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H.R.3743. A bill for the relief of Joseph
David Segal, Chaim Szemaja Segal, and Icek
Hersz Segal; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. EERSTEN of Wisconsin:

H. R.3744. A bill for the relief of the Shea-
Matson Trucking Co.; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.3745. A bill for the relief of Stefan
Virgilius Issarescu; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ELEIN:

H.R.3746. A bill for the relief of Mario
Sebac: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3747. A bill for the relief of Ealman
and Kato Berger; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HELLER:

H.R.3748. A bill for the relief of David
Raskin and others; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. HINSHAW:

H. R.3749. A bill for the relief of Woldemar
Jaskowsky; to the Committee on the Judi-
‘clary.

By Mr. JOHNSON:

H. R. 3750. A bill for the relief of Miss
Inge Beckmann; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H. R. 3751. A bill for the relief of Alex-
-andria S. Balasko; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

H. R. 3752. A bill for the relief of Miss
Hatsuko Tsuhamoto; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. McDONOUGH:

H. R. 3753. A bill for the rellef of Cynthia

Jacob; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MORANO:

H. R. 3754. A bill for the relief of Alfonso
Spennato; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan:

H. R. 3755. A bill for the relief of Claude R.

Wimer; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. PHILBIN:

H. R. 3756. A bill for the relief of Allen
Pope, his heirs or personal representatives;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REAMS:

H. R. 8757. A bill for the relief of Dorothy
Kilmer Nickerson; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H. R. 3758. A 'bill for the relief of Stavrula

Perutsea; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr., SCOTT:

H. R. 3759. A bill for the relief of Babette
Mueller Esposito; to the Committee on the
Judliciary.

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN:

H. R. 3760. A bill for the relief of Walter D,
Jenckes and Harriet Jenckes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SEHEPPARD:

H. R. 3761. A bill for the relief of Galicano
Padem Achacoso; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R. 3762. A bill for the relief of Edvardo
Romua Arabe; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE
Fripay, Marcu 6, 1953

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D, offered the following
prayer:

Father of our life, Fountain of our
being: We thank Thee for the light of
Thy countenance which illumines our
pathway with eternal splendor. With-
out that light we walk in darkness.
Without Thee as guide our boasted prog-
ress but leads to the quagmires of futil-
ity and oblivion, Without Thee our
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science but whets'the sword to a sharper
edge and would destroy us with our own
wheels and wings. Without Thee com-~
merce cannot save us, for selfish trade
but lifts the hunger of covetousness to a
higher pitch. Without Thee even edu-
cation cannot redeem us, for we know
now that the mere sharpening of the
intellect, the massing and mastery of
facts and figures may but fit men to be
tenfold more masterful in the awful art
of slaughter. And so, we pray that
Thou wilt shatter our delusions, shine
through our blindness, shame our pride,
that we stray not in folly away from
Thee,

As partners in a crusade of decency
and honor to make men free, bring us
to the common victory for the inalien-
able rights of all men everywhere. We
ask it in the Redeemer’s name, Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. TarFt, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Wednesday,
March 4, 1953, was dispensed with,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

‘Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-

micated to the Senate by Mr, Miller, one

‘of his secretaries.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, it is necessary for the senior Sen-
ator from Georgia [(Mr. Georcel, the
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.

‘GRrEEN], and myself to attend an impor-

tant meeting on official business, and I
therefore ask unanimous consent that
we may be excused for such time this
afternoon as may be necessary for us to
attend the meeting.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, the leave is granted.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

AMENDMENT oOF SecTION 5210 oF REVISED

STATUTES

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 5210 of the Revised Stat-
utes (with an accompanying paper); to the

-Committee on Banking and Currency.

AUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS BY
UNITED STATES DISBURSING OFFICERS

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the act of December 23, 1944,
authorizing certain transactions by disburs-
ing officers of the United States, and for
other purposes (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

LIFE PRESERVERS FOR RIVER STEAMERS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend section 4482 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended (46 U. 8. C.
475) relating to life preservers for river
steamers (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.
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APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE
EELUTNA PROJECT, ALASKA

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 6 of the act of July 31, 1950,
relating to appropriations for construction
by the Becretary of the Interior of the
Eklutna project, Alaska (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs,

REPORT ON CONSTRUCTION OF POTENTIAL FORT
GIBSON PROJECT, OKLAHOMA

A letter from the Under Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report of the Department of the Interior on
a plan for the construction of the poten-
tial Fort Gibson project, Oklahoma (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

RerorT ON FOREIGN Excess PERsoNAL ProP=
ERTY DisPoSAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
A letter from the Secretary of the Army,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

foreign excess personal property disposal, for

the period January 1 to December 31, 1052

(with an accompanying report); to the Coma-

mittee on Government Operations.

REPORT ON COOPERATION WITH MEXICO IN
CONTROL AND ERADICATION OF FOOT-AND=
MouTH DISEASE
A letter from the Under Secretary of Agri=-

culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re=-

port on cooperation of the United States
with Mexico in the control and eradication of
foot-and-mouth disease, for the month of

January 1953 (with an accompanying re=

port); to the Committee on Agriculture and

Forestry.

TEMPORARY ApMIssioN INTo THE TUNITED
STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of orders
entered in cases of temporary admission of
certain aliens into the United States (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

"GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS 'FOR PERMANENT

RESIDENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS
‘A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the or=
ders of the Commissioner of Immigration
and Naturalization, granting the applica=

‘tions for permanent residence of certain

aliens, together with a statement of the facts
and pertinent provisions of law as to each
allen, and the reasons for granting such ap=
plications (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

A letter from the Commissioner of the Im=
migration and Naturalization Service, De=
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant
to law, copies of orders, granting the appli=-
cations for permanent residence of certain
allens, together with a statement of the facts
and pertinent provisions of law as to each
alien and the reasons for granting such ap=
plications (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on the Judiciasy.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN

ALIENS

Three letters from the Commissioner of
the Immigration and Naturalization Service,
Department of Justice, fransmitting, pursu-
ant to law, copies of orders suspending de=-
portation of certain aliens, together with a
statement of the facts and pertinent provi-
sions of law as to each alien and the reasons .
for ordering such suspension (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SusPENsIoN OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS—WITHDRAWAL OF NAMES

A letter from the Commissioner of the Ime
migration and Naturalization Service, with=
drawing the names of certain aliens from
lists of aliens heretofore transmitted to the
Senate relating to suspension of deportation
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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Aupir REPORT ON FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE

; CORPORATION

A letter from the Comptroller General,
transmitting, pursuant to law, an audit re-
port on the Federal Crop Insurance Corpo-
ration, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1952
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations,

EEPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAID BY HOUSING AND
HoME FINANCE AGENCY

A letter from the Administrator, Housing
and Home Finance Agency, Washington,
D. C., reporting, pursuant to law, on tort
claims paid by that Agency, for the calen-
dar year 1852; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

REPORT OF COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

A letter from the Administrator, Federal
Security Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of the Commissioner of Educa-
tion on the administration of Public Laws
874 and 815, Blst Congress, 2d session, for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1952 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare,

REPORT BY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OF LIST
oP PositioNs Nor UnNper CIVIL SERVICE
(PT. 2 oF S. Doc. No. 18)

A letter from the Executive Director,
United States Civil Service Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to Senate Resolu-
tion 19, agreed to January 9, 1953, a further
list of positions not under civil service rules
and regulations (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, and ordered to be print-
ed as part 2 of Senate Document No. 18,

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
list of papers and documents on the files of
several departments and agencies of the
Government which are not needed in the
-conduct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with ac-
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the
Executive Departments.

- The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
CarLson and Mr. JoHnNsTOoN of South
Carolina members of the committee on
the part of the Senate.

" PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Montana; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

*Joint memorial of the Senate and the House
of Representatives of the State of Mon-
tana to the Congress of the United States,
United States Senators JAMES E. MURRAY
and Mmxe MansFIeELD, and Representatives
WEesLEY A. D'Ewart and LEe MEeTcaLr, all
of Washington, D. C,, requesting the en-
actment of legislation providing for the
donation of lands formerly within the Fort
Missoula Military Reservation to Missoula
County, Mont.

“Whereas the United States of America
formerly established a military reservation in
Missoula County, Mont., which was legally
denominated Fort Missoula; and

“Whereas subsequent to World War II,
Fort Missoula was decommissioned as a fort
and substantial portions of Fort Missoula
were declared to be surplus; and

“Whereas the United States Is now making
no use of large portions of the area form-
erly comprising Fort Missoula; and

“Whereas the citizens of Missoula, Mont.,
through the Missoula Chamber of Commerce,
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have heretofore donated substantial areas
of land to the United States for Fort Mis-
soula; and
“Whereas the county of Missoula 1s at
the present time leasing a portion of the
area, but under a lease is unable to ade-
quately preserve and protect the buildings
and is unable, under the existing laws of the
State of Montana, to purchase the portions
of Fort Missoula not now used by the United
Btates and not held for contemplated use by
the United States; and
“Whereas the said lands and bulldings
would be of great value to the public of
Montana: Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved by the 33d Legislative Assembly
of the State of Montana (the Senate and
the House of Representatives concurring),
That we respectfully urge the enactment of
legislation by the Congress of the United
Btates providing for the donation of those
portions of Fort Missoula which are not
being used by the United States for mili-
tary service to the county of Missoula; be
it further
‘“Resolved, That coples of this memorial
be submitted by the secretary of state of the
State of Montana to the Senate and the
House of Representatives of the United
States Congress, to Senators James E. Mur-
EaY and MIKe MaNsrieLp and Representa-
tives WeEsLEY A. D'EwART and LEE METCALF.
“DEAN CHAFFIN,
“Speaker of the House.
“Geo. M. GosMan,
“President of the Senate.
“Approved February 25, 1953.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Colorado; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

“Senate Joint Memorial 13

“Joint memorial memorializing the President
and Congress of the United States and the
State Department to express their con-
demnation of Soviet Russia for its brutal
and inhumane persecution of Jews living
behind the Iron Curtain

“Whereas the Communists to advance their
antireligious philosophies have embarked on
a determined program of enslavement, tor-
ture, and extermination of large segments
of the population of Europe; and

“Whereas as a result thereof the lives of
2,500,000 persons of the Jewish faith behind
the Iron Curtain hang in the balance; and

“Whereas the democratic forces of all
right-thinking people of the world must be
marshaled to combat this barbaric course of
action in order that the fundamental con-
cepts of morality, religion, and freedom can
endure: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the 39ih Gen=-
eral Assembly of the State of Colorado
(the House of Representatives concurring
herein), That this general assembly respect-
fully requests the President and Congress of
the United States, and the State Department
to condemn publicly the persecution and
brutal treatment of Jews living behind the
Iron Curtain, and to combat such uncivil-
ized action by taking whatever steps are pos-
sible to curtail further brutality and perse-
cution; be it further

“Resolved, That a duly attested copy of
this memorial be immediately transmitted
to the President of the United States, the
Secretary of State of the United States, the
Becretary of the Senate of the United States,
the Clerk of the House of Representatives of
the United States and to each Member of
Congress from this State.

“GORDON ALLOTT,
“President of the Senate,
“MiLpREp H. CRESSWELL,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“Davip A. HamIr,
“Speaker of the House of Represent=-
atives.
“LEE MATTIES,
“Chief Clerk of the House of Repre=
sentatives.”

March 6

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Colorado; to the Committee on In=
terior and Insular Affairs:

“Senate Joint Memorial 14

“Joint memorial memorializing Congress to
authorize funds to be made available for
construction of several units of the Col-
orado River storage project and partici=-
pating projects

“Whereas the Colorado River storage proj=
ect and participating projects, which include
the proposed Florida reservoir, Pine River
extension, Navaho reservoir, Hammond,
South San Juan and the Shiprock projects,
‘has been approved by the Secretary of the
Interior of the United States.

“Whereas the construction of reservoirs
and utilization of the Colorado River and its
tributaries, as contemplated and reported on,
aslde from direct and lasting benefit to busi-
ness and to agriculture, will also be of greatly
increased benefit to fish culture and better
fishing, and that recreational areas for the
use of the public will be created of immeas=
urable value; and

“Whereas in spite of all organized opposl=
tion and reports to the contrary, there will
be no assessable damage of any kind or na-
ture to any public use area involved in the
construction of said projects: Now, there=
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Sendte of the 39th Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of Colorado (the
House of Representatives concurring here-
in), That this general assembly respectfully
requests the Congress of the United States to
consider a bill which would authorize funds
to be made available for the construction of
the several units of the Colorado River stor=
age project and participating projects, as
recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation,
the Secretary of the Interior, and the Colo-
rado Water Conservation Board; be it further

“Resolved, That a duly attested copy of
this memorial be immediately transmitted to
the Secretary of the Senate of the United
States, the Clerk of the House of Representa=
tives of the United States, and to each Mem=
ber of Congress from this State.

“GORDON ALLOTT,
“President of the Senate,
“MiLprRED H. CRESSWELL,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“Davip A. HamILn,
“Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives.
“Chief Clerk of the House of Repre=-
sentatives.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Colorado; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

“House Joint Memorial No. 3 !

“Joint memorial memorializing the Congress
of the United States to approve legislation
granting domestic producers of gold to sell
their product in the markets of the
world—Memorializing the Congress of -the
United States to approve legislation au-
thorizing the domestic producers of gold
to sell the product of their labors in the
markets of the world

“Be it resolved by the House of Repre=
sentatives of the 35th General Assembly
of the State of Colorado (the Senate con-
curring herein), That the Congress of the
United States be and is hereby memorialized
to approve legislation authorizing the sale
of gold from domestic mines by the pro-
ducers thereof on the open markets of the
world at prices which prevail on those mar-
kets, without further restriction; be 1t
further

“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States be and is hereby memorialized to in=-
vestigate the reasons for present restrictions
upon the buying and selling of gold within
and without the United States by citizens
of the United States, which privilege is de=
nied citizens of this country although ex=
tended to citizens of other countries, with
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no apparent harmful effects upon the eco-
nomies of the respective countries in which
gold is allowed to be bought and sold with-
out Government restriction; be it further
“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States investigate and determine the reasons
why the International Monetary Fund 'has
consistently sidetracked the issue involved
in raising the price of gold on an interna-
tional basis to a realistic figure commensu-
rate with the costs of production within
gold-producing countries; be it further
“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States be and 1is hereby memorialized to take
actlon now pending: ‘Recoinage of the $10
gold pieces’; be it further
“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
forwarded to the President of the BSenate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives of the Congress of the United States
and Congressmen representing those States
in which gold is produced either as a primary
product or as a by-product from the produc-
tion of other metals, and to the President
of the United States, with the additional plea
directed to the Chief Executive that immedi-
ate steps be taken to bring about the ob-
Jectives set forth in this joint memorial,
“Davip A. HaMIL,
*“Speaker of the House
of Representatives.
“LEE MATTIES,
“Chief Clerk of the House of
Representatives.
“GORDON ALLOTT,
“President of the Senate.
“MiLorep H. CRESSWELL,
“Secretary of the Senate.”

A resolution of the Legislature of the Is-
land of Guam; to the Committee on Armed
Services:

“Resolution 14
*Resolution relative to memorializing and
requesting the Congress of the United

States to provide for appointment of resi-

dents of Guam to the United States Mili-

tary and Naval Academies

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
Territory of Guam:

“Whereas residents of other Territories of
the United States are eligible for appoint-
ments as cadets and midshipmen to the
Military and Naval Academies; and

“Whereas there are many able and deserv-
Ing residents of Guam who are not presently
eligible under the laws of the United States
to receive such appointments: Now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved, That the legislature does here-
by memorialize and request the Congress of
the United States to amend the statutes of
the United States to provide that an equal
number of appointments shall be made from
among the residents of the Territory of
Guam as are made from among the residents
of every other Territory of the United States;
and be it further

“Resolved That the executive secretary be
directed to transmit copies of this resolution
to the President of the United States, the
Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States, the Secretary of the Interior,
the Secretary of Defense, and the Governor
of Guam.”

A resolution of the Legislature of the Is-
land of Guam; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs:

“Resolution 8

“Resolution relative to memorializing and
requesting the Congress of the United
States to amend the Organic Act of Guam
to provide for the election of a Resident
Commissioner for the Territory of Guam
in Washington, D. C., and to provide for
the appointment of a representative to
present this matter to the Congress of the
United States
“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the

Territory of Guam:

“Whereas it is customary for Territories
of the United States to be represented in the
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Congress of the United States by nonvoting
Resident Commissioners or Delegates to Con-
gress; and

“Whereas the Territory of Guam has not
been accorded the right of such representa-
tion, although the people of Guam strongly
desire the same; and

“Whereas such representation s necessary
to a ready understanding by the Congress of
the problems of the people of Guam and to
their ultimate solution: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States is hereby respectfully memorialized
and requested to amend the Organic Act of
Guam to provide for the election of a Resi-
dent Commissioner to represent the Terri-
tory of Guam in the Congress of the United
States; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States be requested to provide adequate
notice to the Guam Legislature prior to con-
sidering the matter of providing for a com-
missioner in order that a qualified represent-
ative of the legislature and people of Guam
may present necessary information and ex-
plain the desirability of such a commissioner
to the Members and to the proper committees
of the United States Congress; and be it
further ;

“Resolved, That the committee on rules be,
and is hereby, authorized to appoint one
qualified person as representative; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the committee on rules be,
and is hereby, authorized to pay the neces-
sary travel and other expenses of that repre-
sentative out of the fund appropriated for
contingent expenses of the legislature; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the executive secretary pe
directed to transmit copies of this resolution
to the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives of the United States, to the Secretary
of the Interior, and to the Governor of
Guam."”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the Territory of Alaksa; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“House Joint Memorial 15

“To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower,
President of the United States,; the Hon-
orable Douglas McKay, Secretary of the
Interior; the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs of the United States Sen-
ate; the Committee on Public Lands,
United States House of Representatives;
the Congress of the United States:

“Your memorialist, the Leglslature of the
Territory of Alaska, in 21st session assembled,
respectfully represents:

“Whereas statehood in the American Union
on a basls of full equality has long been an
aspiration of the people of Alaska, believing
in government of, by, and for the people; and

“Whereas the people of Alaska have, for a
long time past, demonstrated their ability
and fitness to assume the full rights, obliga-
tions, and duties of citizens of the United
States, and now desire to form themselves
into a State, as the people of all other Ter=
ritories have done before them; and

“Whereas the people of our sister Territory
of Hawall enjoy the prospect of being ad-
mitted to statehood at the present session
of the Congress of the United States; and

“Whereas the people of the United States,
committees of the Congress of the United
States, and the national platforms of both
our major political parties have called for
the early admission of Alaska to statehood.

“Now, therefore, your memorialist, the
Legislature of the Territory of Alaska respect-
fully prays that the Congress of the United
States, at its present session, adopt adequate
enabling legislation providing for the ad-
mission of Alaska as a State of the Union.

“And your memorialist will ever pray.”
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A resolution of the Senate of the Terri-
tory of Alaska; to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs:

“Senate Memorial 1

“To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower,
President of the United States of Amer-
ica; the Honorable Douglas McKay, Sec-
retary of the Interior of the United
States; and the Congress of the United
States:

*“Your memorialist, the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska, in 21st session assems-
bled, respectfully submits that:

“Whereas an appointment to fill the office
of Governor of the Territory of Alaska under
the administration of President Dwight D.
Eisenhower is imminent; and

“Whereas the Honorable Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, President of the United States, has
repeatedly stated that he would prefer to
appoint an Alaskan to the office of Governor
of the Territory of Alaska; and

‘“Whereas the people of the Territory of
Alaska are desirous of having an Alaskan
appointed Governor of Alaska wuntil such
time as enabling legislation is enacted so
that they may elect an Alaskan to this office;
and

“Whereas there are residents of the Terri
tory of Alaska who are able and fully quali-
fied to fill the office of governor.

“Now, therefore, your memorialist, the
Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, re-
spectfully urges that a bona fide resident
and inhabitant of the Territory of Alaska
be forthwith appointed to the office of gove.
ernor.

“And your memorialist will ever pray.

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska, That the text of this
memorial be telegraphed to the Honorable
Dwight D. Eisenhower and the Honorable
Douglas McEay immediately upon its adop=
tion.” ;

The petition of Nicholas J. Curtis, of
Paterson, N. J., praying for leave to deposit
with the Sergeant at Arms, for the use of
the Senate, 96 copies of a brief relating to
his claims against Philip Forman and Guy
L. Fake, United States district judges for the
district of New Jersey (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

The petition of H. Joseph Mahoney, of
Brooklyn, N. Y., relating to free and inde=
pendent States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WELKER:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Idaho; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

“Senate Joint Memorial 4 f

*“To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower,
President of the United States; the Hon=
orable Charles E. Wilson, Secretary of
Defense; the Honorable Douglas McKay,
Secretary of the Interior; Howard I.
Young, Deputy Administrator, Defense
Materials Procurement Agency, and J. D.
Small, Chairman Munitions Board:

“We, your memorialists, the Senate and
House of Representatives of the State of
Idaho, in legislative session, duly and regu-
larly assembled, most respectfully present -
the following preamble and resolution, to
wit:

“Whereas our normal peacetime require-
ments of primary antimony are about 15,000
tons and in the event of an all-out war these
requirements would be increased to about
45,000 tons; and

“Whereas heavy Iimportation of foreign
antimony at depressed prices during 1951
and 1952 forced the Yellow Pine mine in
Valley County, Idaho, to shut down with the
result that our total domestic production,
since this shutdown, has been at the rate
of less than 100 tons annually, or less than
1 percent of our total domestic require-
ments; and
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“Whereas the said Yellow Piné mine, for
years had been supplying over 80 percent
of the entire domestic mine output and has
a productive capacity equivalent to over 20
percent of our peacetime requirement and
about 10 percent of our wartime needs; and

‘“Whereas formerly our principal source
of supply was from China, which source ls
no longer available to the free world, and
another major source has been Bolivia, which
source is undependable because of an un-
stable government and economic disturb-
ance, and all other sounces are either far
distant, declining or undependable; and

“Whereas our Gowvernment stoeckpile has
been estimated to contain only 20,000 tons:
of primary antimony, or approximately &
months’ supply during a wartime demand:
period; and

“Whereas our major wartime requirements:
for antimony cannet be satisfied by scrap or
secondary antimony, but. only by primary
antimony; and

“Whereas since February 1852 the total
United States consumption of primary anti-
mony has exceeded the total available sup-
ply, including imports; and

“Whefeas. the United States Iindustrial
stocks of primary antimony have declined.
during 19562 to the lowest point. in many
years; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Idaho (the House of Representatives concur-
ring), That we most respectiully urge that in:
the interests of national security the new
administration carefully examine our Na-
‘tion’s stockpiling program with respect. tos
primary antimony; and be it further

“Resolved, That we most respectiully urge
that since we are now in a war emergency
and are currently dependent on foreign
sources for over 99 percent of our primary
antimony supplies, we believe that our na-
tional stockpile of primary antimony, esti-
mated to contain only enocugh antimony to
last 6 months during an all-out war, is dan-
gerously inadequate, and we believe that
the antimony stockpile objective should be
raised te & more realistic figure; and be it
further

*“Resolved, That we most respectfully urge
that consideration be given to encouraging
or maintaining some productive capacity in
this country. - We particularly refer to the
closed down antimony mine and smelter at.
Stibnite, Idaho, and Bbelieve it regrettable
that these excellent. facilities have not beem
made use of in bullding up an adequate
stockpile; be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Idaho, be, and he hereby is, au-
thorized and directed to send copies of this
Jjoint memorial to the Honorable Dwight. Du
Eisenhower, President, of the United States;
Charles E. Wilson, Secretary of Defense;
Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior;
Howard I. Young, Deputy Administrator, De-
fense Materials Procurement Agency; J. D.
Small, Chairman, Munitions Board; Hon.
Henry C. Dworshak, United States Senate;
Hon. Herman Welker, United States Senate;
Hon. Hamer H. Budge and Hon. Gracie
Pfost, United States House of Representa-
tives; Hon. Richard M. Nixon, Vice President
of the United States; Hon. Joseph W. Mar-
tin, Jr., Speaker of the House; Hon. George
W. Malone, chairman, Senate Mines Com-
mittee, and Hon. A. L. Miller, chairman
of House Internal and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs:

“Joint memorial to the President, the Con-
gress, and the Secretary of the Interior of
the United States, relative to certain in-
demnity lands selected by the State of
Idaho in lieu of school sections belonging
to the public school endowment
“We, your memorialists, the 32d Legislature

of Idaho, respectfully represent and request
that:
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*“Whereas the SBtate of Idaho, acting by
and h its duly authorized officers, on
April 14, 1913, filed clear lists No. 15, 16, and:
21 for indemnity selection of lands in Caribeu
and Bingham Counties, Idaho, which selec-
tion was in lieu of school sections withheld:
from the lands granted to the State by the
Idaho Admission Act; and

“Whereas such clear listed lands amount--
ing to 117,407.0T7 acres were then subject to:
a reservation by the United States of the:
phosphate located thereon which reservation
was later withdrawn; and

“Whereas such lands were selected in lieu
of lands in which the State of Idaho had
title to all mineral rights; and

“Whereas the State of Idaho now has title
to said lands and to all other minerals in.
said land save and except phosphate; and.

