.

I saw in the Polish Communist newspapers
cartoons of General Marshall in German uni-
form with Nazl medals. I saw there the
Statue of Liberty covered with Nazi swas-
tikas. Elsewere President Truman, Bevin,
and Schuman were pictured as warmongers
aiming at the congquest of the whole world.
Justice Medina, of New York, was pictured
with Hitler and Goering standing behind him
with Goebels at a microphone. In another
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cartoon President Truman had on a leash
two worms bearing the initlals of CIO and
AFL ready to bore through the whole world.
There was one cartoon of President Truman
who, having set the American rat trap, wants
to entice the Persian and Indlan rats with
the slice of bacon on which It was written,
“Help for the undeveloped countries.”

The so-called Communist cultural and ed-
ucational press has in view the indoctrina-
tion of the recruits to be ready to sacrifice
their lives for the new order in the fight for
the realization of the aims of true Leninism-
Stalinism.

Its poems call the “brothers” from Lenin-
grad, Stalingrad, Sofia, Athens, and Paris for
the final reckoning with rotten American
capitalism and its Boclalist agents in west-
ern Eurcpe. The present educational activ-
ities in Poland consist of Communist prop-
aganda concerned with the kolchoz-system,
according to which the Russian farmer has
practically no work to do, since he has at his
disposal all of the newest scientific methods
and implements. BSupposedly all of these
were first invented and constructed in Russia
only to be stolen later by the agents of the
West and saboteurs for their own use.

We have to admit that the Poles are very
intelligent pupils. Once when at a certain
mass meeting the Communist propagandist
praised the Soviet paradise for the workers
and peasants and contrasted It with the
famine and misery in the west, one of the
worker participants in the meeting made
the following motion: “I propose that all
those dissatisfied with conditions in Poland
be sent to the west and thus be punished.
Let those approving of present conditions
be sent to Russia and thus be rewarded.”
The reaction to this motion was spontaneous
and the applause was terrific, but no one
volunteered to go to the Soviet paradise, and
the worker who made the motion was put in
Jail. There are many amusing stories on the
subject of the Soviet paradise dealing with
many different spheres of Soviet life, but
now one finds that there is every day less
amusing comments and more and more sad
faces and bitter tears.

Everyone can see and feel how the vises
of the Communist dictatorship tighten, how
every day it is more difficult to live and to
breathe freely because of the quickening
tempo of the sovietization of the country
and the exploitation of the Polish economy
for the purposes of the Boviet economic
system and the military preparedness of the
Red army.

What does this quickening tempo of the
sovietization mean? I shall mention here
briefly only a few of the methods used: The
liquidation of the independent Polish Peasant
Party, the so-called fusion of the Socialists
and Communists, the liquidation of all inde-
pendent newspapers which appeared until
recently In spite of the censorship and the
want of the necessary quantity of newsprint,
the liquidation of all the remnants of the
independent cooperative movement, the
quickened tempo of the liguidation of the
remnants of private enterprise, the introduc-
tion of the Soviet slave-labor system for the
workers, the beginning of the collectivization
of agriculture, the increased number of ar-
rests and the compiling on the Eremlin or-
ders of Hsts of people of up to 1,200,000 who
are to be done away with in the event of a
crisis, the placing at the head of the regime
and the army well-known and experienced
international Communist agents, and speed-
ing up of the Communist indoctrination of
the youth, and instead of hitherto disguised
struggle with the church, an open fight
against it.

As one who was called traitor because I
dared, at a time when public opinion of the
western world considered the Soviet Russia
as an ally, loving peace and democracy, to
return to Poland and fight there communism
for the independence of the Polish nation

May 3

and for democracy, as one who without eir-
cumspection and without entertaining any
illusions told Stalin frankly that I have never
been a Communist in my life and will never
become one; as one wWho together with his
collaborators watched on the spot the vio-
lence and terror of Boviet aggression and of
communism having together with my friends
here escaped a certain death and perhaps
even the “self-accusation” so well known in
Communist trials, I together with my friends
here consider it our greatest duty to tell of
the injustice done to Poland, one of the most
falthful allies, at a time when my country-
men are forced to remain silent,

I think it is our duty to warn the free peo-
ples in the west, those who still do not be-
lieve, or who still do not want to see the
Communist danger for the whole world.

In my book recently published in America
and Great Britain under the titles of “The
Rape of Poland” and “The Pattern of Soviet
Aggression,” I tried to inform public opinion
of the world as to the terrible truth about
Poland., Perhaps you will say that I repeat
myself, that you know all this, But I main-
tain that it 1s absolutely necessary to ex-
perience and to see it because what is hap-
pening under the Communist regime is ac-
tually more terrible than one can describe.

It is difficult to understand and imagine it
from a distance. It is difficult to see even
for a stranger visiting in Poland.

The first impression of a stranger would be
a spring in full bloom, the sun shining, peo-
ple working, when questioned they either
avold an answer or reply that everything is
all right. In the Communist press there is
plenty of statistical data about the success
of production plans, enthusiastic testimonial
letters signed by people, public squares are
fllled with manifestating crowds, books and
newspapers shout about the emancipation of
man, about the happiness of the worker and
peasant, about the right of free enterprise,
about religious freedom, about the equality
of all people, and about the longing for peace.
Only the exploiters, black marketeers, profit-
eers, rich peasants, and saboteurs are being
condemned.

It is proclaimed that the Communist
government is a government of the workers.
But ask the worker what he thinks about
it. His right to life depends upon his work
and the norm of his work imposed from
above. The State provides work and gives
him right to have his home.

His wages depend upon a fixed minimum
of work done. When recently the Polish
miners in Silesla were unable to reach the
prescribed norms of production, their wives
were ordered to come and collect their wages.
They were told that if the wages were in-
sufficient the fault was with their husbands,
A strike is considered as sabotage agalnst the
State because the latter owns the industry.
The trade unlons are ruled by the Commu-
nists and their duty is to assist manage-
ment rather than assist the worker in gain-
ing a living wage, because a government of
the workers it is said is incapable of doing
injustice to anyone.

-If the worker does not submit, he will be
left without employment, without living
quarters, even without a starvation wage, he
is not accepted for employment elsewhere,
he will have to die on the street from starva-
tion or be obedient to the Communists, at-
tend their manifestotions and applaud en-
thusiastically suppressing his bitter tears,

The peasant, if he has not already been
deprived of his land—and sometimes he is
deprived of it in the course of ten minutes—
has the duty to pay his taxes in produce
and these are often higher than the total
yield of his land. If there is anything left
it is preempted by the Communist controlled
cooperatives of so-called peasant self-help
at fixed prices which are but fractions of
the market prices. In addition he has to
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pay a sum to the savings fund which is at
the disposal of the Communists. When the

peasant is doing well, he is condemned as a *

rich kulak, village exploiter, and therefore
must be liquidated because Lenin teaches
that an independent peasantry threatens the
Communist system with the revival of cap-
italism., That is why the peasants must be
liquidated, must be forced into the system
of kolkhoses and reduced to the status of
serfs to the state,

When a small-business man opens a pri-
vate shop he receives his merchandise from
the public store at fixed prices and fixed mar-
gin of profit. While the state-owned shops
sell better merchandise at better prices and
with a higher margin of profit to the state-
owned shops.

