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6. Brand Soviet Russia as the world ag-
gressor No. 1 and start proceedings for ex-
pelling her and her satellites from the United
Nations.

These are “musts” if we are to stop the
sickening slide into national disaster.

Instead of criticizing Gen. Douglas Mac-
Arthur, we should all get on our knees and
thank God that we have a MacArthur., He
has been the main bulwark against ram-
paging communism in the Far East, It is
our patriotic duty to back up and support
MacArthur loyally and vociferously, The
time has come when we must quit appeas-
ing and stop being apologetic for America.
We need aggressive Americans. With God
on our side, right will triumph over might.
We have a righteous cause. It is Ireedom's
cause. Our job is to know the end, to find
the way and to encompass the strain and
resist any temptation to slacken the pull
and to make the individual and collective
sacrifices that will give us the final victory.
In these goals lies the end of bewilderment
and of anxious waiting. I give you these
as the public relations program for freedom.
You men and women of this society have
the creative minds and the vision, Take
inspiration from our battered but unbowed
troops in Korea to have the courage to do
what is right, for in this trinity of Amer-
fcan virtues lies our only salvation.

For this we fight—for God and country.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. Jones of Missouri, for an in-
definite period, on account of illness.

To Mr., MiLer of Maryland (at the
request of Mr. Beary), until December
21, on account of official business,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 483, An act to extend the time limit
within which certain suits in admiralty may
be brought against the United States; and

H.R.2365. An act for the relief of the
city of Chester, Ill.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 7 minutes p. m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, December 7, 1950, at 12 o'clock
neon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Epeaker's table and referred as follows:

1770. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the fifth semiannual re-
port to the Congress listinggthe contracts
negotiated by the Department of the Army,
the Department of the Navy, and the Depart-
ment of the Alr Force, in accordance with the
provisions of the Armed Services Procure-
ment Act of 1847, covering the 6-month pe-
riod from January 1 through June 30, 1950;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

1771. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a proposed
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year
1551 in the amount of 337,500 for the Dis-
trict of Columbia (H. Doc. No. 732); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.
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REPORTE 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. LYLE: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 876. Resolution for considera-
tion of H. R. 8763, a bill to amend the Hous-
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 3150). Referred
tc the House Calendar.

FPUBLIC EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WHITTINGTON:

H.R.9864. A bill to authorize a program
to provide for the construction of Federal
buildings outside of but in the vicinity of
and accessible to the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. HUBER:

H.R.9865. A bill to prevent newspapers
from controlling radio and television sta-
tions; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PRIEST:

H.R.9866. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of the lower
Cumberland Dam aud Reservoir on the Cum-
berland River in Eentucky and Tennessee
for navigation, flocd control, hydroelectric
power, and other purposes; to the Committee
on Public Works.

H. R. 9867. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of facllities
for generating hydroelectric power at the
Cheatham Dam on the Cumberland River in
Tennessee; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request):

H.R.9868. A bill to include personnel of
the Armed Forces on active military, naval,
or air service on or after June 25, 1950, in
the term “veteran of any war"; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. DELANEY:

H.R.8869. A Dbill to amend the Civil
Aeronautics Act of June 23, 1838, by pro-
viding for compensation for death by wrong-
ful act in air commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DOUGHTON:

H.R.9870. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code in order to allow extensions of
time for the filing of returns and the pay-
ment of income taxes by certain persons
serving in zones of combat between January
1, 1951, and March 15, 1951, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HAGEN:

H. R.9871. A bill to promote the rehabili-
tation of the band of Chippewa Indians in
the State of Minnesota located on the Red
Lake Indian Reservation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. LANE:

H. R. 8872. A bill relating to the compen-
sation of certain laundry employees at United
States naval hospitals; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H.R.9873. A bill to provide free postage
for members of the Armed Forces of the
United States; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WERDEL:

H. J. Res. 550. Joint resolution to create a
Joint congressional committee to study and
investigate cloud nucleation; to the Commit-
tee on Rules,
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOLTON of Maryland:

H.R.9874. A bill for the rellef of Mary
Doyen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BEYRNE of New York:

H.R.9875. A bill for the relief of Samuel
David Fried; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. DENTON:

H.R.9876. A bill for the relief of Food
Service of Evansville, Inc.; to the Committee
on the Judieiary. i

By Mr. FERNOS-ISERN:

H.R.9877. A bill for the relief of Jorge
Carrera Giral; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. FORD:

H. R.9878. A bill authorizing the naturali-
zation of Jesus Juan Llanderal; to the Com=-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KING:

H. R. 9879. A bill for the relief of Wladimir
Peter Lewicki, Mrs, Heedwige Lewicki, and
George Wladimir Lewicki; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

2407. By Mr. LARCADE: Petition of mem-
bers of Woman's Christian Temperance Union
of Eunice, La., asking that any legislation
pertaining to further drafting of men for
service in the American Armed Forces provide
that no alcoholic beverages can be sold or
served in camps where these men are trained
or any nearer than 10 miles from such camps;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

2408. By Mrs. NORTON: Petitlon of the
Forty-sixth Annual Convention of the New
Jersey State Building and Construction
Trades Council, October 2 and 3, 1950, Atlan-
tic City, N. J., urging rigid ~ontrol on prices
of food, related food commodities, related
necessities of life, and rentals; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

2409. Also, petition of the Forty-sixth An-
nual Convention. of the New Jersey State
Building and Construction Trades Council,
October 2 and 3, 1950, Atlantic City, N. J.,
requesting “he initiation of legislation forth-
with at the next session of Congress to
abolish the Labor Management Act of 1047;
to the Committee on Education and Labor,

SENATE

TraURSDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1950

(Legislative day of Monday, November
27, 1950)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess,

Rev. Howard Bryant, of Birmingham,
Ala., Southern Baptist missionary to
Chile, Antofagasta, Chile, South Amer-
ica, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father,
we bow before Thee today recognizing
that Thou art the Supreme Ruler of the
Universe, the giver of all good things of
life, even life itself. Thou hast been so
mindful of us all the days of our lives;
s0 often we have failed to own Thee as
the author of all that is fine and beauti-
ful in this world; for which we humbly
ask forgiveness.
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In these days of so much confusion
and chaos, when our finite minds do not
know which way to turn, we come to
Thee and ask that Thou wilt bring quiet
and peace to our souls and minds, that
Thou wilt help us this day to walk ac-
cording to Thy divine will.

Bless this, our Nation, O God, as it
assumes the place of leadership Thou
hast entrusted to it among the nations
of this world to bring permanent peace.

Unite our hearts and strengthen our
spirits for the tasks of this day, forgive
us our every transgression and lead us
in the path of righteousness. We ask all
this reverently in the name of Jesus
Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Maysank, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, December 6, 1950, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXTENSION OF RENT CONTROL

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 207)
to continue for a temporary period cer-
tain provisions of the Housing and Rent
Act of 1947, as amended.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement entered
into, the time between now and 2 o'clock
will be divided equally between the pro-
ponents and opponents of the joint res-
olution (S. J. Res. 207) to continue for
a temporary period certain provisions
of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947,
as amended, to be controlled by the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. May-
BANK] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Bricker]. It is understood that no vote
is to be taken before 2 o’clock,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll. The time con-
sumed in the calling of the roll will be
divided equally between the proponents
and the opponents of the joint resolu-
tion (S. J. Res. 207).

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Aiken Gurney McClellan
Anderson Hayden McFarland
Brewster Hendrickson  McKellar
Bricker Hickenlooper McMahon
Bridges Hill Magnuson
Butler Hoey Malone
Byrd Holland Martin
Cain Hunt Maybank
Capehart Ives Millikin
Chapman Johnson, Tex. Morse
Chavez Johnston, 8. C. Mundt
Clements Kefauver Murray
Connally Eem Myers
Cordon Kerr Neely
Donnell Kilgore Nixon
Douglas Enowland O'Conor
Dworshak Langer O’Mahoney
Ecton Leahy Pepper
Ellender Lehman Robertson
Flanders Lodge Russell
Frear Long Ealtonstall
Fulbright Lucas Schoeppel
George McCarran Smith, Maine
Gillette McCarthy Smith, N. J.
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Smith, N. C. Thomas, Utah Wiley

Stennis Thye Williams
Taft Tydings Young
Taylor Watkins

Thomas, Okla. Wherry

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr, BENTON]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Eastranp] is absent because of illness in
his family.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Green] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, having been ap-
pointed a delegate from the Senate to
attend the meeting of the Common-
wealth Parliamentary Association in
Australia.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumeHREY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Jornson] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SparRkMAN] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business as a representa-
tive of the United States to the fifth
session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]
is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Fercuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business, having been ap-
pointed as a delegate from the Senate to
attend the meeting of the Common-
wealth Parliamentary Association in
Australia.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr., JEN=
NER] is unavoidably detained.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Toeey] is absent by leave of the
Senate on official business of the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanDENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate,

The VICE PRESIDENT. A -quorum
is present.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time is
divided from now until 2 o'clock, to be
controlled by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Mayeank] and the Sen-
ator from Chio [Mr. BRICKER].

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will not be able to recognize any Senator
during that time unless he is yielded to
by one or the other of the two Senators
named.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr., WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield to me for
just a moment?

Mr. BRICKER. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. I wonder if the man-
agers of the time might agree to permit
insertions of routine matters in the
Recorp. It would take only a few min-
utes, and the time can be charged to
both sides.

Mr. BRICKER.
gestion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to a scrt of informal morning
hour, the time to be charged equally to
both sides? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

I agree to that sug-
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Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President——

Mr, BRICKER. 1 yield to the Senator
from California.

The VICE PRESIDENT. During this
so-called morning hour it is not neces-
sary to yield because the time consumed
will be charged equally to both sides.

CREDENTIALS

Mr. McCLELLAN presented the cre-
dentials of J. W. FULBRIGHT, duly chosen
by the qualified electors of the State of
Arkansas, a Senator from that State, for
the term beginning January 3, 1951,
which were read and ordered to be filed,
as follows:

STATE OF ARKANSAS,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Little Rock.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE
UNITED STATES:

This is to certify that on the 7th day of
November 1950, J. W. FuLeriGHT was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State
of Arkansas a Eenator from said State to
represent sald State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of 6 years, be-
ginning on the 3d day of January 1951.

Witness: His Excellency, our Governor, Sid
McMath, and our seal hereto affixed at Little
Rock, this 1st day of December, in the year
of our Lord 1950.

Sip McMatH,
Governor,
By the Governor:
|sEAL] C. G. HaLL,

Secretary of State.

MEETING OF COMMITTEE DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the subcommit-
tee of the Armed Services Committee of
the Senate consicering civil defense may
sit this afternoon and tomorrow after-
noon, even though the Senate may be in
session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, in
that connection I wish to say that we
expect to conclude our hearings some
time next week. I know that several
Members of the Senate wish to submit
views to our subcommittee or to testify.
We will welcome their appearance at any
time it is convenient to them.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

(Mr. THOMAS of Utah (for himself, Mr.
MURRAY, Mr, PEFFER, Mr. HiLL, Mr. NEELY,
Mr. DouGLas, Mr., HUMCHREY, Mr. LEHMAN,
Mr, TAFT, Mr, AIKEN, Mr. Symitir of New Jer-
sey, Mr, MORSE, Mr, DONNELL, and Mr. IVEs),
introduced Senate bill 4229, to extend to cer-
tain persons who served in the military,
naval, or air service on or after June 25, 1950,
the benefits of Public Law No. 16, Seventy-
eighth Congress, as amended, which was re-
ferred to the Comumittee on Labor and Publie
£e1fare, and appears under a separate head-

g.)

By Mr. BREWSTER:

5.4230. A bill authorizing the President
of the United States of America to proclaim
the first Monday in February of each year
as National Children's Dental Health Day;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LODGE:

S. 4231, A bill for the rellef of Mary Aposto-
lou and her minor son, Paul Apostolou; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. CHAVEZ (by request):

S.4232. A bill to authorize a program to
provide for the construction of Federal
buildings outside of but in the vicinity of
and accessible to the Distriet of Columbia,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. WHERRY:

S.4233. A bill for the relief of Col. Harry
¥, Cunningham; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, reported an original bill
(8. 4234) to promote the foreign policy and
provide for the defense and general welfare
of the United States by furnishing emergency
relief assistance to Yugoslavia, which was
ordered to be placed on the calendar, and
appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ATEEN (for himself and Mr.
FLANDERS) :

S.4235. A bill to authorize the transfer to
the Vermont Agricultural College of certain
lands in Addison County, Vt., for agricul-
tural purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

RENEWAL OF PROGRAM OF VOCATIONAL

REHABILITATION FOR DISABLED VET-
ERANS

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi-
dent, on Monday of this week, the Presi-
dent of the United States sent a com=-
munication to Congress requesting the
early enactment of legislation extending
the program of vocational rehabilitation
for disabled veterans to the disabled vet-
erans of the present Korean campaign,

This program of vocational rehabili-
tation, originally authorized by Public
Law 16 of the Seventy-eighth Congress,
has proved to be a program of utmost
benefit to the disabled veterans of World
War II, and the President is on sound
ground in recommending its extension to
those veterans who have become dis-
abled while serving their country in the
current campaign.

A number of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle have joined me in spon-
soring a hill to carry out the objectives
set forth in the President’s communica-
tion. Therefore, on behalf of myself,
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur-
raY], the Senator from Florida [Mr,
PeppER], the Senator from Alabama [Mr,
Hirl, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Neeryl, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr., DoucrLAs], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HompHREY], the junior Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. LEaman], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Aimxew], the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SmiTH],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl,
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Don-
NELL], and the senior Senator from New
York [Mr. Ives], I introduce for appro-
priate reference a bill, and hope it will
be speedily approved during this session
of Congress.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with the President’s commu-
nication be printed at this point in the
REcorp as a part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and, without objection, the communi-
cation from the President and the bill
will be printed in the REcorp. The Chair
hears no objection.
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The communication from the Presi-
dent is as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, December 4, 1950,
Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY,
Vice President of the United States,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MER. ViCE PRESIDENT: I wish to recom=-
mend action in the present session to renew
the program of vocational rehabilitation for
disabled veterans, which was in effect dur-
ing and after World War II. Since the Armed
Forces are now beginning to discharge men
disabled in the current hostilities, renewal of
these benefits has become a matter of
urgency, warranting action before the pres-
ent Congress adjourns,

During the last war, as at the present time,
the first men to be released by the Armed
Forces were those who had been wounded or
otherwise disabled and were no longer able to
serve on active duty, These men were—and
are—entitled under permanent law to full
medical treatment and to monthly compensa-
tion varying with the degree of disability.
In addition, disabled veterans of World War
II were given help by the Government in
gaining the gualifications needed for civilian
employment. In some cases, this meant com-
pletion of professional training interrupted
by the war. In other cases, old skills had to
be brushed up, or new skills acquired.

This program was authorized by Public Law
16 of the Seventy-eighth Congress. Under
this law, every disabled veteran who needed
vocational rehabilitation in overcoming the
handicap of his disablity, was enabled to
undertake any type of education or training
for which he had aptitude and interest., The
colleges and universities and the trade and
vocational schools all cooperated in the pro-
gram, and many special courses were estab-
lished. Arrangements were also made in
many cases for training on the farm and on
the job.

While the disabled veterans were in train-
ing, their tuition was pald by the Govern=
ment, and the Government financed their
subsistence and school supplies.

In this way, thousands of disabled vet-
erans were reequipped for jobs in civil life.
In a great many cases, these men were able
fully to overcome the loss of earning power
which had resulted from their disability. In
all, more than 550,000 disabled veterans have
participated in the rehabilitation program
authorized by Public Law 16.

However, the benefits of Public Law 16
are not available to men who began their
military service after July 25, 1947. This
means that most of the men disabled during
the current campaign in Eorea will not re-
ceive the kind of rehabilitation benefits which
were extended to the disabled veterans of the
last war unless new legislation is enacted. I
hope that such legislation will receive fa-
vorable action by the Congress before the
close of this session.

Disabled veterans will need rehabilitation
assistance first of all. Later they may also
need other kinds of help in readjusting to
civilian status. The next Congress will have
an opportunity to give full consideration to
their longer-range needs and to those of the
able-bodied men, now in service, who will
eventually be returned to civil life. In plan-
ning to meet these needs it will, of course, be
essential to relate any new benefits to the
readjustment problems which will actually
face our future veterans. It will be neces-
sary to review with care the experience gained
in the veterans’ readjustment programs after
World War II. This will take time.

Meanwhile, however, there is no reason for
delay in meeting the immediate needs of the
disabled servicemen who are now being re-
leased by the Armed Forces.

Very sincerely yours,
HARRY 5. TRUMAN.

DECEMBER 7

The bill (S, 4229) to extend to certain
persons who served in the military, naval,
or air service on or after June 25, 1950,
the benefits of Public Law No. 16, Seven-
ty-eighth Congress, as amended, intro-
duced by Mr. TromAs of Utah (for him-
self and other Senators), was read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That service in the ac-
tive military, naval, or air service of the
United States on or after June 25, 1850, and
prior to such date as shall thereafter be de-
termined by Presidential proclamation or
concurrent resolution of the Congress, shall
afford basic entitlement to vocational re-
habilitation under Public Law No. 16,
Beventy-eighth Congress, as amended, needed
to overcome the handicap of a disability in-
curred in or aggravated by such service for
which compensation is payable under the
provisions of subparagraph I (c), part II,
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended
(or would be but for receipt of retirement
pay), subject to the applicable provisions,
conditions, and limitations of Public Law
No. 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, as amended,
except as follows:

(1) Vocational rehabilitation based on
service as prescribed in this act may be ai-
forded within 9 years after the aforesaid
termination of the period beginning June 25,
1950.

(2) Notwithstanding the fact that voca-
tional rehabilitation may have been previ-
ously afforded under Public Law No. 16, as
amended, or that education or training may
have been afforded under title II of the
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as
amended, additional vocational rehabilita-
tion may be provided hereunder to the ex-
tent necessary by reason of a handicap due
to disabllity incurred in or aggravated by
service, as provided herein.

(8) Any person eligible for vocational re=
habilitation under this act who, at the time
of such service, was not a citizen of the
United States, shall be afforded such benefit
only while a resident of the United States,

DAISY ADENA SMITH AND HOMER 8.
SMITH

Mr. CONNALLY submitted the follow-
ing resolution (S. Res, 372), which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay from
the contingent fund of the Senate to Daisy
Adena Smith and Homer S. Smith, parents
of Isabel M. Smith, late an employee of the
Senate, a sum equal to 6 months’ compensa-
tion at the rate she was receiving by law at
the time of her death, sald sum to be con-
sldered inclusive of funeral expenses and all
other allowances,

TRENDS IN GOVERNMENT—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR McCLELLAN

[Mr. McCLELLAN asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp a letter from
Judge Thomas F. Butt, of Fayetteville, Ark.,
and an address by himself before the Bar
Association of Arkansas, which appear in
the Appendix.]

THE EKOREAN CATASTROPHE AND THE

WAY AHEAD—ADDRESS BY SENATOR
DOUGLAS

[Mr. STENNIS asked and-obtrined leave
to have printed in the Recozp an address
delivered by Senator DoucLas at the annual
dinner of the American Municipal Congress
in Washington, D. C., on December 5, 1950,
which appears in the Appendix.]
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UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY—RADIO
INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR WILEY

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a radio interview
with him by Leif Eid, broadcast on Decem=-
ber 1, 1950, which appears in the Appendix.]

THE LAWYER IN UNIFORM—ADDRESS BY
REAR ADM. G. L. RUSSELL

[Mr, EEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the ReEcorp a portion of
an address on the subject The Lawyer in
Uniform, delivered by Rear Adm. G. L. Rus-
gell, at the Vanderbilt Law School, Nashville,
Tenn, November 16, 1950, which appears in
the Appendiz.]

SONG FOR AL JOLSON

[Mr, KEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp a eulogy of
Al Jolson by Walter Winchell, published in
the Washington Post on October 25, 1950,
which appea:s in the Appendix.]

BRITAIN BECOMES A CREDITOR POWER—
ARTICLE BY RICHARD DENMAN

[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “Britain Becomes a Creditor Power,”
written by Richard Denman, and published
in the Paris edition of the London Daily Mail
of November 23, 1950, which appears in the
Appendix.]

THE NEED FOR DECISION IN THE WAR
IN KOREA—ARTICLE FROM THE WASH-
INGTON EVENING STAR
[Mr. BRIDGES asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REcorp an article set-

ting forth the necessity for a decision in the
war in Korea, published in the Washington

Evening Star of November 29, 1950, which ap-

pears in the Appendix.]

THE FOLLY OF OUR BIPARTISAN FOR-~-
EIGN POLICY—PAPER BY CHARLES J.
FARRINGTON, JR.

[Mr, WATKINS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the RECORD a paper en-
titled “The Folly of Our Bipartisan Foreign
Policy,” written by Charles J. Farrington,
Jr., of Tucson, Ariz, which appears in the
Appendix.]

TOUGH TURKEY—MIDDLE-EAST WATCH
DOG—EDITORIAL FROM THE WASH-
INGTON EVENING STAR
[Mr. FULBRIGHT asked and obtained

leave to have printed in the Recorp an arti-

cle entitled “Tough Turkey—Middle-East

Watch Dog,” written by L. Edgar Prina, and

published in the Washington Evening Star

of December 7, 1950, which appears in the

Appendix.]

SEEDBEDS OF SOCIALISM: NO. 3—
ARTICLE BY JUNIUS B. WOOD

[Mr. WILLIAMS asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “Seedbeds of Soclalism: No. 3," by
Junius B. Wood, published in Nation's Busi-
ness for December 1950, which appears in the
Appendix.]

CHRISTIAN PATRIOTISM—SERMON BY
CHAPLAIN LUTHER D. MILLER, MAJOR
GENERAL, UNITED STATES ARMY, RE-
TIRED
|Mr. KEM asked and obtained leave to have

printed in the REcorp a sermon on Christian

Patriotism, delivered at Bethlehem Chapel,

Washington Cathedral, November 12, by Lu-

ther D. Miller, chaplain (major general, U. 8.

Army, retired), canon of Washington Cathe-

dral, which appears in the Appendix.]

THE WORLD'S LAST HOPE AND LAST
CHANCE—EDITORIAL BY E. J. MELTON

[Mr. EEM asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp an editorial entitled
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“The World's Last Hope and Last Chance,”
published in the Cooper County Record, of
Boonville, Mo., November 30, 1950, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

USE OF ADDITIONAL SOUTH KOREANS TO
RESIST AGGRESSION IN KOREA

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
have before me two brief communica-
tions. I think the Senate should have
the information contained therein.

The first is addressed to me:

New York Ciry, December 6, 1950.
Senator WiLLiam KNOWLAI' M,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C,

Dear SenaTOR Knowranp: I have the honor
to enclose herewith a cablegram I have re-
ceived today from the president of the Re=-
public of Korea. It is self-explanatory.

The urgent problem in Korea today is how
to meet the challenge posed by the great
manpower which the Chinese Communists
have put on the battlefield. With all the
superiority of the United Nations fire power,
an increase in manpower of the Allied forces
will definitely turn the tide now for vic-
tory. This, however, to be effective, must
be actuated immediately.

Among the 20000000 people living In
South Korea, there are several million peo-
ple that could be had between the ages of
17 and 45. Of these, over 2,000,000 young
people had military training in their schools
and colleges during the last 2 years. Un-
doubtedly many of these are already in the
armed forces in Korea, but many others are
not yet in arms. These, together with the
others in the age bracket of 17 and 45, will
constitute a formidable number of soldiers
to stand against the invader. This definitely
can be done. When promptly armed, these
people will be able to save all of us from
the present difficulties.

The fighting qualities and abilities of the
Korean people have been already well proved
on the battlefield. They have deep faith
and trust in the integrity and will of the
United Nations in this crisis. They hate
communism. They are determined to de-
fend their soll to the last. There cannot
be any better material with which to turn
the present crisis into a firm victory.

I shall be glad to hear from you at your
earliest convenience, and personally discuss
this matter with you.

‘With highest esteem.

Yours sincerely,
B. C. Lams,
Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Republic of Korea.

Attached to that letter was a cable
from President Syngman Rhee to Mr,
Limb, in which he said:

B. C. LimB,
Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Republic of Korea, -
New York City:

Your suggestion equip, arm million Ko-
reans is earnest desire of our people, They
want to fight Chinese hordes invading our
land. Arms and ammunition needed. Can
be ready in short time. Manpower without
weapons is helpless. Immediate supply ade-
quate weapons alone will safeguard penin-
sula. Let American Government know arm-
ing Koreans will save many American lives.

President SyNcMAN RHEE.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there
any further routine matters to be pre-
sented in connection with the transac-
tion of routine business? Apparently
there are none.

EXTENSION OF RENT 'CONTROL

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
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207) to continue for a temporary period
certain provisions of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended.

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes of the time under my
control to the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmITH].

The VICE PRESIDENT. There are 92
minutes left. That time is equally di-
vided between the proponents and op-
ponents of the measure. The Senator

«from New Jersey is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, on the pending legislation, the
Senate joint resolution to extend the
rent control law, I wish to say that I
am one of those who have had a great
deal of difficulty in arriving at a con-
clusion, but having arrived at the con-
clusion to support the rent control ex-
tension measure, I wish for the REcorp
and for the benefit of my colleagues to
present a statement which I have pre-
pared.

Mr. President, on June 12 of this
year, just 13 days before the invasion
of South Korea, I voted against S. 3181,
providing for a 6 months’ extension of
Federal rent controls to December 31,
1950. I said at that time that “in my
judgment, the scope of the rent-control
problem has now been clearly reduced
to the point where it can and should be
handled exclusively by the States and
local communities.” I still feel that the
position I took at that time was a sound
one, although the majority of the Sena-
tors voting did not agree with me, and
S. 3181 was passed by this body.

I do not think I need to dwell on the
fact that conditions have radically
changed since June 12, 1950. Certainly
we are facing one of the gravest crises
in our history and it is clear that we
must mobilize our production and our
Armed Forces with the greatest possible
speed. We do not yet know the full ex-
tent of the controls over our economy
that will be necessary to do the job that
needs to be done. But we do know that
a substantial proportion of our produc-
tive strength will have to be diverted to
the mobilization program, and that
stringent measures will have to be taken
to prevent ruinous inflation.

I believe, Mr. President, that we should
have an entirely new approach to the
rent-control problem designed specifi-
cally to meet the present emergency.
There has obviously been insufficient
time fully to consider such an approach
in the past few weeks, and we cannot
realistically expect a practical solution
to meet this problem until early next
year.

Meanwhile there is at least a strong
possibility that there will be a consid-
erable shifting of war workers and
Armed Forces personnel during the next
few months, with inevitable concentra-
tions in areas where rental housing will
be insufficient to meet the expanded de-
mand. This applies particularly to my
own State of New Jersey.

We have a number of camps where
Armed Forces will be congregating, and
we have production areas, too, where the
same thing will happen.
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Mr. BERICKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. BRICKER. I should like to ask
the Senator if any of those communities
at the present time are under rent
control.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I cannot
answer the question because they are in
different parts of the State, and it has
not yet been anticipated what load will

be put on them. That is what is trou-,

bling me in connection with this problem.

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator
know whether any of those communities
that might presently be under rent con-
trol have refused or have failed to ask
for the six months’ extension provided
under the present law?

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. I do nof
know; and I do not know how the issue
will be faced in view of the influx of peo-
ple into the areas. That is what is
troubling me.

Mr, BRICKER. The Senator does not
know just what effect the two months’
extension will have upon the local com-
munities in his State?

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. The state-
ment I am now in course of making indi-
cates my feeling upon that point; be-
cause recent State legislation is involved
in the problem, and I am now going to
discuss that briefly.

Mr, BRICKER. I thank the Senator,

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, in cases where the local areas have
not passed resolutions requesting contin-
\ued control—perhaps because they could
not foresee the influx of new residents
subsequent to December 31—the upward
pressure on rents would be strong and
might well impede the war production
and mobilization program.

At this point, Mr. President, I should
like to correct a statement I made during
the debate on this question yesterday.
At that time I stated to the junior Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Cain] that
it was my understanding that the stand-
by rent-control law in New Jersey would
become operative on January 1, 1951, if
the Federal rent-control law expired on
December 31 of this year. Upon further
investigation I find that this standby
law in New Jersey will not become opera-
tive until July 1, 1951, regardless of the
results of the pending measure, since this
law provides that State controls shall
take effect only upon the complete expi-
ration of all Federal controls and since
a number of communities in the State
have passed resolutions requesting con-
tinued Federal controls until June 30,
1951.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from New Jersey has expired.
~ Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield further time to the Senator
from New Jersey.

At this time I should like to make a
statement, and ask that it be made in
my own time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from New Jersey yield to the
Senator from South Carolina for that
purpose? -

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Iam glad
I-io yield to the Senator from South Caro-

na.
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Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from
New Jersey asked me this morning what
would be done about the so-called Cain
amendment. I told the Senator that the
United States Conference of Mayors has
taken up that matter with me, I told
the Senator further that unless it was
necessary to make some changes in the
amendment, I, as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency and on
behalf of the proponents of the legisla-
tion, would accept the amendment. I
wish to tell the Senator that the commit-
tee staff have studied the amendment,
and state that it is in keeping with the
letter received from the conference of
mayors. Therefore, so far as I am con-
cerned, as chairman of the committee, it
is my intention to accept the Cain
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Iam glad
to have that statement from the Senator
from South Carolina. I had understood
that the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Washington was going to
be accepted. I think it is a most impor-
tant clarifying amendment.

Mr. MAYBANK., I wish the Senator to
know my position at this time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
the Senator from South Carolina.

Let me emphasize, Mr. President, that
I am impressed with many of the argu-
ments of my colleagues who are opposing
the extension of Federal controls. I be-
lieve they have correctly pointed out
serious inequities in our present rent-
control program. I agree with them that
we must have a completely redesigned
approach to fit the emergency conditions
that are facing us and to coordinate rent
controls with whatever controls may be
found to be necessary over wages and
prices.

Until such a new approach can be de-
veloped, however, I do not think we can
afford to take the risk of leaving rents
uncontrolled in many areas—and that is
the case in my State—where a sudden
influx of war workers or Armed Forces
personnel may cause rents to rise sharp-
ly. For this reason I believe it is in the
public interest fo extend Federal rent
controls for 2 months as provided for in
Senate Joint Resolution 207, and I shall
support this measure.

I have just been advised—and this
may be helpful to the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Bricker], who asked me a question
a moment ago—that the situation in
New Jersey is as follows: 113 municipali-
ties have voted to extend Federal con-
trol; 366 municipalities have taken no
action, and therefore would be without
controls if the Federal law expires; 164
of these have populations of 1,000 or
more; 88 municipalifies have definitely
been decontrolled; 567 is the total num-
ber of municipalities in New Jersey. We
may note, therefore, that 65 percent of
the New Jersey municipalities have thus
far taken no action; and if they take no
action by December 31, they will be with-
out rent controls after that date. Many
of those municipalities have no way of
knowing when the emergency may hit
them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
u;:ed Senator from New Jersey has ex-
p 5
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Minnesota is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, before the
present critical international situation
developed, with the probable need of
emergency economic controls, my con-
viction was that the Federal decontrol
of rents as provided in the existing law
adequately met the situation, especially
since it permits local governments to act
for continuation of Federal rent control,
in areas where needed, for 6 months of
next year.

The national situation has changed to
such an extent, however, that I believe it
would be wiser at this time to continue
the present Federal rent-control provi-
sions for 60 days, to allow for a further
survey of the problem.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me, in my time?

Mr. THYE. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. MAYBANK, I wish to commend
the Senator's advocacy of a further
study. The reason why the 60-day
extension proposal is before us is that
I do not believe that at this short ses-
sion of Congress we could write a new
rent-control bill. I agree with Senators
on both sides that there should be a new
rent-control bill, based on the defense
situation and the needs of war workers.
However, I do not think that at this
short session we have time to write such
a bill,

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may I say
to the able chairman of the committee
that is the one reason why I recognize
the need for the enactment of this meas-
ure, namely, to permit us to hold on to
what we have, and during that time to
take another look at the question.

We must consider the effect of the
diversion into defense needs of materials
which would otherwise go for home
building, and the relationship of renf
control to other legislation intended to
curb inflation and provide for the eco-
nomic strengthening of the country in
the present crisis. Leaving the rent-
control law unchanged until we have
given these matters further considera-
tion would also be reassuring to the
young family men called back into the
service and to the fighting men at the
front who would worry about the status
gf their families living in rented quar-

ers.

If Congress decides that further rent-
control legislation is necessary beyond
the 60-day extension period, Congress
must then fairly recognize the increased
cost of maintenance of property and
other problems of those owning rental
property, and provide deserved adjust-
Eﬁgés to which property owners are en-

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to my colleague, the senior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT].

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, what
puzzles me is the calm assumption that
we have any right to regulate rents.
Rents are the affair of the local com-
munities and the States. There 1s no
authority on the part of the Federal
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Government to regulate rents simply
because we think someone is overcharg-
ing someone else in a community. That
situation does not give the Federal Gov-
ernment the right to fix the .rents in
that community.

There is only one justification for Fed-
eral control of rents, and that is war.
It is only under the war power of the
Constitution that the Federal Govern-
ment has any right whatever to regulate
rents.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. However, let me say
that I believe that we are at war; I be-
lieve we are in war today. That is why
I voted to report the joint resolution
from the committee.

I may be mistaken, but I thoroughly
agree with the Senator from Ohio that
the control of rents is a local matter.
The extension here proposed would
simply let it remain for an additional 2
months as a local matter.

I think what the Senator said the
other day about writing a new bill is
eminently correct. But I do not think
we have time to do so at this short
session.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, upon what
war is this rent-control measure based?
It is based on the last war, which began
9 years ago, not on this war.

Last year the Congress decided that
war was over and that therefore the
rent-control law should expire. How=-
ever, now it is proposed that we say, “No;
we must continue this law in various
communities, even though the governing
authorities in those communities have
decided that they do not want to con-
tinue this particular rent control.”

In other words, Mr. President, we are
not only assuming Federal jurisdiction,
but we are saying that we do not care
what the local communities want. We
are saying that, regardless of what they
want, we are going to impose rent con-
trols on communities whose governing
authorities have shown clearly that they
do not want renf controls.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. MAYBANEK. I should like to call
the attention of the distinguished Sen-
ator to the fact that, under this meas-
ure, any community which wishes to de-
control during the 2 months’ period can
do so. This is a municipal-control meas-
ure. We accept the amendment submit-
ted by the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Cain]l. I am hopeful that commu-
nities into which families do not move
because of the present war situation or
emergency situation will decontrol.

The Senator from Ohio says this meas-
ure is a Second World War measure. I
admit that, and I admit that we should
write a new law, because in the next few
months the shifting of families and pop-
ulations because of the present war will
be far greater than that which occurred
in the United States during the last war.
We should write a new law.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, not only is
this measure a Second World War meas-
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ure but it is shot through with ex-
ceptions.

The main purpose of the former law
was to control infletion; but this meas-
ure is no longer an anti-indation meas-
ure. More than half the dwelling units
in the United States are decontrolled to-
day. This measure is shot through with
exceptions of so many different kinds
that it has become purely a discrimina-
tory measure against a limited number
of property owners who are still having
to base their rents primarily on condi-
tions which existed 8, 9, or 10 years ago,

As a measure of the last war, the joint
resolution should be entirely out. As a
measure of the new war the joint reso-
lution does not even purport to be such
a thing. It does not provide for a con-
tinuation of any general controls. It
simply provides for continuing a few of
the controls of the last war in the case of
a limited number of dwellings as a means
of holding on to the power to control
rents. Mr. Woods and his administra-
tion have not wanted to give up that
power at any time. Last year they
fought against discontinuing it.

After thorough consideration, we in
the Senate decided that the Second
World War rent controls should come to
an end. The condition existing at the
time when we made that decision exists
just as surely today, and the decision we
reached at that time is just as sound to-
day as it was when we passed the bill
only a few months ago under the able
leadership of the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANEK. I appreciate what
the Senator from Ohio has said about
me, and I wish to say that I really in-
tenued and hoped the last bill would be
the end of rent control. However, 2
days after the President signed that bill,
what was called the police action in Ko-
rea began., I never have called it a po-
lice action; I have called it a war, and
today we are in a war,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the fact
is that we have passed a bill authorizing
the President to say that the new war
has reached a point where inflation is a
danger and that controls should be im-
posed. However, the President has not
seen fit to do so; in his opinion, we have
not reached the point where price con-
trols and wage controls are necessary.
If they are not necessary, then rent con-
trols are not necessary, because they
are a part of the entire control picture.

Mr, MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, TAFT. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree
with the distinguished Senator from
Ohio that in this country we have
reached the point where a national
emergency should be declared and
where something more than rent con-
trol should be provided. Inasmuch as
the Senate has confirmed the nomina-
tion of the Price Administrator, as it
did last night, and has confirmed the
nomination of Mr. Valentine, the Eco-
nomic Stabilizer, as it did the day be-
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fore, I am hopeful that something will
be done.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, the way to
approach rent control at this time is
to wipe out what we have done, wipe out
the inequities that have developed for
years in this entire picture, until it has
become simply a case of discrimination;
and then let us begin from the begin-
ning.

After all, we are writing an excess-
profits-tax bill now, and that is just as
complicated as any rent-control meas-
ure could be.

If Senators wish to have a second
rent-control bill drawn up, there are
many changes which should be made,
in my opinion.

I see no advantage whatever in con-
tinuing on the last war basis, for 2
months more, and against the wishes of
local communities, rent controls on a
limited number of dwellings, about one-
fifth of the total number of dwellings in
the United States.

If we write a new rent-control bill,
we should write a bill which will be as
equitable and as much in accord with
the situation as is possible. That is
what we should do if we are going to
have rent controls. -

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
thoroughly agree with the Senator from
Ohio that the time is growing near when
a new rent-confrol bill, based on the
defense situation in this country, should
be drawn up. However, I do not think
we can do that now, in the limited num-
ber of days available to us during this
short session, because such a bill would
have to be passed by both Houses of
Congress, and then go to conference.

All during the last war I served on the
Banking and Currency Committee with
the distinguished Senator from Ohio.
I honestly believe that, as a stop-gap
measure, what we should do is to pass
the pending measure providing for a
60-day extension.

The Senator says we are going to force
cities to continue rent control. Mr,
President, any city can decontrol itself
if it wishes to do so. I am going to ac-
cept the amendment of the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Cain], and I am
hopeful that the cities that are not in-
volved in the war effort and do not need
rent control will decontrol themselves.
No one wants controls where they are
unnecessary. But thousands and thou-
sands of people who are engaged in war
work and thousends and thousands of
families, in my judgment, are going to
move hefore we can pass a new rent-
control measure, I want the record to
show this, because I thoroughly agreed
with the thoughts expressed by the Sen-
ator from Ohio some months ago. Buf
let us remember that our reason for not
including rent control in the over-all
control bill of 1950 was that we had a
rent-control law on the statute books,
and we did not want to clutter up the
production-control bill with other leg-
islation.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, if no
other Senator desires me to yield for a
speech on the pending measure, I yield 3
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minutes to the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. KEm].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Missouri is recognized for 3 min-
utes.

CONFERENCES BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT
AND PRIME MINISTER ATTLEE

Mr, KEM. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution (S. Res.
371) requesting the President to make a
full report to the Senate of his discus-
sions with the Prime Minister of Great
Britain be referred to the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and that the
committee be requested to report the res-
olution back not later than next Tuesday.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, re-~
serving the right to object, I have no ob-
jection to a reference of the resolution to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
But I shall object, if there is coupled with
the request the idea that the Senate is
directing the committee to report at some
particular time, I think it is a reflection
upon the committee, It is a denial of
proper consideration. It is a proposal to
refer something to the committee, and
then to take action on it before the com-
mittee has ever considered it. There-
fore, if the request is conditioned upon
its being reported back on next Tuesday,
I shall object, and I do object.

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas withhold his objec~
tion for 2 moment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Texas withhold his objec=
tion temporarily?

Mr. CONNALLY.
porarily.

Mr. KEM. Ishould like to say it seems
to me, in view of the time element in-
volved in the resolution, that the resolu-
tion should be reported promptly to the
Senate. I anticipate that no hearings
will be necessary. It involves merely a
question of judgment as to whether the
President should be requested to make
the report, and whether he should make
any agreements with a foreign nation
except in the form of a treaty which will
be subject to confirmation by the Senate.
I refer to important agreements aflecting
the course of action of the Nation.

1t seems to me it is incumbent upon the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations
to report the resolution promptly, either
favorably or unfavorably. There is, I
take it, nothing unusual in that request
or direction, if you please. I recall that
a few days ago the Special Senate Com-
mittee To Investigate Organized Crime
in Interstate Commerce offered a resolu-
tion, which was referred to the Judiciary
Committee with a request that it be re-
ported within a certain time. The same
question, the same element of time which
was involved there is involved here, and
I hope the Senator from Texas will not
insist upon the objection.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
assume that the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations knows what it ought
to do as well as does the Senator from
Missouri. The Senator from Missouri
says he feels that the committee ought
to do so and so. I submit that is a mat-

I withhold it tem-
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ter for the decision of the committee,
The Senator will have recourse to what-
ever action he may wish to take, in any
event, at any time.

The Senator from Missouri is a law-
yer, and a distinguished one. He knows
that Mr. Aftlee and the President can
make no agreements which are binding
upon this country unless they are rati-
fied in the form of a treaty. I may say
further that already, through the press
and otherwise, every detail of the con-
ference between the President and the
Prime Minister has been given to the
public. A great many Senators on the
other side of the aisle have been present
at some of the conferences, I shall have
to object to the request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard.

Mr. KEM. Mr, President, in reply to
the distinguished Senator from Texas,
may I say that the purpose of the reso-
lution is to prevent another Yalta or
Potsdam agreement,

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
object. I call for the regular order. If
we are going to have a Yalta speech or
a Potsdam speech and a Missouri speech,
I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard to the request; and, inasmuch as
the request is in the form of a single
request, the objection presumably lies to
the entire request, which included a re-
quest that the resolution be referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations;
where it would appropriately go.

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I see noth-
ing to be gained whatever by referring
the resolution to the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, if there is not some
urderstanding as to what is going to be
done with it when it gets to the com-
mittee. I think the attitude of the
chairman of the committee on the mat-
ter is apparent, and I do not care about
making the request. Under the circum-
stances, I ask that the resolution lie on

‘the table.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the
resolution is before the Senate; some dis-
position must be made of it, and I de-
sire to make a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
will state the inquiry.

Mr. CONNALLY. Will the resolution
not go automatically to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not so long
as it lies on the table. It would be in
order to move, at an appropriate time,
that it be referred to the committee, It
does not require unanimous consent to
send a resolution or a bill to a commit-
tee. The Chair can refer a resolution
or a hill to an appropriate committee,
but in this case the resolution was of-
fered and was ordered to lie on the table,
where it will lie until taken from the
table. In the absence of a unanimous-
consent agreement, that would have to
be done by motion,

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, the
action and attitude of the Senator from
Missouri are most unusual and dis-
turbing to me. The Senator says it
would be of no use to send the resolu-
tion to the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, unless he has assurance as to what
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the Foreign Relations Committee will
do with it. If such a rule were in efiect,
there would be no use in having com-
mittees and no use in having commit-
tees consider measures,

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would advise Senators that this is all
out of order. The Senator from Mis-
souri was yielded 3 minutes, which time
has expired.

Mr. CONNALLY. What is the situa-
tion now?

The VICE PRESIDENT, The resolu-
tion is on the table,

EXTENSION OF RENT CONTROL

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
207) to continue for a temporary pe-
riod certain provisions of the Housing
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, I yield
10 ininutes to the Senator from Vermont.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Vermont is recognized for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I
yielded 10 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Vermont is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall compro-
mise, Mr. President, and make it 7%
minutes. I wish to register my objec-
tions to the extension of rent control.
In the first place, the Congress, last
June, intended that rent control should
end at the time specified, namely, De-
cember 31, 1950, unless and except as
it might be continued in response
to the desires of States, municipalities,
or other local government units. Noth-
ing has happened since that time, in
my judgment, which warrants a fur-
ther extension. The conditions which
we face or may face are new, and it is
extremely important that they be
studied as new conditions, to the end
that really new legislation may be
drafted to meet the new conditions.

Every Senator receives, or should re-
ceive the publication, The Economic
Indicators, a copy of which I hold in
my hand, which is prepared for the
Joint Committee on the Economic Re-
port by the Council of Economic Ad-
visers., It is sent to each one of us,
On page 3 of this report, of which I have
in my hand the November issue, that
being the latest issue, there appears the
regular graph of consumer prices, issued
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the
Department of Labor. The graph indi-
cates an astonishing situation. It shows
what has happened to one of the prime
elements in the cost of living, an ele-
ment which the Government has main-
tained and extended and aecentuated
and inflated. I refer to the item of
food. Another element in the cost of
living, namely, rent, the Government has
restrained, has sat upon, has stepped
upon, and has controlled adversely.
One cannot but wonder as to the grounds
upon which this is done. Can it be that
the landlords, large and small—and by
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far the most of them are small—are
unpatriotic, rapacious, avaricious, and
present every undesirable aspect which
a human being can show? It would
seem to me as though it is possibly only
on that basis to have held down for so
long and so severely this one element
in the cost of living, while the Govern-
ment at the same time has deliberately
and successfully increased the cost of
living in respect to the element of food.

There seems to me to be no justice
in the situation, and, if the injustice
which I feel exists is to be extended into
a period when rent control may again
become necessary, to an extent which
does not seem now to be indicated, it
will then be almost impossible to re-
legislate in respect to the subject in a
way which will not continue the old
injustices.

I have prepared an amendment, let-
tered A, dated December 6, 1950, which
I shall present after 2 o'clock, and on
which I shall at that time speak briefly.
The amendment proposes that if the
joint resolution is to be passed, and if
rent control is to be continued for a
temporary period, a new basis must be
set up, recognizing comparable housing
accommodations not presently under
control in the areas for which the con-
trol of rents is continued. Only by start-
ing out again can we establish any
justice, equity, or proper relation of this
cost to the other costs which make up
the cost of living.

As I say, Mr. President, at the proper
time, after 2 o'clock, I shall present the
amendment and speak in favor of it.
I hope it may be accepted. If it is not
accepted, I shall vote against the joint
resolution as a deliberate extension of
Government-generated injustices which
are completely inexcusable.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, I do
not know of any Senator on our side who
wishes to speak at this time.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, there
will be another speaker in a little while.
In the meantime I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, so
that the record may be complete and
the facts brought to the attention of the
Senate, I wish to refer to a few pertinent
matters. The Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FraxDERs] has very clearly demon-
strated that the pending measure would
perpetuate very patent inequities upon
a large segment of American communi-
ties which do not desire a continuance
of Federal rent control.

Let me say first of all that the pending
measure would extend only for 2 months
the present termination date of the law
which was enacted some 6 months ago.
During the past 6 months local commu-
nities have had an opportunity to survey
the situation, to anticipate their needs,
and to express their desires.

The distinguished Senator from New
Jersey [Mr, Smitu] stated a moment ago
that many communities in his State
could not know what the situation would
be in 6 months. That is possibly true,
but it is their responsibility to determine
such facts. I believe in local self-gov-
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ernment. I believe in cities doing those
things which they can do better than
States can do them. I believe in States
doing those things which they can do
better than the Federal Government can
do them. Rent control is one field in
which local governing bodies know more
about local conditions than can be
known by the Federal Government in
Washington.

Mr. President, I have tried to under-
stand the actuating force and the reason
for the proposed extension of rent con-
trol, because an extension of rent con-
trol would amount to an imposition of
Federal power on local communities. It
would amount to Congress saying to
such communities which have not ex-
pressed a desire to continue rent control,
“You are going to continue it anyway,
regardless of whether your city council
wants to continue it, and we will impose
it on you.”

I hold in my hand a copy of Capital
Comment, dated December 2, 1950. It
is circulated by Mr. William M. Boyle,
Jr., the chairman of the Democratic
National Committee, With some of the
statements contained in this document
I thoroughly agree, With other state-
ments I do not agree, because there are
many misstatements of fact contained
in the document. I assume the docu-
ment was sent to members of the ma-
jority party because it is addressed,
“Dear Fellow Democrat.”

In this issue of Capital Comment, Mr.
Boyle quotes President Truman as say-
ing:

We must look into the situation around
reactivated military camps and installations
so that servicemen and their families can
be given necessary protection against. rent
gouging.

Mr. President, I agree thoroughly with
that statement. However, the proposed
measure would not do anything of the
kind. It would perpetuate Federal pow-
er over local problems without relation
to military camps or war industries.

He quotes further:

We must consider the relation of rent con=-
trol to the price and wage aspects of our
stabilization program.

With that statement I agree. The
distinguished Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLanpers] has clearly shown that
at the present time no consideration is
being given to that relationship. In-
stead we have a distortion of the rela-
tionship, and it would be complicated,
accentuated, and made more desperate
by the continuance of the present rent-
control law for another 2 months.

Taking 100 as a base, in the period
from 1921 to 1938 wages have gone up
239.6 percent; household furnishings,
181.4 percent; food, 172.5 percent; cloth-
ing, 166.5 percent; rents, including the
period before Federal control, went up
96.9 percent.

Therefore, rent control has held down
a segment of our society which is com-
posed of people who own property. It
is composed of people who have tried to
take care of their old age, and who have
tried to provide their own social secu-
rity. They do not desire to become
wards of their Government. They want
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to take care of themselves. As a result,
we have seen a loss of 2,000,000 rental
units during the life of the rent-control
law.

I wish to emphasize also that the rent-
control law does not bear too heavily or
ddversely upon the owners of large
apartment houses. The large owner has
accountants and lawyers, and he has
contacts and ways and means by which
he can get his rents increased. A great
proportion of the increases have been
granted to such commercial rental units.
The fact is that the percentage of rental
housing in our country in single-family
houses is 47.6 percent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

Mr. BRICKER. I yield myself an ad-
ditional 5 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for an
additional 5 minutes.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from Ohio yield to the Sen-
ator from Nevada?

Mr. BRICKER. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
should like to insert in the REecorp, as
particularly apropos of the subject be-
ing discussed by the very able Senator
from Ohio [Mr. BrickKER], an article en-
titled “Federal Bureau Overrides City
Council,” written by Morris D. Ervin,
and published in a recent issue of the
Los Angeles Times-Star.

The article begins with:

What happens to local self-government
when it finds itself in the toils of a Fed-
eral bureau in Washington is well illus-
trated by Los Angeles’ months-old eflorts
to free itself of federally imposed rent con-
trols. To date it has got exactly nowhere.

The article is exceedingly illuminating
and interesting, and I ask unanimous
consent that it be inserted in the ReEcorp
at this point as part of my remarks,

There being no objection, the article
war ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

FepEraL BUREAU OVERRIDES CITY COUNCIL—
For 4 MonTHS IT HAs RErusep To Do
JUSTICE TO Los ANGELES

(By Morris D. Ervin)

WasHINGTON, November 30.—What hap-
pens to local self-government when it finds
itself in the toils of a Federal bureau in
Washington is well illustrated by Los An-
geles' months-old efforts to free itself of
federally imposed rent controls, To date it
has got exactly nowhere.

The Los Angeles story starts on July 28 of
this year.

Prior to that, in June, when Congress ex-
tended the wartime rent-control law, it
amended it to read as follows:

“The Housing Expediter shall terminate
the provisions of this title in an incorporated
city, town, village, or in the unincorporated
area of any county upon receipt of a resolu-
tion of its governing body, adopted for that
purpose in accordance with applicable local
law and based upon a finding by such govern=-
ing body reached as a result of a public
hearing held after 10 days’ notice, that there
no longer exists such a shortage of rental
housing accommodations as to require rent
control.”
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SHALL TERMINATE

Note that this law says that the Housing
Expediter, that is Tighe E. Woods, shall
terminate rent control under the conditions
specified.

On July 28 the Los Angeles City Council,
after having given the specified 10 days’
notice, held a public hearing. After the
hearing, the council, by & vote of 10 to 4,
passed a resolution in accordance with the
law and sent it to Mr. Woods. The latter
did nothing immediately, but on August
14 he appeared, uninvited, before the Los
Angeles council and argued with the coun-
cil that it should rescind its former action.
This the council refused to do, after listen-
ing to Mr. Woods, and by a vote of 10 to &
reaffirmed its previous stand.

Following this Woods sald he would sign
the decontrol order immediately upon his
return to Washington. But on the same day
local lawyers in Los Angeles, retained by
the CIO, appeared after court hours in the
chambers of Federal District Judge James
Kirkland and obtained a temporary stay,
ordering Woods not to sign the decontrol
order. At the same time a temporary in-
junction was requested. -

On August 28 Federal Judge Burnita
MattheWs denled the temporary injunction
and dismissed the stay order. This was ap-
pealed several times, but on September 29 a
three-judge panel affirmed Judge Matthew's
decision and the stay order was terminated.

On October 6 Chlef Justice Vinson of the
United States Supreme Court was asked to
issue a stay order, but on the following day
he denied the request.

THREE THOUSAND MILES AWAY

Then an organization calling itself the
Tenants Council and representing the A, F.
of L. went into the Municipal Court of the
District of Columbia, 3,000 miles away from
Los Angeles, and persuaded Chief Judge
George Barse to issue a temporary order pre-
venting decontrol. But, after arguments,
Judge Barse on October 23 denied a tempo-
rary injunction and dissolved the stay order.

On October 24, the following day, Mr.
Woods made public a letter to the president
of the city council informing him that he
would not sign a decontrol order. His ex-
planation was that, in his opinion, the coun-
cil had not held a fair hearing.

In the meantime an effort had been made
by the Los Angeles small property owners'
organization to obtain in California, first in
the county superior court and then in the
Federal district court, a mandamus direct-
ing Woods to sign. But these were denied,
because the courts said they had no juris-
diction over Woods, though the district eourt
had not previously hesitated to issue an or-
der directing Woods not to sign.

Then, on November 2, at a White House
press conference, President Truman was
asked, in view of the explicit terms of the
law, if he would direct Mr. Woods to comply
with the law and £'gn the decontrol order.
The President answered testily that he knew
all about the Los Angeles situation and Mr.
Woods was refusing to sign the order upon
his, the President’s, personal orders. In
other words, “Papa knows best.”

THE EITUATION

From the point of view of what a Federal
bureau can do to a local government, the
interesting thing is that the courts, even the
munieipal courts in the city of Washington,
8,000 miles away from Los Angeles, have been
used to continue rent control in the west
coast city for more than 3 months after the
appropriate local governing body, elected by
the people of Los Angeles, complied in every
respect with the law and voted to decontrol.

The bureaucratic attitude of Washington
toward local self-government is well exem-
plified by an excerpt from Expediter Woods’
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letter to the Los Angeles council in which he
informed that body that, regardless of the
law, he would not sign a decontrol order.

“I felt it my duty,” said Mr. Woods, “as
a public officer to take whatever steps my hest
judgment dictated to guard against decon-
trol which might result from hasty and un-
informed action. I need not dwell on the
antagonistic attitude evidenced at that time
to my appearance and the unwillingness of
the council to meet with me in a spirit of
cooperativeness.”

In other words, so far as local governments
in the United States are concerned it's a
case of cooperate with the bureaus in Wash-
ington—or else.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Nevada. The
article illustrates another instance in
which the Expediter, so-called, has com-
pletely violated the regulations imposed
upon him by Congress. It represents an
arrogant display of bureaucratic con-
trol, for which he should be removed
from office.

Mr. President, almost half of the hous-
ing units in America are owned by peo-
ple who have single-family dwellings
for rent; 78.6 percent of the rental units
in our country are owned by people who
own four-family dwellings or less.

Therefore, by continuing rent con-
trol, we would not be imposing on the
big landlords the power of the Federal
Government to hold down their in-
comes. We would be imposing the
power on the good middle-class Ameri-
can people who have bought their prop-
erty with money which they had saved
against their day of need, and have in-
vested it in property for that purpose.
I continue to read from Capital Com-
ment:

The Democratic Party is a party that serves
all of the people and it is the duty of Demo-
crats in areas where rent controls are not
needed to give full support to continuing
the Federal law to protect tenants in areas
where they do need protection,

Mr. President, to continue rent con-
trol would not be taking care of all the
people, in my judgment, because we
would have a large segment of good
Ameriean people who would not be taken
care of. Their income has been held
down to the point where they will have
to dispose of their property or take it
off the rental market. The rent control
law has resulted in 2,000,000 units being
taken off the rental market. In this
situation we are not at all facing the
problem which is confronting our peo~
ple. Wages have gone up. We are in g
spiral of wage increases. Prices are
going up at an ever-accelerating rate.
Increases in prices affect also the people
who own rental property. Nevertheless,
no consideration is given to owners of
such property, and no attempt has been
made to bring them up to a proper rela-
tionship with other factors in the pres-
ent period of inflation, or to take into
consideration the adulterated dollar
which we are using in trade at the pres=
ent time.

Citation is given in the article to the
percentage of increase which has been
given by the Expediter., The percentage
increase of each adjustment averaged
17.8 percent. That is a very small pit-
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tance, when compared with an increase
of 239.6 percent in wages, or when com-
pared with the increase in the price of
food and clothing. Rent is only a minor
cost of the total living cost, amounting
to only one-third of the cost of food.

Mr, Boyle cites what happened when
rent control was taken off. He states
that in Xnoxville, Tenn., the average in-
crease in rents was 26.8 percent over
rents paid during the period of rent con-
trol. In Jacksonville, Fla., the increase
amounted to 26.2 percent. In Salt Lake
City the increase was 16.2 percent. In
Topeka, Kans., the average increase was
30.3 percent. In Houston, Tex., the in-
crease was 41.3 percent. In the hear-
ings of the committee those figures were
completely refuted by competent testi-
mony. But take it for granted that they
are true. They represent only about
from one-third to one-sixth of the in-
crease in wages and the increase in prices
generally across the board.

It is further stated that there are
40,000,000 people living in 2,000 com-
munities where the question of keeping
or dropping rent control must be decided
in a few weeks. That is a positive mis-
statement of fact. There are not forty
million. There are nearer twenty-five
million; and there are not 2,000 com-
munities, but only about 1,200 communi-
ties. Those are the facts given by Mr,
Tighe Woods. I want to show the Senate
how much reliance can be placed upon
Mr. Tighe Woods’ testimony before the
commitiee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BRICKER, I yield myself 2 min-
utes more.

The testimony of Mr. Tighe Woods
has been taken as the basis for this ar-
ticle. It was the only testimony pre-
sented, aside from that of a representa-
tive of the Air Force, and I believe a
representative of the Navy, The oppo-
sition was not given an opportunity to
testify in hearings on the proposed ex-
tension. Mr, Tighe Woods made this
statement:

In Weirton, W. Va., an official of the
Weirton Steel Co. reported that the com-
pany has lost and is still losing employees
due to the lack of adequate housing.

Of course, the statement does not
make sense on its face. A shortage of
housing would not drive the people al-
ready there out of their houses. We got
from Mr. Woods the name of this man
and called him from our office and asked
him what the situation was, and what
he said to Mr. Woods. He said, “It was
a year ago when I talked to Mr. Woods.”
Yet, Mr. Woods would lead our commit-
tee to believe that the situation con-
tinues at the present time. This man
said definitely that there was not much
loss at the present time, The statement
is not true today, although there is not
adequate low-cost rental housing, There
is not adequate low-cost food. There
is not adequate low-cost clothing, There
is not adequate low-cost wages. So we
must consider the situation as a whole,

Mr, FLANDERS, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, BRICKER. I yield.



1950

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to in-
quire of the distinguiched Senator from
Ohio what the relationship is between
the inadequate number of low-rent hous-
ing units and the extension of rent con-
trol. Does the extension of rent control
tend to increase the building of new low-
rent housing?

Mr. BRICKER. On the other hand, it
tends to curb the building of low-rent
housing. The proof of that comes in the
fact that during rent control there was a
loss of 2,000,000 housing units.

Mr, FLANDERS. Then what was Mr.
Tighe Woods trying to prove? Why did
he bring before the committee as much
testimony of this sort as he did in sup-
port of the extension of rent control?

Mr. BRICKER. I have no more idea
than the man in the moon. I could not
ascertain from him what he was talking
about, or where he was going; and I
do not believe he knew. He was directed
to come here and present the case to

‘the committee, and he based it entirely
upon the Korean War. It has no rela-
tion to the Korean War or the present
military situation. In fact, it. does not
affect that situation one way or the
other,

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Washington [Mr., CaiN] if he is prepared
to proceed at this time,

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator from Ohio a ques-
tion.

Mr. BRICKER. I yield for a question.

Mr. CAIN. No action has yet been
taken upon, and no comments have been
addressed to, the validating amendment
which the Senator from Washington
submitted.

Mr. BRICKER. No; there has been
no action, except that the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Mayeank] stated
that he approved the amendment which
has been submitted by the Senator from
Washington.

Mr., CAIN. It is my intention, when
that amendment is brought up, to speak
very briefly to it, in order to advise all
Senators of the nature of the joint reso-
lution. As of the present time, the Sen-
ator from Washington is of the opinion
that he can make no further contribu-
tion to the debate. It seems to me that
Senators are fully aware of how they are
going to vote on this question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Traomas of Oklahoma in the chair). The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

Mr, BRICKER. Mr, President, I yield
myself enough time to answer the ques-
tion of the Senator from Washington.

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed.

Mr. BRICKER, Is it the desire of the
Senator from Washington to reserve his
time until after 2 o’clock, when the vot-
ing begins and he offers his amendment?

Mr. CAIN., Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BRICKER. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANEK, The Senator from
Washington was not present earlier in
the day when I spoke about his amend-
ment.
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Mr. BRICKER. I have just told the
Senator from Washington that the Sen-
ator from South Carolina had agreed to
accept the amendment,

Mr, MAYBANK. I think it is only
fair in the interest of States’ rights and
munieipal rights.

Mr, CAIN. Mr. President, I had sug-
gested to the Senator from Ohio that
when the amendment is called up after
2 o’clock the Senator from Washington
would speak only briefly on the amend-
ment, for the purpose of advising Sena-
tors as to the substance of the amend-
ment. The Senator from Washington
is most grateful for the attitude taken
by the chairman of the Banking
Currency Committee, 3

Mr., MAYBANK. As the Senator
knows, I was a member of the Municipal
League for years, as he was, and I think
the Senator is entirely right.

Mr. CAIN. Recently I have been in
the company of a great many mayors
who are attending the convention of the
American Municipal Association. I be-
lieve that the Senator from South Caro-
lina has also been in touch with the
mayors. Every single mayor in the
United States, regardless of the size of
the city he represents, and regardless of
whether or not his city is now or has
beer under Federal rent controls, will be
extremely grateful for the adoption of
the amendment which has been accepted
by the chairman of the Banking and
Currency Committee.

Mr. MAYBANE. I assure the Senator
that I am as much for the amendment
as he is, as I previously stated.

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I yield
myself two more minutes, to bring to
the attention of the Senate two more
pertinent facts.

The first is to the effect that in 1940
there were 28 dwelling units per 100 of
population. In 1950 there are 31, so
there is less reason today by far for im-
posing the Federal will upon local com-
munities than there was at that time.
The great increase in dwelling units has
not been in rental units. It has been in
home ownership and occupancy.

The population increase from 1940 to
1950 has been 14.4 percent. Dwelling
units in the United States increased 23.6
percent, while rental units were going
down as a result of the imposition of
rent centrol.