“Whereas Congress did not Include in-
demnity selections such as those contalned
in clear lists No. 15, 16, and 21 within the
scope of the act of January 25, 1927 (43
U. 8. C. A, 870), although it was apparently
intended by the Congress that that act
should confirm to the State with regard to
indemnity lands an interest equivalent tor
that granted under the act in all school sec-
tions known to be mineral on the effective
date of that act; and

“Whereas the development of these clear
listed lands for phosphate mining has been
undertaken under leases issued in good faith’
by the Etate of Idaho, and the State has
expended money and effort in the develop-
ment of these areas for phosphate produc-
tion; and has collected substantial rentals:
thereon; and

“Whereas the values econtained there
should, when mined, accrue to the benefit
of the public school endowment fund of
Idaho as was intended in the grants con-
tained in the admission act; and

“Whereas the United States in 1950 issued
Teases to mine phosphate in and upon these
same lands, and thereby claimed paramount
authority to phosphate deposits located im
such lands, but lays no other claim to such
lands.

“Now, therefore, your memorialists, the
32d Legislature of the State of Idaho, do re-
spectfully urge the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation which will con~
firm to the State of Idaho the title to all
phosphate found, or to be found, in the
lands- covered: by clear lists 15, 16, and 21,
and will restore these rights to the State;
and it is hereby directed that the attorney
general of Idaho make representation ta the
Government of the United States to the end
that such legislation be enacted; and that
he cause coples cf this memorial, duly cer-
tifled, to be transmitted to the President of
the United States, to the Secretary of the
Interior of the United States, to the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate and to the
Speaker of the United States House of Rep~
resentatives, and to the Representatives of
Idaho in the Congress of the United States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry:

“Senate Joint Memorial 6

“To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep-
“resentatives of the United States im
Congress Assembled:

“We, your memorialists, the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, as assembled in its 32d
session, do respectfully represent: that—

“Whereas in Idaho a total of 250 million
board feet of Engelmann spruce timber has
been infested and killed by a violent out-
break of the Engelmann spruce bark beetle
during the summer of 1952; and

“Whereas total spruce stands of 2 billion
board feet and having a stumpage value
of $15 million and whose manufacture would'
create labor and lumber values amounting
to over $175 million on these five national
forests and adjacent lands in other owner=
ships are immediately threatened by this
insect outbreak; and
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“Whereas in addition' there are 3 billion
board feet of spruce in Idaho which may
be killed by this insect. outbreak unless it
is controlled; and

“Whereas a plan to centrol the epldemic
and salvage the spruce: has been developed:
by a Joint Forest Service, Bureau of Ento-
mology, the State of Idaho, and Timber In-
dustry Group; and

“Whereas: the carrying out of the program
will make possible the protection from bark
beetle attack of intermingled species of tim=
ber and salvage of all infested timber; and

“Whereas this plan has fhe objective in:
Idaho of removing 205 million board feet of
infested and salvage spruce in 19563 and 475
million board feet of such spruce in 1954
which will require the construction of 368
miles of access roads during the 2-year
period; and

“Whereas it is necessary to supplement the
road-construction and logging plans with a
chemical-treatment prograny to control the:
spread. of the bark beetles in. isclated areas;
and

“Whereas time is the essence of the suc-
cess of this program as timber killed by this.
insect has little value unless salvaged within
2 years: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the 32d Legislative Assembly
of Idaho of 1953, now in session (the Senate
and House of Representalives concurring),
That we most earnestly request that the Con=
gress of the United States recognize the im-.
portance of the spruce timber resource in
Idaho and to immediately initiate an ade-
quate emergency program to control the
spruce bark beetle epidemie; be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Idaho be authorized, and he is,
Hereby directed to forward certified copies
of this memorial to the President of the
United States, the Senate of the United
States and the House of Representatives of'
the United States, and to the Senators and
Representatives representing this State in
the Congress of the United States.”

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself and
Mr. FREAR) &

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the:
State of Delaware; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

“House Joint Resolution 3

“Joint resolution memorializing the assump=
tion of governmental authority by a new
national administration by the election of
the Honorable Dwight D. Elsenhower as
President of the United States

“Whereas in accordance with constitu-
tional provisions and procedure a nationall
election was held on November 4; 1952, for
the office of President and. other Nationall
and State offices; and

“Whereas the citizens of this Républic ex-
ercising their inallenable right of suffrage
have seen fit to entrust the responsibility oft
Government to a new administration and
did elect the Honorable Dwight D. Eisen-
hower as President of the United States of
America; and

“Whereas this exhibition and bestowal of
confidence on the part of the American
people is being fulfilled by the expressiom
of these fundamental principles of freedom,
justice, and morality upon which this Nation
was founded, and from which it derives its
great strength and power, as evidenced by
the humble prayer to Almighty God, spoken
by our new Chief Executive upon his taking
the oath of office as President of thiese United
States; and also by his subsequent concise,
forthright, and inspiring state of the Union
message to the Congress: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of Delaware (the Senate con=-
curring therein), That the 117th General
Assembly of the State of Delaware hereby

esses its recognition and appreciation of
the assumption of the powers of Government
by the new national administration and con-
veys to the President, the Honorable Dwight
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D. Eisenhower, the Vice President, the Hon-
orable RicHArp M. Nixon, and to all others in
authority, its hearty felicitations, good
wishes, and high hopes that they, with God's
help and guidance, will meet the grave prob=
lems of the moment, and of the difficult
times ahead’ with foresight, courage, and
wisdom; and be it further

““‘Resolved, That coples of this joint reso-
Iution be sent to the President of the United
States, the Vice President of the United
States, the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, and to each
member of the Delaware congressional
delegation.”

By Mr. BRICKER:

A joint resolution of the Leglslature of
the State of Montana; to the Committee on
the Judiciary:

*“Senate Joint Memorial 5

*“Joint memorial of the Senate and House
of Representatives of the State of Montana
to the Honorable JAMES E. MurraY and the
Honorable Mk MaNSFIELD, United States
Senators from Montana; to the Honorable
WesLEYy A. D'EwarT and the Honorable
Lee MeTcALF, Congressmen from Montana,
memorializing the Congress of the United
Btates to act favorably upon a United
States Senate joint resolution relative to
making treaties and executive agreements
“Whereas the 83d Congress of the United

Btates has introduced a resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the

United States relative to the making of

treaties and executive agreements: Now,

therefore be it
“Resolved by the 33d Legislative Assembly
of Montana of 1953, now in session (the

Senate and House of Representatives con-

curring), That we hereby most earnestly re-

quest the Congress of the United States to act

favorably upon Senate Joint Resolution 1,

to wit:

* ‘Joint resolution proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States
relative to the making of treaties and
executive agreements
*“‘Resolved by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled (two-thirds

of each House concurring therein), That the

following article is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United

States, which shall be valid to all intents

and purposes as part of the Constitution

when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States: L5,

“*“ARTICLE —

“t“SectioNn 1. A provision of a treaty'

which deniles or abridges any right enumer-
ated in this Constitution shall not be of
any force or effect.

“‘“8Sgg. 2. No treaty shall authorize or
permit any foreign power or any interna-
tional organization to supervise, control, or
adjudicate rights of citizens of the United
States within the United States enumerated
in this Constitution or any other matter
essentially within the domestic jurisdiction
of the United States.

“*“Spec. 3. A treaty shall become effective
as internal law in the United States only
through the enactment of appropriate legis-
lation by the Congress.

“'“Sec. 4. All executive or other agree-
ments between the President and any inter=-
national organization, foreign power, or offi-
cial thereof shall be made only in the manner
and to the extent to be prescribed by law.
Such agreements shall be subject to the
limitations imposed on, treaties, or the mak=-
ing of treaties, by this article.

**“Sec. 5. The Congress shall have power
to enforce this article by appropriate legis«
lation.

***“Sgec. 6. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
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within 7 years from the date of its submis-
sion"; be it further

“ ‘Resolved, That coples of this memorial
be transmitted by the secretary of state of
Montana to the S8enate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the Congress of the United
States.' "

PERSECUTION OF MINORITY
GROUPS BY RUSSIA AND HER SAT-
ELLITES—RESOLUTION OF DELE-
GATE COMMITTEE ON COMMU-
NITY AFFAIRS, JEWISH FEDERA-
TION OF NEW ORLEANS, LA.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REcoRrbD, a resolution adopted by the Dele=

gate Committee on Community Affairs .

of the Jewish Federation of New Orleans,
La., together with a list of member or-
ganizations, which was sent to me by
Jules J, Paglin, chairman of that com-
mittee, relating to the persecution of
minority groups by Russia and her sat-
ellites.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, together with a
list of member organizations, as follows:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY DELEGATE BODY OF
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OF THE JEWISH FED-
ERATION OF NEwW ORLEANS, FEBRUARY 26,
1953
Every right-thinking and justice-loving

person in the United States has been shocked
and chagrined to learn of the beastly perse-
cution of Jews and other minority groups in
Soviet Russia and the satellite countries.
Therefore, all of us present at this gather=
ing desire to protest against these atrocities
and to condemn these inhuman practices,
We furthermore desire to give expression to
the hope that the United States representa-
tives at the United Nations General Assem-
bly will make their voices heard in behalf of
democracy and humanity and protest vig-
orously against the abominable crimes that
are being perpetrated by Soviet Russia and
her satellites.

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS OF THE DELEGATE COM-
MITTEE OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OF THE JEW=
ISH FEDERATION OF NEW ORLEANS

Anshe Sfard Congregation, Anshe Sfard
Sisterhood, Beth Israel Congregation, Beth
Israel Bisterhood, B'nal B'rith Lodge, B'nai
B'rith Women’s Auxiliary, Business and Pro-
fessional Women of Hadassah, Chevra Thilim
Congregation, Chevra Thilim Sisterhood,
Gates of Prayer Congregation, Gates of Prayer
Sisterhood, Hadassah, Jewish Federation,
Mizrachi Organization, Pioneer Women, Tem-
ple Sinai Congregation, Temple Sinal Sister-
hood, Touro Synagogue Congregation, Touro
Synagogue Sisterhood, Workmen's Circle,
Zlonist Organization.

INCLUSION OF ATTORNEYS IN SO-
CIAL SECURITY PROGRAM—RES-
OLUTION OF WEST VIRGINIA
STATE BAR
Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp and appropriately referred
a resolution unanimously adopted by the
board of governors of the West Virginia
state bar, in regard to legislation to per-
mit practicing attorneys to become eli-
gible for benefits under the Social Secu-
rity Act, and in support of a tax-defer-
ment-pension plan.
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There being no objection, the resolu=
tion was referred to the Commrittee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows: *

THE WEST VIRGINIA STATE Bar i

Whereas practicing attorneys were ex-
cluded from the retirement and insurance
benefits available to those self-employed un=
der the 1950 amendment to the Soclal Secu-
rity Act; and

Whereas the various bar associations and
integrated- bars of the United States have
been considering two types of retirement and
insurance benefits for practicing attorneys,
the first an amendment to the Soclal Secu-
rity Act, and the second a combination tax
deferment and pension plan, of which the
Eeogh-Reed bills are a prototype; and

‘Whereas the board of governors of the West
Virginia State Bar in meeting assembled has
considered both of the plans suggested and is
of opinion that the amendment to the So-
cial Security Act provides only bare sub-
slstence pensions, and that therefore both
suggestions should be enacted into law:
Therefore be it WA

Resolved, as follows? L U e

1. That this board favors the amendment
of the present Social Security Act so as to
permit practicing attorneys to be eligible for
the benefits thereunder as self-employed
persons, on a voluntary basis if possible, or,
if not, on a compulsory basis similar to
others so eligible;

2, That this board favors the enactment
into law of a tax-deferment pension plan
substantially similar to that proposed in the
EKeogh-Reed bills in the last session of the
Congress;

3. That a copy of these resolutions be
tfransmitted by the Secretary to the West
Virginia Members of the Congress of the
United States, the President of the United
States Senate and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives of the United States, and
to such other persons as the president of
the West Virginia State Bar shall direct.

—

IMPORTATION OF RESIDUAL FUEL
OIL—RESOLUTION OF CHAMBER
OF COMMERCE, BLUEFIELD, W. VA,

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, the
importation of residual fuel oil from for-
eign countries has very seriously affected
the economic health of my State of West
Virginia. I feel strongly that we are
going to have to face up to the need for
legislation to relieve this situation. At
this time, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the ReEcorp and appro-
priately referred a resolution on the sub=
ject which was adopted by the Chamber
of Commerce of Bluefield, W. Va., on
February 10, 1953.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BLUEFIELD CHAM=
BER OF COMMERCE, BLUEFIELD, W. VA., FEB-
RUARY 10, 1053
Whereas during the last several years

heavy importations of residual fuel oil from

rorelgn countries has adversely and 581‘101131,'

affected the economy of West Virginia and

Virginia, especially the bituminous coal in=-

dustry of southern West Virginia and south-

west Virginia, The situation has steadily
grown worse and the bituminous coal in-
dustry of southern West Virginia and south-
west Virginia is now in a critical condition.

Coal mining provides employment for thou-

sands of miners and railroaders living in

Bluefield, W. Va., and vicinity, and is the

"
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economic lifeblood of southern West Vir-
ginia and southwest Virginia. The importa-
tion of foreign residual fuel oil has thrown
out of employment thousands of coal miners
and railroad employees and has adversely
and seriously affected many small enterprises
wholly dependent for their prosperity upon
the production and sale of coal.

A few years ago New England consumed
between 17 million and 18 million tons of
southern coal annually, mostly low volatile,
which is mined. in the Bluefield, W. Va., area,
but during the last several years the flood of
foreign residual fuel oil has replaced nearly
two-thirds. of the southern coal which was
formerly shipped. to the New England. States,
said fareign oil being dumped in New Eng-
land at prices with which southern coal
could not pessibly compete. Due to these
importations af foreign oil and other eco-
nomic conditions many mines in. southern

West. Virginia. and southwest Virginia. have .

closed down and it is anticipated that during
the year 1953 many other mines will close,
causing incalculable damage to the coal min-
ers, rallroad employees, business enterprises,
and the residents of this community: There~
fore be it

Resolved, That the Bluefield Chamber of
Commerce—

First. Deplores. and condemns the con=-
tinued importations of foreign residual fuel
oil at prices with which the bituminous coal
industry of West Virginia and Virginia can-
not compete and urges each individual mem=
ber of this Chamber to exercise his influence
in any way possible to relieve this situation.

Second. That a copy of this resolution
shall be sent to each member of the West
Virginia and Virginia delegations in the
United. States Congress with the reguest that
proper legislation be enacted to relieve these
deplorable conditions; that copies of said
resolution shall also be sent to the Secretary
of Commerce, the Secretary of Interior, and
the Tariff Commission of the United States,
with the request that steps be taken imme-
diately to remedy the situation and bring an
end to the unfair competition brought about
by the importation of cheap foreign residual
fuel oil.

Third. That a copy of this resolution be
eent to the State chamber of commerce and
to the various local chambers and boards of
trade. throughout West Virginia.

INCLUSION OF FARMERS AND CER-
TAIN SELF-EMPLOYED PERSONS
IN SOCIAL-SECURITY PROGRAM—
RESOLUTION OF ELKHORN
GRANGE 908, NORTH POWDER,
OREG.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I present
for appropriate reference and ask
unanimeus consent that a resolution
adopted by the Elkhern Grange, No. 908,
North Powder, Oreg., be printed in the
Recorp. The resolution asks that so-
cial security be extended te cover
farmers and other self-employed per-
sons.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered te be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

Whereas social security has been broad-
ened to include self-employed farm labor,
etc.; and

Whereas most young farmers have some
social security rights before starting to farm
which they will lose, and statistics show that
the average American farmer or his dependa-
ents do net. have ample old-age security:
Therefore let it be

Resolved, That Elkhorn Grange, No. 908
Egoes on record favoring the extension of the
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Social Security Act to Include the farmer,
as well as the self-employed; and! be it fur-
ther
Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be =ent to Pomona Grange, State Grange,
and our Congressman..
LoweLL CHANDLER,
Master.
Lors SmITH,
Secretary.

CERTAIN TNDIAN TRIBAT: FUNDS—
LETTER AND RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY.. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a letter
from the Ojibway Tomahawk Band, St.
Paul, Minn., and a resolution from that
band be prinfed in the REcorp and ap-
propriately referred. The matters are of
vital coneern te the Indians of my State
and relate to certain tribal funds.

There being noe objection, the letter
and resolution were referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp; as follows:

OJIBWAY TOMAHAWK BAND]
St. Poul, Minn., February 18, 1953.
Hon. Huserr H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,,
Washington, D. C.

Our DEAR SENATOR: From the CONGRES-
sIONAL REcorp of January 16, 1953, attached,
we noticed you presented a resolution for ap-
propriation of §100,000 for the Tribal Execu-
tive Council of the Chippewas of NMinnesota,
Edward Wilson, president,

For your information, at a special called
meeting of the tribal council, July 9, 1953,
which Commissioner Myers attended, a reso~
lution—which asked for a general account-
ing to be completed within 6 months—signed
by 200 Indians or more was: presented to the
council and adopted unanimously.

Enclosed please find a copy of the resolu=
tion. »

There has been no action as yet. In fact,
as you will see by our resolution, there has
been no accounting of tribal estate sinee the
adoption of the Wheeler-Howard Act by the
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, July 24, 1936.

In view of the request made by the signers,
active members of the tribe, and its adoption
by the tribal council, we believe your reso=-
lution should be withheld until such aec-
counting is completed to the satisfaction of
majority of the members aof the tribe.

Submitted.

WILLIAM MADISON,,

Legislative Chairman.

GERTRUDE. LERGH,,
Secretary-Treasurer,

[

The following' resolution was presented to
the tribal couneil:

“Whereas, the Wheeler-Howard Act, or
Reorganization Act, self-government, was en-
acted into law June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984);
and

“Whereas under sald law the Chippewas of
Minnesota adopted the same under the name
of ‘The Minnesota Chippewa Tribe' and
their constitution and bylaws were approved
by the Secretary of the Interior in Washing-
ton, D. C., July 24, 1936; and

“Whereas the said organization has not to
this date,—July 1, 1952—¢given & full and
complete statement of accounting of the
tribal business to the Chippewas as a whole,
or as individuals:

“Now, therefore, we, the undersigned en-
rolled members of various bands which make
up the Minnesota: Chippewa Tribe, do here-
by petition its tribal executive committee to
give each enrolled mrember a. report of aill

business matters, such as money borrowed:

and moneys accrued from all sources, such
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as from Ioans in various projects, both tribal
and individual; acres of land bought and
sold, and complete mapped areas where tribal
lands are located;, timber resources, including
the mapped areas. where the wild rice pur-
chased land are loecated, including moneys
spent for wild rice; its income from. said
project; it is further

“Resolved, That a reasonable time of 6
months: be allowed for the completion of said
complete general accounting in printed form
for the availability of all enrolled members
of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe.

“The petitioners of this resolution have &
right, according to law, to know everything
concerning the business transactions of the
tribe.

“The Wheeler-Howard Act does state In
section 10: ‘A report shall be made annually
to Congress of transactions under this au-
thorization.

“It is evident, since Congress makes such
appropriations out. of the General Treasury,
it is' proper to give am accounting of such
transaction. On the other hand; individuals
who are enrolled members of the tribe and
who do not hold any office in the organiza-
tion are justified to secure an accounting un-
der the law which is found in the American
Bill of Rights, the first 10 amendments to the
Constitution of the United States, which
should mean more to. the Indian race be«
cause of their aboriginal rights.

“The petitioners refer specifically to
amendment. 5—protection of person and
property—American. Bill of Rights, last part
which states, ‘nor be deprived of life, liberty,
or property without due process of law; nor
shall private property be taken for public
use without just compensation.’

“Therefore, the petitioners are sharehold=
ers in all Chippewa estate by treaty rights
as well as enactments of laws pertaining to
their tribal business. Therefore, we submit
the foregoing resolution.for its passage."

!

INCLUSION OF CERTAIN: NURSES
IN SOCIAL SECURITY PROGRAM—
RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN
STATE NURSES'" ASSOCTATION,
EAU CLAIRE, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, T present
for appropriate reference a resolution
which: I hawve received from Mrs. Ann
Wilcox, chairman of the committee on
legislation from. the Eau Claire District

* of the Wisconsin State Nurses' Asso=

ciation.

The resolufion urges the inclusion. of
nurses working for State and municipal
governments under the Federal old-
age and' survivers insurance system. I
heartily endorse the resolution.

It is, of course, consistent with the
so-called Wiley amendment which I
offered to the omnibus social-security
law in the last Congress. Under my
amendment, the third-odd-thousand in-
dividuals' covered under the Wisconsin
retirement fund would be blanketed in
under the Federal social-security sys-
tem. Thus, State and municipal workers
could receive supplementary Federal
coverage in addition to their modest
State and local coverage, just as millions
of industrial workers throughout the Na-
tion receive Federal pensions in addi-
tion to the private pensions provided by
their respective companies.

I ask unanimous consent that the

‘resolution be printed in the REcorp:

There being no objection, the resolu-

“tion was referred to the Committee on
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Finance and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:
Eavu CLaRE DISTRICT,
WiscoNsSIN STATE NURSES' ASSOCIATION,
February 12, 1953.
Mr. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: At the last meeting of the
Eau Claire District of the Wisconsin State
Nurses' Association, which was held at Luther
Hoepital, January 14, 1953, the following
resolution was adopted:

“Resolved, That the Eau Claire District 01'
the Wisconsin State Nurses' Assoclation do
hereby publicly express a desire to have the
laws regarding Federal old-age and survivors
' insurance changed to include and cover
nurses in government employment, such as
city or county school nurses, city or county
health departments, public institutions, and
similar organizations.”

Resolution formally moved, seconded, and
approved by the group.

Any interest that you can lend to this
cause would be very much appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
(Mrs.) ANN Caves WILCOX,
Chairman, Committee on Legislation.

ORGANIZATION OF FEDERAL EX-
ECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 80)

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Government Operations, I am releasing
today a chart and accompanying report
setting forth in detail the organization
of Federal executive departments and
agencies, with the number of paid eivil-
jan employees assigned to each major op=
erating unit. This is one of a series of
such charts that have been released by
the committee covering a period of 6
years, beginning January 1, 1947.

With the chart is included a committee
report to the Senate which includes a
summary of present Federal employment
by departments and agencies, with de-
tails regarding reorganization changes
that have taken place during the past
calendar year. The report and chart re-
flect a total of 2,564,111 paid civilian em-
ployees in the executive branch of the
Government, as of January 1, 1953. This
exceeds by 301,486 the highest previous
postwar total of 2,262,625 on January 1,
1947. Increases of 79,699 were reported
during 1952, as compared to an increase
of 319,050 reported on the last chart is-
sued covering calendar year 1951.

The report reflects a total of 205,210
employees assigned to overseas posts as
of January 1, 1953—181,035 in the de=
partments, and 24,175 in the independ-
ent agencies—of whom 89,112 are Amer-
ican citizens and 116,098 are nationals of
other countries.

The executive departments reported a
total of 2,208,296 civilian employees as of
January 1, 1953, of which 181,035 were
employed overseas—82,336 citizens and
98,699 foreign nationals. The total rep-
resents an increase of 84,138 during 1952,
and an overall increase of 418,030 since
January 1, 1947, Defense activities ac-
count for most of the increases in the
departments, with 67,360 additional em=-
ployees reported in the Department of
Defense during 1952, and 337,809 for the
6-year period, The Post Office Depart=
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ment reports increases of 13,608 for the
year, and 66,229 since 1947; and the De-
partment of State, 9,691 and 17,181 for
the same periods. The Department of
Commerce, although reporting a reduc-
tion of 4,857 employees in 1952, reflected
an overall increase of 13,490 for the 6-
yvear period. The Departments of State
and Commerce indicated that the in-
creases were largely due to oversea ac-
tivities, and to the operations of the Na-
tional Production Authority, respect-
ively. The Department of the Interior
reported increases of 812 during the past
year, and 6,083 since 1947. The Depart-
ment of Justice has 827 less employees
than it reported a year ago, but still re-
ported 6,199 more than in 1947, due to
expansion of FBI field service in 1950
and 1951, Decreases in employees were
reported by the Treasury Department,
totaling 1,608 for 1952, and 14,646 since
January 1, 1947. The Department of
Agriculture, although reflecting an in-
crease of 1,244 in 1952, reported an over-
all decrease of 12,919 during the 6-year
period. The Department of Labor re-
ported a reduction of 1,285 during the
past year, and 1,396 since 1947.