If one were able to pay the tax fixed ar-
bitrarily, one would have to face a special
commission which has the unlimited au-
thority to confiscate all of one's merchandise
and send the owner to a forced-labor camp
without trial. A craftsman has to wait
until he is alloted raw materials and he has
to deliver his products to the cooperative
where the Communists will pay for it what-
ever price they chose.

A high-school student has to live in town
and the Communists decide whether he can
obtain lodgings and at the examination he
has to show his “political maturlty” and
confess whether he loves the “llberator of
mankind,” Stalin.

A citizen looks for consolation In God, is
a believing Christian and he is forced to at-
tend manifestations against his pastor, or
bishop, to accuse him falsely, that he is a
traitor, that he supports the bandits from
the underground, “corrupts the youth, mis-
appropriates public funds” and that he is
a saboteur of the new order.

. If such a worker, peasant, craftsman, clerk,
teacher, businessman or professor has stood
all this, and his spirit has not broken down
after becoming a modern slave completely
dependent economically, then there comes
the political terror.

A man has not broken down, he has lost
his temper, he has said something rash, the
security police picks him up in the night
and he disappears. Sometimes he disappears
without trace, or his body is found floating
in the river, thrown in the field, or in the
forest. Sometimes he stays in prison for
months without trial. After that they re-
lease him and place him under the close
observation of spies. Sometimes in the
prison cell he is sentenced secretly for sev-
eral years where later beaten and tortured,
he is starved in an overcrowded prison cell.
And sometimes a secret sentence, a pistol
shot in the back of his head and only by
accident a dog may dig out his corpse it was
not buried deep enough in the ground.

If it is necessary a political trial will be
staged, always before a military court, rend-
ering sentences according to the orders of
the NKVD. First of all they will try to
break him down. Then they make him ap-
pear at a public trial and accuse himself—
he is made to disgrace his good name, to ac-
cuse falsely his friends, to deny all that he
has belleved in throughout his life, Then he
is given a sentence and will never be free
agaln so that he cannot disclose how they
did force him to accuse himself and to
denounce his friends.

In this way by means of slave labor, com-
plete economic dependence on the state,
poisoning of the soul of the nation, 1,000,000
-armed men of the Communist Party, of the
security police, of the NEVD, of the so-
called Polish Army led by Soviet officers
in Polish uniforms and of the Soviet Army
stationed in Poland, govern 24,000,000 Poles
of antl-Communist views, known for their
love of freedom and of the independence of
their country.

Five families are forced to live in two
rooms while at the same time to show off
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there are being built palaces, government
bulldings, party quarters, Communist press
buildings, prisons; highwayd and railways
from the east to the west for Soviet mili-
tary purposes. In addition an unheard-of
splendor and luxurious living of those who
govern allegedly in the name of the prole-
tariat. The difference in the living stand-
ards between the ruling class and the rest
of the people is so enormous that you cannot
find a similar disparity in any capitalist so-
ciety of the west,

Buch are the conditions in Poland, in Ru-
mania, in Hungary, and in Bulgaria. And
in spite of the so-called Tito rebellion the
same conditions exist in Yugoslavia. Con-
ditions are similar also in Czechoslovakia,
in Lithuania, and Estonia, in Latvia, and,
because of the longer period of Communist
government in Russia, the conditions there
are even worse. The same Is to be expected
in China, as it would take place in any coun-
try in which the Communists succeed in
seizing the power.

We therefore warn you, because we know
from experience that the ultimate aim of
communism is the domination of the whole
world. Perhaps you will still disregard what
we say today. Perhaps you will distrust us
thinking that we speak with the bitterness
of political exiles, Perhaps you will say that
we want to provoke a war. My answer is—
we speak with the voice of those who have
witnessed their own nation being put into

* the irons of oppression and feel with it the

brutal injustice of this act. We give warn-
ing with the voice of those who having ex-
perienced the misfortune and injustice of
their own people would like most sincerely
only one thing that a misfortune similar to
ours be not the lot of other nations.

‘We do not want either war or human suf-
fering but we are deeply convinced that
those who deprived our nations of their
freedom, those merely In defense of their
dictatorship and not in the defense of any
ideology—murder and imprison their coun-
trymen not letting them to live in peace even
in poverty, that those keeping in every
country their agents ready to betray their
own peoples and to murder them with the
hands of their own brothers, those are the
ones who do not want peace. They want
only to gain time for the solution of the
secrets gained through espionage and in
order to produce the weapons of mass
murder,

After having established a dictatorship
over 350,000,000 people of Russia and of the
countries behind the iron curtain, today they
aim to consolidate their power over 400,000,-
000 of‘Chinese so that tomorrow they be
ready to threaten India and Japan in the
east and the rest of Europe in the west.

I do not say this to frighten you but to
assist you to face the truth and to appraise
the actual state of affairs calmly. I say this
s0 that we entertain no illusions that the
world can enjoy peace divided into halves
of free men and of slaves, that the two
halves one—democratic, strong, powerful, a
part of which is the United States, the strong-
est world power today, but the half always
running the risk of diversionary action and
burdened by costly armamentis, a nonaggres-
sive half wanting peace at any price; and
alongside a second aggressive half of bloody
ard perverse dictatorship not counting the
price of human lives and not concerned with
human dignity—those two halves cannot
live peacefully the one alongside the other.
The period of appeasement has passed. The
Marshall plan inspired new life and new hope
in western Europe. The Atlantic Pact united
the countries of western . "‘urope for the pur-
poses of common defense against armed ag-

~ gression. The Communist wave is receding

and the Communist attempts to selze the
power in Italy and France have failed. These
are positive achievements. I believe that
the time of easy conquest of one country
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after another by the Communists has
passed. The question, Who is next? will not
be repeated as a reflection of helplessness
on the part of the free countries.

I think that today already no one enter-
tains the illusions that at this moment only
Berlin and lifting of the blockade is the
real issue. I think that if another appease-
ment came to pass and the nations behind
the iron curtain were forgotten and left to
their fate, besides the guilty conscience of
the western democracies, it would not bring
to disturbed humanity a lasting peace. That
is why the systematic enlightenment of the
public opinion of the free nations of the
world is necessary. That is why the expan-
sion of alliances is needed in order not to
tempt the Kremlin to attack the still weak
spots.

On this Polish National Day I wish to your
statesmen and leaders that their wisdom and
endurance, backed by your power, could bring
about the realization of the four freedoms
which were born on American soil—bring
about the application of the provisions of
the Atlantic Charter and of the Charter of
Human Rights in international life and
among all people of the world.

I wish also that the promises of our great
allies concerning the Polish nation were put
into effect—the promises of free, strong, and
independent Poland. The hopes for such a
Poland sustained theé fighting spirit of the
Poles who fought during the last war in the
Polish underground as well as side by side
with the other allles, together with the sol-
diers of the United States and the British
Empire. After the last victorious war the
Poles are again in bondage. But nobody can
kill the spirit of the nation that preserved its
ideas of freedom and democracy embodied In
the constitution of May 3, 1791, during one
and a half centuries of bondage.

We Poles believe that finally justice, free-
dom, and democracy are bound to win in the
whole world and so also in Poland.