Those are the pertinent facts which
I wish to bring to the attention of the
Senate in its consideration of this ex-
tension resolution. There are no further
speakers on our side at this time, and
I yield the floor to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr, MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the remarks of my good friend
and colleague on the committee. I
should like to ingquire how much time
we have left on this side, and how much
time is left on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina has 32
minutes remaining.

Mr. MAYBANK. How about the Sen-
ator from Ohio?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio has 10 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MAYBANK. For the record I
desire to read a brief statement. I may
say that I have no more speakers on
this side. So if it is agreeable, after
I have concluded this statement, we
might take a recess until 2 o'clock. I
ask unanimous consent that at the con-
clusion of my remarks the Senate stand
in recess until 2 o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr, President, dur-
ing the debate on the rent control ex-
tension bill last June I stated that
extension would be the last rent-control
bill which I would seek to have enacted.
Since that time—2 days after the Presi-
dent signed that rent bill, in faet, things
began to change, and within the last
2 weeks they have changed momentously.

It is my judgment and I believe that
of the nine other Senators who voted
to report the joint resolution favorably
that in the present state of world con-
ditions it would be risking entirely too
much to remove on December 31, in
effect, rent controls on an estimated
3,750,000 rental units in 1,700 incorpo-
rated places with a population of 27,-
839,000.

In view of the present uncertainty it
seemed most sensible that the status
quo on rent control be maintained for
60 days. This would give the cities that
had not taken any action a chance to
consider what action they should take
in view of the new world situation. It
would also give the new Congress a
chance to review and consider the whole
question of rent control in relation to
the problem of price, wages, credit, and
production controls. It would prevent
for the time being, at least, a large
number of rent increases and at the
very time when it is most important
that we not rock the economic boat.

I hope some advantage will be taken
of the defense-production bill which we
took so long to pass last September. The
hearings lasted more than a month.
The bill was in the House for a long time,
and in the Senate for a long time. Then
there were long conferences, extending
far into the night.

The resolution, Mr. President, simply
extends from December 31 to February
28 the time within which any incor-
porated city, town, or village can take
action to extend rent control until June
30, 1951, without being decontrolled, in
meantime, if they fail to take affirmative
action. The local governing boards un-
der the act would still have the right
to decontrol themselves.

1 wish to make that perfectly clear.
If there is any community which does
not like the 2-month extension, it has
the same right it had to call a city coun-
cil meeting or to pass a resolution to
decontrol itself.

As I stated to the Senator from Wash-
ington, it will be my purpose as chair-
man of the committee, knowing how the
committee feels, to accept the amend-
ment of the Senator from Washington
[Mr, Camv] relating to the validity of
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resolutions passed by local governing
bodies.

Senate Joint Resolution 207 does not,
as the distinguished and very earnest
junior Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cain] maintained yesterday, deprive the
local governments of any powers they
now have with respect to rent control. I
wish to emphasize that. They can de-
control themselves any time they want,
regardless of this resolution on which
we shall vote today. It does not, as he
suggested, deprive them of any powers
they now possess.

It does not deprive the city of Seaftle
or the city of Los Angeles of any rights
which they now have, when the Sena-
tor's amendment is accepted, which I
trust it will be.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield.

Mr. CAIN. Is it not a fact that, if
Senate Joint Resolution 207 were passed
this afternoon, the city of Seattle, for
example, could not anticipate, as it had
been given the right to do by the pres-
ent legislation, the expiration of Federal
rent controls on December 31, 19507

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. But it could
decontrol by that date by having a city
council meeting in Seatfle and decon-
trolling itself.

Mr. CAIN. But the resolution would
take from that city its right to antiei-
pate that, even if the city took no ac-
tion—which it was told it need not do—
rent controls would not expire on the
last day of this year.

Mr. MAYBANK. If we base the
statement on anticipation, the Senator
is correct; but the city could decontrol.

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from South
*Carolina and I are in complete agree-
ment that between now and the last day
of this year the city, by resolution, may
take action to decontrol.

Mr, MAYBANK., The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. CAIN. Or to continue controls for
a period of 6 months.

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. CAIN. But we must all be cer-
tain, as the Senator from South Caro-
lina has just pointed out, that if the joint
resolution——

Mr. MAYBANK. As amended by the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington.

Mr. CAIN. If the joint resolution as
amended prevails this afternoon, Federal
rent control does not automatically ex-
pire in those American cities which have
not either taken action to decontrol or to
continue controls.

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from
Washington is absolutely correct. I am
sure he will agree with me that the city
‘of Seattle or the city of Charleston,
8. C., or any other city, can take action
on its own part.

Mr. CAIN. I do agree with the Sen-
ator's comment on that point.

Mr. MAYBANK. As the BSenator
knows, I have always been for States’
rights and municipal rights. I believe
thoroughly in what the junior Senator
from Ohio szid, that the local people
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know more about the local situation than
do officials in Washington,

Mr. CAIN. Will the Senator yield for
one other question?

Mr, MAYBANK. 1 yield.

Mr. CAIN. Is there any reason why
the Congress of the United States can-
not wrile a new Federal rent-control law,
if that is its wish, during the next ses-
sion of the Congress, if Senate Joint
Resolution 207 is not passed this after-
noon?

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course not. No
Congress can bind another Congress. If
the new Congress wants to change laws
which have previously been passed, they
can, under the Constitution, do so.

Mr. CAIN. Regardless of what hap-
pens to Senate Joint Resolution 207 this
afternoon, there will be at least 800 cities
under Federal rent control from Jan-
uary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, Is that
not so? f

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall accept the
Senator’s figures. He has studied the
matter and has the figures clearly in
mind. He is familiar with the figures
given out by the Association of Mayors,
and if he says the number of citics is
800, I shall accept that figure.

Mr. CAIN. The figure is approxi-
mately 800. The point is that there is
to be Federal rent control for a large
number of American cities during the
first 6 months of next year regardless
of what happens to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 207 this afternoon.

Mr, MAYBANK. That is correct.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAYBANK, I yield.

Mr. BRICKER. A moment ago unan-
imous consent was obtained for a recess
to be taken until 2 o’clock, after the
Senator from South Carolina had con-
cluded his address. I wonder if it would
not be better to modify that agreement
so that the recess will be taken until 5
minutes of 2, in order that a quorum
call be had beginning at 5 minutes of 2?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that when the Senator from South
Carolina has finished his statement the
Senate take a recess until 5 minutes of 2.

Mr., MAYBANK. Mr. President, I am
glad to have the previous unanimous-
consent agreement modified to that ex-
tent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator restate his request?

Mr. BRICKER, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ator from South Carolina has finished
his statement the Senate take a recess
until 5 minutes of 2, at which time we
will have a quorum call.

Mr. MAYBANK. I heartily agree
with that request, y

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to ask if
the proposal is that the Senate proceed
to vote at 5 minutes of 2?

Mr. BRICKER. No, Mr. President, I
have asked unanimous consent that when
the Senator from South Carolina has
concluded his statement, a recess be
taken until 5 minutes of 2.

Mr. MAYBANK. And that a quorum
call be had at that time.
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Mr. CAIN, Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I wish to make an
inquiry of the Senator from South Caro-
lina. Is he anxious for the Senate to
take a recess at the conclusion of his
statement, or would he be willing that
further contributions be made in respect
to the general subject of rent control be-
tween now and 2 o'clock?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, it is
our desire to have orderly procedure in
connection with the matter under dis-
cussion. As I remember, I previously
asked how much time I had remaining,
and how much time the junior Senator
from Ohio had remaining,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Orderly
procedure would permit any Senator who
wishes to discuss the subject matter
under discussion to do so.

Mr. MAYBANK., Yes; thatis true, Mr.
President. How much time have I left
and how much time has the junior Sen-
ator from Ohio left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina has 25
minutes left.

Mr, MAYBANEK. I have 25 minutes
left.

Mr. CAIN. And my understanding
was that the Senator from Ohio had 10
minutes left. The Senator from Wash-
ington has a letter which concerns itself
with the general question of rent control,
which he would be pleased to have made
a part of the REcorp were that to suit
the convenience of the Senator from
South Carolina, between now and 2
o’clock.

Mr. MAYBANK. I have only a few
more remarks to make, I was one of
those who hoped we would not need to
have extension of rent control. I hoped
that peace might prevail, although I did
not believe we would have peace.

Mr, President, if I am not interrupted,
I can conclude my remarks in 5 minutes.
At the conclusion of my remarks I shall
be glad to yield whatever time the Sen-
ator from Washington wishes to have.

Mr. CAIN. I will appreciate that very
much.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, it is
true that the pending joint resolution
will continue rent control in the areas
that have not removed or do not remove
themselves from rent control for another
60 days. I shall not argue with the jun-
jor Senator from Washington that some
of these places did not take advantage of
the decontrol provisions of the act be-
cause by taking no action by December
31, they would have removed themselves
automatically from under control, and
without the controversy and objections
they would otherwise have had to face.
But I am confident that many of these
same local communities throughout the
country would prefer not to be required
to take any action one way or the other
until they can have a chance to judge
during the next 2 months just what the
situation actually is. In fact, I know
this to be the case from many conversa-
tions I have had this week "vith a number
of mayors attending in this city the meet-
ing of the United Conference of Mayors,
It is also true that no decontrol action
was taken in many of these cities be-
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cause the rental market has been rela-
tively tight in many of these areas, or at
best because the supply-demand situa-
tion was just approaching a more normal
condition.

Imagine what would happen to rents
in such areas if large defense plants and
military installations began to open up
and expand. Most communities through-
out the Nation do not and cannot be
expected to know how a war emergency
would affect them., They have no idea
of what defense plants or military in-
stallations will be located or expanded
in their areas. It is our responsibility
to facilitate defense production and ease
the burden on our military personnel,
and we would be doing just the opposite
if by our failure to act we risked, or
more likely allowed, inflationary rent
increase in some 1,700 localities through-
out the Nation.

Mr. President, I wish to make a com=-
ment respecting my own State. Inaddi-
tion to representing my own State I
realize that, as a United States Senator,
I must have in mind the welfare of the
country as a whole, first, last, and al-
ways. An atomic energy plant is to be
built in my State which will employ
some 30,000 persons. Two months ago
no one knew that such a plant was to
be built. Many other defense installa-
tions and military installations are going
to be built in various sections of the
country, as I can understand from the
appropriations which are requested for
such purposes. Request is expected to
be made for $50,000,000,000 for next
year. Military installations will be built
in various parts of the country, and
communities do not know where they
will be built.

The very able senior Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] stated, and properly so,
that national rent control could only be
justified by a war emergency. I told
the Senator earlier in the day that I
think this is a war emergency and I
have always thought so, and that I think
the President should declare a state of
national emergency exists, We have for
a long time been in and only recently
have we hegun to get out of the war
emergency, and now it looks like we may
be going into another one. We are al-
ready in one, Mr, President. Certainly
the situation we are in justifies a 60
days’ extension for the cities under rent
control who have not as yet acted either
to extend or decontrol themselves. War
and its impact are national in origin and
in their consequences, and so are their
economic effects, Local governments
cannot be expected to bear the full bur-
den of responsibility. We must share it,
whether we like to or not, if we are to
do the job properly. The economic
problem ahead is tough enough; do not
make it tougher by al'owing a very im-
portant item in the little fellow’s budget
to get out of hand in 1,700 communities
throughout our Nation. At least we
should give ourselves and the local gov-
ernments 60 days more to watch, think,
and act.

In the meantime we are not foreclos-
ing any rent increases. Over 400,000
were given in the last 4 months, Mr,
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President, I wish to repeat that figure.
Over 400,000 were given in the last 4
months.

The Housing Expediter described to
the committee what is known as the
Chicago plan which allows a landlord by
filling in four blanks on a very simple
form to get practically automatically a
15 to 25 percent increase in rents. As
Senators remember from our discussion
of the bill in 1949 a rent increase of 15
or 25 percent means an increase in net
income much, much greater than the 15
or 25 percent. It may mean an increase
of up to 100 or 200 percent in the net rev-
enue. I mention this not by way of
argument for rent control, but to indi-
cate that in extending rent control for
60 days we are not freezing current rents
nor are we continuing gross inequities,

Mr. President, it was impossible to
work expeditiously with the forms which
were used 2 or 3 years ago. The Con-
gress of the United States appropriated
money for the purpose of employing per-
sons in various sections of the United
States to help tenants and small land-
lords because as stated by the junior
Senator from Ohio, the advantages ac~
crued to the large property owners. I
agree with the Senator’s statement in
that respect. Certainly I wish to help
someone who has used his money to buy
a piece of property from which he ex-
pects to obtain a small income on which
to live in his old age, rather than to be-
come, as has been suggested, a ward of
the Government.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. Does the Senator think
it is fair to impose rent control on old
property and not have it apply to new
homes?

Mr. MAYBANK. Most of the new
houses were built with Federal funds, un-
der FHA loans. But before new homes
were built under such conditions, many
persons invested their money in property
in the expectation that they and their
dependents could receive in return funds
on which to live in their old age.

Mr. LANGER. Under the present law
new houses are not included?

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct.

Mr., LANGER. Does not the Senator
believe that by extending the law for 60
days the diserimination is continued for
that time?

Mr. MAYBANK. I will say very
frankly to my good friend from North
Dakota that there are no doubt, real dis-
criminations existing in the law. I do
not know, however, how the Senate and
the House could write a new law, have it
passed by both Houses and acted upon
in conference and finally agreed to he-
fore the new Congress convenes.

Mr. LANGER. It is simply a question
of expediency then?

Mr. MAYBANK. That is all, Mr.
President. But I shall join with the
Senator from North Dakota if he will
join with me in the new Congress to pro-
pose a rent-control law which will treat
both classes of property with equity.

Mr. LANGER. Can the Senator say
offhand about what proportion of the
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present houses or units are covered by
the present law?

Mr. MAYBANEK. I do not have those
fisures. Perhaps I can obtain them.

Mr. LANGER. The question is, What
percentage of the present housing units
are covered by the present law?

Mr. MAYBANK. I can only say to
the Senator from North Dakota that
under the present law there are rent
controls on approximately 7,000,000
rental units in 2,500 incorporated places
with a population of approximately
50,000,000.

Mr. LANGER. They are covered at
the present time?

Mr. MAYBANE. They are under rent
control now.

Mr. LANGER. The Senator means
that number are covered at the present
time?

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes.

It is my judgment—and I believe it is
that of nine of the other Senators who
voted to report favorably the pending
joint resolution—that in the present
state of world conditions we would be
risking entirely too much to remove rent
control from 27,839,000 persons, Ap-
proximately 800 communities continued
by resolution rent control for another 6
months. They had a population of about
24,000,000 people. About 50 percent of
those now covered would retain rent
control, regardless of the action on the
pending resolution.

Let me ask the Senator from Wash-
ington whether he has any additional
figures because I certainly want the
Recorp to show the facts. My infor-
mation has been that approximately 50
percent of those now under control have
voted favorably for a continuation of
rent control and approximately 50 per=
cent have not acted. That is my infor-
mation,

Mr., CAIN. My best information is
that of the 2,400 cities presently under
Federal rent controls, approximately
800 have requested an extension for 6
months. That information is about 2
weeks old, so my assumption is that at
least several score cities have been added
to the 800.

Mr. MAYBANE. I thank the Senator.
I did not check on the exact number of
persons in whose communities rent con-
trols have been continued, but my in-
formation was that the situation was
about 50-50. If rent controls were done
away with on December 31, I know there
would be 27,839,000 persons who would
be affected.

The cities which have taken positive
action have been such ones as Chicago,
Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, St. Louis, St.
Paul, and others. Although there are
perhaps two cities which have not acted
for each city which has acted, never-
theless the populations affected either
way would be approximately the same,

Mr. CAIN. It is my understanding
that if prevailing conditions continue
through this year and if the present law
were to expire at midnight on December
31, 1950, approximately 50 percent of
those now under control would con-
tinue to be under control for the next
6 months.
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Mr. MAYBANK. That is the sub-
stance of my statement. I was not sure
of the exact figure.

Mr. President, our country and our
people are depending on us to act wisely
and cautiously in this time of national
crisis, Let us act cautiously by extend-
ing rent control for 60 days, so that we
may act with more knowledge of the
facts and with more chance for a fuller
consideration of the whole program
during the early days of the next Con-
gress,

I yield the remainder of my time to
the Senator from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the generosity of the senior Sen-
ator from South Carolina, the chairman
of the Banking and Currency Committee.

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAIN. Certainly.

Mr. MAYBANK. I understand that it
has been agreed that there will be a
quorum call at 5 minutes of 2.

Mr. CAIN. That is correct.

Mr. President, in addressing myself to
the pending question on yesterday, I
mentioned, in passing, that—

It is my considered judgment that, cer-
tainly in my 4 years in the Senate, no
statute—

I was obviously referring to the Fed-
eral rent-control law—
has ever been so stuplidly interpreted by
those in the executive branch charged with
its conduct. That conduct has been shof
through with prejudice, with malice, and to
some extent, I think, with dishonesty. The
intent and wish of the Congress have been
flagrantly violated by {ae Administrator of
the Office of the Housing Expediter and by
his staff. Administrative rules and regula-
tions have been willfully designed to thwart
many provisions of the law over which the
Members of Congress—both Democrats and
Republicans—labored long in their effort to
provide some measure of relief and justice
to American citizens.

That is the end of the quotation,
which can be found on page 16201 of the
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD for yesterday.

Mr. President, in support of the feeling
I have just expressed, a feeling which to
my knowledge is shared by other Mem-
bers of the Senate, I should like to offer
some brief testimony on the same sub-
ject from a particular and very large
American city. I wish to read some-
thing which I have recently received
over the signature of Walter C. Peterson,
city clerk of the city of Los Angeles.
This communication is dated October 217,
1950; it is a certificate, and reads as
follows:

I, Walter C. Peterson, city clerk of the
city of Los Angeles, State of California, do
hereby certify that the following motion was
adopted by the Council of the city of Los
Angeles at its meeting of Friday, October
27, 1850.

“I move that the report of the city attor-
ney dated October 27, 1950, as read to the
Council by the clerk, be forwarded to Presi-
dent Harry S. Truman with the request that
immediate steps be taken to rectify this
flagrant violation of the rent-decontrol
statute by Expediter Tighe Woods, and the
further suggestion that the Expediter be in-
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structed to sign the order of decontrol;
further, that copies of the city attorney's
report referred to be placed in the hands of
each Member of Congress representing the
Los Angeles area and the two United States
SBenators; also that copies be forwarded to
the chairman of the Senate Banking Com-
mittee and the chairman of the House Bank-
ing Committee; further, that the City Attor-
ney be instructed to secure the assistance of
Charles 8. Rhyne, of Washington, D. C,, in
presenting this matter and any other ma-
terial relevant to the matter to the officials
mentioned.”
WaLTER C. PETERSON,
City Clerk, City of Los Angeles.
Dated this 27th day of October 1950.

I have likewise received from the same
Mr. Peterson. Mr. President, another
certificate dated October 27, 1950, which
I wish to read:

I, Walter C. Peterson, city clerk of the city
of Los Angeles, State of California, do hereby
certify that the- following motion was
adopted by the Council of the City of Los
Angeles at its meeting of Friday, October
27, 1950.

“I move that the Attorney General of the
United States be requested to immediately
investigate the action of Tighe Woods,
Housing Expediter, in defiance of the will of
Congress in respect to the Federal rent-con-
trol statute of 1950 as acted upon legally
by the City Council of Los Angeles, as to
possible collusion between Tighe Woods and
Maxwell Miller and the so-called tenants’
council.”

WALTER C. PETERSON,
City Clerk, City of Los Angeles.
Dated this 27th day of October 1950,

Mr. President, as a good many Mem-
bers of the Senate and of the House of
Representatives know, the City Couneil
of the City of Los Angeles passed a reso-
lution on July 28, 1950, by a vote of 10 to
4, to decontrol rents in Los Angeles,
That action was predicated on the man-
ner in which the city of Los Angeles in-
terpreted and understood the Federal
Rent and Housing Act of 1947, as
amended.

Under date of October 23, 1950, Mr.
Tighe Woods, Federal Housing Expediter,
wrote to Mr. Harold A. Henry, president,
of the City Council of the City of Los
Angeles, to explain to Mr. Henry and to
the City Council of Los Angeles why, in
the opinion of the Federal Housing Ex-
pediter, his administration should not
subscribe to the law of the land and
therefore should not decontrol rents in
Los Angeles, as that city had thought
ought to be done under the terms of its
resolution as passed on July 28, 1950.

Mr. President, because a good many
Members of this body and of the House
of Representatives will wish to know
precisely how Mr. Woods interprets a
Federal statute, I ask unanimous con-
sent that his letter of Octotber 23, 1950,
to the president of the City Council of
Los Angeles be made a part of my re-
marks, at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

OcTOBER 23, 1950,
HAroLD A. HENRY,
President, City Council of the City of
go.}:i fﬂgeles, City Hall, Los Angeles,
aitf.

Dear Mge. HENRY: On August 2, 1950, I re-

celved from the City Council of the City of
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Los Angeles a resolution advising me that
there no longer exists such a shortage in
rental-housing accommodations as to require
rent control in the city of Los Angeles.
Adoption of this resolution by a majority of
the city council was immediately preceded
by a public hearing held on July 28, 1950,
pursuant to the provisions of section 204 (j)
(3) of the Housing and Rent Act of 18950.
As you know, under these provisions of the
law, I am required to terminate rent control
in an incorporated city upon receipt of a
resolution of its governing body adopted for
that purpose in accordance with applicable
local law and based upon a finding by such
governing body reached as the result of a
public hearing held after 10 days' notice that
there no longer exists such a shortage in
rental-housing accommodations as to require
rent control in such city. .

At about the time the resolution came
me, I also received a report from an impar-
tial observer that several questionable inci-
dents took place in connection with the pub-
lic hearing. It was stated to me that prior
to the hearing a majority of the members
of the city council had made known their
fixed intent to vote for decontrol without re-
gard to the matters which might be brought
to their attention at the public hearing; a
statement to like effect also was circulated
in the press. I was further informed that
attendance at the public hearing was so
regulated as to systematically exclude large
numbers of tenants in favor of the admit-
tance of landlords to insure an atmosphere
hostile to the careful and studied considera-
tion of the question before the council. It
was shocking to learn that those responsible
for the government of as large and great a
city as Los Angeles would approach a ques-
tion as far-reaching and critical as decon-
trol of rents except in the most objective
and unbiased manner and with scrupulous
regard for the interests of all of the members
of the community. However, realizing that
the Congress intended that the governing
body of each incorporated community deter-
mine for itself whether it desired the con-
tinued protection afforded by Federal law,
and in the absence of a record or transcript
of the hearing, I was not disposed to reject
the resolution upon the basis of these seem-
ing irregularities alone,

On August 9, 1950, I received a petition
from a group purporting to act in behalf
of 300,000 tenant families in the city, re-
questing that I withhold action on the reso-

- lution until inquiry had been made into cer-

tain matters raised in the petition. Among
these was the charge that the city council
actlon was in complete disregard of avail-
able and known evidence of an already exist-
ing acute shortage of rental housing accom-
modations, which would be further aggra-
vated by the expected influx of large num-
bers of aircraft workers. Along with this
petition there was filed a copy of the housing
survey conducted at the request of your city
council by the Peacock Research Association.
This impartial survey, completed in April
1950, shows a vacancy factor of 2.6 percent
for all dwelling units in Los Angeles and,
in units having monthly rentals up to $57.49,
the vacancy factor ranges from 1.4 to 3.5
percent. These matters, bearing as they do
upon the very issue hefore the city counelil,
caused me very considerable concern. I felt
it my duty as a public officer to take what-
ever steps my best judgment dictated to
guard against decontrol which might result
from hasty and uninformed action. Conse-
quently, as soon as my schedule permitted,
I came to Los Angeles to confer with the
members of your council in the hope of pre-
senting an informed view of the several as-
pects of control and decontrol in your city,
and to learn at first-hand the reasons why
the majority of the council felt that Los
Angeles was ready for decontrol, I need not



1950

dwell upon the antagonistic attitude evi-
denced at that time to my appearance and
the unwillingness of the council to meet
with me in a spirit of cooperativeness, Since
there was no disposition to give this vital
subject the consideration it deserved, I an-
nounced that the resolution would be ac-
ccpted upon my return to Washington unless
it were found that the council action did
not satisfy the requirements of law.

I have since been made fully aware, for
the first time, through a recording, of the
exact events transpiring at the public hear-
ing and the discussion of the seversl coun-
ciimen prior to their vote. The testimony
presented at the hearing by those favoring
decontrol is noteworthy for its almost com-
plete lack of relevance to the subject of the
existence or nonexistence of a housing short-
age in Los Angeles. It is fully clear that not
a single witness presented real facts to show
that a shortage of rental housing did not
exist, Moreover, the councilmen who voiced
their intention to vote for decontrol likewise
failed to provide a substantial basis, grounded
upon fact, for their desire to eliminate Fed-
eral rent control in the area. In the light
of the foregoing matters, it cannot reason-
ably oe said that the resolution is based
upon findings reached as a result of the
public hearing, as required by the statute.

I believe that the Housing Expediter is
charged with the responsibility of determin-
ing whether the requirements of law have
been met before a decontrol resolution may
be accepted. That is a serious responsibility.
Having arrived at the judgment that the
resolution of the City Council of Los An-
geles is not based upon findings which could
reasonably be reached as the result of the
public hearing, I have no alternative but to
reject the resolution.

I regret the need for such action, since
any fair doubt in such cases has always been
resolved in favor of the communities involved,
as the past record of this Office clearly shows.
There is no fair doubt here.

Sincerely,
Ticue E. Woobs,
Housing Ezpediter.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, shortly
after Mr. Woods’ letter was received by
Mr. Henry, the president of the Los
Angeles City Council, it was referred to
the corporation counsel of the city of
Los Angeles, for his opinion and for his
views. The corporation counsel ex-
amined Mr. Woods' letter carefully, and
offered his findings to the City Council
of Los Angeles. In order to keep the
record straight and to satisfy the curi-
osity of a good many Americans on this
most important question, I ask unani-
mous consent that the findings and
memoranda of the corporation counsel
of the city of Los Angeles be made a

* part of*'my*remarks, at this point in the
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There being no objection, the findings
and memoranda were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

RE CoMMmuUNIcATION FroM TicHE E. Woons
REJECTING COUNCIL RESOLUTION REGARDING
DECONTROL OF RENTS

To the honorable the City Council of the City

of Los Angeles,

GENTLEMEN: You have requested a report
from this office on the communication under
date of October 23, 1950, from Tighe E,
Woods, Housing Expediter, addressed to
Harold A. Henry, president of the City Coun-
cil of the City of Los Angeles. The Housing
Expediter's letter is a refusal to perform
his duty, as required by law, to decontrol
rental housing in Los Angeles, pursuant to
the resolution adopted by your honorable

(
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body at its meeting of July 28, 1950. That
resolution was adopted after a public hearing
on the matter of the necessity of further
need for the control of rents in the city
of Los Angeles, based upon a finding that
such control was no longer needed.

This action on the part of the Housing
Expediter has created a serious situation
affecting the interests and well-being of
many property owners and residents in the
city of Los Angeles. In fact, his action has
a direct and detrimental impact upon the
economics of this community. As a resulf,
your honorable body, as the determining
agency of the Congress of the United States
in carrying out its express declaration “that
it is its purpose to terminate at the earliest
practicable date all Federal restrictions on
rent on housing,” has met an impasse created
by the arbitrary and precedented action of
the Housing Expediter.

The critical problem now conironting your
honorable body is the accomplishment of
the purposes and objects of the Congress
with the minimum of delay. It is strange
that the title to the office occupied by Mr.
Tighe E. Woods should use the word "Ex-
pediter” while the burden of expediting
decontrol now falls upon the city council.

The communication is nothing short of a
futile attempt to cover the dereliction of the
Housing Expediter by false accusations chal-
lenging tha integrity of the council which
are admittedly based solely upon extraneous
and hearsay information. To do more than
point out a few of the inconsistencies and
“double talk" of the Housing Expediter
would extend this report to undue lengths—
therefore only the more glaring features of
the Housing Expediter's present position will
be mentioned.

The Housing Expediter states in his com-
munication that: “Having arrived at the
judgment that the resolution of the City
Council of Los Angeles is not based upon
findings which could reasonably be reached
as the result of the public hearing, I have no
alternative but to reject the resolution.”

Even if it be assumed, merely for the sake
of argument, that the Housing Expediter has
the right to exercise any “judgment” in the
matter of whether the findings in question
could have been reached reasonably as the
result of the public hearing held by the
ccuncil, the position taken by the Housing
Exzpediter, as disclosed for the first time by
this communication, is to say the least novel
and lacking in judicial or administrative
precedent.

The Housing Expediter has gone beyond all
accepted concepts of judcial or administra=-
tive practice and has introduced a new type
of administrative procedure, namely, review
by rumor.

The communication states that the Expe=
diter “Received a report from an impartial
observer that several questionable incidents
took place in connection with the public
hearing,” and that, “it was stated to me that
prior to the hearing, a majority of the mem-
bers of the city council had made known
their fixed intent to vote for decontrol with-
out regard to the matters which might be
brought to their attention at the public
hearing,” that “a statement to like effect
also was circulated in the press,” that he was
“further informed that attendance at the
public hearing was so regulated as to sys=-
tematically exclude large numbers of tenants
in favor of admittance of landlords to insure
an atmosphere hostile to the careful and
studied consideration of the question before
the council,” and that he has *since been
made fully aware for the first time through
a recording of the exact events which trans-
pired at the public hearing and the discus-
sion of the several councilmen, prior to
their vote,” and that, “the testimony pre-
sented at the hearing by those favoring-de-
control is noteworthy for its almost com-
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plete lack of relevance to the subject of the
existence or nonexistence of the housing
shortage in Los Angeles.” These and other
statements of a similar nature indicate that
the Housing Expediter has attempted to pass
upon the validity of the proceedings authen-
ticated elther by the president of the city
council, or the clerk thereof.

Whenever one officer or board reviews the
actions of another officer or board where a
hearing has been held in a matter, it is the
uniform practice to secure a record of the
proceedings duly authenticated by the officer
or board conducting the hearing. If any
guestion arises as to the correctness of such a
duly authenticated record, the universal
practice to refer the matter back to the hear-
ing officer or board for correction of the
record, so that it may speak the truth.

The Housing Expediter in this case has not
requested an authenticated record, appar-
ently, because his office is fully aware that
such a record would disclose the falsity of
the information on which he bases his com-
munication and places reliance.

As to the Housing Expediter's statement
that it was stated to him that prior to the
hearing a majority of the members of the
city council had made known their fixed
intent to vote for decontrol, an afidavit,
signed by Councilmen Davenport, Allen, Hol-
land, Davies, Warburton, Timberlake, Henry,
Austin, Cronk, and Debs, subscribed and
sworn to before a notary public, on August
21, 1850, stated:

“That prior to the public hearing con-
ducted on July 28, 1950, in the council cham-
bers in the matter of rent decontrol, he did
not determine to vote for decontrol without
and prior to a public hearing on said matter,
and that he was not influenced by persons,
matters, or things to vote for decontrol with-
out and prior to the holding of a public hear-
inz on the matter.”

This affidavit was filed in the case of Maz-
well Miller v. Tighe E. Woods, and & copy
thereof served upon the attorneys of record
for Mr. Tighe Woods.

With regard to the statement of the Hous-
ing Expediter that he was further informed
that attendance at the public hearing was
so regulated as to systematically exclude
large numbers of tenants in favor of the ad-
mittance of landlords to insure an atmos-
phere hostile to the careful and studied con-
sideration of the question before the coun-
cil, the affidavit of Charles L. Williams, ser-
geant at arms of the council, was likewise
filed in the case previously mentioned, and
it is averred in that afidavit:

“That at the meeting of the counecil, held
on July 28, 1950, no person or persons was
or were excluded systematically, or other-
wise, from the council chambers, until such
time as the council chambers were filled to
capacity, whereupon no further persons were
permitted inside the council chambers; that
loud-speakers were in operation so that the
proceedings of the council at said meeting
could be heard by persons outside the council
chambers; that said council chambers have &
seating capacity of approximately 380 per-
sons, and that there were present in said
council chambers at the sald meeting ap-
proximately 4556 persons.”

The Housing Expediter chooses to ignore
these affidavits and rely on asserted infor-
mation of a hearsay nature, the source of
which he does not disclose. It is interest-
ing to note that the language used by the
Housing Expediter in making these charges
is identical with the allegations found in the
papers filed in the case of Miller v. Woods.

The Housing Expediter refers to, “a peti-
tion from a group purporting to act on be-
half of 300,000 tenant families in the City,
requesting that I withhold action on the
Resolution until inquiry Had been made in
the certain matters raised in the petition.”
The Housing Expediter states that, “among
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these was the charge that the city council
rotion was in complete disregard of avalle
able and known evidence of an already exist-
ing shortage of rental housing accommoda-
tions, which would be further aggravated by
the expected influx of large numbers of air-
craft workers.”

Reference is made to a copy of the hous=-
ing survey conducted at the request of the
city council by the Peacock Research Asso-
ciates. The Housing Expediter further
ttates, “this impartial survey, completed in
April 1950, shows a vacancy factor of 2.6
percent for all dwelling units in Los Angeles
and, in units having monthly rentals up to
$57.49, the vacancy factor ranges from 1.4
to 3.5 percent.” What he neglected to point
out is that in the rental bracket between
$57.50 and $64.99, the vacancy factor shown
by the report is 5.4 percent. From the Pea-
cock report, it can be determined that the
vacancy factor, based on total rental housing
accommocdations, is slightly in excess of 4.5
parcent. Be that as it may, the Housing
Expediter states in his communication that,
“I felt it my duty as a public officer to take
whatever steps my best judgment dictated
to guard against decontrol which might re-
sult from hasty and uninformed action.” As
the council well knows, the housing survey,
conducted at the request of the City Council
by the Peacock Research Associates, was at
the sole expense of the city and was, in the
language of the Housing Expediter, “an im-
partial survey.”

By reason of the shortness of time, this
office is unable to furnish the Council with
specific figures relating to vacancy factors in
the various communities in the county of
Los Angeles, as well as the vacancy factor in
the unincorporated area of the county which
have been decontrolled. It is to be noted
that the Housing Expediter makes no claim
that the vacancy factor in those communities
or in the unincorporated area of the county
was greater than that shown to exist in the
city of Los Angeles by the Peacock report,
which was before the city council and is part
of the file in this rent-decontrol matter.

An examination of the council file in the
matter shows many communications upon
the subject. Attention is called to a state-
ment of Mr. G. G. Bauman, president of the
Small Property Owners' League, in which he
has detailed facts relating to housing condi-
tions in the city of Los Angeles based upon
the Peacock report, which conclusively re-
futes the statement made by the Housing Ex-
pediter that, “It is fully clear that not a single
witness presented real facts to show that a
shortage of rental housing did not exist.”

In short, it is clear that the Housing Ex-
pediter is attempting to substitute his judg-
ment as to what he believes should be done,
for that of the city council. The Housing Ex-
pediter, in so determining, has resorted to in-
formation which does not appear to be a part
of any record made before the council in this
matter. This is particularly true as to his
statement that, “in the light of the foregoing
matters, it cannot reasonably be said that
the resolution is based upon findings reached
as a result of a public hearing as required by
the statute.”

The minutes of the counecil disclose, as
your honorable body well remembers, that an
extensive hearing was held in the matter.
Each side was allotted 45 minutes to present
their side of the question, and an additional
15 minutes were allotted to each side for re-
buttal. As a matter of fact, the hearing
extended well beyond the allotted time.

It will be recalled that no complaint was
made at that time that the members of the
public were not given an opportunity to be
fully heard in the matter, or that any re-
quest for further time was made. That the
hearing was fair-and impartial is, of course,
best known to the members of your hon-
orable body.

After referring to his visit to Los Angeles
and his appearance before the council, the
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Housing Expediter states, “I have since been
made fully aware, for the first time, through
a recording, of the exact events transpiring
at the public hearing and the discussion of
the several councilmen prior to their vote.”
Neither the council nor the clerk has ever
authenticated the correctness of any tran-
scription made at the hearing nor has the
council or the clerk been requested to deter-
mine whether or not such transcription, if it
was made, Is a full and complete transcript
of the hearing in question. The attention of
this office has been called to the existence of
a transcription apparently made for news
release purposes, which is purported to con-
tain a portion of the hearing before the
council. However, the city attorney’s office
has been unable to secure this recording.
Consequently, it is impossible to comment
upon the contents thereof. Of course, it is
impossible to determvine from the Housing
Expediter's communication what transcrip-
tion he listened to. Needless to repeat, what-
ever the transcription the Housing Expediter
listened to, its correctness was not authenti-
cated by either the council or the city clerk,

The statements and insinuations made in
the communication from the Housing Expe-
diter are utterly without foundation. The
reasons he now assigns for refusing to act in
the matter appear to indicate a studied in-
tent to avoid compliance with the law relat-
ing to the decontrol of rents, at least, as ap-
plied to the city of Los Angeles. In the brief
filed by the Housing Expediter, as the ap-
pellee In the case of Maxwell Miller against
Tighe E. Woods, wherein, over the signature
of Ed. Dupree, general counsel; Leon J, Libeu,
assistant general counsel; Nathan Sigel, and
Benjamin Freldson, special litigation attor-
neys, Office of the Housing Expediter, it is
stated that, “to the extent that appellants
may be urging that in some manner not ex-
plained, the Housing Expediter must deter-
mine whether the findings fairly flow from
the evidence adduced at the public hearing.
The Housing Expediter is in sharp disagree-
ment with such a view, The statute does
not contemplate that a record of the pro-
ceedings be furnished, and none has been
or presumably would be transmitted to him.
When the resolution plainly sets forth that
the required findings have been made and
were reached as a result of a public hearing
further inquiry is not required.”

While a mandatory injunction seeking to
compel the Housing Expediter to comply
with the law as his counsel has heretofore
represented it to be before the court might
be sought, it is doubtful if any practical pur-
pose can be served in view of the length of
time that would be consumed in securing a
final judgment.

There are two possible nonjudiecial courses
of action that may be of some practical
benefit.

Possible, the action of the Housing Expe-
diter in this matter may be the proper sub-
ject for investigation by the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States as to whether there
has been willful or corrupt misconduct on
the part of a Federal official that impairs the
administration of a Federal statute.

It might be that more effective results
could be obtained if the matter were to be
directly lald before the President of the
United States himself. He is the chief exe-
cutive and has the power of appointment and
removal of the Housing Expediter. It must be
remembered that Federal control of rents is
part of the emergency powers conferred upon
the President. These emergency powers, as
originally conferred in 1942 and continued
by the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, have
been curtalled by the Housing and Rent Act
of 1950. The latter statute specifically con-
fers upon the local governing body of the city
the power to take the very action which the
council took in this matter. Clearly, this
statute is being deliberately violated by the
Housing Expediter.
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A third possibility is a congressional in-
vestigation. This course of action would be
directed more to the question of whether
amendment to the existing statutes is desir-
able so as to prevent a further repetition of
this type of incident rather than applying
corrective measures under existing law.

Of course, another public hearing could
be had but there is no assurance that, not-
withstanding whatever evidence may be ad-
duced, the Housing Expediter would accord
a second resolution any different treatment
than that given the current resolution.

Very truly yours,
Ray L. CHESEERO,
City Attorney.
By BOURKE JONES,
Assistant City Attorney.

My, CAIN, Mr. President, under date
of November 15, and at a time when the
junior Senator from Washington was in
the city of Los Angeles, and when this
problem was brought to his attention, he
addressed a letter to the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Maveank]l, chair-
man of the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, at the Senate Office
Building in Washington, D. C. The
Senator from Washington thinks that
his letter, together with the several com-
munications in question exchanged be-
tween the city of Los Angeles, its city
council and its corporation counsel, and
the Office of the Housing Expediter, will
pretty satisfactorily acquaint the Senate
with most of the facts involved in the
blunt refusal of the Housing Expediter
to obey the law of the land, as under-
stood by myself, and, I think, as other
Senators and Members of the House of
Representatives understand that law and
its meaning. The letter reads as fol-
lows:

Novemezr 15, 1950,
Senator BURNET MAYBANK,
Chairman, Senate Banking
and Currency Committee,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear BurNEY: On July 28, 1950, the
City Council of Los Angeles passed a resolu-
tion by a vote of 10 to 4 to decontrol rents
in Los Angeles, This action was taken as
authorized by the Housing and Rent Act of
1947, as amended. The applicable amend-
ment, which I believe was offered by B
FurerlGHT, of Arkansas, and passed over-
whelmingly by the Senate, states that “the
Housing Expediter shall terminate the pro-
visions of this title in any incorporated city
upon receipt of a resolution of its govern-
ing body adopted for that purpose in accord-
ance with applicable local law and based
upon a finding by such governing body
reached as a result of a public hearing held
after 10 days' notice that there no longer
exists such a shortage in rental housing
accommodations as to require rent con-
trol in such city.” The Housing Expediter
acknowledged receiving this resolution on
August 2, 1950.

In February of 1950 the Los Angeles City
Council authorized a survey to be taken
which would determine if a request would
be made by the city of the Housing Ex-
pediter to decontrol rents. This survey was
undertaken by a reputable firm selected by
the city. The survey cost approximately
$25,000, and this cost was charged against
all of the taxpayers of Los Angeles. It took
about 6 weeks to complete the survey. The
city council then took many weeks to con-
sider the survey, following which the city
council conducted a public hearing in ac-
cordance with the Federal law, at which both
those in support of and opposed to decon-
trolling rents in Los Angeles were fairly and
thoroughly heard.
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The Housing Expediter has employed every
conceivable legalistic technicality and ma-
neuver for 314 'months in an effort to main-
tain rent controls in Los Angeles. Los An-
geles has been required to appear before
fi e courts, from the municipal to the Su-
preme Court level. In each and every in-
stance the courts have held that the Fed-
eral law empowered Los Angeles to resoclve
to decontrol rents within its jurisdiction.
The city of Los Angeles and the Federal
Government, through the Office of the Hous-
ing Expediter, have already spent thousands
of dollars simply because the Housing Ex-
pediter has sought relentlessly to avoid and
to violate the law of the land. The Federal
law which was recommended by your com=
mittee and passed by the Senate and the
House of Representatives gives no discretion
to the Housing Expediter when a city has
properly approved and submitted a rent-
decontrol resolution. The legislative intent
of the Congress was to provide American
cities and towns with & maximum of home-
rule authority. The Fulbright amendment
was passed to permit an American city to de-
termine its own need for rent-control re-
strictions. The Housing Expediter has been
fully conscious of the intent of the Congress.
He is guilty of placing himself above the
law of the land and of offering himself as a
Federal agent who knows more about the
needs of an American municipality than do
those who are elected by its citizens to man-
age the affalrs of a city in their name.

I need not remind you that I recommended
that the present Housing Expediter be con-
firmed when I was the chairman of the
Housing and Rent Subcommittee of your
committee in the Eightieth Congress. My
recommendation was approved unanimously
by your committee, because I assured each
member that the Acting Housing Expediter
had certified to me that he would be par-
ticularly careful to literally obey the Fed-
eral law and that he would painstakingly
observe the legislative intent of the law.
With reference to Los Angeles, the Housing
Expediter has abused the confidence which
I and the entire committee placed in him,
and he is breaking provisions of the Fed-
eral law as they can publicly be read by any
one,

I want to urge your committee to question
and investigate the Office of the Housing
Expediter as promptly as you can conveni-
ently do it after the Congress convenes on
November 27. If my judgment is right that
the Housing Expediter has willfully and
flagrantly broken the law and ignored the
intent of the Congress, I hope that charges
will be preferred against him which, if sup-
ported by an American court, will send the

present Housing Expediter, and any of those:

who are guilty with him, to a Federal peni-
teatlary.

If a Federal agent is permitted to dictate
in opposition to the law of the land what
an American community must do, then every
American community will become nothing
more than a pawn and vassal of a high-
banded Federal Government. If the Hous-
ing Expediter can bypass the rights which
belong to Los Angeles then no American
municipality will have any rights at all. The
issues before us goes far deeper than the
question of rent controls for an American
municipality. The fundamental question is
whether a Federal agent can break a Federal
law and in doing so take away the rights
which belong to independent American citi-
Zens,

Because I have worked with and for your
committee you will agree that I know as
much about the legislative intent behind the
Federal rent law as any Member of the Con-
gress. Against this background I simply
state as being a fact that the Housing Ex-
pediter is premeditatively attempting to
avoid what he knows to be the considered
wish of the Congress. Should he be per-
mitted to ignore and repudiate his responsi-
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bilities the Congress would soon become a
meaningless part of the Government and
citizens would be without any right or pro-
tection whatsoever.

I feel that you will be as indignant and
distressed as I am and that you will promptly
call the Housing Expediter and his prime
agents before your committee. A majority
of all Democrats and Republicans approved
the home-rule provision which Los Angeles
relied upon more than 3 months ago. If
Los Angeles or any other city finds it im-
possible to rely upon and trust the law of
the land then the Congress ought to go
out of business for it would have no possible
Justification for existence.

With sincere and most cordial regards, I
am,

HarrY P. CaIN,

Mr. President, we heve before us this
afternoon Senate Joint Resolution 207,
which, if passed, will, in the light of the
circumstances which I have presented
to the Senate, continue an administra-
tive agency which, in the opinion of a
number of Senators, has been malad-
ministered, and through which common,
simrle justice and decency have not been
extended to American citizens every-
where,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Washington yield to
the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr., CAIN, If I may yield, I do so
gladly.

Mr. WHERRY. Has the Senator dis-
cussed at this time the amendment he
intends to offer to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 207?

Mr. CAIN. No; for the reason that it
had been agreed previously with the
Senator from South Carolina that I
would merely bring up the amendment
and discuss it very briefly after 2 o'clock,

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Washington
has expired. All time has expired.

Mr. WHERRY, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken Holland Mundt
Anderson Hunt Murray
Brewster Ives Myers
Bricker Johnson, Tex. Neely
Bridges Johnston, 8, C. Nixon

Butler Kefauver O'Conor
Byrd Eem O'Mahoney
Cain Eerr Pepper
Capehart® Kilgore Robertson
Chapman Enowland Russell
Chavez Langer Saltonstall
Clements Leahy Schoeppel
Cordon Lehman Smith, Maine
Donnell Lodge Smith, N. J.
Douglas Long Smith, N. C.
Dworshak Lucas Btennis
Ecton MecCarran Taft
Ellender McCarthy Taylor
Flanders McClellan Thomas, Okla.
Frear MecFarland Thomas, Utah
Fulbright McEellar Thye

Gillette McMahon Watkins
Gurney Magnuson Whe:

Hayden Malone Wiley
Hendrickson  Martin Williams
Hickenlooper Maybank Young

Hill Millikin

Hoey Morse

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. Under the unanimous-consent
agreement, 20 minutes of debate is al-
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lowed on any amendment. No amend-
ment is pending.

Mr. CAIN, Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The Cmier CLERK. At the end of the
joint resolution, it is proposed to insert
the following new section:

Sec. 2. Section 204 (j) (3) of the Housing
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is herehy
amended by inserting, before the period at
the end thereof, a colon and the following:
“Provided further, That as used in this act
the term ‘resolution’ shall not be construed
to be limited to ordinances or other legisla-
tive acts, and any resolution heretofore
adopted by any local governing body is
hereby declared to be effective for the pur-
pose of this section 204 (j) (3) or section
204 (f) (1), whether or not such resolution
was legislative in character; and no suit or
action shall be brought under section 205
of this act, or any other provision of law,
on the basis of any administrative decision
or the decision of any court that the reso-
lution described in this act must be a legis-
lative act.”

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, since April
1949, in approximately 1,000 cities, Fed-
eral rent control has either been termi-
nated or continued to June 30, 1951, by
findings of fact incorporated in resolu-
tions adopted by local governing bodies,
A circuit court of appeals has recently
ruled that a legislative act is required for
a city either to recommend an extension
of 6 months of Federal rent control or
to decontrol. The amendment which I
have offered would do one thing, and
only one thing. It would validate every
action which has been taken by any city
since April 1949, either to extend rent
control or to decontrol. If the Supreme
Court of the United States were to up-
hold the recent circuit court of appeals
decision—I do not think that is likely,
but certainly it is possible—it would
throw before the courts of the land the
property rights and all related questions
of approximately 40,000,000 Americans.
It is my understanding that the distin-
guished senior Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Maveank], the chairman of
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, which favorably reported Senate
Joint Resolution 207, is in support of
the amendment. It is my hope that
every Senator, even though he may de-
cide to vote against Senate Joint Reso-
lution 207 in any form, will support the
amendment,

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
merely wish to state that the explana-
tion of the amendment given by the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Camvl
is absolutely correct. I do not know—
and he has stated that he does not
know—what the Supreme Court will do.
Members of the mayors’ conference
have discussed the subject with both
of us. Both are former mayors of cities.
Eelieving as I do in States’ rights and
rights of cities, I believe we should not
vote against the amendment. Its adop-
tion would leave the question where the
present law leaves it, namely, on the
shoulders of the local government., As
chairman of the committee, I should like
to state that the amendment meets with
the approval of the committee.
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Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, for the
record I offer a resolution adopted by
the National Institute of Municipal Law
Officers on November 29, 1950, at the
national conference in New Orleans, La.,
and I ask that it be printed in the Rec-
orDp at this point.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Whereas Congress has by express direc-
‘tion placed the responsibility for extending
or decontrolling rents in local governing
bodies and expressly directed that the de-
terminations of local governing bodies be
expressed by resolution adopted in accord-
ance with local law applicable to resolutions;
and

Whereas the Housing Expediter has arro-
gated to himself the power to review the
determinations made by local governing
bodies by attacking the character of the
hearings held and the character of the find-
ings made despite the fact that Congress
has not vested in the Expediter any discre-
tion whatever; and

Whereas to bolster his position the Hous-
ing Expediter has stated he had grave doubts
as to whether an ordinance or resolution
is required despite the fact that 1,000 cities
throughout the United States have followed
the mandate of Congress and have ex-
pressed their determination as to rent de-
control or rent control by resolution as spe-
cifically directed by Congress in the Housing
and Rent Act; and

Whereas the action of the Housing Ex-
pediter has resulted in thwarting the will
of Congress and of city councils by casting
doubts as to the validity of their action de-
spite the fact that all these 1,000 cities have
followed the express direction of Congress:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the National Institute of
Municipal Law Officers direct the attention
of the President of the United States and
the Congress to the legal chaos which has
resulted from an erroneous administrative
interpretation of congressional language, the
effect of which is to deprive cities of the
power to make the determination of rent
decontrol or rent continuance in the man-
ner required by Congress; and be it further

Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States be formally requested to reaffirm its
requirements that city councils and not the
Expediter make these rent decontrol or rent
continuance determinations and that Con-
gress reaffirm its intent that adoption of a
resolution according to applicable local law
is full and complete compliance with the
requirements of the Housing and Rent Act
of 1947, as amended, in making the requisite
finding of fact as to rent decontrol and rent-
control continuance, and further that Con-
gress be urged to declare that an ordinance
is not required for such action by sald act.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I wish
to incorporate in the REecorp at this
point the letter of Mr. Paul V. Betters,
executive director of the United States
Conference of Mayors, now meeting in
‘Washington, who told me that he knew
I would never go back on State or city
rights on a short resolution which would
be effective for only 2 months.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the PEcorbp,
as follows:

The decision of the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit on November 24 last has thrown the
whole rent-control situation into confusion,
In splta of the patently clear pl‘OVis‘lﬂDB of
the bill passed earlier this year the Court's
decision in effect holds that all resolutions
adopted by city councils in accordance with
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local law (for either decontrol or continua-
> tipn yp to June 30 next) are invalid. The
court held only ordinances were legal.
Because of the very great possibility that
the United States Supreme Court cannot act
on the appeal before December 31, it would
seem that the only way the situation could
be met would be to add a proviso to Senate
Joint Resolution 207 which is now before
the Senate. I would most strongly urge
that the resolution be amended in line with
the attached memo in order to take care
of this legal situation in which the cities
find themselves as a result of the court of
appeals’ decision.
With best wishes always, I am,
Yours sincerely,
Paun V. BETTERS,
Ezxecutive Director,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Cainl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment 12-6-50-A, which
I filed yesterday.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The LeGISLATIVE CrLERk. At the end
of the joint resolution it is proposed to
insert the following new section:

Sec. 2. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 204
(b) of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended, is amended by striking out “para-
graphs (2) and (3)” and inserting in lieu
thereof “paragraphs (2), (3), and (6).”

(b) Section 204 (b) of such act, as amend-
ed, is further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“(6) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this act, the Housing Expediter shall
promptly make a general adjustment in the
maximum rents for all controlled housing
accommodations so as to provide for fixing
such maximum rents at the rate prevailing
for comparable housing accommodations not
under control, and he shall from time to
time make adjustments for such relevant
factors as he shall determine and deem to be
of general applicability in respect of such
accommodations, including increases or de-
creases in property taxes and other costs
within the defense rental area.”

Mr. FLANDERS. It is proposed also
to amend the title so as to read: “Joint
resolution to continue for a temporary
period certain provisons of the Hous-
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended,
and to provide a more appropriate base
for rental rates under such act.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to modify my amendment by in-
serting additonal language. I shall read
the amendment as I propose to modify
it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would suggest to the Senator from Ver-
mont that the title of the joint resolu-
tion cannot be changed until the joint
resolution is passed. Therefore it can-
not be voted upon as part of the Sen-
ator’s amendment.

Mr. FLANDERS, Very well. Section
6 of my amendment now reads:

(6) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this act, the Housing Expediter shall
promptly make a general adjustment in the
maximum rents for all controlled housing
accommodations so as to provide for fixing
such maximum rents at the—

At this point I propose to insert—

average of the rents prevalling during the
months of April, May, and June 1850, for

" amendment at this time.
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comparable housing accommodations not
under control in the defense rental area, or
in adjacent defense rental areas, or, if such
comparable housing accommodations do not
exist in the defense rental area, or in ad-
jacent defense rental areas, for other com-
parable housing accommodations not under
control—

Section 6 continues—

at the rate prevailing for comparable hous-
ing accommodations not under control, and
he shall from time to time make adjust-
ments for such relevant factors as he shall
determine and deem to be of general ap-
plicability in respect of such accommoda-
tions, Including increases or decreases in
property taxes and other costs within the
defense rental area.

Mr., President, I ask permission to
make the change in my amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Vermont may meodify his
amendment at this time without unani-
mous consent,

Mr. WHERRY., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I understand the
Senator has a right to modify his
As I under-
stand, he is inserting the language which
he read between the article “the” and
the word “act” in line 1 of page 2.

Mr, FLANDERS. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. The rest of the lan-
guage is to remain in the amendment,

Mr. FLANDERS. That is correct.

Briefly I wish to say that the purpose
of my amendment is not to perpetuate
the injustice of having one of the ele-
ments of the cost of living held down
forcibly by the Government. As any-
one can see by looking at page 3 of the
current economic data sheet which was
furnished to all Senators, the Govern-
ment has deliberately, foreibly, and re-
lentlessly raised another element in the
cost of living, namely, that of food. The
question, therefore, arises for our con-
sideration whether the group of people in
our country whose rates have been
forcibly held down is composed of erimi-
nals, people who are beyond the limits
of civilized society, and against whom
every imaginable degree of governmental
coercion is justified.

It would be a calamity, Mr. President,
from the standpoint of justice, if the
rent-control law which Congress in-
tended to liave end on December 31 were
to perpetuate this injustice and be used
as a psychological basis, if not as a legal
basis, for a new rent-control law. The
discrimination and injustice should be
ended now, and that is the purpose of my
amendment,.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
shall not argue with the Senator from
Vermont about the diseriminations and
injustices, because the Senator is gen-
erally correct. But 2 days after the
President had signed the rent-control
bill which Congress passed, the Korean
attack came.

The only statement I have made is
that I do not believe that the Congress
has time, between now and the end of
the present session, to change the law.
‘When the new Congress meets we shall

get busy right away writing a new rent
ill
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The amendment of the Senator from
Vermont provides that from time to time
adjustments shall be made for increases
or decreases in property taxes, among
other things. We all know about taxes.
Many communities have not even set
their taxes for next year. How can ad-
justments be made in rents within a
period of 2 months in communities where
the taxes are not even set?

The Senator may well be correct in
his statement about diseriminations and
injustices, but I do not think they can
be removed by legislating on the floor
of the Senate within the short time
remaining in this session. No one has
greater admiration for my distinguished
friend, who is a member of the com-
mittee, than I have. We had never seen
this amendment until it was offered on
the floor. The Senator has himself mod-
ified his own amendment within the past
5 minutes.

Mr. FLANDERS. I modified it yes-
terday afternoon in my own mind, but
have had an opportunity to present the
modification only in the past 5 minutes.

Mr. MAYBANK. This is the first I
have heard of the proposed amendment.

My good friend knows my affection for
him. I did not know that the amend-
ment was to be offered until he read it
and sent it to the desk. We cannot on
the floor of the Senate at the last min-
ute legislate on the subject in question
by an amendment to an amendment.

I am hopeful that the 60-day exten-
sion will be passed, with the amendment
of the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Ccainl, who is eminently correct in his
desire to protect the cities. But if we
attempt to legislate on the floor of the
Senate at this time as to what rents
everyone shall pay, we shall find that
it cannot be done. There have been
400,000 rental increases granted in the
past 3 months.

Mr. President, I have nothing further
to say.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., MAYBANK, I yield.

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to ask
the Senator from South Carolina
whether he does not feel that we can
at least legislate not to extend an
injustice.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree
with the Senator from Vermont that
we may have extended an injutsice by
placing certain controls on rents, on
automobiles, and on other things. I be-
lieve that we have extended an injustice
by regulation W. The Senator labored
long and hard in the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee last year to write a
price-control bill, which we finally
passed. I agree that there is an in-
justice, but I believe that to correct
the injustice requires hearings in the
new Congress.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr., President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield.

Mr. ROBERTSON, Is it not a fact
that the only basis on which the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee agreed to
prompt action on the joint resolution,
without hearings, was that we did not
prepose to change the existing law, but
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merely extend it for 60 days, to give the
new Congress an opportunity to deal
with the question?

Mr, MAYBANK. And leave it to the
municipalities.

Mr. ROBERTSON. And leave it to
the municipalities.

Mr, MAYBANEK. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAYBANK. 1 yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I concur in what the
Senator from Virginia has said. It has
been my understanding that this was
merely a resolution which would extend
the provisions of the existing law for a
period of 60 days, and that no new issue
should be raised. Many of us feel that
the present law, which is now being ex-
tended for 60 days, will bear improve-
ment and amendments, but this certainly
is not the time to propose or debate
ia.amendments or changes in the existing

W.

Mr. MAYBANK. I may say to the
distinguished Senator from New York
that we should write a new law, based
upon the defense requirements of the
country and upon the needs of the wives
and families of soldiers and sailors who
are being taken. But we cannot do that
here this afternoon.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, how
much time is left for the proponents of
the amendment

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six
minutes.

Mr. WHERRY. How much time is
left on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina has 5 min-
utes and the Senator from Vermont has
6 minutes.

Mr., MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, when rent
control was extended earlier this year, I
was one of those who wanted to provide
that we would not extend any rent con-
trols unless the cities themselves express-
1y asked for such controls immediately.

However, what do we face now? We
face a situation in which every family in
America finds the price of food con-
stantly rising, The price of clothing is
running away; indeed, the price of al-
most everything is rapidly rising. Dur=
ing the past week the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee had before it nominees
of the President to deal with price-con-
trol problems, Those nominees testified
that it was almost impossible to do any=-
thing effective about runaway prices
until the authorities can get the kind of
help they need. It was said that tens of
thousands of employees will be needed
before anything can be done effectively.

Rents represent one of the major items
of cost to the average family. We now
have it under control. If this item gets
out from under control, prices will start
going up in this item also, adding an-
other great force to the inflationary
spiral.

Mr. MAYBANE. If any community in
America wants fo get out from under
control, it can do so by resolution of the
city council.
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Mr. LONG. That is true at the pres-
ent time, under the present law. The
amendment made last year permits any
city which wishes to remove rent controls
to remove them. It seems to me that if
we are to kill rent control, we ought to
do it directly, and not by means of an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
which would kill it. This amendment
would mean that rents on all controlled
housing would be raised to the level of
rents on housing which is not controlled.
No one knows what it would mean to the
people who are benefited by rent control
at the present time. The theory of the
joint resolution is that we ought to con-
tinue rent control until the new Congress
has an opportunity to act. I believe that
we ought to pass a measure which will
do that, and not one which will kill rent
confrol by means of subterfuge.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it would
be very unfair to the committee to adopt
amendments of this nature because it
was well understood by both parties on
the committee that we were extending
the law as is. No fight was made on the
joint resolution and no suggestion was
made in committee for any kind of an
amendment. I thought it was well un-
derstood that that was the only purpose.

I have not had the opportunity to
study the amendment, and in principle
it may be all right. However, I must
vote against it on the grounds stated.
When we come to write a new law, I am
sure that this amendment will receive
serious consideration. But I cannot vote
for it under the circumstances which
exist today, in view of the way in which
the joint resolution was reported from
the committee,

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, in
closing I wish to say only that I thor-
oughly agree with the thoughts and
ideas of the Senator from Vermont.
However, the amendment was not offered
in committee. What we were consider-
ing in committee was a simple extension.
If we adopt this amendment, probably
other amendments will be adopted. I
am hopeful that in the war emergency
we can pass merely a 2 months’ exten-
sion, based upon the rights of the mu-
nicipalities, by resolution or ordinance,
to do away with rent control or to.con-
tinue it, as suggested by the amendment
of the Senator from Washington, which
was adopted by a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
lSci.;tiator from Vermont has 6 minutes

elt. .
Mr. FLANDERS. I yield 4 of the 6

-minutes to the senior Senator from

Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized for
4 minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, we
ought not to extend rent control unless
our Government is going to control all
prices and wages, for the simple reason *
that it is unfair and unjust to a great
percentage of our people; and secondly,
because this Congress promised, when
we passed the last rent-control bill and
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gave the municipalities the right to ex-
tend it for 6 months, that it would die
at the end of that time.

If we are to control prices and wages,
and have general mobilization, we ought
to have rent control. Otherwise, we
ought not to have it. I shall vote for this
amendment because I think it is a good
amendment, in that it will permit some
adjustments in rents over the next 60
days, if the joint resolution is passed. I
am confident that at the end of 60 days
a proposal will be made to extend rent
control again, without price and wage
controls,. I am thoroughly convinced
that if and when we do have price and
wage controls, we must have rent con-
trols. We must write a completely new
rent-control law, based upon the reali-
ties of 1950 rather than the realities of
1940, because the present rent-control
law, as Senators know, is based upon
rentals existing back to 1940, or 10 years
ago. They are unrealistic in the light of
the increase in all costs, and the increase
in wages during the past 10 years.

Therefore, I shall vote to permit the
law to die on December 31. I shall vote
for the amendment, If and when our
Government invokes over-all price con-
trols and rent controls, then I shall be
the first to suggest that the Committee
on Banking and Currency sit night and
day and write a new rent-control bill
based upon realities, and one that will
be fair to the property owners of the
Nation.