The independent agencies reported a
total of 354,658 employees as of Janu-
ary 1, 1953, representing a decrease
of 4344 employees during 1952, and
16,674 less employees assigned to these
agencies than were empioyed on Janu-
ary 1, 1947. Of the present total, 24,175
were overseas employees—6,776 citizens,
and 17,399 foreign nationals,

The largest decrease among independ-
ent agencies during the 6-year period
was reported by the Veterans’ Adminis=
tration—50,830, of which 2,251 occurred
in 1952. Other agencies reporting de-
creases were the Panama Canal Com-
pany, 8,485, and the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, 7,258, The Economic
Stabilization Agency decreased its em~
ployees by 6,343 during the past calendar
year, due to its liquidation program.
Increases during the past year were re-
ported by the Civil Service Commission,
1,148; the Mutual Security Agency,
1,033; the Atomic Energy Commission,
966; and General Services Admmistra-
tlon, 7817.

The chart and accompanymg report
released by the committee have been
generally accepted as the official report
on organization of the Federal Govern=
ment, It is the only chart issued which
accurately reflects the number of em-
ployees assigned to each agency's activ=
ity by major operating components.
The information on which the chart and
report are compiled is certified to the
committee by the Secretary or agency
head, of each of the departments and
agencies. The committee has received
many letters of commendation and ex-
pressions from officials and others in-
terested in the operations of the Federal
Government as to the value of these
charts and reports, and has been in-
formed that they are used extensively
by educational institutions in their
courses in American Government. I be-
lieve that Merhbers of Congress will find
that the information will be equally
beneficial to them in connection with
committee studics of Federal operations,
proposed reorganizations, appropria=

1671

tions, and expenditures as applied to
the various components of the executive
branch.

At this time T submit the report of
the committee, together with the chart
to which I heove referred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
and chart will be received, and the re-
port will be printed.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. IVES: '

S.1189. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Elwood Grissinger; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

5.1190. A bill to amend section 205 of the
Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, so
as to make the Secretary of Commerce and
the Secretary of Labor ex officio members of
the National Labor-Management Panel
established by such section; to the Commlt-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. FLANDERS:

S.1191. A bill to authorize the payment
of transportation expenses in the case of ci-
vililan employees of the American Battle
Monuments Commission serving outside the
United States when granted leave of absence
to visit in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. .

By Mr. MARTIN: :

5.1192. A bill to provide for the establish=
ment of an addition to the Gettysburg Na-
tional Cemetery on lands presently located
within the Gettysburg National Military
Park; to the Committee on Interior and In=-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. ELLENDER (for himself, Mr.
Young, and Mr. WELKER) :

5.1193. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 19498 and Public Law 471, 81st Con-
gress; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. ¢

By Mr. GEORGE:

5.1194. A bill for the rellef of Thomas
Henry Harrison; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare. ¢

By Mr. MORSE:

S.1185. A bill to amend subsection 4 (c)
of the Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946, as
amended, relating to compensation for un-
used leave of enlisted persons; and

5.1196, A bill to amend section 402 (d) of
the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as
amended, to eliminate discrimination against
certain personnel of the uniformed services
incapacitated prior to physical examination
for promotion, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when he
iIntroduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. BARRETT (for himself, Mr,
BuTLER of ¥ebraska, and Mr. CAsE) :

8.1197. A bill granting the consent of Con-
gress to the negotiation by the States of
Nebraska, Wyoming, and South Dakota of
certain compacts with respect to the use of
waters common to two or more of sald
States; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GILLETTE:

5.1198. A bill for the relief of Vera Helens
Hamer (Vera Helga Mueller) and Sonja Mar-
gret Hamer (Sonja Margot Mueller); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr,
SparEMAN) (by request):

5.1199. A bill for the relief of the fam-
ilies of certain merchant seamen who lost
their lives in an airplane crash; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG:

S.1200. A bill to direct the closing of the

United States naval installation at Naples,
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Italy; to the Committee on Armed Services.
(See the remarks of Mr. Lon when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)
By Mr. KNOWLAND:

S.1201. A bill for the relief of Martin P.

Pavlov: to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. KNOWLAND (for himself and
Mr. KUcHEL) :

S.1202. A bill to confer jurisdiction on the
United States District Court for the North-
ern District of California to hear, determine,
and render judgment upon certain claims of
the State of California; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MUNDT:

5.1203. A bill for the relief of Lt. Col.
Rollins S. Emmerieh; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

B8.1204. A bill for the relief of Dr. Yen-
Yu Huang and his minor daughters, Lillian
and Jean Huang; and

8. 1205. A bill for the relief of Wally
Krausnick Paeschke; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KENNEDY:

8.1206. A bill for the relief of Josephine

Lisitano; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. AIKEN:

5.1207. A bill to amend section 509 of
title V of the Agricultural Act of 1949, to ex-
tend for 3 years the period during which ag-
ricultural workers may be made available
for employment under such title; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

85.1208. A bill for the relief of Andrew D.
Sumner; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. BUSH:

8.1209. A bill for the relief of Dr. Uheng

Khoo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DWORSHAK:

S.1210. A bill for the rellef of Ignacio
Lecue; and

5.1211. A bill for the rellef of Martin
Madarieta; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

8.1212, A bill for the relief of Alice Masa-
ryk; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. LEumMaN when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. KILGORE (for himself and Mr.
MAGNUSON) :

S.1213, A bill to confer jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon certain claims for
basic and overtime compensation; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. KmGore when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HUNT:

S.1214. A bill to provide for uniform rel-
ative rank for the persons occupying the
positions of leaders or directors of the vari-
ous Service bands; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

5.1215. A bill to creaje an executive de-
partment of the Government to be known
as the Department of Health, Education,
and Public Welfare; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

8.1216. A bill for the relief of Karl L. von
Schlieder; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. BRICKER:

B8.1217. A bill for the relief of the allen
Col. Panagiotis Christopoulos; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EEFAUVER:

S.1218. A bill for the relief of Winifred
Margaret Short; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

S.1219. A bill for the relief of Gertrude
M. Baumberger;

S.1220. A blll for the relief of Heldi H.
Baumbherger;

8.1221. A bill for the relief of Fritz Baum=-
berger, Jr.;
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5.1222. A bill for the
Baumberger;

8.1223. A bill for the relief of Fritz Baum-
berger;

S5.1224. A bill for the relief of Erika Baum-
berger;

S.1225. A bill for the relief of Brunhilde
Walburga Golomb, Ralph Robert Golomb,
and Patricia Ann Golomb; and

5.1226. A bill for the relief of Stefan Vir-
gllius Issarescu; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

5.1227. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Army to complete the survey of the
Pecatonica flood area, and to appropriate
$25,000 for such purpose; to the Committee
on Public Works. A

By Mr. POTTER:

8.1228. A bill for the rellef of Patric Do-
rian Patterson; to the Committee on the
Judliciary.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request):

S.1229. A bill to continue the efectiveness
of the Missing Persons Act, as amended and
extended, until July 1, 1954; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

relief of Emma

UNEQUAL TREATMENT OF ENLISTED
MEN IN PAYMENT OF ACCUMU-
LATED LEAVE
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I intro-

duce, for reference to the Committee on

Armed Services, a bill to amend the

Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946, relat-

ing to treatment of enlisted men in the

payment of accumulated leave.

Simply stated the bill would remedy
the unequal treatment accorded enlisted
men in the computation of unused leave
pay. At the present time such payments
to officers include the actual rates of al-
lowances, which have been increased
since 1946, But, in the case of enlisted
men, payments are based upon the lower
1946 allowances.

There seems to be no valid reason for
this diserimination and this bill would
accord equal treatment for enlisted men.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, it will be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, bill (8. 1195)
to amend subsection 4 (¢) of the Armed
Forces Leave Act of 1946, as amended,
relating ‘to compensation for unused
leave of enlisted persons, introduced by
Mr. Morsg, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Armed Services; and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the first sentence
of section 4 (c) of the Armed Forces Leave
Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

*“(e) Any member of the Armed Forces
discharged after August 31, 1946, having
unused accrued leave standing to his credit
at the time of discharge shall be compensated
for such unused leave in cash on the basis
of—

*“{1) the base and longevity pay, and al-
lowances, applicable to such member on the
date of discharge including for enlisted per-
sons the allowances as provided for such
enlisted persons in subsection (a) of this
section, if his discharge occurred before the
effective date of paragraph (2) of this sub=-
section; or .

“(2) the baslc pay and the basic allowances
for quarters and subsistence applicable to
such member on the date of discharge, in-
clud!.ng for enlisted persons discharged dur=-
ing the continuance of the Dependents
Assistance Act of 1850 applicable basic allow=
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ances for quarters and subsistence at the
rates prescribed by amendments made by
that act, as amended, if his discharge oc-
curred on or after the effective date of this
paragraph.

No cash settlement shall be made to any
member (A) discharged for the purpose of
accepting a commission or warrant or enter-
ing into an enlistment in his respective
branch of the Armed Forces, or (B) electing
to carry over such unused leave to a new
enlistment in his respective branch of the
Armed Forces on the day following date of
discharge.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this act
shall be effective on the first day of the first
month beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this act.

INEQUITIES IN RETIREMENT OF
MILITARY PERSONNEL WOUNDED
IN KOREA

Mr. MCRSE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for reference to the Committee on
Armed Services, a bill to amend section
402 (d) of the Career Compensation Act
of 1949, g

Under existing law military personnel
are barred from promotion and retire-
ment at a higher rank when wounds in-
terfere with passing the physical exami-
nation required for promotion. This
works a special hardship on servicemen
wounded in Korea. They are forced into
retirement by wounds suffered in com-
bat. And the very same disability pre-
vents retirement at a higher rank to
which they otherwise would be entitled.

This was not the law prior to the en-
actment of the Career Compensation Act
of 1949. Apparently this result was not
intended. I urge speedy rectification of
this inequity.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and without objection, it will be printed
in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the bill (S.
1196) to amend section 402 (d) of the
Career Compensation Act of 1949, as
amended, to eliminate diserimination
against certain personnel of the uni-
formed services incapacitated prior to
physical examination for promotion, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
Morse, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Armed
Services, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the fifth proviso
contained in section 402 (d) of the Career
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended (37
U, S. C. 272 (d)), is amended to read as
follows: “Provided further, That if the phys-
ical disability entitling such member to dis-
ability pay is found to exist at any time prior
to promotion or advancement in pay grade
in the case of a member (1) who is on a
recommended list or a promotion list for
permanent or temporary promotion, or (2)
who is eligible for promotion to higher per-
manent or temporary commissioned officer,
warrant officer, or enlisted rank, grade, or
rating, or for assignment to a higher war-
rant officer pay grade, and whose eligibility
for such promotion or assignment is based
upon cumulative length of service or length
of service in rank, grade, pay grade, or rating,
the disablility retirement pay of such member
shall be based upon the basic pay of the rank,
grade, pay grade, or rating to which such

member would have been promoted or as-

signed, but for such disability, if such rank,
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grade, pay grade, or rating is higher than any
other rank, grade, pay grade, or rating upon
which such pay is herein authorized to be
computed and which such member would
have been entitled to receive if serving cn
active duty in such rank, grade, pay grade, or
rating.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this act
shall be effective as of October 1, 1949,

PROPOSED CLOSING OF NAVAL IN-
STALLATION AT NAPLES, ITALY

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, today I
am introducing a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Navy to close the naval in-
stallation at Naples, Italy.

It was my privilege to visit, together
with the junior Senator from Oregon,
this naval activity during the month of
September 1952. After a thorough brief-
ing on the activities of the Navy at
Naples, the Senator from Oregon and I
were completely convinced that the
amount of money the Government of
the United States is spending on the
Navy’s activity at Naples is almost 100
percent wasted. I would not quibble if
perhaps our Government might be deriv-
ing even two or three thousand dollars
of benefit for the $10 million it is spend-~
ing at Naples, but from point of quali-
tative consideration, I am convinced that
this activity takes the prize for sheer
waste without beneficial results.

The naval activity at Naples, with its
thousands of naval personnel, is not in
anywise used to support our 6th Fleet
operating in the Mediterranean. When
we visited that activity in September
1952 it was no longer the headquarters
of any Mediterranean command activi=
ties under our NATO organization. The
Italian Government would not permit it
to be called even a defense activity.
Upon returning to the United States, we
severely criticized the naval activity at
Naples, and General Bradley told the
Armed Services Committee that the Navy
had its CINCNELM, meaning Com-
mander in Chief Northeastern Atlantic
and Mediterranean, at Naples. He ex-
plained to the committee that the activi-
ties of CINCNELM no longer included
the responsibility for the United States
or Allied operations anywhere in the
Atlantic or the Mediterranean. Such
activities had been taken over under our
North Atlantic Treaty Organization ac=
tivities. CINCNELM, according to Gen-
eral Bradley, had had his activities re-
duced to the Red Sea and part of the
Indian Ocean, where the United States
does not pretend to maintain any con-
siderable number of ships or shore ac-
tivities. Subsequently, the Navy testi-
fied that Admiral Wright occupies the
position of CINCNELM, and Admiral
Wright was still in London and that
CINCNELM headquarters had never been
established in Naples.

As a former member of the Committee
on Armed Services and as a Navy veteran
myself, Mr. President, permit me to sug-
gest the nature of the naval activity at
Naples. Every indication points to the
fact that this wasteful expenditure of
more than $10 million a year at Naples
is a part of naval officer thinking to the
effect that once in a good port, the Navy
should never leave, until it is actually
forced to depart by its own Government
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or actually thrown into the sea by the
people occupying the land.

I am reminded of one of my experi-
ences in the service during World War
II when some of us were so fortunate
as to be assigned to operating amphib-
ious craft to unload cargo in Palermo
Harbor. One of the officers became so
fondly attached to the city of Palermo
and its citizens that he found every con-
ceivable excuse to stay at Palermo. On
two occasions his ship was ordered to
leave, along with other ships. However,
in each instance, his ship broke down
after leaving the breakwater, and limped
back into the harbor under limited op-
erational capabilities. Finally, a third
time he was ordered to Bizerte, and the
local commander of the Palermo base
sent an oceangoing tug behind to tow
the amphibious craft to Bizerte in the
event that another breakdown should
occur.

In this instance, Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill,
hoping that by act of Congress we may
be able te tow the Navy out of Naples
harbor, where it has no useful purpose
to serve. The measure, I believe, will
save the taxpayers well in excess of $10
million a year.

The bill (S. 1200) to direct the closing
of the United States naval installation
at Naples, Italy, introduced by Mr. Long,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

ALICE MASARYK

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a private
bill granting the right of permanent resi-
dence and asylum in this country to Dr.
Alice Masaryk, an accomplished lady in
her own right, who is the daughter of
that great world statesman and fighter
for democracy, the Ilate President
Thomas Masaryk, og Czechoslovakia.

It is particularly appropriate that I
introduce this bill today because tomor-
row is the anniversary of the birth of
this lady’s great father. The birthday
of this man, father and founder of the
Czechoslovakian Republic, is celebrated
by all Czechoslovaks who love freedom.
In Czechoslovakia, before it was ruth-
lessly seized by the Communists, it was
celebrated as a national holiday. Here
in America we have regularly taken note
of this day. It has been the occasion
for a rededication to the cause of free-
dom for which Masaryk worked during
all of his life.

He was a great scholar and writer.
His contributions to the writings of our
times on the subject of democracy are
of lasting significance. His death in
1937, at the age of 87, brought to an end
one of the most fruitful lives of our times.

I am happy to be able to introduce
the bill in behalf of his daughter who
for some time now has been in this coun-
try, engaged in social work, and also
broadcasting to Czechoslovakia over the
Voice of America and Radio Free Europe.
This accomplished lady was at one time
president of the International Confer-
ence on Social Work. During the time
that her father was in this country fight-
ing for Czechoslovakian independence,
Dr. Masaryk was working with Jane Ad=-
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dams in famous Hull House in Chicago.

Her entire life has been a splendid
example of what we consider the most
noble of human traits. Not only her own
life but the lives of her illustrious parent
and her brother, the late Jan Masaryk,
have been filled with acts of friendship
and cooperation with the United States.

She has lately been served with an
order of deportation. It seems incred-
ible that it should require a piece of spe-
cial legislation for this country to offer
permanent haven and asylum to a
woman of Dr. Masaryk's stature, not to
speak of the contributions of her family
to the cause of freedom. I hope that
the Senate Judiciary Committee will
speedily report this bill and that it will
be quickly passed in special tribute, not
only to this lady and to the name of
Masaryk but to the freedom-loving peo-
ple of Czechoslovakia.

The bill (8. 1212) for the relief of Alice
Masaryk, introduced by Mr. LEAMAN, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

JUDGMENT UPON CERTAIN CLAIMS
FOR BASIC AND OVERTIME COM-
PENSATION

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
to confer jurisdiction upon the Court
of Claims to hear, determine, and render
judgment upon certain claims for basic
and overtime compensation. I had in-
tended to speak in support of the bill,
but I do not wish to take up the time of
the Senate. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that a statement I have prepared
be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and, without objection, the statement by
the Senator from West Virginia will be
printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 1213) to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment upon certain
claims for basic and overtime compen=-
sation, introduced by Mr. KiLcore (for
himself and Mr, MAGNUSON), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The statement by Mr, KILGORE is as
follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KILGORE

I have just introduced a bill to waive the
G-year statute of limitations with respect to
certain claims of Government employees for
overtime compensation. Practically all of
these claims arise under section 23 of the
Act of March 28, 1934, which provided a 40-
hour week for wage-board employees of the
Federal Government, and overtime at the
rate of time and one-half for all hours worked
in excess of 40 hours a week.

The wage-board employees of the Federal
Government are those engaged in the manual
trades and occupations, such as carpenters,
painters, electricians, and the like, whose pay
is fixed by wage boards on the basis of rates
prevailing in private industry. They do not
include any employees who are under civil
service, who are engaged in administrative
or policy-making positions, or whose pay is
otherwise fixed by statute. To obtain wage-
board employees, the Government must com-
pete with private industry, must therefore
pay wages which are comparable with those
paid in private industry, and must provide
similar working conditions.
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Throughout private Industry, a 40-hour
week and time and one-half for overtime
have prevailed for many years. Section 23
of the act of March 28, 1934, provided a 40-
hour week and time and one-half for com-
parable wage-board employees of the Federal
Government. The great majority of these
employees have been paid on that basis ever
since.

Unfortunately, a few isolated groups were
mistakenly excluded from the benefits of
section 23 by rulings of the Comptroller
General. Among these were floating equip-
ment employees of the Panama Canal, and
employees of the Alaska Railroad. In the
Townsley case (101 C. Cls. 237; 323 U. 8. 557),
and the Hearne case (107 C. Cls. 335) the
Panama workers established their right to
the benefits of section 23.

The rights of employees of the Alaska Rail-
road were presented to the Court of Claims
in a test case, Foggas v. U. . (118 C. Cls. 385),
This case was filed in 1947. The jurisdiction
of the Court of Claims is limited to 6 years
prior to the date a claim is filed in the court.
Therefore the Poggas claim was limited to
the period from 1941 to the date it was filed.
That meant that, even if they won their cases
4n the Court of Claims, the employees of the
Alaska Rallroad would have been deprived of
most of the compensation to which they
were entitled, that is, compensation for the
period from 1934 to 1941. To overcome this
injustice, the 81st Congress enacted and the
President approved Public Law 440, which
waived the statute of limitations with respect
to employees of the Alaska Rallroad, and
authorized the court to render judgment for
the entire period back to 1934, On December
5, 1950, the Court of Claims decided that
Poggas was entitled to recover, and that
therefore all nonoperating employees of the
Alaska Railroad were entitled to judgment.

The only other large group of wage-board
employees who were deprived of the benefits
of section 23 regarding whom we have defi-
nite knowledge were the employees of the
Alaska Road Commission. These employees
are typical wage-board employees, and there
was no justification whatever for depriving
them of the benefits of section 23 by.ad-
ministrative action. About 4 years ago one
of these road commission employees made
demand on the Department of the Interior
for overtime compensation under section 23,
and the Solicitor of the Interior Department
ruled that he was entitled to such compen-
sation. Thereafter, several claimants filed
claims with the Comptroller General who
likewise ruled that they were entitled to
the benefits of section 23. These claims
were certified to Congress for appropriation,
Funds to pay the claims were not appro-
priated, however, presumably because the
House committee misunderstood the situ-
ation (see H. Rept. No. 1797, 81st Cong., 2d
sess., p. 80). In October 1950, the Alaska
Road Commission informed some of these
claimants of the action of the Appropria-
tions Committee, and advised them that
their only recourse was a suit in the Court
of Claims. Several suits were filed by the
‘claimants in January 1951.

These road commission employees, and
most other wage-board employees, com-
menced to receive time and one-half for
overtime after 40 hours a week on July 1,
1945. The entire period for which the
claims run, therefore, is from March 28, 1934,
until July 1, 1845. The individual claims, of
course, begin with the first date of employ-
ment or March 28, 1934, whichever is later;
and terminate on the last date of employ=-
ment or July 1, 1945, whichever is earlier.
The test claimant had last worked for the
road commission on March 5, 1945, so that
‘at the time the claim was filed in the Court
of Clalms on January 24, 1951, all of plain-
tiff's services had been performed more than
€ years prior to the date of filing, except
for the last 40 days before March 5, 1945.
The Government therefore made a motion
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for summary judgment agalnst the plaintiff
for the period prior to January 24, 1945.
On July 15, 1952, the Court of Claims denied
this motion (Marr v. U. §. (123 C. Cls. 474) ).
The basis of the court’s decision was that
the Comptroller General, by certifying the
claim, in eflect reached an accord which
renewed the Government's obligation to pay
the compensation,

Manifestly, this decision raises a nice
legal question, and it is reported that the
Government will seek certiorari. If the
Supreme Court should overrule the Court of
Claims, the claimant would be entitled to
receive overtime compensation for a period
of 40 days, but would be deprived of com-
pensation to which he was entitled for a
period of many years. If the Supreme Court
ghould affirm the decision of the Court of
Claims, the claimant could then recover the
full amount found due.

Regardless, however, of the ruling of the
Supreme Court, unless action is taken by
Congress, most of these faithful Govern-
ment employees will have been déprived of
overtime compensation which Congress had
provided for them by law. This will be so
because only a small number of claims have
been certified by the Comptroller General,
and because very few of them have been filed
in the Court of Claims.

In 1934 Congress enacted an overtime
compensation law for this entire group of
Federal employees. From 1934 to 1945 they
were wrongfully deprived of this compensa-
tion because of erroneous administrative ac-
tion. If any of them are to recover what
should have been paid to them, all of them
ought to be permitted to recover. It will be
injustice if one or a dozen of them recover
all or part of ‘what is due, and the great ma-
jority of them are left without remedy. I do
not believe that Congress wants to withhold
from these people what Congress previously
ordained they were entitled to receive and
for which they rendered service. Nor do I
think that the Government can equitably ex-
ploit the statute of limitations to enforce a
wrongful act against a group of its own em-
ployees. To avoid that the bill I have intro-
duced ought to be enacted promptly.

My bill would not determine the rights of
these claimants. It would simply enable
them to have their day in court, and have
their rights adjudicated by the tribunal Con-
gress has established for that purpose. The
court has already held in the Townsley case,
the Hearne case, the Poggas case, and the
Marr case that these wage-board employees
were not culpably dilatory in the assertion
of their claims.

Since Congress has already waived the stat-
ute with respect to employees of the Alaska
Railroad, there is certainly no sound reason
why Congress should, by inaction, discrimi-
nate against the employees of the Alaska
Road Commission. Except for the period
within which claims may be filed, my bill,
it should be noted, is identical with one in-
troduced by Senator MacNuson (S. 751),
which was reported out unanimously by the
Senate Judiciary Committee in the last Con-
gress.

TEMPORARY ECONOMIC CON-
TROLS—AMENDMENT

Mr. FREAR submitted amendments
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 1081) to provide authority for
temporary economic controls, and for
other purposes, which were referred to
the Committee on Banking and Cur-

-rency, and ordered to be printed.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,
‘The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of

March 6

the : United States submitting several
nominations, and withdrawing the nom-
inations of Walter J. Cummings, Jr., of
Illinois, to be Solicitor General of the
United States, and William J. Bray, of
Connecticut, to be Assistant Postmaster
General, which nominating messages
were referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of the Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. SYMINGTON, from the Committee
on Armed Services:

Lt. Gen. Lewls Andrew Pick, Army of the
United States (major general, U. S. Army,
retired), for advancement to the grade of
lieutenant general on the retired list.