We believe that the democracies will win
because they have the will to win and are in
a position to be victoricus in the whole world,
assuring lasting peace and happiness to hu-
manity.

(Mr. GorponN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include a speech delivered
by the chairman of the Polish Peasant
Party, Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, at the
Polish National Day celebration in Balti-
more, Md., on May 1.)

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
ZABLOCKI]. ’

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, on this
occasion of the one hundred and fifty-
eighth anniversary of the Polish Consti-
tution, I wish to share with my colleagues
the deep feeling, considerations and con-
victions that move me to a sincere desire
of true sympathy and justice for the en-
slaved peoples of Poland. This desire,
Mr. Speaker, is not based on sentiment
and emotion, but on factual historic
background demanding such justice. Let
us go back in memory and recall the his-
tory of Poland. Before our eyes unfurls
the story of a brave and peace-loving
nation which, thrust into the center of
Europe, throughout the thousand years
of its existence and development, brought
to the world and to civilization the sub- -
lime ideals of the human soul. The his-
tory of Poland, which at one time
stretched from the Baltic Sea to the
Black Sea, is singular in the objectives
it has always pursued. In the panorama
of Poland’s history one does not see ag-
gressive wars; there is no persecution of
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the neighboring peoples, there is no pil-
lage, destruction, denationalization or
slavery. There is seen only the paternal
embracing under the protecting roof of
other races, nationalities and creeds, and
giving them shelter at a time when other
nations of Europe expelled them from
their boundaries.

In ancient Poland we see human
genius, genius of research. We see Co-
pernicus, the great astronomer, who
“stopped the sun and moved the earth.”
We see an endeavor in studies, with the
University of Cracow, the second oldest
university in Europe, and the historical
Commission on Education, leading the
way. We see a nation which led all na-
tions at that time as an exponent of
democratic principles, where individual-
ism, the dignity of man, and the intangi-
ble laws of personal property have been
raised to heights unsurpassed even in
today’s concept of democracy. This was
Poland.

But it would be impossible for one to
understand the history of Poland, or
even the essential character of the Polish
nation, unless one realizes the Poles are
fundamentally a nation of parliaments.
For this circumstance explains the fact
that the most important moments of
Polish history are concerned with the
problems on parliamentarism, and that
the Polish nation as such raised to the
forefront of its tradition and history not
battles or revolutions, but the date of a
fundamental reform of parliament and
the system; that of the constitution of
May 3, 1791, Therefore, it is to this
event that my remarks are devoted.

The parliamentary system is a deep-
rooted and age-old tradition in Poland.
As early as the seventh century, the one
common prineiple to be found in all the
Slavonic peoples was a social system in
which the supreme authority was the
general sssembly of all the members of
the tribe. Even more important is the
fact that already in the ninth and tenth
centuries the principle of unanimity, and
not the will of the majority, was obliga-
tory. On these democratic principles the
Slavonic nations were built, but among
them it is particularly characteristic of
the Poles, that they were the only nation

" that remained faithful to the parliamen-
tary tradition throughout all their inde-
pendent existence. The unbroken con-
tinuity of the parliamentary system in
prepartitioned Poland, and the fact that
on the European Continent only in Po-
land did the existence of, and govern-
ment by, parliament know no brake, is
one of the distinctive phenomena of Eu-
ropean history, which attracted the at-
tention and study of historians, think-
ers, and political reformers of the entire
world.

If one turns back the pages of history
to the Middle Ages, one learns that the
will of the reigning Polish princes was
subordinated to the decisions arrived at

. during the gatherings of the leading ad-

vising nobles,

In the fourteenth century, when the
various local princes again united in a
homogeneous Polish Kingdom, these
gatherings developed into state council,
This was liberalized, giving the gentry
representation and a right to share in
" the council’s decisions, with the result
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that in 1462 Polish history records the
first meeting of the General Sejm, repre-
senting the gentry of the Polish Kingdom.
And that happened over three centuries
before our great Nation was born. The
fundamental law establishing the princi-
ples of Polish parliamentarism, and
transforming a traditional practice into
an obligatory law, was passed later in
1505 and with it the constitutional
“Nihil Novi,” announcing that from that
day ‘orward the King could not establish
anything new without the joint agree-
ment of the senate and the regional dep-
uties. The conception of the Polish Par-
liament as the General Sejm of those
long-ago times embodied three factors:
The elected King; the senate, which in-
cluded the highest officials; and the
Sejm, consisting of deputies elected by
the gentry at provincial assemblies. This
progressive development is a phenome-
non which by its modernity was cen-
turies ahead of the principles Europe
generally put into force only in the nine-
teenth century. And the constitutional
“Nihil Novi” remained the basic law
which, without regard to the changes
evoked by later practice, in reality estab-
lished the principles of Polish parliamen-
tary system down to the passing of the
May 3 constitution.

But this system was not without faults.
In the first place the delegates of urban
areas dropped out early from the labors
of the Polish Parliament with the result
that the interests of the landed gentry
become predominant. And the future was
to see many an occasion when the gentry
were to forget that their nation was not
made of knights and nobles alone. The
other great weakness of this system
proved to be the outstanding principles
of unanimity adopted from the very be-
ginnings at Polish assemblies and Sejms,
And although its weaknesses became ap-
parent with the passing of time, the re-
gard and respect for each citizen’s word
was inherent in the political mind of
the Poles and so sacred to them that it
was not abandoned until too late. In its
later form of “Liberum Veto,” which be-
came a settled practice from 1652 on, a
single deputy had the power to thwart
the work of the Parliament by bringing
in question the legality of any later de-
cisions. This principle, more than any-
thing else, ruined not only the principles
of parliamentary government as such,
but indeed the entire state apparatus of
Poland. 3

But grim and foreboding clouds en-
veloped the future of Poland after the
first partition. While France bathed in
the blood of her children Kkilling each
other for the rights denied them, some-
thing happened which astounded the
whole world; without bloodshed and
revolution, but with joy and unanimous
agreement of her sons, Poland gave birth
to her political masterpice, the first writ-
ten democratic constitution in Europe.

The greatness of the May 3, 1791,
constitution consisted of the fact that
it freely and openly eliminated the most
fundamental weaknesses of the Polish
parliamentary and social system.

Based on the principle that “All power
in civil society is derived from the will
of the people,” this great document as-

MAY 3

sured the nation a dual-chamber func-
tioning of Parliament, with the real and

“final decision belonging to the lower

chamber, the Sejm. It further abol-
ished the “Liberum veto,” and ensured a
program of social reforms, equalizing to
a great extent the privileges of the
burghers and the nobility, giving the
peasants equality under the law, and re-
affirming religious toleration, which was
a fundamental element in Polish history.
The 1791 constitution laid down the es-
sential direction, and succeeding genera-
tions, in accordance with the steadily de-
veloping spirit of the age, not by way of
social revolution, but by evolutionamy re-
forms, tended to follow the line. And,
in consequence, in 1918 the Polish State,
newly restored under President Wilson’s
famous thirteenth point, at once took
the line of parliamentary government in
its broadest sense.