Mr. President, if the joint resolution
is to become law and we extend the rent-
control law I think the amendment
should be adopted, because it will permit
the Administrator of Rents to make
some much-needed adjustments during
the next 60 days.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr, President, I be-
lieve I have 2 minutes remaining.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. FLANDERS. I wassomewhat dis-
turbed, Mr. President, when the junior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]
indicated that I might be transgressing
some tacit understanding. It is my rec-
ollection that I voted against the joint
resolution in the committee. If I am
wrong in that I should be glad to be set
right. Having voted against it, my pres-
ent sifuation is that I would vote for it
if the amendment were accepted, so that
the jeint resolution would gain ‘a vote
thereby. I do not know whether that
releases me from the tacit understand-
ing, which was not clear in my mind, but
nevertheless may have existed.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, FLANDERS. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I recall, the
Senator from Vermont was not present
when the committee voted favorably to
report the joint resolution. He must
have registered his vote by telephone. I
do not think he was present when the
joint resolution was voted upon in com-
mittee. The members present, except
for one member who voted against the
joint resolution, said, “Well, this is just
an extension.” I myself would not have
voted to report the joint resolution if
there were going tn be changes made in
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the law, because I could not tell the sig-
nificance of those changes. We had no
hearings at which persons who were ac~
tually affected testified. We heard no
one other than the Administrator.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
agree completely with the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. CapEaarT] that rent con-
trol must be a part of any general price
control, and that we must address our-
selves to it when that occurs. To my
mind, no reason has been shown for ex-
tending this one of the price controls be-
yond the present date. There is every
reason, from my standpoint, for not even
by inference extending the injustice into
the period when the new law is under
consideration. I therefore ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time on
the amendment has expired. The yeas
and nays have been requested.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Texas [Mr., Con-
NaLLyl, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEeorGel, and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typings] are unavoidably de-
tained on officia! business.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EasTranD] is absent because of illness in
his family.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GRrEEN] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, having been ap-
pointed a delegate from the Senate to
attend the meeting of the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association in Australia.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumpHREY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN=-
soN] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr,
SparxMAN] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business as a represenfa-
tive of the United States to the fifth
session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BEnTON], the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. EastrLanDp], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Greex], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], and
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Ty¥p-
mes] would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr, FEr-
cuson] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, having been ap-
pointed as a delegate from the Senate to
attend the meeting of the Common-
wealth Parliamentary Association in
Australia,

The Senator from Indiana [Mr, JEN-
NER] is unavoidably detained.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son] is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business and is paired with the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Torey]l, who is absent by leave of the
Senate on official business of the Com-
miftee on Small Business. If present
and voting, the Senator from Kansas
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “nay."”
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The Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanpENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The result was announced—yeas 29,
nays 53, as follows:

YEAS—29
Brewster Gurney Schoeppel
Bricker Hendrickson  Smith, N.J
Bridges Hickenlooper t
Butler Kem Thye
Cain Knowland ‘Watkinsg
Capehart McCarthy Wherry
Donnell Malone Wiley
Dworshak Martin Williams
Ecton Mundt Young
Flanders Nixon

NAYS—53
Alken Johnson, Tex. Millikin
Anderson Johnston, 8. C. Morse
Byrd Kefauver Murray
Chapman Kerr Myers
Chavez Kilgore Neely
Clements Langer O’Conor
Cordon Leahy O'Mahoney
Douglas Lehman Pepper
Ellender Lodge Robertson
Frear Long Russell
Fulbright Lucas Saltonstall
Gillette McCarran Smith, Maine
Hayden MecClellan Smith, N. C,
Hill McFarland Stennis
Hoey McKellar Taylor
Holland McMahon Thomas, Okla.
Hunt Magnuson Thomas, Utah
Ives Maybank

NOT VOTING—14

Benton George Sparkman
Carlson Green Tobey
Connaliy Humphrey Tydings
Eastiand Jenner Vandenberg
Ferguson Johnson, Colo,

So Mr. FLanDERs’ amendment, as mod-
ified, was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Are there
further amendments to be offered to the
joint resolution? If not, the question is
on the third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 207)
was ordered to a third reading, and read
the third time.

Mr. WILLIAMS subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have inserted in the body of the Recorp,
immediately preceding the final vote on
the rent control joint resolution, a brief
statement.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

I have repeatedly taken the position that
rent control at a national level in times of
peace is unnecessary, and with that thought
in mind one of my first acts upon being
elected to the United States Senate was to
introduce a bill which would confer upon the
States and local communities the responsi=
bility of enacting and administering what-
ever controls over rents they felt were neces=-
sary.

Supporting that position I have consist-
ently voted against rent confrols at a na-
tional level and supported that position in
the existing law which did confer upon the
States and local communities the responsi-
bility to provide for whatever control they
felt necessary; and in the event they did not
want rent controls, to give them the author-
ity to decontrol their areas. "

I am still supporting that position of ad-
ministration at a State and local level; how-
ever, we are now confronted with this po-
sition—

Several of our States’ legislatures, including
the legislature of my own State, not fore-
seeing the outbreak of another war, failed to
take any action conferring upon the local
governments the authority to either extend
or reject rent controls.
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In practically every State in the Union
the State legislatures are scheduled to con-
vene after the first of January, at which time
they will have a chance to review the ques-
tion of whether or not rent controls in those
States are needed in the face of war con-
ditions, and if needed, to enact the necessary
legislation,

It is true that under the existing law, even
without this resolution, the local communi-
ties do have the remainder of the month of
December to pass resolutions extending or
rejecting rent controls; however, there are
situations similar to one which exists in
my State in which the county and certain
local governments are not incorporated and
therefore do not have the necessary author-
ity to pass such resolutions without the en-
actment of the enabling legislation by the
State legislature, which does not meet until
after January 1, 1951.

Bince these State governments have not
had a chance to pass upon this question
since the outbreak of the Eorean War, I am
going to vote for the resolution which ex-
tends to February 28, 1951, the period under
which these State and local governments can
decide what they need.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is, Shall the joint resolution pass? The
yeas and nays have already been ordered;
therefore the Secretary will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Mississippl [Mr.
EastranD] is absent because of illness in
his family.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr,
Georce] and the Senator from Maryland
[Mr, TypinGs] are unavoidably detained
on official business.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GREEN] is absent by leave of the Senate

on official business, having been appoint- -

ed a delegate from the Senate to attend
the meeting of the Commonwealth Par-
liamentary Association in Australia.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumpHaREY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
son] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Seargman] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on cfficial business as a representative
of the United States to the fifth session
of the General Assembly of the United
Nations,

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BEnTON], th~ Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. EasTLAND], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. GrReen], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TyD-
mwes] would voute “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU=-
son] is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business, having been appointed
as a delegate from the Senate to attend
the meeting of the Commonwealth Par-
liamentary Association in Australia,

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER] is unavoidably detained.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL=-
son] is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business and is paired with the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Toeey] who is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business of the Commit-
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tee on Small Business. If present and
voting, the Senator from Kansas would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from New
Hampshire would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Michigan [Mr,
VanpENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 28, as follows:

YEAS—56
Alken Eefauver Neely
Anderson Eerr O’'Conor
Chapman Klilgore O'Mahoney
Chavez Langer Pepper
Clements Leahy Ro
Douglas Lehman Russell
Ellender Lodge Saltonstall
Frear Long Smith, Maine
Fulbright Lucas Smith, N. J.
Gillette MeCarran Smith, N. C.
Hayden McCarthy Stennis
Hendrickson McClellan Taylor
Hin McFarland Thomas, Okla.
Hoey McKellar Thomas, Utah
Holland McMahon Thye
Hunt Magnuson Wiley
Ives Maybank Williams
Johnson, Tex. Murray
Johnston, 8. C. Myers

NAYS—28
Brewster Dworshak Morse
Bricker Ecton Mundt
Bridges Flanders Nixon
Butler Gurney Bchoeppel
Byrd Hickenlooper Taft
Cain Eem Watkins
Capehart Enowland Wherry
Connally Malone Young
Cordon Martin
Donnell Millikin

NOT VOTING—I13

Benton Green Tobey
Carlson Humphrey Tydings
Eastland Jenner Vandenberg
Ferguson Johnson, Colo.
George Sparkman

So the joint resolution (8. J, Res. 207)
was passed.

AMENDMENT OF RAILWAY LABOR ACT

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I now
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 2263, Senate
bill 3295, a bill to amend the Railway
Labor Act, and so forth.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be read by title.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 3295) to
amend the Railway Labor Act and to
authorize agreements providing for
union membership and agreements for
deductions from the wages cf carriers’
employees for certain purposes and under
certain conditions.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Illinois,

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare with
amendments.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, this bill
was considered by the Senate just prior
to the adjournment in September. At
that time the able Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Hiur]l attempted to convince the
Senate that the bill should pass; but, be-
cause of the lack of time and the contro-
versial nature of the measure at that mo-
ment, it was impossible for us to finish
consideration of the bill and at the same
time to adjourn on the day we did.

This is an important measure. If is
my understanding that now most of the
difficulties which, before the adjourn-
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ment, existed between the various labor
organizations, have more or less been
resolved. So I hope we shall be able to
conclude action on the bill this after-
noon. We have been a long time reach-
ing action on it. I am very happy that
the bill is now before the Senate. I may
say that it will remain before the Senate
until we complete action on it.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. What is the best judg-
ment of the majority leader as to
whether there will be a vote on the bill
this afternoon? I ask that question for
the reason that one or two Senators
have called me, stating that they would
like to say a word or two about the bill,
but that they would prefer to do so to-
morrow, rather than today. However,
I am not trying to hold up consideration
of the bill.

Mr. LUCAS. I hope the Senator will
not do so, because he knows very well the
difficulty ,.we have had in attempting to
reach a vote on the bill.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. If Senators who desire
to discuss this question continue with the
discussion until 5 or 6 o’clock today, then
of course we shall not reach a vote on
the bill until tomorrow. However, if
debate lags this afternoon, we shall vote
on the bill today. We do not wish to
have unnecessary delay.

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to cooperate
with the Senator, of course. I have done
my best to accommodate all Senators.
However, if debate on the bill continues
until 5 or 6 o'clock this afternoon and if
at that time several Senators still desire
to speak on the bill, I understand that
the bill may go over until tomorrow for
further debate and for the vote.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Illinoeis yield to the Senator
from Indiana?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, I am
speaking in behalf of my colleague [Mr.
JENNER], who is absent from the Senate,
and who will possibly return tomorrow.
He has an amendment which he wishes
to offer to the bill and which he wanted
me to call to the attention of the Senate,
It is an anti-discrimination amendment.
He has asked that, if possible, the bill go
over until such time as he can offer the
amendment, either tomorrow or Monday.
Because of his inability to present it him-
self, he has requested that I offer the
amendment in his behalf.

Mr. LUCAS. I am very glad the Sen-
ator made the last statement. The Sen-
ator from Indiana well knows that the
railroad bill has been before the Senate
ever since Congress resumed its session
on November 27, and the junior Senator
from Indiana has not been present at any
time. I do not believe that it is advisable
to postpone the bill any longer. We have
attempted to get in touch with him, as
the senior Senator from Indiana well
knows, and to advise him of this action.
I am sure the senior Senator from In-

.diana will do a job on the amendment

that will be equal to anything the junior
Senator could do.
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I desire it under-
stood that I am only extending a cour=-
tesy to my colleague, who is unavoidably
detained.

Mr. LUCAS. I understand that. I
think the Senator will appreciate my
position, also.

Mr. CAPEHART. Then, the Senator’s
position is that the bill cannot go over
even until tomorrow, is that correct?

Mr., LUCAS. I may say that if some
Senator desires to talk from now until
6 o’clock, whether on the amendment
or on something else, obviously I am not
going to hold the Senate here to get a
vote on it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Would it be possi-
ble to get a unanimous consent to vote
say Monday at a certain hour?

Mr. LUCAS. No; I do not want to
enter into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment. Let us simply let nature take its
course on this bill. I think there will
be plenty of debate on it.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Isthe majority leader
prepared at this time to give us an idea
of what may be proposed for considera-
tion following disposition of the so-
called railway labor bill? I am not try-
ing to push the Senator, but to get infor-
mation for all who are interested.

Mr. LUCAS. I had thought there
might be some matter reported to the
Senate by the Committee on Foreign
Relations, dealing with aid to Yugo-
slavia, May I inquire of the distin-
guished Seznator from Texas [Mr. CoN-
NALLY] whether the Committee on For-
eign Relations has reported any meas-
ures dealing with the present world
emergency which should be taken up
tomorrow? I was of the impression the
committee was considering aid to Yugo-
slavia.

Mr. CONNALLY. We have reported
one bill, which is ready for action.

Mr. LUCAS. Has it been reported, so
we may take it up tomorrow?

Mr. CONNALLY. It has been re-
ported.

Mr. LUCAS. May I inquire what the
bill is?

Mr. CONNALLY. It is a bill to allow
an appropriation of $38,000,000 for re-
lief to Yugoslavia, because of the ex-
treme drought in that area.

Mr. LUCAS. Would the Senator be
in a position to take that up tomorrow?

Mr. CONNALLY., Yes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will state that the bill has not yet been
reported from the committee.

Mr. LUCAS. That was my inquiry.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am informed by
the clerk that the bill is here.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The committee
voted yesterday to report it.

The VICE PRESIDENT, It has not
been actually reported.

Mr. LUCAS. I assume it can be re-
ported this afternoon, undoubtedly.

Mr, CONNALLY. That is correct.

Mr. LUCAS. And if it is reported this .

afternoon, we shall be in position to take
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it up tomorrow.
we shall consider,

Mr. WHERRY.
leader.

EMERGENCY RELIEF ASSISTANCE TO
YUGOSLAVIA—REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

Subsequently, Mr. CONNALLY said:

Mr. President, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, I report an original
bill (S. 4234) to promote the foreign pol-
icy and provide for the defense and gen-
eral welfare of the United States by fur-
nishing emergency relief assistance to
Yugoslavia, and I submit a report (No.
2588) thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the hill will be
placed on the Calendar.

The bill (S. 4234) to promote the for-
eign policy and provide for the defense
and general welfare of the United States
by furnishing emergency relief assist-
ance to Yugoslavia, reported by Mr.
ConnaLLy from the Committee on For-
eign Relations, was read twice by its
title, and ordered to be placed on the
Calendar.

EXECUTIVE BUSINESS—CONFIRMATION
OF PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMED SERV-
ICES

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as in
executive session, I desire to make a re-
quest for the consideration of the major-
ity leader. I should like to make a
unanimous-consent request that I be al-
lowed, in behalf of the Armed Services
Committee, to submit a unanimous re-
port on certain nominations involving
promotions in the Military Establish-
ment. We passed upon these nomina-
tions within the committee, and we
should like to have them confirmed this
afternoon, in order to save the printing
expense of some $250, which it would
cost to have them printed in the Execu-
tive Calendar.

Mr, LUCAS. Are these routine pro-
motions?

Mr. MORSE. They are all routine
promotions, and reported by a unani-
mous vote of the committee.

Mr. LUCAS. I have no objection, so
far as I am.concerned.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, as I under-
stand the Senator is asking the request
as in executive session. Is that correct?

Mr. MORSE. _ Mr. President, I ask as
in executive session that the Senate, by
unanimous consent, confirm the nomi-
nations which the Armed Services Com-
mittee reports today, in respect to pro-
motions of officers within the Military
Establishment,

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there
objection?

Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right to
object, I desire to ask one or two ques-
tions. I understood the Senator from
Oregon to state that the nominations
were unanimously reported, and that
they are all routine and all military pro-
motions. Is that correct?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. They
are all routine and they are all military.

Mr. WHERRY. Are there any civil-
ians in the list?

Mr, MORSE. No; they are all military,

That is the measure

I thank the majority
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Mr. WHERRY. And is this request
made merely ‘n an effort to save print-
ing expense?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

Mr. LANGER, Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object, is the report of
the Committee on Armed Services made
by unanimous vote of the committee?

Mr. MORSE. It was unanimous, on
both sides of the committee.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MORSE. I y:ield.

Mr. McCARRAN. I could not dis-
tinctly hear what the Senator said. Does
the request involve the nomination of an
assistant to the Secretary of Defense?

Mr. MORSE. No; it does not. It in-
volves, I may say to the Senator from
Nevada, only military promotions of
officer personnel.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request? The Chair hears
none. Without objection, the nomina-
tions are confirmed en bloc.

AMENDMENT OF RAILWAY LABOR ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3295) to amend the Rail-
way Labor Act and to authorize agree-
ments providing for union membership
and agreements for deductions from the
wages of carriers’ employees for certain
purposes and under certain conditions,

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, the Senate
will recall that on September 23, the last
day of the session before the Senate ad-
journed until November 27, the Senator
from Alabama occupied the floor of the
Senate and sought to give an explanation
of the pending bill and the reasons why
it should be passed. I do not know that
it is necessary for me to reiterate what
was said on that day. Senators will re-
call that this is permissive legislation,
which simply permits railway manage-
ment and railway labor, if they see fit, to
enter into collective-bargaining agree-
ments to provide for the union shop:
that is, to provide that after a person
has been employed by the railway for 60
days he shall then become a member of
the union, provided, as I say, that such
agreement has been arrived at and
agreed upon as a result of a free collec-
tive-bargaining process.

It also provides that if the agreement
is entered into, there may be a check-off
provided the individual employee himself
gives his consent in writing for the
check-off, and the employee has a right
at the end of 1 year’s time, or at the ter-
mination of the particular agreement, to
withdraw his consent to any check-off.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield to the Sen-
ator from Nevada?

Mr. HILL, I yield. i

Mr. McCARRAN. I desire to ask a
question for the reason that I was instru-
mental in holding the bill over during the
session. I did so because of the lack of
accord among the respective railroad
brotherhoods. I understand there is
now a somewhat different situation. I
also understand that there is an amend-
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ment, which has been agreed upon. Am
I correct about that?

Mr. HILL. I may say to the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada that the
committee itself offered an amendment
to the bill to provide that no railway
employee could be required to belong to
more than one union. Three or four of
the railway brotherhoods were entirely
satisfied with the amendment as pro-
posed by the committee, and they did not
favor passage of the bill when it was
under consideration on September 23.
Since that time the railway brother-
hoods—at least 21 of the 22—have agreed
on language which carries out the intent
of the committee itself—that no railway
employee should have to belong to more
than one union. The amendment has
been agreed upon by all the railway
brotherhoods except one. That one is
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-
neers, and they find themselves in the
position that, because of past action of
some convention, they cannot agree.
However, they are not in opposition to
the bill at this time, if the amendment is
adopted.

I may say to the distinguished Senator
that the amendment is agreed to by the
railway brotherhoods, the operating
unions and the nonoperating unions,
and it will be offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio and myself
at the proper time. AsI say, the amend-
ment carries out what was intended by
the committee in the first instance, in
offering the committee amendment.

Mr. McCARRAN. As I understand, it
is not a part of the bill as the Senator is
now discussing it. Is that correct?

Mr. HILL. That is correct, but we are
going to ask that it be incorporated into
the bill. If the Senator will permit, I
was about to read a letter which yester-
day was addressed to the distinguished
chairman of the committee, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. THoMAs], by the rail-
road brotherhoods, who were not in favor
of the bill when it was under considera-
tion on September 23. The letter is un-
der date of December 6, and reads as
follows:

Senator ELBERT THOMAS,
Chairman, Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnATOR THOMAS: Please refer to
previous communications from the under-
signed railway labor organizations expressing
opposition to the passage of Senate 3295,
the so-called railroad union shop bill. If
the attached proposed amendment—

That is the amendment which the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio and I
shall offer—

If the attached proposed amendment is
incorporated in the bill, the undersigned
organizations are in favor of the enactment
of 8. 3205 and urge its adoption.

We understand that the railway labor
organizations who have been urging the
adoption of this bill also support this amend-
ment,

Mr. President, parenthetically I may
state that that is correct. Some 18 or-
ganizations which were urging the pas-
sage of the bill when it was before the
Senate are agreeable to the amendment,
and they would favor the hill with the
amendment.
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, I do
not wish to interrupt the "Senator too
much. Will he yield to me for a ques-
tion?

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, I should
first like to read the names which ap-
pear on the letter. They are:

Jonas A. McBride, vice president, national
legislative representative, Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen; W. D.
Johnson, vice president, national legislative
representative, Order of Rallway Conductors;
Harry See, national legislative representative,
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

That means, Mr. President, that all
the railroad organizations are now sup-
porting and urging the passage of the
bill and the amendment. The amend-
ment carries out the intent of the com-
mittee amendment. The amendment
before us simply spells out the purposes
in greater detail. The only ones who are
not urging the passage of the bhill are
the members of the Brotherhood of Lo-
comotive Engineers. They are not op-
posing it. The chief of the brotherhood
feels that in view of past action he is
not now in a position to endorse the bill.
However, he is not opposed to its pas-
sage.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. Certainly.

Mr., McCARRAN. Does the Senator
know what the attitude of the railroads
is with reference to the proposed legis-
lation? Is the Senator in a position to
advise me n that respect?

Mr, HILL. So far as I know, there has
bheen no concerted opposition registered
on the part of the railroads.

Mr. McCARRAN. There was such op-
position previously.

Mr. HILL. The chairman of the com-
mittee is present.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I believe at

the hearings the railway management
pretty generally were not in favor of the
bill. Whether they are opposing it, I
do not know.

Mr. McCARRAN. They were oppos-
ing it before Congress adjourned in Sep-
tember.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I think they
were.

Mr. McCARRAN. They were very
ardent in their opposition.

Mr, HILL. I was not a member of the
subcommittee, and I did not hear the
witnesses testify; I was not present at
the hearing. But I think the chairman
is correct and the Senator from Nevada
is correct.

(At this point Mr. Hivy yielded to Mr.
CapremART for the purpose of making an
insertion in the REcorp, which was or-
dered to be printed at the conclusion of
the speech of Mr. HiLL,)

Mr. HILL. I do not wish to delay the
Senate any further except to say that
the bill comes to the Senate with the
unanimous favorable report of the mem-
bers of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. All members of the
committee support the bill and favor the
amendments. The bill would grant to
employees in the railroad indusfry a
right which parallels a right already
granted to employees in other industries
under the Taft-Hartley law.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield to my
distinguished colleague from Florida.

Mr., HOLLAND. Is it not correct to
say that the Taft-Hartley law includes
a provision that nothing in that law shall
be construed as authorizing the execu-
tion or application of agreements requir-
ing membership in a labor organization
as a condition of employment in any
State or Territory in which such execu-
tion or application is prohibited by State
or Territorial law, whereas such a pro-
vision is not included in the bill which is
now before us? ;

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
The reason such a provision was not in-
cluded in the bill is simply that it was the
feeling of the committee that the railway
industry falls squarely within interstate
commerce. If there is one industry
which falls squarely in the interstate
commerce category, a field in which the
Federal Government has the right and
perhaps the duty to exercise jurisdiction,
a right, which the States themselves
have conferred on the Federal Govern-
ment, it is the railway industry,

The Railway Labor Act now requires
that the bargaining unit in matters af-
fecting the relations between manage-
ment and labor shall be a unit covering
the entire railroad system. In other
words, under the present law which we
are now endeavoring to amend, it is im-
possible to have a bargaining unit for
Florida, for example, and another bar-
gaining unit for Georgia. It is neces-
sary to have one bargaining unit for the
whole railroad system involved in a par-
ticular question under consideration.

Mr. HBOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr, HILL. I am glad to yield further
to my friend from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not correct to
say that the whole basis for the juris-
diction of the Taft-Hartley law and of
the Wagner Act, which preceded it, is
that it is predicated purely and simply
upon its application to interstate com-
merce and that it is not applicable except
to interstate commerce?

Mr. HILL. Of course it is predicated
on interstate commerce. However, the
Senator from Florida well recognizes the
fact that the problems of some industries
may fall to some extent within the juris-
diction of the Interstate Commerce Act
and other problems which may not in
any way involve interstate commerce.
Here we have an industry which with
very few exceptions operates entirely in
interstate commerce. I know of no
railroad or airline in my own State, for
example, which does not cross State lines
or does not operate in interstate com-
merce. In other words, the operation is
all in interstate commerce. I under-
stand that the Senator from Florida has
in mind a railroad in his State which op-
erates wholly within his State. I believe
I have traveled on the railroad. How-
ever, I think he will find that to be an
exception rather than the rule.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. DOUGLAS, and
Mr. PEPPER addressed the Chair,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield; if so,
to whom?

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to pur-
sue my questioning a little further, if I
may.

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield further
to my good friend from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is the railroad in-
dustry any more in interstate commerce
than the telephone industry, the tele-
graph industry, or the motortruck in-
dustry, none of which are covered by the
provisions of the pending bill, and all

* of which are covered by the provisions
of th> Taft-Hartley law with respect to
provisions of State laws relating to anti-
closed-shop laws?

Mr. HILL. The pending bill deals with
personnel. It deals with the relationship
between management and labor. So far
as personnel is concerned, railroads are
much more engaged in interstate com-
merce than are telegraph or telephone
companies. When we pick up the tele-
phone in Washington to make a call to
Florida it does not involve any personnel
moving out of the District of Columbia
and going to Florida or to any other
State. It does not involve any personnel
crossing State lines. However, when a
railroad train moves out of Washington
on the way to Florida, personnel does
cross State lines.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one more question?

Mr, HILL, I am glad to yield further
to my friend from Florida. Then I shall
yield to my good friend from Illinois.

Mr. HOLLAND, While the remarks
of the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama are, of course, correct when ap-
plied to the members of the operating
brotherhoods, is it not also correct to
say that the urge for the passage of the
bill has not come from such brother-
hoods, but has come from brotherhoods
which have to do with clerical duties,
repair, construction, maintenance, and
similar personnel, which do not actually
cross State lines in the performance of
their duties?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Senator
wants to know whether the urge for the
passage of the bill does not come from
the nonoperating brotherhoods, rather
than from the operating brotherhoods.
I have just read a letter from the rep-
resentatives of the operating brother-
hoods which contains this language:

The undersigned organizations are in favor

of the enactment of 5. 3205 and urge its
adoption.

That is the urge. It is right there. I
nog yield to my good friend from Illi-
nois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not correct to
say that some 40 years ago a similar
question developed with respect to rail-
road rates? At that time there was reg-
ulation of rates by some of the States
and regulation of rates by the Interstate
Commerce Commission. Is it not true
that in the case of the Minnesota rate
cases the Supreme Court, in one of its
most conservative periods, namely,
around 1910, held that the regulation of
railroad rates was not a matter of State
concern but a matter of Federal concern,
and that rulings of the Interstate Com-
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merce Commission superseded rulings of
State regulatory bodies?

Mr., HILL., My information is that
the Senator from Illinois is correct in
his statement. That was 40 years ago.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield.

Mr., DOUGLAS. It was at a time
when the definition of interstate com-
merce was very much restricted.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.

Mr,. DOUGLAS. In the opinion of the
United States Supreme Court Federal
regulation superseded State regulation
in the matter of rates. Would it not
also be true that today the Supreme
Court and the weight of legal opinion
would hold that Federal regulation of
labor relations should supersede State
regulation?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
The bill and the amendments come to
us with the unanimous support of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.
The provisions of the bill are merely
permissive. They do not require any
railroad or labor organization to sign a
contract. It makes it permissive for
management and labor to sit around the
bargaining table and,’if they can work
out an agreement, it is lawful for them
to enter into it. The bill now has the
support of the operating Brotherhoods,
as well as the support of the nonoperat-
ing Brotherhoods,

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. FEPPER. Let us assume—I think
it is undisputed—that in the field of
interstate commerce the Congress has
power to exercise preeminent authority
and judgment. Then it becomes a ques-
tion as to whether Congress thinks it is
wise, in a matter such as this, to let the
Federal authority be preeminent, and to
make it clear, under the Federal author-
ity, that this power may be exercised by
management and labor. The able Sen-
ator from Alabama feels that in relation
to the railroads a clear case is made out
for the reason he has indicated, that
Congress should exercise its authority
to make Federal legislation on this sub-
ject indisputably preeminent.

Mr, HILL. Not only has the Senator
from Florida stated the views of the
Senator from Alabama, but I believe that
the Senator from Florida, as a member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, will agree that he has stated
the views of the committee in this par-
ticular.

Mr. President, unless there is some
further question, that is all I have to say.

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? .

Mr, HILL. I yield,

Mr. WILEY. I was interested in one
phase of the question. I have been in
contact with a number of laboring men.
I talked with many of them during my
campaign., I should like to know what
the Senator’s statement was in relation
to the check-off, and whether that is
compulsory. Some laboring men who
have spoken to me, men who are good
union members, have stated they do not
like the system very well, The Senator
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said something to the effect that they
must indicate in writing their choice, or
their willingness or desire.

Mr. HILL, Let me read the language
of the committee amendment which we
shall submit. It provides for check-offs
for dues, initiation fees, and assessments,
not including fines and penalties. In
other words, if some member violates a
rule and a fine is imposed, the check-off
does not apply. It applies only to nor-
mal dues and assessments. Then there
is the following proviso:

Provided, That no such agreement shall be
effective with respect to any individual em-
ployee until he shall have furnished the
employer with a written assignment to the
labor organization of such membership dues,
initiation fees, and assessments, which shall
be revocable in writing after the expiration
of 1 year or upon the termination date of
the applicable collective agreement, which-
ever occurs sooner.

In other words, before a single penny
can be deducted from the salary of the
individual employee for the normal dues
or assessments, he must give a written
assignment to the company, so that it
can pay that money to the union, Then
he has the right, within a year, to re-
voke that assignment if he does not like
the way it works, or if he wants to put
an end to the deduction.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I should like to ask one
further question, in connection with the
subject of collective bargaining. My un-
derstanding of the Taft-Hartley law pro-
vision is that the local union is prac-
tically autonomous. It may, of course,
receive the benefit of the strength of the
international organization, but if it de-
sires to do so it can exercise practically
autonomous power,

Mr. HILL. The Railway Labor Act,
which is the basic act which we are
now seeking to amend, provides that the
bargaining unit in all labor-management
relations shall be a system-wide union.
In other words, for example, on the Chi-
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railroad,
the unit would have to be for the entire
Milwaukee system. The law requires
that today. We are not touching that
provision. The law as now written pro-
vides for that. .

The Senator may recall that the origi-
nal act was passed by Congress in 1926.
Important amendments were made in
1934, The law as it is now written, and
as it has been written for a nurber of
years, requires that the collective-bar-
gaining unit shall be system-wide, to rep-
resent the particular craft or particular
class of the entire railway system.

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, I should
like to ask one further question. I notice
that the Senator said that the bill had
the endorsement of the large labor or-
ganizations. I am wondering if that is
indicated by the signatures of the offi-
cials, or whether there is any evidence to
substantiate that fact by showing that
in convention a large group of the organ-
ization indicated their desire in the mat-
ter, Too often we find that officials ar-
rogate to themselves the right to speak
when they have not consulted their
members,
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Mr. HILL. I appreciate the Senator’s
point. There are 22 of these organiza-
tions. I am not sure that I can give
the Senator offhand the answer to his
question. As I remember, the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr,
DonneLr] went into that question rather
fully before the committee. The fol-
lowing is from the statement of Mr.
George M. Harrison, grand president of
the Brotherhood of Railway and Steam-
ship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express
and Station Employees. Mr. Harrison
says:

During the course of my testimony on May
1, Senator DoNNELL requested that I furnish
information as to what if any action was
taken by the various railway labor organi-
gations in connection with their approval of
legislation to remove the prohibition against
the union shop now contained in the Railway
Labor Act.

Pursuant to the request of Senator Down=
NELL, I communicated with each of the or-
ganizations affiliated with Railway Execu-
tives' Assocliation and submit herewith the
results of that investigation.

‘On May 8, 1950, the Order of Rallway
Conductors of America, at its convention in
Chicago, 11, voted unanimously to approve
action by that organization designed to re-
move the prohibitions against the union
shop from the Rallway Labor Act.

The Order of Rallroad Telegraphers, at its
convention held in Tampa, Fla., on June
20, 1949, unanimously approved a resolution
authorizing a movement to seek the union
shop in the railroad industry.

I was advised by the Switchmen’'s Union
of North America that that organization
has taken no formal action by convention on
this subject.

The Railway Employees' Department, AFL,
through which collective bargaining is car-
ried on in the railroad industry by the In-
ternational Assoclation of Machinists, Inter=
national Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron
Ship Bullders & Helpers of America, Inter-
national Brotherhood of Blacksmiths, Drop
Forgers, and Helpers, Sheet Metal Workers’
International Assoclation, International
Erotherhood of Electrical Workers, Brother-
hood Railway Carmen of America, and In-
ternational Brotherhood of Firemen & Ollers
held a meeting in Chicago, Ill, on April 3
and 4, 1850, This meeting was attended by
419 general chairmen, representing some
300,000 shop-craft employees in all of the
crafts or classes represented by the organiza-
tions afiiliated with the Railway Employees’
Department on virtually all rallroads of the
United States. At this meeting the question
of removing the prohibition against the
union shop from the Railway Labor Act was
discussed, and the assembled meeting unani-
mously approved the principles set forth in
5. 3295.

I was advised by the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Firemen & Enginemen that no
formal convention action has been taken by
that organization on this subject.

The American Train Dispatchers’ Associa-
tion unanimously adopted a resolution in its
convention held in Chicago on October 16,
1944, requesting that the prohibition against
the union shop be removed from the Railway
Labor Act. I am advised by the president
of this organization that this resolution has
never been rescinded, and that the policy
therein stated has continued to be the pollcy
of that organization.

My own organization, the Brotherhood of
Railway and Steamship Clerks, Frelight Han-
dlers, Express and Station Employees, adopt-
ed a resolution advocating the union shop
at its Grand Lodge Convention held in
May 1935.

At a meeting of all railroad and express
general chairmen held in Chicago, Ill,, Sep-
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tember 18, 1942, a unanimous request was
made to obtain union-shop agreements in
the railroad and express agency industries.
This action was subsequently ratified by the
system committees on every railroad where
we hold agreements. At a meeting of all
officers and the general chairmen on all rail-
roads with whom we hold contracts, held
in Dallas, Tex., on April 25, 1950, the prin-
ciples of the union shop were unanimously
approved.

Does the Senator wish me to read this
entire document? It is rather lengthy.

Mr. WILEY. No.

Mr. HILL. Would it be satisfactory to
the Senator if I placed the remainder of
it in the REcorp?

Mr. WILEY, That would be perfectly
satisfactory.

Mr. HILL. It goes directly to the ques-
tion which the Senator from Wisconsin
has raised. AsIstated, the distinguished
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL]
raised the same question at the hearing
on the bill. This is an answer to the
question of the Senator from Wisconsin,
as it was an answer to the question of
the Senator from Missouri. If agreeable
to the Senator from Wisconsin, I ask
that the remainder of the statement be
printed in the REcoRrD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DoN=-
NELL in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

The remainder of the statement is as
follows:

The Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way
Employees has unanimously approved reso=-
lutions requesting its officers to seek the
union shop in the rallroad industry at its
conventions held in September 1937, July
1940, July 1943, July 1948, and June 1949,
At a meeting held in Detroit, Mich., May 2-4,
1950, all grand lodge officers, general chair-
men, and other system division and federa=-
tion officers representing employees on all
railroads with which that organization holds
agreements, unanimously approved the move-
ment to seek the removal of the prohibition
against the union shop from the Railway
Labor Act.

At the regular convention of the Brother-
hood of Rallroad Signalmen of America, held
in New York City, August 17 to 21, 1942, a
resolution was unanimously adopted author-
izing the president of that organization to
join in the movement of other standard rail-
way labor organizations to establish the
union shop principle in the railroad industry.
This movement was the so-called Nonoper-
ating Employees' Case, of 1942, which in-
volved a request upon management to ne=
gotiate agreements for the union shop. The
detailed plan of this movement was unani-
mously approved at the convention held by
this organization in August of 1944, and has
continued to be a policy of the organization,

The National Organization Masters, Mates
& Pilots of America has taken no formal
action at convention on this subject, but the
long-established policy of this organization,
which operates outside of railroad industry,
has been to insist upon the closed shop or
union shop in such outside industries. It
has just recently concluded union shop
agreements in industries other than the rail-
road industry.

The MNational Marine Engineers’ Benefi-
cial Association has taken no formal action
at convention on this subject, but its general
policy has been to advocate the union shop
in all of its bargaining with employers out-
side of the rallroad industry. I am advised
that many of their local unions which repre-
sent railroad employees have taken action in
support of a movement to amend the Rail-
way Labor Act so as to permit the making of
union-shop agreements.
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The International Longshoremen’s Asso-
clation also operates outside of the railroad
industry, and has followed the policy of the
union shop in all of its dealings with out-
side industry, although it has taken no spe-
cific formal action in connection with
amendments to the Railway Labor Act per-
mitting the making of union-shop agree-
ments.

The Hotel and Restaurant Employees and
Bartenders International Union unanimous-
ly adopted a resolution at its convention
held in Chicago, Ill., April 25-29, 1949, which
recommenced the establishment of the
union shop in the railroad industry.

The Railroad Yardmasters of Ameriea
Executive Board has unanimously approved
the union shop. This board possesses au-
thority to take such action between conven=
tions.

In addtion to the foregoing information,
I should like to call attention to the fact
that in 1942, the following organizations
attempted to obtain a union shop on all
raflroads of the United States through nego=
tiation with the various carriers:

International Association of Machinists.

International Brotherhood of Boilermak-
ers, Iron Ship Builders, and Helpers of Amer=
ica.

International Brotherhood of Blacksmiths,
Drop Forgers and Helpers.

Sheet Metal Workers® International Asso-
ciation.

International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers.

Brotherhood Railway Carmen of America.

International Brotherhood of Firemen and
Oflers.

Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship
Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Sta=
tion Employees.

EBrotherhood of Maintenance of Way Em-
ployees.

The Order of Railroad Telegraphers.

Erotherhood of Ralilroad Signalmen of
America,

National Organiza“ion Masters, Mates and
Pilots of America.

National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial As-
sociation.

International Longshoremen's Association,

Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bar-
tenders International Union.

The authority to inaugurate this move-
ment was approved by the general chairmen
representing each involved craft on every
railroad in the United States. These re-
quests were denied by the carriers, with the
result that the question was subsequently
submitted to the so-called Sharfman Emer-
gency Board, which denied the employees’
request on the ground that “the essential
elements of the union shop, as defined In
the employees' request, are prohibited by
gection 2 of the Railway Labor Act.”

Senator DONNELL also requested that I fur-
nish the committee information as to the
number of employees subject to the Railway
Labor Act who are employed on Class 2 and
Class 8 carriers. These carriers employ ap-
proximately 20,000 persons.

I was also reguested by Senator DONNELL
to furnish the committee with representa-
tive copies of agreements between the vari-
ous organizations affiliated -with Rallway
Labor Executives’ Association and the rail-
roads. I am enclosing copies of such agree-
ments with this statement.

With the permission of the committee, I
should like to take this opportunity to com-
ment briefly on some of the testimony which
has been submitted to the committes by
those who oppose the enactment of this leg-
islation.

It is obvious that much of the testimony
presented by the opponents of this bill was
either prepared in advance of the statement
made by me regarding the purpose and in-
tent of the bill as we understand it, or it
was submitted without regard to the state-
ments I made as to its intent and purpose.
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The proposed bill contains the following pros
viso: “Provided, That no such agreement
shall require such condition of employment
with respect to employees to whom member=
ship is not available upon the same terms
and conditions as are generally applicable to
any other member or because of membership
in any other labor organization.”

I advised the committee that it was the
intent of the proviso, to remove from the
requirements of any union-shop agreement
those employees to whom membership is
not available and those employees who
might be expelled from the union for any
reason other than the failure to pay their
periodic cdues, fees, and assessments. I
stated this position in answer to questions
asked me by members of this committee and
informed you that if a union member is ex-
pelled from membership by the union for any
reason other than nonpayment of his dues,
fees, and assessments, he could continue
working without regard to such expulsion
after this bill is passed.

I also told you that if there is any ambi-
guity in the bill, as it is now drawn, we
would be willing to have it amended to re-
move any doubt that nonavailability of
membership in a union representing a craft
or class of employees or an expulsion from
membership in such union for any cause ex-
cept nonpayment of dues, fees, and assess=-
ments, would not constitute a basis for the
dismissal of such employee by the employer.

At this time I should like to submit for
the consideration of the committee the fol=-
lowing amendment to the bill:

Strike out the words “Because of member=
ship in any other labor organization” ap-
pearing in lines 14 and 15 on page 2 of the
sbill and substitute in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing language: “With respect to employ-
ees to whom membership was denied or ter-
minated for any reason other than the fail-
ure of the employee to tender the periodic
dues, fees, and assessments uniformly re=-
quired as a condition of acquiring or retain-
ing membership.”

This proposed amendment would make
unnecessary the above clause we propose to
delete inasmuch as the substitute wording
includes all reasons for denial or termina-
tion of membership in a union, except the
nonpayment of dues, fees, and assessments,
which would, of course, include the denial
or termination of membership because of
membership in any other labor organization,

The proviso clause, if it is amended as I
have suggested, would then read as follows:
“Provided, That no such agreement shall
require such condition of employment with
respect to employees to whom membership is
not available upon the same terms and con-
ditions as are generally applicable to any
other member or with respect to employees
to whom membership was denied or termi-
nated for reasons other than the failure of
the employee to tender the period dues, fees,
and assessments uniformly required as a
condlition of acquiring or retaining member-
ship.”

Mr. Loomis in his testimony suggested that
as a technical matter the adoption of the bill
would leave a direct conflict between the
fourth and fifth paragraphs of section 2 of
the present act and the provisions of the
proposed paragraph “eleventh.” I think an
examination of the present act will disclose
that such is not the case. The present law
merely prohibits unilateral action by a car=-
rier in requiring any person seeking employ-
ment to sign any contract or agreement
promising to join or not to join any labor
organization, and the provision with respect
to the deduction of dues, fees, and assess-
ments is one directed to unilateral action
by the carrier. The bill before you modifies
the present language only to the extent that
the union shop and deduction of dues may
be negotiated solely by agreement between
the carrier and the designated collective-bar-
gaining representative of a craft or class.
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The carrier would still be barred from de-
ducting dues or entering into a union shop
agreement with any individual, minority
group, or union which does not hold a col-
lective-bargaining agreement.

The amendrent which I have suggested
would clearly invalidate the criticism of
railroad management witnesses who testified
concerning the effect of union rules and
regulations upon the job security or seniority
of employees and the exercise of any arbi-
trary grounds for expulsion allegedly con=-
tained in any union constitutions.

It is thus our position that if a union re-
fuses to accept an employee into membership
or expels an employee from membership for
any reason other than fallure to pay or
tender dues, fees and assessments due the
union, his employment rights are in no way
affected by a union-shop agreement which
may legally be consummated between the
carrier and the union. It follows, also, that
if a member of the union is expelled from
membership for any reason other than a
failure to pay or tender his dues, fees and
assessments, such an employee would con-
tinue as an employee of the employer, free
of any obligation under the agreement, in-
cluding the obligation to pay dues, fees, and
assessments,

A substantial portion of the testimony of
the witnesses opposing this bill was devoted
to conjecture £nd speculation concerning its
effect upon the railrcad industry. The im-
port of such testimony was that the impact
of this legislation would be most grave and
would create innumerable consequences of
a most serious nature affecting not only the
employees but the carrier. The fear was
expressed that the union shop would dis-
courage men from accepting employment in
the railroad industry; that jurisdictional dis-
putes would flourish; that there would be
widespread loss of employment; that the
promotion of employees would be made dif-
ficult; that individual freedom would be de-
stroyed; that stries and strike threats
would be increased; that unions will exercise
dictatorial and tyrannical power; and that
seniority will be whimsically destroyed. In
view of the fact that the union shop is per-
mitted by law in all industries except those
covered by the Railway Labor Act, I cannot
believe that the arguments of the carriers
have been seriously advanced. It must be
obvious that the doubts and fears of the
various witnesses opposing this bill are far
less real than such witnesses would have
you believe, and in actuality they have been
tilting at windmills, I would like to ex-
amine a few of the problems which they con-
tend will follow the creation of the right to
bargain for a union shop in the railroad
industry.

It was stated before this committee that
it would be more difficult for carriers to
obtain suitable employees if the bill should
become law for the reason that prospective
employees would not be interested in accept-
ing employment if required to join a union,
It is only upon the railroads and airlines
that employees may not be subjected to the
possibility of compulsory membership in
a union. No testimony has been given that
the managements of industries other than
railroads and airlines have been unable to
secure suitable employees to staff their
plants and offices because the union shop
is legally valid in those industries. This

- bill would place the railroads at no disad-

vantage compared to industry as a whole,

- but on' the contrary would place the rail-

road industry upon the same footing as in-
dustry in general in competing for new
workers.

Another threatened danger referred to by
more than one of the carrier witnesses is
the alleged possibility of an increase in
Jurisdictional disputes in the railroad in-
dustry. As a practical matter, however, the
fact that all of the members of & craft or
class may be required to join a union as a
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condition of employment will do much fo
discourage raiding by other labor organ-
izations. The rivalry between unions will
be decreased rather than increased by reason
of the fact that the class or craft will be
fully organized and all of its members will
belong to the organization representing the
members of such class or craft. At the same
time the carrier witnesses were anticipating
jurisdictional disputes as a result of vali-
dating the union shop they were testifying
that this bill would result in labor monopo-
lies and would freeze the present labor or-
ganizations as the bargaining representatives
of the employees whom they now represent.
It is strange to hear the same witnesses
criticize the proposed amendment for the
reason that it will encourage raiding (juris-
dictional disputes) and at the same time
encourage labor monopolies. It seems ob-
vious that these two positions are completely
contradictory. As a practical matter it has
never been found that the union shop as it
has functioned in industry in this country
under the Wagner Act and the Taft-Hartley
Act, has prevented the free choice of a bar-
gaining representative by a majority of the
employees represented by, or to be repre-
sented by, such bargaining agent.

It was intimated that there would be wide~
spread loss of employment and that many
employees would quit voluntarily with a re-
sultant severe loss to the carriers. The in-
tent of the bill as I discussed it previously
and as it may be amended as I have sug-
gested in this statement, should make it clear
that it would not cause unemployment and
loss of jobs. In fact, the initiative is en-
tirely in the hands of the individual em-
ployees and it is only when he chooses not
to become & member of the organization, or
when having become a member fails to re-
main in good standing by making the finan-
cial payments required that he is subject to
the loss of his job at the union’s request. It
is further an obvious fact that if an em-
ployee does choose to leave the railroad in-
dustry and enter another, that the pro-
visions of the statute regulating labor-man-
agement relations in that industry will allow
agreements for the establishment of a union
shop, as does the proposed bill. We submit
that the problem of the railroad industry in
this regard is no different than that in any
other industry. -

It has also been prophesied that great
difficulties will arise in the promotion of
men who belong to & union and who are
paying dues by means of a check-off. If a
man is promoted to another craft, his dues
would then, under the provisions of this bill,
be paid to the organization representing that
craft. Such a result is clearly in accord with
the purposes of the bill, as I have previously
outlined them, to eliminate free riders and
provide that all members of the craft share
the same responsibility in the cost of carry-
ing on the processes of collective bargaining
which inures to their benefit. One of the
witnesses testified that most rallroad officials
have come up from the ranks., We doubt
that the fact of union membership would
prevent this democratic practice from con-
tinuing. As a matter of fact, I suspect that
of all railroad officials who have come from
the ranks the great majority have been, and
perhaps many of them still are, members of
labor unions. Apparently membership or
nonmembership in a union has not in the
past prevented the carriers from obtaining
men of ability for official positions, nor has it
prevented men holding union membership
from receiving promotions, It is possible
however, that the difficulty in the granting of
promotions is but a disguised threat of dis-
crimination. Testimony presented before
this committee established not only that a
substantial majority of employees were
members of the unions, but that management
did not know or concern itself whether or
not an employee did or did not belong to a
union. If the latter statement is true, it
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certainly follows that there will be no prob-
lem in the selection of men for promotion.
The further argument that the promotion of
men would be handicapped by the check-off
is equally lacking in validity. When an em-
ployee is promoted to an official position and
out of a class or craft represented by a labor
organization, the deduction of his dues un-
der the provisions of this bill would neces-
sarily ceases.

It has been suggested to the committee
that the senlority of an employee would be
Jeopardized or destroyed by the establish-
ment of a union shop. This argument is
clearly a “red herring.” Seniority is but one
of many conditions of employment. If an
employee subject to a union-shop agreement
voluntarily chooses not to join a union, it is
not his seniority but his very job which he
glves up. The decision, however, is that of
the worker and not of the union; and if he
should choose to give up his job rather than
join the union, it is the result of action
voluntarily taken by such employee.

The witnesses for the carrier who have
voiced such doubts as to the future are not
unaware that the union shop is allowed by
express provision of Federal law in all indus-
try except that covered by the Railway Labor
Act. There is nothing new, unusual, or revo-
Iutionary in the union shop. The National
Labor Relations Act, commonly known as the
Wagner Act, passed in 18935, in the proviso
clause of section 8 (3), made express provi-
slon for union security. Such express pro=
vision for the union shop, with some mod=-
ification, was retained in section 8 (a) (3)
of the Taft-Hartley Act, passed in 1947,

It should be needless to comment that
the dire prophesies and gloomy forebodings
of such witnesses as have opposed this bill
before this committee were not documented
to the experiences of industry in general
under union-shop agreements. Conditions
existing in industry are a far cry from the
chaotic conditions predicted for the rail-
road industry and the union shop has been
and is an integral part of the various laws
regulating industry generally.

The carrier witnesses also complain that
subordinate officials should not be subject
to a union-shop agreement. The argument
advanced is the same as that which was pre-
sented at the time of the enactment of the
Rallway Labor Act and the same that has
been advanced before the Interstate Com-
merce Commission in those cases where the
Commission has exercised its statutory au-
thority under the Railway Labor Act. The
objection of these witnesses is based upon
the argument that supervisory employees
should be exclusively loyal to management
and not subject to union agreements cover=-
ing their rates of pay, rules, and working
conditions. The fact remains that repre-
sentation of such employees by unions is
traditional in the railroad industry and
nothing new is being introduced by this bill,
A large number of railroad employees in so-
called supervisory positions have been rep-
resented for the purposes of collective bar-
galning by standard railway labor organi-
gutions for many years. I think it is safe
to say without fear of contradiction that
the subordinate supervision on the railroads
is of the highest type and probably the
most efficient of any industry. Chief clerks,
section foremen, conductors, train dispatch-
ers, and all of the many other subordinate
officials covered by labor agreements are
for the most part conscientious men and
are as diligent and attentive to their jobs
and their responsibilities as any men any-
where. There is no merit in the contention
that a person who is compelled to work
to earn his llving as a supervisor cannot
be loyal to his duty of supervision and still
maintain a keen interest in his own compen-
sation and working conditions. E=zperience
has abundantly shown that the high type
of supervision in the railrcad industry has
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been secured and developed because of the
insistence of the labor organizations repre=
senting such supervisors that these men be
treated fairly and equitably with respect to
their wages and working conditions, with
the result that they are better satisfied and
more willing to properly perform their sup=-
ervisory duties. Most of these subordinate
officials now belong to the unions which rep=
resent their respective class or craft and the
establishment of a union shop will certainly
not change or affect the thinking or the
responsibility of men in such positions,

The only witness for the carriers who gave
what we believe to be the real reason for
the railroad opposition to this bill was Mr.
Neff, president of the Missourl Pacific Rall-
road. He testified, in substance, that he
was opposed to complete unionization of
the industry because management counted
on using the -226,000 unorganized employ=-
ees as a balance wheel in the industry be-
tween labor and management. He wants
to depend on those people who help man-
age the railroads effectively, and if they
have loyalties to unions under their by-
laws to the extent that they could be ex-
pelled from the union if they met with their
displeasure or there was a conflict in loyal-
ties the railroad has nobody to fall back
on in conducting its own affairs properly.
What Mr, Neff told you, in effect, is that
he wants 20 percent of the workers on man-
agement’s side of the table. That attitude
is contrary to the whole spirit and intent
of the Rallway Labor Act. If there is any=-
thing that will destroy labor relations In
the railroad industry, it will be an attempt
on the part of the carriers to keep some of
the employees out of the union for the
purpose of maintaining undercover opposi-
tion to the objectives of collective-bargain-
ing representatives. Unless we can have
free, wholesome, and honest collective bar-
gaining, we cannot settle our disputes. It
is this kind of attitude which will sabotage
the honest and proper representatalon of
workers, The Railway Labor Act provides
that employees shall have the right to or-
ganize and bargain through representatives
chosen by a majority of the craft or class
free from interference, influence, or coer-
clon exercised by the carrler. This pro-
vision was inserted in the act in order to
assure free and untrammelled collective
bargaining. Mr. Neff has made it clear that
he helieves that unionization of the indus-
try would prevent the exercise of presently
practiced interference, influence, and coer-
cion. I compliment him for his honest
statement of his position, but I vigorously
disagree with his premise.

One brief comment should be made with
respect to the testimony of Mr. Ramspeck
who appeared here in behalf of Air Trans-
port Association of America. His entire
statement related to the proposition that
the airline industry should be taken out
from under the provisions of the Railway
Labor Act, and I think it is clear from his
statement that he did not appear in opposl-
tion to the bill now before you. If the air-
lines should be removed from the coverage
of the Railway Labor Act, they would come
under the Taft-Hartley Act, which permits
the union shop. I merely wish to say that
the suggestion of Mr. Ramspeck with re-
spect to having the airline industry re-
moved from the provisions of the Railway
Labor Act is not germane to the question
now before you. If the airlines desire to
be removed from the provisions of the Rail-
way Labor Act, the proper procedure would
be to have a hill introduced, and to afford
the interested parties a full and fair oppor-
tunity to present their views. I believe
that the airline industry would regret the
step which is suggests, but I do not think
that question can be resolved here.

One of the witnesses before the committee
referred to the request in 1942 of the non-
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operating unions that a union shop be estab-
lished in the rallroad industry. The wit=-
nesses quoted from the report of the so-called
Sharfman Emergency Board which was is-
sued on May 20, 1943. In order to keep the
record straight and to be sure that the com-
mittee properly understands this report, we
wish to point out that the report of the Board,
in deciding the union-shop issue, showed
“that the essential elements of the union
shop as defined in the employees' request are
prohibited by section 2 of the Railway Labor
Act. The intent of Congress in this respect
is made evident with unusual clarity.” The
basis of the decision of the Sharfman board,
therefore, was that the request of the eme
ployees for the union shop could not be
granted because of prohibitions in the law.
It is these prohibitions which this bill pro-
poses to remove.

In concluding my statement I should like
to comment briefly upon the question which
has been ralsed in this hearing with respect
to the rights of members of the Negro race
under this bill. While I believe that the con-
clusions which have been drawn by some of
the witnesses are exaggerated, it appears that
the bill now before you has assured all per-
sons regardless of race, color, or creed that
their job opportunities cannot be prejudiced
by its enactment. No employee under this
bill can have his employment rights affected
in the slightest degree because of his race or
color. I do not feel that this is the proper
place to argue the justice or injustice of a
denial of membership in a union because of
race or color, I have already expressed my
personal views on this subject to the com-
mittee and pointed to the fact that great
progress has been made in the last few years
in reducing these barriers to union mem-
bership.

My point is simply this: If the time has
come when the Congress of the United States
believes that compulsory fair employment
practice legislation should be enacted, it
should be accomplished through general leg-
Islation and in a manner which will accom=-
plish the results sought to be obtained., I
believe that since this bill completely pro-
tects the employment rights of those to
whom membership in a union may be denied
and since the enactment of this bill will in
no way affect the existing rights of such em-
ployees, this is not the proper legislation into
which a fair employment practice law should
be written.

It is submitted that this bill with the
amendment as suggested herein remedies the
alleged abuses of compulsory union member-
ship as claimed by the opposing witnesses,
yet makes possible the elimination of the
free rider and the sharing of the burden of
maintenance by all of the beneficiaries of
union activity, We most respectfully urge
the committee to favorably report this bill
with the clarifying amendments suggested
herein.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, unless there
are further questions, I shall yield the
floor at this time.

During the delivery of the speech of
Mr. HiLL,

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp a speech intended to be
delivered by my colleague the junior
Senator from Indiana [Mr, JENNER] on
his proposed amendment to S. 3295. I
ask the Senator from Alabama to yield
for that purpose.

Mr. HILL, I am glad to yield for that -
purpose provided that the statement and
the insertion referred to will be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
out objection, it is so ordered.

With-
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Mr. CAPEHART. I ask unanimous
consent that the speech to which I have
referred be printed in the body of the
Recorp at the conclusion of the speech
of the very able Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Hrorl. I make the same reguest
with respect to a copy of the proposed
amendment.

There being no objection, the speech
and the amendment were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

SpeEcH INTENDED To BE DELIVERED BY SENATOR
JENNER

Before you vote on the amendment which
I have proposed to 8. 3285, I want you to have
a full and clear understanding of just what
the alms and objectives of this amendment
are. In order that you may have such an
understanding it is necessary to explain as
background the manner in which certain
features of the present Railway Labor Act
function.

Certain weaknesses and evils are present
under the Railway Labor Act as it exists to-
day, but the proposal contained in 8. 3205
will accentuate these deficiencies in the act
and make the evils more vicious, to the point
that they should no longer be tolerated.
These evils that I speak of are the result of
the unregulated activities of the railroad
labor organizations, and that is why I urge
that these evils be corrected by the same
piece of legislation that would strengthen
them and give them greater power.

First, let me read the amendment which I
am proposing. I want to read it, rather than
paraphrase it, because very few of the words
used in it are without particular significance.
Each of the clauses in it is aimed at a spe-
cific evil so that if you listen carefully you
will in effect get in summary form an outline
of what is to follow. My amendment pro-
poses the insertion of a new paragraph,
twelfth, to read as follows:

‘“Twelfth. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this act, or of any other statute
or law of the United States, or Territory
thereof, or of any State, any union, labor
organization, or labor representative that
segregates members into separate or auxil-
iary locals or excludes any member of the
craft or class from membership therein on
the grounds of race, creed, color, or national
origin, or denies membership therein to any
member of the craft or class upon terms or
conditions not generally applicable to all
members of the craft or class; or excludes
any member of the craft or class from par-
ticipation in the collective-bargaining proc-
ess; or that uses its position as a collective=
bargaining representative under this act to
discriminate against members of the craft
or class on the grounds of race, creed, color,
or national origin; or that uses its position
as such collective bargaining representative
to bar the employment by the carrier of any
person because of his race, creed, color, or
national origin, shall not act as representa-
tive under this act of any craft or class, and
shall not be entitled to any of the provisions
of the act.”

Under the Railway Labor Act as presently
constituted, the majority of a craft or class
has the right to determine the representa-
tion of the entire craft or class, and the
railroad companies are forbidden to bargain
collectively with any other organization or
representative.

There is no specific provision in the act
which compels the labor organization chosen
by the majority as its bargaining representa=~
tive to permit the minority workers to be-

* come members of such organization or other=
wise to participate in the collective-bargain-
ing process. Perhaps you might think that
in democratic America it would not be neces-
sary to have statutory compulsion in a
matter of this kind. However, without any
such statutory compulsion we find many of
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the railroad labor organizations guilty of
the rankest sort of discrimination against
Negro employees. In the case of certain of
these organizations there are constitutional
provisions which bar Negroes from member-
ship. In the case of certain of the other
railroad labor organizations Negroes have not
been barred from membership altogether but
have been required to become members of
auxiliary locals that operate under a white
local. Membership in auxiliary locals allows
the Negroes only indirect, inadequate, and
pro forma participation in the affairs of the
union. Negroes working in the classes or
crafts represented by such unions hold their
Jobs by sufferance rather than as a matter
or right,

I protest against such a situation not be-
cause nonmembership amounts to discrimi-
nation from a social standpoint but be-
cause such discrimination amounts to the
deprivation of rights which we are accus-
tomed to think belong to all citizens of the
United States. The nonmember Negro mi-
nority is given no notice or opportunity to
be heard or chance to vote on propositions
aflecting the class or craft. Negroes have
no voice in the choosing of agents of the
Union who formulate the policies and carry
on the collective bargaining; no means of
censoring, removing, or otherwise controlling
these union agents, and are thus wholly pre-
cluded from any and all participation in the
collective-bargaining process.

Many years ago Americans expressed in an
unmistakable way what they thought of
taxation without representation. It seems
to me the situation here is much worse than
that. The rates of pay, the working rules,
and the conditions under which these em-
ployees must work are all determined for
them by an agent for whom they have no
right to vote and to whom they have no right
to protest.

There are & number of instances in which
a labor organization acting in its capacity
of bargaining agent for Negro rallroad work-
ers whom it does not admit to membership
has bargained away seniority and other valu-
able property rights of those employees. In
several instances the employees have man-
aged, through court action, to obtain a cor-
rection of the Injustices done them, but
such a means of correction is uncertain, ex-
pensive, and slow.

The exclusion of Negroes from certain rail-
road labor organizations creates another
situation which need only be explained in
order to make its unconscionable nature
stand out clearly. Under section 3 of the
Railway Labor Act, the National Railroad Ad-
Justment Board is set up, composed of an
equal number of members selected by the
carriers and by the labor unions. For ex-
ample, Division No. 1 of the Adjustment
Board consists of 10 members, 5 of whom
are selected by the carriers and the other 5
of whom are selected one each by five rail-
road brotherhoods. Every one of these five
brotherhoods has a Negro color bar. Sup-
pose, for instance, that a Negro employee
working in a craft or class represented by one
of these five organizations felt that he had
a grievance as a result of a bargain entered
into by the carrier and the rallroad labor
organization representing his craft. In this
situation the judges who would sit in judg-
ment on his grievance would be the repre-
sentatives of the very parties who were re-
sponsible for the acts out of which the griev-
ance arose. It seems perfectly clear that an
inequitable and unjust situation already
exists in this respect.

The above is the situation which exlsts
under the Railway Labor Act as presently
constituted, and certainly it is bad enough,
but by this proposed legislation the situa-
tion for these men would be made even
worse. The union shop provides an addi-
tional weapon for the unions and will give
the labor organizations additional ingentive
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to intensify their efforts to eliminate the
Negroes from certain jobs on the Nation's
railroads. If you pass Senate bill 3205 with-
out the safeguarding amendment which I
have proposed, you must be willing to accept
the responsibility for facilitating the elimi-
nation of Negroes from a basic industry in
America.

I am more and more impressed with what
a large gap there is between the political
promises of the Democratic Party to wipe
out discriminations against the Negrces in
matters having to do with employment, and
the actions of that party. Let me read to
you from a statement by the head of the
Democratic Party, the President of the United
States. Th2 following is from the message
of the President of September 6, 1945, trans-
mitting an outline of the plans made for
the reconversion period. I quote:

“During the years of war production we
made substantial progress in overcoming
many of the prejudices which had resulted
in discriminations against minority groups.

“Many of the injustices based upon con-
siderations of race, religion, and color were
removed. Many were prevented. Perfection
was not reached, of course, but substantial

rogress was made.

“In the reconversion period, and thereafter,
we should make every effort to continue this
American ideal. It is one of the funda-
mentals of our political philosophy, and it
should be an integral part of our economy.”

The President speaks of the prevention of
discriminations against minority groups and
the removal of injustices based upon con-
siderations of race, religion, and color, as an
American ideal and one of the fundamentals
of our political philosophy. Those are high-
sounding words, but will you judge the Demo.
cratic Party by these well-turned phrases of
their leader or by its actions when put to
the test? It is the leaders of this same party
who are opposing my amendment and who
are doing their utmost to keep from elimi-
nating a clear-cut discrimination against a
minority group and to keep from removing
an injustice based upon the consideration
of color.

Listen again to the words of the President
of the United States in his message of Feb=-
ruary 2, 1848, transmitting his recommenda-
tions for a civil-rights program:

“We in the United States believe that all
men are entitled to equality of opportunity.
Racial, religious, and other invidious forms of
discrimination deprive the individual of an
equal chance to develop and utilize his tal-
ents and to enjoy the rewards of his eflorts.