Lt. Gen. Hubert Reilly Harmon - (major
general, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force, to be advanced on the retired
list to the grade of lieutenant general and
ellective March 1, 1953, to be senior Air
Force member, Military Staff Committee,
United Nations, with the rank of lieutenant
general and date of rank from January 19,
1948; and

Lt. Gen. Elwood Richard Quesada, and
several other lieutenant generals (major
generals, Regular Air Force) to be advanced
on the retired list to the grade of lieutenant
general,

NOMINATION OF ALBERT M. COLE
TO BE HOUSING AND HOME FI-
NANCE ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, asin
executive session, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, I report fa=
vorably the nomination of Albert M.
Cole, of Kansas, to be Housing and Home
Finance Administrator. I hope that on
Monday the Senate will consider the
nomination.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Asin execu-
tive session, the nomination will be re=
ceived and placed on the Executive Cal-
endar.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent of the United States sent to the
Senate today the nominations of Mrs,
Lorena B. Hahn, of Nebraska, to be the
Representative of the United States on
the Commission on the Status of Women -
of the Iconomic and Social Council of
the United Nations for a term expiring
December 31, 1955, Robert D. Murphy,
of Wisconsin, a Foreign Service Officer
of the Class of Career Minister, now
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary to Japan, to be an Assistant
Secretary of State, and John M. Alli-
son, of Nebraska, a Foreign Service Offi-
cer of Class One, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary to
Japan. The nominations were referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.
Notice is hereby given that the nomina-
tions will be considered by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations after 6 days
hl:;.lve expired, in accordance with the
rule. :
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ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE AP-
PENDIX

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the Appendix,
as follows:

By Mr. GREEN:

Address entitled “Security and the United
Nations,” delivered by him at the University
of Rhode Island on March 5, 1953.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

Address delivered by him on the occasion
of the 40th anniversary of the establishment
of the Department of Labor, March 3, 1853,

By Mr, HILL:

Address delivered by Senator HENNINGS
before a statewide Democratic rally at To-
peka, Kans., on February 21, 1953.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

Address delivered by him before the Amer=-
fcan Association for the United Nations, at
the Shoreham Hotel, Washington, D. C., on
March 3, 1953.

Editorial entitled “Disrupting Morale,”
published in the Washington Post, March 3,
1953, discussing a certain memorandum eir-
culated among employees of the Budget
Bureau.

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

Statement prepared by him in commemo-
ration of anniversary of the birth of Thomas
G. Masaryk.

By Mr. McCARRAN:

Statement by Charles S. Rhyne, on behalf
of the United States Chamber of Commaerce,
before a subcommittee of the Senate Com-
mitte on the Judiciary, on March 4, 1953,
relating to the so-called Bricker amendment
dealing with treaties.

By Mr. EILGORE:

Article entitled *Stevenson and the Big Oil
Grab,” written by Thomas L. Stokes, and
published in the Washington Evening Star of
February 18, 1853.

By Mr. MARTIN:

Article by Dr. Charles M. Steese, regarding
part played by Gen. Simon Cameron, Ambas-
sador to Russia in the Lincoln administra=
tion, on the acquisition of Alaska.

By Mr. MORSE:

Address entitled “The War Against Pov-
erty,” delivered by Edward J. Bell, adminis-
trator, Oregon Wheat Commission, at Sixth
Annual Conference of Oregon High School
International Relations League, Eugene,
Oreg., February 27, 1953.

Editorial entitled “Offshore Oil,” published
in the New York Times of March 2, 1953.

By Mr. JENNER:

Statement entitled “Agriculture Is the Na-
tion's Basic Economic Problem,” written by
Robert M. Harriss.

Statement of policy for inquiry by the
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee into
communism in the educational process.

By Mr. EEFAUVER:

Statement by George J. Burger, vice presi-
dent of the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, Inc., regarding the en-
forcement of the antitrust laws.

Statement by Philip B. Perlman, of Mary-
land, before subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary on Senate Joint
Resolution 1, regarding treaties and domestic
law. -

By Mr. BRICKER:

Editorial from Columbus (Ohio) Dispatch
with reference to treaties and the basic law.

Editorial from San Francisco Chronicle
on the same subject matter.

Editorial from the Palladium-Item and
Sun-Telegram of Richmond, Ind., on the
same subject matter.

Editorial from San Francisco Examiner of
February 25, 1953, on the same subject mat-
ter.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

Letter addressed to him by the Lions Club

of Brillion, Wis., regarding number of per-
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sons in that town who voted in the recent
election.

ONE HUNDRED AND THIRD ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE BIRTH OF
THOMAS G. MASARYK

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, fomorrow,
March 7, will mark the 103d anniversary
of the birth of the great Czechoslovak
patriot and world leader, Thomas G.
Masaryk., I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the body of the Recorb,
following these remarks, the text of a
message to the people of Czechoslovakia
which I have prepared for this occasion.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR IVES oN THE 103p AN~
NIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH oF THoMas G.
MasarRYE, MaRCH 7, 1953
Each year, only a few days after the tragic

anniversary of Communist control in Czech-
oslovakia, the people of that European
stronghold of freedom may lift their hearts
to celebrate the anniversary of the sbirth of
one of the most courageous men the world
has ever known.

Thomas G. Masaryk, Czechoslovakla's great
statesman and patriot, was born on March 7,
1850. By his study and ardent labors, a true
democracy was realized and established in
his homeland. His ideals created one of the
first free nations in all of Europe.

On the occasion of his anniversary it is
appropriate that we pay homage again to
Thomas Masaryk. His leadership, his schol-
arship, his innate greatness are still an in-
spiration not only to the people of his native
land, but to all people who love freedom.
His memory cannot be erased by present
tyranny in his homeland. His tremendous
strength is a beacon for those who follow
him, guiding them forward to the day when
freedom is once again established in his be-
loved nation.

I join my supplications with all others who

fervently desire the liberation of Czechoslo-

vakia, On this anniversary, our prayer is
brightened and hope kindled by the memory
of Thomas Masaryk.

MILITARY POLICY IN KOREA

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, we
are fortunately free, so far as the present
administration is concerned, of support-
ing and enjoying the contemptible policy
of allowing our soldiers and our allies to
be shot at on the stationary battle-
front in Korea for an indefinite time.
What many of us have called a stale-
mate has been better termed by Gen-
eral Van Fleet as a sitdown. A stale-
mate is a situation in which the forces
are so evenly balanced that neither can
get ahead of the other. A sitdown is
a situation where one side by deliberate
policy refuses to take military advan-
tage when it is plain, clear, and unde-
niable. Our sitdown has continuously
weakened us and continuously strength-
ened the Communist position.

The question is, what are we to do next
now that our minds are clear and we are
open to consider a change in policy?

There is one change in policy, Mr.
President, which lies on the side of politi-
cal action, and may be added to our mili-
tary policy whatever that may turn out
to be. The political action will not work
against constructive military policy.
Both will work to strengthen each other
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and strengthen the free nations of the
world.

What our political action might be, I
have set forth in a talk which I gave at
a luncheon for the American Association
for the United Nations at the Shoreham
Hotel on Tuesday, March 3.

The death of Joseph Stalin may well
have world-shaking results, but it should
have no effect on such diplomatic policies
as I am proposing, since these are based
on eternal truths and the spiritual laws
of the universe. They are not super-
vened by current events, no matter how
portentous these may be.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the address delivered by me
on the occasion referred to be printed in
the body of the Recorp following these
remarks.

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

NEXT STEPS FOR THE UNITED NATIONS

There has been a tendency in public
thinking to write off the United Nations as a
fallure, The fact that so many constructive
proposals have been vetoed by the Soviet
Government has led to proposals for a com-
plete reorganization of the whole institu-
tlon. There is a large body of opinion whici
feels that our common action, particularly in
search of a common defense against aggres-
sion, has been stopped by an insurmountable
roadblock.

This roadblock indeed does exist so far as
certain types of action are concerned. It
does not, however, prevent all useful action
nor does it place a bar across the road to
what may be the most useful and effective
types of action open to the United Natlons.
Our opportunities are ahead of us, not be=
hind us.

The new courses of action will be directed

particularly toward measures which have In
them a large moral content and which will
draw to their support the spiritual forces of
the globe and of the universe. Let us look
at a few examples of undertakings of this
sort.
First it would seem entirely feasible to
take our part in the Korean war out of the
classification of a contest for power and seek
to resolve it on the basis of well-being of
people. It would seem that this could easily
be done by announcing, unilaterally, terms
on which the United Nations would be
willing to end the conflict, not by a truce, but
by a peace.

A first provision of such terms would be
to offer to Communist China a neutral zone
along the Yalu whose neutrality would be
inspected and administered by a commis-
slon composed solely of Asiatic nationals.
This would take care of the only interest in
the Eorean war which Communist China has
expressed; viz that she wants assurance that
Manchuria will not be invaded from the
southeast. That government would, there-
fore, be furnished with a face-saving pro-
posal and the United States and other west-
ern nations would be freed from the accusa-
tion that this war is a part of a contest for
power between Washington and Moscow.
These terms would renounce political power
on the part of the so-called “capitalist na-
tions and colonizing powers.”

These terms should be broadcast to the
soldiers of the Communist armies, over the
air and from the air, It is important that
they should know that there is nothing for
them to fight for except Russian imperial-
ism. Everything else is theirs if they will
cease fighting.

If we then made definite the offer to re-
build in usable form the housing, transpor-
tation, and industries of northern Korea as
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well as southern Korea, the war-torn popu-
ulations of the north should be anxious for
a settlement on this basis.

After rebuilding, the United Nations would
offer to carry out its original purpose of
holding free elections by means of which the
reunited country could select its own form
of government.,

Every group except professional Commu-
nist politicians would derive advantages from
the proposed settlement. This would in-
clude the Communist government, the
Communist soldiers and the harassed citi-
zens of North and South Eorea. It could be
stopped by a veto from Moscow whose sup-
port of the war has been so clearly recorded
by Ambassador Lodge. But such a veto
would open itself to the clear demonstra-
tion that the purposes of Moscow are the
accumulation of power and not the well-
being of people.

Another line of thought and action that
‘must be pursued is the project for eliminat-
ing curtains whether of iron, bamboo, or
other materials. These curtains prohibiting
intercourse between the peoples of the world
is an offense in the sight of God and man.
He who has made of one blood all the na-
tions of the earth does not desire that His
sons should be separated from each other in
groups which have no communication or
personal relationships.

The curtains must be attacked. We can
draw support for such an attack from na-
tions which are now trying to remain neu-
tral in what appears to them to be a contest
for power between Moscow and Washington.
These nations can join our side gladly and
strongly since this proposal is not one. for
power but for the dignity, freedom and in-
tercommunication of peoples.

One of the points which should be brought
out is that no nation which hides behind
the curtain can honorably seek admission
to the United Nations. We have seen that
the countries behind the curtain which al-
ready have been admitted are unable and
unwilling to act as members of the family
of nations. They have cut themselves off
from that role. It is unfortunate that they
have gained entrance to the United Nations
when they cannot fulfill their responsibili-
ties therein. We must make every effort and
offer every proper inducement for them to
raise the curtain, but our experience is such
that we must oppose the entrance of those
countries who thus prevent themselves from
carrying out the obligations of membership.

This is a much stronger bar to recognition
than is the fact that we detest certain forms
of government. Diplomatic history, prac-
tice, and precedent do not prohibit the rec-
ognition of a detestable de facto adminis-
tration. But when it comes to granting the
privileges of recognition to a nation which
hides behind a curtain and so is unwilling
to carry out the responsibilities of recogni-
tion and membership in the family of na-
tions, that is a new condition, and it must
be met with new determination and new
precedents. But with this determination
goes the responsibility of welcoming and
assisting any genuine moves by Communist
China to draw the curtain aside.

Of the many opportunities to move into
the field of moral issues and spiritual power,
there is one which we must continue to pre-
sent and support. That is universal guaran-
teed disarmament.

There is no substitute for such thorough-
going disarmament. There is no substitute
for having it guaranteed in the terms of
international inspection and administration.
‘When the other nations of the world open
themselves to international inventory, in-
spection, and control of arms and munitions,
the nations which refuse obviously refuse
for unworthy purposes. This situation must
be continuously presented and continuously
pressed.

Here again we have a project which 1is
based on the well-being of peoples rather
than the aggrandizement of power. To re-
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fuse to accept terms of complete inspection
is to give plain indication that the nation
which refuses to accept such a program is
not concerned with the well-being of the
peoples of the earth. It is not concerned
with the well-being of its own people. It
sets power above people. This position is
one which should draw condemnation from
nations which have tried to stay neutral be-
cause they fedred being drawn into a power
contest. There is no power-seeking left
here. There is nothing but concern for the
material and spiritual well-being of the citi-
zens of all natiors,

While continuously presented in the
agenda of the Council and in the forum of
the Assembly, continued rejection must lead
to other means of presenting the popular
cause. It will then hbecome the duty of
those responsible for the information pro-
grams, beamed to the citizens of the coun-
tries behind the curtains, to raise questions
in the minds of those citizens as to why
they should continue to bear this heavy
load of armies, arms, and armament. Ques-
tions should be implanted in their minds as
to whether their governments really care
anything about them as persons or are only

concerned with their usefulness in support= .

ing power politics. By continuing such an
information campaign simply, strongly, and
continuously, forces can be set in motion
which will weaken the foundations of totali-
tarian imperialism and help to bring the
world back to peace, prosperity. and spiritual
progress.

“People, not power,” must he the watch-
word of the United Nations. Moving in this
spirit and with this purpose, a brighter future
lies open ahead of us.

EIGHTH ANNIVERSARY OF COMMU-
NIST DICTATORSHIP IN RUMANIA

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, 8
years ago the Rumanian nation was
placed under the slavery of Communist
conspiracy. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp, as a part of
these remarks, a statement I have pre-
pared on the subject.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HoMER chuson oN
THE ANNIVERSARY OF COMMUNIST DOMINA~
TION OF RUMANIA

Today marks the eighth anniversary of
the installation of a Soviet Communist dic-
tatorship of Rumania,

The Communist domination of Rumania
on March 6, 1945, was in violation of the
Yalta agreements and took place almost be-
fore the ink was dry on the decisions. Mr,
Vishinsky went to Bucharest and ordered the
disarming of the Rumanian garrison, took
over complete control of the city by means
of the Red army, and demanded instant
dismissal of the national-union government
of General Radescu and the installment of
a Communist government.

This date, March 6, is therefore the anni-
versary of the enslavement of the Rumanian
people and the anniversary of one of the
early enslavement of peoples.

It is this kind of enslavement that we
condemn. We must offer hope and courage
to the citizens of Rumania and other im-
prisoned peoples behind the Iron Curtain.

TREATMENT ACCORDED SICK OR IN-
JURED SEAMEN UNDER IMMIGRA-
TION AND NATIONALITY ACT .
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, un-

der date of February 6, 1953, Mr. Kosmas

Fournarakis, president of the Interna-

tional Society for the Aid of Greek Sea-

men, Inc., addressed an inquiry to me

March 6

concerning the treatment being accorded
sick or injured seamen under the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act. Follow=
ing that, I addressed a letter of inquiry
to Mr. Argyle R. Mackey, Commissioner
of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, asking for clarification of the
points raised in the letter from Mr. Four-
narakis.

I now ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp a letter dated
March 2, 1953, from the Commissioner
of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, in which he responds to the
aforementioned inquiry.

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

MarcH 2, 1953,
Hon. PAT McCARRAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeENaTOR McCarraN: This acknowl-
edges the receipt of your letter of February
16, 1953, with which you enclosed the at-
tached letter dated February 6, 1953, from Mr.,
Eosmas Fournarakis, president of the Inter-
national Society for the Aid of Greek Seamen,
concerning specific problems which have
arisen in the case of Greek seamen.

As you know, section 252 (a) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act provides that
alien crewmen may be issued conditional
permits to land temporarily in the United
States for (1) the period of time (not ex-
ceeding 29 days) during which the vessel or
aircraft on which he arrived remains in port,
if the immigration officer is satisfied that the
crewman intends to depart on the vessel or
aircraft on which he arrived; or (2) 29 days,
if the immigration officer is satisfied that
the crewman intends to depart, within the
period for which he' is permitted to land, on
a vessel or aircraft other than the one on
which he arrived.

Mr. Fournarakis seems particularly con=
cerned about the treatment accorded to Sick
or injured seamen. All district directors of
the Service have been authorized, in cases
where a crewman failed to leave the United
States within 29 days, if such failure is due
to llness or other reasons beyond his control,
to allow him additional and reasonable time
to regain his health and depart the United
States.

In order further to clarify the procedures,
special telegraphic instructions were sent to
all District Directors under date of February
18, 1953, covering the following points; The
cases of alien crewmen who have been issued
conditional landing permits under section
252 (a) (1) of the act (for the time their
vessel remains in port), who later request
permits under section 252 (a) (2) of the
act (29-day permit with permission to pay
off and discharge) for the purpose of secur=
ing hospital or medical treatment, are to be
granted such permits valid for 29 days from
their original landing, if their applications
are found to be bona fide in every respect,
If the physical condition of such seamen
prevents their departure within 29 days, they
are to be granted a further period of time
within which to depart voluntarily from the
United States without the institution of de=-
portation proceedings inasmuch as the act
has been so construed as to preclude grant-
ing formal extensions of temporary stay. A
period of voluntary departure without the
institution of deportation proceedings is also
to be granted to crewmen who were originally
issued 20-day landing permits before the
need for hospital or mediecal treatment be-
came known and whose physical condition
prevents their departure within 29 days. All
landing permits issued under section 252 (a)
(2) of the act are to be issued for the full
29 days permitted under the act. Bona fide
crewmen who are unable to depédrt'within the
period of their admission because of other
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reasons beyond their control, such as their
vessel's going into drydock, unavailability
of shipping, etc., are also to be given a period
within which to depart voluntarily without
the institution of deportation proceedings.

It is believed that the instructions above
referred to will satisfactorily take care of the
problems pointed out in the specific cases
referred to by Mr. Fournarakis,

Sincerely,

, Commissioner.

g
T e———

FIRST VISA TO JAPANESE NATIONAL
UNDER LIBERALIZED UNITED
STATES IMMIGRATION LAW

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the body of the REecorp a letter dated
February 14, 1953, addressed to me from
Sozaburo Kujira Oka, of Tokyo, Japan,
who was the recipient of the first visa to
be handed a Japanese national under the
liberalized United States immigration
law of 1952.

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

TOKYO, JAPAN, February 14, 1953.
The Honorable Patr A, McCARRAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Me. SenaTor: It is with a great
deal of delight and honor to inform you that
I have been chosen as the first Japanese citi-
zen in postwar Japan to receive an immigra-
tion visa to enter the United States.

This was made possible by the passage
of the new American immigration law, which
eliminates racial barriers as a basis of exclu-
sion from the United States, and which re-
moves all raclal barriers to naturalization
as an American citizen,

This event is without a doubt the great-
est and happiest moment of my life. Words
alone cannot express the thrill which I ex-
perienced when His Excellency the United
States Ambassador to Japan, Robert D. Mur-
phy, handed me the visa on January 21, 1953,
at 11 a. m., at the United States Embassy in
Tokyo, Japan. !

In closing, I would like to express my sin-
cere gratitude for giving me this great right
to enter the United States of America, and
I shall endeavor to make myself worthy of
the great honor which has been bestowed
upon me,

Please give my best regards and gratitude
to all personnel who made efforts for the
passage of this new immigration law.

Very truly yours,
SozapurRo KUJIRAOKA.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HAYDEN

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
on Wednesday of this week I joined in
the offering of many well-earned trib-
utes to the senior Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl and the senior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] on the occa-
sion of the anniversary of their 20 years
of service as Senators of the United
States.

At that time I did not realize, or, if I

did, I forgot, that there was another

among us to whom tribute should also
be paid for the same long and faithful
period of service as a distinguished Mem-
ber of the Senate,

I take this opportunity to pay my re-
spects to the very able senior Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], whose long
and faithful record in the Congress of
the United States is one of brilliance
and rich accomplishment. I believe it
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was in 1912 that Senator HaypEw first
came to the Congress of the United
States as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. For the past 2 years it has
been my pleasure and privilege to serve
on the Committee on Rules and Adminis=
tration under the able leadership of the
Senator from Arizona. From that expe-
rience, I am convinced that I shall ever
feel the inspiration of the Senator’'s com-
petence, integrity, and sincere friend-
ship.

I hope and pray that the fine and able
mind of the Senator from Arizona, to-
gether with his happy and charming per-
sonality, will remain with the Members
of the Senate for a long time to come.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the remarks of the
distinguished junior Senator from New
Jersey. It has been my good fortune to
serve on the Committee on Appropria-
tions with the Senator from Arizona,
and there is no finer or more able man
serving on that committee than Senator
HAYDEN,

SHORTAGE OF AMMUNITION
IN KOREA

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I desire to
have printed in the ReEcorp a letter which
I have written to the Secretary of De-
fense, Mr. C. E. Wilson, with respect to
the testimony given yesterday by Gen-
eral Van Fleet regarding the shortage
of ammunition in Korea. I had taken
up this matter with the former Secretary
of Defense, Mr. Lovett, on August 13,
1952, and called his attention to com-
plaints that had been made to me alleg-
ing this shortage.

In view of the fact that $100 billion
has been expended for military purposes
since the beginning of the Korean war
on June 25, 1950, it is nearly unbeliev=-
able that there has been a continuous
shortage of ammunition in Korea in the
22 months General Van Fleet has served
as commander in the field. It is par-
ticularly amazing that there has been a
shortage of hand grenades and a neces-
sity for rationing ammunition and other
implements of war. When you ration
hand grenades and other ammunition to
a soldier on the frontline, it is often
equivalent to a verdict of death.

I was surprised, too, that General
Van Fleet stated the Communists have
greater artillery power than we have
and did not seem to suffer from any lack
of ammunition.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the body of the Recorp a copy of the
letter I wrote on yesterday to Secretary
Wilson asking for a full report in the
matter.

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

MarcH 5, 1953,
The Honorable CHARLES E. WIiLsoN,
Secretary of Defense.

My DeArR Mr. WmLson: In my 20 years in
the Senate I have never been more shocked
than I was today when General Van Fleet
testified before the Senate Armed Services
Committee that there has been a shortage
of ammunition and hand grenades in EKorea
for at least 22 months.

General Van Fleet testified this shortage
has been continuous since he took command
and that almost daily he had reported it
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officially and through channels. Failure to
supply these munitions, according to General
Van Fleet, seriously handicapped not only
the prosecution of the war against Commu-
nist Chinese and North Koreans but also the
protection of our own troops.

Shortage of munitions inevitably leads to
greater loss of life and prolonged conflict.
To me, such a situation as this, extending
over 22 months, represents criminal ineffi-
clency, because since the Korean war started,
on June 25, 1950, the following appropria-
tions have been made to the armed services:
851 billion in fiscal year 1951, #61 billion in
fiscal year 1952, $48 billion in fiscal year 1953;
total, $160 billion.

From these appropriations, the following
expenditures have been made for military
purposes: $20 billion in fiscal year 1951, 30
billion in fiscal year 1952, $44 billion in fiscal
year 1953. Included in fiscal 1953 are ex-
penditures to July 1, 1953. Total, $103
billion.

Today the armed services Have on hand
unexpended balances in appropriations which
have been made to them totaling approxi-
mately $80 billion, and they estimate that
as of next June 30 they will still have some
§60 billion of unexpended appropriations,
exclusive of whatever may be appropriated in
the current session of Congress.

In the face of these facts it is outrageous
that we have allowed unnecessary loss of
life and the improper prosecution of the
Korean war for 22 months by failure to
supply necessary munitions.

As a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I am asking that you—

1. Make a full investigation as to what
officials at the Pentagon received informa-
tion, so often transmitted by General Van
Fleet, that there was a shortage of munitions,

2. What officers at the Pentagon are re-
sponsible for the fallure of General Van
Fleet to receive adequate munitions.

3. What action you will take to punish
those officers who have been guilty of such
negligence of their official duties,

4. What steps are being taken by the Pen-
tagon to supply adequate munitions in the
future.

5. That this and all other information in-
cident to a shortage of munitions in Korea
be presented as promptly as possible so that
the Armed Services Committee of the Senate
can undertake further investigations, should
such be desirable.

In ¢losing, let me say that when a charge
such as this comes from the commanding
general in the field, it is of such importance
as to warrant the most exhaustive investiga-
tion so as to determine who is at fault, and
to punish those who have been derelict in
their duties.

Cordially yours,
HArrY F. BYRD.

——

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr, Hawks, one of his sec-
retaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
the nomination of Arthur F. Burns, of
New York, to be a member of the Council
of Economic Advisers, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning
business is closed.
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR TODAY
AND NEXT WEEEK

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am
about to ask unanimous consent that,
as in executive session, the Executive
Calendar be called.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object—and
I shall not object—I wish to make in-
quiry of the distinguished majority lead-
er as to his plans for next week.

Mr. TAFT. Beyond calling the calen-
dar on Monday, I do not believe there
will be any substantial legislation con-
sidered next week., I do not know of
any important measures except those
which are actually on the calendar. I
may move to take up any of those meas-
ures if they are objected to upon the call
of the calendar, though I do not know of
any measures on the calendar which are
really controversial.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the
majority reader plan to have the Sen-
ate meet on Monday, Wednesday, and
Friday of next week?