Today, after 158 years, the people of
Poland once again pause to draw inspira-
tion and new courage from this truly
great and unselfish testament left them
by their forefathers, for it is inspiration
and courage they need today. Not un-
like the time when the constitution of
May 3 was signed, Poland's future is
again enveloped by dark clouds—red
clouds—and while suffering from the ter-
rible devastation of a brutal war, her
children live in pressing physical want,
and even in more unbearable spiritual
want of freedom. Only the inspiration
of their historical past, of their ageless
sacrifices for the principles in which they
have always believed, can give them
courage to face the future with the hope
of withstanding the advances of a sys-
tem that knows little of the dignity of
a human being, and of restoring their
nation to its former state.

In our great and free country, a mo-
ment of reflection on the history and
the democratic constifution of Poland
can help to give us the understanding
and the strength needed to ascertain the
plight of our traditional ally who has been
deprived of her independence and na-
tional sovereignty following a victorious
war. If we are truly sincere in our de-
sire to see justice and freedom granted
to those desirous of it, then our objectives
will not and cannot be achieved until
the wrong in Poland is rectified. It is
urgent that we give sympathetic under-
standing and effort to aid our ally from
the yoke of oppression and minority rule,
In our attempt to attain peace and har-
mony among the nations and peoples of
the world, let us be ever mindful and
cognizant.of the country of parliamen=
tary tradition and its historic constitu-
tion of May 3, 1791.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr, Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.,
GORSKI].

Mr. GORSKI of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, today, May 3, the Polish people
throughout the world will celebrate
Polish Constitution Day. A most memo-.
rable day to all.

Just about 2 years after the adoption
of our American Constitution the Polish
Diet proclaimed the Magna Carta of
Poland and today, 158 years later, we
here in America are extremely proud of
those who gave to Europe its birth of
democracy.
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Today, people of all nationalities in
free countries wonder when they will he
able to rejoice in knowing that Poland is
once again free. That the crunching
yoke of Russian communism has been
torn from those enslaved people. Yes;
they wonder, too, when these people will
again enjoy religious freedom and the
right of free speech. When they can
raise their heads to their God above in
praise and thanksgiving from a people
who would not give up, even under the
Nazi and Russian persecution.

It was not but a short time after the
adoption of the Polish Constitution when
its jealous, suspicious, overbearing
neighbors cast the finger of death at
this new child of democracy. They
feared, lest the love of liberty might find
a spot among their people. Poland was
ordered to be partitioned. Resist—yes,
they did; but courage and faith could
not withstand the thrust of the blood-
thirsty hordes.

Taken from them was their new-born
liberty. The right to live as each one's
equal. All given to them, of all classes,
without bloodshed, persecution, or the
fear of being doomed to exile. Gone,
alas, was their future that had been
likened to the brightness of the Star of
Bethlehem,

The western world has been shocked
at the manner in which fundamental hu-
man freedoms have been gradually elim-
inated in the eastern and southeastern
European nations. In the closing days
of World War II the Soviet armies en-
tered these countries posing as the great
liberators from Nazi tyranny. They
were welcomed because the people of
these lands thought there could be noth-
ing so oppressive or stifling of human
freedoms than the Nazi hordes. Then
too, they all looked to the great and
humanitarian promises of the Atlantic
Charter—once again they would be free
men and free women. Now almost 4
years after the end of hostilities we see
what & sad and inhuman delusion has
been visited upon these unsuspectiong
people.

To all thinking men it is clear now
that the Soviet armies were not fighting
primarily to eliminate the hordes of
Hitler but in reality they were fighting
to establish the ideology of communism
as the way of life to be followed by all
men the world over., These same Soviet
armies were the means of establishing
rump governments in the countries men
of good will thought they were liberating
from tyranny. It is an undisputed fact
that the evil system of communism now
dominates Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia only
because the advance agents of the
Comintern were backed solidly in their
lust for total power by the Soviet armies,
Is it not peculiar that communism has
failed to take power in those European
countries which were fortunate to escape
liberation by the Soviet armies?

The greatest pages in the book of world
heroism has been written by those stal-
warts of the democratic way of life who
remained in these satellite countries to
fight totalitarianism every inch of the
way in the noble effort to stem the tide
and salvage basic human liberties for
their fellow countrymen. They looked
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to the western world to hold true to the
promises of the Atlantic Charter, they
expected us to stand solidly by their side
as they fought for the liberties of their
people. Even when it became apparent
that moral persuasion could not com-
pete with the military stranglehold the
Soviets had upon their country they con-
tinued the struggle. As one political
party after another was put upon the
rack of Soviet falsehoods and trumped-
up charges they might have given up the
fight, had they been faint of heart, but
still they continued the struggle. Some
of the leaders were put to death by the
usual Soviet method of trial by jurists
specially trained by the Comintern while
still others disappeared in the still of the
night, never to be heard of again by their
loved ones. Despite these unbelieveable
circumstances they continue the fight
against red tyrants.

In the western zones of Germany and
Austria and in Italy there are today
thousands of pegple who have escaped
from the red tyranny. Some are the
families of those who paid the supreme
sacrifice in fighting for the dignity of
man in their homelands, while still others
represent the shattered remains of truly
democratic political parties, those for-
tunates who escaped the dragnets which
were put out after the Communists took
over total power. Then there are those
whose greatest crime was to believe in
democracy as western civilization knows
it who have managed to flee from their
homelands, and have thrown themselves
upon the mercy of our occupying armies.

May it be our prayer today, that soon
Poland will enjoy the freedom that 158
years ago they thought was theirs.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
CroOK]1.

Mr. CROOK. Mr. Speaker, today,
May 3, is the one hundred and fifty-
eighth aniversary of the adoption of the
Polish Constitution—the first written
democratic constitution to be adopted
by a European nation to recognize the
fundamental principles of esteemed de-
mocracy.

I congratulate the Polish people for
having pioneered and cradled the cause
of liberty and justice, not only for their
great country, but in many parts of
Europe and the United States of Amer-
ica. Under the guidance of their torch
of freedom the illustrious sons of Po-
land marched forth in defense of a cause
that was just, even to crossing the
troubled waters of the Atlantic in frail
boats in defense of our own country dur-
ing the discouraging days of the Ameri-
can Revolution. Yes, they cherished a
great ideal; they fought hard, and many
died young that we today may be privi-
leged the greatest blessings on earth.

The United States of America, some-
times called the melting pot of the world,
has been enriched with the contributions
mede by our immigrants that came from
the cradle of European democracy.
Wherever the Polish people have taken
domicile in the United States, their cit-
izenry has proved second to none. They
have taken an active part in education,
religion, law, civic, social, and govern-
mental affairs. Their loyalty and patri-
otism have been unexcelled. They have
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carried Old Glory in both war and peace
and they stand ever ready to protect our
priceless heritage regardless of the sacri-
fice connected therewith.

So today we celebrate their day of
days, and to those millions of Americans
of Polish descent, we celebrate with
them. And may that great Polish na-
tion ever be protected that its constitu-
tion may stand as a beacon light to guide
a troubled Europe down the avenues to
understanding, reenforced brotherhood
of man, and a just and lasting peace for
the world.