“Once more I repeat my request that the
Congress enact fair employment practice leg-
islation prohibiting discrimination in em-
ployment based on race, color, religion, or
national origin. The legislation should cre-
ate a fair employment practice commission
with authority to prevent discrimination by
employers and labor unions, trade and pro-
fessional associations, and Government agen-
cles and employment bureaus.”

Thus the President says that he wants to
eliminate discrimination by labor unions,
but when his party comes face to face with
an opportunity to eliminate discrimination
by labor unions in the industry in which it
is most firmly entrenched, namely, the rail-
road industry, the leaders of that ¥ are
not willing to mateh words with action. I
would not be surprised if an attempt were
made to defeat my amendment without a
record vote. In this way the individual
members of that party would hope to escape
censure for their indefensible action.

However, there can be no question as to
where the blame will properly lie if my
amendment be not adopted. My amendment
offers the first opportunity for a vote on a
legislative proposal to eliminate a distinct
area in which discrimination is practiced
strictly on the ground of color. The railroad
labor unions are opposed to my amendment,
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and they have urged the leaders of the Demo=
cratic Party to defeat my proposed amend-
ment. I have long suspected two facts: (1)
That the Democratic Party is not truly inter-
ested in the welfare of the Negro race; and
(2) that the Democratic Party is subject to
domination by labor unions. I suspect that
when it comes down to a question of elimi-
nating an instance of serious discrimination
against Negroes or following the dictates of
the labor union leaders, the Democratic Party
will follow the latter course.

Much of what I have said goes to show
why an amendment such as the one I have
proposed would be entirely appropriate even
if there is no union-shop hill, but if the
Congress is to enact a bill such as 8. 3205, it
is absolutely unthinkable that they should
do so without simultaneously enacting an
amendment such as the one I have proposed.
This bill, as you know, would authorize
unions to enter into agreements with their
employers requiring as a condition of con-
tinued employment that all employees shall
become members of the labor organization
representing their craft or class. This means
in the event of such an agreement that if an
employee wishes to continue in the employ-
ment of the railroad he would be compelled
to join the union regardless of his desire in
the matter. On the other hand, the unions
would be at perfect liberty to refuse to admit
to membership any employee they saw fit to
exclude, regardless of the wishes and deslres
of that employee. It is difficult for me to
understand how the Congress would even
consider sacrificing the freedom of the in-
dividual to join or not to join a union and
at the same time protecting the right of a
union to discriminate against employees
whose economic fate and livelihood are com-
pletely under its control. If a railroad labor
organization is to be endowed with such
standing that it can require any employee
working in the class or craft represented by
the labor organization to become a member
of the organization in order to hold his job
with the employer, certainly such labor or-
ganization should be required to admit all
employees to membership without diserim-
ination in any way, shape, or form.

Why should labor organizations be treated
with such reverence? What is there that en-
titles them to the added strength and power
which would be conferred upon them hy the
union shop, when they are not even willing
to live up to our American ideal of fair play
and nondiscriminatory treatment? Con-
ferring upon railroad labor unions the au-
thority which would be given by S. 3295 with=
out imposing the requirements of my pro-
posed amendment would be an act of sub-
servience to the labor unions that I hope not
many of the Members of this body will be
guilty of.

In conclusion, I urge you to consider care-
fully the full import of my proposed amend-
ment and to vote for its adoption.

No. 1. On page 3, line 8, it is proposed to
i;:sert new paragraph twelfth to read as fol-

WS

“Twelfth. Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of this act, or of any other statute
or law of the United States, or Territory
thereof, or of any State, any union, labor or-
ganization, or labor representative that seg-
regates members into separate or auxiliary
locals or excludes any member of the craft
or class from membership therein on the
grounds of race, creed, color, or national
origin, or denies membership therein to any
member of the craft or class upon terms or
conditions not generally applicable to all
members of the craft or class; or excludes any
member of the craft or class from participa-
tion in the collective-bargaining process; or
that uses its position as a collective-bargain-
ing representative under this act to dis-
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¢riminate against members of the craft or
class on the grounds of race, creed, color, or
national origin; or that uses its position as
such collective-bargaining representative to
bar the employment by the carrier of any per-
son because of his race, creed, color, or na-
tional origin, shall not act as representative
under this act of any craft or class, and
shall not be entitled to any of the provisions
of the act.”

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I only wish
to add my plea to that of the Senator
from Alabama that the bill be passed.

In effect, the bill inserts in the railway
mediation law almost the exact pro-
visions, so far as they fit, of the Taft-
Hartley law, so that the conditions re-
garding the union shop and the check-off
are carried into the relations between
raiilroad unions and the railroads. I
believe that those provisions have worked
satisfactorily under the Taft-Hartley law.
I feel that they would work well in con-
nection with the Railway Labor Act. In
response to a question from the unions,
I have stated to them that I thought
those provisions would work well in the
railroad labor law.

I objected to some of the original
terms of the bill, but when the propo-
nents agreed to accept amendments
which made the provisions identical
with the Taft-Hartley law, I was will-
ing to concur in those amendments.
Those amendments have been worked
out. The Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hiir]l and myself have joined in offer-
ing the amendments. When the
amendments are agreed to, I hope the
bill may be passed.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT, I yield to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. In speaking of the
fact that the provisions of the new law,
with the amendments suggested by the
Senator from Ohio and his colleagues,
would be identical with the provisions of
the Taft-Hartley law, the Senator did
not intend, I am sure, to give the im-
pression that the law would, even with
the amendments proposed here contain
the provision of the Taft-Hartley law
respecting and giving effect to the pro-
visions of the State constitutions and
State statutes in those States which
have provided by one means or the
other that employment in any industry
or the continuation of employment
therein shall not depend upon member-
ship or nonmembership in a union?
The Senator did not intend to give that
impression, did he?

Mr. TAFT. No. I did not make the
adoption of that provision of the Taft-
Hartley law a provision of my agree-
ment to the changes before us.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, unless Sen-
ators desire to discuss the bill further,
I ask that the Senate proceed to con-
sider the committee amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DonnEeLL in the chair), Without objec~
tion, it is so ordered, The clerk will
state the first committee amendment,

The first amendment was, on page 2,
line 10, after the word “representing”,
to strike out “the” and insert “their.”

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, in the
same line, after the word “class”, to
strike out “of such employees.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in line 15,
after the word “or”, to strike out “be-
cause of membership in any other labor
organization” and insert “with respect
to employees to whom membership was
denied or terminated for any reason
other than the failure of the employee
to tender the periodic dues, initiation
fees, and assessments uniformly re-
quired as a condition of acquiring or re-
taining membership.”

Mr. HILL., With respect to that com-
mittee amendment, I wish to offer an
amendment on behalf of the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] and myself which
I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 20,
after the word “assessments” and before
the word “uniformly”, it is proposed
to insert “(not including fines and
penalties) .”

Mr. HILL, Mr. President, I think the
amendment on the face of it is self-
explanatory. It means that the words
“periodic dues, initiation fees, and as-
sessments” shall not in any way be con-
strued to include “fines and penalties.”
In other words, the only basis upon
which a union can deny an employee of
a railroad the right to join a union is
if he does not pay his dues, initiation
fees, and assessments. The committee
wants to make it plain that dues, initia-
tion fees, and assessments do not in-
clude fines and penalties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hirr] on behalf of himself
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr, Tart]
to the committee amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
would have no objection to the adoption
of that amendment except for the pos-
sible effect upon an amendment I have
submitted, which is printed and has
been lying on the table since September
4. I believe my amendment should
properly be offered as an amendment to
this particular amendment. However,
I am not anxious to do so unless that is
necessary in order to protect the right
to have my amendment considered. In
other words, I do not want to interfere
with the committee amendment or the
amendment offered theretp, which is
being considered, provided I fully pre-
serve my own right and the right of
other Senators who are interested in
my amendment, to have it considered on
its own merits at a later time.

Mr. HILL. I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from Florida that from
my examination of the Senator's
amendment I certainly know of no rea-
son why it should not be offered later.
I realize, however, that it may be in the
form of an amendment to the committee
amendment now. But speaking for my-
self, it raises a question which is entirely
different from the committee amend-
ment, although that may be the place
where it should be offered. Certainly
I would raise no objection or make any
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point if the Senator were to see fit to
offer his amendment at a later time.
Let it be offered then and be determined
on its own merits if the Senator desires.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, in or-
der not to interefere in the slightest with
the amendment now pending, if the Sen-
ator from Alabama will yield to me for
the purpose, I should like to ask the
unanimous consent of the Senate that
the amendment to which I have referred,
which in effect protects the rights of the
States which by constitutional provisions
or by statutory enactments have pro-
vided that employment in any industry
in their jurisdiction shall not be depend-
ent upon membership or nonmembership
in a labor organization, may be offered
after the consideration of the pending
amendment, without prejudice, and that
it shall be regarded as being in order at
that time.

Mr. HILL. Will the Senator include
in his request that his amendment be
considered after consideration of the
committee amendments? We have
other committee amendments to con-
sider.

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall have no ob-
jection provided it may be unanimously
agreed that the amendment may be in
order at that time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I do
not object to the unanimous-consent re-
quest. My feeling is that the Senator
from Florida has that right anyway.
Does he not?

Mr. HOLLAND. I may say to the Sen-

ator from Alabama and the distinguished
minority leader, that I have just been
advised by the Parliamentarian that the
adoption of the amendment now being
considered would probably make out of
order my amendment, to which I have
referred, unless the unanimous-consent
request be agreed to, and that otherwise
I would have to offer it as an amendment
to the pending amendment, which I do
not wish to do unless it becomes neces-
sary.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous request of
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAanD] ?
Hearing none, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hnr] on behalf of him-
self and the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
TarT] to the commitiee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
maining committee amendments will be
stated. ;

The amendments were, on page 3,
line 1, after the word “agreements”,
to strike out “with such carrier or car-
riers”; in line 2, after the word “de-
duction”, to insert “by such carrier or
carriers”; in line 4, after the word “and”,
to strike out “pay” and insert “payment'’;

in line 5, after the word “representing”, -

to strike out “such” and insert “the”;
in the same line, after the word “em-
ployees” to insert “of”; and in line 6,
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after the word “dues”, to insert “initia-
tion.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
completes the committee amendments.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from Ohio and myself,
I offer another amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 3, if is
proposed to strike out lines 6 and 7 and
insert “any periodic dues, initiation fees,
and assessments (not including fines and
penalties), uniformly required as a con-
dition of acquiring or retaining member-
ship, Provided, That no such agreement
shall be effective with respect to any
individual employee until he shall have
furnished the employer with a written
assignment to the labor organization of
such membership dues, initiation fees,
and assessments, which shall be revoc-
able in writing after the expiration of
1 year or upon the termination date of
the applicable collective agreement,
whichever occurs sooner.”

On page 3, after subparagraph (b) it
is proposed to insert the following:

(¢) The requirement of membership in a
labor organization in an agreement made
pursuant to subparagraph (a) shall be satis-
fied, as to both a present or future employee
in engine, train, yard, or hostling service,
that is, an employee engaged.in any of the
services or capacities covered in section 3,
first (h) of this act defining the jurisdic-
tional scope of the first division of the Na-
tional Rallroad Adjustment Board, if said
employee shall hold or acquire membership
in any one of the lakor organizations, na-
tional in scope, organiZed in accordance
with this act and admitting to membership
employees of a craft or class in any of said
services; -and no agreement made pursuant
to subparagraph (b) shall provide for deduc-
tions from his wages for periodic dues, initia-
tion fees, or assessments payable to any labor
organization other than that in which he
holds membership: Provided, however, That
as to an employee in any of sald services on
a particular carrier at the effective date of
any such agreement on a carrier, who is
not a member of any one of the labor or-
ganizations, national in scope, organized in
accordance with this act and admitting to
membership employees of a craft or class in
any of said services, such employee, as a
condition of continuingz his employment,
may be required to become a member of the
organization representing the craft in which
he is employed on the effective date of the
first agreement applicable to him: Provided,
further, That nothing herein or in any such
agreement or agreements ghall prevent an
employee from changing membership from
one organization to another organization ad-
mitting to membership employees of a craft
or class in any of said services.

(d) Any provisions in paragraphs fourth
and fifth of section 2 of this act in conflict
herewith are to the extent of such conflict
amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama desire that
the two amendments be considered en
bloc?

Mr, HILL. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sitiiar-ed en bloc.

HILL. Mr. President, these

‘amendments are the amendments agreed

upon by the railroad brotherhoods.
They are the amendments to which I
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alluded earlier. With their adoption, the
railroad brotherhoods urge the passage
of the bill. 3

The amendments do nothing more nor
less than what the committee desires to
do, and what was the intent of the com-
mittee in offering its amendment, that
no employee of a railroad should be re-
quired to belong to more than one labor
organization. The only difference be-
tween the committee amendment and
the amendments now before the Senafte,
which have been agreed upon by all the
railroad organizations, is that the
amendments now before the Senate spell
out in much more detail the purposes of
the committee amendment than did the
committee amendment. But the intent
and the purpose of the committee
amendments and the amendments now
before the Senate are exactly the same.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments, en bloe, offered by the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HriLl, on behalf of
himself and the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
TarT].

The amendments, en bloe, were agreed

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. Do I correctly under-
stand that the amendments which have
just been adopted en bloc are, in their
content, substantially the same as the
provision in the Taft-Hartley law?

Mr. HILL. No,Icannotsaythat. The
amendments deal solely and entirely with
railroad employees and go to the ques-
tion that no man working for a railroad
shall be required to belong to more than
one labor organization. That is the
whole intent and purpose of the amend-
ments, and it is written out in detail,
because of the fact that railroad em-
Ployees are divided into operating unions
and nonoperating unions. What the
amendments do is simply to spell out the
one proposition that no employee of a
railroad shall be required to belong to
more than one union. The Senator real-
izes that in an operating union a man
may be a brakeman today and may be
promoted to be a conductor tomorrow,
and he may be a conductor for 30, 60, or
90 days, and then he may be dropped
back to be a brakeman again. He might
be a fireman today; but tomorrow he
might be promoted to be an engineer.
He might then serve for 90 days or 120
days as an engineer, and then he might
be demoted to fireman. In the railroad
industry there is a peculiar situation
which perhaps does not exist in any
other industry. The only purpose of the
amendment is to make sure that a per-
son employed by one of the railroads
does not have to belong to more than
one union.

Mr. WILEY. In other words, in sub-
stance the amendment coincides with a
similar provision of the Taft-Hartley
Act; is that correct?

Mr. HILL. I would say s0; yes.

Mr. WILEY. Does the Senator have
another amendment? I wish to make
sure, because I have listened very care-
fully to the Senator’s remarks.

Mr. HILL. No; the other amendment
is the one the Senator alluded to earlier.
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That is the amendment with reference
to the check-off. That amendment has
also been agreed to.

Mr, WILEY. That amendment con-
tains provisions similar to the corre-
sponding provisions of the Taft-Hartley
Act; does it not?

Mr. HILL. That is correct. The
amendment provides that a railroad em-
ployee cannot have a check-off of his
wages without his written consent.

Mr. WILEY. I wish to have it made
clear also that all the railroad unions
the Senator has mentioned have consid-
ered the amendments which are similar
in content to the corresponding provi-
sions of the Taft-Hartley Act, and that
they have approved them, as the Sena-
tor has indicated today.

Mr, HILL. They have approved these
amendments; yes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Do all the employees
in the various branches of the railroad
labor organizations approve this bill as
it has now been amended?

Mr. HILL. I do not believe the Sen-
ator was able to be on the floor a short
time ago when I answered a somewhat
similar question which was asked by the
Senator from Wisconsin. I read to the
Senate, in part, the testimony as to that
question which Mr. Harrison had given
before the subcommittee. His testimony
showed that in some cases conventions
had acted on this matter; in other cases,
meetings called had acted on it; but in
all cases some official spokesman who
was speaking for them was urging the
adoption of this proposed legislation,
with the exception of the spokesman for
one of the railroad labor organizations,

As I said earlier, there are 22 railroad
labor organizations; and with one ex-
ception, namely, the Brotherhood of Lo-
comotive Engineers, those organizations
approve of this proposed legislation. The
one exception, the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Engineers, did not oppose the bill;
but the head of that organization does
not feel that he is authorized to endorse
the bill,

Mr. WHERRY. The amendments
which have been adopted were offered
after the committee held hearings, as I
understand. Were the amendments sub-
mitted in order to satisfy objections
raised by any groups of railroad em-
ployees?

Mr. HILL, The truth of the matter
is that the amendments were submitted
not only to satisfy the objections of
various branches of the railroad brother-
hoods, but also because some of the com-
mittee members felt that the amend-
ments should be adopted.

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to ascertain
for the REcorp whether the adoption of
these amendments makes the measure,
as now amended, more acceptable to the
various branches or groups of the rail-
road employees.

Mr. HILL. The adoption of these
amendments means that 21 of the 22
railroad labor organizations not only
favor the bill, but urge its passage with
the amendments as adopted. The twen=-
ty-second group or organization is not in
a position to act on this measure, because
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the head of that organization says he
does not have the authority to do so.
However, that organization is not op-
posing the bill.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator is speak=
ing of the railroad organizations operat-
ing under the Railway Labor Act, is he?

Mr. HILL. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. So only one of those
organizations has not approved the bill,
and that organization does not disap-
prove it. Is that correct?

Mr. HILL. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. With these amend-
ments written into the bill, will that one
railroad labor organization be more re-
ceptive to the enactment of the bill than
it would have been if the amendments
had not been adopted?

Mr. HILL. Yes; I can say that or-
ganization would be. I give it as my
opinion, for whatever it may be worth
that if the head of that organization had
felt he had the authority, he would have
approved the bill. He simply does not
believe he has the authority to act in the
premises. ]

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator says, as
I understand, that the first amendment,
which was being discussed when I en-
tered the Chamber, provides that a mem-
ber does not have to belong to more than
one union. Is that correct?

Mr. HILL. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. That is because of the
example the Senator gave, namely, that
often a fireman will move up to the job
of engineer, but later will return to the
job of fireman. Isthat correct?

Mr. HILL. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. Does any employee
have to belong to a union?

Mr. HILL. He has to belong to a un-
ion if the collective bargaining agree-
ment which has been worked out pro-
vides that those who work for the rail-
roads shall within 60 days join a union.

Mr. WHERRY. That is similar to a
provision of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Mr. HILL., Yes. However, there is
nothing in this measure which would
compel any railroad to enter into any
collective-bargaining agreements. This
measure simply removes a prohibition
now in the law against such bargaining
agreements.

Mr. WHERRY. I understand that;
but I wish to find out what is mandatory
about the bill. The railroad workers who
come under this provision of the bill will
have to belong to a union, but to only
one union. Is that correct?

Mr. HILL. That is correct—to only
one union.

Mr. WHERRY. Is that now required
under the Railway Labor Act?

Mr. HILL. No; it is prohibited now.
That is what we are getting away from
by means of this bill. It is to remove
that prohibition against a union shop
that this bill is now before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, at this
time I offer the amendment to which I
have previously referred, and I ask that
the amendment be read. Following the
reading of the amendment, I shall ask
that the yeas and nays be ordered on the
gquestion of agreeing to the amendment,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 1, in line
8, it is proposed to strike out “or Terri-
tory thereof, or of any State”.

On page 2, line 21, it is proposed to
strike out the comma, insert a colon in
lieu thereof, and the following: “Pro-
vided further, That nothing in this para-
graph shall be construed as authorizing
the execution or application of agree-
ments reqairing membership in a lahor
organization as a condition of employ-
ment in any State or Territory in which
such execution or application is prohib-
ited by State or Territorial law.”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I now
ask that the yeas and nays be ordered
on the question of agreeing to this par-
ticular amendment, when the time is
reached for voting on the amendment at
the conclusion of the arguments about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are two amendments. Does the Senator
from Florida wish to have the yeas and
nays ordered on each of them separately
or on both of them jointly?

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to have
both of them voted on at one time, and
to have the yeas and nays ordered on
both of them, when voted on in that
way, unless there is a request to have
the amendments voted on separately.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be voted
on en bloe.

The Senator from Florida has asked
that the yeas and nays be ordered on
the question of agreeing to the amend-
ments, Is there a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, I should
like to make a request, if the Senator

‘who has the floor will yield to me for

that purpose.

Mr. HOLLAND. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. It is now quarter to
4, I do not know how long the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida will
speak. However, inasmuch as the yeas
and nays have been ordered on his
amendments, and inasmuch as a quorum
call will be required before the vote is
taken on them—and I think that should
be done, inasmuch as a number of Sen-
ators are not now in the Chamber—I
appeal to the managers of the bill, if
this debate lasts much longer, to let us
vote on the bill at a time when it will be
possible to have a rather full attendance
of the membership of the Senate. After
all, it is now rather late in the day to
have a quorum call and to get most
Members of the Senate present to vote
on the bill.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr, HILL. The distinguished Senator
from Illinois indicated very strongly, I
think, that the debate would run along
for a time, and that if it lasted until
somewhat late in the afternoon, we
would take a recess until tomorrow, and
not vote today on the bill.

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate that.
However, in view of the fact that the
yeas and nays have been ordered on the
amendments of the Senator from Flor-
ida, I submit that the consideration of
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having a quorum call should be given
to all Senators.

Now that there is to be a yea-and-nay
vote on the amendments of the Senator
from Florida, I respectfully submit that,
if possible, we should either remain here
and vote on the bill today, or else we
should order a quorum call to be had
tomorrow, in order to give due regard to
having as many as possible of the Mem-
bers of the Senate present to record their
votes.

Mr. HOLLAND. So far as I am con-
cerned, Mr. President, I am perfectly
willing to accede to whatever decision
the two leaders reach on that point. I
expect to speak for perhaps an hour or
a little longer, but I plan to speak only
once.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Florida will further
yield——

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I do not care how
long Senators debate this measure this
evening; but if they are willing to agree
now as to a time when the vote shall be
taken tomorrow, by unanimous consent,
those of us on this side of the aisle are
prepared to vote on that question.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Senator
from Florida has said that he expects to
speak for an hour or so. In the mean-
time I expect the majority leader to re-
turn to the Chamber, and then he will be
able to participate in the discussion re-
garding the matter the Senator from
Nebraska has mentioned.

Mr. WHERRY. In view of the fact
that the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, I think the vote on these two
amendments should be taken tomorrow.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, and
Members of the Senate, reference was
made a moment ago by one of the Sen-
ators participating in the colloguy to the
fact that two amendments now have
been proposed by me. Although that is
true as a formal matter, yet the two
amendments actually comprise one
amendment in their intent and meaning.

In order to call attention at this time
to the text of the amendment I am of-
fering, I ask, first, that the entire amend-
ment be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

On page 1, line 8, strike out the following:
“or Territory thereof, or of any State.”

On page 2, line 21, strike out the comma,
insert a colon in lieu thereof, and the fol-
lowing: “Provided jurther, That nothing in
this paragraph shall be construed as author-

izing the execution or application of agree-

ments requiring membership in a labor or-
ganization as a condition of employment in
any State or Territory in which such execu-
tion or application is prohibited by State or
Territorial law.”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I now
call attention to the fact that the first
portion of the amendment reads as fol-
lows:

On page 1, line 8, strike out the following:
“or Territory thereof, or of any State.”

By adverting to the printed copy of
Senate bill 3295, it will be discovered that
this particular amendment applies to the
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provision of the bill appearing in lines
6, 7, and 8, on page 1 of the printed bill,
which reads as follows:

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this act, or of any other statute or law of
the United States, or Territory thereof, or of
any State.

The omission of the words “or Terri-
tory thereof, or of any State,” as pro-
posed in the first part of the pending
amendment, would simply make the pro-
vision which I have just quoted, from S.
3295, read as follows:

Notwithstanding any other provisions of

this act or of any other statute or law of
the United States—

And so forth. It would thus limit this
measure in its provisions which apply to
other laws entirely, so that it will provide
only that, notwithstanding other provi-
sions which appear in this act, or in any
other statute or law of the United States,
alone, not including laws of States or
Territories—excluding the mention,
therefore, of other provisions of State or
Territorial legislation, as was included in
the measure as produced by the com-
mittee.

In other words, that part of the
amendment would simply dovetail with
the later portion of the amendment,
which seeks by its terms to write into
this measure the exact provision now
appearing in the Taft-Hartley law which
preserves and respects and confirms the
force and effect of constitutional or
statutory measures in any State or Ter-
ritory under which it is provided that it
may not be legally prescribed as a condi-
tion of employment or of continued em-
ployment that any worker shall have to
be either a member or not a member of
any labor organization.

The second portion of my amendment
specifically writes into the bill, or would
write into the bill if it would, the exact
words out of the Taft-Hartley Act, which
now provide as a part of that act and as
a part of the law of the United States—
and at this point I quote:

That nothing in this paragraph shall be
construed as authorizing the execution or
application of agreements requiring mems-
bership in a labor organization as a condi-
tion of employment in any State or Territory
in which such execution or application is
prohibited by State or Territorial law.

Mr. President, it has been stated rather
loosely upon the floor of the Senate—and
I have no desire at all to impugn the
motives of anyone, because I think it has
been entirely clear by subsequent state-
ments that the statements were not
meant to go as far as they appeared to
go in the beginning—that the pending
measure, if adopted, would write into the
Railway Labor Act the specific provisions
of the Taft-Hartley law as it now exists,
with reference to the subject of the union
shop and the check-off. That, of course,
is not exactly correct, unless there be
added, by the adoption of the amend-
ment now proposed, a provision in the
Taft-Hartley law which preserves and
confirms and retains within the jurisdic-
tion of the several States or Territories
the effect of their several constitutional
and statutory requirements banning the
so-called closed-shop or union-shop con-
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dition, either of them, as a condition for
legal employment.

I want to make that abundantly clear
before we go further—that we are not
seeking to write into this law by the
amendment now proposed anything un-
known to the law; to the contrary, we
are trying to make this law, if this
amendment which I propose does become
law, exactly like the Taft-Hartley law
in this particular portion or in the appli-
cation of the provision of this particular
portion of the Taft-Hartley law and the
field now covered by it.

I call attention to the fact that in all
the debates connected with passage of
the Taft-Hartley law and in the adop-
tion in the Senate, though not by the
Congress, of amendments of the Taft-
Hartley law last year, 1949, the great
majority of the Senate specifically held
by its vote, not on one occasion but on
several occasions, that they felt that it
was sound public policy to continue in
force and effect and to preserve and to
confirm within the several jurisdictions
that had so prescribed as a matter of
sound State or Territorial policy the
principle that membership or nonmem-
bership in a union should never be pre-
scribed as a condition of employment or
of continued employment. We, a great
majority of the Senate, specifically con-
tinued that provision throughout every
discussion and debate and vote which
we have taken in the consideration of the
Taft-Hartley bill originally and in the
consideration of the proposed amend-
ments which were voted last year, 1949,
in the Senate, but which never became

aw.

I call attention at this time to the last
time that this particular provision was
debated in the Senate. It will be found
in the ConcrEssioNaL REcorp of June 30,
1949. The part of the debate which
bears on this point appears in the REcorp
of that date at pages 8694 to 8713, in-
clusive. It is unnecessary at this time
to quote extensively from that debate,
but I do want the record of this par-
ticular debate to recall the fact that that
was the last time this particular item was
debated. I should like at this time to
ask unanimous consent to insert at this
point in my remarks the list of yea-and-
nay votes, found at page 8712 of the
Recorp of June 30, 1949, showing the
vote of 53 fo 41, by which this provision
was retained, respecting and confirming
the State constitutional and statutory
provisions on the subject of the closed
shop or the union shop in the provisions
of the Taft-Hartley Act. I ask at this
time that the list of the yeas and nays
appearing in column 3 on page 8712 of
the ConcRrEssioNAL REcorp of June 30,
1949, be printed at this point as a portion
of my remarks.

There being no objection, the list of
the yeas and nays was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

The result was announced—yeas 41, nays
53, as follows:

Yeas—41: Alken, Anderson, Baldwin, Doug-
las, Downey, Flanders, Graham, Green, Hend-
rickson, Hill, Humphrey, Hunt, Ives, John-
son, Colo., Johnston, 8. C., Eefauver, Kerr,
KEilgore, Langer, Lodge, Long, Lucas, McGrath,
MecMahon, Magnuson, Miller, Morse, Murray,
Myers, Neely, O'Mahoney, Pepper, Saltonstall,
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Smith, Maine, Sparkman, Taylor, Thomas,
Okla., Thomas, Utah, Thye, Tobey, Withers.

Nays—>53: Brewster, Bricker, Bridges, But-
ler, Byrd, Cain, Capehart, Chapman, Chavez,
Connally, Cordon, Donnell, Eastland, Ecton,
Ferguson, Frear, Fulbright, George, Gillette,
Gurney, Hayden, Hickenlooper, Hoey, Hol-
land, Jenner, Johnson, Tex.,, Kem, EKnow=
land, McCarran, McCarthy, MecClellan, Mec=
Farland, McKellar, Malone, Martin, Maybank,
Millikin, Mundt, O'Conor, Reed, Robertson,
Russell, Schoeppel, Smith, N. J, Stennis,
Taft, Tydings, Vandenberg, Watkins, Wherry,
Wiley, Williams, Young.

Not voting—1: Ellender.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not intend to labor the question which
is now before us, or to speak at undue
length on this measure. It seems to me,
though, that it is a matter of complete
necessity that the Senate, in considering
this question of a proposed amendment
to the Railway Labor Act, consider also
the positions which it has taken upon a
similar act, the Taft-Hartley Act, which
is predicated incidentally upon the inter-
state commerce clause, and which ap-
plies incidentally only to transactions
and employments in interstate com-
merce: and to remind Members of the
Senate of the action which we have
heretofore taken, and which we have
heretofore insisted upon in numerous
debates of that particular provision, and
to remind Members of the Senate that
the taking of a contrary position here
would simply invite attention to the fact
that we discriminate between the class
of workingmen, covered by the pending
amendment and by the Railway Labor
Act, and those other workmen also en-
gaged in interstate commerce, who are
covered by the provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act.

I may say it seems rather clear to me
that if by this amendment the Senate
should incorporate the requirement that
anticlosed and antiunion shop declara-
tions of State and Territorial laws shall
not be observed, that the Senate and the
Congress and the people, employers and
workmen and the general public, may
with confidence expect an insistent de-
mand in the near future for the taking
of similar action cutting out of the Taft-
Hartley Act the specific requirements of
that aet, which would then be com-
pletely contradictory of the provisions
which we would write into the Railway
Labor Act if we should adopt the com-
mittee amendments, without adding
thereto the amendment which I am pro-
posing at this time.

Mr. President, to make that point
doubly clear, may I recall to the public
the fact that while railway employees
are of course engaged in interstate labor
and interstate commerce, that, as to that
portion of the railway employees who
have been insistently urging the passage
of this bill, namely, those who work as
clerks or clerical employees, and those
who work as maintenance-way employ-
ees and those who work in the shops and
in the various other places, other than
as operating members of train crews,
that their residence within States is just
as fixed relatively speaking as is the resi-
dence of any other class of employees
in any class of industry covered by the
Taft-Hartley Act, Irecall to the Senate
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and to the country the fact that when
this measure was being debated in Sep-
tember of this year, the Senate at that
time was served with notice by the large
operating brotherhoods, by formal com-
munications appearing over the signa-
tures of the officials of those brother-
hoods, that they wanted to indicate their
opposition to enactment of this measure
at that time, but that we were visited
with an urgent and even an insistent re-
quest from the heads of some of the
other organizations, including organiza-
tions such as the organization of clerks,
the maintenance-way organizations, and
the shop organizations, as a rule—we
were faced with requests from them for
the enactment of this particular legisla-
tion. There is no reason at all why they
should be any more exempted from the
declarations of the States and Terri-
tories on the subject of anti-closed-shop
provisions or anti-union-shop provisions
or both, than in the case of the motor-
vehicle employees, many of whom are
actively and actually engaged in inter-
state commerce, which takes them from
State to State, or employees of the tele-
phone, telegraph, or radio, who are cer-
tainly engaged in employment, the effect
of which is to know no State lines and
to cross those State lines on every con-
ceivable occasion as an incident of their
employment.

If exceptions be made to the rule,
which I think is a sound and salutary
rule, and which has been heretofore
adopted and adhered to closely by a ma-
jority of the Senate by our insisting on
the preservation and recognition and
giving of full force and effect to con-
stitutional and statutory declarations of
the several States on this important sub-
ject, we shall find ourselves confronted
with having taken completely inconsist-
ent positions and with having invited a
demand for the rescission, cancellation,
and repeal of those portions of the Taft-
Hartley Act which do specifically con-
firm and respect the provisions of State
and territorial laws and constitutions on
this subject.

Mr. President, insofar as the State of
Florida is concerned as a Senator from
Florida I deem it to be my duty to invite
the attention of the Senate to the provi-
sions of laws of our State which run
counter to any proposals which are ad-
vanced on the floor of the Senate, and
at least to let Senators have the infor-
mation as to what are the provisions of
law within the State of Florida which
would be cancelled by the enactment of
proposals pending in Congress.

On this particular point I read from
section 12 of the State Constitution of
Florida the provision which was adopted
by referendum of our people. Whether
or not any particular citizen or individ-
ual in the State of Florida desires it to
be so or not, it is now part of our fun-
damental law in Florida, just as it is a
part of the fundamental law or statutory
law of some 20 States from the Pacific
to the Atlantic. The provision of our
constitution reads:

The right of persons to work shall not be
denied or abridged on account of member-
ship or nonmembership in any labor union
or labor organization, provided that this
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clause shall not be construed to deny or
abridge the right of employees by and
through a labor organization or labor union
to bargain collectively with their employer.

Mr. President, it seems to me that
that is a fair proposition. The people of
our State thought it was fair and wrote
it into our constitution in a referendum
which was addressed to the sound judg-
ment of the voters of our State.

Incidentally, Mr. President, there have
been several efforts made since that time
to repeal that portion of our constitution
which was adopted in the general elec-
tion, as I recall, of 1944, However, with-
out variation the legislature of the State
has by overwhelming majorities refused
on several occasions to submit to the
people any measure which would have in
effect abridged, repealed, or amended
this provision of our State constitution.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield for a question?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield.

Mr. PEPPER. Docs my colleague have
in mind any case on the subject, or does
he have any opinion as to whether the
provision allowing collective bargaining
between labor and management in
Florida under that provision of the
Constitution would preclude a collective
bargaining agreement regarding a union
shop?

Mr, HOLLAND. I believe no case on
that point has bheen decided by either
the Supreme Court of the United States
or the Supreme Court of Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 do not recall any.

Mr. HOLLAND. My recollection is
that decisions have been rendered on the
subject by courts of lesser importance,
all of them upholding the clear wording
of the constitutional provisions. I un-
derstand further that effort was made
to appeal at least one of such decisions
to the Supreme Court of the United
States. However, as I recall, the Su-
preme Court declined to exercise juris-
diction on the ground that it felt the
constitutional provision should first be
construed by the Supreme Court of the
State of Florida. That is my recollec-
tion of the history of the subject up to
this time. I may say, however, that
quite similar provisions have been
brought before the Supreme Court of
the United States in three cases which
were decided last year. I shall not at-
tempt to quote the decisions for the
RECORD unless it becomes necessary to do
s0. The three cases affect provisions of
the statute law of North Carolina and
constitutional provisions in Nebraska
and Arizona. In going into this subject
in detail in 1949, on the occasion when
we were. debating it, I found that the
Supreme Court had upheld by unani-
mous decision the validity of one of those
constitutional provisions. My recollec-
tion is that it was the constitutional pro-
vision of the State of Nebraska. It is
also my recollection that the Supreme
Court had upheld by a similar unani-
mous decision the statutory provision of
the State of North Carolina, and that it
had upheld by an 8-to-1 decision the
constitutional provision of the State of
Arizona, which latter constitutional pro-
vision did not go as far as does the
constitutional provision of the State of
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Florida in making clear that complete
~ and even-handed justice is done. I in-

vite the attention of my colleague to the '

fact, as is well known to him, I am cer-
tain, that in the constitutional amend-
ment adopted in the State of Florida we
protected not only as against a require-
ment of membership in a union, but also
as against a requirement of nonmem-
bership. To quote again the provision
of our constitution, it reads:

The right of persons to work shall not be
denied or abridged on account of member=
ehip or nonmembership in any labor union
or labor organization, provided that this
clause shall not be construed to deny or
abridge the right of employees by and
through a labor organization or labor union
to bargain collectively with their employer.

Again going back to the Arizona case,
my recollection is that the reason on
which one justice of the Supreme Court—
and as I recall, it was the late Mr. Justice
Murphy—declined to approve the con-
stitutional provision of the State of Ari-
zona was, to the best of my recollection,
the fact that it was not completely even-
handed, in that it did not apply to con-
ditions which were equally applicable to
membership or nonmembership in union.
In other words, the provision was di-
rected only against membership in
unions. The late Mr. Justice Murphy in
his dissenting opinion found such a
provision to be not even-handed jus-
tice. However, his opinion was only one
out of nine opinions. The other eight
Justices upheld even that more one-
sided approach to the problem in the
Constitution of the State of Arizona.

Therefore, it is amply clear that the
Supreme Court of the United States has
not only upheld such constitutional re-
quirements, but has upheld them with a
unanimity which is rarely found in the
membership of our Supreme Court in
this day.

As I recall, the decisions made it very
clear that this was a matter properly
addressed to the sound policies and sound
judgment of the people of the respective
States as to whether or not they should
or should not adopt as a part of their
law, whether statutory or constitutional,
anticlosed shop or antiunion shop pro-
visions,

As I recall, one or more of the deci-
sions went out of its way to say that those
who complained of such a law must
remember that they have a perfect rem-
edy. That remedy does not lie in the
courts, but in the people and in address-
ing their petition for a change to the
people of the several States or the legisla-
tures of the several States, or both, as the
case may be.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator cares to
do so, I should like to have an expression
of his opinion as to whether the right to
bargain collectively would carry with it
the right to bargain and enter into a
contract, if agreeable to management,
pursuant to that bargaining, which did
provide a union-shop provision similar
to that which would be permitted here.

Mr. HOLLAND. I was not a member
of the legislature which debated at length
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the subject matter of the amendment.
Nor did I participate in the rather heavy
debates which took place in the State
prior to the election, inasmuch as I was
serving as the chief executive of the
State. However, it is my clear recollec-
tion that both in the debates on the floor

of the Legislature of Florida and in the *

debates which preceded the referendum
election in which this amendment was
adopted it was made very clear that the
inclusion of this particular provision re-
ferred to by my colleague was for a single
purpose, and that was to make it com-
pletely clear that there was no thought
in the minds of those submitting the
amendment to inhibit collective bargain-
ing or to prevent collective bargaining
except in that one particular which is
prescribed in the earlier part of the
amendment. Therefore my answer to
my colleague would be that, basing my
opinion upon the debates at that time,
both in the legislature and before the
publie, it was made crystal clear that the
provision would not give to collective
bargainers the authority to violate or
ignore the earlier provisions of the
amendment. Instead, the earlier pro-
visions of the amendment were intended
to be mandatory upon our people, and
the last portion of the amendment was
included simply to give assurance that
there was no disposition to prevent mem-
bership in a labor union or a reliance
upon collective bargaining, except inso-
far as the earlier portion of the amend-
ment may have provided for the govern-
ance of relations between employers and
employees in the State of Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, if my
colleague will yield further, I believe that
the interpretation just given by my able
colleague is the correct one. If he will
yield further, I should like to ask him
if any of the three cases in the United
States Supreme Court to which he has
referred, upholding constitutional or
statutory provisions in States, involved
a field in which Congress had asserted
a paramount authority to regulate the
subject? Did any of those cases involve

the question as to whether the act of-

Congress was valid, or whether the State
constitutional or statutory provision
would take precedence?

Mr. HOLLAND. I will say to my col-
league that in none of the three cases
mentioned had the Congress asserted
Federal jurisdiction. So far as the
junior Senator from Florida is con-
cerned, it is his belief and understand-
ing of the law that the Federal Govern-
ment—the Congress or the Federal Gov-
ernment acting through the Congress by
the enactment of a law—has the com-
plete right to go into a field which lies
in interstate commerce, under the inter-
state commerce clause, and to preempt
that field by the enactment of Federal
legislation. That point was very fully
argued during the various earlier occa-
sions when this question was debated in
the Senate. It was discussed during the
debates on the Taft-Hartley Act, both
in connection with the passage of the
original act and in connection with pro-
posed amendments to the act or repeal
of the act. As I understand, in every
case it was admitted by all lawyers par=-
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ticipating that the Congress and the
Federal Government are certainly nof
without authority to assert themselves
in this field, and that if they so assert
themselves in this field, as to all that
assertion which covers interstate com-
merce, they are certainly on sound
ground, and that their preemption of
that field would be of such a nature as
to exclude the operation of State law
within the same field. I believe that is
the point to which my colleague was
addressing himself, and I believe that
his understanding of that situation and
mine are entirely the same. 4

We come back, therefore, to the ques-
tion as to whether or not it is sound
Federal public policy at this time to enact
the proposed law without including in it
the same safeguards—the same sort of
preservation of State law—as we have
very carefully included within the Taft-
Hartley law. Even at the time of the
proposed amendments to that law we
insisted again upon the continued in-
clusion of that provision.

On the question as to what 1§ sound
policy, it is my position that there is no
difference between the situation which
we are discussing here, governing, as
the junior Senator from Florida under-
stands, only those who are in interstate
commerce in the railroad industry and
in the aviation industry and the situa-
tion with respect to persons in the quite
similar industries covering the fields of
radio, television, telephone, telegraph,
motor transportation, and other fields of
law which, without question, are in their
most general application interstate com-
merce in its fullest sense.

In closing this part of my discussion,
I merely wish to call attention—unless
my colleague has further questions—to
the point that it is just as proper for the
Congress to make this reservation in the
enactment of this law as it was to make
such a reservation in the enactment of
the Taft-Hartley-law. In the opinion of
the junior Senator from Florida it is
just as necessary to do it now as then,
unless we are to take the position that
there is no value in a sound expression
of public policy by a State or Territory
in a matter of this kind, which com-
mands such respect and which is of such
dignity as to require the Federal Gov-
ernment, in its sound discretion, to con-
tinue in operation that expression,

I invite the attention of Senators to
the fact that this does not govern simply
the question of employment or nonem-
Pployment of a particular individual, or in
any particular industry. It is a very
grave and far-reaching expression of
sound publie policy, in the discretion and
judgment of the people of a sovereign
State, that as to people living within such
State, and as to people engaged in busi-
ness within such State, people who are
either members of unions or who might
become members of unions in that par-
ticular field, there shall be no diserimi-
nation in employment based upon the
question of either membership or non-
membership in a labor organization. It
is an exceedingly vital matter to every
citizen whether or not he has the right
1o seek and to receive employment,



1950

I believe that the type of expression
of sound public policy which is con-
tained in these amendments and in these
statutes goes a great deal further than
merely covering the field of organized
labor, To the contrary, it runs to the
question as to whether or not, in the
sound judgment of the people in-the
State or territory which is affected,
there is a sufficiently valid claim or a
right on the part of every citizen to
have such employment as he is equipped
to do, free to him if he can gain it on
his merits and his ability to discharge
the duties and requirements of the em-
ployment, and free from any condition
which would be harmful to him or to
his chance of employment or continued
employment, based upon either his mem-
bership or nonmembership in a union
organization.

Eighteen or twenty States have, by
most dignified declarations of their own
sound public policy, indicated adherence
to this principle. Such declarations
have, I repeat, been recognized by the
United States Supreme Court. There
are three decisions which are not only
far reaching but characterized by an
unusual degree of unanimity.

That principle has been recognized by
the Congress of the United States, both
in the passage of the Taft-Hartley law
and in the consideration of proposed
amendments, as well as the proposed
repeal of that law. Such an expression
has been regarded as so sound an ex-
pression of the local electorate, the very
people who are affected, the people who
live within the jurisdiction which lays
down that condition as one of the rules
of living within that jurisdiction, that it
should be respected.

We have respected it in the passage of
the Taft-Hartley law, and the Supreme
Court of the United States has respected
it in two decisions unanimously, and in
another one nearly unanimously, be-
cause of the fact that they felt that
such a dignified expression of the people
within a particular jurisdiction should
be recognized always unless and until
the Federal Government moves legally
into that field, which the Congress of the
United States has in this case specifically
refused to do.

Mr. President, with reference to the
field covered by this bill, I wish to re-
mind the Members of the Senate—and
I would appreciate it if those few Sen-
ators who are present would give at-
tention to this particular remark—that
those who are covered by the Railway
Labor Act are already given unusual dis-
tinction among all the groups of people
engaged in gainful employment through-
out the United States, in that there have
been extended to them from the very
beginning, under the terms of the Rail-
way Labor Act, certain provisions and
certain conditions which have been de-
nied to others, presumably on the ground
that they are a highly responsible group
of people, presumably on the ground that
they are much more responsible in car-
rying out their obligations to the general
public than in the case of some other
industries, or other industries in general.

Under the provisions of the original
law, enacted, as I recall, in 1926, and of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

the amendments to that act, it has been
declared from time to time as the law
of the United States that the injunctive
privileges shall not be extended in this
field, even when we were extending that
privilege to other fields, which were in
the category of vital industries, vital to
all our people throughout the United
States. In the enactment of the Taft-
Hartley law we still excluded, by specific
provision contained in that law, those
who were covered by the terms of the
Railway Labor Act. So that they have
unusual recognition, they have unusual
:iights; they have unusual responsibili-
es.

Having read, not this year, but last
year or the year before, perhaps, some
of the hearings and some of the debates
at the time of the enactment of the
original act, and the earlier amendments
to it, I may say that I was struck by the
fact that it was perfectly clearly set forth
in many instances that it was the leaders
of railway labor themselves who were
admitting their responsibility to the
general public, who asked that no closed-
shop or union-shop provision should be
imposed in the act, who asserted over
and over again that there was, in the
case particularly of the operating broth-
erhoods, a clearly fraternal relation be-
tween the members of those organiza-
tions, and that they preferred to stand
upon the ground—and I wish they were
still standing on that ground—that they
did not want to gain members by coer-
cion or compulsion, but by the rendition
of such service, by the adoption of such
high standards of conduct and perform-
ance, that they would attract to their
membership all those engaged in the
operating classifications, at least, be-
cause they were offering something that
was distinctly worth while.

I should like to refer to the letter that
was offered today, if the Senator from
Alabama will give me a copy of it. It is
dated December 6, 1950, which was yes-
terday. I believe it is shown by a con-
sideration of the debates and a consid-
eration of the hearings in this field of
railway labor that these great and highly
beneficial brotherhoods—and they are
just that—have uniformly contended
that they did not want to stand upon
the principle of compulsion or coercion,
that instead they wanted to appeal to
people who were good people, and who
were engaged in their particular employ-
ment because of the high standards of
their own membership, and the high
standards of service to which they de-
voted themselves.

Mr. President, that is indeed high
ground, and I am only sorry that high
ground is not taken at this time, Be-
fore I close that point, let me say that I
have always understood, in talking with
many, many members of these organ-
izations, that they wanted always to re-
tain the veto right, that they wanted
always to have a right not to admit to
their membership—which, as I have
said, was largely fraternal membership,
as well as a business association of people
working in the same industry—those
who they thought were unworthy from
a moral standpoint, or from any other
standpoint, I believe indeed that under
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the terms of the proposed amendment
they insist upon preserving—and I am
glad that they do insist upon pre-
serving—the right to admit or not to
admit applicants, dependent upon
whether they regard them as qualified
morally, qualified from the standpoint of
their services as performed, to claim
membership in their organizations.

I see the Senator from Alabama on his
feet, and if he has any questions to ask,
I shall be glad to yield to him.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Senator
referred tc a letter, and said perhaps that
was the first time that some of these
unions had expressed themselves in favor
of a union shop, or the right to bargain
collectively for a union shovw. If the Sen-
ator will examine the hearings, he will
find that on May 4 last, during the hear-
ings, Mr. Harry See, representative of the
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, ap-
peared before the committee and testi-
fied as follows:

The Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen is
in favor of legitimatizing union shop and
check-off contracts. It believes the time is
long overdue for these provisions, and that
the provisions of the Railway Labor Act for-
bidding the same should be revised.

I think, if the Senator will go through
the hearings he will find that others took
the same position. They did not agree
as to the particulars of the bill as report-
ed by the committee, and therefore they
were not in favor of the bill as reported
by the committee. But the Senator will
find, I think, that most of these unions
long since have been asking for the right
to bargain collectively for union shop.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator,
I repeat only what I said a few minutes
ago, that upon search of the record of
the early hearings and the early debates,
it was very clear that railway labor itself
was insisting upon not being in the class-
ification of coercing or compelling mem-
bership, but insisting on maintaining the
open-shop privilege. I am sure the Sen-
ator knows enough about what has tran-
spired throughout the years since 1926 to
know that any development to the con-
trary has been a very late one, and that
if it appeared last year in the case of the
one organization which the Senator men-
tioned, it certainly has not appeared
until recent months, or the last year or
two, in general in the field of the oper-
ating brotherhoods, because from the be-
ginning until recently they have been in-
sistent upon the matter of maintaining
the open shop. That is the understand-
ing of the Senator from Florida.

The Senator from Florida may say
that he left Washington in some pertur-
bation at the end of the session in Sep-
tember. He had asked that the matter
go over until the new session, and the
Senate voted that that action should be
taken. He went home to try to find out,
by discussions with railway employees
whom he should meet, many of whom
were his lifelong friends, what were
their feelings in this field, and he is
bound to report in candor that he finds
in general, at least in his own State, a
line of very great differentiation between
the thinking of those who are in the
shop, maintenance, and clerical activi-
ties on the one hand, and those in the
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operating brotherhoods. Because from
talking, not with one but with several
dozens of men whose friendship he es=-
tems highly and whose standing as citi-
zens and as lifelong members of the
railway operating brotherhoods he re-
spects completely, he knows that beyond
dispute the great preponderance of men
in that classification whom he had the
chanee to see and talk to are not favor-
ing the proposed law, but instead are
insisting that they prefer to continue
the prineciple for which they had stood
through all the years of the Railway
Labor Act, and that was the principle of
noncompulsion and of noncoercion and
of doing such a good job that the good
people would want to come into their
organizations. They wish to preserve
for themselves the right to admit or not
to admit to their brotherhoods persons
in their calling, dependent upon their

moral standing and upon the perform-

ance of their duties.

The Senator from Florida does not
assume to indicate in the slightest that
that was a unanimous feeling on the
part of the operating brotherhood mem-
bers whom he saw, but he does say for
the record at this time that the great
majority of men from the operating
brotherhoods with whom he talked took
that position, and that the number from
among those operating brotherhoods
who did want the hill to be adopted—
at least those whom he saw—was very
small indeed.

The exact contrary was true in the
field of the unions which cover the shops
and the maintenance-of-way operations,
and the clerical operations of the rail-
road companies. It is the belief of the
Senator from Florida, after having
talked with several committees and with
many individuals, and after having re-
ceived a great many communications
from members of those brotherhoods,
that the great preponderance of mem-
bers in those particular brotherhoods
which are nonoperating, at least in the
State of Florida, do favor the adoption
of this legislation, though on the ques-
tion of the preservation or nonpreserva-
tion of the provisions of the anti-closed-
shop law of the State of Florida, many
did not declare themselves one way or
the other.

Mr. President, in this whole matter I
want to make it clear that the Senator
from Ficrida has endeavored in every
way he knew how to find out what was
the wish, not only of those who work for
the railroads within his own State, but
of the general public; of the employers
in the railway industry, because he
thinks they have a right to be heard;
the legislators within his State who alone
will have the right to submit a constitu-
tional amendment which would change
or vary or repeal the provisions of our
present constitutional provision; and
that from his own observation and from
his own carefully searched-out contacts
with many many individuals, both within
and without the groups covered by the
proposed legislation, he feels entirely
sure that the great majority of the citi-
zens of the State of Florida—at least if
his sampling was anything like sound,
and he belicves it was—do not favor the
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adoption of the proposed law, or if it be
adopted, feel that it should be adopted
with the amendment under discussion,
the amendment which preserves the pro-
tection, insofar as our people are con-
cerned and our citizens are concerned,
of the provisions of section 12 of our
State constitution, which I have already
read into the REcorp.

Mr. President, I will not read or at-
tempt to read into the Recorp any of
the some hundreds of letters which I
have received, almost all of them coming
from members of the organizations in
the railroad industry who are handling
clerical work or maintenance-of-way
work or shop work, which favor this act.
I will simply state for the Recoro that I
have some hundreds of contacts indicat-
ing in the main that the great majority
of those people do favor the enactment
of the measure which is pending here
today.

Nor will I attempt to quote into the
Recorp from any of the communications
which I have received, of which there
have been many, from people who are in
the position of being executives within
the railroad industry, or the owners of
stockholdings within the industry, and
without exception, I think I should say,
those communications, which have been
many in number, have been opposed to
the enactment of this measure.

Nor will I attempt to put into the Rec-
orp the many communications which I
have received from citizens who do not
fall within any of the directly affected
classifications, but who are simply good
citizens of our State, who know about
this argument, who know about the pro-
posed amendment of the Railway Labor
Act, and have attitudes upon it.

I may say I have not received a single
letter from a single citizen of our State
who is not in one of the directly affected
classifications, which has not insisted
upon the preservation and recognition of
our constitfutional provision. I have re-
ceived many letters disapproving the en-
actment of the legislation in any way,

I do have, however, a considerable
number of communications from men
who are directly affected by the act and
who are employees. Some being mem-
bers of the operating brotherhoods and
some being members of the nonoperat-
ing brotherhoods. I shall not read the
names of any of the writers into the
REecorp, because I know full well that
there sometimes are persons—and I hope
there are none in our State—in labor
organizations who have visited retribu-
tive action upon members of their or-
ganizations who have decided not to side
with the leadership. I do want to read
into the Recorp at this time some 15 or
more of the communications which I
have received, in some cases from only
one workman or employee, and in some
cases from as many as seven, one of
them from a great deal larger number,
who do not favor this particular measure.

Mr. President, at this time I wish to
read into the REecorp, because I realize
that this matter is a controversial one,
both in my own State and in other
States, some 15 or more communications
received from some very fine citizens who
are among the employees who would be
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affected by this measure. In their com-
munications they state their opposition
to the bill.

I have already said that I have re-
ceived many communications favoring
the bill from persons in the clerical and
maintenance-of-way and shop groups,
but very few favoring this measure from
members of the operating brotherhoods.

The first letter comes from Plant City,
Fla. The letter is addressed to me, and
is signed by seven men. I know only
three of them. I know those three to be
lifelong citizens of that very fine city and
to be splendid Americans by every proper
standard. I read their letter:

We, the undersigned members of Brother-
hood of Railway and Steamship Clerks,
Freight Handlers, Express and Station Em-
ployees, respectfully request-that you vote
against and use your influence to defeat the
bill now before Congress, introduced in the
House of Representatives on March 21, and
given the number H. R. 7789, and in the Sen-
ate on March 22, given the number S. 3205,
and list some of our reasons against this bill,

In requiring that we belong to some
organization, it removes our right of free-
dom to choose for ourselves whether we
want to belong to an organiaztion or not;
and should the organiaztion set up some
policy to which we are absolutely opposed,
we would still have to belong.

It would give the leaders too much power
and authority over the organization, as it
requires the carriers to pay to the organiza-
tion any dues, fees, or assessments they might
desire, and deduct them from the wages of
the employees.

It would remove the incentive of the lead-
ers to try to conduct the organization in such
a manner that the employees would desire
to belong to it.

It is contrary to the American way of life,
as it takes away the privilege to *“Choose
ye this day whom ye will serve.”

That letter is signed, as I have said,
by seven very fine citizens of Plant City,
who desecribe themselves as employees of
the unions mentioned in their communi-
cation.

The next letter which I shall read
comes from a lifelong friend of mine
who happens to have been an employee
of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad ever
since his boyhood. He is a conductor on
that railroad. His letter reads as
follows:

I see in the labor paper where the Senate
Labor Committee approved a bill making it
possible to bring a closed-shop unlon agree-
ment onto the railroads. I am very much
opposed to this closed shop because it will
force railroad men to belong to a union, and
follow the dictates of union leaders. If he
loses his standing with the union, he loses
his job, and his right to work for a living.
It is loss of privilege and personal rights;
it will put the union officials In position to
have a strangle hold on the railroads of the
country, just like John L. Lewis has on the
coal fields. I imagine most of the miners
would ditch John L. if they could, because
they have to stay out on strike about a third
of the time. I don't see how they make a
living.

Spessarp, you know I have worked for the
Coast Line for 30 years; and sitting here to-
night, I know hundreds of railroad men, but
I do not know one man that does not belong
to a rallroad union. So why do they want
to make it compulsory for a railroad man to
belong to a union in order to keep his job?
The union officials are out to grab power, and
put the squeeze on somebody, or everybody—
the workers, the stocltholders, and the publig
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in general. I hope you will strongly oppose
this measure when it is brought up for vote
in the Senate. I only hope it has not already
passed before my letter reaches you.

- As I understand it, the bill permits open
shops on the railroads, but I know if this
bill becomes law the union officers will find a
way to bring about a closed shop, and thereby
assume dictatorial powers, At present under
the open shop a man can drop his member=
ship any time, and leave the unlon officials
without funds; and in this way the officials
do not become too unreasonable, But under
a closed shop if a man drops his membership
he would lose his job and right to work. It
is just not fair; it is not needed, and not
wanted.

That letter is signed, as I say, by a
man who has been a friend of mine since
boyhood, He is a long-time conductor
for the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad.

The next letter which I shall read
comes from Lake City, Fla., in the north-
ern part of our State, The letter reads
as follows:

For the past 10 years I have been happily
employed by one of the great and finest
railway systems in the country. Under the
Railway Labor Act as it now stands rail-
road men are protected in their right to join
any union for which they are eligible, or not
to join if they do not choose to do so—

He underscores the words “not to join
if they do not choose to do so”"—

and railroad companies are forbidden to de=-
duct union dues, fess, and assessments from
an employee’s wages. However, certain labor
leaders now want to abandon this system of
voluntary membership in unions and sub-
stitute a system of membership by compul-
sion. They are therefore pressing for pas-
sage of S. 3295, which would permit railroads
to enter into closed-shop contracts with
unions under which employees, regardless
of their own wishes, would be compelled to
become union members to hold their jobs.

If you have not as yet had an opportunity
of studying 8. 3205, I trust you will do so at
the earliest convenient moment. It seems
to me that the fundamental question posed
by this bill is simply this:

“Shall the system of membership in rail-
way unions as the result of democratic free
and voluntary choice be continued? Or shall
it be replaced by a system of coerced and
controlled membership?”

In this day and time the individual is
bombared continually by many domestic and
foreign isms, and it is, indeed, gratifying
to witness a resurgence of plain old Ameri-
canism in many parts of the country. I can-
not avoid the feeling that any system under
which the individual is denied his consti-
tutional and inherent right of free choice
in matters of this nature—as proposed in S.
3205—is the exact antithesis of American-
ism as you and I interpret it. Also, I do not
feel that you will be in sympathy with the
deceitful intention of the proposed legisla-
tion, and urge you to exert your influence
in every possible way toward its defeat.

That letter is signed by another sturdy
and outstanding citizen of Florida, who
lives in Lake City, in northern Florida,

The next letter comes from a long-
time conductor whom I happened to
meet as I passed through the Union Sta-
tion in Jacksonville. He subsequently
wrote me this letter, which I shall read
in part:

DeAr SeEwaTor: I am the conductor who
spoke to you on your way home at the Jack=-
sonville Union Station, and have always
supported you.
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I am asking you to consider voting against
the bill, S, 3295 or H. R. 7789, pertaining to
compulsory membership in raillway labor
unions, I have been employed by the ACL
for over 35 years; during that time I have
belonged to the Brotherhood of Rallway
Clerks, the Brotherhood of Rallway Train-
men, and the Order of Railway Conductors.
I have belonged to the Order of Railway
Conductors for over 30 years; but last year
I withdrew from the order, and I believe my
reasons are sufficient, and I believe you
would have done likewise under the same
circumstances.

I admire your stand on the Taft-Hartley
Act. I think as you do on this bil. I have
never believed that a man must belong to
any union before he can work., I believe
that interferes with his rights as an Ameri-
can citizen. I firmly believe that the rail-
way unions should take into consideration
that the public likewise should be considered.
Your consideration on this bill, I assure
you, will be appreciated.

That letter is signed by a conductor of
the highest standing, who now is ap-

‘proaching his retirement.

The next letter comes from a member
of the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks.
He lives in Daytona Beach. He is an-
other very fine citizen. His letter is ad-
dressed to me, and reads as follows:

I am a member of the Brotherhood of
Railway Clerks, and am asking you to vote
against the bill of coerced and controlled
membership in the unions. This sounds too
much like dictatorship, and not free Amer=
icanship.

He signs the letter with his name.

The next is from a particularly out-
standing citizen, who writes as a mem-
ber of one of the clerical organizations,
I think I shall read the entire letter in-
to the Recorp at this time:

Desr SENaTOR: I am going to ask or beg
of you to do all in your power to defeat this
amendment to the Raillway Labor Act.

You probably heard Mr. George M. Har-
rison’s, president of the Brotherhood of Rail-
way and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers,
Express and Station Employees Union, side
of this bill, of all the free riders as he calls
them, and the benefit this bill would do
the employees, but members of local 2063,
here in Jacksonville, do not agree with him.,

I am a member of this lodge in good
standing and have been for about 6 years,
I was asked to join this union when I
went to work for the Express Co. here in
Jacksonville, I was not forced to join, I did
because they were 100-percent union, they
still are 100 percent except one employee,
this employee has been working for the Ex-
press Co. over 25 years and was a member
up till September 1, 1949, when Mr. Har-
rison put an assessment on the members
and he did not believe it to be fair so he
quit the union rather than pay that assess-
ment.

Senator, I sure would hate to belong to a
church, lodge, club, or union or any other
kind of membership where you were forced
to belong and could not quit if you did not
believe in what they were doing to be right.

Every Christmas the Express Co. employs

. between 300 and 500 extra employees for

the Christmas rush, now these extra em-
ployees will have to pay the entrance fee
into the union plus a month's dues before
they can work for the Express Co., but the

‘ union will not protect them or accept them

in the union till they have been working
for the company for 90 days, and these
extra employees will not work any longer
than 30 days at the most, there is noth=-
ing fair in that.

. sands of free riders.
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At the installation of officers of the
lodges in Jacksonville, which were held at
the Mayflower Hotel, one of Mr. Harrison's
vice presidents made a speech in which he
sald the company was going to take out of our
salaries the union dues and all the assess-
ments and that Mr. Harrison has the power
to put what assessments he saw fit upon
us, that the company was going to get 5
percent for doing this, and there was noth-
ing we could do about it but quit our jobs,
then they would take it ouc before we were
pald off anynow. Senator, if it comes to
that we sure are in foul shape, believe me,

Senator, if you will ask the people that
work for the Express Co. there in Bartow
or anywhere that you happen to run across
any express employees, they will tell you
that they are a member of the union, where
Mr. Harrison gets that thousands and thou-
sands of employees that are free riders, as
he calls them, must be these extra Christ-
mas employees,

Thanking you for your stan¢ against this
bill, I am.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN-
DRICKSON in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Florida yield to the Senator
from Alabama?