Mr. TAFT. Yes; on Monday, Wednes-
day, and Friday of next week. A num-
ber of nominations are expected to be
received, and I think the Senate should
meet to dispose of them.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator. I have no objection.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the majority leader indicate whether or
not it would be agreeable to him to take
up today Senate Resolution 16, Calendar
No. 46?

Mr. TAFT. Yes. We intend to take
it up today. In addition to Calendar
Nos. 46 and 47, being Senate Resolution
16 and Senate Resolution 49, respec-
tively, I believe there is another resolu-
tion which has been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

t.‘:‘!.\Ir. McCARRAN. I thank the Sen-
ator,

EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, as in executive
session, the Executive Calendar be
called.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and the
clerk will state the first nomination on
the Executive Calendar.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Harry N. Routzohn to be Solicitor
for the Department of Labor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to ask the distin-
guished majority leader if this nomina-
tion was reported unanimously by the
committee?

Mr. TAFT. This nomination was re-
ported unanimously by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator.
Mr., TAFT. I may say, since Mr.

Routzohn is a constituent of mine, that
he is one of the leading attorneys in the
city of Dayton, Ohio. I think he might
well have been recommended to be a
Federal judge if he had not been beyond
the age limit prescribed by the Attorney
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General's ruling. He has had service on
all sides of the labor question. He has
represented labor unions and many other
clients. For some time he has been the
attorney for the International Brother-
hood of Carpenters, in the position of
general counsel. I do not know of any-
one who I think would be more impar-
tial in his action as Solicitor of the De-
partment of Labor. He was a Repre-
sentative in Congress during the years
1939 and 1940.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con-
sent to the nomination of Harry N.
Routzohn to be Solicitor for the De-
partment of Labor?

The nomination was confirmed.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Richard R. Atkinson to be a mem-
ber of the District of Columbia Rede-
velopment Land Agency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

3

THE ARMY

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Army.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask that
Eline Army nominations be confirmed en

oc.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Army nominations are con-
firmed en bloe.

Mr. TAFT. I ask that the President
be immediately notified of all nomina-
tions confirmed this day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LOYALTY CHECKES ON SENATE
EMPLOYEES

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Senate Resolution 16, Calendar
No. 46.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The resolu-
tion (S. Res. 16) to provide for loyalty
checks on Senate employees.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. TarFT].

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the resolu-
tion, which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administration
with amendments, on page 1, line 5, after
the words “to the”, to strike out “Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities of the
House of Representatives, to the"; in
line 7, after the word “Investigation”, to

strike out “and to the Central Intelli- -

gence Agency,”; on page 2, line 5, after
the word “the”, to strike out “Committee
on Un-American Activities of the House
of Representatives, to the”, and in line 7,
after the word “Investigation”, to strike
out the comma and “and to the Central
Intelligence Agency", so as to make the
resolution read:

Resolved, That hereafter when any person
is appointed as an employee of any commit-
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tee of the Senate, of any Senator, or of any
office of the Senate the committee, Senator,
or officer having authority to make such
appointment shall transmit the name of such
person to the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, together with a request that such com-
mittee, Senator, or officer be informed as to
any derogatory information in the possession
of such agency concerning the loyalty of
such person, and in any case in which such
derogatory information is revealed such com-
mittee, Senator, or officer shall make or cause
to be made such further investigation as shall
have been considered necessary to determine
the loyalty of such person.

Every such committee, Senator, and officer
shall promptly transmit to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation a list of the names
of the incumbent employees of such com-
mittee, Senator, or officer together with a
request that such committee, Senator, or
officer be informed of any derogatory infor-
mation contained in the files of such agency
concerning the loyalty of such employee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it. y

Mr. MORSE. Does the Chair know of
any reason why an amendment to Sen-
ate Resolution 16 which would require
that the resolution cover Senators as
well as Senate employees would not be
in order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion is subject to amendment in the
usual manner. Of course, in the Senate
germaneness is not required in the case
of amendments.

Mr. MORSE. I merely wish to an-
nounce that at a later hour this after-
noon I shall offer the amendment which
I ask to have printed in the Recorp at
this point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment intended to be proposed by Mr.
Morse was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as -follows:

At the end of the bill, insert a new section,
as follows: 5

“SEc. 2, The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit the names of each Senator of the
United States, incumbent on the date of the
adoption of this resclution and hereafter
entering upon the office of Senator of the
United States, to the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, together with a request that the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra=
tion be informed as to any derogatory infor-
mation in the possession of each agency (and
if such is on file, any rebutting information)
concerning the loyalty and the reliability of
such Senator for security purposes. In any
case in which such derogatory and rebutting
information is submitted, the Committee on
Rules and Administration shall make or
cause to be made such further investigation
necessary to resolve the issues raised bjl’ such
report and to take such further action as it
or the Senate shall deem necessary.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my
amendment to Senate Resolution 16
would include an investigation of Mem-
bers of the Senate as well as Senate
employees. e

As I announced last week, I have al-
ready notified the Attorney General that,
so far as my office is concerned, this res-
olution is not needed. We are perfectly
willing to have the Department of Jus-
tice proceed, on a voluntary basis or a
waiver basis, with the investigation of
members of my office staff, including the
Senator from Oregon himself.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion is open to further amendment.

Mr, MORSE. Mr, President, I am hav-
ing an amendment to the resolution
drafted. As soon as it has been drafted
I shall offer it to the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT, What is the
pleasure of the Senate?

REPORT OF THE INDEPENDENT
PARTY ON SENATE COMMITTEE
ASSIGNMENTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, while the
amendment is being drafted I shall dis-
cuss another subject matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer
for reference to the Committee on Rules
and Administration a proposed amend-
ment to Senate Resolution 32, which I
submitted on January 13.

The subject of the assignment of Sen-
ators was debated at some length on that
day. At that time I submitted Senate
Resolution 32, to enlarge the Committee
on Armed Services and the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare by two
members, a member of the majority
party and the junior Senator from
Oregon,

FPURPOSE OF SENATE RESOLUTION 32

That proposal has a twofold purpose:
to maintain numerical control of those
committees by the majority party and
to continue the junior Senator from
Oregon on those committees in recog-
nition of his Senate seniority and in
conformity with the almost unbroken
rule of the Senate that once a Member
is assigned to a committee he is not
removed from it in violation of his Sen-
ate seniority.

INACTION OF RULES COMMITTEE

That resolution has been pending be-
fore the Rules Committee since January
13 and so far as I know—and there has
been no public announcement to the con-
trary—absolutely no action has been
taken upon it. No hearings have been
held, no committee discussion or vote
has taken place, no report has been made
to the Senate.

I point out that the distinguished mi-

nority leader blocked consideration of
Senate Resolution 32 on the day that I
submitted it—see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
page 337, January 13, 1953. He indicated
that he believed the proposal should re-
ceive the consideration of the Rules Com-
mittee. At that time I was of the opinion
that the issues were sufficiently clear to
enable any Senator to vote immediately
upon my proposal. That was not done.
MANY SENATORS DESIRE OPPORTUNITY TO VOTE

Many Senators stated on that ocecasion
and later that they desired to have the
opportunity to vote on Senate Resolu-
tion 32. It appears to me that a suffi-
cient amount of time has elapsed since
January 13—7'2 weeks, to be precise—
to enable the Rules Committee to con-
sider Senate Resolution 32 and report it

XCIX——106
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so that the Senate may consider it and
vote upon it.

The Senate will recall that on January
13, the membership of standing commit-
tees was voted upon. At that time many
Senators complained that they were em=-
barrassed by the parliamentary situa-
tion in which they found themselves,
They were not permitted to vote on Sen-
ate Resolution 32,

The distinguished majority leader,
with his customary fairness, agreed to
a postponement of the assignment of the
junior Senator from Oregon to the two
committee posts which were left over
after the Republican and Democratic
caucus slates were drawn.

As I stated at the time, Mr. President,
the assignment of the junior Senator
from Oregon, if he had been assigned to
the two committees to which it was sug-
gested he should be assigned, would have
been somewhat in the nature of a
garbage-can assignment. Those two
assignments being all that were left, the
junior Senator from Oregon would have
been required to take the leavings. I
did not think they would have been even
edible erumbs.

The sole reasonable purpose of delay
was to permit committee consideration
of Senate Resolution 32.

ONLY ONCE HAS A SENATOR BEEN REMOVED FROM

A COMMITITEE FOR POLITICAL DIFFERENCE

When the Senate discussed committee
assignments on January 13, I presented
the complete history of committee as-
signment in the Senate. It shows that
on only one occasion—I repeat, on only
one occasion—has the Senate removed
a member from a committee because of
differences between him and the admin-
istration or majority party. One has to
go back to 1871, during General Grant’s
“illustrious” administration, to find that
occasion.

Charles Sumner, who at that time had
been chairman of the Commiitee on
Foreign Relations since the Republicans
gained control of the Senate and who
had served with distinetion, opposed
Grant’s plan for the annexation of Santo
Domingo. The Republican caucus in
reporting its committee list on March 10,
1871, omitted Sumner as chairman, and
in addition, did not include him as a
member of the committee.

A vociferous debate ensued and the
disciplinary action was denounced by
such eminent Senators as Wilson,
Schurz, and Trumbull, and described as
unjustifiable, impolitic, and unnecessary.

James G. Blaine later observed:

Never was the power of the caucus more
wrrmgﬁﬂly a.ppliac!.‘

There were several other Senators who
opposed their party’'s nominee or policy.
Some were among the most renowned
Members of this body: Stephen Douglas,
Ladd, and Norris. In not one case did
anyone lose a commitiee post formerly
held by him. In some cases, though
not all, a Senator has not been continued
as a committee chairman, but in none
of those instances was he removed from
a committee on which he had served.

3 Haynes, The Senate of the United States,
vol. I, pp. 302-303.
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Let me describe some of the demotions
from chairmanships which took place,
not one of which was accompanied by
loss of membership on the committees
involved.

1859: Stephen A. Douglas, the only
Democratic chairman from a non-slave-
holding State, was, while absent from
the Senate, dropped from the chairman-
ship of the Committee on Territories,
which he had held since his election to
the Senate. Senator Pugh laid this
punishment to vindictiveness for Doug-
las’ antislavery views.

1867:

Contrary to precedent, at the beginning of
the short session a new election of all the
standing committees took place. The list
submitted by the majority leader was ap-
proved without debate. Apparently the sole
object- of this election was to disciplina the
Republican chairmen who had not supported
the radicals In the vote to override the
President's veto of the civil rights bill.?

Three chairmen were demoted.

1923: In my remarks on January 13, I
described the removal of Senator Cum- -
mins from the chairmanship of a com-
mittee he had held for 4 years. Cum-
mins was then 73 years old and held
another chairmanship. Two chairman-
ships were deemed too great a burden
for a man of his age. A contributing
factor was his unpopularity with certain
Senators who opposed the Esch-Cums=-
mins Transportation Act of 1920.

1925: On this occasion the dominant
Republicans disciplined the supporters of
old Bob La Follette’s presidential can-
didacy in the campaign of 1924. Ladd
lost a committee chairmanship and the
others were reduced in committee senior-
ity., None was removed from a com-
mittee on which he had served.

1929: Senator Norris supported Al-
fred E. Smith and Heflin supported
Hoover in the 1928 campaign—each
crossing party lines. They both contin-
ued in the same committee posts they
had held before the election.

This matter has been researched and
re-researched—and no example of re-
moval from a committee other than
Sumner in 1871 has been unearthed.

Therefore, I wish again to make crystal
clear for the Recorp that on January 13,
1953, the Senate followed a course of
action which it had not followed since
1871. My colleagues in the Senate can
tell their constituents all they want to
tell them, as they have in many letters,
copies of which I have received from
their constituents, to the effect that no
disciplinary action was taken against the
junior Senator from Oregon, but their
constituents are too smart to swallow
that alibi or rationalization. Their con-
stituents know full well what happened
to the junior Senator from Oregon on
January 13, 1953, at the hands of a
Senate which apparently felt that the
time had come to set an example for
all the future which would teach a lesson
to insurgents and rebels in the Senate
of the United States. It was aimed at
reminding insurgents what would hap-
pen to them if they refused to accept the
dictates of a party caucus. However, the

3 Haynes, p. 302, footnote 2.
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action will not deter true liberals. It
will boomerang against the Senators
who voted as they did on January 13.
I was fair enough to advise both party
caucuses, some days prior to the meeting
on January 13, that I did not desire to
be assigned by a party eaucus to a Sen-
ate committee, but that I desired to be
assigned to committees in accordance
with my rights under the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946.

But apparently my colleagues in the
Senate either have not read or did not
wish to read with the correct interpre-
tation the Reorganization Act of 1946,
because after reading it they could not
reach any other conclusion than that
under that act every Member of this
body has a right to be assigned to com-
mittees by vote of the Senate, not by
action of a political caucus. The junior
Senator from Oregon asked to be as-
signed in accordance with his rights un-
der the Reorganization Act. The Mem-
bers of this body went back to 1871 for
a precedent which was established at the
beginning of another military adminis-
tration, for the action which was taken
against the junior Senator from Oregon.

Mr. President, my colleagues can con-
tinue to tell their constituents that they
took no disciplinary action, but I intend
to meet them on the platform in their
States in 1954, and we will discuss with
their constituents the real meaning of
their action on January 13, 1953,

Mr. President, I was appalled by the
glaring fact that on January 13, the Sen-
ate proceeded, in effect, to remove a Sen-
ator from committee posts long held
without the slightest research of the
precedents of the Senate. No Senator
of the majority party made any state-
ment which would indicate that he or his
party or caucus had considered the his-
tory of the Senate before taking the ac-
tion the caucus had decided upon. The
majority leader gave no inkling of hav-
ing any such information.

With only two exceptions, the Demo-
cratic speakers demonstrated the same
lack of information, and worse. Both
parties appeared indifferent, apathetic,
to the possibility that 164 years of prece-
dent might be overturned. To me, that
was a shocking course of action.

THE PRINCIPLE OF MINORITY REPRESENTATION 1S
ROOTED IN DEMOCRATIC TRADITION

Nor was there a shred of evidence that
either the Republican Party or the Dem-
ocratic Party had given the slightest
prior thought to the principle of minor-
ity representation.

As I stated in my remarks on January
13, the rights of minority parties in the
Senate to committee assignments is not
a matter of sufferance: It does not de-
pend upon the indulgence of the major-
ity of the moment. It is—or at least it
has been—firmly rooted in a tradition
of the Senate which has but mirrored a
basic premise of our democratic form of
government; namely, that the majority
shall prevail but with due regard for
the preservation of minority representa-
tion and the recognition of minority
rights. The Constitution is designed to
insure and preserve that balance, and it
is for that reason that amendments to
the Constitution require more than a
simple majority.
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At any moment a majority of sufficient
numbers could override the basic rights
of minority groups—whether a political
party, a religious group, or dissenters of
many persuasions. In such a case the
strength of democracy is its accumu-
lated tradition of liberty and the protec-
tion of minority rights which has de-
feated and will defeat attempts at totali-
tarian control.

The history of progress is the history
of minorities fighting for their rights,
not humbly petitioning for the indul-
gence of their betters,

The distinguished minority leader
stated on January 13—CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, page 343—that he had no in-
tention of interfering with the selec-
tion of the majority caucus because the
majority “soon would be picking every
member of every committee in the Sen-
ate. I can see no more dangerous day
that could ever face a minority,” said he.

Mr. President, I say that is a counsel
of fear. Certainly the minority party
should be the first to stand on its hind
legs and fight any infringement of the
rights of another minority party. I
would recall to the Senate that the motto
of the Hapsburgs was “divide and con-
quer.” I call the attention of my liberal
friends on both sides of the aisle in the
Senate to the fact that that is also the
old shell game which for decades has
been played against liberals in American
politics—in short, divide and conquer.
The liberals should have known that
there was nothing better that the reac-
tionaries would like to do than divide the
liberals. Turn the liberals against each
other and then pick them off one by
one has been reactionary policy for
decades. It is a bad thing that my lib-
eral friends in the Senate fell for the
tactics.

THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SENATE
RESOLUTION 32

Let me turn to the arithmetic of the
situation and outline what I submit to-
day.

The minority leader, in blocking con-
sideration of Senate Resolution 32,
stated that the caucus slates were de-
signed to insure the same percentage of
minority party representation in this
Congress as obtained in the 82d Con-
gress, 1st session. He pointed out that
in 1950 the Republican Party had 47
Members in the Senate and that in this
Congress the Democratic Party has 47
Members in the Senate. He is not com-
pletely correct in his statement that the
percentages are the same, Mr, President;
they are only roughly the same.

In the first session of the 82d Con-
gress there were a total of 203 committee
posts, of which the then minority party
had 94. Under the reorganized commit-
tee plan adopted on January 9, 1953,
there are now a total of 209 committee
posts, of which the Democratic Party
presently has T77.

What I propose in my amendment to
Senate Resolution 32 is to increase the
number of committee posts by two. That
would be accomplished by adding 2 mem-
bers to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and 2 members to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and by re-
ducing the membership of the Committee
on the District of Columbia and the Com-~
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mittee on Public Works by 1 member
each. The total change in overall com-
mittee posts would be from 209 seats to
211 seats. At present the Committee on
the District of Columbia is supposed to
have 9 members, and the Committee on
Public Works is supposed to have 11
members,  Until now, each has operated
with one vacancy. It will berecalled that
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TaFT] and
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Case] explained that it was not found
possible to agree upon a plan which would
insure a numerical majority of majority
party members on all committees. It was
decided that the Republican and Demo=
cratic strength on those 2 committees
should be equal, and that the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon should be the ninth
member of the Committee on the Dis=
trict of Columbie and the eleventh mem-
ber of the Committee on Public Works.

They implied that I could conceivably
hold the balance of power on these com=-
mittees. They were not happy about the
prospect but apparently felt that this was
the best that they could do.

Of course, at no time have they ever
contemplated what the REcorp will show,
namely, that my votes on the Armed
Services Committee and my votes on the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, for years and years, have never
been based upon any partisan theory of
who holds the balance of power, but
only on the theory of the merits of the
issues before the committee, and on
what, in the opinion of the Senator
from Oregon, was best for the country.
The assumption concerning the balance
of power on committees which has run
through this debate on committee as-
signments is, of course, clearly based
upon what I think is a very undesirable
admission that in committee at least
some Senators act from a partisanship
standpoint rather than from the stand-
point of the merits of the issues before
the committee. But I said on January
13 that I was perfectly willing to agree
with the distinguished majority leader,
as I did, that the majority party was
entitled to have a majority of one on
the committees of the Senate. I did not
quarrel with that, but I quarreled with
the false assumption of the minority
that it had no responsibilities in the fight
to protect the interests of a minority or
independent party in the Senate. Again
today I charge the minority with having,
on January 13, walked out on its clear
obligations to protect minority rights as
a minority party in the Senate of the
United States. The minority is going to
learn from constituents of theirs across
the country that thousands of them
agree that there was a failure on the part
of the minority party, on January 13,
to live up to the professed liberal beliefs
of certain Members of the minority, in
connection with this committee fight,
because they substituted political expedi-
ency for political principle, as they well
know. In fact, some of them have
tended to half confess it in letters to con-
stituents, copies of which have been sent
to me.

But what have Members of the minor-
ity done since January 13 to correct a
wrong, not to the junior Senator from
Oregon, but a wrong to the traditions of
the United States Senate, a wrong for
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which they can find no precedent since
1871, They have done absolutely
nothing. They stand convicted before
the bar of American public opinion to-
day, in my judgment, as a group of men
who walked out on their responsibilities
to minority rights in the Senate of the
United States.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Oregon, I think, knows
that I am a cosponsor of Resolution No.
32. I was very glad indeed to be a co-
sponsor, because I felt that the proposal
which was made took into account the
existence of an independent party, and
also recognized that a party that had
been voted the majority party in the
election was entitled to organize the
House and the Senate, and to control the
committees by majority membership on
the committees.

I supported Resolution No. 32 with my
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Oregon, because I felt that the solution
offered by the resolution was a reason=-
able and a fair one; and I still do, be~
cause on two committees, the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare and the
Committee on Armed Services, on which
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
has served with such great distine-
tion for many years, it would have
given him continued membership and
at the same time would have permitted
the majority party to assert its role as
a majority party.

‘While I think that resolution was an
entirely fair one, I do not subseribe to
the thesis enunciated by my friend from

on that the minority party did not
ize its responsibility. Quite the
opposite, Mr. President. Many of us in
the minority party spoke in favor of
Senate Resolution 32 and stated that
we would support it, as we would sup-
port it today if it should come before
the Senate, because we consider it to
be a thoroughly fair and equitable reso-
lution which gives recognition both to
the right of seniority of the Senator
from Oregon and to the right of the
majority party to assert its function as
the majority party in the Senate.

When that resolution was proffered,
as the Senator from Oregon will recall,
some of us asked that it be reported
promptly by the committee. The an-
swer was that no assurance could be
given as to a specific date on which it
would be reported. It has certainly
been my understanding that it would be
brought before the Senate, not neces-

sarily with a favorable report from the-

committee, but brought to the floor of
the Senate so that Members could fight
for it.

I can assure the Senator from Ore-
gon that when that happens he will have
the support of many members of the
minority party, as well as, I believe, the
support of many members of the ma-
jority party, because it provides a sound
way_to handle the situation. It would
accord recognition of the right of the
member or members of an independent
party to have proper committee assign~-
ments and of the right of a Member
who has served on committees for many
years to maintain his seniority, and at
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the same time it would recognize the
right and the authority of the majority
party to organize and to control, so far
as it is able to do so through its own
efforts, the proceedings within the com-
mittees and within the Senate.

I want the Senator to know that I
stand shoulder to shoulder with him in
a desire to have the resolution brought
before the Senate, and I can assure him
that when that happens he will certainly
have my support, as he has in the past,
and also the support of many other Mem-
bers of the Senate in both parties.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I am very
glad to have the remarks of the Senator
from New York. I assure him that in
my reply I mean no personal reflection
upon him. I am talking to the principle
which is involved; and I wish to say
that the remarks of the Senator from
New York are completely unsatisfactory,
so far as the junior Senator from Oregon
is concerned, as to the correct explana-
tion of what happened prior to January
13 and on January 13 as affecting the
minority side of the Senate. I do not
think the Senator from New York can
erase from the REecorp the plain facts.
He talks about a group of Senators on
the minority side, when the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon offered Senate Resolu-
tion 32, rising and asking to join in the
resolution. That was sort of an after-
thought on their part. But the fact
should be borne in mind, that the junior
Senator from Oregon should never have
been placed in such a position that he
himself had to offer Senate Resolution
32 in order to do justice on the floor of
the Senate to a minority interest. That
should have been done by the minority
party itself; the resolution should have
been offered by the minority party itself.
But it was the minority party which
blocked the proposal when the majority
leader himself made very clear, as the
REecorp of January 13 will show, that it
would have been acceptable to the
majority leader. :

The minority party cannot by any
stretch of the imagination place upon
the majority party the responsibility for
what has happened in regard to this
committee problem, They say, Mr.
President, out of one corner of their
mouths, that they recognize that the
majority is entitled to a majority on the
committee, but out of the other corner
of their mouths they say in a letter which
T am going to read presently that it was
the responsibility of the majority to take
care of the junior Senator from Oregon
by way of committee assignments. They
cannot have their cake and eat it, too;
they cannot have the argument both
ways; they cannot take the position that
the majority is entitled to a majority of
one and then take the position that the
majority should have destroyed that ma-
jority of one on the two committees that
I am entitled to serve on. The fact is
that the minority party did not want to
recognize the fact that there are three
parties in the Senate of the United
States. They do not want to face the
fact that there is an Independent Party
in the Senate of the United States. So
nothing was done by them on January
13 to protect the rights of the Senator
from Oregon. They did not offer any
resolution to protect his rights.
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The Senator from New York says they
rallied to the support of the Senator
from Oregon after he offered the resolu-
tion. Do Senators think it was pleas-
ant for the junior Senator from Oregon
to take the action he did? Do they
think it is easy to do that on the floor of
the Senate, considering the kind of press
we have in America today, which is ever-
ready to distort the position taken by
nonconformists? I have my feelings,
too, Mr. President. It was only because
of the important seniority principle
which was involved that I made the fight
for the protection of my seniority rights.
I had gone to the books. I looked upon
what I had to do as being a task for a
student of government. I believed I
ought to do my paper work. Before the
meeting on January 13 I had studied the
precedents of the Senate of the United
States and I knew that the Senate could
not justify breaking the precedents of
decades if the precedents were pointed
out. I pointed them out to the mem-
bers of the minority in the speech which
I made on the subject on January 13.
They ignored the precedents.

Where were the voices on the minority
side? Only six Members stood up and
were counted in support of protecting
the precedents and traditions of the
Senate of the United States on this issue
of my seniority rights.