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

Mr. CHESNEY. I yield to the gentle~
man from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, today on the
occasion of the one hundred and fifty-
eighth anniversary of the adoption of the
Polish Constitution I wish to single out
for especial tribute a great Polish patriot
and soldier who contributed in such full
measure to the democratic establishment
of our own country. Irefer to Gen. Casi-
mir Pulaski, that distinguished Polish
gentleman, patriot, military genius, who
Jjoined the forces of our own colonies in
their fight for independence.

There is in the Fifth District of Ten-
nessee a thriving city which proudly
bears the name of this Revolutionary
War hero. Pulaski, Tenn., situated in
Giles County, in the great State of Ten-
nessee, proudly keeps alive the memory
of that patriot who helped so much to-
ward making our own Constitution pos-
sible.

When we consider the heroism of this
man, his devotion to the cause of free-
dom and liberty, his genius on the field
of battle—and how he joined the forces
of freedom on this continent many thou-
sands of miles removed from his home,
the land of his distinguished birth, and
how his courage and valor were an in-
spiration to the patriots of our Nation
in their hour of need—I think we can
all receive inspiration.

It is my sincere hope that somehow this
country which this patriot helped to es-
tablish in the principles of freedom and
democracy and constitutional govern-
ment may repay the debt of gratitude
we owe in such great measure. It is my
sincere hope that the shroud of commu-
nistic darkness which has enveloped the
valiant people of Poland may be lifted—
and through the efforts and encourage-
ment of our own great democracy—and
the Polish people who so early joined this
Nation in the fight for constitutional
freedom may be restored to their tradi-
tional dignity and liberty.

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

Mr. CHESNEY, 1 yield.

Mr. PHILBIN, Mr. Speaker, as
busy as we are in the House today
I cannot let the occasion pass without
making sincere reference to the fact that
this is the anniversary of Polish inde-
pendence, It is a time when we can re-
call the glories of the past of this great
Polish nation and its gallant noble peo-
ple, It is a time to note the bitter strug-
gles, sacrifices, and contributions which
Poland has made in the name of human
liberty, in the name of Christianity, and
in the name of suffering humanity.
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Let me therefore once again join my
voice to those which have been raised to-
day in tribute to Poland and her unex-
celled sons and daughters. Let me laud
her achievements. Let me praise her
valor and her indomitable spirit which
forged a great legacy of freedom.

She is now in chains and shackles even
though the blood of her noble sons has
drenched the sacred soil of Poland and
other nations in defense of liberty against
unspeakable tyranny. Yes, Poland has
heroically served the cause of freedom
and she must not be abandoned by those
of us with whom she fought as allies.
Our cause was her cause. Our cause is
her cause and we can never sacrifice her
noble people to permanent slavery be-
hind the iron curtain.

Let us never forget what Poland has
suffered and advanced to make liberty a
vital living reality. Let every true
American stand with Poland in her hour
of sorrow and oppression and do every-
thing we can as a people and a nation
to insure her early liberation.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Froonl.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I observe
that during the month of May the Polish
Constitution was written, and I observe
also that during this month of May in
the year 1949 we pay tribute to the mem-
ory of that brave people and that event
in the history of liberty. Certainly in
the month of May, the month of spring,
and the month of rebirth in the law of
nature we hope and pray that there is
reborn in Poland that liberty for which
they have always been leaders.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay my
respects to the brave people of an ancient
and great nation and to pay as well my
tribute to this day of commemoration
honoring Poland’s Constitution Day,
May 3. This could very well be de-
scribed as Poland’s Fourth of July, and
let me assure you I am proud, indeed, of
this opportunity of raising my voice so
that it may be heard in this great public
forum for democracy and liberty—the
House of Representatives of the United
States of America.

And it is proper, Mr. Speaker, that the
celebration of Poland’s Constitution Day
be held during the month of May in this
year of our Lord 1949, and it was fitting
and proper as well that the constitution
of Poland in the year 1791 was recognized
and promulgated during the month of
May, because May 1is recognized the
whole world over as the month of spring.
This is the month in which there is re-
born under the law of nature all the vigor
and all of the hope and all of the dreams
and all of the ambitions of things that
are new, of things that are to come, of
hope and of vision and of certainty for
happiness and a new life in the future.
‘We say today then to our friends and
brave allies of Poland that in May should
be reborn in the hearts and the breasts
of all who love liberty, and that means
all Poles, whether they be Poles in Amer=-
ica or Poles in Poland itself, or in what-
ever country their search for liberty may
have scattered them throughout the
world. Certainly in our great country of
America the hundreds of thousands of
American citizens of Polish ancestry join
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with their friends, their relatives, and
their neighbors in the motherland behind
that iron curtain superimposed upon a
great and religious people by Commu-
nist atheists. Everything must be done
to assure these great and freedom-loving
and God-fearing peoples that they are
not forgotten. There is no doubt in any-
one’s mind that communism is the enemy
of Christianity, and Poland is one of the
historic Christian nations not only of
Europe but of the world. There is no
doubt in anyone’s mind that the Com-
munist enemy wishes to destroy the free-
dom and the liberty of God-fearing
America as well as to destroy the same
beloved qualities in our faithful ally and
friend, Poland.

We must mark well the precept that
as long as there is any people, as long as
there is any nation, suffering the chains
of slavery, economic, political, or reli-
gious, or of any other kind, just so long
as that slavery exists in the world, then
no country and no people any place else
in the world are entirely free. The casu-
alty lists of World War I and even more
so the casualty lists of World War II for
the armed forces of the United States
carry thousands of Polish names, and
thus prove that Poland’s contribution to
Ameriea has won her, by the blood of her
children here, the right to our interest
and our concern and our aid. The sons
of Poland, in their own uniform and in
the uniform of the leading Allied nations,
fought on every battlefield with the Al-
lied nations of the far-flung scene that
was the horrible World War so lately
concluded. In the air, and on the sea,
and under the sea, Polish aircraft and
Polish ships fought the good fight
shoulder to shoulder with their freedom-
loving brothers of the Allied western
Christian democracies; so we are noft
throwing crumbs to a beggar, we are
merely recognizing in all Christian de-
cency the right of equal peoples to equal
liberty, to equal justice, and to equal
freedom under Almighty God.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. DONOHUE].

Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. Speaker, on the
third of May, 1791, the Congress of the
Republic of Poland adopted a new con-
stitution which was the most liberal and
democratic of its day. We are profoundly
moved by-its breadth and wisdom, which
defined specifically the liberties and the
{freedom of the Polish people.

‘With the noble ideals of freedom as a
battle cry, the Polish nation went forth
in that unequal match of power with the
enemy in September of 1839, In the
opening days of the most recent world
conflict, President Roosevelt called Po-
land an “inspiration to all nations,” be-
cause Poland alone dared defy the Ger-
mans in their ruthless challenge of those
freedoms and democratic liberties cham-
pioned by Poland.

The heroic Polish people fought the
invader, from the beginning of the war,
not only in their own country, but on
every battle front until the enemy sur-
rendered. Poland was one of the fight-
ing Allies, bearing more than her share
of the war's burdens, and her sacrifices
were not surpassed by any nation.
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Poland fought with the Allies with the
same objective as expressed in the cele-
brated charter, the “Four Freedoms,” but
today Poland is not free. She lies pros-
trate, suffering from the oppression of
an imperialistic tyrant. She is denied the
right to have a government which repre-
sents the will of her own people.