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall yield as soon
as I have completed reference to this
particular letter. I have followed the
suggestion of this very fine citizen, and
whenever I had a chance to talk to an
express employee, in the T-week visit
that I have recently made throughout
my State, I did so. That is, every per-
son that I knew to be an express em-
ployee. I could not find the first one
who was not a member of the union, and
I found many who agreed with the posi-
tions taken by this particular letter
writer. There were in that particular
group more who wanted the legislation,
however, than there were opposed. Iam
now glad to yield to the ‘Senator from
Alabama,

Mr, HILL. I thank the Senator. I
merely wish to say that the author of the
letter evidently is under an erroneous
impression about the bill, because the
bill would not apply to those who might
be temporarily employed to meet the
Christmas rush. The bill expressly pro-
vides that an employee must have been
employed for 60 days before any col-
lective-bargaining agreement could in
any way require him to join a union.

Mr. HOLLAND. Imay say to the Sen-
ator that I understand that perfectly.
But the Senator evidently did not fol-
low the reading of the letter carefully,
because the writer of the letter cited that
fact as, in his opinion, the only possible
source from which the statement could
have been made that there were thou-
He said he did not
know of a single express company em-
ployee who was not already a member of
the union, and that in order to make

" any such statement, that there were
~ thousands of free riders, he was very sure
~ that they had to include those temporary
. employees. That was his statement, not
. mine.
- bill, not mine, as I have just read it into
. the RECORD.

That is his feeling about the

The next comes from Milton, Fla., a
way out in west Florida, from one of
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the most respected citizens there. It
reads:

Enowing your great interest in the gen-
eral welfare of the big unorganized of our
country I am writing to urge your opposi=
tion to the above listed bill, for I can only
see more trouble for us if it should become &
law. We, who are unorganized, have been
carrying the load of the well organized too
long and it is now time to stop and reverse
the order if possible.

Mr. President, I think I should say in
fairness, before I leave this, that this let-
ter is out of place, because it does not
appear to have heen written by a mem-=
ber or by a present employee of the com-
pany, and therefore should not have ap-
peared in this particular group. There
is a very large group of such letters in
my file, written by members of the gen-
eral public, and this apparently got into
the wrong classification.  The next one
is from a railroad employee of the city of
Jacksonville, speaking, as he says, for
others than himself, though he signs only
his own name, and therefore I read it only
as an individual expression, and I shall
read that part of it which I think is
pertinent:

Please vote “no" to Senate bill 3285. We
members of the railway labor union have
not been consulted or had a chance to vote
for or against & union shop, and we don't
want it. The closed or union shop is un-
democratic and should not be allowed in the
country. It's maybe O. K, for Russia.

Respectfully yours.

It is signed by that parti_cular em-

ployee.

The next is from an employee of the
railroads, from the city of Fort Pierce,
Fla., reading as follows:

I have just finished reading excerpts from
Senate bill 5205, which I understand proposes
to amend the Railway Labor Act to provide
for compulsory membership in a union.

At the present time I am one of the many
exempted employees and would gain nothing
by union membership. I believe and have
always believed that the right to join or not
to join a union should be vested in the in-
dividual and for this reason believe that
Benate bill 3295 should be defeated.

Your cooperation in assisting in the defeat
of this unnecessary piece of legislation would
be appreciated.

The letter is signed by that particular
employee.

The next is a letter from my own
county, from the little city of Lake
Wales. It is from an employee of the
railroad, whom I have long known. He

writes to me as follows:

I note from last week’s issue of Labor baper,
that the railroad union-shop bill has been
passed by the Senate Labor Committee, and
I would like to urge you to do everything
within your power to defeat this bill when it
comes to the Senate for debate.

In my opinion, as well as the opinion of
many other railroad men, this bill, if made
into law, will do more to restrict the rights
of the workingmen than any legislation
that has been enacted in many years. The
old argument being used so strongly by the
supporters of this bill is the free-rider side
of it, but that is only to rally support from
those who fail to see beyond this point.
One only has to look into the all-powerful
miners’ union, the automobile workers'
union, and the longshoremen’s union, to
eee just what will happen in the railroad
unions if this bill is passed. I would like to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

state that T am a member of a railroad union
and have been for better than 8 years, and I
believe in the principles of labor organiza-
tion, but this bill carries implications that
will eventually destroy all advantages of
unionism, but the strangle hold will be so
firm that the workingmen will be powerless.
Under the present law, a man does not
have to be a member nor is he compelled to
become a member in order to work, and I
do not believe that he should be forced to
join a union in order to work. The union
officers, under the present law, must work
for the hest interests of the members, or if
they fail to do so, the members drop out,
which is really the only protest the members
have against the officers, but, if this new law
is enacted, they will be able to conduct the
union affairs as they desire, as well as charge
whatever dues they desire, and the members
will be forced to pay or quit their job,
which seems to me would be a very serious
violation of our constitutional rights,

He concludes by saying:

Your vote and influence in defeating this
bill will be greatly appreciated,

He then signs the letter.

I may say, Mr. President, that in the
effort to accomplish the enactment of
the amendment which I am sponsoring
here, I showed that portion of these com-
munications which had arrived prior to
the date of our adjournment in Sep-
tember to my good friend here, the sen-
ior Senator from Alabama, and requested
him to reconsider the question of includ-
ing in this measure the identical pro-
visions which were in the Taft-Hartley
bill. Iam sure he understands that peo-
ple in the 18 States, approximately, who
have provisions within their constitu-
tions or statutory law, which have the
approval of the great majority of their
citizens on this vital question of not re-
quiring either membership or non-
mcmbership in unions as a condition of
employment or of continued employ-
ment—people do not want this bill, or
any bill in this field; and the bill, if en-
acted in the face of that opposition, is
merely going fo encounter continuing
difficulties, whereas I think that every-
one who is a true friend of the bill would
want it to meet with the general ap-
proval of the public which it serves, and
not be subjected to frequent and recur-
ring attacks or efforts to amend the rail-
way labor law. So far as I was con-
cerned, I was in great hopes that the
Senator from Alabama and his associates
on the committee would agree to the
drafting of this bill irn the same identical
words which now appear in the Taft-
Hartley law, and I am still regretful that
they did not agree to do so, either in
September or until this date. I may say
that one would think from the com-
ments of the distinguished majority
leader in the Recorp yesterday that we
were going to be consulted on this matter
before the matter came up, following the
vote on the rent-control measure today,
but I think I should say in fairness that
the consultation was apparently confined
entirely to a consultation with the heads
of the unions which heretofore had with-
held their approval of the bill. There
was no consultation with anyone so far
as I know on this question of preserva-
tion of the rights of the States, until I
happened to go into the Senate dining
room bhetween 1:30 and 2 o'clock and
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found my distinguished friend from Ala-
bama dining there, and furnished him
with a copy of the amendment. I
learned from him a few moments later
that it had not been considered.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Florida yield to the Sen-

ator from Alabama?

Mr. HOLLAND. I will yield in a mo-
ment. I want to call to the attention
of my distinguished friend the fact that
the proposition of denying any force
whatever to the solemn declarations of
the people of about 18 States—and I
learn from a memorandum which has
been added here that there are perhaps
more in this category now than the 18
who were in it when we debated this
measure a year ago—is unsound, and it
invites continued strife and trouble. In-
cidentally, it departs from the sound
fundamentals of the Senator’s own posi-
tion in certain other vital matters in
which the Senator has stood loyally and
most convineingly from time to time with
his brethren who come from the southern
portion of the United States, insisting
upon the fact that the solemn declara-
tions, constitutional and statutory, of
those States which are affected there,
and which, by the way, are fewer than
the 18 in number which are affected here,
should be listened to and considered and
given weight by the Congress of the
United States. I am extremely sorry
that the Senator from Alabama is not
willing to remember that that has been
his position in another class of matters
under the so-called civil-rights program,
and I regret that he does not see fit to
give such solemn expressions of at least
18 sovereign States the same kind of
recognition and regard that he insists
upon having given to similar declara-
tions of the good people of the State of
Alabama. Incidentally, the good citi-
zens of the State of Florida join him
in the position which he takes on the
issues under the civil-rights program to
which I have referred. It is my great
regret that he does not apply the same
reasoning to this other fisld which is
regarded by our people as tremendously
vital to our kind of government and our
way of life.

Mr., HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND, I yield.

Mr. HILL. I wish the REcorp to show
that I regard legislation with reference
to personnel in the railroad transporta-
tion industry as being in an entirely dif-
ferent and separate field from that of
so-called civil rights to which the dis- -
tinguished Senator from Florida has al-
luded. I believe it to be a field in which
the Federal Government must exercise
its jurisdiction. I do not believe it can
be done by the States. I do not wish
to defeat the purposes of the proposed
legislation, which everyone says he
favors, by giving to the State any veto
power or other right which would bring
about that result. I think the physical
facts of the situation are such that if we
give to a State such a right as the Sen-
ator from Florida seeks to give it, we
would simply defeat the purposes of the
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legislation. There would be no reason
for taking the time of the Senate to con-
sider legislation if we adopt the Senator’'s
amendment, because, in my opinion, the
sum and substance of his amendment is
to kill the legislation.

Mr. HOLLAND. In reply to the able
remarks of my distinguished friend, I
would say that the addition of this
amendment to the Taft-Hartley law was
not regarded by anyone as having killed
the salutary effects of that law. To the
contrary, many salutary effects have
continued to flow from that law, May I
cay further that I have not been under
any misapprehension as to the stand
taken by my distinguished friend. I be-
lizve I have recognized his position in
the remarks I have made heretofore. I
merely expressed my regret that he is
taking the position which he takes, and
my inability to understand how he is
able to differentiate between the expres-
sion of the solemn declarations of the
Stete of Florida and the State of Ala-
bama in one field, which he believes
should be recognized, and that in an-
other field the Senator believes they
should not be recognized by Congress,
although they are recognized under the
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act, par-
ticularly when such recognition has not
involved any emasculation of that act
itself.

Now I come to the next letter. It is
from a long-time friend of mine who
lives in Lakeland, Fla. It reads:

I am writing to ask you to strongly oppose
the railroad union-shop bill, which was
0. E'd by the Labor Committee last week.
This bill will obviously give strong powers
to the labor leaders or they would not be so
strongly supporting it.

Mr. President, I digress from the
reading of the text of the letter to remark
that there is great soundness and great
cogency in the reasoning which lies be-
hind that simple terse statement of a
railroadman, I continue to read from
the letter:

It is designed to bring a union shop, or
compulsory membership in unions, to the
railroad industry.

I am a railroad trainman, and a member
of Brotherhood of Rallroad Trainmen, Lodge
718, at Lakeland, Fla. I am in favor of col-
lective bargaining, but I can see grave dan=-
gers in this thing of forcing a workingman
to belong to a union whether he desires to
or not. I hope that you also can see the
dangers Involved and will oppose this
measure.

It is signed by this excellent citizen of
long union membership and many years
of excellent standing as a citizen in the
same county in which I live.

This next letter comes from a fellow
citizen who lives in Bartow, Fla., which
is my home town. Some of the letter is

personal, and therefore I shall not read

that portion, but I will place in the Rec-
orD his declarations on this subject. He
says:

I am disturbed over the fact that the Sen-
ate Labor Committee recently placed its
O. K. on the railroad union-shop bill. This
bill is intended to bring about a union shop
in the rallroad industry, and makes it com-
pulsory for railroad men to belong to a union
whether they want to or not. This would
Jjust be loss of more freedom and privileges
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to the workingman. The workers will have
to obey the order of union bosses before they
obtain or hold a job.

The union bosses see where they will
achieve great power or they would not be so
strongly supporting this bill.

I am employed by the A. C. L. Raillroad
and have been for 13 years, and I am a union

.mempber, but I want to remain in a position

to tell the union bosses to go to the devil if
they get unreasonable in their demands.

Almost every union member I have talked
t is opposed to a closed shop, or the provi-
slon or possibility of compulsory member-
ship. The union bosses are in favor of com=
pulsory membership, but not the members.
If this bill becomes law, the union bosses will
find some way to force a closed shop off on
the membership whether they want it or not,

Please vigorously cppose the bill permit-
ting union-shop agreements on the railroad
properties when it comes on the Senate ficor
for debate,

It is signed by this good citizen from
my home town.

The next letter is a lengthy one. I
shall not encumber the REcorp by read-
ing all of it. It comes from Jacksonville,
Fla. It is written by a member of the
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks. He has
been a member of the brotherhood for
nearly 25 years. I do not know the gen-
tleman, but his letter is of such caliber
that T am sure he is a good citizen. He
says:

One George M. Harrison and his bailiwick
of stooges and racketeers in the upper re-
glons of a labor union, called “the Brother-
hood of Railway Clerks,” have for months
been propagandizing the dues-paying mem-
bers of said union to urge our Congressmen
and Senators to pass a bill designated as
H. R. 7789 and S. 3205 for the nurpose of
ramming a closed shop down the throats of
all workers in our particular and allied kinds
of work in the railroad industry.

As a dues-paying member in the Brother-
hood of Railway Clerks for nearly 25 years,
I do not appreciate our union heads in their
failing efforts to legislate this nefarious
scheme of a closed shop.

Racketeering is becoming so strong in
many unions today that they are actually
bécoming repulsive to members of long
standing.

The only legitimate income of union heads,
as such, is from the dues-paying members
who labor for hard-to-get-along-with cor-
porations, ete. As long as I work for a cor-
poration or person who pays my salary, I
want my hiring and firing to be in their
hands and not in the hands of a union.

Since the present election laws in labor
constitutions perpetuate the same individ-
uals for life in the highest positions in union
officialdom, I suggest that laws be passed to
bring a direct vote to the members for presi-
dents and other top officials of labor unions
each 4 years and appoint a board to deter-
mine the eligibility of contestants and aspir-
ants to union official positions. The present
setup is bordering on oligarchy under the
guise of democracy.

If the majority of Americans are willing to
turn this country and the world over to Joe
Stalin, then I see no harm in having a closed-
shop union law. In fact, we then will have
a lot of shops closed soon after the closed-
shop law hits the American worker. Take
a gander of the coal mines today. Their
shop is closed; many mines are closed. John
L. Lewis is never closed.

Employers have some rights along with the
worker. In my 25 years of unlon experience,
I have found the hiring and wage-paying
managements to be more mature-minded
than have been the union officials in the
constant war between labor and management,
The worker is always the goat in these things
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of which we are sorely tired of as workers.
We can get along without George M. Har-
rison, the closed shop, the BRC, but we can=
not do so good without our jobs. If George
M. Harrison cannot merit our confidence,
he is not entitled to participate In rulership
of a dues-paying union membership.

The urge is imperative—by all means de-
feat the closed-shop legislation.

When labor unions become oppressive, de=
manding, and tax-minded against the worker,
we want the worker's right to stop his pay-
ment of dues and tribute to tyranny pro-
tected, and his job protected from union
rackets and racketeers.

May I urge you to permit this letter to be
viewed by as many Congressmen and Sena-
tors as is consistently possible, and I want
to assure you that not one member in our
lodge No. 2063 here in Jacksonville has spoken
in favor of the closed shop in my presence.
All members are against the closed-shop law
here.

It is signed by this long-time member
of the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks.

The next comes from a representative
of the employees of two short-line rail-
roads in our State which are not now
unionized, but the employees believe that
this measure would tend to force their
unionization. One of them is an intra-
state line. The other operates only in
Georgia and Florida. Incidentally, the
distinguished Senator from Alabama re-
ferred to one intrastate line in our State,
which is one of our longest lines, and
one of our best. I refer to the Florida
East Coast Railway, which runs only
from the City of Jacksonville, Fla., down
the east coast to the tip of the peninsula,
with various spurs reaching over toward
the middle portion of the peninsula—for
example, to the Lake Okeechobee region
and to other similar regions up the pen-
insula from that point. At least one of
those intrastate roads has a distinctly
unfavorable point of view toward the
pending measure, if this telegram speaks
properly for the employees of this par-
ticular line, the Live Oak, Perry and Gulf
Railroad, which is an intrastate line op-
erating wholly within the State of
Florida, as does the Florida East Coast
Railway. This telegram is from Perry,
Fla.:

Please work for defeat of Senate bill num-
ber 3295 coming up September 12, Have
discussed this bill with 75 percent of
L. O. P. & G. and South Georgia Rallway
employees today, which are all nonunion
men. We, the little man, want this bill
defeated.

The telegram is signed by a man who
describes himself as one of the car ac-
countants, and as speaking for the great
majority of the employees of the
L. O. P. & G. Railroad and the South
Georgia Railway Co.

The next comes from a citizen of Pen-
sacola, Fla., and reads as follows:

Having served in the First World War and
being in the service of a railroad since March
1911, I feel that at the present I can as a
free American write you in opposition to
the proposed closed-shop bill, now be-
fore the appropriate committee of Congress
with the blessings of the President of the
United States.

Our inheritance is of a free people and
a8 free government first conceived by the
Declaration of Independence and sustalned
by the Constitution of the United States,
Such step as a closed shop, in my opinion,
would be a further step toward Soclalism,
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Kremlinism, and communism, as is the case
in England and Europe. Let's keep the
United States of America a free country;
let’s keep labor, as well as every loyal citizen
who believes in our inheritance of a free
government and freemen, free. I belleve
this to be the views of the clear thinking
railroad employees.

As an individual, I beg of you to think
clearly and place the welfare of our form
of government above selfish and political
greed of the sponsors of this bill,

The next is likewise from a citizen of
Pensacola. Ido not happen to know him,
but I read his letter into the ReEcorn. He
describes himself as an employee of the

Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co. I
quote from his letter:

I understand that the rallway union-shop
bill (S. 3295 and H. R. 7T789) has been rec-
omended for passage into law by committees
of both the House of Representatives and
the Senate of the United States.

I am very much opposed to this bill be-
cause as it now reads it would so amend the
Railway Labor Act as to authorize railroad
companies and unions to enter into agree-
ments which would require “as a condition
of continued employment” that *“all em-
ployees shall become members” of the union.

This bill would also authorize deductions
for union dues, initiation fees, and assess-
ments from the wages of employees without
their individual authorization.

On that point, I feel that I should
digress to say that he apparently did not
know about the requirement placed in
the bill, as it is now being considered, for
assignment of payments out of the wages
of the individuals.

I continue with the letter:

No limit on the amounts of such deduc-
tions is provided nor does the bill specify
the purpose for which assessments may be
made

Of all the high-handed tyranny I ever
heard of, this is it. This means that there
would be removed from the Rallway Labor
Act its present protection of the freedom of
the individual rallroad employee to join or
not to join a union as he pleases, and that
under such an agreement as the bill would
legalize, every railroad employee who is eli-
gible for membership and who refused to
join the union and remain a member there-
of would have to be discharged.

As a railroad employee I solicit your earnest
consideration in the interest of preserving
the freedom of the individual.

That letter is signed by the citizen to
whom I have referred.

The last of this particular classifica-
tion is a letter from an engineer of the
Southern Railway, who, incidentally, now
resides in Valdosta, Ga., although he has
generally been regarded as a Floridian,
He sent a mimeographed letter to many
persons within our State imploring that
the State not stand for the enactment
of this particular legislation.

This writer says:

There is, at this time, a proposed amend=-
ment to the Railway Labor Act, that would,
if made into law, compel all railroads to
institute a closed shop for all employees in
their service. This does not represent the
desires of the ranks of the employees; it is
merely a scheme to place the employees ab-
solutely at the mercy of the officials of the
labor unions.

In practice 1t would work something like
this: On a rallroad where the B. of L. E. rep-
resents the men running engines, if a fire-
man is promoted to a job running an engine,
he would be compelled to join the B. of L. E,,
and t_hen, if he is cut off as an engineer on
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account of slack business, he would be
compelled to be a member of the firemen’s
organization in order to be allowed to take
a job as fireman.

I must say by way of digression that
the man who wrote this letter did not
know, any more than did any Senator
until the amendment was proposed
today, with the blessing of certain of the
railway labor organizations, that such
an amendment would be proposed, pro-
viding, in effect, that membership in
one union could be continuing, and
could satisfy the requirements of the
law.

I continue reading the letter:

Now, this will happen to him many, many
times the first 20 years or so after he is
promoted.

Under the closed-shop rule, a man could
not work at all if he was not a member of
the union representing his craft. If, at any
time, some other member took a notion to
“get his job,” all he would have to do would
be to get some trumped-up charge against
him and get him expelled from the union,
and the railroad would be compelled to dis-
miss him from the service, and he could
never get his job back unless he could get
reinstated into the union, and that would
be virtually impossible, as it would have
to be voted on by the members, and any of
them who wanted his place on the rallroad
could vote not to let him regain his mem-
bership, and he would be doomed.

I wish to dwell just a moment on that
part of the letter, with respect to which
I should be glad to hear the position
taken by the sponsors of the bill. This
old railroad man says that in the event
of a trumped-up charged which would
result in the firing of a man from a union,
he would consequently lose his job, and
could not get back on.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. Let me complete my
reading of this letter. Then the Senator
may in his own time reply if he wishes
to do so, I shall be glad to yield for a
question as soon as I finish reading the
letter.

I continue reading the letter:

In the early days of railroads, the men
were absolutely at the mercy of the petty
officials of the road for which he worked, and
they suffered plenty. In those days most
offiicals had their favorites or pets and
these got the best of everything, regardless
of ability, integrity, or seniority, and it was
to rid ourselves of this very condition that
we organized.

Now, if we get the closed shop, we will
place ourselves right back in the same fix
we were before we were organized, and it will
be worse because the union officials do not
have any stockholders nmor board of direc-

tors to answer to, and their power will be
absolute,

These railroad labor organizations were
formed to better the condition of the men
in the rallway service, and they have done
a pood job in the past; they united into a
brotherhood of men working under the
fatherhood of God and no church, no fra-
ternal soclety, nor any other religious sect
has ever done more to improve the material,
intellectual, or spiritual condition of the
men they represent, nor can they ever do
maore.

I now stop to comment upon this por-
tion of the letter, because it makes it
crystal clear that to the writer of this
letter, an old railroad union man, his
brotherhood, his lodge, represents much
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more than a mere labor organization.
As I suggested some time ago in the
course of these remarks, to him it is a
fraternal society. To him it is a broth-
erhood of members who are interested
in each other, and who have confidence
in each other. He does not want to see
that sort of brotherhood broken up by
a situation which will invite conspiring
together on the part of some to get rid
of someone else who has a job which
is desired by one of the conspirators.

I continue with the reading of the
letter:

So I urge all the people to write your Sen-
ators to work and vote against the closed
shop for rallroad employees, and let us re-
tain our liberty, and be in a position to
prune out and replace any of our railway
labor executives that we find are not working
for our best interest.

For the good of all of the people,

Yours truly.

The letter is signed by the gentleman
who signs as an engineer of the South-
ern Railway.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator now yield to the Senator
from Alabama?

Mr, HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. HILL. With reference to the
statement in the gentleman'’s letter that
some railway employees might be fired
from the union on some trumped-up
charge and thereby lose his employment,
I should like to call the attention of the
Senator to the fact that under the bill
no employee could be denied employ-
ment because he was turned out of a
union on a trumped-up charge or any
other charge, or for any other reason
whatever, except and only if the em-
ployee failed to pay his dues, initiation
fees, and assessments.

Mr. HOLLAND., Mr. President, I am
glad the Senator brought that out, be-
cause I think it points up not only the
portion of the letter to which the Sen-
ator was referring, but another portion
of the letter in which this writer—and
the statement is made by writers of
other letters—makes it clear that this
kind of legislation makes the members
subject to assessments, and different
kinds of extra charges in various fields.
The Senator has just stated, if I under-
stood him, that the failure to pay an
assessment was one of the grounds for
which a member could be fired, and that
that is recognized as part of the policy
of the bill.

Mr. HILL. The language is, “Pe-
riodic dues, initiation fees, and assess-
ments.” The Senator knows that as-
sessments are levied by the membership
of the union. For any other reason than
failure to pay the normal fees and as-
sessments one might be turned out of the
union, but he could not be denied his
employment with the railroad,

Mr. HOLLAND, However, I may say
to the Senator that the text of the letter
does not say, “unless permitted by the
membership, at a meeting called for the
purpose, or approved by a majority of
the entire membership,” or anything of
that kind. Not once, but in several of
the letters I have just read it has been
made very clear that one of the grounds
for fear and opposition on the part of
these fine railroad men who are cpposed
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to the bill has been that it deals with the
subject of assessment in various fields, in
various amounts, not within their con-
trol or reach. One of them, if the Sena-
tor recalls, remarked that after having
been a member of one of the old and
most highly respected organizations of
operating brotherhoods for many years—
I believe he said 20 or 25 years—he re-
signed only last year, rather than pay a
certain assessment which was imposed.
Another one, who had been a member of
the clerks’ organization, that organiza-
tion headed, I believe, by Mr. Harrison—
so he refers to him in his letter—resigned
for the same reason, or wants the right
to resign rather than have to pay assess-
ments which he feels are unreasonable,

Mr, President, this whole question runs
right to the very heart of this inquiry.
Are we going to give to any man, and
assume for the time being that most of
the men who are in high position in the
railway organizations are sound citizens,
and we have no assurance as to how that
will go in years to come—are we going
to give to them the power and the right
and the privilege, through assessments
voted or ordered under the provisions of
their charter, the charter their organi-
zations set up, to force their members
either to pay or to be expelled, and suffer
the pains and penalties of expulsion
under this act?

Mr. President, coming from a State
which has soundly declared its public
policy, its judgment, to be that it should
never agree to the imposition of a con-
dition for either original employment or
continued employment based on either
union membership on the one hand or
failure to have union membership on the
other hand, I could never view with
equanimity any such position. I cer-
tainly must listen with great sympathy
to the clearly expressed fears of these
men, many of them fine men, known to
me to be fine men, home owners, heads
of families and taxpayers and citizens of
our State of many years standing, as
good citizens as we have, who fear this
setup and who, in my humble judgment
at least, have put their finger on so
many objectionable features in this leg-
islation that I do not see how any Sen-
ator, coming from a State which has de-
clared its public policy in this matter
either against the closed shop or against
the union shop, or both, could possibly be
deaf to such complaints and such in-
quiries. i

I may say to the Senator from Ala-
bama again that I hope overnight he
and those who with him are sponsors
of the bill may again consider this sit-
uation, because the enactment of the
bill in opposition to the announced pub-
lic poliey of so many States is an open
invitation to continued opposition and
to continued efforts to amend, or to
emasculate, or to destroy the legislation.

Mr. President, speaking not only as a
Member of the Senate, but as a citizen,
I want to see whatever legislation comes
out of here to be of such respectable
quality, of such general acceptance, that
it will have a chance to work out and
will have a chance to preserve to the
railroad employees the preferred treat-
ment which they have been given ever
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since 1926, and which was rerecognized
at the time we enacted the Taft-Hart-
ley Act, in that they were specifically
exempted from that portion of the act
which made it possible to invoke the
injunction against other Nation-wide
industries whose uninterrupted opera-
tion was of vital importance to the
whole Nation. And if there is a Nation-
wide industry which is of vital impor-
tance to the whole Nation it is the rail-
way industry. There can be no doubt
about that. Yet preferred considera-
tion has been given to this group of
men, I think largely because of their
very fine quality as a group and as indi-
viduals, and they express over and over
again in these letters which I have
read, and I have read only a portion of
the letters in my file, those difficulties
as being present now in their thinking.
They are good citizens. They are think-
ing not only about themselves. They
are thinking about the general public.
They are thinking about the employer.
They are thinking about the principles
that are involved.

I want to say to my friend the Sena-
tor from Alabama that I hope he will
reexamine this matter in the light of
not only effectuating speedy enactment
of the bill but also of getting an accept-
able bill. So far as the Senator from
Florida is concerned, he is going to be
completely agreeable to speedy consid-
eration of the measure when he com-
pletes his argument, which will not be
long from now. There are other Sena-
tors, however, who feel keenly the im-
portance of this position, and whose
States have spoken authoritatively for
them and their representatives in this
particular field, either by the enactment
of constitutional measures or by the en-
actment or statutes which have been
upheld, not merely by their own courts
but by the Supreme Court of the United
States, as being wvalid exercise of the
power of the several States within
their several territorial limits.

Mr, WHERRY addressed the Chair,

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had
indicated that I would yield to the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, I had de-
sired the Senator to yield, but frankly
he has gotten away from the question
to which I wished to address myself, I
wanted to ask him about fees and assess-
ments. I think the discussion of the
Senator really goes to the whole ques-
tion of whether or not one honestly fa-
vors unions. There can be an honest
disagreement as to whether individuals
favor labor unions. The question in this
instance is whether those who enjoy the
fruits and the benefits of the unions
should make a fair contribution to the
support of the unions.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I de-
sire respectfully to differ from my good
friend from Alabama in his recent state-
ment, because I think it must be very
clear from a reading of the letfers that
many of the senders are consistent union
men of lifetime standing, who believe in
the unions, and who believe in the good
that has been done by the unions, and
who want to see unions preserved, but
who believe also very conscientiously
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that unions will be harmed rather than
helped by the enactment of the pro-
posed legislation. -

I may say to the Senator, to advert to
a point which I made some time ago,
that if he will read the hearings upon
the original passage of the Railway La-
bor Act, he will find that the heads of
all the brotherhoods at that time—well,
the Senator from Florida will not say all,
but he believes there was no disagree-
ment among them at that time—insisted
upon the inclusion of the open-shop pro-
vision. The Senator from Florida has
not read that recordat a late enough date
to be sure that all of them, but I know
that a large number of them insisted
upon that position, and I know that that
has been consistently the position of
many of them, and that many persons
writing these letters still maintain what
used to be the soundest kind of funda-
mentals in the unionism of railroad
brotherhoods. I express regret that it is
not still the fundamental conviction of
more of the leadership amongst the
brotherhoods, because I think that their
decision made at the time of the enact-
ment of the law was wise. I believe
that their policy as maintained from that
time until now, or at least until recent
days, has been wise. I believe that those
men who are standing up to assert their
fear of this type of legislation and their
unwillingness to see it creep into the
unions, into the brotherhoods, have made
such fine records that we should sym-
pathize with them and make some efforts
to preserve to them what they regard as
fundamentals in railroad unionism.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator
for yielding? I should like to obtain the
reaction not only of the distinguished
Senator from Florida, but if possible also
that of the Senator from Alabama. In
Nebraska, in 1947, there was passed what
is known as chapter 48, section 217. Fol-
lowing is the title: “Labor Organiza-
tions; No Denial of Employment; Closed
Shop Not Permitted.”

That is in bold type in the heading of
the section. This is what the section
provides:

To make operative the provisions of sec-
tions 13, 14, and 15 of article XV of the Con=-
stitution of Nebraska:

No person shall be denied employment be-
cause of membership in or affiliation with,
or resignation or expulsion from a labor or-
ganization or because of refusal to join or
affiliate with a labor organization; nor shall
any individual or corporation or assoclation
of any kind enter into any contract, written
or oral, to exclude persons from employment
because of membership in or nonmembership
in a labor organization.

I hope the distinguished Senator from
Florida heard the provisions of the Ne-
braska statute.

Mr. HOLLAND. I was following the
reading of the statute word by word be-
cause I happen to have a copy of it.

Mr. WHERRY. I did not know that.
What I want to ask the distinguished
Senator from Florida is this: Does he
feel that if the proposed Federal legisla-
tion now before us, as amended, were
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passed, it would override the provisions
of chapter 48, section 217, of our Ne-
braska laws at this time?

Mr. HOLLAND. It would override
those provisions, beyond any shadow of
a doubt, and it is so intended. The col-
loquies prevailing here on the floor this
afternoon have made it very clear that
it is recognized by the sponsors of the
legislation that in the failure of a clear
declaration of Federal law which is con-
tradictory to State constitutional and
statutory provisions of the type quoted
by the Senator, those provisions are op-
erative. But when such a law as the one
proposed here is enacted, they become in-
operative, because the Federal Govern-
ment then will have preempted that field.

Let me say to the Senator that the
section he has read—and I followed with
interest his reading of it—is a portion of
the enabling act to give force and effect
to a constitutional provision which was
voted by his people.

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly.

Mr. HOLLAND. That was voted by
his people in accordance with the provi=-
sions of the Nebraska Constitution.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr., HOLLAND. And the Senator
from Nebraska has read a portion of the
enabling act.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. However, the consti-
tutional provision appears in sections 13,
14, and 15 of the Nebraska State Con-
stitution, and the general meat of it is
given in section 13 of the Nebraska State
Constitution, which was adopted in 1946.
With the indulgence of the Senator from
Nebraska, I shall read it into the REcorp
at this point.

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to have
the Senator do so.

The provision there is—

To make operative the provisions of sec-
tions 13, 14, and 15 of article XV of the
Constitution of Nebraska.

That was enacted into law. I know
what is contained in the Nebraska State
Constitution, and that statute was passed
to make that portion of its operative.

Mr. HOLLAND. Exactly. On the
contrary, the purpose of the measure
now before us is to make that portion
of the Nebraska Constitution inopera-
tive.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; that is the point,
as I have indicated.

Mr. HOLLAND. This measure would
make that portion of the Nebraska Con-
stitution inoperative, by contradicting it,
Thus, this measure would completely de-
feat the intention of the good people of
Nebraska, as expressed twice—first in a
constitutional amendment; and, second,
in the enabling act the Senator has read
into the RECORD.

Mr. President, I was going to read into
the Recorp the provisions of section 13
of the Nebraska State Constitution,
adopted in 1946, It reads as follows:

No person shall be denied employment be
cause of membership in or affiliation with,
or resignation or expulsion from a labor or=
ganization or because of refusal to join or
affillate with a labor organization; nor shall
any individual or corporation or association
of any kind enter into any contract, written
or oral, to exclude persons from employment
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because of membership in or nonmembershlp’
in a labor organization.

Mr. WHERRY. I was going to read
that into the Recorp, and I am glad the
Senator from Florida has done so.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am
happy to say to the distinguished Sena-
tor that his amendment is almost iden-
tical with the one adopted in our own
State, and it differs from that adopted
in some other States, in that it looks in
both directions. It is completely fair
and impartial, in that it provides that
neither membership nor nonmembership
may ever be imposed as a condition ap-
plicable either to employment or con-
tinued employment.

Mr, WHERRY. That is correct; it
works both ways.

Mr. HOLLAND. Apparently the en-
abling provision was either necessary to
make the constitutional provision effec-
tive, or was thought to be necessary. So
it was enacted. Both those matters were
before the Supreme Court of the United
States in the case of Lincoln Federal
Labor Union, No. 19,129, American Fed-
eration of Labor, and others against
Northwestern Iron and Metal Co., and
others, which was appealed from the
Nebraska courts to the United States
Supreme Court,

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr., HOLLAND. Let me say that the
United States Supreme Court thought
such a good job had been done by the
Nebraska courts and by the Nebraska
Legislature and people, that by a unani-
mous decision—of nine to nothing—of
the Justices who then were members of
the United States Supreme Court, they
upheld the constitutionality, from the
Federal viewpoint, of both the Nebraska

Constitution and the Nebraska statu-

tory expressions.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr, HOLLAND. But what is now
sought to be done is that, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the people of Nebraska
have spoken at least twice—through a
constitutional provision and through s
statutory enactment—and notwith-
standing that their own courts and the
Supreme Court of the United States, by
unanimous decision, have upheld that
action, now some well-deposed citizens
who are Members of Congress wish to
prevent the operation of the Nebraska
Constitution and of the Nebraska en-
abling act, and wish to prevent their
receiving any confirmation or value from
the approving opinions of the Nebraska
courts of last resort and of the Federal
courts of last resort, by entering into this
field affirmatively, through the enact-
ment of Federal legislation, in such a
way as to completely knock down the
effect of the spoken will of the people
of Nebraska in the field covered by the
measure which now is pending here in
the Senate,

Mr. HILL and Mr. WHERRY addressed
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Florida yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
either of the Senators who now are on
their feet and are addressing the Chair,
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Mr. HILL. If the Senator from Flor-
ida will yield first to me, let me say that
he expressed what I had in mind when
he said, “In the field covered by the meas-
ure now pending.” That is the field
covered by the union shop. The reason
I say “the union shop” is that the Sen-
ator realizes that there is a distinet dif-
ference between the union shop and the
closed shop.

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly.

Mr. HILL. This bill applies only to
the union shop.

Mr. WHERRY. My question was——

Mr, HILL. I understand the Sena-
tor's question. So far as the union shop
is econcerned, this proposed legislation,
if enacted, will take priority over the
enactment of a State.

The thought of the committee, in re-
porting the bill, was—as I said earlier,
perhaps two or three times—that the
labor-management relations in the rail-
road industry are so squarely in inter-
state commerce that the Federal Gov-
ernment is justified in asserting, and
should assert, the jurisdiction which it
has in this matter.

The fact is that since the employees
of the railroads cross State lines—for
instance in going from Nebraska to ad-
joining States—all the time, every day,
the purpose of the bill really will be de-
feated if the Holland amendment is
added to the bill. The Federal Govern-
ment has to assert its jurisdiction in in-
terstate matters.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
Senator by his admission has admitted
himself almost out of court, so to speak,
because in the case of the Taft-Hartley
Act, nothing but the union shop is in-
volved. The closed shop is entirely
banned by the affirmative provisions of
the Taft-Hartley Act. The only thing
that is legal in this field, as left by the
Taft-Hartley Act, is the union shop; but
in the field covered by the union shop
and by the Taft-Hartley Act, the wisdom
of the Senate, as it was expressed many
times by decided majorities, has been to
preserve and to respect the effect of con-
stitutional provisions or statutory pro-
visions, or both, such as those mentioned
by the Senator from Nebraska in the
case of the State of Nebraska.

So it is no answer at all to say that
this provision applies only to the union
shop, because we have debated all that
before, in connection with the Taft-
Hartley bill, now the Taft-Hartley law,
which itself applies only to the union
shop, because the closed shop is com-
pletely banned by other provisions of the
Taft-Hartley law.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield at this point, to permit me
to say a word?

Mr. HOLLAND. I should prefer to
complete my statement, and then I shall
be glad to yield again.

With reference to the last point made
by the Senator from Alabama, I call the
attention of the Senator from Nebraska
to the fact that although the members
of the operating brotherhoods of the
railroads frequently cross State lines—
they do not do so in all cases, but in
many cases they do—the unions which
have shown the great interest in con-
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nection with this proposed legislation,
and have been the only ones behind it—
until today, when we had a change in
front by at least some of them—have
been those whose members serve in cleri-
cal positions or shop positions or main-
tenance-of-way positions, and are just
as seftled as to their locale as are the
employees in any other industry which
one can think of,

Secondly, if there are any industries
which all the way through are engaged
in interstate commerce, those industries
include quite a group which are under
the provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act,
but not under the provisions of this one
act, such as, for instance, radio indus-
try and the employees of concerns or
firms in that industry, the telegra-
phers, the operators of the various tel-
ephone systems in the United States,
and the employees of the truck operators
of the Nation—an industry which has
grown to be a tremendous network of
interstate traffic, as the Senator well
knows.

In fact, I think—and without having
any facts to support my opinion at this
time, this is only an expression of my
opinion—that a larger percentage of the
persons actively employed in the motor-
trucking industry actually cross State
lines in the operation of those trucks
than in the case of those who operate
the railroads. Of course, only the facts
themselves can prove that point; but
the Senator from Florida thinks that the
facts, when they are presented, will
show that because the large number
of the clerical employees, maintenance-
of-way employees, shop men, and the
like do have fixed positions, the group
who come under the corresponding
classifications in the motortruck in-
dustry will be found to include a much
smaller number of persons, in my opin-
jon—much smaller than the number of
persons in similar classificedions in the
railroad industry.

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from Nebraska will agree that
the field covered by the Taft-Hartley
law is much more varied and, generally,
much broader than the field covered by
this measure. This measure is limited
to railway employees, For instance, the
Taft-Hartley law would cover the em-
ployees in an airplane factory. The air-
planes they manufacture move in inter-
state commerce; but those who work in
the plant and make the airplanes, do
not move back and forth in interstate
commerce, as do the railroad engineers,
brakemen, firemen, conductors, and
other persons who operate the railroads.

So the committee felt that the per-
sons dealt with by this bill, and to which
this bill is limited, are in a separate and
different posture or position than that
of employees in American industry gen-
erally, as covered by the Taft-Hartley
law.

Mr. WHERRY. Of course, Mr, Presi-
dent, there is no way in the world we
could actually exempt those who are
engaged in working for the railroads in
interstate commerce and those whose
work is confined to intrastate operations;
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or at least it would be very difficult to
establish the facts in that connection,
But I certainly can see that a great num-
ber of railroad employees have perma-
nent jobs within the State and are lo-
cated just as definitely as are workers in
airplane factories.

Mr. HILL. But the Senator can see
there are large numbers of them moving,
This question was very carefully consid-
ered by the committee, and the action
taken had the unanimous support of the
membership of the committee. I may
say to my distinguished friend, as he, of
course, well knows, being the minority
leader, that the minority is well and
ably represented on that committee,
from the Senator from Ohio [Mr, Tarr]
ondown. There are many very able and
distinguished men on that committee.
We thrashed this whole matter out, I
may say.

Mr, WHERRY. I am not questioning
the ability of the members of the com-
mittee, and I deeply appreciate the an-
swers given by the distinguished Senator
from Alabama. But it looked to me as
though the Senator from Florida clari-
fied his amendment. I merely wanted
to get information about the statute, be-
cause I recall the terrific debate which
was held in the Nebraska State Legisla=-
ture, in passing the enabling clause, to
provide what the people of the State
voted to place in their constitution. It
behooves me as one representing that
State to see to it that the will of the
people is not invalidated through a Fed-
eral statute, if it encroaches upon the
provisions they have placed in their con-
stitution. I was asking for information,
because the union shop is involved. I
wanted to get the opinion of my good
friend from Alabama and also the opin-
ion of the Senator from Florida, both of
whose answers I shall appreciate. I de-
sire to get the different viewpoints. My
guestion was, Does the Senator feel that
the passage of this proposed piece of leg-
islation would in any way override the
provision of our State constitution and
of the statute which has been enacted?

Mr. HOLLAND. Categorically an-
swering that question, I may say the in-
tention of this bill is to do just that, and
to point up my remark, I may say that
in three different ways this bill will take
away something which belongs now to
the good people of Nebraska, to the good
people of Florida, and to the good people
of some 18 or 20 States, all told, who, in
their solemn judgment—and I am glad
to say that there are still some questions
as to which the people of the States do
have a solemn judgment—they have held
that they do not want this kind of bill to
apply to them. I call the attention of
the Senator to the fact that in three ways
the State of Nebraska would have filched
from it—well, I shzall not use that word,
because I could not use such a word when
I am thinking about my friend from Ala-
bama—but it is deprived, completely de-
prived, of three sound values belonging
to it, and equally belonging to the good
people of the State of Florida. I shall
enumerate them. The first is that it de-
prives them of the fact that in the exer-
cise of our own sovereign will, acting
through our representative government,
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the legislature, and then through vote of
our people in an election, and, in the case
of Nebraska, through another act, still,
an enabling act, a sound declaration, a
dignified declaration of the judzment of
the people of the Senator’s State on a
question of grave public policy affecting
the living together of your people in har-
mony and with freedom of opportu-
nity—that is lost, that expression of
judgment through constitutional and
Federal enactment, through all types of
representative government which the
people have in the State of Nebraska—
while the Senator's people operate
through one house, there, some of the
rest of us operate through two houses;
still the Senator’s people in the legisla-
ture are the representatives of the folks
back home in the several counties, and
through them, by the vete of the people,
and then again by the vote of the legis-
lature, and the unicameral legislature
carrying still further the intent of the
people of Nebraska, they have claimed
the right to protect themselves against a
policy which is thought to be unsound in
Nebraska. The people of Nebraska are
deprived of that expression of their own
will. Secondly, they are deprived of the
fruits of their victory in the courts of
their land, not only the courts of first re-
sort and of last resort, in their own State
of Nebraska, but of the court of last re-
sort of the land, the Supreme Court of
the United States of America, which has
held that here is a valid exercise of the
State jurisdiction, having so held by a
nine to nothing decision in a matter af-
fecting the very thing which we are talk-
ing about here, the expression by the
State of Nebraska of its will in this field.
The third thing which is done to deprive
the people of Nebraska of a substantial
value is that at least an entering wedge
is offered here, a far-reaching wedge to
deprive them of the value and protection
flowing out of determinations made in
the Congress of the United States in 1947,
in 1948, and in 1949, when this specific
question was debated—and debated, with
the exception of the junior Senator from
Florida, with ability and understand-
ing—and when substantial majorities of
the Senate, the Members of the Senate,
expressed it as their will—and it is still
their will, in connection with the entire
field covered by the Taft-Hartley Act—
that dignified expressions of the States,
such as those referred to in the State of
Nebraska, shall be respected, shall be
confirmed, shall be enforced under Fed-
eral law. And so that third deprivation
is the deprivation of the people of the
Senator’s State of the benefit of an act
taken in part by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska. I do not recall off-
hand the position of the Senator, but
here is the list of the yea-and-nay votes
on the last issue voted upon by the Sen-
ate, which was on June 30, 1949, when
certain amendments to the Taft-Hartley
Act were being considered. I may say
that this issue was voted upon at that
time, and the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WHERRY] and his colleague [IMr.
ButLer] both voted with the preponder-
ant majority of the Senate, which cast
53 votes against 41 votes which were cast
in favor of the other theory—the theory
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which is sought to be imposed by the
legislation now pending.

So that if the Senator went along on
this legislation, he would in effect be un-
dermining nct only the first two values
which I mentioned, but the third value,
which flows from his own act, in part,
as a participant in the enactment of the
Taft-Hartley Act in 1947, and as a par-
ticipant in the insistence of a strong
majority of the Senate ever since that
to keep in the Taft-Hartley Act this par-
ticular provision recognizing State laws.

I want to clarify my position by mak-
ing it clear—and I am sure both Senators
understand it clearly, but for the rec-
ord—I am not claiming that the field of
the Taft-Hartley Act is invaded by this
particular matter, but I am stating that
this measure operates in a field which
is not to be differentiated by any kind
of logic from the motor-vehicle business,
which is covered by the Taft-Hartley
Act, or from the telephone, telegraph,
and radio businesses, which are covered
by the Taft-Hartley Act, and that, in
fact, the Senator standing upon a ground
for differentiation, upon which, his more
mature reflection as an able lawyer would
make him, I think, refrain from standing
because the measure of what constitutes
interstate commerce is not whether one
is actually crossing the State line; the
question is whether he is in an industry
whose products will cross the State line.

The same measure, under our Federal
Constitution, applies to every industry
covered by the Taft-Hartley Act, which
applies to the two industries that are
covered by this act. Iam surethe Sena-
tor from Alabama would not want to
have it even appear from the record
that he was taking any different position
from that. He seeks to differentiate the
railway industry from certain others, be-
cause he says that more people in that
industry actually cross from State to
State, and my point on that is that that
does not determine the question of
whether it is within or outside interstate
commerce. The question as to what is
in interstate commerce, as the Senator
well knows, is the question of whether
the industry operates and exists inter-
state, and the man who is a clerk in the
shipping offices at Jacksonville, of one
of our great railroads, or who is a car
knocker or boiler maker at Uceta or
Tampa, far removed from the State line,
or down at Miami, nearly 500 miles away
from the State line, is just as fully in
interstate commerce as is the man run-
ing the train which happens to run from
Jacksonville to Savannah; and that man
is no more in interstate commerce than
is the man who runs from Jacksonville
down to Miami, because he is handling
the mails that go out, he is handling the
passengers who go out, he is handling
the products which move out into inter-
state commerce. So I think that upon
more mature reflection the Senator will
come to the conclusion that the standard
which he imposes is not a correct one,
and that as a matter of fact, even if that
incorrect one is imposed, there are nu-
merous industries covered by the Taft-
Hartley Act in which the actual engage-
meznt in interstate movement at all times
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is just as great as it is in the railroad
industry covered by. the Railway Labor
Act.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield gladly.

Mr. HILL. As has been said, there
has been special legislation in this field
since 1936, when the original National
Railway Act was enacted by the Con-
gress. This bill would apply only to the
management and labor employed on the
railroads and on the airlines, and, al-
though the Senator does not agree with
me on it, the fact that the railway men
operate trains across State lines makes
a vast difference as against an industry
which is located at Topeka, Kans,., and
which operates a factory in but one place.
If an employee of such a concern crosses
the State line into Nebraska, can he, as
a member of a union shop in Kansas,
become a member of a union shop in
Nebraska? This raises the entire ques-
tion.

I hope to talk a little further on the
pending measure tomorrow. The Fed-
eral Government was brought into being
by the States. All the power possessed
by the Federal Government was dele-
gated and given to it by the States.
There were two principal reasons for
that. The States felt it necessary and
saw fit in their wisdom to organize the
Federal Government and to delegate
powers to it in order to provide for the
common defense. and for the regulation
of interstate commerce. In this partic-
ular instance, what we would seek to do
by this bill—what the committee would
do—is to exercise the power delegated
by the States, feeling that this is a mat-
ter which so vitally affects interstate
commerce and the activities involved are
so squarely in interstate commerce that
the job should be done. It can only be
done by the exercise of Federal law,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not like to continue to talk on a subject
which has been so well discussed by both
Senators who have participated in the
colloquy. However, the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hir] mentioned the air-
lines. For the Recorp and for any com-
ment which he may care to make on it, I
feel I should say that the point I made
with reference to railroads not having
any preponderant part of their person-
nel actually crossing State lines can be
made with even greater force and effect
with reference to airlines. I do not
know whether the Senator from Ala-
bama has been in any of the great shops
maintained by airlines. We have in the
city of Miami somewhere between eight
and ten thousand employees, I am told,
who are mechanics, clerical employees,
and similar types of employees, who
work for the great airlines which have
their terminals in Miami. I should
think that the proportion of the em-
ployees of the airlines who actually
operate the planes and therefore cross
the State lines or go out of the country
would be so inconsiderable a proportion
of the total number of employees of the
airlines as to be vastly less than in the
case of railroads, and of course even
more vastly less than in the case of
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truek lines or other activities which may
occur to the Senator. Therefore, it
seems to be fair to state that under this
proposed legislation, if deprived of the
pending amendment, thousands of em-
ployees in one spot in my State would
be exempt from the application of State
constitutional and State statutory law,
notwithstanding the fact that they are
living with many thousands of their
fellow citizens who would find it ex-
tremely difficult to understand why a
different rule should be imposed on them
than is imposed on this favored class of
employees.

Mr. President, it seems to me that no
clearer illustration could be made of the
mischief that lies in this type of legis-
lation. Almost a guarantee would be
given by the enactment of this legisla-
tion, that we would soon have to forget
about the safeguards of State legislation
which appear in the Taft-Hartley Act as
to all types of industry covered by that
act, because in the very nature of things
these people living together by the
thousands will not be satisfied with be-
ing governed by different fundamental
rules in the application of law to their
relations with their employers.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND, I yield.

Mr, WHERRY. If I understand cor-
rectly, a railroad engineer who crosses a
State line would receive the benefit of
the pending legislation. Likewise an
employee who does not cross State lines,
and who lives in a certain loeality and
pt_arforms work which does not require
him to cross State lines, would also re-
ceive benefits, if there are any, of the
pending bill, even though such an em-
ployee would not move from one State to
another,

Ivtir. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WHERRY. It seems to me that
we would then have to determine in our
own minds what proportion of employ-
ees cross State lines. My position in
Nebraska in trying to represent the will
of the people in protecting a provision of
their constifution would become very
greatly involved, because certainly, while
it is true that trains run from Ne-
braska to other parts of the country, off-
hand I would feel that the preponder-
ance of employees of railroads are lo-
cal in character and do not cross State
lines. Therefore, what the Senator is
saying in effect is that the pending bill,
if enacted into law, would be applied
to employees of railroads who do not
work in interstate commerce, and that
if we start with railroads we will gradu-
ally go into other industries, and thus
finally break down constitutional pro-
visions of our States and enabling
statutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct. In
that connection, I wish to invite the at-
tention of the Senator from Nebraska to
the motor-trucking industry. I had the
great pleasure of visiting the city of
Omaha. My recollection is that there
is a city in Iowa across the river from
Omaha.

Mr. WHERRY. Council Bluffs. Towa.
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Mr. HOLLAND. With constant truck
traffic back and forth.

Mr. WHERRY. Constant,

Mr. HOLLAND. Hundreds of trucks
pass back and forth, perhaps even
thousands.

Mr. WHERRY. There is no doubt
about it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Under the differen-
tiation which the Senator from Alabama
is asking us to adopt it is difficult for
me to understand how a railroad engi-
neer taking the train out of Nebraska
and going out through Iowa and other
States and the people who get the train
ready and the people who keep the books
on the train should all be excluded from
the protection of State law, whereas the
people who are crossing by the thou-
sands in truck traffic, not only from
Omaha but from other parts of the
State, should be covered by a different
law. Mr. President, that does not make
sense. That would not appeal to the
people at large as making sense. As I
see it, it is an opening wedge to the de-
struction of the salutary provisions of
the Taft-Hartiey law. I believe they are
salutary because it recognizes the sov-
ereignty of States on matters which gov-
ern the living together of their people,
and the day-to-day existence of their
people.

To go back to my illustration in Mi-
ami, does it make sense for the thou-
sands of people who are employed in the
aviation industry to be covered by one
law, and to have the tremendous number
of people in other industries covered by
another law, when all the people are
living together and meeting in every sort
of relationship and in close daily juxta-
position? Would any satisfaction come
out of such an operation? My observa-
tion and my strong feeling is that there
would not. The sound thing we should
do, if we are Lo stand by the expressions
of the Senate as has been frequently
made in connection with the Taft-Hart-
ley law, would be to adopt the amend-
ment I have proposed. If the amend-
ment is adopted I intend to vote in favor
o: the legislation, because then we would
place the pending bill on all fours with
the Taft-Hartley Act. I would find it
difficult to diferentiate between my po-
sition on the Taft-Hartley Act and my
position on the pending bill, if perfected
by the amendment which I have offered.
I will state the converse to that proposi-
tion. I would find it very difiicult to vote
in favor of the bill without the amend-
ment in view of the fact that, along with
a majority of my colleagues, I insisted
upon having the amendment added to
the Taft-Hartley law before voiing in
favor of it. I agree with the Senator
from Nebraska when he took the posi-
tion that commerce is something bigger
than mere transportation of goods, It
relates to people living together. There
is no good reason why we should have
one law operating as to one portion of
our people and another completely dis-
similar law operating as to another great
portion.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, T ap-
preciate the observations made by both
Senators. It is good to have their views.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I have
not yielded the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to apologize to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr, HOLLAND. I understand how the
Chair could have gotten such an impres-
sion. However, I have not had a chance
to check on my notes. I did not know
that the matter was coming up until
shortly before we took it up this after-
noon. I would very much like to not
yield the fioor at this time, with the un-
derstanding that I have no present in-
tention of saying anything further in
the morning, but that I shall have the
right to speak if I desire to do so without
again asking for recognition. I may
wish to round out or complete my state-
ment if I find that I have left out some-
thing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there-

objection to the request of the Senator
from Florida?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HOLLAND. I take this opportu-
nity to say that I do not intend to fili-
buster. I have no present intention to
speak in the morning, but I want to have
the assurance that if I find some de-
ficiencies of any kind in what I have said
I can supply them with a few remarks in
the morning. I should like to have that
privilege before another Senator is ree-
ognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection fo the request of the Senator
from Florida?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I wonder if we could
reach an agreement as to when we may
yote on the amendment as presented.
Would it be possible to reach an agree-
ment as to a time tomorrow when we
could vote on it? I can well understand
the position of the junior Senator from
Florida with reference to his desire to
make a few remarks tomorrow if he finds
it necessary to do so. The distinguished
senior Senator from Florida [Mr,
Peprer] informed me that he wishes to
say something on the subject tomorrow.
The Senator from Alabama would like

to make a few remarks. I wonder if we

could not agree on a definite time to-
morrow when we could vole on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Florida. It usually takes 15 or 20 min-
«utes to attend to routine business and
insertions in the Recorp and to have a
quorum call. I wonder if we could not
agree on a definite time to vote on the
amendment. The senior Senator from
Florida wishes to speak for 15 or 20 min-
utes. The Senator from Alabama will
not need more than 10 or 15 minutes.

Would it be agreeable to the junior
Senator from Florida and the distin-
guished minority leader if we wvoted
on the amendment as offered at 1: 30
p. m. tomorrow, with the time after the
quorum call to be divided equally and
controlled, respectively, by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Florida
and the Senator from Alabama?
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Mr. HOLLAND. I regref not to be
able to give agreement to such a reguest.
My reason has nothing to do with my own
position. At the time the matier was
dehated in September, six or seven other
Senators expressed the desire to be
heard. They wanted to make clear
their position on this bill must be con-
sistent with the position that they had
taken on the Taft-Hartley law. I do
not know whether all of them are of the
same feeling at the present time. I
know that the senior Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. HoEy] will not be present.
He has informed me that he had to go
home. I do not know about the others.
Therefore, I would not be willing to now
set an arbitrary time to vote. I hopz
by the time we resume in the morning
I shall have had an opportunity to talk
to the other Senators to find out whether
they wish to be heard. If they wish to
be heard, T will so state to the SBenator
from Alabama. The Senator from Flor-
ida hopes that he will not have to say
anything further on the subject. If
he does, it will not take more than a few
minutes, and will be only to round out
a few of the deficiencies in what he has
said already.

Mr. HILL. As I understand it, the
Senator is not in a position to agree to
any unanimous-consent agreement at
this time as to when a vote could be had?

Mr. HOLLAND. No, except that I
would hope that a vote could be taken
sometime tomorrow. -

Mr, HILL. I am sure that the Sen-
ator heard the distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] express great
hope that the Senate might consider to-
morrow a bill reported from the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, authoriz-
ing a loan to Yugoslavia. I do not know
how long that bill will take, but it is
certainly very much to be desired that
we conclude consideration of the pend-
ing bill as early tomorrow as possible, so
that the other bill may be taken up.

I am sure that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Florida will agree with the
Senator from Alabama that, since it is
now before the Benate, we want to finish
the bill, and not temporarily lay it aside
and then go back over it again, at which
time the Senator from Florida might feel
that he had to make his speech over
again, and I might feel that I had to
make my speech over again. If we can
conclude the consideration of this bill
at an early hour tomorrow, I think we
shall have better assurance that we can
dispose of the bill. Unless I am mis-
taken, or unless something unforeseen
should occur, after the amendment of
the Senator from Florida is disposed of
I think we should be able to move rather
&pidly toward final disposition of the

Mr. HOLLAND. B8o far as the Sena-
tor from Florida is concerned, he has no
intention of speaking on the bill after
the amendment is disposed of. He will
vote for the bill if his amendment is
adopted, and vote against it if it is not.
He does not expect to make further re-
marks. He does not know whether any
of the seven or eight other Eenators who
had strong feelings on this measure in
September, and whoss names, by the
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way, appear in the debate as of that day,
will wish to be heard tomorrow. But
since he knows that they did have such
feelings, he would not be willing to agree
now to an arbitrary time for the vote.
The Senator from Florida makes that
statement without any expression of a
desire on his part to make a second
speech. He wishes to avoid the neces-
sity of visiting such an affliction upon his
friend from Alabama. He is quite will-
ing to listen to a second speech by the
Senator from Alabama, because his
mellifiuous tones always bring great en-
joyment not only to the Senator from
Florida, but I am sure to all others who
are privilegsed to be present and hear
what he has to say.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I return the
tribute to my friend from Florida.

As I understand, if the Senator from
Florida wishes to speak at all, it will be
only to conclude, and finish off any
rough edges which may remain.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct.
However, the Senator from Florida does
not foreclose himself as against an-
swering anything which he feels is new
which may be brought up. He has no
intention whatever of making anothqr
speech, but he is not willing to tie his
hands in such a way that he cannot de-
fend himself if he should be assaulted
tomorrow by the Senator from Alabama.

Mr, HILL. The Senator knows that
if he concludes his speech now, under
" the rules of the Senate he is entitled not
only to another speech on the amend-
ment if he wishes to make another
speech, but also to two speeches on the
bill if he sees fit to make two speeches.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida has no intention of thus impos-
ing on the Senate.

Mr. HILL. EKnowing the capability
and resourcefulness of my friend, I
know that he could perhaps make some
motion which would allow him two more
speeches.

In the first place, the Senator from
Alabama has no disposition to shut off his
friend from Florida. In the second place,
the Senator from Alabama has been in
the Senate long enough to understand
well the futility of any attempt to shut
off any other Senator. I will say to the
Senator from Florida that I do not be-
lieve in shutting off Senators. However,
I believe that when we can unanimously
agree to cut off debate, it is greatly to
be desired.

Does the Senator wish to retain the
floor tomorrow?

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes. The Senator
from Florida knows perfectly well that
he can speak at least three more times
on this subject, but that is not his de-
sire. His only purpose in asking that he
retain the floor is that he would like his
speech to be a single statement. If he
finds—which he probably will—that it
needs some polishing, and has manifest
deficiencies, he would like to pateh it up
before it is assaulted by the Senator from
Alabama tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Florida? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EXTENSION
OF RENT CONTROL

During the delivery of Mr. HoLLAND'S
speech,

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the joint resolution
(8. J. Res. 207) to continue for a tem-
porary period certain provisions of the
Housing and Rent Act of 1947 as
amended, with an amendment; that the
House insisted upon its amendment to
the joint resolution, asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
SpPENCE, Mr. BRowN of Georgia, Mr., PaT-
MAN, Mr. MoNrONEY, Mr. WoLcoTT, Mr.
GameLg, and Mr. KUNKEL were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the
conference.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R. 5967) to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended,
to clarify the status of freight forwarders
and their relationship with motor com-
mon carriers.

EXTENSION OF RENT CONTROL

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida understands that the Senator
from South Carolina, chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Currency,
desires to complete the work of the Con-
gress upon the measure providing for
extension of rent control, and if he may
do so without losing his right to the
floor, he will be glad to yield to the Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, that
is my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
HeNDRICKSON in the chair) laid before
the Senate the following amendment of
the House of Representatives to the
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 207) to con-
tinue for a temporary period certain
provisions of the Housing and Rent Act
of 1947, as amended, together with a
message from the House insisting upon
its amendment and requesting a confer-
ence with the Senate thereon:

Resolved, That the joint resolution from

+the Senate (S. J. Res, 207) entitled “Joint

resolution to continue for a temporary pe-
riod certain provisions of the Housi and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended,” do psfs with
the following amendment: Strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert: “That
section 204 (f) of the Housing and Rent Act
of 1947, as amended, Is hereby amended by
striking out ‘December 31, 1950’ in each
place it occurs therein and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘March 31, 1951'.”

Mr. MAYBANK. I move that the
Senate disagree to the amendment of
the House, agree to the request of the
House for a conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that the Chair appoint the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

Mr. President, I appreciate the fact
that I have the privilege of suggesting
the conferees. I would only suggest who
should be appointed as conferees, because
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this matter was just called to my atten-
tion, and I have not had time to confer
with the Presiding Cfficer. I would sug-
gest that the ranking Democratic mem-
bers of the committee—myself, the Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. TayLor]l, and the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULERIGHT],
and on the Republican side of the com-
mittee the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Topey] and the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CArEHART] be considered by
the Presiding Officer for appointment as
the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from South Carolina. With-
out objection, the motion is agreed to;
and the Chair appoints as the conferees
on the part of the Senate the Senators
just named by the Senator from South
Carolina, namely, the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Maveank], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Tayrorl, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FurericHT], the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Toeey], and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CAPEHART].