Mr. President, I make bold to say that
the Senator from New York cannot sub-
mit an iota of evidence that shows there
was any inclination or intention on the
part of the minority in its eaucus to pro=
tect the minority rights of the Senator
from Oregon. What ruled in that
caucus was politics, not principle—"“get
every committee assignment we can for
Democrats” was the obvious tactic of
that Democratic caucus.

“The Senator from Oregon,” says one
of them in a letter to a constituent, “has
made his bed; let him lie in it.”

I do not object to my bed, Mr, Presi-
dent. I am proud of the political bed
I have made for myself. But I wish to
say to Senators on the other side of the
aisle that they are going to hear from
me in 1954, across the country, on this
matter of principle versus political ex-
pediency. They will find out in their
own bailiwicks what the attitude of their
constituents may be on the question of
principle versus political expediency.

Let me say further, Mr. President,
that it makes nice rationalizing to a
constituent to say, “Well, we were in a
difficult parliamentary position. The
Senator from Oregon was maneuvered
into a bad parliamentary position, and
there was nothing we could do about
that, but the first time we had a chance
to help him we rallied to him and in-
dicated that we were going to support
his resolution.”

That is an interesting alibi, Mr. Presi-
dent, that is what I call working both
sides of the street, because the fact is
that they were not interested in the posi-
tion in which the Senator from Oregon -
found himself until, first, they took care
of their own committee assignments,
There were some choice ones made, too.
Some of my alleged friends on the
minority side got some choice committee
plums on January 13. They picked
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their plums first; then they started talk-
ing about protecting the minority rights
of the Independent Party in the United
States Senafe.

Did they vote on committee assign-
ments on January 13? That raises again
the old question of form versus sub-
stance, because Senate rule XXIV reads
as follows:

In the appointment of the standing com-
mittees, the Senate, unless otherwise ordered,
shall proceed by ballot to appoint severally
the chairman of each committee, and then,
by one ballot, the other members necessary
to complete the same. A majority of the
whole number of votes given shall be neces=
sary to the choice of a chairman of a stand-
ing committee, but a plurality of votes shall
elect the other members thereof. All other
committees shall be appointed by ballot, un-
less otherwise ordered, and a plurality of
votes shall appoint. -

Did they vote, Mr. President? Let the
record show the form of the ballot they
sent to the desk. The form of the ballot
sent to the desk was a mimeographed
copy of a political caucus list of com-
mittee assignments, at the bottom of
which each Senator signed his name, and
sent it to the desk as his ballot. They
can call it a ballot if they wish to, but,
in accordance with my sense of values,
they sent to the desk an underwriting of
a political caucus action, and I refuse
to believe that, at least in some cases,
it represented the true judgment of the
individual Senator as to how he ought to
have voted.

Some Senators have been kind enough
and fair enough to tell me subsequently
that they realized they did not send a
ballot to the desk. In some instances
they have formally apologized to me.
Perhaps I have not been very kind, be-
cause I responded to their apologies by
saying that I never accept an apology
involving a matter of public policy. I
accept an apology only in a matter that
involves a social error or a personal
affront. But an apology never rights a
wrong against public policy. The kind
of apology tendered was merely con-
science salve for the apologizer, and
some hard feelings have resulted.

If there is a desire to go into the ques-
tion of personal relationships that have
resulted, I may say that I recognize that
this was an unfortunate incident. How-
ever, irrespective of the unfortunate per-
sonal relations which have resulted, I
shall continue to fight on the floor of
the Senate for what I think is the pro-
tection of a great principle, namely, the
seniority rights of a Senator. I shall
continue to try to make the record clear
for future students of the history of the
Senate, by showing that in this session
of Congress there was at least one Sena-
tor who fought on the floor of the Sen-
ate to protect 8 years of seniority rights
that were emasculated on January 13,
1953.

I believe that the unfortunate act of
the United States Senate on January 13
in violating my seniority rights is going
to plague future Senators and future
Senates. If it is the attitude of the
Members of the United States Senate
that by disciplinary action they can in-
hibit and eontrol insurgents of the fu-

ture, they are mistaken. Unless I fail
entirely to read the handwriting on the
wall, I venture the prediction today that
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the number of independents and insur-
gents in the United States Senate in the
years immediately ahead is going to in-
crease, because increasing millions of
American people are becoming sick and
tired of the political expediency that has
come to dominate both major parties in
this country. That is why there is going
to be an upsurge from the grassroots of
America in opposition to the kind of po-
litical expediency that stalked the floor
of the United States Senate on January
13, 1953.

So I say, in reply to the Senator from
New York [Mr. LEaman], that his ex-
planation is not good enough for me, be-
cause the time for the Senator from New
York, as a member of a minority party,
to have acted was before he ever came
to the floor of the Senate on January 13,
when he saw that his party was about
to follow the course of action which it
followed on the floor of the Senate.

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

Mr. MORSE. Ishall be glad to yield in
a moment.

The place for the Senator from New
York to have acted was on the floor of
the Senate, before he sent to the desk
the mimeographed copy of the Demo-
cratic caucus list, to which he signed his
name, and which he called a ballot. That
was the time for the Senator from New
York to have stood up on the floor of
the Senate and be counted in defense
of minority rights.

When I offered my resolution, and the
Senator from New York asked permis-
sion to join in offering it, of course I
granted him permission, but I would
have been much more pleased if the
Senator from New York had made the
ficht for minority rights prior to the
time he sent to the desk something which
I will never call a ballot under Senate
rule XXIV.

I now yield to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. LEHMAN. In the first place, I
may say that not being on either the
policy committee of the Democratic mi-
nority or the steering committee, I had
no part in deciding on the minority
membership of the committees. I ac-
cepted my membership on the commit-
tees, as did other Members of the Senate.

I may point out to the Senator from
Oregon that it was the junior Senator
from New York who strongly urged him
to adopt the course of presenting Senate
Resolution 32 to this body, rather than
a resolution which he presented later
on his own initiative, which would have
meant bumping off the committees Sen-
ators who were selected by the two ac-
credited and recognized committees of
the Senate.

Furthermore, the Senator from Ore-
gon may remember that it was at his
suggcstion and on his insistence that
every Member of the Senate was re-
quired to vote on the ballot that had been
presented, which he referred to as a
mimeographed ballot—and it was a mim-
eographed ballot. So far as I recall this
was not done at the insistence of other
Members of the Senate, but at the in-
sistence of the Senator from Oregon
himself. I think the Senator from Ore-
gon will recall that I strongly urged that
the procedure outlined in Senate Reso-
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lution 32 was sound and fair, and that
it recognized—and I wish to repeat the
word “recognized”’—three things which
I believe are essential in any legislative
body in a democracy.

First, it recognized the seniority rights
of a Senator who had served for many
years on important committees, Sec-
ond, it recognized certain rights of an
Independent Party—and I know the
Senator from Oregon represents an In-
dependent Party. The third point is
the most important, to my mind, because
I believe in majority government. I be-
lieve that a party which has been elected
by the people of our country to serve as
the majority party in a legislative body
should be given the means of carrying
out its mandate. Resolution 32, of
which, as I have said, I was a cosponsor,
recognized that viewpoint. It would
have recognized that the Republican
Party had a mandate to organize the
Senate and its committees. It would
have maintained the majority position,
but, at the same time, it would have given
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
a place on the two important commit-
tees which have been mentioned, which
I was very anxious that he have.

I will say to the acting majority lead-
er and the acting minority leader that I
think it is perfectly fair to the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon to criti-
cize the committee, as I am ecriticizing
it, for not having permitted the resolu-
tion to come before the Senate long
before that, so that we might have had
a right to vote in support of the reso-
lution, which I think was fair, wise, ju-
dicious, and equitable. The resolution
has not come before us,

That is my criticism, I will say to the
Senator from Oregon. I join him in
that criticism. I join him in saying that
that resolution should be brought to the
floor of the Senate, so that Members of
the Senate may evidence and demon-
strate their feelings in regard to its
provisions.

In my judgment that is the proper,
wise, and fair way to proceed. I must
say that when that resolution comes
before us—and I hope this debate, acri-
monious as it may have been, will serve
the purpose of bringing it out on the
floor of the Senate—I think we shall
have made a great gain in support of
the principles of democratic govern-
ment. I believe that that is the proper
way to proceed, rather than, as the Sen-
ator from Oregon has done and is doing,
in accusing Members of the Senate who,
I believe, have just as consistent a rec-

. ord of liberalism as has the junior Sen-

ator from Oregon, of surrendering their
principles and of being willing to yield
to political expediency.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am al-
ways glad to have the comments of the
Senator from New York on any subject,
including this one. Usually, however, I
find his comments more satisfactory and
logical than I find them today. So I
shall reply to the comments which he
has just made, because I find them as
unsatisfactory as his previous comments.

He has opened up the question as to
what happened behind the scenes on
January 13. I will tell the Senate some
of the things that happened behind the
scenes on January 13.
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It is true that the Senator from New
York suggested that some such resolu-
tion as the one submitted by me, Senate
Resolution 32, ought to be offered; and
some of his colleagues suggested it. But
he did not say what my reply was. My
reply was: “Why should I be submitting
such a resolution? Why should I be
placed in the position of having to stand
on the floor of the Senate and fight for
my minority rights? Why should I be
placed in such a position that I have to
nominate myself for membership on
those two committees? In my opinion, I
am entitled to membership on them
under the rules of the Senate, as a mat-
ter of right. You gentlemen on the
other side ought to be protecting my
rights.”

What was the reply? What was the
comment of the Senator from New York
and some other Senators on the other
side? “You have us in a difficult situ-
ation. We have been maneuvered into
a bad parliamentary position. We are
in the position now where we must either
vote for you and against a Democrat, or
for a Demoecrat and against you.”

What was my reply? I said, “You are
in no such position at all. You are in
the position where you must vote either
for or against a principle. The prin-
ciple involved is protecting the seniority
rights of a Member of the Senate on the
floor of the Senate, in keeping with the
spirit and meaning of rule XXIV of the
Senate, under which, by ballot, you are
to decide who shall go on the commit-
tees. What criterion are you going to
apply when you come to cast that ballot
judgment? How can you escape the
criterion of seniority rights?”

The trouble with Senators on the
other side is that they did not want to
do what they should have done in fair-
ness. They should have recognized—
because it was as clear as the noses on
their faces—that they ought to have
dropped the Member of lowest seniority,
of the freshman class, on the two com-
mittees with respect to which the Sena-
tor from Oregon was entitled to reten-
tion of membership. That is how simple
it was.

It was not a question of voting for or
against a Democrat. It was a question
of voting for or against protecting the
principle of seniority in the United
States Senate; and each and every Mem-
ber of the minority party who sent the
mimeographed caucus list to the clerk’s
desk failed to protect that principle.
They can alibi and rationalize and argue
all they wish, as the Senator from New
York has done on the floor of the Senate
this afternoon; but they cannot escape
the pinch in which they are caught. He
cannot escape the pinch in which he is
caught, He did not vote to protect
seniority rights on the floor of the Sen-
ate on January 13. He sent a so-called
ballot to the desk which did not protect
the principle of seniority rights; and he
cannot cough that one out of his system;
he cannot get it out. It is there for all
time, for all to see. The same is true of
his colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. The minority party did not pro-
teet minority rights on January 13.

Let me make a further comment with
respect to the remarks of the Senator
from New York. Why did he not offer
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Democratic Senators offer the resolu-
tion? I wonder—and I only express
wonder—if it was because they knew
that their minority leader was against
it, and so stated on the floor of the Sen-
ate on January 13,

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr LEHMAN. I think the Senator’s
memory is very poor. He may recall—
and we can consult the Recorp of Jan-
uary 13—that the first resolution which
the Senator from Oregon submitted was
Senate Resolution 32, which he sub-
mitted very early in the session of that
day. My recollection is that the Sena-
tor from New York urged its immediate
consideration, but the Chair declared
that that proposal was out of order, be-
cause the resolution had to lie over for
a day, which was in accordance with the
rules of the Senate.

Mr. MORSE. Before he ever came to
the floor of the Senate on January 13,
what fight did the Senator from New
York make within the Democratic Party
to protect the rights of the Senator from
Oregon? What figcht did the Senator
from New York ever make in the Demo-
cratic caucus, taking the position that
the Democrat of lowest seniority ought
to give way to the greater seniority rights
of the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. LEHMAN. I will say to the Sen-
ator from Oregon that at all times, even
though the Senator from New York was
not on the policy committee or on the
steering committee—and I am not even
certain that those committees had been
appointed prior to that time—the Sen-
ator from New York strongly urged the
retention of the Senator from Oregon
as a member of those two committees.

Mr. MORSE. Why did not the Sena-
tor vote that way?

Mr. LEHMAN. Because I felt, as T
have stated, that Senate Resolution 32
was the right way to proceed.

Mr. MORSE. Even when the Senator
knew that there was not a chance of
getting it through the Senate?

Mr. LEHMAN. Even when I knew
that the later method proposed by the
Senator from Oregon would have meant
the complete negation of the principle
to which I am attached, of the right of
the majority party to organize and con-
duct the affairs of the Senate.

I did not expect to say this, until this

uncalled-for attack by the Senator from °

Oregon——

Mr. MORSE. The Senator asked for
it.

Mr. LEHMAN. Perhaps I did.

Mr. MORSE. And the Senator’s ac-
tions justify it.
Mr. LEHMAN. Perhaps I did ask for

it. Let me say to the Senator from
Oregon that he will recall that I volun-
teered—no; I will not say this, It would
not be fair.

Mr. MORSE. Go ahead.

Mr. LEHMAN. It was a statement
made in confidence.

Mr. MORSE. So far as I am con-
cerned no such statement need be re-
garded as having been made in confi-
dence. Let the Senator proceed.

Mr. LEHMAN. Very well. I volun-
teered to withdraw from the Committee
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on Labor and Public Welfare in favor of
the Senator from Oregon. Itis true that
that was after the vote was taken.

Mr. MORSE. Two days afterward.

Mr. LEHMAN. Idonotknow whether
it was 1 day or 2 days, but it was still
an offer made in good faith, and made in
a desire, first, to show my confidence in
the Senator from Oregon; and in the
second place, because I felt that he
would be an extremely valuable member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, as he had been for many years.

Let me say in all kindness—and I
know I am repeating—that although the
Senator from Oregon has been in the
Senate for many more years than I have,
he has not been in publie life longer than
I have, or longer than some of my col-
leagues, nor has he served the people of
the Nation longer, nor has he served lib=
eral causes longer. I cannot help re-
mark that the Senator from Oregon has
no monopoly on liberalism, on liberal
leadership, or on liberal action, and that
some of the Senators he has attacked,
both on the Republican and on the Demo-
cratic sides of the aisle, have records on
liberalism which I believe would not
suffer by comparison with his record,
much as I admire and respect him.

He has no monopoly on liberalism, on
liberal leadership, or on the support of
liberal causes which extend over a great
many years. Others too have principles
and convictions. I am sorry that I had
to engage in this colloguy with my friend
from Oregon. It has not been bitter on
my side, and certainly I did not want it
to be, because in spite of statements and
remarks which have been made by him
both on the floor of the Senate and on
the outside, I still have a great affection
and admiration for the junior Senator
from Oregon, and I have great confi-
dence in him. He is a real liberal, but I
do not think he is the only liberal in the
United States.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
reply to the ad hominem argument of
the Senator from New York as follows:
There is no one in this body who re-
spects the liberalism of the Senator from
New York more than does the junior
Senator from Oregon. I think he is the
giant of us all so far as the record on
liberalism is concerned. I have said
across the platforms of America on in-
numerable occasions that I do not think
there is a greater liberal in the United
States than HerBErRT LEHMAN, of New
York, and I still think that is true. That
is why I am deeply grieved and pained
that on this occasion he should walk out
on his own principles and liberalism by
failing to protect in this instance minor-
ity rights, as he has so heroically done
in other instances.

The Senator from New York knows
full well that he is getting pretty close
to the beltline when he tries to imply
by innuendo that the junior Senator
from Oregon thinks he has a monopoly
on liberalism in this country. I make
no such profession. I do say, Mr. Presi-
dent, that when it has been pointed out
that a principle of liberalism was at
stake, I never knowingly walked out
on it.

The Senator from New York has re-
ferred to a conversation which he had
with me some 2 days after January 13.
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Well, Mr. President, let us put it in the
Recorp. He said he was very much dis-
turbed about the course of action he
had followed on January 13. He said
he had voted his convictions and he
thought he was right, but he was not
sure that he was right. He said he
thought he was right, but he wanted to
talk to me on a proposal which he wanted
to make to the Democratic Policy Com~
mittee. He wanted to offer to resign
from the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, with the understanding that I
be appointed in his place, because he
thought I ought to be a member of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.
He thought also that I ought to be a
member of the Committee on Armed
Services, but he did not think he could
do anything about that committee. He
could do something, however, about the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
because he is a member of it.

My reply to him in essence was that
I knew he would not mean to insult me,
and I asked him what made him think
that I would accept through his charity
what I was entitled to as a matter of
right. I said that I would not think of
accepting appointment to any committee
through any action of charity of the
Senator from New York. I said I held
fast to the principle of seniority which
had been emasculated by this body on
January 13.

I desire to say further to the Senator
from New York that he did not have to
be a member of the Democratic policy
committee, and he did not have to be a
member of the Democratic steering com-
mittee to make his fight for the protec-
tion of minority rights in the Senate on
January 13, or prior to January 13,
through the Democratic Party.

Mr. President, he rebutted himself
when he sent to the desk a ballot which
cannot be reconciled with that resolu-
tion. He rebutted himself when, after
he discovered on January 13 that not
even his minority leader would go along
with him on the whole question of pro-
tecting the seniority rights of a minority,
he himself did not make the fight to pro-
tect that principle at the time of the
balloting.

In my judgment there can be no ques-
tion about the fact that, confronted with
the problem my alleged friends were
confronted with, and with the attitude
of the minority leader on January 13

on my resolution, that they should have.

protected the seniority rights of 8 years
service in the Senate, instead of giving
superior consideration to seniority rights
which were just taking root in freshmen
Senators who had just recently walked
oato the floor of the Senate. That is
the major premise of the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon, and it is a premise
which is consistent with the precedents
of the Senate, except for the one of
1871, The Senator from New York has
had nothing to say about the precedents
of the Senate. He has had nothing to
say about the fact that never, except
for once in our history, has a Senator
received such treatment in the matter
of committee assignments as I received
on January 13,

Since its formation on January 13,
the District of Columbia Committee has
held several meetings, has formed sev-
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eral subcommittees and scheduled hear=
ings., The Committee on Public Works
also has held several meetings, and has
assigned a regular day for its regular
meetings., Apparently these committees
are discharging their functions without
being handicapped by a vacancy on each
committee.

I want to set the record absolutely
straight by saying that the chairman of
the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia, the Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
Casel, and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MarTIN], came
to me and asked me if I should like to
have notices of committee meetings sent
to me, because they assumed that I
would be assigned to those two commit-
tees. I told them I appreciated their
courtesy very much, but that I would
await action of the Senate on my resolu-
tion and that I thought, to be very frank
about it, I was in a very much better
position, parliamentarily speaking, if I
did not participate in any committee
meetings until I was assigned to the
committees by formal action of the Sen-
ate. I said I thought it was only fair
to await action by the Committee on
Rules and Administration on my resolu-
tion. However, I feel that I owe these
two committee chairmen the courtesy of
having the record show that they of-
fered to send me notices of meetings of
the Committee on Public Works and of
the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

It is clear that in the Senate the pro-
vision for an odd number of members
is designed primarily to insure control by
the majority party. Assigning the jun-
ior Senator from Oregon to these com-
mittees as the ninth or eleventh member
would not serve that purpose,

It is not unprecedented to have a com-
mittee composed of an even number. I
have not conducted an exhaustive re-
search into this matter, inasmuch as
time did not permit me to do so. How-
ever, I do not think it necessary to do
so, for in choosing a back number of the
Congressional Directory, I found an in-
stance in the first volume I picked up—
that of the 75th Congress, 1st session.

In that Congress—mark you this, Mr.
President, it was the 75th Congress, 1st
session—no less than 14 committees, in-
cluding the Committee on the Judiciary,
the Committee on Education and Labor,
the then Committee on Military Affairs,
and the then Committee on Naval Af-
fairs, had even-numbered memberships.
It is true that the Democrats had a
majority on the committees but the
membership of the committees was even
numbered.

I might observe that it would be pos-
sible to have the same total of commit-
tee posts and the same Democratic per-
centage of seats if the Senate were to
reduce the membership of the Commit-
tee on Government ODEl'atiODS, as orig-
inally proposed. But the Senate has
been persuaded that that committee
should continue at the same strength
as in the last Congress. I agree that
such determinations of policy should
take precedence over the percentage of
committee posts, where the difference
comes to less than one-half of a percent,
as in this case.
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Mr. President, let me reiterate: My
proposal is to add one member of the
majority party and the junior Senator
from Oregon to both the Committee on
Armed Services and Labor and Public
Welfare, and to contract both the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Public Works Com-
mittees from their proposed strength
of 9 and 11 seats to 8 and 10 seats, re-
spectively, the number with which they
have been operating.

Let me assure the minority leader that
the percentage of Democratic seats
would remain practically unchanged.

I believe that my proposal also requires
that the number of majority members
who serve on more than 2 committees
be expanded by 2. That number has
already been increased and offset by
3 Democrats who can sit on 3 commit-
tees. The additional change seems
slight. There are several Republican
Senators who would be available for the
two additional posts.

I close by saying that Senate Resolu-
tion 32, with the proposed amendments,
offers the Senate an opportunity to re-
verse what otherwise will stand as a re-
grettable and dangerous precedent of in-
fringement upon the rule of seniority for
committee membership—as opposed to
committee chairmanship—which is a
salutary rule for the protection of mi-
norities and the orderly selection of com-
mittees.

Mr. President, I now submit and send
to the desk an amendment to Senate
Resolution 32, and I request that the
amendment be referred to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair). The amendment will be
ceived, printed, and referred to the
Commitiee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
one other item in regard to this subject
matter: I have been receiving a number
of copies of letters which some of my
Democratic colleagues in the Senate
have been sending to constituents, in an-
swer to protests they have received from
constituents against the sacrifice of prin-
ciple which in my judgment occurred on
January 13. Those letters are very in-
teresting letters of alibi. Without dis-
closing the name of the Senator who
wrote the particular letter to which I
shall now refer, I wish to read what al-
most takes the form of a form letter,
for I understand that this particular
Senator has received so many protests
that he is replying to all of them, ir-
respective of who the sender may be, by
using the salutation “My dear friend,”
and his replies appear to be identical.

In his letter of February 21, that Sen-
ator said:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
February 21, 1953,

My Dear FrIEND: I have before me now
your letter of February 16 asking why the
majority of Democratic Senators, including
myself, deserted Senator Morse in his fight
for the Senate committee assignments.

I am afraid you and others have drawn er=
roneous conclusions from organization ac-
tivities in connection with the establishment
of the new Senate. As you may know, when
a new Congress convenes, both the majority
and the minority parties submit their lists
of recommendations for commitiee assign-
ments. In this Congress, the Senate has a
membership of 49 Republicans and 47 Dem-
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ocrats. This Republican membership, how=
ever, included Senator Morsg, and when the
Democrats filed their list of committee mem-
bership they naturally did not include Sen-
ator MorsE, who is not and never has been
a member of our party. When the Republi-
cans filed their list they did not include Sen-
ator Morsg, and explained the fact by stat-
ing that he had publicly declared that he
did not care to be afliliated with the Repub-
lican Party.

Let me digress long enough to say that
I do not know how one could make it
clearer than I did over the weeks, and
then in the speech I made on the floor
of the Senate, when, well in advance of
January 13, I served notice on the Demo-

crats that I was not seeking assignment -

by a Republican caucus or by any other
caucus, but that I was seeking assign-
ment under the Reorganization Act of
1946, by a vote of the Senate, acting as
a committee of the whole—which was a
sound parliamentary position for me to
take.

The Democratic Senator who wrote
the letter to which I am referring then
stated in the letter:

You can readily see the situation that fol-
lowed. He did not become a member of our
party, and for us to place him on a com-
mittee assignment would be to take away an
assignment from one of our Democratic
members. It was a Republican “baby,” and
their responsibility, not ours.

Mr. President, where is the Senator
from New York? I should like to have
him hear it, because that is the alibi, the
rationalization, the “out” that a number
of Democratic Senators are using in an-
swering complaining mail from their
constituents in connection with this
matter. Those Senators are saying,
“It was a Republican baby.”

Mr. President, it was no one’s baby,
but it was a precious principle of sen-
jority rights on the floor of the Senate
that the writer of this letter never so
much as mentioned to his constituent,
because if that Senator hac< done so, he
could not have justified his vote with
the alibi and rationalization he ad-
vanced in his letter.