After her magnificent sacrifices and
heroic efforts, Poland deserves better
justice from the allies to whom she gave
such courageous assistance. From the
desecrated ashes of Nazi conflagration,
Poland rises a weakened and impover-
ished republic, seemingly deserted by her
allies and scourged by her enemies. She
is a victim in war and a victim in peace—
a tragedy indeed.

However, the fires of liberty for Poland
still flame in the hearts of Poland’s peo-
ple. This spirit Is as intense now, in the
minds and hearts of all Poles, as it was
on May 3, 1791.

Today, Poland is striving mightily to
keep body and soul together that she may
gain strength to build a new nation out
of the ruin left by war. Today, more
than ever, she needs our aid, physically
and spiritually, God grant that we will
repay a debt of gratitude we owe to the
indomitable people of Poland. Until Po-
land and the other small liberty-loving
nations are free, there will be no just
foundation for true peace in this troubled
world.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SaB-
ATH],

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, May 3
marks the independence day of Poland, a
great nation because the spirit and cour-
age of the Polish people throughout his-
tory has shown the way toward worthy
steadfast prineciples which many other
nations have been pleased to follow. A
nation becomes great because, in spite of
its disadvantages, both in manpower and
in natural resources, it is able to rise
above the elements and takc its place
among the worthy nations of the world
because of the contributions it makes to
the progress and welfare of the world.
This Poland has been able to do. I men-
tion only a few of the great men of Polish
nationality who stand forth as the em-
blem of a nation dedicated t> principles
of justice, freedom, and democracy. Not
long ago, in our midst, there came Jan
Paderewski, with whom I had the pleas-
ure of collaborating in the passage of
the resolution demanding the independ-
ence of Poland.

Gifted in the fine art of musie, looked
up to as a leader in this field which
means so much to the cultural develop-
ment of all peoples in the world, his name
became a signpost in the march of ar-
tistry in music and gentleness of expres-
sion. Millicas throughout the world were
thrilled as they sat throughout his con-
certs and felt the throb of gifted and
nimble fingers whick gave forth expres-
sion. Millions throughout the world were
age as well. Not only did he give example
to the world in the art of musie, but also
did he become a leader in the art of gov-
ernment. He came into power in Poland
at a time when chaos and disunity
reigned, and, by the use of kind but firm
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methods, combined with a high sense of
appreciation and understanding of the
many difficult problems, he brought order
and unity to his native land. Here in-
deed is an illustration of unusual suc-
cess and extraordinary accomplishment
made by one both an artist and a states-
man.

We may go back into the beginning
of our own national existence and refer
to the aid and assistance which was
given the patriots of 1776 by great Polish
military geniuses, who brought to the
struggling and discouraged men of
Washington’s army an awakened zeal
and forthright courage for their contin-
ued struggle to obtain independence. We
are indebted to General Casimir Pulaski,
whose incomparable efforts in time of
need joined with them and gave signal
assistance to their then wavering cause.
The American people have never forgot-
ten General Pulaski, who together with
another countryman, Thaddeus Koscius-
ko, are remembered by every schoolboy
and schoolgirl in America who read in
their history books the unusual honor and
praise that must be given to these two
men of indomitablc courage and love of
freedom.

It was my privilege and pleasure, as a
member of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs of the House, to play a small but
important part in creating a free and
independent Polish Republic after World
War I. At that time, the people of Po-
land were struggling for understanding
and sympathy from the nations of the
world. This great people had the well-
earned admiration and plaudits of a
world citizenry for their exceptiondl mil-
itary accomplishments in beating back
the attack of the Nazi hordes upon their
sacred territory. They refused to bar-
gain with the Nazi aggressor, and with
honor they went down fighting against
great odds. Por this, the American peo-
ple and their allies were grateful and
saw to it that Poland was not divided up
as spoils of war.

In World War II, the Polish people re-
peated their gallant stand again, before
the Nazi bestiality, and held firm, giving
time to the allies to collect their forces
and provide and build up other obstacles
to the German advance. It is well-
known that though their territories were
overrun with their enemies and Quis-
lings, the underground system of the Pol-
ish people was active in the cause of the
allies of World War II, and kept alive
the spark of human freedom which was
ever burning in the hearts of every true
and loyal Polish patriot.

Today, however, Poland finds herself
in the throes of great economic suffer-
ing and political subservience. Her peo-
ple are surrounded by other enemies.
Her leaders beckon to the call of alien
doctrines. They listenr not to the voice
of Poland as enunciated by the history
of a free people, struggling for inde-
pendence and deliverance from its op-
pressors.

The United States of America num-
bers among its citizens hundreds of
thousands of industrious and honorable
citizens of Polish descent throughout the
various communities. Aective in every
field of endeavor, they have brought to
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American life the fine human character-
istics which the native Pole possesses;
always struggling under great odds, they
have fought alongside other Americans
for a religious and political freedom em-
bodied in the Constitution and Bill of
Rights of the United States. Time does
not permit me to set forth the names
of the many citizens of Polish extraction
who have helped to keep alive the noble
traditions of Washington, Jeflerson,
Jackson, Lincoln, Wilson, and Franklin
D. Roosevelt.

On this May 3, 1949, it is my fervent
hope, and I know the hope of all Ameri-
cans, that the time is not far off when
the yoke of the oppressor shall be lifted
from the Polish people in order that they
may take their place among the people
of other nations and be invested again
with their natural rights which our
Creator has ordained for all the peoples
of the world.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
O'HARA].

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
158 years ago this 3d of May, Poland gave
to the world an imperishable document.
The constitution of May 3, 1791, adopted
by the Parliament of Poland holds place
of highest rank in the political literature
of the ages. It has been a heartening
inspiration to free men in every country
and to men everywhere struggling to at-
tain for themselves and all humankind
the full measure of political equality.

On this one hundred and fifty-eighth
anniversary of the adoption of that con-
stitution the sun is shining here in Wash-
ington, the trees about the Capitol are
green with the springtime hues of hope,
and in the flowers of white and pink
and red that we passed in coming from
our offices to this Chamber was Nature’s
message of optimism. I cannot but feel
that this pleasant day upon which this
anniversary has fallen is an augury of
the future that lies ahead for Poland.

Poland and her people, giving so much
to all the world, so much, so bitterly, and
so undeservedly has suffered. Surely for
a country of such quality and a people of
such character ahead the day of light
and sunshine must be breaking. In the
darkest hours of the night men and
women held fast their faith that “Poland
is immortal.” That faith they will never
abandon. Again, and soon, it is the hope
and prayer of everyone in this Congress,
Poland will be a truly free and independ-
ent nation in which, in the words of
the constitution of May 3, 1791, “all pow-
er in civil society is derived from the
people.”

To the people of Poland on this an-
niversary day may there beam from this
historic Chamber what is in our hearts
and minds: your sufferings and your
sacrifices we will not forget, always as a
good and close friend you can count upon
us.

I could not close without mention of
the circumstance that this year of 1949
is being widely observed by the people of
the United States as “Chopin Year,” pro-
claimed in commemoration of the one
hundredth anniversary of the death of
the great composer who drew his rich
musical treasuries from the folklore and
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folk motives and melodies of centuries
of Polish people, reflecting their joys and
sorrows and their longings.