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] has
just called my attention to the fact that
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
ToeeY] may not be here. Therefore, I
suggest that in the absence of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, the Presiding
Officer appoint the next ranking Repub-
lican member of the committee, if the
Chair so desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair appoints the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr, FLaNDpERS], instead of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. ToBeY],
as one of the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of executive business, for the considera-
tion of new reports on the Executive
Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN-
DRICKSON in the chair) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submifting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees,

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Reports
of committees are in order. If there be
no reports of committees, without ob-
jection, the clerk will proceed to state
the nominations newly reported to the
calendar.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
no objection at all, except that I wish
to restate what I said last night, that
there is no objection on this side of the
aisle to considering nominations passed
over, or any nomination on the calendar,

Mr. HILL. The only nomination
passed over is one now under considera-
tion by a Senate committee, and we
would not desire to have that taken up
when the committee is considering it.
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Mr. WHERRY. I did not know
whether the Senator knew that I stated
last night that there was no objection on
this side of the aisle to considering any
nomination on the calendar if it were
seen fit to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the clerk will proceed to
state the nominations newly reported.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Walter S. Gifford, of New York,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Great Britain.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Howard H. Tewksbury, of New
Hampshire, to be Ambassador Exira-
ordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Paraguay.

The PRESIDINC: OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Sidney H. Browne, of New Jersey,
to be a consul general of the United
States of America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair requests that that nomination be
passed over, and, without objection, it
will be passed over.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Robert Y. Brown, of Alabama, to
be a consul general of the United States
of America.

Mr, HILL., Mr. President, the nomina-
tions commencing with that of Robert Y.
Brown appear to be routine nominations.
Therefore I ask unanimous consent that
they be confirmed en bloc.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President. now
that the Sidney H. Browne nomination
has been passed over, there is no objec-
tion to considering the other routine
nominations en bloc, so far as the Sena-
tor from Nebraska is concerned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senafor
from Alabama? The Chair hears none,
and the routine nominations in the Dip-
lomatic and Foreign Service are con-
firmed en bloc, with the exception of the
one passed over.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT BOARD

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Nelson A. Rockerfeller, of New
York, to be Chairman of the Interna-
tional Development Advisory Board.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

ECONOMIC COOPERATION
ADMINISTRATION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of William C. Foster, of New York,
to be Administrator for Economic Co-
operation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Richard M. Bissell, Jr., of Massa-
chusetts, to be Deputy Administrator for
Economic Cooperation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.
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TECHNICAL COOPERATION
ADMINISTRATOR

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Henry G. Bennett, of Oklahoma,
to be Technical Cooperation Adrinistra-
tor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.
That completes the Executive Calendar.

RECESS

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, as in legis-
lative session, I move that the Senate
take a recess until 12 o’clock noon to-
mMorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 19 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
December 8, 1950, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate December 7 (legislative day of
November 27), 1950:

DrpLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Irving Florman, of New York, to be Ambas=
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of

- the United States of America to Bolivia.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

The following-named persons to be Inter-
state Commerce Commissioners for the terms
expiring December 31, 1957 (reappoint-
ments) :

Hugh W. Cross, of Ilinois.

John L. Rogers, of Tennessee,

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grades indicated under the pro-
visions of title V of the Officer Personnel Act
of 1947:

To be mafor generals

*Maj. Gen. Albert Cowper Smith, IE==3
Army of the United States (brigadler gen-
eral, U. S. Army).

*Maj. Gen. Willilam Frederic Marquat,

Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U. §. Army).

*Maj. Gen. George Anthony Horkan, [EE=3,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U. 8. Army).

*Maj. Gen. Jerry Vrchlicky Matejka, BEZIN
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U. S. Army).

Maj. Gen. William Herschel Middleswart,

Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U. 8. Army).
To be brigadier generals

*Brig. Gen. George Bittmann Barth,
BE=S3 Army of the United States (colonel,
U. S. Army).

*Brig. Gen. Howard Louis Peckham, B
Army of the United States (colonel, U. 8.
Army).

*Brig. Gen. Urban Niblo, [IEZE Army of
the United States (colonel, U. 8. Army).

*Brig. Gen. Wayne Cliffton Zimmerman,

Army of the United States (colonel,
U. S. Army).

*Maj. Gen. Francis Henry Lanahan, %
Army of the United States (colonel, U. S.
Army).

*Brig. Gen. Halley Grey Maddox, IEZ=IE
Army of the United States (colonel U, B.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Cortlandt Van Rensselaer Schuy-
ler, BEE==3l Army of the United States (col-
onel, U, 5. Army).

The following-named officers for tempo-
rary appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grades indicated under the
provisions of subsection 515 (c) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947:
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To be major generals

*Brig. Gen. Ira Platt Swift, JIEE=3l United
Btates Army.

*Brig. Gen. Walter Joseph Muller, IEEEEE
United States Army.

*Brig. Gen. Julian Wallace Cunningham,
EEEEl United States Army.

*Brig. Gen. Rex Webb Beasley, IEZI
United States Army.

*Brig. Gen. John Lloyd McEee, E=3
United States Army. \

*Brig. Gen. John Stewart Bragdon, IEE=EL
United States Army.

*Brig. Gen. David Lewis Ruffner, HEZI
United States Army.

*Brig. Gen, Paul Wolcott Rutledge, IEE=N
United States Army.

*Brig. Gen. Albert Plerson, 011838, United
SBtates Army.

*Brig. Gen. Robert Miller Montague, I
United States Army.

*Brig. Gen. Courtney Whitney, [Eizsssd
Army of the United States.

Maj. Gen. Kenneth David Nichols, IEE=
Army of the United States (colonel, U. 5.
Army).

To be brigadier generals
*Col. Orlando Clarendon Mood, HEZEN
United States Army.

*Col. Richard Brown Thornton, IEE=El
United States Army.

*Col. John Francis Uncles, JEEEE United
States Army.

*Col. Robert Nicholas Young, HEE=IR
United States Army.

*Col. Eugene Ware Ridings, I3l United
Btates Army.

*Col. Elwyn Donald Post, JEE=Sl United
States Army.

*Col. Robert Leroy Dulaney, IEEZ3 United
States Army.

*Col. Edwin Britian Howard,JJEZS3l United
States Army.

*Col, Gordon Edmund Textor,
United States Army.

*Col. Armistead Davis Mead, JEE=230 United
Btates Army.

*Col. Raleigh Raymond Hendrix, IE=I
United States Army.

*Col. John Murphy Willems, JEE==3ll United
BStates Army.

*Col. Mason James Young, =3 United
SBtates Army.

*Col. Basil Harrison Perry, EE=g] United
States Army.

*Col. John Tupper Cole, BEZ= United
Btates Army.

*Col. Sterling Alexander Wood, E=S
United States Army.

*Col. Clare Hibbs Armstrong, S]] United
States Army. =

*Col. James Francis Brittingham, ==
United States Army. 2

*Col. James Gasper Devine, EEz3] United
States Army.

*Col. Marcus Brenneman Bell JEE533) United
States Army.

*Col. Theodore Francis Wessels, EEE=al
United States Army.

*Col. Walter David Luplow, United
States Army. uplow. e

*Col. Arthur Richard Walk, EZ328l United
States Army.

*Col. Guy Orth Eurtz, JEZ=3l United States
Army.

*Col. Frank Huber Partridge, [EE=§] United
States Army.

*Col. Theodore Leslie Futch, |EE=ZE3 United
States Army.

*Col. Albert Carl Lieber, m United
States Army.

*Col. Donald Sutter McConnaughy, IE=E
United States Army.

*Col. Boniface Campbell, [EZ=] United
Btates Army.

*Col. Merle Halsey Davis, \xn United
States Army. 4

*Col. Charles Clifton Blanchard, G
United States Army.
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*Col. Eugene Vincent Elder, |EE3sg] United
States Army.

*Col. Frank Needham Roberts, HEZE
United States Army.

*Col. David James Crawford, JEEE=2l United
States Army.

*Col. Frank Sayles Bowen, Jr., IEZ=E
United States Army.

*Col. Victor Allen Conrad, BEEZ3E United
States Army.

*Col. Ralph Irvin Glasgow, [EEEE3l United
States Army.
*Col. Richard Givens Prather, IEEEE

United States Army.

*Col, Rinaldo Van Brunt, [EEZ=3 United
States Army.

*Col. Charles Ernest Loucks, [EZE3 United
States Army.

*Col. John Alexander Klein, JJEE3 United
States Army.

*Col. John Bartlett Hess, [EEE=3ll United
States Army.

*Col. William Henry Maglin, JEEEE3l United
States Army.

Col. Elbert DeCoursey, IS Medical
Corps, United States Army.

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated under the
provisions of title V of the Officer Personnel
Act of 194T:

To be brigadier general, Medical Corps

Brig. Gen. Maxwell Gordon Keeler, IEZE
Army of the United States (colonel, Medical
Corps, U. 8. Army).

Note—Those officers whose names are pre=-
ceded by the symbol (*) were appointed dur-
ing the recess of the Senate.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate December 7 (legislative day
of November 27), 1950:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Walter 8. Gifford, of New York, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Great
Britain.

Howard H. Tewksbury, of New Hampshire,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo~
tentiary of the United States of America to
Paraguay.

To be a consul general of the United States
of America

Robert Y. Brown

To be Foreign Service officers of class 6, vice
consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America

Charles C. Adams

John A. Baker, Jr. Roland F. Haney

Micheel P. Balla Gordon G. Heiner 3d.

Harry G. Barnes, Jr. William A. Helseth

Alf E. Bergesen Benjamin C. Hilllard

Lawrence H. Berlin 3d.

James R. Billman Max E. Hodge

Vincent S. R. Brandt Roscoe L. Hoffacker

Bamuel C. Brown Robert A. Hurwitch

Frank N. Burnet Walter E. Jenkins, Jr.

James C. Haahr

Pratt Byrd James R. Johnston
Thomas A. Cassilly Willlam M. KEahmann
Christian G. Lowell Bruce Laingen

Chapman Paul Baxter Lanius,
John M. Cluff Jr.

Carleton 8. Coon, Jr.
Frank J. Curtis, Jr,
Richard C. Davis

John C. Leary

Philip M. Lindsay
Leo Michael Linehan
Arthur R. Day Walter M. McClelland
Jonathan Dean Edward E. Masters
Dexter W. Draper, Jr. Milton W. Meyer
Walter H. Drew EKermit 8. Midthun
‘William L. Eagleton, Lawrence C. Mitchell

Jr. Benjamin R. Moser
Carl J. Erickson, Jr. Jacob M. Myerson
Richard D. Geppert Harry I. Odell

Herbert I. Goodman
Lindsey Grant

Peter J. Peterson
H. Earle Russell, Jr,
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David T. Schneider
Ernest E. Schneider  Robert J. Tepper
Peter A. Seip William N. Turpin
Robert Wade Seward,Peter C. Walker
Jr. Bradford Wells
John J. Shea Robert F. Weltzien
John W. Simms Merrill A. White
Herman T. Skofield Frank 8. Wile
Richard E. Snyder Arthur I. Wortzel
To be consuls of the United States of America
James G. Evans
George A. Mann
Edward C. Webster, Jr.
To be a secretary in the diplomatic service of
the United States of America
Willard F. Barber
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY
Boarp
Nelson A. Rockefeller, of New York, to be
Chairman of the International Development
Advisory Board.
., EcoNomic COOPERATION ADMINISTRATION
William C. Foster, of New York, to be Ad-
ministrator for Economic Cooperation.
Richard M. Bissell, Jr., of Massachusetts,
to be Deputy Administrator for Economic
Cooperation.

TECHNICAL COOPERATION ADMINISTRATOR

William F. Spengler

Henry G. Bennett, of Oklahoma, to be -

Technical Cooperation Administrator.
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
DIRECTOR OF BUDGET AND REFORTS

Rear Adm. Edward W. Clexton, United
States Navy, to be Director of Budget and Re-
ports in the Department of the Navy, with
the rank of rear admiral, for a term of 3
years.

IN THE ARMY
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES

The nominations of Benjamin H. Inloes,
Jr., et al,, and the nominations of Robert F.
Bell et al.,, for appointment in the Regular
Army, which were conflrmed today, were re-
celved by the Senate on November 30, 1950,
and appear in full in the Senate proceedings
of the CoNGrESsIONAL RECORD for that date,
under the caption “Nominations,” beginning
with the name of Benjamin H. Inloes, Jr.,
appearing on page 15093, and ending with
the name of Raymond D. Henley, which ap-
pears on page 15995.

IN THE UNITED STATES AR FORCE
PROMOTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

The nominations of Vivlan M. Gersema
et al,, and the nominations of Louis Charles
Adams, Jr., et al,, for promotion in the United
States Air Force, which were confirmed today,
were received by the Senate on November 27,
1850, and appear in full in the Senate pro-
ceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for
that date, under the caption “Nominations,"”
beginning with the name of Vivian M. Ger-
sema, which appears on page 15785, and end-
ing with the name of Hugo Zimmermann,
appearing on page 15789,

In THE Navy

Vice Adm, Jerauld Wright, United States
Navy, to have the grade, rank, pay, and allow-
ances of a vice admiral while serving as
Deputy United States representative to the
Standing Group of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization.

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE OF
REAR ADMIRAL
Thomas B. WilllamsonMarion E., Murphy
Aaron P, Storrs III Howard E. Orem
Richard M. Watt, Jr. Sherman R. Clark
Wilson D. Leggett, Jr.

Vice Adm. Edwin D. Foster, Supply Corps,
United States Navy, when retired to be placed
on the retired list with the rank of vice
admiral.
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The following-named officers of the Navy
and Naval Reserve on active duty for per-
manent appointment in the grade and corps
indicated, subject to qualification therefor as
provided by law:

For permanent appointment in the Navy:

Lieutenant commander, Medical Corps

William E. Hall

Lieutenant, Medical Service Corps
Sylvester H. N. Zumbrun
Lieutenant (junior grade), line

Victor D. Brockmann

Jack M. Stufflebeam
Lieutenant (junior grade), Civil Engineer

Corps

William M. Johnson

Robert D. Darragh, Jr.

Lieutenant (junior grade), Nurse Corps

Floy G. Mangold

Mary V. Mele

Chief carpenter

Bruce A. O'Nea!

Chief machinist
Walter W. Rickett
Chief pay clerk
Edward D. Verell
For permanent appointment in the Naval
Reserve:
Lieutenant (junior grade), line
Philip Steinberg

The following-named officers of the Navy
for permanent appointment to the grade of
lieutenant in the corps Indicated and to cor-
rect spelling of name as previously nomi-
nated and confirmed:

Line

Hubert Glenzer, Jr.

Jene L. Leslie

Medical Corps
Donald J. Nollet
Supply Corps

Carl J. Stringer, Jr.
Armand E. Wulffaert

The nominations of Ernest P. Abraham-
son et al, for appointment in the Navy,
which were confirmed today, were received
by the Senate on November 28, 1950, and
appear in full in the Senate proceedings of
the CoNcrEssioNAL Recorp for that date, un-
der the caption “Nominations,” beginning
with the name of Ernest P. Abrahamson,
which is shown on page 15962, and ending
with the name of Tad Stanwick, which ap-
pears on page 15964.

The nominations of Albert O. Momm et al.,
for appointment in the Navy, which were
confirmed today, were received by the Sen-
ate on December 4, 1950, and appear in full
in the Senate proceedings for that date, un-
der the caption “Nominations,” beginning
with the name of Albert O. Momm, which
appears on page 16072, and ending with the
name of Roman L. Kledzik, which is shown
on page 16074,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TraURSDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1950

The House met at 12 o’'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou who art the Supreme Ruler
cf the Universe and the guiding intel-
ligence in the life of men and of nations,
we pray that we may now be inspired
with a reassuring sense of Thy greatness
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and goodness, Thy presence and power,
Thy love and care.

We humbly confess that we feel so
insignificant and helpless when we think
of ourselves in our relationship to the
many difficult problems in this time of
national and world crisis.

There seems to be so little that we can
do, individually, to direct the fateful
course of human events, Even the wis-
est know so littlee The odds against
our moral and spiritual idealism appear
so great.

Help us daily to encourage ourselves
and one another with the glad assurance
that in all our desires and struggles to
champion and serve the cause of free-
dom against tyranny, of right against
wrong, of good against evil, we are not
alone, for the Lord of righteousness is
with us.

May this assurance be our strength
and the climax of our praise and the
grand crescendo in all our thoughts and
feelings.

Hear us in the name of the Christ
who is the captain of our salvation.
Amen.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Woodruff, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H. R. 5967. An act to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended, to clarify the
status of fﬂ?.ight forwarders and their rela-
tlonshlp with motor common carriers.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. JENKINS. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

[Mr, JEnxkins addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

CONGRATULATIONS, BOB DOUGHTON

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means, together with the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, the minority
and majority leaders, and the Parliamen-
tarian assembled at breakfast this morn-
ing at 8:30 in the Speaker’s dining room
in honor of our beloved and distinguished
chairman of the Commitiee on Ways
and Means, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. DouGHTON], marking his
twenty-fifth anniversary as a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

I felt sure that the Members of the
House would be glad to join the members
of the Committee on Ways and Means
and officials of the House in paying this
deserved tribute to our distinguished and
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beloved chairman, and to join in wishing
him many happy returns.

FISCAL PHILOSOPHY IN VERSE

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, while I sat
in committee this morning I was handed
a little verse. I added a couple of lines
to it. Now, I do not want you to think
that I am a poet, but I just want to read
these few lines:

We must balance our budget

And conserve our cash,

Or we will meet the same fate

As Truman's haberdash!

Now do you not think
Before it's too late,

If our country does not stop spending
It will meet the same fate?

My colleagues, lock into the need
Of this European and Asiatic blending,
It's your duty to heed—
Little lending, no giving, and less spending.
DEAN ACHESON, SECRETARY OF STATE }

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? :

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 9
years ago today the Japanese air force
struck the infamous blow against our
people in Hawaii, a blow which will be
characterized as an infamy as long as
history is read.

Today we are faced with the possibility
of an even greater danger than Decem-
ber 7. The United Nations is fighting for
its life. Unless it lives, the peace of the
world may die.

A stanch defender of that United Na-
tions organization, and a man who has
done much to promote its growth and
solve its problems, is under attack here in
our Nation’s Capital. The man I speak
of is Secretary of State Dean Acheson.

His great record in formulating and
implementing the Marshall plan, the
Atlantic Paect, the Western Hemisphere
mutual defense agreement, and his latest
attempt to correct the obstructive use of
the veto by a single member of the Secu-
rity Council, are now forgotten by those
who seek to destroy this great public
servant.

At a time when it is most urgent that
the hands of our Secretary of State be
upheld in international councils, at a
time when the prestige of the United
States depends upon the respect of other
nations for our No. 1 foreign relations
representative, we see the sorry specta-
cle of men who fail to see the signifi-
cance of their actions in attempting to
discredit our Secretary of State, and who
fail to see that the goal of national secu-
rity can only be attained through unity.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks and include a newspaper edi-
torial.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Speaker, we are
not in the midst of an election campaign;
gentlemen, we are in the midst of a war.

Therefore, there is a complete lack of
responsibility in the partisan attacks
aimed at our Secretary of State, Dean
Acheson, as are being presently formu-
lated not distant from here. The Mem-
bers of Congress of both Houses must
soberly review and evaluate the possible
consequences of such conduct. This im-
maturity in political thinking plays di-
rectly into the hands of Communists.
Nothing would suit the enemy’s purpose
more than the breaking down of the peo-
ple’s faith in the conduct of our foreign
affairs. That, together with the rift that
such idle and reckless talk can cause be-
tween us and friendly nations, makes the
leaders of Communist aggression wring
their hands in glee.

This is a time for sobriety. I empha-
size that such loose talk can do nothing
but cause friendly peoples soon to lose
faith in the efficacy of the United States
in the role of world leadership.

Wild, unsubstantiated charges against
our Secretary of State, I repeat, reas-
sure our enemies and dismay our friends.

I repeat the first paragraph of a per-
tinent editorial in today’s New York
Herald Tribune:

REPUBLICANS AND MR. ACHESON

It would be difficult to imagine a more in=

opportune moment for Senator Ives to have

+lent the prestige and influence of his name to

the list of those calling for Secretary of State
Acheson’s replacement. The Secretary is in
the midst of negotiations of the most dell-
cate and far-reaching kind. The country is
in a crisis which demands of everyone a read-
iness to pull together for large ends. It was
perhaps tco much to ask that those who have
been agsailing Secretary Acheson for months
as a personal devil should forbear in the hour
when so much goes i1, but it would have
seemed more in character for Senator IVES,
whose statesmanship has been of the highest
order, to choose some other timing for his in-
tervention. His words will carry a large, and
conceivably a decisive, weight in today's
meeting of the Senate Republican Polley
Committee, where the question of making
Mr. Acheson’s resignation a matter of party
policy will be under discussion.

DEAN ACHESON, SECRETARY OF STATE

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks,

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, at the
most critical time in our country’'s his-
tory, when the fate of freemen every-
where may depend on the steadiness,
wisdom, and unity of the American peo-
ple, we find short-sighted individuals at-
tacking the character and integrity of
our Secretary of State, Dean Acheson.
The purpose of this attack is clear and
clearly poiitical. The real result may
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not be understood even by the attackers
themselves. But the fact is that the
half-truths and untruths uttered with
respect to Dean Acheson are having the
effect of confusing and disuniting the
American people. It is imperative today
that all individuals who occupy positions
of responsibility behave in a responsible
manner,

Dean Acheson's record is clear. His
world-wide reputation among the free
peoples as an outstanding champion of
freedom is enormous. He and his ac-
complishments will live in history long
after the names of his detractors are
forgotten.

Among his many great accomplish-
ments as Secretary of State is the weld-
ing together in the Western Hemisphere
of the organization of American States.

Our active cooperation with the other
American Republics in the construction
of dependable machinery for maintain-
ing peace and security in the Western
Hemisphere is a part of the fundamental
policy of the United States to seek con-
stantly and energetically the world-wide
organization of peace in a free and stable

world. The Secretary of State, Dean -

Acheson, personally has contributed
enormously to the success of this policy
in the Western Hemisphere. The Rio
Pact and the Organization of American
Republics represent real progress toward
mutual understanding, mutual defense,
and mutual assistance in this area of the
world, To Mr. Acheson must be given
much of the credit for this success in
American foreign policy.

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUBER. Mr, Speaker, unlike the
gentleman from  Mississippi [Mr.
Rankin], I am unable to find anything
'amusing in the sincere statements of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Horirtern]l and the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER] upholding the
hand of Secretary of State Acheson dur-
,ing this period of emergency. I want to
compliment them for their patriotism
‘and their unwillingness to engage in
demagoguery when all Americans should
be united regardless of political affilia-
tion or geographical origin. If every
Member of this House had voted for as
much legislation designed to stop the
ungodly hordes of communism as the
gentleman from California [Mr. HoLi-
FIELD] and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CELLER], we might not be in
the critical world position in which we
find ourselves today. I only hope that
more Members will join unselfishly to
support our President, our Cabinet offi-
cers, and all those who are trying to
protect us from the grave danger that
threatens our country.

ANNIVERSARY OF ATTACK ON PEARL
HARBOR

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, today is the anniversary of the
attack on Pearl Harbor. I well remem-
ber the day the Japanese struck. I also
remember the warnings I had given to
the House against arming Japan.

Japan fought and used our materials
of war against the United States forces.
The Congress today should insist, Mr.
Speaker, that we stop arming hostile
communistic nations. The war matériel
that has been used against our boys in
Korea and the arms and munitions the
United States sent to Russia and to other
Communist countries should never have
been sent. I warned against that also.
Korea was another Pearl Harbor. Does
America never learn?

Mr. Speaker, my gratitude goes out to
those men who gave their lives at Pearl
Harbor and those men who are giving
their lives for us in Korea. The least
we can do for them is to see to it that
we do not give arms and ammunition to
hostile governments to use against our
boys. To arm our enemies is a crime
against America.

DEAN ACHESON

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. BorLLinG] says: “The record of the
Secretary of State is clear.” Itis. Nine
years have passed since Pearl Harbor
and we have lost every diplomatic con-
test in our dealings with the nations of
the world. It is important that we shall
not lose this one, and that there shall be
no surrender or appeasement to com-
munism. The record of the Secretary of
State is clear. That is why he should
resign forthwith.

TURKISH SOLDIERS IN KOREA

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, reports
from Korea have indicated the tremen-
dous fortitude and gallantry of the
Turkish troops who are fighting side by
side with the other nations in Korea.
Turkey occupies a most strategic place
bordering on the Mediterranean, de-
fending the Dardanelles and being situ-
ated on the border of Russia. For over
1,000 years the Turkish Army has shown
its courage, and we are fortunate to have

Turkish soldiers fighting side by side-

with us in Korea,
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DOLLIVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a statement on conservation by
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Paul A. Johnson, secretary of the Iowa
State Watershed Association.

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

Mr, WALSH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude a letter.

Mr. HARRISON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an article.

Mr. O’'SULLIVAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances.

Mr. KEOGH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an article.

Mr. TAURIELLO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks.

Mr. PATTEN (at the request of Mr.
McSWEENEY) was given permission to
extend his remarks.

Mr. NORBLAD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include extraneous material.

Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks.

Mr. HOWELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. LATHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
two instances and include extraneous
material.

AMENDING THE HOUSING AND RENT ACT
OF 1947

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 876 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, 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 consid-
eration of the bill (H. R. 9763) to amend
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amend-
ed. That after general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and continue not to
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conelusion of the conslderation 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 consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. ArLen] and I now yield myself such
time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order the immediate consideration of
H. R. 9763. H. R. 9763 is by no means
an extension of rent control, and, in
my judgment, this measure has stirred
up an unnecessary amount of agitation.
The last Rent Control Act provided the
date of December 31, 1950, for auto-
matic decontrol in the event various
States or political subdivisions thereof
did not take affirmative action to extend
rent control until June 1951, the date all
rent control on a Federal level was to
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cease. That bill also authorized the
States or political subdivisions thereof
to decontrol by affirmative action. The
present measure does not change the
basic provisions of the bill; it simply
extends the automatic decontrol date
until March 1951. It cannot be right-
fully said, Mr. Speaker, that we do vio-
lence to any democratic process when
we require affirmative action rather
than silence or no action at all. Iam of
the opinion after discussing this matter
with many Members that they are un-
happy over the circumstances which
place rental property under controls
and at the same time permits full free-
dom for unlimited profits in all other
ficlds of economic endeavor. That is
not, however, the question before us at
this moment. The question of the ex-
tension of rent control will not be before
this body until the next session. Each
of us will have an opportunity then in
the ligcht of our own experiences and
in the light of the circumstances in our
own communities to determine the ad-
visahility of such legislation. I believe
this resolution should be adopted.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I recerve my time.

Mr. LYLE, Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I 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. 9763) to amend the
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended.

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 consid-
eration of the bill H. R. 9763, with Mr.
WaITTINGTON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes,

I17r. Chairman, the present bill does
but one thing. It strikes out the expira-
tion date of the present Rent Control
Act, December 31, 1950, and inserts in
lieu thereof March 31, 1951. It con-
tinues the existing act for 3 months, in
order that the next Congress may con-
sider the matter.

I am not an advocate of controls. Ido
not believe in the regimentation of free
people, but the necessity for a continu-
ation of this act is now just as great as
the necessity for the original enactment
of the act providing for rent control.

Our great Nation, which has been the
leader of the world for 161 years, is in
peril. This is a critical time. On the
ice-covered, wind-swept hills of Korea
our fine boys are fighting a desperate
battle, a battle for the rentention of our
liberties, We are fighting a great sin-
ister force in the world. At a time like
this men must give up some of their
.ights in order that others may be pre-
served. Men must forego some of their
profits in order that they may retain the
things that we have cherished for a cen-
tury and a half,
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Housing is a difficult thing to obtain.
We may have a lack of food today, and
tomorrow we may have plenty, but hous-
ing is something that it takes a long time
to produce. By reason of the present
hostilities there is bound to be a shift in
the population of our people. There is
bound to be great necessity for housing,
There is an opportunity for some to im-
pose on others. This act is no reflec-
tion on the good landlord. There are
many good landlords, and there are some
bad tenants. But it is a condition that
confronts us now and one that I think we
must meet,

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

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I asked the distin-
guished chairman of the Banking and
Currency Committee to yield to me for
the purpose of making a brief statement,
First, I wish to say that the gentleman
from Eentucky is making a very able
statement and a very true statement.

On the day before yesterday when ap-
plication was made for a rule for the
consideration of this bill, I was inclined
to go along with it. I voted against if,

- not because I did not think we needed

rent control. I do think we need rent
control, but because I think that we need
all other controls, across-the-board con-
trols, and a general mobilization of the
efforts of this country to meet the im-
pending disaster that faces us. I hope
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, and the members of the commit-
tee, for whom I have a profound respect,
will do everything within their power to
see to it that we do have these all-out
across-the-board controls, because, I re-
peat, again and again, that you cannot
control one commodity without control-
ing the other. The power in this bill
should be continued, but we ought to,
and the administrative should have it
brought most forcefully to its attention
that we should have these across-the-
board controls.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
to me.

Mr, SPENCE. The President has the
power now to impose controls.

Mr. COLMER. But he does not use it.

Mr. SPENCE. It is a poor citizen in
this time of peril to the country who will
not willingly submit to controls that are
aimed at the survival of our institutions
and our economy. I expect that as time
goes on and the need exists there will be
general controls imposed. But housing
is the thing before us now. Materials
are being channeled into the war effort
that are necessary for the building of
houses; the control of credit has made
those who were desirous of constructing
homes less able to do so. The necessity
for rent control is as strong now as it ever
has been, but in this bill we are not
foreclosing that question at all; we are
not settling the question of rent control;
we are merely by this act sending it to
the next Congress to consider whether
or not we need rent control and what
character of rent control we do need.

The cities now have the power to de-
control; many of them have exercised it.
But if we do not pass an act such as
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this, the local machinery that has regu-
lated rents will have been dissipated and
destroyed, and it will be necessary to set
up new machinery; it will be necessary to
consider this matier anew. The enact-
ment of this act will leave matters in
statu quo so that the next Congress can
consider it carefully, will have the op-
portunity by reason of time and other
things to go into the details of the mat-
ter and will consider it in relation to the
conditions that exist at that time.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me briefly?

Mr. SPENCE. I have only 10 minutes
but I will yield for a brief question.

Mr, COLMER. I thank the gentleman.
I agree again with what the gentleman
says, and, as the gentleman will recall,
I pointed that out in the Rules Com-
mittee hearing, but what I want to know
now is whether the distinguished chair-
man of the committee can tell us if the
powers that be are ready to impose these
across-the-board controls that the coun-
try needs?

Mr. SPENCE. I cannot speak for the
President; I do not know what his inten-
tions are. I assume he is going to do the
things that are necessary to stabilize the
whole economy and to strengthen us in
order that we may meet the great prob-
lems that present themselves to us, but it
is inconceivable to me that a Congress
would say in the light of our present
conditions, in the light of the necessities
that present themselves, in the light of
the need for housing—for civilized man
cannot live without housing—that they
would not consider this bill, would vote
it down, and by that means let rent con-
trol expire in many sections where it is
needed and where it has not been con-
tinued by reason of the procrastination,
indecision, or doubt of the local govern~

ing body.

I ask the House to vote this bill out
in order that we may carefully and
prudently consider what is needed in the
way of rent control in the early part of
the next session.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, I
yield myself 13 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, on June 23, 1950, just
about 6 months ago, we provided for the
orderly decontrol of rents. We decided
as a matter of policy at that time that
the question of rent control was no longer
one for the Federal Government, that it
was strietly a local matter and should be
treated as a local matter. We set up the
machinery at that time by which munici-
palities could either continue control be-
yond December 31 or not in their discre-
tion. We provided that any incorporated
city, village, or town which desired to
continue rent control beyond December
31, 1950, could do so by passing a reso-
lution.

In light of the controversy in the Su-
preme Court today in the Los Angeles
case, may I say that we did not provide
that they should pass an ordinance. The
law expressly says that they may declare
their intent by resolution. Just to carry
that thought a little further, and per-
haps be a little ridiculous in order that
we may see what the intent of Congress
was at that time, we might have the-
oretically, and within our legislative
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rights, said that a city could continue
rent control beyond December 31, 1950,
if the clerk of the city wrote to the chair-
man of the committee down here, or if
any person in the United States in a
civilian capacity or otherwise declared
that rent control should continue in that
city. We said “resolution’” and we meant
what we said and we did not say or mean
“ordinance” when we said “resolution.”

So any city that desires the continu-
ance of rent control beyond December
31 may by resolution continue it. The
only reason, Mr. Chairman, this bill is
before us today is because so many of
the cities and municipalities have indi-
cated by their failure to take action to
continue rent control up to the present
time that in Tighe Woods’ opinion rent
control at the Federal level is going out
the window. The only pressure for dis-
¢ontinuance of these controls beyond
December 31 and the only justification
for it is Tigche Woods.

Do we want to keep the promise which
we made to the muncipalities 6 months
ago that they could by certain action or
failure to take action, simple as the ac-
tion might be, continue rent controls in
their localities or not as they saw fit?

Is there any justification for the con-
finuance of the automatic decontrols
beyond December 31? None whatsoever,
excepting to keep Mr. Tighe Woods in
office. There is no economic justifica-
tion for this resolution. There is a po-
litical justification for it, because let me
charge without fear of successful con-
tradiction that this resolution is spon-
sored by those who want to continue
controls for control’s sake.

- Let me point out that there is no eco-
nomic justification for this. The Gov-
ernment gets out every month—and you
probably get it—a document entitled
“Economic Indicators.” It is a splendid
suthenticated document. The Bureau
of Labor Statistics and all the rest of
them contribute to it. It is an official
document, originally gotten out for the
Joint Committee on the Economic Report
and later, under resolution, made avail-
able to all Members of Congress. You
will have in mind that last year we
passed a control bill; a production-con-
trol bill, so-called. It was predicated
upon the desirability of giving the Presi-
dent the authority to control prices and
services if and when he found that prices
and services had increased or threatened
to increase disproportionately, and that
there would be danger to our economy
unless prices and the cost of services
were controlled. Now there has been a
great deal of discussion as to why the
President has not exercised controls over
food prices, over the cost of services,
over the cost of heating, over the cost
of all other essentials, but, at the same
time, comes in here and asks for this
continuance of one category of services,
namely, rent.

Let us look at the Government record
in this respect. On the 1940 average
monthly basis the cost of all items has
increased 73.6 percent. The cost of food
has increased 112 percent. The cost of
apparel has increased 89 percent. The
cost of fuel, electricity, and refrigeration
has increased 42.1 percent. House fur-
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nishings have increased 95 percent. In
contrast, rent has increased only 20.2
percent. There is the official Govern-
ment record. Now, I say that there is
not an economic problem confronting
this Congress at the present time inso-
far as this resolution is concerned. If
there is this emergency, which my worthy
and very highly esteemed colleague, the
chairman of the commitee, says exists
today, then there is such an economic
emergency as to compel the President
to use the powers which we gave him
this last year to control these prices
which in all instances have increased
more than three times the amount which
rent has increased. So there is no eco-
nomic justification for this. ¥Yes; there
is a political justification for it. There
is a political justification for it because
the forces which dominate the policy of
this Government, which are in the
driver’s seat, want rent control. They
are not the home owners. They want
to buy their goods at low prices and
sell them at high prices. They are not
being fair, they are not being equitable.
They are not viewing this as an eco-
nomic problem, or they could not stand
on their own two feet. It is a political
problem.

This bill is indicative of the extent to
which these forces will go to show that
they do dominate Government policy,
and we are expected to swallow it in
the name of emergency.

No opposition witnesses were allowed
to appear on this bill. We had three
Government witnesses before the com-
mittee. Two of the Government wit-
nesses showed by their testimony that
they knew absolutely nothing about the
situation. They talked of continuing
controls in Biloxi, Miss., when controls
have never been taken off in Biloxi, Miss.
They used Detroit, Mich., as an area that
was getting short, and in which rent con-
trol should be continued. Rent controls
have never been discontinued in Detroit,
Mich. This shows how little these Gov-
ernment people knew about the situation.

No, there are a few top brass who
insist upon taking their families with
them into war, who want rent control
continued in the areas adjacent to the
installations where they are serving.
The only justification for the continu-
ance of rent control, the only justifica-
tion for the denial to the localities of the
right to discontinue rent control, is that
these top brass want rent control con-
tinued so they can take their families
with them into war.

They tell us that in the vicinity of
these camps rent control is necessary
because of a housing shortage. That is
a question of policy which this Congress
or somebody has to solve finally. It is
simply this: Do we encourage the fami-
lies of men who are being sent into these
camps temporarily for training to take
their families with them into war? It
has never been done before.

The problem here in Camp Pickett,
which has caused the two United States
Senators from Connecticut to raise their
voices in favor of increased housing fa-
cilities, lies only in the fact that the fam-
{lies of those men from Conmnecticut in-
sist on living in the vicinity of Camp
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Pickett, where their men folks are train-
ing. What is going to happen when
after the 90-day training period or the
120-day training period the men move
on to Korea? What happens to these
families? Are they going back to the
areas from which they came, or are they
going to insist upon their right to stay
in the vicinity of these camps and multi-
ply this problem a hundredfold, because
the new families will come in with the
new men and, so long as we adhere to
that as a matter of policy, we are going
to have housing shortages in the vicinity
of these camps. That is a problem
which this Congress or the top brass in
our military will have to solve outside
this bill.

Let me reiterate that there is no eco-
nomic justification for this bill. You
are not keeping faith with the localities
which have crystallized these issues
within their municipalities, who have
made up their minds either to continue
rent control beyond December 31 or to
let it die.

There are 3,250,000 units in these
areas which would go out of control at
the discretion of the governing bodies
of these municipalities on December 31,
1951. Therein lies the necessity they
claim for continuing these controls be-
cause if these areas are decontrolled,
Tighe Woods will lose his job. That is
the only justification for continuing
rent control.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. Appo-
NI1zIol.

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Chairman,
while the continuation of rent control
is a matter of primary importance to
the 660,000 renters of housing units in
northeastern New Jersey, it is also a
matter of primary importance to the
Nation's expanding military and de-
fense production needs.

We are faced today with a situation
not contemplated when the present
Rent Control Act was drafted. Since
1947, Congress has each year modified
the rent-control law to bring about the
earliest possible decontrol of local com-
munities. As a matter of fact, the Con-
gress has made it so easy, that the
present rent-control law could more
properly be considered a rent-decontrol
law. Basically, the theory behind the
present easy decontrol procedure is that
we are at peace and that if some local
community took premature decontrol ac-
tion, it would be a calculated risk which
would affect only that community.

However, since the Rent Act of 1950
was passed, the North Korean forces bru-
tally and without provocation invaded
southern Korea. With the expansion
of our military plant since that date and
with the contemplated increases in nec-
essary production of war material, what
had been formerly a matter of strictly
local concern has become a matter of
national concern, Many local commu-
nities have recognized their responsi-
bilities to the Nation and, where a hous-
ing shortage has existed, have reso-
lutely asked for continuation of Federal
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controls. In other communities, how=-
ever, you have a sorry record of local
governing bodies putting local greed be-
fore the interests of national defense
and going ahead to take advantage of
easy decontrol procedure in the face of
a mounting housing shortage in their
communities and the prospects of a still
tighter housing shortage in the future,
In some instances the pleas and repre-
sentations of the military and naval
forces representatives have been
brushed aside or ignored.

On November 7, after less than an
hour’s consideration, the city council of
Pensacola, Fla., voted to end controls on
December 31 despite evidence presented
by the Military and Naval Establish-
ments that the housing situation in Pen=
sacola is critically acute.

Lt. Col. C. J. Baldrick, representing
General Boatner, told the city council
that more than 300 civilian and military
personnel were awaiting a chance to
rent homes and that many of the mili-
tary personnel were forced to leave their
families because of the shortage of hous=
ing in Pensacola and the high rents
charged for new construction.

Lt. Comdr. George S. Robinson, repre-
senting the naval air basic training unit,
revealed to the city council that a sur-
vey of 2,400 housing units revealed only
15 vacancies and that the Pensacola
Housing Authority had 1,350 units with
no vacancies and a waiting list of 950.

The commander further told of the
Navy’s investigation of 112 places listed
for rent in the local newspapers.
Eighty-three of the 112 places were con-
tacted. Fifty-six were rented before his
phone call had reached the landlord or
rental agent. Sixteen were still avail-
able but three of these were of a flop-
house variety and five were out of the
city. Five of the sixteen would permit
no children; five had no central heating
and in others the occupants had to share
a bath with other families.

In spite of this testimony the Pensa-
cola City Council voted for decontrol
December 31. The councilman who
made the decontrol motion expressed
the opinion that Congress had passed
the city council a “hot potato” and he
was in favor of tossing it back to
Congress.

Under the present rent act there is no
way in which the newly developed needs
of vital defense areas for rent control
can be met. In San Diego, which was
decontrolled on September 1, the recall
of Navy Reservists and expansion of
fleet and shore activities is daily increas-
ing the shortage of housing. In the
Navy housing in San Diego, families
needing larger quarters cannot be shifted
to larger quarters because the shift itself
would keep badly needed housing from
being used for a precious day or two.
The situation is particularly bad in San
Diego for fleet-based personnel. The
permanently shore-based personnel
quite naturally and understandably gets
first call on the available housing. A#f
present neither the city council nor the
Office of Housing Expediter can do any-
thing to bring Federal rent control back
to this area which is vital to the needs
of national defense. The situation will
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have to be met either at this session or
early in the next session of the Congress.

Many charges and complaints have
been made as to the bureaucratic admin-
istration of the rent-control law, as to
the arbitrary rulings of officials with no
knowledge of local conditions, and so on.
We are all familiar with them. How-
ever, the truth of the matter is that every
effort has been made to decontrol
wherever possible, and to decentralize
operations so as to provide for local ad-
ministration. I am personally well ac-
quainted with the administration of this
law in my State, and I have been par-
ticularly impressed with the devotion to
civic duty shown by the members of the
Northeast New Jersey Rent Advisory
Board. Included as members of this
rent advisory board are such distin-
guished Americans and citizens of New
Jersey as Dr. Eugene E. Agger, dean of
department of economics, Rutgers Uni-
versity; A. N. Lockwood, past president
of the New Jersey Association of Real
Estate Boards; and the Honorable
George R. Morrision, judge of the Mid-
dlesex County District Court.

Such distinguished citizens as these
have given freely of their time and in-
telligence to make rent control both
humane and workable in the nine coun-
ties of the northeastern New Jersey area.
These are independent local citizens
whose recommendations are made with-
out a tinge of obligation to the Office of
the Housing Expediter except to render
to the OHE the best possible advice both
as regards individual cases and general
administration of rent conirol in the
area.

Here, on the local level, a tenant
representative, a landlord representative,
and public interest representatives work
together to resolve differences in view-
points. These men—and women—con-
sider not only the general problems of
the landlords and the tenants in their
area but they handle the individual ap-
peals parties who feel that the decision
of the area rent office was not just. The
landlord and tenant can be assured that
their problem will receive individual
attention and the benefit of a group
decision of civic-minded local citizens
who are in constant contact with their
problems.

To an amazing extent, apparently im-
possibly conflicting viewpoints are recon-
ciled and both landlord and tenants
leave with the knowledge that their cases
have received the maximum considera-
tion possible.

The Office of the Housing Expediter
is to be commended for its fostering and
encouraging the maximum of local ad-
ministration of a Federal regulation.

The Northeast New Jersey Rent Ad-
visory Board is democracy at work. As
its members quietly go about their work,
they are once again proving the strength
of democracy’s political institutions.

Any future rent-control legislation
should be designed to strengthen and
extend the influence of these local groups
in administering rent control on the
local level.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-.
nois [Mr. SaBaTH].
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Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoLr-
corr] with his great ability and in-
genuity always endeavors to impress the
Members with the importance of some
of the so-called objections to rent con-
trol which come to his mind. In this
instance, of course, ever since 1947 he
has been against rent control. Only
yvesterday during the hearing before the
Committee on Rules, I asked some of
the witnesses whether they could tell
me of a single income-property owner
who lost his property because of rent
control. The fact is that the owners of
property have been the beneficiaries of
this law because ever since rent control
went into effect they have had their
apartments and houses occupied 100 per-
cent. The owners are not obliged to
make improvements on the premises
and all the landlords have made money.
Certainly there were some small real-
property owners who did not receive in-
creases which they thought they were
entitled to. But when they made ap-
plication for hardship increases or an
adjustment and showed the need for
such increase, same was granted in 84
percent of the cases, so I am informed.

Let us be candid. I know and you
know that most of the opposition to rent
control emanates from men who acquired
the big tenement and apartment build-
ings after the crash for 15 and 20 cents
on the dollar. These men and the real-
estate lobby, as we all know, spent over
a million dollars in its attempt to de-
feat any rent-control law. They are the
most avaricious crowd I have ever come
across. These men, who are so anxious
to do away with all rent-control legisla-
tion in this emergency, are not satis-
fied with 50- to 100-percent return on
their investment; they want 200 to 500
percent on the properties they acquired
during the depression. They are the
men who, whenever they had the chance
to boost the rents, have done so. What
chance do the poor fenants have who
find it so hard with the high cost of liv=-
ing to pay these increases? I tell you
we will have a great deal of trouble in
most of the cities of the country if this
extension is not granted. It is only for
3 months.

The gentleman has also called for con-
trols over everything. Well, I have per-
sonally urged and advocated control ever
since last June 1, when the steel, lum-
ber, and other industries started to in-
crease their prices from 30 percent to
as much as 75 percent. But the Presi-
dent feels that he should not recom-
mend or issue an Executive order put-
ting on controls until he has fully studied
the facts involving the imbalance in the
national economy. 3

He is for control of prices where it is
necessary, but he does not wish to impose
controls where it is not necessary. This
legislation is necessary. It only extends
the decontrol provisions of the present
act for 3 months, in cases where the
cities have been unable to get together
and legislate on this important subject.
In view of that fact, I hope that you
gentlemen who have a heart and a con-
science will support this bill and vote for
it so as to make it possible for these
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tenants to have a roof over their heads,
at reasonable rentals.

In the city of Chicago we have ex-
tended rent control for 6 months but
there are many other meftropolitan areas
where action has not been taken, al-
though needed, first, because of con-
tinued pressure by the vicious and
powerful real-estate lobby, and second-
1y, because many local governing bodies
have been confronted with various legal
technicalities as a result of the Federal
court deecision in Los Angeles.

What is the situation in Chicago to-
day? Rental housing is virtually not
available. Of the small number of
dwellings actually produced for rent in
the past several years, the lowest rentals
were from $85 to $115 per month. How-
ever, of the 270,000 dwellings necessary
at this moment to adequately house low-
income families, 87,000 are needed at
rentals of less than $43 per month. An-
other 24,000 units are needed at rentals
between $43 and $49. y

The present occupancy figures for
Chicago are 99.2 percent. The figures
for other major population areas all
show vacancies of less than 2 percent,
and these percentages cover all types of
vacancies. With the rapid expansion of
industrial activity in these large centers
of population under the defense program,
with the need for workers mounting
and families moving into cities at a rapid
pace, the situation will become infinitely
more critical in the next 2 or 3 months.
These workers, giving their all in the de-
fense effort, must have the protection of
rent control against the unscrupulous
Jandlords who are ready to bleed them
white, as I said before. Consequently
I urge a favorable vote on this meritori-
ous and humane bill. I am confident
this bill will pass.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH] has
expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. CoLE].

Mr. COLE of Kansas., Mr. Chairman,
this bill is born in a fog of political ex-
pediency. It was conceived during the
last political campaign, when the Presi-
dent of the United States felt it was
necessary, by some means, fair, and, I
say advisedly, foul, that he might stem
the tide which was about to overwhelm
the Democratic Party. He announced
that it might be necessary for him to
call a special session of Congress, at
which time we would consider extension
of rent control. So since that time it
has been necessary for the President of
the United States to sustain his idea
that we need an extension of rent
control.

The newspapers have been full of the
fact that this bill calls for an extension
of rent control. A radio commentator
the other night, if you please, said,
“Here in these dire days, unity between
the great parties is needed, and we
should have bipartisan enactment of this
bill for the extension of rent control.”

I have before me the bulletin of the
national committee of the Democratic

" of this bill is also a phony one.
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Party, Capital Comment. It contains
this statement made December 2, 1950:

Federal rent controls will expire on De=
cember 81 wunless Congress extends them.

This is a patent misrepresentation.

That, Mr. Chairman, seems to be the
issue today as presented by the Presi-
dent, the Democratic Party, and by some
newspapers which have misunderstood
the issue, and by other people who want
the issue to be misunderstood.

Mr. Chairman, we must not make a
mistake. As the gentleman from Texas
who proposed the resolution adopting
the rule said, this bill is not to extend
rent control, and it is not., What is
the issue here? The only issue presented

_ by the bill as said by every Member of

this House, in the committee, and on
the floor today, is the extension of the
automatic decontrol provision of the
present law. In other words, one method
of decontrolling rentals is eliminated
by this bill. It leaves two other methods
of decontrolling rentals; namely, rentals
may be decontrolled by affirmative ac-
tion of the municipality, or they may
yet be decontrolled by action of the
Expediter. Rent control, then, does con-
tinue until next year, the middle of 1951,
irrespective of whether or not this bill
is passed. Rent control will continue in
more than 800 cities and munieipalities
irrespective of whether this bill is passed,
and rent control will continue in every
other municipality now under control
and which believes that it needs it. No
area, no city, no municipality, no State
can be decontrolled if that particular
area believes that it requires rent con-
trol.

So, Mr. Chairman, in the beginning
of my statement I wish definitely and
positively to clarify the fact that this
issue is not the extension of rent con-
trol.

The other argument made in favor
Wit-
nesses appeared before our committee,
and those speakers who have already
appeared before the House in favor of
the bill, have said that it is a war emer-
gency proposition. They have said that
the bill is a necessary part of our de-
fense and stabilization program. I want
to quote what the President has said
about it. He said:

To carry out this program successfully
and to safeguard our economy it will be nec-
essary to keep rents in the vital defense
areas from raising to unreasonable heights.

All right, if the President is sincere
in that statement, if rent control is
needed today as a safeguard to our econ-
omy, if the Democratic Party is sincere
in that statement today, then I say to
the President and to the Democratic
Party that the power they now have to
control prices and wages should be used.

Does this bill do anything to promote
defense or economic stabilization? The
answer, of course, is “No.” And why is
that? Because there are 1,000 areas in
the United States which are now decon-
trolled but which formerly were under
control. Those localities are in former
and present defense areas. Those areas

DECEMBER 7

which are now decontrolled are adja-
cent to and near Army installations.
They have been decontrolled irrespective
of whether or not at the present time
great numbers of workers are moving
into the areas. They are decontrolled
irrespective of whether or not bases are
being reactivated; they are decontrolled
irrespective of whether or not it is caus-
ing inflationary trends in the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, the only reason we
have control today is because about 1,600
areas have not taken the step to decon-
trol. Will they take the step to de-
control? Or will they not take the step
to decontrol? If they take the step to
decontrol, it will not be decided upon
the need to promote our national de-
fense or economic stability. It will be
taken upon a local determination of a
local need.

Thus, on examination of the opera-
tion of the present rent-control law, as
amended by this present bill, we find
that both controlled and decontrolled
areas have attained that status irre-
spective of our national defense or na-
tional economic needs. This is true to-
day, and will be true afterward if the
bill is passed.

Mr. Chairman, I challenge the sup-
porters of this bill, its proponents, to
show how this legislation can promote
the national defense activities or eco-
nomic welfare of this Nation.

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

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. KEATING. In connection with
any one of these areas which have al-
ready decontrolled, this bill would not

give them authority to recontrol,
would it?
Mr. COLE of Kansas. Absolutely not.

Mr. KEATING. Even if we extend
this law? '

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Absolutely not.

Mr. KEATING. And any one of these
areas which has not yet decontrolled can
act today or at any time up to December
31 to extend control or decontrol? !

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That is defi-
nitely right.

Mr. Chairman, I have not attempted
to argue the right or wrong of rent con-
trol. I have supported rent control in
the past; I have fought rent control in
the past. I have done that because I
believe that in times of great emergency
controls which I abhor may be necessary.
But apparently our emergency is not
that extreme. The President does not
believe it is or we would have price and
wage control. However, if the extreme
emergency has arrived, if you believe
that it is here, this is not fthe bill to
carry out the program, as I have previ-
ously shown.

In the Washington Daily News of De-
cember 5 appears a very interesting pic-
ture of a charming individual by the
name of Alan Valentine. Underneath
the picture it is stated that he was unani-
mously approved by the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee as head of the
Economic Stabilization Administration.
He said that “group prices and wages
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should be stabilized with general controls
when a certain economic plateau is
reached.”

Mr. Chairman, this apparently is the
attitude of the administration in asking
for this bill. First, political expediency,
and, second, a desire to reach a plateau
of economic inflation before controls are
placed upon all commodities.

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

Mr., WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman two additional
minutes.

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
but below that plateau is a group of
“second-class” citizens, to borrow a
word I have heard used here sometimes,
Those second-class citizens are appar-
ently the home owners and the land-
lords of America. Prices have risen,
wages have risen, the economic struc-
ture has been boosted to an alarming
height, with one exception. The one ex-
ception are those people who have the
commodity, “houses,” to lease fo their
neighbors.

Mr. Chairman, this bill does nothing
to correct the economic instability in
which this country finds itself, this bill
does nothing to further the defense ef-
forts of America, this bill does nothing
to help those people who may be called
upon to move from one community to
another and enter into defense work.
This bill, 1.7r. Chairman, does nothing but
pull the President of the United States
out of the political hole in which he
found himself last November. If it
passes, he can say, “I have accomplished
something.” The truth is, it accom-
plishes nothing. I repeat, in spite of
the fact of political propaganda claims
that the bill provides rent control ex-
tension, I hope I have shown to you that
this is rent control detraction.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will
this legislation permit the communities
that have not taken action on rent con-
trol up to December 31 to consider it
further after December 31?

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Yes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, That
is the only thing it will do?

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That is right.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. Davisl.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I am opposed to the passage of
this bill. On June 13, 1950, we passed
in this body a bill extending rent con-
trol until December 31, 1950.

That bill, as it was finally enacted into
law, contains a provision that any mu-
nicipality desiring to remain under rent
control after December 31, 1950, may
vote through its governing body to do
so, and continue rent control in that
municipality until June 30, 1951.

It is not necessary at all that this bill
be enacted in order to let municipali-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ties which desire to continue rent con-
trol after December 31 have the right
te do so. They have that right under
existing law.

All that is necessary to be done is that
the governing body of the municipality
vote before December 31, 1950, to con-
tinue rent control until June 30, 1951.
When that vote is taken, rent control
automatically continues under existing
law until June 30, 1951, in that area.
The machinery for enforcing rent con-
trol in such areas continues to exist.
The present law contains all necessary
machinery, both local and national, to
continue rent control until June 30, 1951,
in each and every jurisdiction which de-
sires to continue it. There is, therefore,
no basis for the argument which has
been advanced that this present bill is
necessary to hold together rent control
enforcement machinery until such time
as the Eighty-second Congress can ex-
amine the situation and determine
whether or not the Korean crisis re-
quires a further extension of rent control.

For the past 2 years I have voted
against continuation of rent controls.
It is utterly unfair to the citizen who
owns a dwelling house and desires to
entr it to say to him “you must pay in-
creased carpenter wages, you must pay
increased plumber’s wages, you must pay
increased cost of lumber, cement, roof-
ing, paint and all other materials, All
these you must pay for at the 1950 rate,
but you can only charge rent at the 1942
rate.” This is unjust. It is not demo-
cratic.

In addition to this, a great part of the
rental housing in this country is not un-
der rent control, and never has been.
New construction has been erected upon
which the owners are at liberty to
charge whatever rate is fixed by competi-
tion. There may be dwelling houses on
the same street, one of which is under
rent control, and the other not under it.
The problem has grown into a hodge-
podge of inequities and unfair situations,

Congress made it clear when the law
was extended this year that it would
finally expire on December 31, 1950, ex-
cept as to such cities and areas as took
affirmative action to continue it.for 6
months until June 30, 1951.

If the Korean war has changed the
situation to such an extent that rent
control again is necessary in the war
effort, then let controls be placed on
everything else at the same time, and do
not make the owner of rental dwelling
property the goat for another period
while the powers that be play politics
with controls on all other necessities of
life and with wages.

If the war effort requires rent control,
it certainly requires controls on food
and the other necessities of life. Also if
the war effort requires rent control
again, then let an equitable bill be
worked out—and there is plenty of time
to work it out between now and June
30, 1951—which will place rent control
on a 1950 basis and take it off the 1942
basis.

For these reasons I am opposed to any
extension of this legislation at this time,
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. Brownl1.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, the Members of this House know
how I feel generally on any kind of con-
trols. I am against all controls except
in emergencies. We passed the defense-
production control bill a few months ago.
If the President undertakes to carry out
the intention of Congress and wants to
place controls on some commodities and
wages or across the board on everything
tomorrow, he can do it. But, he cannot
put controls on rents. Now, the purpose
of this bill is not to take away the States
rights provisions incorporated in the
present law. Any city, community, or
State automatically gets rid of Federal
rent control under present law, unless
affirmative action is taken by such body
prior to December 31 tu continue rent
control. ;

The gentleman from Kansas intimated
that politics entered into this bill. Gen-
tlemen, this is no time to play politics
on either side. How can you say that
there is any politics in this bil!? It con-
tains only 6 lines. It just extends the op-
eration of the present law 3 months so
that we can consider, when we come back
here, whether or not we need rent con-
trol, if we are going to have controls on
all other commodities. Now, you think
about this scriously. Yes, you saw what
the Committee on Rules did. You saw
them change their minds upon further
consideration and investigation and vote
out the rule. The able Congressman
from Mississippi [Mr, CoLMER], & mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, previously
voted against it. He said a few minutes
ago on the floor he was now convinced
that this bill should be passed under pres-
ent circumstances and he expected to
vote for it.

You know I advocated all along and in-
troduced an amendment a year or two
ago to the effect that every land owner
was entitled to a reasonable profit on his
investment. About 2 years ago the House
adopted this amendment, but the con-
ferees of the House and Senate changed
it to the point where it was not effective
and I did not support the conference
committee report. I have not been
pleasec at all with the way the rent-con-
trol laws have been administered. I took
the position then and feel the same way
now that every land owner is entitled to
& reasonable return on his investment. I
venture to say to the gentleman from
Michigan and the gentleman from Kan-
sas that if we had tried to change the
present law by this bill we would en-
counter difficulty. We do not know
whether or not circumstances will justify
us in extending rent control next year or
not.

This bill does but one thing: It gives
us time to consider whether or not world
conditions justify rent controls of any
kind. Gentlemen, do not engender poli-
tics in this. I made a fight some time
ago against cross-the-board controls, be-
cause there were only 12 or 15 commodi-
ties out of line at that time. I thought
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we ought to have controls on those com-
modities out of line at that time as well
as on wages for producing those com-
modities, and if necessary later on con-
trols across the hoard on prices and
wages. Should we have controls across
the board on commodities and wages we
probably would be forced to have con-
trols on rent.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. For a ques-
tion.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If this
bill is not passed, could local communities
between now and the 31st of December
on their own initiative extend rent con-
trol?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Yes; they
can by affirmative action, but unless they
take affirmative action, under the pres-
ent law, they will be out from under con-
trol. You will have no machinery; you
will have no local board or rent control
office of any kind. There will be 25,000
cities and communities out from under
Federal control, which affects 7,500,000
rental units. That is what you will have
without affirmative action by the com-
munities and States to continue rent
control. All this bill does is to extend
the present law for three more months
so it can be determined whether or not
another law is necessary. Under the law,
you have to take affirmative action if you
have controls any longer.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is
what I was asking. Can local commu-
nities take affirmative action between
now and the 31st of December?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia., Absolutely,
every local community in the land be-
tween now and December 31, or between
now and March 31 under this bill, can
meet and say, “We want controls.”
What is in this bill? How can anybody
oppose a bill of this kind? If you were
to try to load it down and change the
policy from a States’ rights policy it
would be a different proposition, but we
are only trying to get a little time to say
whether or not we want to continue con-
trols under present war conditions, and
also in the event controls are placed
on prices and wages. That is all it
means.

Today it looks very much as if con-
trols will be placed on commodities and
labor soon, and if this is done, we will
not have the machinery and cannot
place controls of any kind on rent unless
Congress passes this bill. We will have
time in the next session to consider
whether or not we want any type of rent
control. That is all there is to it.

Wherever a State or local community
has voted to do away with rent control,
under the bill we are considering now it
cannot be recontrolled. How can any-
body oppose the bill?

The gentlemen on the other side who
spoke against this bill are mighty fine
and able men. They say this bill does
not give you anything. It does extend
the present law 90 days, and this is the
reason I am going to vote for it. I am
sure these gentlemen would not support
a stronger rent-control bill at this time.
We do not know whether or not we want
further rent control next year, but if
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this law is not extended, we will not
have any machinery to put on rent con-
trols if controls are placed on every
commodity in the United States and all
of lebor. Do you want to be caught in
that position?

All you are doing is just saying, “Let
us extend this States’ rights rent-control
bill for three more months so that the
new Congress can determine whether or
not we want any form of rent control.”
You cannot reinvoke rent control any-
where. You who do not have it in your
States or in your communities will not
be affected by this bill, but, on the other
hand, you can take controls off in any
community that wants to do it, or any
State that wants to do so, not only from
now to December 31 but, if this bill
passes, for three more months.

I do not see how anybody can oppose
a bill like this,

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

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr, KEATING. Is there not one ex-
ception to the rather sweeping statement
that the gentleman made that this bill
is needed to continue the machinery of
Federal rent control? Is it not a fact
that if this bill is not amended the
machinery of Federal rent control will
have to be continued anyway in order
to take care of those communities which
have already passed resolutions and
which may hereafter pass resolutions to
extend rent control?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Only to a
limited extent.

Mr. KEATING. I thought that if they
had passed that resolution, then Fed-
eral rent control was in those communi-
ties until June 30.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Every com-
munity in the United States that now has
rent control, unless it takes affirmative
action before December 31, will be out
from under rent control, but that does
not apply to those that do take affirm-
ative action. Therefore, the argument
of the gentleman from Kansas and the
gentleman from Michigan that this pro-
posed legislation is just to pay the ex-
penses of Tighe Woods does not hold
water, because Tighe Woods will have to
be paid anyhow.

We will not know until the first of the
year whether we will need rent control
or not. If so, we may want a different
form of rent control. It depends alto-
gether on the critical war situation and
whether or riot controls are to be placed
on commodities and labor. We will be
in position to know early next year
whether or not conditions and circum-
stances will justify the extension of
control on rent. I do not mean to say
that I will support rent control next
year, but I do want time in the face
of world conditions today to give it con-
sideration since it appears now that we
are going to have controls soon on every-
thing else.

Mr. KEATING. If the gentleman will
yield further, to a degree I agree with
him. I would be hesitant at the mo-
ment to cut off all Federal rent control
because of the possibility that we might
need it later as a part of general con-
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trol. But I understand there will be ma-
chinery for Federal rent control con-
tinued anyway so that we will be in a
position even without this legislation to
meet that problem, together with the
problem of other controls early in the
next session. Am I correct in that
statement?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. You will be
giving the communities three more
months to decide whether or not under
present world conditions they want rent
ggntrol. They certainly ought to have

at,

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

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr. Casgl.

Mr. CASE of BSouth Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I asked a question of the
gentleman from Georgia, and I am not
sure whether he understood me cor-
rectly because his answer did not cor-
respond to what I thought I had read
in the committee report. I would like
to ask the gentleman from Michigan
this question: Between now and the 31st
of December can any community con-
tinue rent control by affirmative action
of the governing body?