I read further from the letter:

We refused to be placed in a position
where we must lower our strength in order
to make way for a member of their party—

Of course, he just got through saying
I was not a member of their party—

that they had repudiated—

In a minute I shall have something
to say about that—
and at a time when membership of the Sen=-
ate and its control hung in such close bal-
ance that Senator MoRse's vote could easily
swing control, and he also had publicly an-
nounced that on organization matters he
would not vote with the Democrats in the
Senate.

That is an interesting comment,

The letter concludes as follows:

I hope this gives you a clearer picture of
the situation that was presented to us,

Sincerely.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent to have inserted in the body of
my remarks at the point following the
reading of the letter of Senator X to
his constituent, my reply to the con-
stituent, with the names of both the
constituent and the Senator deleted.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

MarcH 4, 1053,

Dear Mr. X: Thanks very much for send-
ing to me Senator X's alib] for substituting
political expediency for political principle,
as set out in his letter of February 21 to you.

The tragedy of this session of Congress so
far has been the sacrifice of principle on the
part of Senators who claim to be liberals.
Senator X's explanation is completely fallaci-
ous, in my judgment. The Reorganization
Act of 1946 says that members of commit=-
tees are to be elected by ballot. It says
nothing about members of committees being
selected through a political caucus, either
Democratic or Republican.

What happened in the Senate on January
13 is that both the Democrats and Republi-
cans placed partisanship above principle,
and they have to fall back to 1871 to find a
precedent for their course of action.

It was then that Sumner, of Massachusetts,
was kicked off his committees because he
disagreed with another military President,
Ulysses S. Grant.

I am enclosing tearsheets from the Cown-
GRESSIONAL RECORD containing my statements
of January 13 and 29 on this committee
issue.

It is a matter of great regret to me that
colleagues in the Senate would attempt to
alibl their unsound position on this issue, as
Senator X did to you.

Sincerely yours,
WaAYNE MORSE.

Mr. President, the Senator who wrote
the letter did not get by with it with his
constituent, because his constituent saw
through it as one sees through glass.

Let me say the Republican Party in
the Senate tried to be fair; it never re-
pudiated me. The Republican Party was
courteous and kind enough to me to
send me official notices to attend the Re-
publican conferences of the organiza-
tion of the Senate, prior to January 3;
and I appreciated it, and I said so to the
Republican leadership. But I also made
clear that I meant it when I resigned
from the Republican Party and stated
that I would not be present at any Re-
publican conferences, The Democrats
knew that. So the statement of this
Democratic Senator that I had been re-
pudiated by the Republican Party was,
as he must have known, a misstatement
of fact.

No, Mr. President, in his letter he con-
fesses that what the Democrats actually
were interested in on January 13, was
not in minority rights on the floor of the
Senate, but in gaining as many Demo-
cratic seats on committees as they could,
irrespective of the seniority rights of a
Member of the minority., They have
convicted themselves.

I have a sense of humor about it, too,
Mr. President. I have some friends on
the Democratic side who, during the late
campaign, introduced me in various
States. Oh, if I only had transcriptions
of those speeches of introduection. Mr.
President, would they show hypocrisy?
I hate to think so, but it is impossible to
reconcile those speeches of introduction
of the junior Senator from Oregon, when
I was fighting for what I believed was
right in that campaign, with the votes
of some of these Senators on January 13,
because in those speeches of introduc-
tion they were talking about the impor=
tance of dissenters in American politics.
They were lauding the independence of
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judgment of the junior Senator from
Oregon in that campaign.

I was not entitled to any committee
assignment; I would not have taken a
committee assignment; in faet, I would
have been insulted had a committee as-
signment been based upon any service
I rendered in that campaign, because in
the campaign I was simply standing for
what I thought was right. But the
record speaks for itself as to what that
service was, and one will look in vain,
Mr, President, for any Senator on the
Democratic side of the aisle who fought
harder and was in more “tough spots™
on campaign platforms in supporting the
presidential candidate of the Democratic
Party than was the junior Senator from
Oregon. Some say all is fair in politics.
I presume it is, Mr. President, but it is
also an interesting commentary on the
kind of loyalty to their professions on
the part of some of the Democratic Sen-
ators who made speeches of introduction
in behalf of the junior Senator from
Oregon during the campaign.

Surely, I know this subject is a “hot
potato,” and I am going to keep it hot
until there is recognition on the part of
some liberals on the Democratic side of
the aisle that they have done a great
injustice, not to me but to themselves,
They have done an injustice to their own
liberal prineciples. I shall await with
interest to learn what steps they pro-
pose to take to rectify the injustice. It
is not pleasant to be the guinea pig in
the situation. Iknow full well what they
have done and I am willing to pay the
price. I am aware of the irreparable
political damage this alleged group of
liberals on the Democratic side of the
aisle have done to the junior Senator
from Oregon because for weeks there
have appeared in newspapers across my
State from 3 to 5 vicious ediforials a
day, inspired by reactionaries in my State
who want to destroy me politically be-
cause they know they cannot control me.
In these editorials there is the constant
bombardment to the effect that “not even
the Democrats will stand by him; not
even the liberal Democrats will stand by
him.” Today “81 to T’ is the political
slogan of Oregon, and has been since
January 13 in respect to political attacks
upon me. :

Some of those on the Democratie side
have the audacity to say in some of
their letters to some of their constit-
uents “the junior Senator from Oregon
is bitter and he is a poor sport.” Mr.
President, let me tell you that I am
not moved by name-calling tactics. If
fighting in self-defense is poor sports=
manship, if disclosing to the constitu-
ents of these alleged liberal Democrats
what they did on January 13 is poor
sportsmanship, I accept the charge. If it
is bitterness, I accept that, too. But let
me tell you further, Mr. President, that
this kind of walking out on minority
rights in the Senate of the United States
is something the junior Senator from
Oregon is not going to forget, because he
is convinced that he is making a fight to
protect the principle that prevailed in
this body for decades until January 13,
1953, when, for the first time since 1871
the principle of seniority was destroyed
on the floor of the Senate. It was de=-
stroyed because an insurgent dared stand
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for his convictions and refused fo follow
the advice of some of the Democrats, not
to put them in such a position that they
could be criticized if they failed to stand
up and be counted under rule XXIV of
the Senate and failed to elect to com-
mittees a Senator who, in their judg-
ment, ought to serve on them. They
voted and said one thing on the floor of
the Senate, and within a matter of min-
utes, in the cloakroom and in the res-
taurant, some of them told me how much
they wished they could have voted to put
me on the Armed Services and Labor and
Public Welfare Committees. I have a
phrase for that kind of conduct, Mr,
President. It is political hypocrisy.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, as I
listened to the colloquy between the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon and the
distinguished Senator from New York—
and perhaps similar colloquy may have
taken place before I came to the floor—
there flashed into my mind two brief
sentences from Holy Writ, which I am
glad to quote. The first is the question
of Jeremiah, the prophet:

Is there no balm in Gilead?

The other is the assurance given us by
the writer of the Book of Hebrews:

Now no chastening for the present seemeth
to be joyous, but grievous: nevertheless,
afterward it yleldeth the peaceable fruit of
righteousness unto them which are exer-
cised thereby.

I urge my friends to take some hope
and comfort from those verses of
scripture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion. The resolution is open to amend-
ment,

ELEANOR M. HAHN

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as in executive session, from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, I report the
nomination of Eleanor M. Hahn, for ap-
pointment to the grade of lieutenant
in the Nurse Corps of the Regular Army,
I request unanimous consent for the im-
mediate consideration of this nomina-
tion. Lieutenant Hahn is presently serv-
ing in the grade of lieutenant of the
Nurse Corps of the Naval Reserve and
will be over age in grade for regular ap-
pointment under existing law on Satur-
day. This nomination went forward
from the Navy Bureau of Personnel on
February 9, but was unavoidably delayed
at higher levels because of the backlog
of pending business facing officials of
the new administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BusH in the chair)., Is there objection
to the consideration of the nomination?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
ject—this is the kind of nomination
which I think it is perfectly proper to
approve in this manner. My policy of
requiring nominations to remain on the
table for a day goes only to the nomina-
tions of persons who control policy-
making,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out -objection, the nomination is con-
firmed; and, without objection, the Pres-
ident will be notified.
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LOYALTY CHECKS ON SENATE
EMPLOYEES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of Senate Resolution 16 to provide for
loyalty checks on Senate employees.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, the
pending resolution, Senate Resolution
16, which has been reported from the
committee on rules, is intended to pro-
vide for loyalty checks on Senate em-
ployees, Let me say at the outset that I
understand an amendment may be pro-
posed to change the word “loyalty” to
“security,” so as to make the resolution,
in terms, provide for security checks. I

should have no objection to such a

change,

Mr. President, this is probably the
mildest resolution of this nature which
could be drafted.

It does not specifically require any
form of clearance in advance of employ-
ment; nor does it even make such clear-
ance a condition of continued employ-
ment. It does not specifically require a
full field investigation in any case.

All this resolution does is provide for

" name checks on employees or prospec-

tive employees of the Senate, Senate
committees, or individual Senators. In
the case of a prospective employee,
where the name check shows derogatory
information, the resolution provides
that the chairman of the committee or
other appointing officer is to make or
cause to be made such further investi-
gation as shall have been considered
necessary to determine the loyalty of
such person, The extent of such an in-
vestigation is not stipulated, and this is
left, therefore, to sound discretion. In
the case of an employee already on the
payroll, the resolution requires only that
a name check be made. The procedure
to be followed in the case of a report
that derogatory information is con-
tained in the files with respect to some
particular person is to be left in each
case to the committee or Senator, or
other appointing power.

It might be that the Senate would
wish to go further than this resolution
goes, It would be possible to draft much
more stringent provisions. As a matter
of fact, I have in the past drafted strong-
er provisions than this in at least two
different alternatives besides the bill
which I introduced; and I made those
drafts available to the Committee on
Rules and Administration, if that com-
mittee wanted to use them. The com-
mittee chose to report the resolution now
pending,

For the information of the Senate, T
might say that one of the drafts to which
I refer was so drawn as to make the loy-
alty test a prerequisite to appointment;
that is, it would require a name check
and a report, and the transmission of the
information to the appointing authority,
before an appointment could be made.
The other draft to which I refer was,
like the resolution now before the Sen-
ate, concerned with provisions of pro-
cedure to be followed after appointment,
The difference is that the draft which
was not introduced specifically required
a further investigation in every case in
which a name check should reveal de-
rogatory information, whereas Senate
Resolution 16 requires only the name
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check. Of course, it would be possible
to add to the resolution a prohibition
against employment, or continued em-
ployment, of any person who is a mem-
ber of a Communist organization.
There may be some question whether
such a section should be included, since
such a section would be, in effect, a
limitation on the discretion of a com-
mittee, and would also operate to deny
to a Communist Member of Congress, if
such should be elected, the right to em-
ploy Communist assistants. Such limit-
ations might be good; but I did not in-
clude them in my resolution, because I
was interested in presenting the least
controversial provision along this line
which could be developed.

Just one further point might be worthy
of mention. In preparing the various
drafts of which I have spoken, in ad-
vance of submission of my resolution, I
gave thought to the idea of setting up
some sort of legislative loyalty board.
This idea I discarded as being undesira-
ble. There are a number of reasons for
this, some of them administrative. An-
other reason for discarding the legisla-
tive loyalty board idea is that it might
well lead to a sort of central-hiring sys-
tem, which many Members of Congress
would vigorously oppose,

I am very glad the committee has de-
cided to report Senate resolution 16 and
I hope some such resolution, either in
the form of the pending resolution or in
such meodified form as the Senate may
see fit to adopt, will be approved by the
Senate.

The committee has amended the reso-
lution to eliminate the provision for
checking with agencies other than the
FBI. This is probably a wise amend-
ment, and I would not wish to oppose it.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I wish to
indicate my support of Senate resolution
16. I should like to point out that for
some time the Senate Small Business
Committee, of which I am chairman, has
voluntarily followed a policy of having
all of its professional staff members fully
cleared by the security agencies of the
Government,

I believe that all employees of the
Senate should be cleared. I hope that
Senators will give their support to the
resolution,

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I should
like to have printed in the REcorp as a
part of my remarks a statement I have
prepared concerning the resolution.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JENNER

The resolution contemplates that name
checks be authorized with respect to two
groups of Senate employees.

The first group consists of those who al-
ready are on the payroll of the Senate,
whether in the office of a Senator, on the
staff of a Senate committee, or in some
capacity which serves the Senate,

The second group consists of those who
may be employed in the future by a Sena-

tor, by a Senate committee, or by the Senate
itself. )

It should be made clear that the name
check to be made initially as to both groups
contemplate that the advice of the FBI shall
consist merely of the statement—without
anything else being added—thtt there isor is
not in the FBI files derogatory information
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eoncerning the employee or prospective em-
ployee. h

In the case of present employees, if the
name check shows derogatory information
exists, then more detailed information with
respect to that derogatory information shall
be furnished in accordance with the terms
of the resolution. However, in the case
of prospective employees, a . name check
shall be requested before they are placed on
the rolls. If the FBI then finds that deroga-
tory information does exist, then the FBI
shall furnish, under this resolution, and to
the proper person in the Senate, a statement
which says only that such data exists, but
without revealing in any fashion the nature
of that data.

No general information may be obtained
from the FBI which reflects on anyone un-
less the person investigated is actually on
the Senate payrolls.

Mr. MORSE. M, President, I wish to
say to the Senator from Nevada that I
certainly favor his resolution. I see no
reason why Senate employees should re-
ceive treatment any different from that
accorded other employees of the Gov-
ernment. There can be no question that
some Senate employees, because of posi-
tions they hold and because they have
accessibility to security information, are
in a very good position to. do damage to
the security of the United States, if they
are not reliable persons. Therefore, I
think that the power to check such em-
ployees is a power that we ought to vote
for this afternoon.

As a lawyer, I am disturbed about the
word “loyalty” which appears on line 11,
page 1, and again on line 3 and line 12,
page 2. .

I wish to make myself very clear about
this, because I am sure the Senator from
Nevada knows how easy it is to be mis-
understood on this matter. I believe that
what we are after is to plug any loop-
hole involving a violation of security. I
suggest that the amendment I shall offer
is even broader, in effect, than the term
“loyalty.”” But as a lawyer it seems to
me that it is much more difficult to. lay
down applicable eriteria for testing
loyalty than it is to lay down applicable
criteria for testing reliability for security
purposes.

My suggested amendment is that on
page 1, line 11, the word “loyalty” be
stricken, and that there be inserted in
lieu thereof “liability for security pur-
poses’”..

A person might be very loyal, but yet
might be a very bad risk for security
purposes. Let us speak hypothetically
for a moment, to illustrate what the
junior Senator from Oregon has in mind.
Members of the Senate staff might be
very loyal so far as our form. of Gov-
ernment is concerned, but might be un-
controllable gossips. We might just as
well publish the information in a news-
paper as to allow such a person to sit
in a committee meeting or have access
to any of the files of the Senate. We
could not get rid of such a person under
the terms of the resolution as it stands,
on any ground of loyalty. He would
be loyal, but he might be so lacking in
judgment that he would be a bad se-
curity risk.

If a person is disloyal, he is also a
bad security risk., I think my phrase
is broader than the term “loyalty,” with
respect to what we are trying to do,
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and that is to plug the loopholes with
respect to security risks,

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
should look with favor upon the Sen-
ator’s amendment if the language were
“loyalty and reliability for security pur-
poses.”

Mr. MORSE. I will accept that.

Mr. McCARRAN. So far asIam per-
sonally concerned, I have no objection,
However, I am not a member of the
gommittree on Rules and Administra-

on.

Mr. MORSE. I have no objection to
leaving the word “loyalty” in.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is my sug-
gestion.

Mr. MORSE. I simply say that what-
ever agency is to administer this law
will have a great deal more difficulty
Jaying down workable criteria for deter-
mining loyalty than criteria for deter-
mining security.

Mr. McCARRAN. I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. MORSE. So let my amendment
be that wherever the word “loyalty” oc-
curs, there shall follow immediately
thereafter the words “and reliability for
securify purposes.”

Mr. McCARRAN. Ihave no objection
to that.

Mr. MORSE. Let me ask the Senator
if he has any objection to another
amendment which I suggest, namely, in
line 10 on page 1, and a corresponding
amendment in line 10 on page 2, in the
clause beginning “or officer”, after the
word “derogatory”, in line 10 on page 1,
and following the same word at the end
of line 10 on page 2, to insert the words
“and rebutting,” If the files contain
rebutting information, I think we ought
to have the rebutting information. Does
the Senator object to adding those
words?

Mr. McCARRAN. Personally I have
no objection. :

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send to
the desk the amendments which I have
just. discussed, and ask that they be
stated. 7

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments offered by the Senator from
Oregon will be stated.

The LEeGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1,
line 10, after the word “derogatory”, it is
proposed to insert the words “and re-
butting.” %

On page 1, line 11, after the word
“loyalty”, it is proposed te insert the
words “and reliability for security pur-
poses.”

On page 2, line 3, after the word
“loyalty”, it is proposed to insert the
words “and reliability for security pur-
poses.”

On page 2, line 10, after the word
“derogatery”, it is proposed to insert
“and rebutting.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. MoRsEl. a

Mr. McCARRAN. My, President, so
far as I am concerned, I approve the
amendments. However, I am not a
member of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, and I cannot speak for
that committee.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, there
are 2 or 3 members of the Committee
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on Rules and Administration present.
I do not think there is any objection.
Mr, McCARRAN. I should not think

Mr. MORSE. I think the resolution
would be easier to administer if it were
amended as suggested. I believe that
the words “reliability for security pur-
poses” would afford a much better check
than the word “loyalty.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from
Oregon.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oregon will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro-
posed to add a new section at the end
of the resolution, as follows:

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit the names of each Senator of
the United Stafes, incumbent on the date
of the adoption of this resolution and here-
after entering upon the office of Senator of
the United States, to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, together with a request that
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration be informed as to any derog=-
atory information in the possession of each
agency (and if such is on file, any rebutting
information) eoncerning the loyalty and the
reliability of such Senator for security pur-
poses. In any case in which such derogatory
and rebutting information is submitted, the
Committee on Rules and Administration shall
make or cause to be made such further in-
vestigation necessary to resolve the issues
raised by such report and to take such fur-
ther action as it. or the Senate shall deem
necessary.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
to speak very briefly on my amendment.
I notice some smiles on the faces of
other Senators. I think I understand
why there should be such smiles, if they
do not understand my reason for the
amendment.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I am
very glad to see the bright, genial smile
on the face of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I am more happy than
the Senator from Nevada may some=
times think, I am sure. But even theugh
I may have a smile on my face, I am
in dead earnest about this matter.

Speaking hypothetically, if a certain
Senator has access to security secrets,
and if the FBI knows that in fact he is
not a good security risk, even though he
may have fooled the people of his State
into electing him to the Senate, the in=
terests of the country are greater than
any tradition of the Senate.

The times in which we live are so seri-
ous that we eannot afford to take risks,
even with United States Senators. If
any Senator can be shown in fact to be
a bad security risk, I believe we ought
to apply the rule of the Senate under
which we are the judges of the qualifi-
cations of our colleagues.

All my amendment does is to seek to
give some meaning and effective juris-
diction to the rule. If there is a Sen-
ator who, investigation shows, is a bad
security risk, then I think he ought to
be treated as any other employee of the
Government would be treated, and that
he should come under the purview of
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this resolution. In my opinion, the prob-
lem of security knows no person, in the
sense that no person in our Government
who has access to security files ought
to have any immunity or ought to be
treated as though the Senate were a
sanctuary for his subversive operations.
I am opposed to making the Senate a
sanctuary for subservise politicians, if
there be any.. That is why I have offered
my amendment. I should be interested
to learn of any argument which can be
advanced against it. In effect, we would
be volunteering to make ourselves sub-
ject to the same kind of investigation as
that to which we propose to subject em-
ployees of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Oregon.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec-
retary will call the roll.

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

Aiken Green McCarran
Anderson Griswold McCarthy
Barrett Hayden McClellan
Beall Hendrickson Millikin
Bennett Hennings Monroney
Bricker Hickenlooper Morse
Bush Hill Mundt
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Payne
Byrd Holland Potter
Capehart Humphrey Purtell
Carlson Hunt Robertson
Case Ives Russell

Cl ts Jackson Saltonstall
Cooper Jenner Schoeppel
Cordon Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Smith, N.J.
Dirksen Johnston, 8, C. Smith, N. C.
Douglas Kefauver Bparkman
Duft Eennedy Stennis
Dworshak Eerr Symington
Eastland Kilgore Taft
Ellender Knowland Thye
Ferguson Kuchel Tobey
Flanders Langer Watkins
Frear Lehman Welker
Fulbright Long Wiley
George Malone Williams
Gillette Mansfield Young
Goldwater Martin

Gore Maybank

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces] and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr, BuTtrLER] are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, CHAVEZ]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
Macenuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business. |

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mor-
RAY], the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. NeerLy], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasToRrE], and the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are absent
on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo=-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse].

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on this
question I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere-
quest for the yeas and nays sufficiently
seconded ?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. MTr. President, in view of
the fact that a large number of Senators
have just come to the floor of the Senate,
I ask that the amendment be read again.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the'amendment of the Senator
from Oregon will be read again.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end
of the resolution, it is proposed to add
a new section, as follows:

Sec. 2. The SBecretary of the Senate shall
transmit the names of each Senator of the
United States, incumbent on the date of
the adoption of this resolution and here-
after entering upon the office of Senator of
the United States, to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, together with a request that
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration be informed as to any deroga=
tory information in the possession of each
agency (and if such is on file, any rebutting
information) concerning the loyalty and the
rellability of such Senator for security pur-
poses. In any case in which such derogatory
and rebutting information is submitted, the
Committee on Rules and Administration
shall make or cause to be made such further
investigation necessary to resolve the issues
raised by such report and to take such fur-
ther action as it or the Senate shall deem
necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon, [Put-
ting the question.]

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution is open to further amend-
ment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the question is on agreeing
to the resolution as amended.

The resolution (S. Res, 16), as amend-
ed, was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That hereafter when any per-
son . is appointed as an employee of any
committee of the Senate, of any Senator,
or of any office of the Senate the commit-
tee, Senator, or officer having authority to
make such appointment shall transmit the
name of such person to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, together with a request
that such committee, Senator, or officer be
informed as to any derogatory and rebut-
ting information in the possession of such
agency concerning the loyalty and reliabil-
ity for security purposes of such person, and
in any case in which such derogatory in-
formation is revealed such committee, Sen-
ator, or officer shall make or cause to be
made such further investigation as shall
have been considered necessary to determine
the loyalty and rellability for security pur=-
poses of such person.

Every such committee, Senator, and officer
shall promptly transmit to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation a list of the names
of the incumbent employees of such com-
mittee, Senator, or officer together with a
request that such committee, Senator, or
officer be informed of any derogatory and
rebutting information contained in the files
of such agency concerning the loyalty and
reliability for security purposes of such em-
ployee.

INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN POST=-
AL RATES AND CHARGES

Mr. JENNER. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate Res-
olution 49. This resolution relates to
an investigation of certain matters re-
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specting postal rates and charges in th
handling of certain mail matter. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
‘objection to the request of the Senator
from Indiana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of the
resolution (S. Res. 49), which had been
reported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration with amendments,
on page 3, in line 14, after the word
“than”, to strike out “February 1,” and
insert “January 31,”; in line 21, after
the word “advisable”, to strike out “to
contract with firms or organizations for
personal services,”; in line 23, before
the word “services”, to insert “reimburs-
able”; and on page 4, in line 2, after the
word “council”, to insert “of not more
than ten persons,” so as to make the
resolution read:

Resolved, That the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service or any duly author=
ized subcommittee thereof is authorized and
directed to conduct a thorough study and
investigation with respect to the following
matters:

(1) Postal rates and charges in relation
to the reasonable cost of handling the sev=
eral classes of mail matter and special serv=
ices, with due allowances in each class
for the care required, the degree of prefer-
ment, priority in handling, and economic
value of the services rendered and the public
interest served thereby.

(2) The extent to which expenditures now
charged to the Post Office Department for
the following items should be excluded in
considering costs for the several classes of
mail matter and special services:

“(A) Expenditures for free postal services;

(B) Expenditures in excess of revenues for
international postal services;

(C) Expenditures for subsidies for postal
services pursuant to law or legislative policy
of Congress;

(D) Expenditures In excess of revenues,
pursuant to the act of June 5, 1930 (39
U. 8. C. 793), not enumerated in the preced=
ing subparagraphs (A), (B), or (C);

(E) Expenditures for services of any char=
acter not otherwise enumerated herein which
may be performed for other departments
and agencies of the Government; and

(F) Expenditures which may be justified
only on a national welfare basis and not
primarily as a business function.

(3) Expenditures for the Post Office De-
partment by other Government agencies
which should be considered in connection
with the cost for the handling of the sev=-
eral classes of mail matter and spectal serv=-
ices, such as employees' retirement, use of
Government buildings, and maintenance
services.