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
GORSKI].

Mr. GORSKI of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I want to extend my greetings to the
people of Poland on this, the one hun-
dred and fifty-eigchth anniversary of
Polish Constitution Day. In former years
these great liberty-loving people cele-
brated this occasion as a national holi-
day, the same as we Americans do our
Fourth of July, but today they are de-
prived of this privilege, and, instead of a
day of happiness, it is a day of sorrow,
for only a few short years ago they stood
out as a bulwark against the nation
which threatened to be the world's great-
est tyrant. They were the first to be
attacked. The world will forever re-
member the heroic defense of Warsaw.
When the Nazis invaded Poland from the
west, the Russians invaded Poland from
the east. They were surrounded by two
powerful enemies, and when it appeared
that the defense of their country was
hopeless, these brave soldiers did not
surrender but retreated to the territory
of friendly allies and carried on the bat-
tle. They never wavered and never lost
hope, until the enemies of freedom were
destroyed and the cause of the Allied
countries was victorious. But that vie-
tory cast a dark shadow over Poland be-
cause Russia, one of its former enemies
and a collaborator of Hitler, emerged as
a dominant European power and now
dominates their country. Many of those
brave soldiers who fought so gallantly all
through the war cannot now return to
their homeland and join their families
but are scattered all over the world,
waiting for developments, not knowing
where or what country their future home
will be in, for to return to Poland they
would then be sent to Siberia or their
lives would be in danger.

I hope that the people of Poland will
soon regain their freedom and complete
independence, which they have fought so
dearly for in past centuries and which
they dearly love and cherish.

May their future be as bright as their
history is glorious, for these champions
of freedom and democracy will never
stop fighting until they free themselves
of the shackles which their tyrant enemy
has placed upon them.

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 there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H. R. 1401. An act relating to the disposi-
tion of certain recreational demonstration
project lands by the State of Michigan to
the Mount Hope Cemetery Association of
Waterloo, Mich.

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

8.227. An act for the relief of Stone &
Cooper Coal Co., Inc.;

5.685. An act to Increase the fees of
witnesses in the United States courts and
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before United States commissioners, and for
other purposes; and

§5.796. An act to establlsh the grade of
General of the Air Force, and for other pur-
poses,

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
commiftee did on the following dates
present to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following titles:

On May 2, 1940:

H. R. 4162, An act to approve repayment
contracts negotiated with the Bitter Root
irrigation district, the SBhasta View irrigation
district, the Okanogan irrigation district, the
Willwood Irrigation district, the Uncom-
pahgre Valley Water Users' Assoclation, and
Kittitas reclamation district, to authorize
their execution, and for other purposes.

On May 3, 1949:

H. R. 1401, An act relating to the disposi-
tlon of certain recreational demonstration
project lands by the State of Michigan to the
Mount Hope Cemetery Assoclation of Water-
loo, Mich.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BAILEY, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 56 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, May 4, 1949, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

583. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting a report
on the audit of The Virgin Islands Com-
pany for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1948 (H. Doc. No. 170), was taken from
the Speaker’s table, referred to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS 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. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 201. Resolution for considera-
tion of H. R. 4080, a bill to unify, consolidate,
revise, and codify the Articles of War, the
Articles for the Government of the Navy, and
the disciplinary laws of the Coast Guard
and to enact and establish a Uniform Code
of Military Justice; without amendment
(Rept. No. 495), Referred to the House Cal-
endar,

Mr. BECEWORTH: Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. 8.326. An act
to amend the War Claims Act of 1048; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 486). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

Mr, PRIEST: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 31561, A bill to
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act of June 25, 1938, as amended, by provid-
ing for the certification of batches of drugs
composed wholly or partly of any kind of
aureomycin, chloramphenicol, and bacitrac-
in, or any derivative thereof; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 409). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union,

Mr. KEE: Committee on Foreign Affairs.
H. R. 3559. A bill to strengthen and improve
the organization and administration of the
Department of State, and for other pur-
Pposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 500).
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Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 4471. A bill to
regulate the hours of duty and the pay of
civillan keepers of lighthouses and civilians
employed on lightships and other vessels of
the Coast Guard; without amendment (Rept.
No. 501). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. CHATHAM: Commliitee on Foreign
Affairs. H. R. 4392. A blll to provide for the
payment of compensation to the Swiss Gov-
ernment for losses and damages inflicted on
Swiss territory during World War II by
United States armed forces in violation of
neutral rights, and authorizing appropria-
tions therefor; without amendment (Rept.
No. 602). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SMATHERS: Committee on Foreign
Affairs. 8.837. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to effect the payment
of certain claims against the United States;
without amendment (Rept. No. 503). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS 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. BYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiclary. H. R. 4366. A bill for the re-
lef of Pearson Remedy Co.; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 407). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H. R. 4373. A bill for the re-~
llef of Ray G. Schneyer and Dorothy J.
Schneyer; without amendment (Rept. No,
498). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN:

H. R. 4481. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interlor to withhold certain
wildlife-restoration project payments in the
case of any State which unreasonably dis-
criminates against nonresident hunters; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisherles.

By Mr. BEALL:

H. R. 4482. A bill to provide for flight ex-
perience for certain students in the senior
high schools of the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. BOLLING:

H. R, 4483. A Dbill to amend the act en-
titled “An act to establish a uniform system
of bankruptey throughout the United
States,” approved July 1, 1898, as amended,
in relation to extensions made pursuant to
wage earners’ plans under chapter XIII of
such act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BREHM:

H. R. 4484. A bill to provide for a national
cemetery in Ohlo; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. COOLEY:

H. R. 4485. A bill to amend the act of
July 8, 1948 (Public Law 897), entitled the
“Agricultural Act of 1948"; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CURTIS:

H. R, 4486. A bill to repeal the tax on
certain toflet preparations and certain war
tax rates, and for ‘other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EVINS:

H. R. 4487. A bill to construc-

tion of rental housing at or in areas adja-
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cent to military and naval installations; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.
By Mr. FULTON:

H. R. 4488. A Dbill to provide for further
contributions to the International Children’s
Emergency Pund; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa:

H.R.4489, A Dbill to repeal the Federal
automotive excise taxes, so called, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. RAMSAY:

H. R, 4490. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special postage stamp In commemo-
ration of the one hundredth anniversary of
the opening of the suspension bridge at
Wheeling, W. Va.; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SPENCE:

H.R.4491. A bill to encourage construc-
tlon of rental housing on or in areas adja-
cent to Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air
Force installations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R.4402. A bill to establish for individ-
uals who served in the armed forces during
World War II a presumption of service-con-
nected disability in the case of tuberculosis
existing within 3 years after discharge from
such forces; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr, WHITTEN:

H.R.4403. A bill directing that special
consideration be given to excess agricultural
commodities produced in the United States
when entering into foreign-trade agreements
under section 850 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R. 4494. A bill providing for an amend-
ment to the Retirement Act of May 29, 1930,
as amended; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R.4495. A bill to provide additional
benefits for certain postmasters, officers, and
employees in the postal field service with
respect to annual and sick leave, longevity
pay, and promotion, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Clvil
Bervice.