Mr. WOLCOTT. All that any munic-
ipality has to do is to pass a resolu-
tion containing the fact that it is de-
sired that rent control continue in that
municipality. Rent control then will
automatically continue in that locality
up to the minute of time as provided
in the Federal act which is June 30.
Therefore, any community that wants
to continue rent control beyond Decem-
ber 31 merely has to pass a resolution
under existing law which will automat-
ically continue rent control beyond De-
cember 31 until June 30 of next year.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Then if
one believes that the local community
is the best judge of whether it wants
rent confrol or not, the conclusion is
that we do not need to pass this law
to permit them to exercise their judg-
ment?

Mr. WOLCOTT. The gentleman is
correct. We do not need to pass this
law at all.

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

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of the time to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr, DONDERO].

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I was
greatly interested in the discussion in
reference to whether .r not the govern-
ing body of a municipality had the right
to pass a resolution to decontrol rent
under the present law until December 31,
Apparently there is a loophole in the
present law, because at least in two com-
munities in my district which have acted
to decontrol rents they found that their
resolution was not all that was required.
They discovered it was necessary to ob-
tain approval or confirmation of that
resolution by the Rent Administrator,
Tighe Woods. At least in one instance
the Administrator saw fit to place such
resolution in a pigeonhole to delay it
or forget it. Rent control makes its own
problems. Hardly anyone is silly enough
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to build anything for rent while rent
control is in force.

I want to read a telegram received just
a little while ago from the city attorney
of Pontiac, Mich., a city of nearly 80,000
people. Here it is:

PoNTIiaCc, MICH.,
December 7, 1950, 9:54 a. m.

Pontlac acted cn rent decontrol by resolu-
tion. This action should not be invalidated
by amendment. Oppose any change in rent
law which would allow the term “resolution”
to be construed as requiring or meaning an
ordinance.

Signed, “William E, Ewart, city attor-
ney, Pontiac, Mich.”

This may not have any direct relation
to the resolution before us today, but I
believe it worth while to present to the
House and the country a case where fear
is expressed that the will of the people at
the grass roots will be defeated and the
action of the local governing body de-
streyed after they have acted upon and
desire decontrol of rent.

I have consistently voted against the
extension of rent control since the end of
the war. Iam opposed to this resolution
and shall vote against it. The adminis-
tration cf rent control as I have observed
it in my congressional district, and par-
ticularly as it applied to the small prop-
erty owners, has been to force such own-
ers to sell their property. This has added
to the scarcity of units for rent. In too
raany cases rent control resulted in legal-
ized robbery. The right to acquire and
own property is an American right. To
deprive people of that right is un-Ameri-
can and a direct blow to free government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoxN-
pERO] has expired.

Mr. SPENCE, Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute,

If a city has decontrolled, it remains
decontrolled, and the passage of this act
has no effect upon it. This bill merely
gives it the opportunity until March 31,
next, to decontrol if it desires to do so,
but every city that has decontrolled re-
mains decontrolled.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder
of the time to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MuLTER].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. MuLTeER] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to try to clear up some of the confusion
that has been created, not intentionally

but nevertheless created, by those who-

are opposing the enactment of this very
simple bill. It does nothing but change
the date December 31, 1950, to the date
Mareh 31, 1951, in the existing law. In
doing so it extends the law, it continues
it as it exists today for another 90 days,
without in any way affecting any lo-
cality’s right to decontrol if it wants to
decontrol, as set forth in the existing
law. It does not and will not reimpose
controls upon any area which has here-
tofore decontrolled. It will keep the
status quo. Conditions as they exist to-
day will be continued for another 90 days
after December 31 of this year, so that
when we come back in the Eighty-second
Congress we can then review the entire
situation and hear everybody who wants
to be heard on the subject and come in
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here and tell you what, if anything,
should be done about the continuance
of rent control,

We gave the President the right to
control prices and wages, and everyone
I am sure knows that he is now in the
process of setting up machinery to con-
trol prices and wages. I think we were
told when we had the bill before us for
consideration that it would take any-
where from 6 months to a year to set
up the proper machinery under which
the Government could properly func-
tion in controlling those items. It would
be absurd, I say, to ask us to wait until
the President moves to control prices
and wages before we continue or ex-
tend existing rent controls.

The argument that rents have not
risen as much as other commodities or
as much as wages is quite beside the
point if we agree that we must control
inflation. Itisnot a question of whether
one commodity rose more than another
or whether rents have kept pace. If a
landlord feels he is not getting sufficient
rent he can get relief and the landlords
have been treated very well under the
existing bill. If the landlord feels that
he did not get a fair deal he has the right
to appeal and present his case again and
get what he is entitled to. In most in-
stances, as I say, the landlords have been
treated very fairly. The important
thing to bear in mind now is that the
police action in Korea as it was called
when we passed this law 6 months ago
has now, in the language of General
MacArthur, developed into a new war.
We are mobilizing for war and for all-
out war.
be taken to channel material and nec-
essary items into the war effort, into the
mobilization for all-out war. Housing
will necessarily have to take a back seat
as mortar, and stone, and steel, and
other items that go into housing must
be channeled into the war effort. This
situation as to housing must necessarily
get worse and not better, unfortunately,
in the years ahead. All we are trying to
do by this bill is to keep the situation ex-
actly as it is now until we can review the
entire picture next month and come
back to you with a complete report and
tell you exactly what must be done and
how it will have to be done. This busi-
ness about the top brass, or Mr. Woods’
wanting this bill extended is just non-
sense. Mr. Woods is going to remain in
his job until June 30, 1951, even if we
do not pass this bill. What will happen
is that if we do not pass this bill, in some
1,700 communities where live in excess of
25,000,000 people the rent machinery
will immediately disappear; there will
be no means of continuing control there
at all, and if we then decide we must
reimpose controls after December 31, if
we should let them die now, Mr. Woods
will have the necessity of building an-
other organization. All we are asking is
that you preserve this as it is now.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred
and thirteen Members are present, a
quorum,

Steps must be taken and will
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The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete, That section 204 (f)
of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended, 1s hereby amended by striking out
“December 31, 1850” in each place it occurs
therein and inserting in lieu thereof “March
81, 1851."

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Murter] just made the
statement that all this pending resolu-
tion does is change a date, and that is a
correct statement. It extends the Renft
Control Act for another three months, it
extends for another three months the
power and authority of the bureaucrats
and the hold they have upon the throats
of a certain segment of our population,

It also continues in power these bu-
reaucrats with full authority. It does
not give the people of the United States
any more rights than they now have
through their duly elected bodies. Un-
der the existing law their city councils,
or other elected organizations, can pro-
tect them so far as rent control is con-
cerned, if they need protection, by an
affirmative vote to extend this for 60
days or 6 months. If the particular
bodies referred to feel that their com-
munities do not need rent control, and
they certainly know this better than
anybody here in Washington, they can
by lack of vote release the people from
the control of these bureaucrats. So,
either by affirmative action or by lack of
affirmative action the duly elected rep-
resentatives in each community can de-
termine for the particular community
involved whether the people shall have
rent control or not.

Let us see what happens if this resolu-
tion is passed. Are the proponents of
this measure anxious fo give the people
any addifional rights? Let us refer for
a moment to the city of Los Angeles.
The local authorities of that city under
their conception of the law voted de-
control last July. Mr. Tighe Woods re-
fused to sign the necessary documents
and used all of the tricks known to at-
torneys and to bureaucrats to postpone
action. He was rejected in several
courts and finally in a district court
they ruled that the action of the Los
Angeles City Council was not legal.

The provisions of the bill which we re-
cently passed said that the people in any
community could determine through
their duly elected bodies whether or not
they should have rent control. Mr.
Woods was not going to pay any atten-
tion to that. He actually said they
needed rent control.

Let us see whether these various com-
munities need rent control or not. Look
at the “for rent” ads in any Los Angeles
city newspaper. There are hundreds
and hundreds of places for renf. That
situation also exists in all the surround-
ing territory.

Let me give you an example of what
this rent control has done. A young
man in my acounting office came back
from the service and had to pay $75 a
month rent in a city adjoining Los An-
geles, while others who had not been in
the service and were earning high wages
in a factory were only paying $35 a
monduh,
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What happened when they permitted
rent decontrol in that city? The vet-
eran’s rent went down to $50, and the
others who had not served in the Army
and who had benefited from high wages
and from rent control had their rent
raised to $50.

Mr. Chairman, if we need rent con-
trol within 90 days, Congress can pass
such a law, but in the meantime there
will have been an opportunity for rents
to adjust themselves and level off so that
new rent controls, if needed later, can
start from the proper base. As the situ-
ation exists now some rents are unfair,
some are out of line—some too high,
some too low. Without this 90-day ex-
vension they can be adjusted equitably.

If we pass H. R. 9763 it means that
Tighe Woods, the most power-hungry
bureaucrat in Washington, will use every
legal technicality to absolutely thwart
the intent of the city councils. This will
certainly not give the people decontrol.
His actions will be the same as those in
the case of the city of Los Angeles. I
say defeat this resolution at this time.

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

Mr. POULSON. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan,

Mr. DONDERO. Did they use the tac-
tics on Los Angeles by telling your city
commissioners they should have passed
an ordinance instead of a resolution?

Mr. POULSON. Yes; they took ad-
vantage of every technicality and tried
to interpret the law as they saw fit, in
order to defeat the intent of the city
council of Los Angeles, Tighe Woods
wanted to be the one to determine
whether or not Los Angeles should have
rent control, rather than the residents of
Los Angeles through their duly elected
representatives, the Los Angeles City
Council.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I am for this resolu-
tion and I think a majority of the Mem-
bers of the House ought to be for it. I
think it ought to pass, and for this
reason. We are in one of the grimmest
emergencies our country has ever known.
We had rent control throughout the war,
we had rent control subsequent to the
war for 5 years up to now, and now when
we are on the threshold of the greatest
effort which we are asking the American
people to make in respect to mobiliza-
tion, for their own security, we propose
to take it off.

This is not a question of what each
local community does. The local com-
munities have power to decontrol in an
affirmative way under the bill as it
stands and under the bill as it will be
extended. The only difference is that
instead of a resolution of the governing
body of the local community itself duly
adopted after hearing, the resolution has
to be approved by the State's Governor.
This bill continues the law as it stands
today, so that it does not take away
from the local community the power to
decontrol if it wants to. A community
can decontrol if it wants to, with the
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permission of its State government; if
we did not pass this resolution it would
have to act affirmatively to keep con-
trols. I think that is the fundamental
issue we have here, shall we extend this
for 90 days, on the threshold of a gigan-
tic mobilization, continuing the policy
we pursued throughout the war, and
during the postwar period up to now?
We do not want to rock a very impor-
tant boat before we actually pass into
the mobilization effort.

The people of New York are now pro-
tected by an effective State rent-control
law, but they nevertheless continue
deeply interested in Federal rent con-
trol, for New York makes and sells in
goods and services over $20,000,000,000
a year to the rest of the country; hence,
inflation in the country and a break-
down in standards of living due to run-
away rents have a direct and immediate
effect on the people of New York.

The ranking minority member on the
Committee on Banking and Currency
just told us that most other things have
gone up about 100 points in the index
since pre-World War II, and that rents
have only gone up about 20 points.
Certfainly, the reason for that is that
rents have been controlled. The extent
of the rise is no indication whether Fed-
eral rent control is fair or unfair., The
question is what happened to the land-
lords in the country. Constant surveys
have shown that they fared quite well.
The answer is that the Congress has
continued rent control year after year,
because this thesis that the landlords
were losing all kinds of money could not
stand up.

What we are doing today is a very
simple thing. We are frying to keep
from rocking the boat—suspending rent
control—which represents in the area of
25 percent and more of the normal
family's outgo for the basic things of
life, at a time when we expect the great-
est mobhilization effort that the Ameri-
can people have ever made, a mobiliza-
tion program heroic in its proportions—
at a time when the American people are
facing the grimmest alternative which
the American people have ever faced in
peacetime.

I have been urging the President to
utilize the powers given him in the De-
fense Production Act of 1950 to imme-
diately impose price controls on basic
cost-of-living items to halt the runaway
inflation in the cost of living—a factor
basic to mobilization in the present sit-
uation. I have urged also that the whole
Congress demand that the President ex-
ercise this power. We must confinue to
make this demand, but here in rent con-
trol we can ourselves help to halt infla-
tion in a critical and material area of
the cost of living, It certainly is our
clear duty to do so by passing this reso-
lution,

I think we have to practice what we
preach. If we expect the American peo-
ple to do this great job of mobilization
then we have to keep them covered by
the protection of rent control which we
have given them heretofore and which
we were convinced was necessary to en=

able them to see that the job is done.
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One other word. The question of the
localities being able to vote their own
control is a trying one, in the face of the
present mobilization situation. The
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency in the other body in a
speech on the floor there on December 1,
said there would be a shift, he estimated,
of 7,000,000 people in the United States
in connection with military and defense
activities and in connection with other
requirements of the mobilization pro-
gram. Therefore we can hardly expect
a town or. locality to pass now before
December 31, prospectively on the situa-
tion which it will face with respect to re-
taining rent controls a few months from
now. We have to keep the Federal um-
brella over the whole situation until we
see where this mobilization problem is
pinching housing and where it does not
pinch, I think it is little enough to ask
that the present law be continued for 90
days in view of the sacrifices we are ask-
ing of the American people, of American
troops and their families, and the emer-
gency which we see existing.

Gentlemen, I think it is purely a ques-
tion of practicing what we preach. If
we do not pass this resolution we are un-
likely to be taken seriously on the whole
1ssue of halting the runaway cost of liv-
ing.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
bill. I wish to leave a thought with you
which has not yet been expressed. I
will illustrate it by a true example of a
commuxnity where such conditions obtain.

I understand what the gentleman re-
fers to when he talks about freedom.
The Keystone Division from Pennsyl-
vania, though, did not have much free-
dom when they were loaded on a train
and taken out to Camp Atterbury, Ind.
Camp Atterbury is located in a territory
where there are some housing facilities
under rent control and there are some
housing facilities that are not under rent
control. Those communities where there
is not rent control are, by and large,
small communities,

My colleague, Mr. NoLanp, from the
Seventh Indiana Distriet, and I inspected
that territory around Camp Atterbury.
I will give you two examples of what we
found in a decontrolled area. A 14x 14
sleeping room was renting for $90 per
month to a soldier who was not enjoy-
ing all of the traditional freedom we talk
about but who was beckoned by Uncle
Sam to leave Pennsylvania and go out to
Camp Atterbury and train to serve his
country on the field of battle.

A cottage that might have sold for $800
or $900 during the 1930's, heated by a
heating stove in the parlor, was renting
for $85 per month; unfurnished.

The people that will be gouged for
rents in that general community that has
become heavily populated by virtue of
these soldiers having their families come
down to be near them—perhaps for the
last time—will not be voters for the city
councilmen who will either take action

_ or, as in this case, will no doubt neglect
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to take action, to continue rent control.
They are there, and they are paying the
rent, and they will pay any rent they
possibly can in order to have their loved
ones near them during this period they
are being trained perhaps to be shipped
overseas.

Therefore, because I know and you
know, everyone of you know, that in
those conditions those city councils will
not act on behalf of the strangers that
happen to be within their gates tempo-
rarily, this becomes a national issue, be-
cause it was not the city of Franklin or
the city of Columbus, Ind., or Martins-
ville, Ind., that brought those soldiers
from the Keystone State out there, it was
the Federal Government, and it is a Fed-
eral question. This body cannot dodge
its responsibility in that regard, because
those city councilmen that must pass
upon the resolution to extend rent con-
trol, being human, are going to think
more of the fellow that lives on Main
Street and votes in the next election than
they are of this soldier that we saw pay-
ing $90 a month for a 14 x 14 room or $85
a month for an old cottage, unfurnished,
and heated by a pot-bellied stove.

Yes, I know what you are talking about
when you talk about freedom. So, for
the boys who are at Camp Atterbury and
in the many other camps throughout the
country, let me say this; freedom is a
two-way street. He who by virtue of
war or national emergency is called away
to camp and this applies not only to
tenants, but to landlords, too, has to
have a facility where he can live, The
housing shortage was created because
men and materials went to war in de-
fense of landlords and tenants alike. Let
me tell you that you should remember
our war-displaced citizen too, because he
is entitled to a little freedom. One per-
son who is opposed to rent control wrote
me and told me he was in favor of free-
dom. So he proposed we forbid the
soldiers the right to bring their families
into the area of the training camps. A
heap of freedom for the soldier, would
not you say?

: The C The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
resolution on the ground that it will only
extend bureaucratic control over local
government to an extent which is not
necessary under the circumstances. If
we pass this resolution, we are in effect
saying that we have no confidence in the
integrity and ability or belief in the right
of the local governments to determine for
themselves whether rent control should
exist in their jurisdictions.

I further believe that no bureaucrat
not elected by the people should be placed
in a position by the Congress or the Gov=-
ernment of having authority which ex-
ceeds the right of the elected representa-
tives of the people and responsible to the
people to act for them. I say that in
reference to the distressing experience
we have had in the last several months
in connection with rent control in Los
Angeles. The City Council of Los An-
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geles, made up of 15 elected officials in
that city, held hearings and proceeded to
consider the question of decontrol of
rents. The council chamber holds ahout
380 people. It was filled to capacity. As
a matter of fact, under affidavit the ser-
geant at arms of the City Council of Los
Angeles said there were 450 people in the
council chamber. Both sides were given
a full hearing, Previous to the action
which the city council took, there was a
survey as to whether rent control was
necessary in the city of Los Angeles.

The report indicated that vacancies ex-

isted which would justify the decontrol
of rents. The city council voted by a
vote of 10 to 4 in favor of decontrol and

submitted the resolution of their action
to the Housing Expediter. While he was

considering the resolution passed by the

Los Angeles City Council, he became in-

fluenced by hearsay and by those who

were opposed to the action taken by the

Los Angeles City Council,

In the Los Angeles city attorney's re-
view of Tighe Woods’ letter to the Los
Angeles City Council in which he in-
forms them that he will not approve
the resolution they passed by 11 to 4 to
decontrol rents in Los Angeles, the city
attorney said, and I quote:

The Housing Expediter has gone beyond
all accepted concepts of judicial or admin-
istrative practice and has introduced a new
type of administrative procedure, namely,
review by rumor. The Housing Expediter
chooses to rely on asserted information of a
hearsay nature, the source of which he does
not disclose. It is interesting to note that
the language used by the Housing Expediter
in making these charges is identical with
the allegations found in the papers filed in
the case of Miller v, Woods.

The Housing Expediter refers to, “a peti-
tion from a group purporting to act on be=-
half of 300,000 tenant families in the city,
requesting that I withhold action on the
resolution until inquiry had been made in
the certain matters raised in the petition.”
The Housing Expediter states that, “among
these was the charge that the city council
action was in complete disregard of avalil-
able and known evidence of an already ex-
isting shortage of rental housing accommo=-
dations, which would be further aggravated
by the expected influx of large numbers of
aircraft workers.”

Reference is made to & copy of the hous-
Ing survey conducted at the request of the
city council by the Peacock Research Asso-
ciates. The Housing Expediter further states,
“This impartial survey, completed in April
1950, shows a vacancy factor of 2.6 percent
for all dwelling units in Los Angeles and, In
units having monthly rentals up to $57.49,
the vacancy factor ranges from 14 to 3.5
percent.” What he neglected to point ouf
is that in the rental bracket between 857.50
and $64.99, the vacancy factor shown by the
report is 5.4 percent. From the Peacock re=-
port, it can be determined that the vacancy
factor, based on total remtal housing ac-
commodations, is slightly in excess of 4.5
percent. Be that as it may, the Housing
Expediter states in his communication that
“T felt it my duty as a public officer to take
whatever steps my best judgment dictated
to guard against decontrol which might re-
sult from hasty and uninformed action.”

In short, it is clear that the Housing Ex=
pediter is attempting to substitute his judg-
ment as to what he believes should be done,
The Housing
Expediter, in so determining, has resorted
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to information which does not appear to be
a part of any record made before the council
in this matter.

The upshot of the whole thing is that
up to now the case has gone through
several courts and finally an opinion
was rendered by the Distriet Court of
Appeals in the District of Columbia to
the effect that a simple resolution is not
the intent of the Congress and that an
ordinance must be passed in order to
decontrol rents. I called the Expe-
diter’s office the other day in reference
to that and found that he does not
agree with the District Court of Ap-
peals that an ordinance must be passed
but that he believes a simple resolution
is all that is necessary. The reason he
does not believe an ordinance is neces-
sary is because a thousand cases have
already been passed upon by the Hous-
ing Expediter on the basis of a simple
resolution by the local government in
various parts of the Nation and such
a holding would nullify the action taken
on those thousand cases. The question
now before the Supreme Court is
whether the cases already passed upon
by the Housing Expediter are legal and
according to the intent of the Congress.
Why should not the Expediter sign the
decontrol order? I am for protecting
this Nation in the event of any armed
conflict, and in the conflict in which we
are now engaged, to the ultimate ex-
tent. And I believe that we can put our
confidence in the local governments to
protect our country in the event of any
armed conflict, I certainly think the
defiant, prejudicial, arrogant attitude of
the Expediter in the case of Los Angeles
is sufficient example to show that this
Congress cannot afford to delegate its
power to any Washington bureaucrat
who will nullify its intentions and at-
tempt to subordinate local government
by the maladministration of an act of
Congress.

In the city of San Diego, which is a
very congested area, and where there
are more people employed in the Armed
Forces of the United States than in any
other part of California, rents were de-
controlled. I am informed they are
getting along very nicely. The situa-
tion in Los Angeles has been fraught
with prejudice, with feelings, with ani-
mosities, to the point where the Housing
Expediter has subordinated the action
of the elected legislative body, the city
council, and taken instead hearsay and
rumor, stood on that rather than the
public record. I maintain we should
not continue that authority any place
in the United States. Because of the
experience we have had in Los Angeles,
I recommend that you vote “No” on the
resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Mc-
Donovce] has expired.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us stop call-
ing names and discuss this bill on its
merits. You can call Mr., Woods arro-
gant, and everything else you like, but
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when you get down to what happened
in Los Angeles you will find that the
court said that Mr. Woods was right in
rejecting the action of the Los Angeles
City Council but that he was wrong in
the reason he assigned. The court said
that any locality might decontrol if it
will adopt a resolution in accordance
with the local applicable law. The
Council of Los Angeles did not do that.
It is quite right that Mr. Woods said
they did not have enough evidence before
them. The court said to Mr. Woods:
“You have no right to review that. What
the local council does on the question,
regardless of evidence, is binding upon
you. The only thing you can do is to
look to see whether or not the local coun-
cil acted in accordance with applicable
law.”

Now, what is the applicable law? Here
t is.

Mr, McCDONOUGH. Do you know the
charter of the City of Los Angeles?

Mr., MULTER. Yes. As the Court of
Appeals of the United States says, it is
this: .

You can adopt a resolution and put it
into effect immediately if it is an admin-
istrative matter, but if it is a legislative
matter, if it is going to enact a law such as
rent control, if it is going to repeal a law
such as rent control, if it is going to deal
with policy, that is, whether there will be
rent control or no rent control, that is a
legislative act, and then it must be passed
by the city council, and before it can become
effective 80 days must elapse, and during
that 30 days the people of Los Angeles have
a right to petition for a referendum to review
what the city council has done.

That was not done in Los Angeles.
The council tried to make the law ef-
fective without the right of the people to
a referendum. They deprived them of
the 30 days within which to act. With
reference to that, the Circuit Court of
Appeals has said this:

The use of the word “resolution" instead
of “ordinance” in a Pederal statute is of no
importance. Congress was enacting a stat-
ute applicable to scores of cities, towns, and
villages, and many different procedures, re-
strictions, and terminologies. The Congress
intended that each community should deter-
mine by its own local method an issue of
importance to the community.

In effect the Circuit Court of Appeals
said, “You do that in accordance with
local law. Give your people in Los An-
geles the right to a referendum if they
want it. If they do not want it, the law
becomes effective.” But if they do, you
must permit them to vote upon it. If
they say “No rent confrol,” there will
be none; if they say “Rent control,” there
will be control. That is what we in this
Congress said they should do. Now, I
am glad to yield.

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentleman
referred to the District Court of Appeals.

Mr, MULTER. No; the United States
Court of Appeals.

Mr. McDONOUGH. All right, the
United States Court of Appeals, in which
an ordinance with the right of referen-
dum within a 30-day period should occur
before the action wes conclusive.

Mr. MULTER. Yes.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle-
man know whether or not that was the
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reason why Tighe Woods refused to sign
_the resolution or to permit it to come up
for action?

Mr. MULTER. Yes; I know that,
Mr. Woods did not give that reason.

Mr., McDONOUGH. I have evidence
to the effect that that was not the rea-
son, and furthermore that Tighe Woods
does not agree with the Court of Appeals
of the District of Columbia that an or-
dinance is necessary in order to decon-
trol either in Los Angeles or in any other
city. -

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman and
I have disagreed with courts before, but
as good citizens we abide by their de-
cisions.

Mr. McDONOUGH. But the admin-
istration does not.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Woods is abiding
bgi the decisions of all courts. The court
said:

Mr. Woods, do not review any of the facts,
but only if the council acted legaily,

Mr. Woods said that hereafter he
would only look to the legality of the
enactment of the resolution and not go
beyond that.

Mr, McDONOUGH. If Mr. Woods
had signed the resolution which was
passed by the city of Los Angeles, no
question would have been raised.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Woods based his
decision on the illegal action of the Los
Angeles council.

Mr. McDONOUGH. But he did not in
a thousand other cases.

Mr, MULTER. That is not so.

Mr. POULSON. Why, then, did he
wait 312 weeks before he acted?

Mr. MULTER. Are we not quibbling
when we ask whether it was days or
weeks before he acted? He was required
to look into the legality of the action of
the Los Angeles Council. The court has
held the action illegal. Enact a proper
law, give your people the right to be
heard. Affer they vote on the question,
their will will be done.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the first
period.

Mr. Chairman, if the country must be
afflicted with a majority on the right
made up of Jeffersonian Democrats, of
New Dealers, Fair Dealers, and some
others, it is unfortunate, I would say,
that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Jacoss], who has the respeect of us all, is
not going to be with us next session. It
is my understanding that he came here
as a representative of either the CIO or
the A. F of L. or of both; and if I get his
record right, he has served those organi-
zations as well as others in his distriet
faithfully and well as he has seen the
issues. Just why those organizations
should have deserted him at the last
election I do not understand.

If I might be permitted to express a
wish, it would be that the gentleman
move to some district now represented
by some rabid New Dealer, there be
elected and come back to the House,
because I am sure that his influence

. would be stahbilizing, constructive, and
. helpful to the country as a whole.

Mr, JACOBS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Yes, but
this is not for a speech.

Mr. JACOBS. Then the genitleman
doés not want to yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Just for
a question.
Mr. JACOBS. I should like to make

the observation——

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Cannot
the gentleman get his own time for that?

Mr. JACOBS. No; I have already
struck out my word. Does the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Certainly.

Mr. JACOBS. I just wanted to say
with reference to my future that in the
days of my youth my father used to tell
me that in town there were two men;
one of them was rich, the other was poor.
He said that the poor man made a for-
tune tending to his own business, and
the rich man lost a fortyne by tending
to other people’s business.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I knew
that story was to be a gentle hint to me.
It might comfort the gentleman to learn
that by trying to attend to the business
of the people of my district and expose
the fallacy of the New Dealers my con-
stituents retained me while the gentle-
man is out. Nevertheless, I thank him
for his advice.

Now, about this rent control: In an-
swer to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Javits], the faet, if it be a fact, that
some in his distriet are profiteers and
are oppressing tenants is no reason why
other honest, reasonable landlords
should be penalized. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Jacoss] cited an ex-
ample where landlords were imposing
upon tenants. We can cite examples on
both sides.

Let me give you one illustration on
the other side, not about rent control,
but about the Government handling of
property. In my district there is a
maiden lady, Miss Hoppe, some 87 years
old who supplements her income by
selling Christmas gifts or cards on the
street from a little wagon. She owned a
piece of property that the Government
wanted to use when the war came on;
so she signed a lease with the Govern-
ment giving it possession of that prop-
erty for a nominal rent in order that it
might erect one of these housing proj-
ects—just temporary shacks that were
to be removed in a year or two under the
terms of the lease, except that the lease
carried the provision that the Adminis-
trator might in an emergency by order
extend the lease. She is still being de-
prived of the use of that property by the
order of a bureaucrat. She is forced
from time to time to supplement her in-
come in order to eat. She does not wear
a great many clothes. A lady of that
age does not have to dress up much and
she has given up all hope, I understand,
of trying to attract a husbhand or obtain
the means of support through marriage,
She is not on relief, either, She just
refuses charity from either State, Na-
tion, or friends. But the Government
will not give her back that little piece of
property. That is the way it treats an
honest, worthy citizen.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is the
most vicious piece of legislation, the
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most unfair, that so far as I know, has
ever been enacted by the Congress. The
farmers get a subsidy, the workers have
a minimum hours-and-wage law, and
the cost of those two programs is paid
either by those who hire or by those who
consume the farmers’ products, ulti-
mately by all of us. But what does this
control law do? It puts the whole cost
on the property owner. If we desire to
help tenants, if that is our desire, if that
be necessary, and we want to be fair and
decent about the thing, why do we not
have a law under which all the taxpayers
contribute to the tenants’ subsidy, per-
mit the property owners to have a fair
and reasonable income from their prop-
erty? Just what have we got against
the property owners that we wanit to
soak them for a special benefit to their
tenants? Is is because there are more
tenants than there are property owners?

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, L
move to strike out the requisite number

f words.
& Mr. Chairman, during peacetime I
have never favored nor voted for rent
control or any other controls of the nor-
mal operation of our private enterprise
system. :

I do realize that peacetime legislation
for the operation of our democracy must
be considerably distinguished from leg-
islation for the operation of our Govern-
ment during wartime. I have always
advocated States’ rights and adminis-
tration of even Federal legislation by the
local affected people at the grass-roots
level. However, during wartime every
one of us should contribute to the de-
fense effort; therefore, we must have
controls of wages, sales prices upon com-
modities, rents, et cetera, if we expect to
preclude inflation, the unbalancing of
our economy, and war profiteering by
some while others sacrifice—even their
lives.

While opposing this bill, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HorrFman], highly
criticizes the argument of the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Jacoss], upon the
basis that Mr. Jacoes was unsuccessful
in his reelection efforts some few days
ago. I have never yet found it necessary
for a Member of this House, who has re-
cently been successful in a political elec-
tion, to criticize the arguments of an-
other Member ,upon the basis that his
adversary to the proposal under discus-
sion has been unsuccessful in his politi-
cal efforts to return to Congress. Every
single, solitary one of us is subject to
removal from political life every time
there is an election wherein he or she has
opposition. Some of those men who
take up the time of this body boasting
over their reelection could fail to be so
fortunate at the next election. Every
once in a while people change their minds
about the advocacies and activities of
their respective representatives in Con-
gress. The fellow who feels himself in-
dispensable and with a cinch on contin-
ued political office is just in the proper
frame of mind to discover that he has
been existing in an atmosphere of illu-
sion.

Oh, yes, I was one of the lucky candi-
dates during this last election, maybe
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because I did not have an opponent; but
I am indeed grateful that I can fully
realize the possibility of a defeat every
time I put my name on the ballot.

I do sincerely hope that I shal! never
find myself in the predicament of hav-
ing so little for argument concerning
any legislation under discussion as to
criticize and denounce my adversary's
argument solely upon the basis that he
was unsuccessful in his reelection.
Many smart people, considerably smart-
er than a lot of us, have been defeated
in political elections.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
HorFman] says that the CIO and the
A.F. of L, sent the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. Jacoes] to Congress and that
he has done a fair job of representing no
one except the members of those or-
ganizations. If that accusation be frue,
it is my sincere opinion that it would
not hurt anything for these labor or-
ganizations to send a lot of such people
with the caliber, the honesty, the integ-
rity, and the ability of ANDREW JACOES
to Congress. Allow me to remind the
gentleman from Michigan that back
during the early days of the Eighty-first
Congress when we were considering the
Lesinski labor bill, the Sims substitute
labor bill, and the Wood labor bill that
the gentleman from Indiana was as fair
as could be expected of any man who
ever represented any group of people
during the entire deliberation of this
body upon legislation affecting labor
and management.

Surely you will recall that the gentle-
man from Indiana pointed out what he
considered the good features of the
Wood bill which was disliked by the la-
bor leaders. You will further recall
that he pointed out to this body what he
considered the bad features of the Le-
sinski bill which was so highly favored
by the labor leaders. Then I shall never
forget his fairness in pointing out what
he considered to be the good and bad
provisions of the Sims substitute.

It cannot be successfully contended by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
HorFman] or any other person that the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Jacossl
has acted in a biased and prejudiced
manner on behalf of any select group.
As a parochial-school man, he has been
able to see and advise this Congress of
the necessity for public-school assist-
ance.

There has never been a fairer, a more
honorable or consecientious gentleman in
this Congress than ANDREw Jacoss, of
Indiana, who was unsuccessful in his re-
election efforts. His qualifications, abil-
ity, and statesmanship are undeniable;
his efforts as a good American on hehalf
of the people of the United States are
highly commendable,

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TACKETT. 1 yield to the gentle=
man from Michigan,

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Appar=
ently the gentleman who is now speak=
ing did not understand what I did say.
I attempted to praise the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr, Jacoes]l. He then
came back at me with a statement that a
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fellow got wealthy by attending to his
own business. Naturally I had to an-
swer that.

Under the permission given to revise
and extend the remarks made when the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, TACKETT]
yielded to me, permit me to add that he
is completely mistaken when he said that
I charged as said that the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Jacoss] when he
came to Congress did not represent any-
one except those people. “Those” being
used for the CIO and the A. F.of L. I
said and the stenographer’s minutes will
bear me out, that I understood that the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Jacoss]
was sent here by the CIO and the
A. F. of L. but I could not honestly say,
nor did I say he represented no one else.
The gentleman from Indiana, while a
labor attorney before coming to Con-
gress, and many times speaking for
labor, has in my opinion, fairly and
honestly expressed his own views on
labor legislation, in fact unless I am
mistaken he has sometimes spoken and
voted in opposition to expressed views
of the CIO. Nor did I, as stated by the
gentleman from Arkansas, criticize the
argument of the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. Jacoss] “upon the ground that
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Jacoss] was unsuccessful in his reelec-
tion efforts.” My reference to Mr.
Jacoss’ unsuccessful effort was made
only after he had by a story intimated
that I might well profit by attending to
my own business in my own district. My
reply was, it seemed, an appropriate one
to the story the gentleman told.

The gentleman admitted to me he did
not hear what the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. Jacoes] had said. He might
have avoided error in his statement had
he known what had been said.

Mr. TACKETT. During my tenure in
Congress, I have never heard the gentle-
man from Michigan praise anybody ex-
cept himself.

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr, Chairman, since I have been a
Member of this body, I have consistently
been an opponent of Federal rent con-
trol. I have not opposed Federal rent
control because I felt that no shortage of
housing existed at any time. I have not
opposed Federal rent control because I
did not want to see our citizens in decent
housing. I have not opposed Federal
rent control because I desired to abet or
aid rent gougers or that small minority
of any citizenry who take advantage of
any situation whenever possible. I have
opposed Federal rent control because I
consider it and will always consider it an
unreasonable and illegal restriction upon
the right of American citizens as guaran-
teed under the Constitution of the United
States to own and control real and per-
sonal property. I have felt that such
methods as those pursued in rent control
evade the Constitution and are not in
keeping with our traditions, our institu-
tions, and our ideals. If we are going fo
deprive the American citizen of his right
to control and to own personal or real
property, let us do it by a constitutional
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amendment through the front door. Let
us not do it by using a legal blackjack
upon him.

So far as the Los Angeles situation is
concerned, I believe that the actions of
Mr. Woods were the capricious and ar-
bitrary actions of a third-rate bureau-
crat with altogether too much power.
The wording of the Housing and Rent
Act of 1947 was surely clear enough, and
the intent of the Congress was equally
unmistakable, The law was so clear that
many hundreds of communities through-
out this country acted in good faith
through their local legislative bodies in
ordering decontrol by resolution. They
took the Congress at ifs word and decon-
trolled in the manner provided by law.
There was no question raised at that time
by Mr. Woods as to the legality of the
acts of those city councils. It was only
when a great metropolitan area of this
country took the step that Mr. Woods
took impassioned umbrage.

It was in spite of the act, in spite of
the step taken by the Los Angeles City
Council in good faith and predicated
upon the words confained in the law.
Mr. Woods refused initially to take any
action at all, and then took recourse by
every devious means at his disposal to
evade the clear intent of the people of
the city of Los Angeles as expressed
through their legal legislative body.

The danger inherent in the Los An-
geles rent-control fiasco is frightening.
It simply means that any appointed bu-
reaucrat sitting here in Washington,
D. C., or anywhere else throughout the
Nation, can deprive the citizens of this
country of their lawful right to decide
at least a few of the important funda-
mental issues at the local level. There
are very few of those prerogatives left to
the communities today. Their taxing
powers have been almost entirely taken
away from them, until we find that today
75 cents of every tax dollar is diverted
into Washington. There are only a few
simple privileges left to them. If the
acts of a man like Tighe Woods are to
be supported, if this petty dictator is to
be backed in his defiance of the Congress
of the United States and of the people
of the United States, then we have in-
deed reached a sad state.

The bill under consideration states:

That section 204 (f) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by striking out “December 31, 1950"
in each place it occurs therein and inserting
in lieu thereof “March 81, 1951.”

There are hundreds of thousands of
people in Los Angeles who believe the bill
should read like this: “That section 204
(f) of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947,
as amended, is hereby amended by strik-
ing out the powers of the people and of
the Congress in each place it occurs
therein and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Mr.
Tighe Woods.’ ”

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pro forma
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, during the campaign of
a few weeks ago this proposition of Fed-
eral rent control was a rather hot issue
in my district, especially in my home
town, where Federal rent confrol has
been removed in the last few days.
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During the campaign I appeared at
the office of the city council and made it
very clear to my people that I would not
support an extension of Federal rent
control., Therefore, I am absolutely op-
posed to this bill. I think those who are
promoting this extension are primarily
seeking to make this a permanent policy
of our Federal Government and to em-
brace rent controls permanently in the
economy of the people of the United
States. I have no patience or sympathy
for such a proposition. I have asked for
this time simply to make my position
very clear to the people in my district,
who are sometimes interested in what
I do and what I do not do.

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

Mr. Chairman, it may be remembered
that when we had the rent control bill
before us last summer an amendment
was submitted by me and adopted by
the House which would have fixed the
date of expiration of the rent-confrol
law as of January 31, 1951, instead of
December 31, 1950, Unfortunately, that
amendment was removed in the confer-
ence with the Senate; otherwise we
would not have had this troublesome
problem with us today. It was sub-
mitted primarily in order to allow time
for the State legislatures when they
meet in regular session in January to
act upon the matter and thus have gen-
uine decentralized decisions as to
whether and when control is to be con-
tinued.

Inasmuch, however, as the terminal
date was fixed at December 31, 1950, and
the bill before us would extend it for 3
months, I am going to vote for it for
the same reason I submitted that
amendment when we were considering
this subject before. But I have to add
this further statement, that unless by
the time this bill expires the President
of the United States has moved to sta-
bilize the other elements of our econ-
omy, there cannot be any justification
for putting this one element, rent con-
trol, on a permanent basis, that would
freeze one segment of our economy,
while at the same time other elements
are actually being encouraged by the ad-
ministration to seek higher wages or in-
creased profits and to use the emer-
gency to better their standards of liv-
ing.
It just is not right to freeze these peo-
ple, the owners of rental housing, who
have been held down the longest and
tightest while encouraging other groups
which have had the greatest gains to
press for still further gains. The Presi-
dent ought to fish or cut bait. He ought
to freeze the whole price, wage, and rent-
al structure, as we tried to get the ad-
ministration to do last July, right after
the emergency arose in Korea, or he
ought to unfreeze those people who have
been held down the longest.

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

Mr, JUDD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. It is a fact that this is
one thing that we can do here. This is
one thing that those of us can do who
agree that there should be all-out con-

_ trols which may point the way for the
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President to do it. This resolution is
something that we can do, and very im-
portantly, in that general direction.

Mr. JUDD. Yes; and I am going to
vote for it, but I am serving notice now
that I am not going to vote for extensions
again, unless in the meantime the Presi-
dent of the United States moves to get
real stability in our economy instead of
playing politics with particular groups
that have the most votes at the expense
of those who do not have so many votes.

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

Mr, JUDD. I yield.

Mr. McDONOUGH. I am interested
in that statement which the gentleman
just made. I think for the benefit of the
Committee we ought to know what:
groups the President is encouraging not
to apply controls to. Who are they?

Mr, JUDD. You know the groups.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Well, who are
they?

Mr, JUDD. You know which groups
are gaining wage and price increases,
while people who own rental property,
often have their life savings invested in
a little fourplex or duplex, have been
frozen. Most of them have not received
more than a 20 or 25 percent increase
over what they got in 1942 whereas
wages have gone up 65 percent and 75
percent and with recent increases even
more than that.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Should they not
receive more at this time so that those
who have been held down to a 20-percent
increase since 1942 will be given a chance
to come up at least to a level with those
who are not now being controlled?

Mr. JUDD. Yes. If you look back on
it, I think that if the House had known
when it extended this act the last time
that the Korean situation was going to
develop, the chances are the House would
have allowed the bill to expire in order
to let all elements of the economy sort
of reach their own level as prices and
wages had done, before another freeze
was put on. It is unfair that parts of
the economy have been free to seek their
proper level while other parts have not
been able to do so. Now we are putting
on a new freeze on rents, or we may be
doing that, when they have been held
in artificial unbalance, rather than at
a period when things have reached by
a process of natural adjustment a rea-
sonable equity and balance between
prices, wages, profits, and rents and all
the other factors that go into the cost of
living.

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

Mr. JUDD. I yield.

Mr. REGAN. Would it not be fair,
then, to let this present rent-control act
expire on December 31 and after the first
of the year the Eighty-second Congress
can consider all of the various problems
of control of prices and wages and rents
and so forth, and place them altogether
under the same umbrella if the Eighty-
second Congress elects to do so?

That would give everyone a fair and
even break.

Mr. JUDD. It would not quite do to
remove the restrictions at this particular
time when we are right on the verge of
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new housing shortages which we know
are going to develop in certain parts of
the country as a result of the expand-
ing defense effort. That would be tak-
ing action at the least advantageous
time. What I want is to get the Presi-
dent to come along with suitable action
on the other elements rather than let
the Congress just hold the line on one
segment of the economy while ofher
parts of the economy are still turned
loose.

Mr. REGAN. I think that is right.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the bill and all amendments thereto close
-in 30 minutes.

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to object,
does not the gentleman believe that we
should have enough time on this so that
the other body can express their own
will uninfluenced by anything that we
do?

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, we are
not going into that question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rains: After
line 6, add the following new section:

“SecrioN 2. Section 204 of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*(k) No resolution adopted before or after
the date of the enactment of this subsection
by any local governing body for the purpose
of making the declaration specified in section
204 (f) (1) or for the purpose of terminating
rent control as provided in section 204 (j)
(3) shall be ineffective for such purpose
solely because under applicable local law
legislative action cou'd not be taken by such
resolution.’ ”

Mr, DEANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the time al-
lotted to me may be granted to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I have no
intention of taking part in the argument
with reference to the case pertaining to
the city of Los Angeles, That is not my
purpose.

First, I would like you to remember
that in the Senate report which accom-
panied the Rent Control Act of 1949 were
these words:

In other words, the action of the local

governing body would be final and not sub-
ject to review, appeal, or change by any other
authority.

The House report, which went with the
bill we passed, the same as this one, says:

In other words, the action of the local
governing body in the matter would be
final and not subject to review, approval, or
change by any other authority.

That was stated in our report. The

adoption of this amendment which I
have offered will prevent the invalida-

tion of the actions of more than 1,000
cities which acted by resolution, in com-
pliance with the exact congressional
mandate in the Housing and Rent Act.
It is those cities which acted in accord-
ance with the mandate set out in the
law with which I am concerned, and not
some legal technicality involving refer-
endum. In other words, in light of the
court opinion which has been discussed,
if your city decontrolled by a resolution,
even though this Congress said it was
an administrative act, that decontrol
action may be illegal. So simply to vali-
date the decontrol resolutions of more
than a thousand cities, who acted in good
faith, in compliance with the instruc-
tions and regulations set out in this bill,
I ask you to adopt this amendment. Ido
not think this amendment affects one
way or the other the case of the city of
Los Angeles; I think that has to do with
the referendum and not with the adop-
tion of a resolution. We provide that the
city shall follow the method prescribed
by law for the particular city in adopting
a resolution. If Los Angeles did not fol-
low it, that is a matter for the courts.
But in these cities which did follow it and
where it turns on the use of the word

_“resolution” or “ordinance” they should

not be penalized by that kind of decision.
Simply because of those cities I ask for
the approval of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. JoENSON] is rec-
ognized.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I do
not like rent control any more than any
man in this room, but sometimes condi-
tions dictate what your decisions in these
matters shall be. I can look at this
specific proposal best by looking at my
own congressional district. In it are 10
Army and Navy installations; the Armed
Forces of the United States are doubling
their numbers in a very few months.
We are not in a normal condition, and it
looks as though it will be a long time
before the country would be in a normal
condition.

I can just see it as plain as day: In
my crowded district of 665,000 people
with all these military installations, that
if we 1lift rent controls the rents will go
up very rapidiy. The demand for houses
js excessive there. There will not be
enough places for these people to be
taken care of. Every military person
you add to the Armed Forces means
another person added to the civil service.
The law of supply and demand will be
disjointed as there will be much more
demand than there will be supply.

Right now a large part of the person-

nel at these posts live outside of the post.

Much as I hate rent control I do not

think we can avoid the facts that are be-
fore us. We are in an acute emergency.

Vast numbers of people will again go into
California to become members of the
'‘Armed Forces and to work in the various

military establishments as civilians,

All of them must have a place to live

and again we will be caught acutely short

of houses. We may be forced into an
all-out war and this will bring other
workers to the vast war industries of

_ California,.
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I do not want to impose a general rent-
control law on the whole country, as in
many places it is not needed. We have
permitted the local governments to de-
control and certainly they will know
how to handle the situation, if no rent
control is necessary. Some have already
done so, but I can see some spots that
I think will need help and if I am mis-
taken the local community can decon-
trol. All I want to do is to hold the
status quo until the next Congress can
have time to look into the matter, in view
of the fact that we are in an acute emer-
gency, which might become more wide-
spread. We yet cannot see what is going
to happen.

If the emergency declines, which we
all hope will happen, I will want to get
rid of this control. Also, I wish to con-
cur heartily in what my colleague from
Minnesota [Mr. Jupp] said, namely, that
the President and his departments
should do something about the inflation-
ary trends that are rampant due in part
to loose fiscal policies. If controls are
to come they should go across the board
and effect all parts of our economic sys-
tem and not alone be directed at the peo-
ple who furnish housing to those who do
not own a home,

If this resolution is not passed, we will
lose control on December 31, 1950, Rents
will spiral and if the emergency should
get worse, which looks probable now, we
would lose much time getting controls
back, which all seem to agree will be
necessary in case of a war. Then we will
have higher costs all across the board
and the dollar will become cheaper than
it now is and persons with a fixed in-
come such as pensioners, civil-service
workers, teachers, Army and Navy per-
sonnel and so forth, will again get a
financial beating. Those localities that
do not wish to control will continue un-
der control and nothing will be required
to be done there in case a full-scale
emergency dictates that the country
must again have war controls. If things
level off we can then get rid of the whole
control problem before the end of this
extension, which should not be more
than 90 days and maybe only 60 days as
the Senate agreed upon.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, O'Hara] is recognized,

Mr. O’'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, like my distinguished and really
beloved friend from Indiana [Mr. Ja-
coss], I shall not be returning to the
Eighty-second Congress. I am sure that
the gentleman who represents the dis-

« trict in Michigan where I was born and

spent my childhood did not intend in his
reference to the gentleman from Indiana
anything except a facetious pat on the
back. No one in this body has been more
highly esteemed by his colleagues, and
no one has combined in greater measure
brilliant eloguence in debate with warm
endearing charm of personality than the
gentleman from Indiana. No defeat at
the polls can taint the purity of such a
character nor detract from the reputa-
tion he has established on a national -
level and in his one term in the Congress
as a great and outstanding statesman. I
am sure that in this appraisal of ANDY
Jacoss, the gentleman from Michigan,
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will concur, and that the reference to
the circumstances of November 7 last
was not intended to have either personal
sting or partisan gloat. The district
now represented by Mr. HorFFMan and
wherein I was born and grew up was rep-
resented in this body for 11 terms by
the Honorable La Rue Hamilton, now
buried in Niles, Mich., the city of his
nativity. Although he was a Republican,
and my family was devoted to the cause
of democracy, and contested with him on
the hustings, I think of La Rue Hamilton
as a great statesman and a great Amer-
ican. The differences in party afiilia-
tions and in ways of thinking and of
philosophies do not determine the meas-
ure we place upon the attributes of abil-
ity, the qualities of character and the
sincerity of public service of our col-
leagues.

But because some reference has been
made to the defeat of the gentleman
from Indiana, and because the circum-
stances of November 7 last in the sec-
ond congressional district of Illinois
might be argued as having some bear-
ing upon the matter of rent control now
before us, I wish to assure my colleages
that my support of rent control and
other liberal legislation in the Eighty-
first Congress was not a factor in the
circumstance that, as the returns at
this time and prior to further examina-
tion that may be made show. I will
not be seated in January next as a Mem-
ber of the Eighty-second Congress.

In the elections in Chicago there was
injected a local issue that had not the
slightest bearing upon the work of the
Congress or the policies and achieve-
ments of the national administration,
In the intensity of the feeling on this
matter, strictly local, all consideration
of national issues was completely erased.
This was the reason—and everyone in
Chicago, both Democratic and Repub-
lican, is thoroughly familiar with the
fact—for the defeat of four Democratic
Congressmen as well as the senior Sen-
ator from Illinois,

The fact that in the face of this tre-
mendous and unprecented landslide built
entirely upon one local matter having
not the remotest connection with any
national issue, I polled in the second dis-
trict in excess of 35,000 more votes than
the candidate who was the target of the
attack, is conclusive proof, at least to my
satisfaction, that my actions and my
votes in the Eighty-first Congress met
with the overwhelming approval of the
people of the second district.

The difference of 35,000 votes had to
be accounted for in split votes. That tells
the story. I bring this to the attention
of my colleagues in no sense of making
excusge or giving explanation for a per-
sonal defeat. My sole motivation is a
desire to keep the second district of Ill-
inois in the right light. It is, and will
remain, a liberal district.

The tremendous vote it cast for my
reelection, giving me an overwhelming
majority of the split votes, clearly and
undeniably proved that the electorate of
the second district of Illinois approved
of my support of continuing rent control,
of decent housing for all of our people
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and within their means, for extended so-
cial security, for a higher minimum wage,
for fair labor legislation, for the crush-
ing of the ugly head of discrimination
wherever it showed itself, and for the
right of the common man to enjoy his
share of the sunlight in a land of plenty
and of equality.

The difficulty of splitting a ticket,
especially in the precincts where ma-
chines were used in voting, combined
with other circumstances later to be es-
tablished and upon which work is now
being industriously pursued accounted
for the narrow gap apparently shown in
the canvass.

The men and women of my district, I
have not the slightest doubt, think that
it would be an inexcusable folly if at this
time we did not extend rent control for
a period sufficiently long to give the
Eighty-second Congress ample time to
reexamine the housing shortage in the
light of conditions existing in the early
months of 1951. I heard in this cham-
ber just a day or two ago a Republican
member and a Democratic member of
the Rules Committee describe this as the
darkest and most dangerous hour in
American history, We are in a fight for
survival. Whether world war III comes
or does not come, there is ahead a long
stretch of terrific expense for defense.
‘We must pay as we go. Ahead is a long
stretch of high taxes, a decade of sacri-
fice and sacrifice and sacrifice if we are
to survive. Does anyone think that in
such a time, and under such a stress, the
domiciles of American families can be
abandoned to the insecurity of chance
and to the operation of a cruel and un-
restrained law of supply and demand?

My responsibility as a Member of this
body ends with the third session of the
Eighty-first Congress. As a member of
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency and on the floor of this Chamber
I have actively and with complete sin-
cerity supported the extension of rent
control urtil such time as the easing of
the housing shortage permitted a re-
turn to normal conditions. I am happy
that I was privileged, as a member of
the committee, the only member from
the large city of Chicago, to play some
part in giving protection to the tenants
of Chicago until June 30 of 1851. The
great Governor of Illinois, the Honor-
able Adlai E. Stevenson, and the great
mayor of Chicago, the Honorable Mar-
tin Kennelly, with the members of the
General Assembly of Illinois and the
City Council of Chicago, faithfully co-
operated, first, by the passage of the
necessary enabling legislation in
Springfleld, sections 23-111 of the Cities
and Villages Act, which removed any
possible question of the validity of the
Jater resolution of the City Council of
Chicago; and, second, the resolution of
the City Council of Chicago which, in
effect, extended controls in Chicago un-
til June 30, 1951, Thus through the
teamwork of the senior and junior Sen-
ators of Illinois, the Democratic Mem-
bers from Illinois in this body, the Gov-
ernor of Illinois, and the mayor of Chi-
cago, with the cooperation of the Gen-
eral Assembly of Illinois and the City
Council of Chicago, the people of Chi-
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cago are assured the protection of rent
control until June 30, 1951, come what
will.

I hope that the Eighty-second Con-
gress, in its reexamination of the prob-
lem under the conditions resulting from
the international involvement, will act
with the same concern for the welfare
of our people as has the Eighty-first
Congress.

There is one other phase I would like
to touch upon, Mr. Chairman, This has
to do with the hotels. When we were
considering the rent-control bill of 1949
in this committee, I offered an amend-
ment to include housing units in hotels,
and the commiftee voted down my
amendment and adopted an amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Rains] which excluded the hotels.
I opposed the Rains amendment on the
floor of the House and demanded the
veas and nays. The roll call, No. 31 of
the first session, appears on page 2544
of the ConGREssIONAL REcorp of March
15, 1949,

It shows the adoption of the Rains
amendment by a vote of 237 to 175. I
led the fight, both in committee and on
the floor of the House, to include perma-
nent residents in hotel accommodations
within the definition covering housing
units under rent control. But after our
defeat in the House, the junior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DoucrAs] succeeded
in saving the permanent hotel residents
in Chicago by working out in conference
a compromise by which hotel rent con-
trol was maintained in cities of 2,500,000
population and over. This meant, of
course, its restriction to Chicago and New
York. Later, New York went out of Ped-
eral rent control, so that the hotel con-
trol was restricted solely to the city of
Chicago.

When we were considering the rent-
control bill of 1950, my colleagues will
recall that, although the other body had
voted to remove the hotels, and, as I have
pointed out, that applied only to the
hotels in Chicago, the House voted to
keep the controls on, and that I sup-
ported this action in the House; and cer-
tainly no Member was any more active
in advocacy, which, of course, would be
natural, since the provision affected only
the hotels in the city from which I came,
The point now is, as I see it, that we have
in the rent-control law a hotel provision
that applies only to the city of Chicago.
It did not originate in Illinois, It is the
child of our own creation, and I must
acknowledge that no one in the House
has a greater share of responsibility for
it than have I.

Since then we have had an election,
and the plain fact is that a great ma-
jority of the hotel tenants in my dis-
trict, and I am informed in similar hotel
precincts in other districts in Chicago,
voted for the opposition. If this were
intended by them to be an index of their
sentiment as tenants in hotels on a mat-
ter in which they have a personal in-
terest, it should receive proper considera-
tion. I am not attempting to interpret.
If there is no longer a shortage of hous-
ing accommodations in the hotel field,
and if, instead, there is a percentage of
vacancies insuring against the possibility
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of unnatural rental increases and assur-
ing a stabilization in rents measured by
normal considerations, it would be ex-
pected that the tenants would not feel
that they had any personal interest in
rent control being continued in the class
of habitations occupied by them.

This I brought to the attention of the
Honorable Tighe Woods when he ap-
peared before our committee. Whatever
my own position had been, or whatever
were my own views, when the voters had
spoken, I accepted their voice as that of
my master; and certainly, if both the
hotels and their guests had no desire for
continuing rent control for permanent
hotel guests, I would have no desire to
force upon them the control neither
wanted. Furthermore, while I have
always fought and voted for rent control
when I honestly believed from the facts
available to me that such control was
necessitated by a continuing housing
shortage, I have always maintained, as
have my colleagues, that, when the short-
age was relieved, controls should go.

Frankly, as the only Chicago member
of the committee, I do not relish the
thought that any industry 'in Chicago
should be under restrictions not placed
upon a similar industry in other cities.
If the contention of the hotels in Chi-
cago is based upon the fact, and if that
contention is supported by the sentiment
of the hotel guests, as might construec-
tively be presumed from the voting on
November 7, I would say that a reexami-
nation of the present situation by the
Housing Expediter as it applies to per-
manent residents in hotel accommoda-
tions would be justified. I am not at-
tempting to pass upon the facts. As a
matter of honor, as I see it, and in com-
pliance with the will of the people as
voiced in the polling places, and with a
keen sense of my responsibility as the
only member of the commitiee from
Chicago to all the people of Chicago and
all the industries in that great city, I
am laying before my colleagues such in-
formation as I possess. I repeat, I am
attempting no interpretation and I have
no personal knowledge of the facts.

Whether Chicago, which now is the
only city in the country where hotel ac-
commodations are under rent control,
should remain so, or whether the con-
trols there should be lifted to conform
with the pattern in all other cities, is to
be determined by the Housing Expediter
on the facts as they actually exist,
whether the demand for housing in that
class has been reasonably met. I quote
from Mr. Woods® testimony before our
committee:

Mr. Woops. Mr. O'Hara, I can say this:
That under the present act it would still be
poesible to decontrol the Chicago hotels as
a class of accommodations, if the one stand-
ard were met, that the demand for housing
in that class had been reasonably met. We
have not attempted a survey. Knowing
your interest in this legislation and your
vital interest in Chlcago. I can assure you
that as fast as I can put a team in there we
will start a survey to determine whether that
point has heen reached. If it has been
been reached, the answer is obvious. We do
not want to control any class where the de-
mand is not there because, I agree with you,
it would certainly lift a headache off our
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shoulders and especially our local office if we
could get out of that class, because the pres-
ent legislation has not been designed to take
care of hotel problems.

It was the understanding of our com-
mittee, I believe I can state, that the
Expediter would conduct this study and
act immediately upon such facts as the
study should develop and the equities
should demand. Mr, Chairman, I am
voting for the present measure, as I have
supported and voted for all of the rent-
control measures previously presented in
the Eighty-first Congress by the great
and beloved chairman of the commit-
tee, under whom I have had the honor
of serving in the Eighty-first Congress,
and memories of whom I shall cherish al-
ways with the warmest glow of affection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
HorFMan].

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I want to express my regret
at the reception I received from the
gentlernan from Arkansas [Mr. TACKETT]
who sits on the majority side just a
while ago. It is very, very seldom in-
deed that I attempt to praise any New
Dealer or any Fair Dealer or even any
Democrat who has not been certified here
as being a Jeffersonian or Jackson Demo-
crat, what might be termed “an old-style
reactionary Democrat.” On the other
hand, I have never criticized any Mem-
ber on either side as the gentleman
would know had he paid attention to
the record. So it is unfortunate, it is
discouraging, at least to me it seems un-
fortunate and terribly discouraging to
note that attitude when I try to say
somazthing in praise of the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr, Jacoes], and I think
I went just as far as any one Republi-
can could. I expressed my opinion that
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, Ja-
coBs] was a gooddegislator,

Then look what I get. The gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. TACKETT] comes
along and makes a statement which
was neither a just nor accurate inter-
pretation of my remarks. He admitted
a moment ago he had not heard what
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Ja-
coBs] had said to me and to which I
naturally replied in kind. So, of course,
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Tackerr] did not know what he was
talking about when he jumped on me,
He did not say anything about rent con-
trol. So perhaps he had no real argu-
ment. However, he did say I was boast-
ing about my reelection. That state-
ment is not in accord with the fact. I
am not that dumb. I may stand for
reelection again, The fellow who brags
about himself, at least up in my district,
is just as sure of being defeated as that
daylight follows darkness. Do not make
any mistake about that.

If on some occasion hereafter I should
inadvertently reply to a criticism from
the majority side and attempt to word
a phrase of praise, please be a little
more charitable. Do not discourage me
in that effort, because whether it is
laudable or not, I know you like it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. MITCHELL],
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Mr. MITCHELL, Mr, Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Rains]. As I read his amendment
it would curtail the rights of the people
of the State of Washington who have
the power of referendum. If the gen-
tleman’s amendment is adopted, it is
my understanding that the people of
Seattle would not be able to file a refer-
endum petition in opposition to what-
ever action the city council might take,
and, therefore, the people would be
foreclosed from taking full advantage of
local applicable law.

The United States Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia, in the Los
Angeles rent-control case, interpreted
the present act as intending “that each
community should determine by its own
local methods an issue of importance to
the community.”

In the State of Washington our local
method would include a referral to the
people if a sufficient number of people
so petitioned.

The United States court of appeals
decided, in the case mentioned, that the
city council rent-control resolution was
a legislative action and, therefore, could
properly be referred to the people. The
court said:

But if an action is the declaration and
adoption of a policy and program by which
affairs of general public concern are to be
controlled, the action is a legislative act.

It goes on to say that this act can be
properly referred to the people. I do
not believe that this body desires to
change that to circumvent local law. I
do not believe it seeks to say that a piece
of legislation cannot be referred to the
people, if referral represents full utili-
zation of local applicable law.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr,
CoLE].

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I want to address myself to those Mem-
bers who are disturbed about this bill
by reason of the fact that we are in a
critical war situation, and they desire
to do everything possible to further the
mobilization effort. Some of those
Members on my side particularly said
that they must vote for this bill because
it is an extension of rent control and a
part of the mobilization effort. I want
to reiterate that this legislation does
not extend rent control. There are now
in America 1,000 cities of 1,000 popula-
tion or more still under rent control.
There will be cities under control after
this bill has been passed upon, whether
the bill is enacted or not. If the situa-
tion in your particular locality is so crit-
ical, may I say, it will still remain under
rent control, if they so desire. After
the next Congress is in session, and it
becomes necessary for the Congress fo
determine whether or not we shall have
rent control, it will not make the slight-
est whit of difference whether this bill
is passed. The new Congress must de-
termine then, at that time, what is a
fair rent-control law for all cities, for all
areas, for all municipalities, whether
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they are now under rent control or
whether they are not now under rent
control. All will be reexamined, and the
rights of tenants and landlords fixed.
They will be fixed upon a national basis
of equality, in view of the national sta-
bilization program. They will not be
fixed upon a basis of whether they are,
or are not, now controlled.

Therefore, your vote today will not
affect a mobilization effort today or to-
morrow. I say that a vote against this
measure merely is a vote against the
political expediency which has brought
forth this proposed legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. McKiNNoN]. y

Mr. McEKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to call your attention to two
basic facts right now. One is on this
amendment that has been offered. If
that amendment is adopted, what we
are going to do in effect is to legislate
nationally and try to tell our city coun-
cils what they can or cannot do locally
in the way of their own city ordinances
and city resolutions and take away, pos-
sibly, the rights of some of the people
in some communities to have a referen-
dum. I think it would be far better if
we defeat the particular amendment and
stay with our present bill. I think the
court of appeals has clarified that some-
what.

The second part to bear in mind is
that this bill is not a declaration of re-
newed faith in rent control but merely
8 continuance for a brief 90-day period
to require affirmative action before de-
control can be had. Any community that
wishes may secure decontrol.