By Mr. HAGEN:

H.R.4496. A bill providing for an amend-
ment to the Retirement Act of May 29, 1830,
as amended; to the Committee on Post Office
and Clvil Service.

By Mr. KEE:

H.R.4497. A bill to amend the United
Nations Participation Act of 1945 to provide
for the appointment of representatives of
the United States in the organs and agencies
of the United Nations, and to make other
provision with respect to the participation
of the United States in such organization;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee:

H.R.4408. A bill to amend section 6 of
the act of April 15, 1938, to expedite the
carriage of mail by granting additional au-
thority to the Postmaster General to award
contracts for the transportation of mail
by afrcraft upon, star routes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Bervice,

By Mr. REDDEN:

H.R.4499. A bill to provide a civil govern-
ment for Guam, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Lands.

H. R.4500. A bill to provide a civil govern=
ment for American Samoa, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. RIVERS:

H.R.4501. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1830, as amend-
ed, to provide annuities for those civilian
employees engaged in hazardous occupations
in any branch of the Federal service, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,
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By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H.R.4502. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to dispose of a certain ease-
ment near Fort Belvoir, Va., in exchange for
another easement elsewhere on the same
property; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. CURTIS:

H. R. 4503. A bill to amend 32 U, 8. C. 76,
10 U, 8. C. 371a, and 34 U. 8. C. 853g-1, defin-
ing officers and employees of the United
States or the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LANE;

H. R. 4504. A bill to amend the act of
July 6, 1945, as amended, to provide addi-
tional grades for mail handlers, messengers,
and watchmen at post offices of the frst
class, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FERNANDEZ:

H. R. 4505. A bill to vest title to certain
lands In the Pueblo of Laguna of the State
of New Mexico; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

By Mr. MULTER:

H. R. 4506. A bill to amend the act en-
titled “An act to expedite the provision of
housing in connection with national defense,
and for other purposes,” approved October
14, 1940, as amended; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BONNER:

H. R. 4507. A bill to establish a Natlonal
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations;
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments.

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H. R. 4508. A bill to authorize the issuance
of a special series of stamps commemorative
of the one hundredth anniversary of the
settling in New England of the first French-
Canadian Immigrants; to the committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MORRIS:

H. R. 4509. A bill to amend the act of
February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. 452), and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

By Mr. STOCEMAN:

H. R. 4510. A bill to provide funds for coop-
eratlon with the school board of Klamath
County, Oreg., for the construction, exten-
slon, and improvement of public-school fa-
cilities in Klamath County, Oreg., to be avail-
able to all Indian and non-Indian children
without discrimination; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. HOLMES:

H. J. Res. 233. Joint resolution to authorizs
the appropriation of funds for the construc-
tion of a bridge across the Columbia River
between Pasco and Kennewick, Wash.; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MEYER:

H.J. Res. 234. Joint resolution for the in-
corporation of the Ladies of the Grand Army
of the Republle; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BLAND:

H. J. Res. 235. Joint resolution to continue
the authority of the Maritime Commission to
sell, charter, and operate vessels, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. KEE:

H. J. Res. 236, Joint resolution providing
for membership and participation by the
United States in the International Trade
Organization, and authorizing an appropria-
tion therefor; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Michigan memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
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United States to call a convention to pro-
pose an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States relative to taxes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska, memorializing the Pres-
ident and the Congress of the United States
relative to House Joint Memorial 20, request-
ing Federal funds to aid in establishing the
proposed cooperative wildlife research unit
at the University of Alaska; to the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. McDONOUGH:

H.R.4511. A bill for the relief of Con-
stantine David; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY:

H.R.4512. A bill for the relief of Rashid

Mia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SECREST:

H. R.4513. A bill for the relief of Anthony
N. Zahareas; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

5 By Mr. WHITE of California:

H.R. 4514. A hill for the relief of Mrs. Sook
Chong EKim; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H.R.4515. A bill authorizing Jerome J.
Wisniewski, an employee of the Department
of the Army, to accept the decorations ten-
dered him by the Governments of France
and Ifaly; to the Committee on Foreign
Affiairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

751, By Mr. PATTEN: House Joint Me-
morial No. 1 of the Legislature of Arlzona,
relating to the propagation of flsh; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

752. By Mr. WHITE of California: Petition
of 38 citizens of Turlock, Calif., submitted
by Mr, L. W. Boles, druggist, protesting the
20-percent excise tax on toilet goods and
requesting its repeal as quickly as possible;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

753. By the SPEAKER: Petition of W. L.
Larson, president, Trinity Hospital, Ashland,
Wis., expressing emphatic opposition to
compulsory health insurance; to the Com-
mittec on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

T754. Also, petition of Harold 8, Foster,
Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce, Fort
Worth, Tex., expressing opposition to H, R.
3190, the Lesinski minimum-wage bill, and
stating that the bill H. R. 4272, the Lucas
bill, is less objectionable; to the Committee
on Education and Labor,

755. Also, petition of Charles B. Allen,
Dallas Branch Railway Mall Association,
Dallas, Tex., relative to action depriving
clerks of the air-mail service in Dallas
of their senlority rights, and protesting such
action; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice.

756. Also, petition of Emmet Arthur Hin-
kelman, Chicago, Ill., urging the establish-
ment of Federal scholarships to help train
additional psychiatrists, psychologists, and
psychiatric social workers in order to combat
mental illness; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

757. Also, petition of Willlam J. Smith,
United States Disciplinary Barracks, Fort
Leavenworth, Kans., petitioning considera-
tion of his resolution with reference to the
case of Willlam J. Smith, petitioner, ASN
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16051074, agalnst the Adjutant General,
United States Army, Washington, D. C.; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

758. Also, petition of Edward F. Alcock and
others, Orlando, Fla., requesting passage of
H.R.2135 and 2136, known as the Townsend
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

759. Also, petition of Mrs, Nettie R, Austin
and others, Miami, Fla., requesting passage
of H.R.2135 and 2136, known as the Town-
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, May 4, 1949

(Legislative day of Monday, April 11,
1949)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer.

Eternal God, at this high altar of the
Nation’s service maintain in us the fidel-
ity of those to whom much has been
given and from whom much will be re-
quired. Give us honesty in dealing with
our besetting sins, humility in confessing
them, and resolution in overcoming them.
Even as the din of words assails our ears
from a turbulent world, grant us an inner
calm undisturbed by any outer commo-
tion. Endue us with Thy enabling grace
that we may never betray for expedi-
ency’s sake the high solemnities of duty
which are the very breath of our integ-
rity. Give us courage to seek the truth
honestly and then to follow humbly the
kindly light that leads us on. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. HiLy, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Tuesday, May
3, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the following
enrolled hills, and they were signed by
the Vice President:

B.227. An act for the rellef of Stone &
Copper Coal Co., Ine.;

8.635. An act to increase the fees of wit-
nesses in the United States courts and be-
fore United States commissioners, and for
other purposes;

5.796. An act to establish the grade of
General of the Air Force, and for other pur-
poses; and

8.8560. An act conferring United States

citizenship posthumously wupon  Vaso
Benderach.
CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.
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