In fact, the record shows that there
have been 991 decontrol actions in the
United States since April of 1949.

It is not difficult for a city council to
decontrol if it wishes to, and if that ac-
tion meets with the favorable opinion
of the community affected. No commu-
nity is tied down by this extension. On
the other hand, we are facing a differ-
ent international situation today than
we faced 6 months ago. We will prob-
ably come under all-out controls in a
little while. For that reason, I think it
is very reasonable and very necessary for
us to continue this rent-control organi-
zation in the various communities that
are affected until such time as we can
have a real appraisal of our national and
international situation and determine
whether we are going to have all-out con-
trols or are going to have no controls.
If we go into an all-out control period,
then this rent control setup will save
unnecessary confusion and expense and
will be most helpful to our communities,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MULTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute for the Rains amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MULTER &s &
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
Ramns: “The word ‘resolution’ as used herein
shall include resolution, law, or ordinance,
but shall not be effective unless adopted in
accordance with local applicable law.”
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, unfor-
tunately the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Alabama was not con-
sidered by our committee. It came to us
for the first time on the floor here. I
am very much afraid that the effect of it
would be to change local laws.

When we passed the law originally 6
months ago we provided that localities
should decontrol either by action of their
local governing body or by popular refer-
endum. In many States, like Washing-
ton and California, the locality has the
right by referendum to review and re-
verse, if necessary, the action of their
local council. If you adopt the Rains
amendment you will take away from the
people in those localities the right to
review the action of their local council
either to have or not to have rent con-
trol, in accordance with what they want.

What I have done is offer a substitute
50 as fo take away any possibility of any-
body in the future claiming that when
we used the word “resolution” we were
using it in its technical sense. My sub-
stitute will provide that the word “reso-
lution” shall mean a resolution, law, or
ordinance, provided only that it is adopt-
ed in accordance with the local applica-
ble law, so that we will not change any-
thing insofar as each locality is con-
cerned. They will still have the right to
act in accordance with their local law,
either by referendum or by the action of
their governing council or by review by
the people if the people desire it within
the limited time. I urge that the sub-
stitute be adopted.

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

Mr, MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL. Let us assume that
the city and county of Denver decided
by resolution to abandon rent control,
and that resolution was acted upon by
the city council. What would be the
effect of the gentleman’s amendment?

Mr. MULTER. If the local law says
that that is the way you adopt the law,
that is the end of it, but if your local
law gives the people the right to peti-

“tion for a referendum to review that ac-

tion of your council, they will have the
right to do so under my amendment.

Mr. CARROLL. In other words, they
could resort to the city charter if nec-
essary?

Mr. MULTER. They must follow the
city charter, under my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WorcorT].

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, if I
understand the substitute offered by the
gentleman from New York correctly, it
says that the word “resolution” will
mean an ordinance. The law at the
present time does not say that the resolu-
tion shall mean an ordinance. That
question is now pending before the
Supreme Court of the United States in
the case of the city of Los Angeles and
others against Tighe Woods and others.
It is expected that the Supreme Court
of the United States will hand down a
decision in the matter next Monday. If
they do not hand down the decision on
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Monday, they will not be able to act until
January, because I understand the Court
is to be in recess until January. It seems
1o me both amendments, the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Ramns] and the substitute amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Mvorrer]l should be
defeated because all we can possibly do
by adopting either the one or the
other of them is to confuse the issue
which is now pending in the Supreme
Court of the United States. The
issue is very clearly framed as fto
whether it was the intention of the Con-
gress for the municipalities to go through
the procedure which under their charter
would be necessary in the enactment of
an ordinance when a resolution is men-
tioned in the law which the Congress
passed, Either one of these amend-
ments which have been offered would
merely confuse the issue, because, if we
accept that interpretation, then that is
the interpretation only as of today and
does not mean that that interpretation
should be placed on the law as our in-
tention as of last June. If the Supreme
Court holds that the action taken by
the city of Los Angeles is invalid for any
reason, then, immediately following that,
this Congress must take cognizance of
the situation and pass legislation in order
to do equity to the people who will be
afiected in cases where they have acted
in good faith in order to protect them
against suits for treble damages, crimi-
nal prosecutions, and so forth, There-
fore, we might have to have legislation
early next week in case the Supreme
Court holds the action illegal, For that
reason I think we should keep the
matter in status quo until the Supreme
Court acts,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
SPENCE] chairman of the committee, to
conclude debate.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I have
just been informed that the other body
has passed the rent-confrol extension
bill by a vote of 55 to 28.

Mr. Chairman, it always gives me
pleasure to agree with my good friend
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Worcorrl, We do not agree very often,
but I do now have the distinet pleasure
of agreeing with him in what he says.
I am heartily in accord with the objec-
tives sought to be achieved by the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. RamNs]. I
feel the Expediter should without hesi-
tation act upon resolutions which are
passed by municipalities in conformity
with local law. His amendment pro-
vides that a resolution shall not be in-
effective because it does not comply with
the local law. The local law exists to
protect the rights of the citizens. If the
governing body does not act in conform-
ity with local law, its action is absolutely
void. A municipality speaks by its ree-
ord, and its record must conform to its
charter provisions. When we pass an
amendment like the proposed amend-
ment, it seems to me we are endeavoring
by a Federal act to take away rights
which are guaranteed to the citizens by
the constitution and laws of a State.
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Municipal law is the result of experience.
A city's charter is created by the legis-
lature of the State, and the provisions
in that charter are made to protect the
rights of the citizens. However much I
think it desirable for the Expediter to
act promptly on the resolution of the
governing body, if that body does not
act in conformity with the law, it does
not express the will of the city. The
only way the governing body can express
the will of the city is to act in conformity
with the charter. In many instances
the charter gives the right of referendum
and other rights which would be taken
away if it is enacted otherwise.

I am opposed to both of the amend-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time has
expired.

The question is on the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MurTER], for the
amendment proposed by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. RaINs].

The question was taken; and the sub-
stitute amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now
recurs upon the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
RamNs].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee will rice.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. WHITTINGTON, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the hill (H. R. 9763) to amend the Hous-
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended,
pursuant to House Resolution 876, he re-
ported the same back to the House,

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill? j

Mr. WOLCOTT. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the motion offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. WorcorT].

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WorcorT moves to recommit the bill
H. R. 9763 to the Committee on Banking and
currency.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. WOLCOTT)
there were—ayes 73, noes 89.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The roll call is auto-
matic. The Doorkeeper will close the
doors, the Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 153, nays 223, not voting 53,
as follows: '

[Roll No. 292]

YEAS—153
Allen, Calif, Gossett Norblad
Allen, I11. Graham O'Hara, Minn,
Anderzen, Gross Passman
H. Carl Guill Patterson
Anderson, Calif. Gwinn Phillips, Calif,
Andresen, Hagen Pickett
August H. Hale Poage
Angell Hall, Fotter
Arends Leonard W. Poulson
Auchincloss Halleck Rankin
Barden Hand Reed, 111,
Barrett, Wyo. Harden Reed, N. Y.
Bates, Mass, Harris Rees
Battle Harvey Regan
Beall Hébert Rich
Bennett, Mich. Hill Richards
Bishop Hinshaw Rivers
Blackney Hoeven Rogers, Fla
Bolton, Md. Hoffman, Ill. Sadlak
Bolton, Chio  Hoffman, Mich. St. George
Bramblett Holmes Sanborn
Brehm Hope Scrivner
Brown, Ohio  Horan Scudder
Burdick Jackson, Calif. Shafer
Burleson James Short
Byrnes, Wis Jenison Simpson, I11.
Carlyle Jenkins Simpson, Pa.
Chiperfield Jensen Smathers
Clevenger Jones, Smith, Kans.
Cole, Kans. Hamilton C. Smith, Va.
Cole, N. Y. Kilburn Smith, Wis.
Colmer Kilday Stanley
Cox LeCompte Stefan
Crawford LeFevre Stockman
Cunningham  Lichtenwalter Taber
Curtis Lovre Talle
Dague Lucas Teague
Davis, Ga. MecConnell Towe
Davis, Wis. MeCulloch Velde
D'Ewart MecDonough Vorys
Dolliver McGregor Vursell
Dondero Mack, Wash, Wadsworth
Ellsworth Mahon Weichel
Elston Martin, Iowa  Werdel
Fellows Martin, Mass. Wheeler
Fenton Mason Widnall
Fisher Merrow Wigglesworth
Ford Michener Wilson, Ind.
Gamble Miller, Nebr.  Wilson, Tex,
George Morton Wolcott
Gilmer Murray, Wis. ‘Woodruff
Golden Nelson
Goodwin Nicholson
NAYS—223
Abernethy Cooper Gregory
Addonizio Corbett Hall,
Albert Cotton Edwin Arthur
Allen, La, Crook rdy
Andrews Davies, N, ¥, Hart
Aspinall Davis, Tenn. Havenner
Bailey Dawson Hedrick
Baring Deane Heffernan
Barrett, Pa DeGraffenried Heller
Beckworth Delaney Herlong
Bennett, Fla, Denton Heselton
. Bentsen Dollinger Holifield
Biemiller Donohue Howell
Elatnik Doughton Huber
Boggs, Del. Douglas Hull
Boggs, La. Doyle Irving
Bolling Durham Jackson, Wash.,
Bonner Eberharter Jacobs
Bosone Elliott Javits
Breen Engle, Calif, Johnson
Brooks Evins Jones, Ala.
Brown, Ga. Fallon Jones,
Bryson Feighan Woodrow W.
Buchanan Fernandez Judd
Burke 1 Karst
Burnside Fogarty Karsten
Burton Forand EKearney
Byrne, N. Y. Frazler Keating
Camp Fugate Eelley, Pa.
Canfield Fulton Kelly, N. Y,
Cannon Furcolo Kennedy
Carnahan Garmatz Keogh
Carroll Gary Eerr
Case, N. J. Gathings King
Celler Gordon Klein
Chelf Gore Kruse
Christopher Gorskl EKunkel
Chudoft Granahan Lane
Clemente Granger Lanham
Combs Grant Larcade
Cooley Green Latham
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Lind O'Sullivan Staggers
Linehan O'Toole Steed
Lodge Pace Stigler
Lyle Patman Sullivan
McCarthy Patten Sutton
McCormack Perkins Tackett
McGrath Peterson Tauriello
McEinnon Philbin Thomas
MeMillan, 8, C. Phillips, Tenn, Thompson
McSweeney Polk Thornberry
Mack, Ill. Preston Tollefson
Madden Price Trimble
Magee Priest Underwood
Mansfield Rabaut Vinson
Marcantonio Rains Wagner
Marshall Ramsay Walsh
Miles Rhodes ‘Walter
Miller, Calif.  Ribicoff Welch
Mills Riehlman White, Calif.
Mitchell Robeson White, Idaho
Monroney Rodino Whittington
Morgan Rogers, Mass, Wickersham
Morris Rooney Wier
Moulder Sabath Williams
Multer Sadowskl Willis
Murdock Sasscer ‘Wilson, Okla,
Murphy Eaylor Winstead
Murray, Tenn. Ecott, Hardie Withrow
Noland Beott, ‘Wolverton
Norrell Hugh D., Jr. Woodhouse
Norton Secrest Yates
O'Brien, 111, Ehelley Young
O'Brien, Mich. Sikes Zablockl
O'Hara, Ill. Sims
O'Neill Spence

NOT VOTING—b53
Abbitt Hays, Ark. O'Konski
Bates, Ky. Hays, Ohio Pfeifer,
Boykin Herter . Joseph L.
Buckley, Ill. Hobbs Pfeiffer,
Buckley, N. ¥. Jennings William L.
Case, 8. Dak. Jonas Plumley
Cavalcante Jones, Mo, Powell
Chatham Kean Quinn
Chesney Eearns Redden
Coudert Kee Roosevelt
Crosser Keefe Sheppard
Davenport Kirwan Smith, Ohio
Dingell Lynch Taylor
Eaton McGuire Van Zandt
Engel, Mich.,  McMillen, Ill, Whitaker
Gavin Macy Whitten
Gillette Marsalls Wood
Hare Miller, Md.
Harrison Morrison

So the motion was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Redden for, with Mr. McGuire against.

Mr. Wood for, with Mr. Abbitt against.

Mr. Smith of Ohio for, with Mr. Coudert
against.

Mr. Miller of Maryland for, witih Mr. Eean
against.

Mr. Macy for, with Mr. Lynch against.

Mr. Harrison for, with Mr. Roosevelt
against.

Mr. Plumley for, with Mr. Hays of Ohio
against.

Mr. Eaton foo, with Mr. Whitaker against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Whitten with Mr. William L. Pfeiffer.
Mr. Marsalis with Mr, Gavin.
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Case of South
Dakota.
. Dingell with Mr. Eeefe.
. Crosser with Mr, Taylor.
. Boykin with Mr. Van Zandt.
. Bates of Eentucky with Mr. Eearns,
. Hays of Arkansas with Mr. Jonas,
. Jones of Missouri with Mr. Gillette.
. Powell with Mr. McMillen of Illinois.
. Kirwan with Mr. Engel of Michigan.
. Buckley of New York with Mr, Jennings.

Mr. BYRNE of New York changed his
vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The doors were opened.
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by
Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passeG a joint reso-
lution of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. J. Res. 207. Joint resolution to continue
for a temporary period certain provisions of
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended.

AMENDING THE HOUSING AND RENT ACT
OF 1947

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on that
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 221, nays 152, not voting 56,
as follows:

[Roll No. 293]
YEAS—221

Abernethy Furcolo Murdock
Addonizio Garmatz Murphy
Albert Gary Murray, Tenn.
Allen, La, Gathings Noland
Andersen, Gordon Norrell

H. Carl Gaore Norton
Andresen, Gorskl O'Brien, Ill.

August H, Granahan O'Brien, Mich.
Andrews Granger O'Hara, Ill,
Aspinall Grant O'Neill
Balley Green O'Sullivan
Baring Gregory O'Toole
Barrett, Pa. Hagen Pace
Battle Hardy Patman
Beckworth Hart Patterson
Eennett, Fla, Havenner Perkins
Blemiller Hedrick Peterson
Boges, Del. Heffernan Philbin
Boggs, La. Heller Phillips, Tenn.
Bolling Herlong Polk
Bonner Heselton Price
Bosone Holifleld Priest

. Breen Howell Rabaut

Brooks Huber Rains
Brown, Ga, Hull Ramsay
Bryson Irving Rhodes
Buchanan Jackson, Wash. Ribicoff
Burke Jacobs Richards
Burnside Javits Riehlman
Burton Johnson Robeson
Byrne, N. Y. Jones, Ala, Rodino
Camp Jones, Rogers, Mass.
Canfield Woodrow W. Rooney
Cannon Judd Sabath
Carnahan Earst Sadowskl
Carroll Earsten Sasscer
Case, N. J. Kearney Bcott, Hardie
Celler Keating Scott,
Chelf Kelley, Pa Hugh D, Jr.
Christopher Kelly, N. Y, Secrest
Chudoff Kennedy Shelley
Clemente Keogh Sikes
Cole, N. ¥, Kerr Sims
Combs Kilburn Spence
Cooley King Staggers
Cooper Klein Steed
Corbett Eruse Stigler
Cotton Kunkel Sullivan
Crook Lane Sutton
Davies, N.Y. Lanham Tackett
Davis, Tenn. Larcade Tauriello
Dawson Latham Thomas
Deane Lind Thompson
DeGraffenried Linehan Thornberry
Delaney Lodge Tollefson
Denton Lyle Trimble
Dollinger McCormack Underwood
Donchue McGrath Vinson
Doughton McKinnon Wagner
Douglas McMillan, 8. C. Walsh
Doyle McSweeney Walter
Durham Mack, IlI, . Welch
Eberharter Madden ‘White, Calif.
Elliott Magee Wickersham
Engle, Calif,  Mansfield Wier
Evins Marcantonio  Williams
Fallon Miles Willis
Feighan Milier, Calif, Wilson, Okla.
Fernandez Mills ‘Winstead
Flood Mitchell Withrow
Fogarty Monroney Wolverton
Forand Morgan ‘Woodhouse
Frazier Morrls Yates
Fugate Moulder Young
Fulton Multer Zablockl

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

NAYS—152
Allen, Calif. Guill Patten
Allen, Tll. Gwinn Phillips, Calif.
Anderson, Calif. Hale Pickett
Angell Hall, Poage
Arends Leonard W. Potter
Auchincloss Halleck Poulson
Barden Hand FPreston
Barrett, Wyo. Harden Rankin
Bates, Mass. Harris Reed, Il
Harvey Reed, N. Y.

Bennett, Mich. Hébert Rees
Bentsen Hin Regan
Eishop Hinshaw Rich
Blackney Hoeven Rivers
Bolton, Md. Hoffman, I1l.  Rogers, Fia.
Bolton, Ohio  Hoffman, Mich, Sadlak
Bramblett Holmes Bt. George
Brehm Hope Sanborn
Brown, Ohio  Horan Saylor
Burdick Jackson, Calif. Scrivner
Burleson James Scudder
Eyrnes, Wis. Jenison Shafer
Carlyle Jenkins Short
Case, 5. Dak, Jensen Simpson, 11,
Chiperfield Jones, Simpson, Pa.
Clevenger Hamilton C. Smathers
Cole, Eans, Kilday Smith, Eans
Colmer LeCompte Smith, Va.
Cox LeFevre Smith, Wis.
Crawford Lichtenwalter Stefan
Cunningham  Lovre Stockman
Curtis Lucas Taber
Dague McConnell Talle
Davis, Ga McCulloch Teague
Davis, Wis McDonough Towe

"Ewart McGregor Velde
Dolliver McMillen, . Vorys
Dondero Mack, Wash Vursell
Ellsworth Mahon Wadsworth
Elston Martin, Jowa  Weichel
Fellows Martin, Mass. Werdel
Fenton Mason ‘Wheeler
Fisher Merrow White, Idaho
Ford Michener Whittington
Gamble Miller, Nebr Widnall
George Morton Wigglesworth
Gilmer Murray, Wis ‘Wilson, Ind.
Guolden Nelson ‘Wilson, Tex
Goodwin Nicholson ‘Wolcott
Gossett Norblad W
Graham O'Hara, Minn,
Gross Passman

NOT VOTING—b56

Abbitt Harrison Morrison
Bates, Ky. Hays, Ark. O'Konskl
Blatnik Hays, Ohlo Pleifer,
Boykin erter Joseph L.
Buckley, Il1. Hobbs Pfeiffer,
Buckley, N. ¥. Jennings ‘William L,
Cavalcante Jonas Plumley
Chatham Jones, Mo. Powell
Chesney Eean Quinn
Coudert Kearns Redden
Crosser Eee Roosevelt
Davenport Eeefe Sheppard
Dingell Kirwan Smith, Ohio
Eaton Lynch Stanley
Engel, Mich. McCarthy Taylor
Gavin McGuire Van Zandt
Gillette Macy Whitaker
Hall, Marsalis Whitten

Edwin Arthur Marshall Wood
Hare Miller, Md.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. McGuire for, with Mr. Redden against,

Mr. Abbitt for, with Mr. Wood against.

Mr. Coudert for, with Mr. Smith of Ohio
against,

Mr. Eean for, with Mr. Miller of Maryland
against.

Mr. Lynch for, with Mr. Macy against.

Mr. Roosevelt for, with Mr, Harrison
against.

Mr. Herter for, with Mr. Stanley against.

Mr. Hays of Ohio for, with Mr. Eaton
against,

Mr. Whitaker for, with Mr. Plumley against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Crosser with Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Morrison with Mr, Van Zandt.

Mr. Powell with Mr, Taylor.

Mr. Boykin with Mr, William L, Pfeiffer,
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Mr, Bates of Kentucky with Mr, Gavin.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Eearns.

Mr, Marsalis with Mr. Keefe.

Mr. Jones of Missouri with Mr. Jennings.

Mr. Quinn with Mr. Gillette.

Mr. Hays of Arkansas with Mr. Engel of
Michigan.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate joint resolu-
tion (8. J. Res. 207) to continue for a
temporary period certain provisions of
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That section 204 (f) of the
Housing and Rent Act of 1847, as amended,
is hereby amended by striking out “Decem-
ber 31, 1950” in each place it occurs therein
and inserting in lieu thereof “February 28,
1851.”

Src, 2. Section 204 () (3) of the Housing
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by inserting before the period at
the end thereof a colon and the following:
“Provided further, That as used in this act
the term ‘resolution’ shall not be construed
to be limited to ordinances or other legisla-
tive acts, and any resolution heretofore
adopted by any local governing body is
hereby declared to be effective for the pur-
pose of this section 204 (j) (8) or section
204 (f) (1), whether or not such resolution
was legislative in character; and no suit or
action shall be brought under section 205 of
this act, or any other provision of law, on
the basis of any administrative decision or
the decision of any court that the resolution
described in this act must be a legislative
act.”

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SPENCE: Strike
out all after enacting clause of Senate Joint
Resolution 207 and insert the provisions of
the bill H, R. 9763 as passed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
%'Ie;d a third time and was read the third

e.

The SPEAKER. The quesfion is on
the passage of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The proceedings whereby the House
bill (H. R. 9763) was passed were va-
cated, and that bill was laid on the table.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate joint resolu-
tion (S. J. Res. 207) to continue for a
temporary period certain provisions of
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended, with an amendment of the
House thereto, insist on the amendment
of the House and ask for a conference
with the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
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tucky? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. SPENCE, Brown of
Georgia, PATMAN, MONRONEY, WOLCOTT,
GAMBLE, and KUNKEL.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have five legislative days to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

REFERENCE OF BILL TO HOUSE CALENDAR

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, on the
Tth of August the bill H. R. 7789, which
was reported by the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar. I believe
that this was done in error and that the
bill should have been referred to the
House Calendar.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the bill and finds that it is not
chargeable to the Treasury. Therefore,
the reference to the Union Calendar was
in error and the bill is now referred to
the House Calendar as of the date it was
originally reported by the committee,

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. PRIEST, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Foreign Affairs may have until midnight
ggrg;ght to file a report on the bill H. R.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
does that request carry with it the right
of the minority to file minority views?

Mr, PRIEST. Mr. Speakar, I include
that in my request, that the minority
may file their views.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

NATURALIZATION OF ALIENS

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
ouse Resolution 874 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.
: The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
OWS.

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H. R. 9780) providing the privilege
of becoming a naturalized citizen of the
United States to all aliens having a legal
right to permanent residence, That after
general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
cf 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 amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
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vening motion except one motion to re-
commit.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield one-
half the time to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ALLEN].

At this point I yield myself such time
as I may desire.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order the immediate consideration of
H. R. 9780, a bill introduced by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr, WarTer]l, The purpose of the bill
is briefly explained in the report filed by
my colleague the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Gosserrl in this
language:

The purpose of the bill is to remove the
racial restrictions on the naturalization of
aliens who have a legal right to permanent
residence in the United States, without
alteration of the excluding sections of the
immigration laws or disturbance of the exist-
ing immigration quotas.

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

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr. SABATH. Similar laws have been
passed in the last two years for other
aliers,

Mr. LYLE. On three occasions, as I
understand it.

Mr. SABATH. This is in line with
legislation that the House has adopted
heretofore for other nationals, mostly
for the boys who have fought on the
other side and for the parents of those
who did not return from the other side?

Mr, LYLE. That is correct.

Mr. SABATH. And it is a unanimous
report from the Judiciary Committee
and a unanimous report from the Rules
Committee?

Mr, LYLE. The gentleman is correct.

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

Mr. LYLE, I yield.

Mr. COX. Does the gentleman know
of any opposition on either side of the
aisle to this bill?

Mr. LYLE. No. I know of none.

Mr. COX. The hearing before the
Rules Committee indicated that it was
a measure that the House might accept
by unanimous consent. May I ask the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. ALLen] if he knows of any opposi-
tion to the bill.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois.
opposition to the bill.

Mr. LYLE. I have no requests for
time on this side, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I have no re-
quests for time, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the bill (H, R. 9780) providing the privi-
lege of becoming a naturalized citizen of
the United States to all aliens having a
legal right to permanent residence, and
ask unanimous consent that the bill may
be considered in the House as in the
Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

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

There was no objection.

I know of no
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows: !

Be it enacted, etc., That section 303 of the
Nationality Act of 1940, as amended (60 Stat.
416; 8 U. 8. C. Supp. 703), is hereby amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 303. The right to become a natural-
ized citizen of the United States, subject to
the provisions of this act, shall not be denied
or abridged because of race: Provided, That
no alien, who, under law existing immedi-
ately prior to the enactment of this section,
as here amended, would have been ineligible
to immigrate to the United States because
of race shall become eligible for immigra-
tion to the United States by reason of the
enactment of this section, as here amended.”

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of this bill is to remove the racial
bar against the naturalization of people
who are legally in the United States as
permanent residents,

The bill applies principally to people
born in Japan who have been lawfully
admitted to the United States before the
1st of July, 1924, Many of them are
parents of native-born United States
citizens, who served in the Armed Forces.
We are all familiar with the magnificent
record of the four hundred and twenty-
second combat team, composed of the
sons of the people who could kecome
Ameriean citizens under this legislation.

On three occasions the substance of
this bill passed the House. The former
measure, House Joint Resolution 238, was
vetoed by the President in September
1950 because the section relating to se-
curity measures was incorporated in that
resolution by the conference committee,
Subsequently, this section, objected to by
the Chief Executive, has become a part
of the Internal Security Act of 1950 so
it is no longer necessary, being the law
of the land today.

The basie principle of this bill has
been unanimously regarded as sound
public policy, and the present situation
in Asia makes it truly imperative to have
it enacted into law.

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

(Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REecorp.)

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
am in favor of the passage of H. R. 9780
because I believe the aliens affected,
many of them the parents of American-
born sons who defended this country
during World War II, are entitled to
become naturalized citizens.

I supported this legislation when it
passed the House the first time in June
1949, and I also agreed to the conference
report when it passed the House on Au-
gust 14 of this year.

The bill at present before the House
is in better form than the original bill
presented since it has been amended to
conform with the provisions of the Se-
curity Act. In its present form the bill
insures that any Asiatic that is granted
the privilege of United States citizenship
will not become affiliated with commu-
nism. If he should become affiliated
with communism within 5 years after he
is naturalized, he would lose his citizen-
ship, and this provision will prevent the
spread of communism and insure a bet-
ter type of new citizen.
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| Ibelieve H. R. 9780 should be approved
as it removes diserimination against per-
sons of certain races which heretofore

has prevented such persons from becom-

ing citizens of the United States even
though they were entitled to legal per-
manent residence in this country.

It is my hope that the Senate will also
speedily approve this bill without delay
to provide right to citizemship for the
aliens who will come under its provis-
ions and clear the way for the fathers
and mothers of American-born Japanese
and Koreans who fought valiantly for
the United States in World War II.

THE EOREAN SITUATION

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

i There was no objection.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, there
is, perhaps, no more accurate barometer
of public opinion than constituent mail
received by Members of Congress, If
,the mail which I am receiving is indie-
~ative of the trends of thought among
our people, they are bewildered by the
tragic turn of events in Korea. They
are demanding, and properly so, that
our boys be reinforced and given weap-
.ons with which to repel the enemy—or
evacuated before it is too late.
| Occasionally a letter from a constit-
uent is outstanding because of its forth-
right expression of common sense and
rationalism. The following letter, re-
ceived from the wife of one of our serv-
icemen in Korea, I believe, reflects gen-
erally the thinking of our people, as well
as calling to our attention the shock-
ing state of unpreparedness prevailing
when our boys were ordered into Eorea:
! This letter has been put off for some
time because I thought—and we all were
told—the EKorean War was over. BSince the
latest turn of events, however, we see that
it 1s far from true; and since it is, there
are several questions I would like answered,
Pplease.
| If our soldiers are all supplied with warm
clothes, why must my husband write me
to send him these articles? He is an of-
ficer, but since he is on the battlefield
where he cannot get to a quartermaster
store or a post exchange, why was not he
issued warm clothes, too?
| And today I heard that our men are ex-

to eventually establish a line and
hold it in EKorea. In almost every one of
my husband’s letters he mentions the old
equipment. In one letter he sald most of
their equipment was used during the Pa-
cific War, then saw 65 years' occupation
duty—and now they are expected to win a
new war with it. He is a spotter pilot with
* * * division, and he said except for
one or two, all their planes are old and they
do not expect replacements before the first
of the year. Why cannot they expect re-
placements or at least parts for the old
ones?
| Why weren't they given new equipment
long before now? It seems to me they should
have had it in the very beginning. Couldn't
this possibly be one of the reasons why the
Chinese are able to overrun our men so easily
in spite of our superior Air Force? How can
our men fight when they have nothing to

- before it gets bigger.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

fight with? I think it is high time the peo-
ple of America—especially the ones who do
have loved ones in this war—wake up to the
things that are going on and to the fact that
our lives are more endangered every day be-
cause our boys in Korea aren't backed enough
by the people at home to finish this thing
I, for one, am in favor
of dropping enough atomic bombs in Russia
to make the whole country radioactive—then
maybe we could have peace. I am not the
type who wusually writes letters like this,
but when there is a possibility that my small
son may never see his father again just be-
cause someone doesn't want to hurt someone
else’s feelings, or some such rot, I think it is
time for letter writing or anything else that
will stir up action. What do you think?

Mr, Speaker, this letter is from a de-
voted wife who would probably desire
to have her husband with her more than
anything else in the world. Yet she does
not ask to get him out of the Army to let
others do his fighting for him. On the
contrary, she merely adds her voice to
those of others who want support for
their loved ones while they fight that the
folks back home may live in peace and
security.

I would not deny my responsibility as
a Member of Congress, nor would I at-
tempt to transfer the blame elsewhere,
for the existence of these conditions.
Congress must bear its rightful share of
the responsibility—limited though it is—
and take such action as it has authority

to take to correct these mistakes, whether

they be ours or others.

The fact remains that Congress had
nothing to do with sending our boys into
EKorea. Our military leaders had fold us
that Korea was outside our “perimeter of
defense,” and as such was indefensible
from a military standpoint. It was the
President—the Commander in Chief—
who made the decision to send our hoys
to Korea, and the Congress had no patri-
otic alternative than to give them all the
support possible within its constitutional
limitations. I do not question the deci-
sion of the President to send troops into
Korea, but it is now obvious that tragic
mistakes in this venture have cost count-
less American lives that conceivably
might have been saved.

Mr. Speaker, the letter which I read
a moment ago points out some of these
mistakes. It is too late to correct errors
of the past, but we can avoid recurrences
of such inexcusable shortcomings. If it
is true that our soldiers are fighting with
used, antiguated, and outmoded equip-
ment in zero weather without adequate
clothing, I suggest that we withdraw our
troops from Korea as speedily as possible
in the face of inevitable massacre by the
Chinese Communists. We should use the
Chinese Nationalists on the mainland to
divert some of the pressure from our
troops in attempting to hold the line or
evacuate; blockade the Chinese main-
land and use our air power to cut Com-
munist supply lines moving to the front.

At home our only choice is full and
complete mobilization, including price,
wage, and allocation controls. Only
through the combined efforts of our peo-~
ple at home, coupled with the heroic
sacrifies of our fighting men, will we be
able to repel the atheistic hordes who
would enslave the world.

DECEMBER 7

PROGRAM FOR DECEMBER 8, 1950

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute to ascer-
tain the program for tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, it is
my intention to adjourn until tomorrow.

A conference is in progress in connec-
tion with the bill which was under con-
sideration yesterday, and my agreement
with those interesfed in the conference
was that if when the House terminated
the legislative business of the day I had
received no report I would announce to
the House that while we would meet to-
morrow there would be no business
transacted, because the Members are en-
titled to know definitely just what the
situation is. So, while the House will
meet tomorrow, I am announcing now
that there will be no legislative business.

On tomorrow I will announce the pro-
gram as far as I can for next week,

The SPEAKER. Would not the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts like fo in-
clude in that unless some matter of
emergency demanded consideration?

Mr., McCORMACK. 1 gladly accept
the Speaker's suggestion and appre-
ciate it.

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

Mr., MARTIN of Massachusefts. I
yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will the
gentleman from Massachusetts tell us
whether tomorrow there will be an op-
portunity for the Members to express
their views on current events?

Mr. McCORMACK. We are meeting
tomorrow.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am
asking the question now because I wish,
and I know there are others who wish
likewise, to speak for 5 or 10 minutes.

Mr. McCORMACEK. We are meeting
tomorrow. If Members want to talk,
they may.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, I
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have asked the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts to yield in order to inquire of
the majority leader whether or not the
so-called air subsidy bill, if an agreement
is reached within the committee so that
all parties are satisfied, will be brought
up tomorrow?

Mr. MCCORMACK. I want to advise
the House definitely. I left it open until
the end of the legislative business of the
day.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That will not
come up until Monday?

Mr. McCORMACK. I told those in-
terested the situation and we had an un-
derstanding that they would advise me
and if they did not conclude their con-
ference then I was going to announce to
the House there would be no business to-
morrow. If they arrived at an agree-
ment, that is another thing. I have
made the announcement already. If
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something of an emergency nature
should come up that will be considered.
There is no business on tomorrow. If
they have arrived at an agreement then
we can bring the matter up on Monday.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The hill will be
scheduled for further consideration on
Monday,

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 15
minutes on Monday next, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 10 minutes on tomorrow, fol-
lowing the legislative program and any
special orders heretofore entered.

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Hueca D. Scort, JR.]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

CONGRESS SHOULID BE ADVISED OF THE
WORLD SITUATION

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr.
Speaker, we are dealing with questions
of life and death and in a representative
democracy the people have the right to
know what is going on. If they are not
satisfied with the action being taken
they can suggest alternatives.

If the President expects to receive
public confidence he must take the
people into his confidence and conduct
our international affairs in the manner
provided by the supreme law of the land.
Up to now the activities of the Secretary
of State as far as testimony is concerned
have been confined to ultraprivate exec-
utive sessions before the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House and the
similar committee in the other body.
Other Members of the Congress are
neither invited nor permitted to ascer-
tain what may be in the mind of the
Secretary of State. The members of our
great Committee on Foreign Affairs are
not permitted, according to my under-
standing, to visit or to inspect any of the
areas of combat at this time. The iron
curtain of secrecy is down here just as
effectively so far as actual information
is concerned as if we were living in
Russia.

Granted we have speculation, granted
newspapers publish immediately after
the Secretary of State’s remarks what
he is supposed to have said, our judg-
ment must be based upon rumor and
guesswork (and not always on accurate
speculations) and the meanderings of
columnists of various degrees of credi-
bility.

Among those things which we have
been told is the report that Messrs. Att-
lee and Truman have come to an agree-
ment to leave the final decision in Korea
up to General MacArthur. If General
MacArthur is to have that decision the
public is entitled to know whether he
will proceed as a free agent, whether his
authority is military and diplomatic and
political or strictly military, whether his
hands are to be tied by being forbidden
to bomb any supply lines, concentra-
tions of the enemy or airfields, or
whether the general, as generals in war-
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time are ordinarily permitted to do, is
to have at his command all of the imple-
ments of warfare and of defense, attack,
and counterattack. General MacArthur
himself has said the attempt to tie the
hands of a military commander under
these circumstances is without prece-
dent in the history of warfare. If you
are interested in locating where that is,
see the March 29 issue of United States
News. General MacArthur's hands
should be untied.

Furthermore, it seems to me we have
use for the Chinese Nationalists, their air
force, their military, every possible serv-
ice. The guerrilla forces ought also to
be given the utmost careful considera-
tion, because I am aware that at least
250,000 Chinese are available in the
north, who might not be available—and
perhaps there are more, who might not be
available if they had to contend with
increased guerrilla activity upon the
mainland of China. All of us have re-
ceived mail indicating that the State
Department lacks the confidence of the
publiec. I think that if your mail is like
mine it is overwhelming in demand that
Secretary of State Acheson should have
the grace and the patriotism to resign.
If our foreign policy was designed fo stop
Communist aggression, as some apol-
ogists of the administration would have
us believe over the years, that that was to
be considered our foreign policy, why
did we not do it when there was warfare
on the Italian border in 1945 and 1946?
If we were drawing a line to contain
communism, why did we not intervene
in Iran in 1946, in Turkey in 1947, or in
Greece, when we sent a fleet to Greece
in 1948. That was our opportunity to
stimulate counterrevolutionary activities
in Albania and elsewhere, an opportu-
nity which we missed. In 1949, in Ber-
lin, when we were forced to use the air
lift, the world took hope and courage
optimistic from indications that we were
at last to have a foreign policy involving
the containment of communism. But,
it was a brief hope. In 1950 the question
arises as to why we picked Korea, which
military authorities had at that time
claimed to be indefensible without an
adequate Navy to maintain our forces
and contrary to all of the military and
naval advice which has been taught to

our Armed Forces and war colleges con-

cerning the involvement on the main-
land of Asia. Our foreign policy, how-
ever, was not to contain communism;
it was, on the contrary, a policy of ap-
peasement. Perhaps this story has been
too often told to warrant continued rep-
etition of how those things which we
promised to China in 1943, in December,
at Cairo, were taken away from China
by the historic double-cross at Yalta, at
which time Alger Hiss, I believe, was the
only Russian-speaking member of our
delegation; at Yalta, where China,
whose paramount interests were in-
volved, was not even represented, and
how afterwards Dean Acheson took good
care to say, we were told, to the Chinese
Nationalist Government, the defacto and
dejure government of China, that unless
they accepted Communists into their
government, we would withdraw mili-
tary aid. As you know, that offer to
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accept Communists in that government
was refused by Chiang Kai-shek., I can
well imagine him saying “You might
have subversives in your Government,
but I do not want them in mine.” Had
he said that, I am sure many of us would
not have blamed him. Again we recall
that the then Secretary of State in 1948
at a press conference on the 13th of
March repeated that he was—I am not
referring to Mr. Acheson now, but the
then Secretary of State, that he still felt
that the Government of China should
accept Communists within their Gov-
ernment. I am sure we all recall the
other steps of appeasement, the promise
to Korea, the unified, independent free
democratic Republic of Korea at Cairo
and elsewhere. I am sure we recall the
addition, through the instigation of our
own State Department, of the so-called
liberals in the Parliament of Korea;
many not liberals but Communists., I
am sure they recall the betrayal of the
Prime Minister on the day of the inva-
sion of Seoul, and all the long and sorry
history of appeasement. Who are these
architects of appeasement? Why does
the public lack confidence in the Presi-
dent’s advisers? Because they are con-
genital appeasers, let us call the roll of
a few of them:

The Assistant Secretary, Dean Rusk,
said in my town of Philadelphia at a
well-attended lodge meeting in Janu-
ary 1950 that the Chinese Communists
were not Reds at all but were rather in-
digenous patriots, rather like our own
loyalist American Revolutionary heroes.

Dean Rusk is a gentleman who accom-
panied the President to Wake Island,
along with Ambassador Jessup, our for-
mer Ambassador-at-large to China.

Ambassador Jessup, who twice went to
New York in two separate criminal trials
of Alger Hiss to vouch personally for the
loyalty of Alger Hiss.

Ambassador Muccio, who, as I recol-
left, was called in a recent magazine
article “Muccio the Modest.” He has a
great deal to be modest about, because
Ambassador Muccio, if his real views
were made fully known, ought to retreat
into modesty, seclusion, silence, and res-
ignation.

I had a 4-hour conference with Am-
bassador Muccio ih Pusan, Korea,
whence he had ventured after the shell-
ing of Taegu. I was in Taegu during
the second shelling, and I heard the
opinion of the Embassy staff as to that
departure, of which perhaps the less said
the better. But later I had a chance to
meet this modest gentleman, Ambassa-
dor Muccio. With me at the time was
another Member of this body, the gentle-
man from New York [(Mr. Lataam], with
whom I share what I regard as a privi-
lege, the opportunity to be the two Mem-
bers of Congress first to serve in combat
under the United Nations flag. So I
speak to you not as one who would con-
fine our activities to the insular shores of
America but one who favors our com-
mitments in Europe and maintains only
that in Asia we should turn the same
kind of resolute face.

Let me tell you a few things Ambassa.
dor Muccio said at that time to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr., LatHAM]
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and myself in the presence of a number
of witnesses. The American Ambassa-
dor to Korea said, and I am now quot-
ing him. “We are not fighting com-
munism.” I said to him, “What are we
fighting, Mr. Ambassador?” He said,
“We are fighting aggression.”

I said, “Mr. Ambassador, don't you
have a State Department directive say-
ing to you that members of foreign em-
bassy staffs are not authorized even to
use in your published statements the
words ‘Russians,’ ‘Communists,” and
‘38th parallel?”” And the American
Ambassador refused to reply.

But you have not heard by any means
the worst, nor will time permit me to
tell you all of that conversation. I
would, however, like to say what shocked
me most of all was the statement by
Ambassador Muccio as follows, and I
quote, “the Russians had every right to
arm the North Koreans.” I asked him,
“Why do you say that, Mr. Ambassador?”
He replied, “Because we armed Chiang
Kai-shek and that bunch of crooks.

I said to him, “Mr. Ambassador, you
are mistaken. We promised to arm the
legitimate and lawful and existing Gov-
ernment of China, and we broke that
promise.”

I am afraid that Ambassador Muccio
and I do not speak the same language.
One of the comments he made to me was,
“Oh, Mr. ScorT, I am an old China hand.
I wish you understood the Chinese as
‘well as I do.” I said to him, “Oh, Mr.
Ambassador, I wish you understood the
Americans as well as I do.” So we again
talked with no meeting of the minds.

Certainly that record of appeasement
and the long-time record of Mr. Acheson
himself would justify thorough house-
cleaning of the State Department and of
our foreign offices wherever that sort of
attitude exists. Some will say, “Why
bring it up at this time?” My answer is
because I want, as I think every patriotic
American wants, us to proceed toward
establishment of a truly national non-
partisan position in our relations with
the rect of the world unimpeded by those
who do not wholeheartedly agree with
us that communism is a menace which
must be met with and fought by all the
forces and means available to us. I
would suggest, if we are to find the means

to avoid future recriminations and find .

the means to unite behind the President
to achieve a national policy, we have the
right to insist in return that certain
things be done and that those who blun-
dered and who bungled and who misled
us and the American people be fired
forthwith.

Second, that they be replaced by men
of such stature and men above petty
considerations, that the whole Nation
will be able to have unreserved confidence
and a greater magnificent pride in them.

Third, that we be told the truth. What
is our policy? Where are we going?
What sacrifies are mnecessary—because
they will be made gladly if they are but
made kn-wn and the reasons therefor
explained to the people.

Fourth, that we do without those
things which have nothing to do with
strengthening our national security and
(defense, and that such controls as are
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wise and workable are now very long
overdue and those that are determined
to be wise and workable ought to be
forthwith invoked.

Fifth, that the administration practice
sacrifice itself by foregoing unwise and
unnecessary spending programs and by
drastic economies on the domestic side of
the Government administration.

I again call to the attention of the
Members of this body that the President
has not yet abandoned a single one of his
many expensive, unreasonable, and ex-

.tremely unwise suggestions, including, to

name but a couple, the Brannan plan
and the socialized medicine program.

I would like to express this personal
view. I am no military expert, but at
least the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Lataam], and I were in Korea. We were
with the First Marines in the battle of
Bloody Hill. We were with the First
Cavalry in Taegu. We were aboard the
Valley Forge. We saw our forees in ac-
tion. We talked with some of the people.
We talked to the GI's, both privates and
officers alike. We know something of
the sacrifices. We saw the dead and the
dying. I recall the statement of a ma-
rine colonel to me along these lines.
“When you go home,” he said, “tell the
people back there what the dead would
have said.”

I remember that remark of Colonel
Haganauer. Ithink among other things
the dead would have said that every hon-
orable means open to statesmanship
ought to be employed to avert the dire
possibility of a world-wide conflagration.
I think they would also say that a pro-
posal simply to withdraw or to evacuate
Korea is not an honorable method. I
think they would want you to say that a
Korean withdrawal would mean that the
40-some thousand American casualties
that we have suffered there have been in
vain; that our venture in Korea, already
the fourth bloodiest conflict in our his-
tory, is to end not in victory but in the
most abject sort of defeat.

While we are talking about casualties,
let us remember the casualties both of
ourselves and allies, including the Brit-
ish, Filipinos, Turks, and South Koreans,
now are vastly in excess of 100,000. In-
stead of speaking of our own 40,000 cas-
ualties, let us remember the sacrifies of
our allies as well. I think the dead
would want us to remember, too, that a
Eorean withdrawal would mean the bil-
lion Asiatics, still hovering on the brink
of choosing communism or democracy,
will never again be able to trust the word
of the United States or to believe in the
United Nations.

Can we hold? I am no military au-
thority. I do not know, but I leave these
suggestions with you: A force of some-
where between 200,000 and 250,000
United Nations forces strong along a
line of no more than 150 miles; given
supremacy in the air, if that remains to
be true; given artillery support and a
large number of tanks—and I cannot for
one believe that the supplies landed in

. our ports over there have all been ex-

pended; given the will to fight—what
they need are the means to make the
fight—given those things as facts or as
probable facts, it seems to me the opinion
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of the House of Representatives might
well be that the opinion of all lovers of
freedom everywhere in this country
might well be expressed in the hope that
President Truman and Prime Minister
Attlee come to an agreement as has been
rumored that there wiil be no with-
drawal from Korea unless and until, and
save where forced by overwhelming mili-
tary action on the part of the enemy. I
do not think it follows that we need to
give in to defeatism, because our best
opportunity to find time in an area where
admittedly we perhaps are at great dis-
advantage, that opportunity exists, the
harder we fight the more we make a
strong line of defense; but if those things
are to be done and if we are to find means
to protect and to support and to defend
the things for which we stand, I think it
high time, as I said before, that we clean
our own house; that we put it in order,
s0 that unitedly we, as Americans, can
support our foreign office, our State De-
partment, our President, who asks us to
confide in him. Let him then hear the
voices of the American people which are
increasing in volume every day as they
say, “Fire Acheson: get rid of Acheson,
clean up the State Department.”
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, with that
thought in mind, I am introducing now a
resolution which reads as follows: {
Whereas the policies and programs of the
present Secretary of Btate have been dis-
credited and marked by a succession of diplo-
matic defeats, leading presently to war; and
Whereas as a result of the mistakes, ap-
peasements, and continued disregard of the
will and temper of the American people by
the present Secretary of State, our national
security and existence as a free Nation ara
seriously threatened; and
Whereas the American people have atmng-
ly indicated to their elected representatives
their lack of confidence in the Secretary of
Btate at a time when confidence in our na-

tional leadership is essential: Now, there-
fore, be it (|
Resolved, That 1t is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the President of the
United States should forthwith demand the
resignation of the Secretary of State.

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have five additional
minutes so that I can ask him a few
questions. :

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman has not yet expired.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I under-
stood you to say that our casualties in
Korea were now somewhere around
40,000. Do you or does anyone, so far as
you know who has knowledge of the sit-
uation, have an estimate of what the
casualties will be if we do not withdraw,
as you suggest?

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I think no
one can estimate what will happen in
the future.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Do you
not think that before we take a firm
position that our men should stay in
Eorea, someone who has knowledge
should estimate what it is going to cest,
at least in lives, if not in matériel or
money?

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I think
that such an estimate will probably have
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to be made on an over-all basis of
whether it is cheaper for us to surrender
now and ficht a more bloody conflict
somewhere else, or whether by defend-
ing now that which we hold or that
which we have reason to believe we can
hoeld it will be cheaper in casualties in
the long run. Someone should estimate
that.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. How
can anyone estimate the cost of some
future war if they cannot give us any
estimate as to the cost of the present
war, in casualties?

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I think
the Members would be better off and the
people would feel better off if the Mem-
bers of Congress were given more facts
and a great deal more information than
they are now given by the administra-
tion. I do not ask that we be told top-
secret data either; merely that we be told
at least as much as will enable us to
make some sound judgments here. I
think the people think that we know
what is going on in the State Depart-
ment, when the fact is that we do not
know.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I agree
with you as to that statement, but here
is another question: Do you know of
anyone who has knowledge, who has any
opinion as to the prospects of success
if we continue in Korea and Asia, and
war breaks out in Europe?

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I would
assume that that was a matter for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of
Defense, and, if he were competent to do
it, the Secretary of State.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Our
people, at least the ones I hear from,
want to know just what our objective is,
what the prospect is of winning in the
end, and what in lives it may cost.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Was it not
St. John who said: “You shall know
the trutht and the truth shall make you
free”? Our chances of freedom are very
much better.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
a fine quotation from scripture, but it
does not give me any information to pass
on to my constituents. '

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I am un-
able to get such information, and that is
the whole purport of what I have been
saying here.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to be absent from the legis-
lative sessions of the House on Monday
and Tuesday because of my attendance
at sessions of a special committee inves-
tigating the South Amboy explosion.

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

There was no objection.

EEEFPING SECRETS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 5 minutes and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr, Speaker, we
have just listened to remarks of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. HueH D,
Scorr, Jr.1, in which he recited a num-
ber of matters that would have been
better left unsaid.

The gentleman talks about giving in-
formation to the people and taking the
people into his confidence. Nobody dis-
putes that; on the other hand, there is
certain information that cannot be made
available, in the national interest of our
own country, at a particular time. We
know that so far as Stalin is concerned
he does not have to have a spy corps in
the United States to get 90 percent of
his information; all he has to do is to
read the newspapers and follow the radio.
Just go through these corridors and
listen to the remarks and follow them
through and go through the process of
elimination, and one could get 90 percent
valuable information, and most of it
comes from Members of Congress. Iam
glad to say very few in this branch who
were given the type of information that
cannot be made public at a particular
time have violated their promise and
pledge.

I was reading only last night a letter
written by John Quincy Adams to Wil-
liam -Vans Murray in 1797, in which he
said, in substance, “Democracies are like
a sieve; a secret cannot be kept.”

We face a world in which more than
half, the greater part, is totalitarian;
where only a few men determine the
course and policies of those governments,
the Soviet Union and its satellites.
There is no such thing as public opinion
over there; the people cannot express
themselves and public opinion cannot be
molded. Fortunately, we can do so here;
but in a democracy we have a responsi-
bility, every one of us, particularly those
in legislative life, not to divulge informa-
tion that is given in secret because at
that particular time it cannot be made
public, but which is given to us to enable
an understanding of the world situation
in connection with legislative action.
They should realize that when they make
disclosures—and some of them discolor
the information that is given to them—
that they are doing something which is
directly contrary to the national interest
of the United States.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. In just a mo-
ment.

I have an editorial in my hand taken
from the Washington Post of this morn-
ing dealing with General Bradley’s ap-
pearance before a committee of one of
the branches of Congress. He was then
misquoted. It was a violation of secre-
cy; not only was secrecy violated but it
was discolored by saying that General
Bradley had given the committee in-
formation about a Dunkerque in EKorea.
As a matter of fact General Bradley
was compelled to issue a public denial
first because it contained misinforma-
tion and a discoloration, Think of a
man of his standing forced te deny it
publicly. All of that affects the people
of the United States, and it has interna-
tional repercussions, when a man of his
stature and his position in the world of
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today and in our country is compelled to
deny that he gave certain testimony.

As the Washington Post says:

But the breach this time was made worse
by the delicate nature of the subject and its
intimate relation to present security.

We all have a responsibility to this
country of ours and uppermost in the
minds of each and every one of us
should be this responsibility. I know it
is in mine. I am not saying it is not in
the minds of any of the other Members,
and I am not saying it is not in the mind
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
who is just as good an American as I
am and I hope I am as good an American
as he is,

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. There is
no question about that, in my opinion.

Mr. McCORMACEK. In the national
interest we have to be careful. Many
things can be said at some other time
that cannot be said at a particular time.
With the world aflame, what we need in
America are not those who will not kneel
or crawl to live but who will stand to
fight and die, if necessary, with clear
minds and courageous hearts.

I have no doubt as to the outcome. I
am an optimist, not a pessimist. I have
confidence in this generation of Ameri-
cans. Of course, we face a trying period.
The people of America will always re-
spond. We have these emotional utter-
ances. We are all human, we all act
emotionally at times, but that does not
represent the spirit of America.

I can remember 10 years ago when
there was a discussion around the table
as to whether the youth of America then
would respond. The statement was
made that they were soft. Almost every-
one said they were soft. Then Pearl
Harbor came and the youth of America
9 years ago showed they were made of
steel. They responded. They are now
veterans of World War II. The same
thing applies to America of today.

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

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr., Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
five additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. The gen-
tleman may recall that on the day on
which the gentleman, and he knows I
have the highest regard and respect for
him, announced the President’s decision
to enter Korea, I expressed on that day
in colloguy with him the hope that be-
cause of our present state of prepared-
ness we would not have too little, too
late, and indicated my wholehearted
support of any decision made by the
President of the United States. Inso-
far as foreign affairs are concerned, if he
makes another decision we will all loyally
abide by it. But the gentleman argues
that because information is not available
in totalitarian countries such informa-
tion as can be properly given ought not
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to be made available to the full member-
ship of this body.

Mr, McCORMACK. Inever madeany
such stgtement as that. I said “infor-
mation which shoud not be made public
at that particular time in the national
interests of our country” and given to
Members of Congress should be kept con-
fidential until the time arrives when it
can be made publie.

I would like to see every Member get
the information. Buif the gentleman
knows there are certain committees in-
volved, I am in the position where I can
g0 to the Foreign Affairs Committee and
they are kind enough fo invite me when
there is an executive session. I attend
whenever I can. I would like to see
every Member get this information. But
what is happening is that the commit-
tees, like the Armed Services, I assume,
are given information. The Committee
on Foreign Affairs is given information,
the appropriate committees in both
branches of the Congress are given in-
formation. I know of no instance on
the part of Members of the House where
that secrecy has ever been violated. The
gentleman’s speech has not violated
anything. He has simply expressed his
own thoughts.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. That is
correct, and I appreciate what the gen-
tleman has said.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
has not violated any information he has
received as a gentleman not to disclose it.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. May I say
that in my statement of the conversa=
tion with the Ambassador to South Ko-
rea I specifically warned him at the time
I would feel free to repeat those com-
ments, and he said, “I suppose you will.”
I want the genileman to know that that
was the only instance I used where I was
not quoting from a newspaper or from
my own personal opinion. That was the
conversation with Mr. Muccio.

Mr. McCORMACK, On the first
premise of my friend, I think we all
agree that all information possible that
can be given not only to the Congress
but the American people should be given,
but I think my friend will agree that
there are times when information in the
national interest of our country at a
particular time cannot be made publie.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I know
exactly what the gentleman has in mind,
fully, but I am expressing here a concern
that the people who write us letters are
not by any means aware of the fact that
we are not in possession of very much
information, and that there is some that
we ought to be entitled to receive. I ad-
mit that there is some that cannot be
told us at certain times.

Mr. McCORMACK. If the gentleman
says he has not got it, I can understand
it. My friend is on what committee?

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the mem-
bers of the Committee on Armed Services
are given information, and the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs is given informa-
tion. Of course, there is even informa-
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tion that they cannot give at a particular
time, and I would not want them to.

Mr, HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. My com-~
mittee was given a good deal of misin-
formation.,

Mr. McCORMACK. If they wanted to
tell me about the atomie bomb, I would
say, “I do not want to hear it.” I do not
want to know certain things.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. My com-
mittee was given a good deal of misin-
formation about shipments to Russia.

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

Mr. MCCORMACEK. 1Iyield tothe gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of
course, we all realize that there is much
information that ecannot be given to us
and that if it was given to us we would
not know any more about the real situa-
tion anyway; technical matters. But,
here is the point I want to make. Should
not the American people be given some
idea by our experts as to the prospect
of success in a worldwide war and what
the cost of that might be in lives?

Mr, MeCORMACK. There are many
things that cannot be made public at
a particular time in the national interest
of our country, and the gentleman knows
it, and every American knows it.- The
fact remains that there is more misinfor-
mation going out of Washington than
otherwise, and being given by Members
of Congress, particularly one branch,
that is given to its Members in con-
fidence. Their statements are directly
contrary to the national interest of our
country: First, in violating a confidence
and in some cases in discoloring informa-
tion that they have received. General
Marshall on three occasions has been
forced to deny certain statements that
have been attributed to him, It is a
disgraceful situation when that condition
exists.

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

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
and include some statements, notwith-
standing the fact that it is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $205.

Mr. COLE of New York asked and was

given permission to extend his remarks in
the Appendix of the RECORD,
. Mr. COLE of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks in
the Appendix of the Recorp and include
an address by Mr. Eberstadt on the bal-
ance of power for peace, notwithstanding
the fact that it exceeds the amount al-
lowed by $266.80.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp in two instances.

Mr, WERDEL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr. TOLLEFSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in three
instances and include extranecous matter.
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Mr. WOLVERTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
and include an address made by Arch-
bishop Richard J. Cushing, of Boston, on
August 3, 1950, notwithstanding the fact
that portions of this address were in-
serted in the CongressioNaL REcorD of
September 8 at page AG426.

Mr. PRESTON (at the request of Mr,
PriesT) was given permission to extend
his remarks and include a telegram.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mrs. NORTON, from the Commitize
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.5867. An act to amend the Inter-
state Commerce Act, as amended, to clarify
the status of freight forwarders and their
relationship with motor common carriers.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to: accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 49 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Friday, December 8, 1950, at 12 o'clock
noon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON FPUBLIC
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. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
H. R, 9832, A bill to remove marketing pen-
alties on certain long staple cotton; without
amendment (Rept. No. 3177). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union. .

Mr. DOUGHTON: Committee on Ways and
Means. H. R. 9840. A bill to exempt fur-
lough travel of service personnel from the
tax on transportation of persons, with
amendment (Rept. No. 3178). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. RICHARDS: Committee on Forelgn Af-
fairs. H.R.9853. A bill to promote the for-
eign policy and provide for thee defense and
general welfare of the United States by fur-
nishing emergency relief assistance to Yugo-
slavia; with amendment (Rept. No. 3179).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the Btate 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. WALTER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H., R. 2466, A bill for the relief of
Zygmunt Pakula (also known as Pakuta);
with amendment (Rept. No. 8151). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H. R. 6500. A bill for the relief of
Mario Pucel; with amendment (Rept. No.
8152). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.
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Mr, CABE of New Jersey: Committee on the
Judiciary (H. R, 9286). A bill for the re-
lief of Maria Manfrini; without amendment
{Rept. No. 3153). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H. R. 9845. A bill for the
rellef of Capt. Marciano O. Garces; without
amendment (Rept. No. 81564). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the .Iudiclar?
8. 207, An act for the relief of Rugglero Di-
Costanzo; without amendment (Rept. No.
3155). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 986. An act for the rellef of Irene George

Livanos; without amendment (Rept. No.
8156). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. EYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. 5. 752. An act for the relief
of the E. J. Albrecht Co.; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 3157). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. BYRNE of Mew York: Committee on the
Judieiary. 8.1816. An act for the reimburse-
ment of the 8. A, Healy Co.; without amend-
ment (Rept. No.3158). Referted to the Com=-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER : Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 2179. An act for the relief of Stephen A.
Patkay and his wife, Madeleine; without
amendment (Rept. No, 3150). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 2420. An act for the relief of Shaoul Min-
ashi Shami, Emily Shami, Joseph Clement
Shami, and Charles Henry Shami; without
amendment (Rept. No. 8160). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. 8. 2702, An act for the relief
of Louis E. Gabel; without amendment
(Rept. No. 3161). Referred to the Commit~
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 2799. An act for the relief of Johan Wil-
helm Adriaans; without amendment (Rept.
No. 3162). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER : Committee on the Judiciary:
S. 2803. An act for the rellef of Angela Ma-
ria Pisano; without amendment (Rept. No.
3163). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, 8.2061. An act for the relief of Mag-
‘dalena L. Jardeleza, Jr.; without amendment
(Rept. No.3164). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. B.2068. An act for the relief of Chen
Hua Huang; without amendment (Rept. No.
8165). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S, 80686, An act for the rellef of
Dionisio Aguirre Irastorza; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 8166). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judl-
ciary. S, 8067, An act for the relief of
Andres Aguirre Irastorza; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 3167). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. B, 3081. An act for the relief of Mas-
ter Stanley (Zachne) Hiller; without amend-
ment (Rept. No.3168). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr, WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary., S, 2329, An act for the rellef of
Kiyomi EKitamura; without amendment
(Rept. No. 3169). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.
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Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. B, 3406. An act for the relief of Lee
Yee Yen; without amendment (Rept. No.
3170). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. B8.3430. An act for the relief of Mar-
tina Arnaiz Zarandona (Sister Blanca Eu-
genia); without amendment (Rept. No.
8171). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. S, 3444, An act for the relief of Vic-
tor Francis Oberschall, without amendment
(Rept. No, 3172), Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr.  WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S.3484. An act for the rellef of Bar-
bara Bugihara; without amendment (Rept.
No. 8173). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 8, 4072. An act for the relief of Ella
Stufka and her son; without amendment
{Rept. No. 8174). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 8. 4074. An act for the relief of
Pamela Bentley; without amendment (Rept.
No. 8175). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. EEATING: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S. 4111. An act for the relief of
Southern Fireproofing Co., of Cinecinnati,
Ohio; without amendment (Rept. No. 3176).
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. MARCANTONIO:

H.R.0880. A bill to repeal Public Law No,
831, Eighty-first Congress, to the Committee
on Un-American Activities,

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.9881. A bill to amend section 215 of
title 18, United Btates Code, to prohibit offi-
cers or employees of the United States from
accepting payments for appointment or re-
tention of a person in office or employment
under the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiciary,

By Mr. HUGH D. BCOTT, JR.:

H. Res. 887. Resolution recommending the
resignation of the Secretary of State; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BIEMILLER:

H.R.09882. A bill for the rellef of S8am Ho;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASE of New Jersey:

H.R,9883. A bill for the relief of Marle

- Louise Sageros; to the Committee on the Ju-

diciary,
By Mrs. DOUGLAS:
H.R.9884. A bill for the rellef of Elena
Erbez; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.9885. A bill for the relief of Adelaida
Reyes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MANSFIELD:
H.R,98868. A bill for the relief of Fares
Nujra Saliba; to the Committee on the Ju-

_diclary.

By Mr. PRICE:
H.R.9887, A bill for the relief of Mrs.

"Harumi China Cairns and George Thomas

Cairns; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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(Legislative day of Monday, November
27, 1950)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. George M. Docherty, D. D., min-
ister, New York Avenue Presbyterian
Church, Washington, D. C., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty and Everlasting God, who
art the Lord of Hosts, and who in an-
cient days set up a pillar of cloud by day
and a pillar of fire by night to guide Thy
chosen people through famine and
plague and the pestilence of war unto
the land of promise; grant to our Nation
in these critical days such a vision and
the certitude of Thy blessings and guid-
ance, And especially to those who sit in
this Chamber. Do Thou, O Heavenly
Father, enable them to hear above the
thunder of the world Thy still, small
voice. Give them clear insights and calm
courage and in all the grave decisions
they must make the knowledge that they
are servants not only of the people but
servants of Ged. To this end do we dedi-
cate our lives today, O Lord, that this
world, which in our time has by man’'s
achievement become a neighborhood,
may by the power and the presence of
Thy Holy Spirit become a brotherhood
of men and nations. Through Jesus
Christ, the Prince of Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. ROBERTSON, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
December 7, 1950, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr., Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H. R. 9780) providing
the privilege of becoming a naturalized
citizen of the United States to all aliens
having a legal right to permanent resi-
dence, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. LODGE was ex-
cused from attendance on the session of

-the Senate today.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION
On request of Mr, RoBerTsoN, and by
unanimous consent, the Commitiee on
Armed Services was authorizad to meet
during the session of the Senate today.
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