(4) The extent, if any, to which Post
Office Department expenditures in excess of
revenue, for its various services and for
the handling of various classes of mail, are
Justified as being in the public interest.

(5) The costs of handling, transporting,
and distributing the several classes of mail,
and procedures whereby such costs can be
reduced through improvements in methods
and equipment.

(6) Other matters relating to the im-
provement of the postal system.

The committee shall report to the Senate
not later than January 31, 1954, the results
of its study and investigation under this
resolution together with such recommenda-
tions as it may deem advisable.

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of this resolu-
tion, the committee, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to em-
ploy upon a temporary basis such technical,
clerical, and other assistants as it deems ad-
visable, and, with the consent of the head
of the department or agency concerned, to
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utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government
of the United States.

{b) The ecommittee is authorized to ap-
point an advisory council of not more than
10 persons whichr may include representa-
tives of the general publie, representative
users of the mails, members of accounting,
management, and engineering firms, postal
experts, representatives of postal employee
organizations and, with special reference to
ratemaking in their fields, representatives
of public transportation and distribution or-
ganizations. The functions of the council
shall be to assist the committee in the studies
and investigations authorized by this reso-
lution, The council shall meet at such
times and places as may be authorized by
the committee,

(¢) The expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$100,000, shall he paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee,

The amendments were agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the reso~
lution, as amended.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
wonder whether we may have an expla-
nation of the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has requested
an explanation of the resolution.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, this
resolution involves nothing more than
an appropriation of $100,000 for the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice. Members of that committee ap-
peared before the Committee on Rules
and Administration and explained the
purpose of the proposed investigation.
For example, the Post Office Department
is running at a deficit which is growing
larger each year. Last year it was ap-
proximately $500,000,000. This year it is
estimated to be $614,000,000. It was the
unanimous judgment of the Committee
on Rules and Administration that some-
thing must be done to reverse this trend.
The committee believes that the $100,-
000 provided by this resolution will prove
to be money well spent, if by its expendi-
ture there can be brought about greater
efficiency, as well as better service, and
deficits: can be stopped or substantially
reduced.

We understand that the House is also
undertaking an investigation of this
kind. It was the unanimous opinion of
the committee that this involves a big
field. I forget how many thousands of
employees the Department has, but the
chairman of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service is well acquainted
with the procedure he intends to follow,
and I am sure he will be able to answer
any and all questions concerning this
resolution.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GriswoLb in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Indiana yield to the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. JENNER, I yield.

Mr, ELLENDER. Willthe Senator in~
form us who appeared before his com-
mittee in an effort to justify this reso-
lution? :

Mr. JENNER. The chairman of the
committee, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CagLson], presented the budget and
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an explanation ef the proposed appro-
priation.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did he produee any
concrete evidence te show the necessity
for it? ®
- Mr. JENNER. Yes; he did.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did he produce any
evidence which indicated that the Post
Office Department is now engaged im
doing the very thing that the chairman
seeks to accomplish under the authority
of this resolution?

Mr. JENNER. Yes; but he made the
statement, as I recall, that there was ne
reason why the legislative branch of the
Government should rely exclusively upon
the executive branch, when, although
the executive braneh has had this ques-
tion under consideration for many, many
years, the deficit increases each year.
He thought it time that we, as legislators,
should look inta the subject. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is on the floor.

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

Mr. JENNER. I am glad to yield te
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was listening te
what the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. JouNsTON] said with reference to a
bill passed last year, and with reference
to the investigation of the operating
methods of the Post Office Department.
I should like to ask the Semator from
Indiana, does this reselution relate back
to the authorization which was them
made?

Mr. JENNER. I do not think so. I
think what the Senator is referring to is
the Purvis investigation of all Govern-
ment employees, in all the departments
of the Government.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Indiana will yield, I should
like to be permitted to answer the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mimmesota. It
does refer to the resolution approved by
the Senate last year, which was also ap-
proved by the House and signed by the
President of the United States. The
resolution was passed so late, however,
that no effort was made to obtain funds
for the purpose of making a study of the
Post Office Department. That is the rea-
son for this resolution, whiech has the
unanimous approval of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, which
is coauthoried by the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. JoHN-
sTonN], and which, as the distinguished
Senator from Indiana said, has the unan-
imous approval of the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

Mr. HUMPHEEY., I may say to the
Senator from Kansas that I was former-
ly a member of that committee. I knew
that we had been very much interested
in this kind of check-up and study of
the operating methods of the Post Office
Department. I merely wondered whether
this particular resolution related to the
action which had already been taken.
I realize it was late in the session when
the bill was signed and became law. Will
the Senator point out whether this is
over and beyond that, or whether it is
in line with that which had already been
authorized?

Mr. - CARLSON. I may say to the
Senator from Minnesota that a similar
resolution was submitted in the last ses-
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sion of Congress, upen which no action
was taken.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
again take the floor in order to assist
my friends across the aisle in earrying
out one of the important planks in the
Republican platform—the plank having
to do with economy. It strikes me that
if the Senate is to be in a position te
preach economy to other departments,
we should practice economy ourselves,
It was only last month that the Senate
appropriated $500,000 to take care of a
deficit which had been created by numer-
ous and sundry investigations that have
been ordered by the Senate.

Why do we not give the Eisenhower
administration a chance to clean its own
house? Why do we not give Mr. Sum-
merfield a chance to make his own inves=
tigation as to what should be done in the
Post Office Department? I talked to the
Postmaster General yesterday, and he
said that he had employed the services of
accountants and engineers, who are now
at work, in order to find ways and means
by which the Post Office Department can
be put on a more economical and effi-
cient footing, thus saving our taxpayers
money. But Mr. Summerfield's study is
not enough. What are we being asked
to do here today? We are being asked
to create a committee, and provide it
with $100,000, so it ean spend our tax
money, calling before it many of the
people now employed in the Post Office
Department in an effort to find out what
improvements can be made. This com=
mittee is to employ management engi-
neers and accounting firms, as is now
being done by Mr. Summerfield. The
approval of this resolution and the crea-
tion of a new subcommittee would be
rank duplication, nothing else.

As I pointed eout last month in the
course of debate, the Senate is not lead=
ing the way, it is not showing the way,
to economy. The expenses incurred by
the Senate for investigations has in-
creased tenfold during the past 10 years.
In 1940 it was $170,268, and for 1952, it
was $1,722 600—merely for investigative
purposes. I am not opposed to legiti=
mate investigations; some of them do &
great deal of good; but I again ask, why
do we not give the Eisenhower admin=-
istration a chance to do its own investi-
gating? Why do we not give the new
administration a chance to clean its own
house? If in the course of time they
fail to make an improvement, that might
be the time for us to offer our assistance.

As I pointed out further, the amount
of money that has been appropriated
annually to operate the Senate during
the course of the past 10 years has in=
creased from $3,936,986, in 1940, to the
present figure of $12,850,000, almost 3%
or four times what we spent 10 years ago.
Yet we are preaching economy. Why do
we not practice it?

As I also pointed ouf, since 1946 the
number of employees of the Senate has
increased from 1,369 in 1946 to 1,950 in
1952—an increase of 42.4 percent—yet
we are being again asked to add to that
number. The total Senate expenditures
since 1946 have increased from $5,963,000
to $11,354,000 in 1952, or an increase of
89 percent since 1946. Yet we stand here
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and ask other departments to economize.
We ought to practice what we preach and
not merely give lip service to budget
cutting.

I was recently attracted by the elo-
quent remarks of my good friend the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CaARLSON],
who sponsors this resolution. He made
a speech on the floor of the Senate on
February 27, which appears on page 1479
of the Recorp. At that time he said:

During recent years our tax burden has
grown by leaps and bounds. Our Federal
budget has and is mushrooming to a figure
that is incomprehensible. Ever-increasing
Federal taxes and budgets must be stopped.

The distinguished Senator from Kan-
sas said further:

It seems to me our greatest responsibility
today is to bring our Federal expenditures
to a point where the budget is not only bal-
anced but, in addition, we must have a pro-
gram of progressive tax reduction. It is my
hope that we can bring this tax reduction
into effect in 1953.

I believe every Member of Congress must
agree with the President's statement that our
first obligation is to bring a balanced budget
in sight.

And he added:

Regardless of the swollen budget that the
previous administration has attempted for
fiscal 1953, we should bring the total spend-
ing for the current year to a figure not ex-
ceeding $66.1 billion. This calls for readjust-
ments and cutbacks, but the people expect
it of us. The budget for fiscal 1954 will be
entirely in our hands and our goal should be
a lower figure than Mr. Truman's biggest year
of spending.

Mr, President, we have a mandate to ig-
nore the astronomical estimate of expendi-
tures bequeathed to us by the former ad-
ministration. .We can discharge that man-
date and start lifting the excessive burden
of taxation from the backs of the American
people if we have the determination. A
spending ceiling for the current year of not
more than $66 billion and a budget of some-
thing less than that in fiscal 1954 is the
answer. The way to put our Federal finances
in order is to start now.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas has struck at the heart
of the matter. Now is the time to begin
reducing expenses; yet here we are con-
sidering an increase in spending at the
express request of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas. As I pointed out a
moment ago, we provided last year al-
most $1 million in the contingent fund to
defray the cost of such things as the
investigation which is now being re-
quested. -

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I will yield in a mo-~
ment. Last Monday we provided for a
deficiency of $500,000.

Mr. President, it goes without saying
that we cannot balance the budget if we
continue to increase our own expendi-
tures. It is my hope that Senators will
begin giving more than lip service to
econonry. We ought to practice it. We
have an opportunity of doing so today,
and my advice is that we do it.

I now yield to the Senator from Kan-
sas.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the position taken
by the distinguished Senator from Loui-
siana. I assure him that I share his

.
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concern. But there is a responsibility
on the part of the Congress of the United
States. In the past fiscal year the Post
Office Department had a deficit in ex-
cess of $500 thillion. This year it esti-
mated that it will be $640,000,000, and it
is estimated that it will be more than
$700 million next year. Is it worth while
to spend $100,000 of the people’s money
to determine whether there is some way
by which we can stop continuing deficits
in that one department? >

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Post Office Department is now at work
in an effort to do that very thing. I have
been informed by the Postmaster Gen-
eral that he is employing a firm of con-
sultants—experts on such matters—in
order to make such a study.

Mr. President, the Hoover Commission
spent thousands of dollars in its survey,
and I am informed that the Postmaster
General is making every effort to put in-
to operation as much of the Hoover pro-
gram as may be possible. Why should
we not give Mr. Summerfield a chance?
If he needs money in order to carry on
his study, I should much prefer that it
be furnished him rather than for the
Senate to appoint a subcommittee, hire
additional investigators, and incur other
expenses.

Mr. CARLSON. I am glad the Sena-
tor has mentioned the fact that the Post-
master General is conducting a survey.
I assure the distinguished Senator that
our committee, I am sure, will be most
pleased to cooperate with the Postmaster
General. We state in our report that
we expect to cooperate with the Post-
master General and with the Post Office
Department in working out a coordi-
nated program. We can work very
closely with the present Postmaster Gen-
eral, and we expect to do so.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I have
heard that before when I have opposed
other resolutions. But the Senator has
just stated, or perhaps it was some other
Senator that not only is the Senate going
to undertake an investigation, but that
the House will be engaged in a similar
investigation.

Mr. CARLSON. The House is going to
make an investigation along personnel
lines. It is to be hoped, at least, that
we may make a study of the distribution
of different classifications of mail. There
will be no duplication of effort between
the Post Office Department, the House
of Representatives, and the Senate
committee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask the
Senator from Louisiana a series of
questions.

Does he agree with me that the first
responsibility for bringing about econo-
mies in a given department of the Gov-
ernment rests upon the head of that
department?

Mr. ELLENDER. I do.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Louisiana believe that the Postmaster
General, a member of the Cabinet, has
adequate money and personnel to make
such investigations as may be needed
in order to bring about economies and
efficiency in his department?
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Mr. ELLENDER. If he has not, he
should come to Congress and ask for it;
and I would be the first to vote for it.

Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator inclined,
at least, to have a “hunch,” as I have,
that considering the tremendous budget
the Postmaster General has and the large
number of personnel serving under him,
if there is the will to bring about greater
economies and efficiency in the Depart-
ment, he is in position to do it?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is my position.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Louisiana agree with me that as a mat-
ter of policy the Senate of the United
States should not initiate investigations
into possible economies in various depart-
ments of the Government until a given
department demonstrates that it can-
not be relied upon to put its own house
in order and bring about economies
which are possible of being brought
about?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the position
I have been taking all along, I will say
to the Senator. Let us give Mr. Sum-
merfield a chance to work out a method
by which savings can be accomplished.
That is his duty, and I am sure he will
fulfill it. He is a man of intelligence.
There is no doubt that with the employ=-
ment of engineers he can do a good job,
if left alone. If, in the course of time,
it becomres clear that a better job can be
done than Mr. Summerfield may accom-
plish, there will be time enough to start
an investigation. But let us give the
Postmaster General a chance. That is
what I am pleading for. At the same
time, we should try to practice what we
are preaching to the departments. We
should economize at home—in the Sen-
ate.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another question?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree
with me that the primary purpose of a
Senate investigation, and the only legal
justification for one, is to seek informa-
tion and data which may be of assistance
to the Senate in passing whatever ap-
propriate legislation may be needed?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct;
that is my conception of it.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator share
my suspicion that in some cases we seem
to be moving in the direction of conduct-
ing investigations from the motivation
of interfering with the administration of
a department, and determining the de-
partment’s administrative policies rather
than getting information which will help
us as an aid to the passage of needed
legislation?

Mr. ELLENDER. It may be leading
to that.

Mr. MORSE. My last question, which
is really a recapitulation of one of the
other questions, is this: The Senator,
then, takes the position, does he not, that
until the Post Office Department, under
Mr. Summerfield, shows that it is not
capable of bringing about the economies
and the efficiency that may be needed
in the Post Office Department, we should
not be appropriating money to investi-
gate what amounts to the administrative
policies of the department?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is exactly my
position.,
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Mr. MORSE. I agree with the Sen-
ator, and we should have a yea-and-nay
vote on the resolution. ,

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I
stated a moment ago, in a conversation
yesterday with Mr. Summerfield, the
present Postmaster General, I was pro-
vided the information which I have just
given the Senate. The investigation
has been going on for guite some time; it
was ordered by Mr. Summerfield.

Two or three days ago, Mr. A. B.
Strom appeared as a witness before the
Senate Appropriations Committee. He
works under Mr. Summerfield. He in-
dicated to our committee that a thor-
ough investigation is now being made
by the Post Office Department in an
effort to find out what, if anything is
wrong in the way of administrative
practices and where savings can be
accomplished. These problems are be-
ing studied in the light of providing
better service to the public. That testi-
mony appears in the record of the hear-
ings which were held recently in refer-
ence to the second supplemental appro-
priation bill.

In addition to all this, Mr. President,
the Senate spent $200,000 for an investi-
gation of air mail subsidies during the
81st Congress, through the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce—
under the chairmanship of the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON].

The $200,000 was spent under con- .

tract with a firm of expert consultants
who were hired to investigate the prob-
lem at hand. This problem was “a sur-
vey of certified interstate, overseas, and
foreign carrier operations, with a view
to drafting legislation requiring the
separation of mail compensation from
any Federal subsidy payments.” The
same thing will have to be done, or is
intended to be done, under the reso-
lution now under consideration.

We have all the data. I do not know
what has become of the recommenda-
tions which may have ben made by the
Senate Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, but $200,000 has
been spent in order to get the investi-
gation under way, and to make recom-
mendations as to what ought to be done.

Aside from that, hearings were held
by the Post Office Committees of the
Senate and the House during 1951. Bills
for adjustment of postal rates were con-
sidered by those committees. There
were considered at that time three Sen-
ate bills, S. 1046, S. 1335, and S. 1339,
and the committee held extensive hear-
ings. The transcripts of the hearings
consisted of 918 printed pages, and the
cost of printing those hearings alone
was almost $11,000.

In 1950 another bill with reference to
postal rate increases was considered by
both the Senate and the House. More
hearings were held, and another volume
of printed hearings was issued, consist-
ing of 464 pages. Included in this vol-
ume was a vast amount of information,
which I know will be duplicated if the
pending resolution should be agreed to.
The cost of printing that last hearing
alone was more than $5,000.

In 1949 three bills were considered;
namely, S. 1103, H. R. 2945, and H. R.
2982, all pertaining to the adjustment
of postal rates or postal rate revisions.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

In all, the first hearing, on S. 1103,
consumed 1,139 pages. On H. R. 2945,
in two parts, the hearings consumed
1,761 pages. On H. R. 2982 the hearings
consumed 776 pages. The total cost of
printing those hearings alone was
$41,816. Yet we are being asked for an-
other $100,000 in order to make a further
investigation of postal rates. Mr. Presi-
dent, to my way of thinking that resolu-
tion is not now necessary. Let us give
Mr. Summerfield, who has just come into
office, a chance to see what he can do.
Let us not send investigators to his of-
fice taking up his time, and trying to
tell him what he ought to do. Let us
first give him a chance to act.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I wish to make the
point, if the Senator from Louisiana will
permit me to do so, that I am quite
familiar with the hearings which were
held from 1949 on. Every year the
postal deficit has been increasing at a
rate of $100 million a year. Does not
the distinguished Senator think that not
only is it time that we hold hearings
but also that we do something about
the situation?

Mr. ELLENDER. AsIrecall, and per-
haps the Senator from Kansas likewise
recalls, the postal rate increases were
made necessary because of salary raises
which were given thousands upon thou-
sands of employees. But the point I
wish to make is that the Senate, as a
legislative body, should give the execu=-
tive branch a chance to do its work be-
fore stepping into the picture with a
crew of hired investigators. I feel sure
that within the next 4, 5, or 6 months
good results will be obtained from the
work now being done by Postmaster
General Summerfield. From all the in-
formation I have been able to obtain, he
is an able, competent man. Aside from
those whom he is employing to help do
this work, I understand Mr. Summerfield
has an excellent staff under him who
could assist in carrying on this activity.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, may I have
this point made clear: Is the Post Office
Department presently employing mana-
gerial engineers?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Has that been be-
gun recently?

Mr. ELLENDER. Since Mr. Summer-
field has taken office. I talked to him
yesterday.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Has a reputable
outside firm of management engineers
been hired?

Mr. ELLENDER. The firm that has
been hired is Heller Associates, the same
firm which helped in the work of the
Hoover Commission,

Mr. HUMPHREY. And in connection
with the Veterans’ Administration.

The Senator from Louisiana has re-
ferred to the growing postal deficit of
$100 million a year.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is more than $600
million.

Mr. HUMPHREY. But it is growing at
the rate of $100 million a year. Does the
Senator recall that when we voted for a
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postal rate increase, we at the same
time stepped up the salary scale, and
that at that time public notice was giv-
en that the increased postal rates would
not compensate for the increase in cost?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is my recollec=~
tion.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I feelsure thatthe
Senator from Louisiana also realizes that
the Post Office Department has to han-
dle a large amount of the business of the
American economy in the form of com-
munications of various kinds, and as that
economy steps up its production in the
flow of goods, a greater burden is neces-
sarily imposed upon the Post Office De-
partment. Is not that correct?

Mr, ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. 8o, really when we
consider the deficit, without, of course,
having intimate knowledge as to the ap-
paratus and operation of the Post Office
Department, the deficit is, in fact, com-
posed of two factors: First, an inade-
quate rate structure; second, the
stepped-up nature of the American
economy. I suppose that, thirdly, one
might say that the apparatus or ma-
chinery of the Post Office Department—
that is, its distribution machinery, its
mechanical equipment, and the other
parts of the Department—may not be as
up to date as they should be.

Mr. ELLENDER. I might inform the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
that Mr. Donaldson, the former Post-
master General, had been at work for
many months experimenting with sys-
tems of operation to see if money could
not be saved.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator
from Louisiana recall that during the
campaign a pledge was made to restore
two deliveries of mail a day?

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not recall that.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I recall that such
a pledge was made. How can the postal
deficit be reduced if there are to be two
deliveries of mail a day? It has been
ascertained that the cost of an addi-
tional delivery would be rather substan-
tial. Mr. Donaldson reduced deliveries
in residential areas to one a day as an
economy measure.

I think the Senate might want to take
note of that, because investigation or
no investigation—and I am not passing
judgment on that at the moment—I sub-
mit that one of the problems is addi-
tional revenue. If we are going to fulfill
the commitment, or at least the sug-
gested commitment, of greater service,
it appears that it will be necessary to
have more manpower. If it is necessary
to have more manpower, it will be neces-
sary to have greater revenue. If there is
to be greater revenue, there must neces-
sarily be higher charges or else there
will be an increased deficit. It is just
that simple.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not wish to go
into that phase of the problem. I re-
peat that the only thing I am trying to
suggest to the Senate is that what
should be done now is to give to the
executive department, to the brand new
Postmaster General—who is starting out
afresh, full of vim and vitality—a chance
to see what he can do. The Benate
should permit him to use to the utmost
the fine investigators or engineers whom
he has engaged, the Heller Associates.
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We should let him try his hand. Then,
if within the 6 months or a year he does
not succeed, or if he needs more money
to carry on the work, I, for one, would
be willing to give it to him. But let us
see what the new Postmaster General
will do before burdening him with a
group of Senate investigators, hired at
great expense to our taxpayers. Let us
not duplicate.

Under this resolution, the committee
proposes to employ management engi-
neering and accounting firms at a cost
of $40,000. That is not much, as Fed-
eral spending goes, but it is still $40,000
in tax money that could otherwise be
saved. There are also proposed three
staff positions for consultants, techni-
cians, and rate experts, with average
salaries amounting to $9,000 each; four
stenographers, with average salaries of
$4,500. Reporting the proceedings will
cost $4.000; travel per diem, $7,000, and
telephone, telegraph, and supplies,
$4,000.

Mr. President, Mr. Summerfield is the
boss of the Post Office Department. He
is the one who is in touch with the situ-
ation. He is the one who could obtain
results by fully investigating the situa-
tion, without being bothered by a horde
of investigators and being called up to
the Hill to testify as to what ought to be
done. Let us give the man a chance.
He has already begun a study of the
department. Thus, at the same time—
at least for the moment—we can save
$100,000 for the taxpayers.

Providing $100,000 for a duplicating
investigation would require the income
taxes to be paid by 339 soft-coal miners
earning $4,562 a year each; it would re-
quire the income-tax payments of 6,666
textile workers receiving an average an-
nual salary of $2758 each. That is
where some of our tax money would go.

If we are to balance the budget, let us
start now by practicing economy in the
Senate; and if we practice economy in
the Senate, we can more consistently
preach it.

INTERNATIONAL MUTUAL AND ECO-
NOMIC ASSISTANCE PACTS

Mr. MALONE and Mr. JOHNSTON of
South Carolina addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Nevada.

UNITED STATES ENTIRELY SURROUNDED BY MU=
TUAL-ASSISTANCE PACTS; UNITED STATES
FINANCES BOTH SIDES OF THE KOREAN WAR
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I call

the attention of this distinguished body

to the fact that we are completely sur-
rounded by mutual assistance and eco-
nomic pacts and treaties.

A few days ago the Russians said that
of course they were furnishing Commu-
nist China with war matériel under their
mutual-assistance paot. Both England
and France have mutual-assistance
pacts with Russia—and we have the At-
lantic pact with 11 of the European na-
tions which includes both England and
France—each of the 4 treaties or pacts
contains a pledge of mutual economic
assistance and all are in full force and
effect and are being observed to the
letter.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

In addition England recognized Com-
munist China. This closes the gap so
that we finance our own war in Eorea—
and our opposition in Korea, China, and
in Russia.

In March 1949, the junior Senator
from Nevada called to the attention of
this body the fact that both England
and France had separate mutual eco-
nomic and assistance pacts with Russia
reading startlingly like the Atlantic
pact with us.

ENGLAND'S PACT WITH RUSSIA

In the pact between England and Rus-
sia, which was signed by Anthony Eden
and V. Molotov, and which was placed in
the ConNcrEssiONAL Recorp in toto in
March 1949, article 6 reads as follows:

The high contracting parties agree to ren-
der one another all possible economic assist-
ance after the war.

This pact has 10 more years to run—
and no notice has been given or attempt
made to cancel it

FRANCE'S PACT WITH RUSSIA

In a similar agreement made between
France and Russia, and signed by Molo-
tov and Bidault, of France, article 6
reads as follows:

The high contracting parties agree to ren-
der each other every possible economic as-
sistance after the war, with a view of fa-
cilitating and accelerating reconstruction of
both countries, and in order to contribute
to the cause of world prosperity.

This pact also has several years to
run and there is no indication that either
party wants it canceled.

CHINA'S PACT WITH RUSSIA

A few days ago the press carried the
announcement that the Russian repre-
sentative here had stated that, of course,
Russia was sending war material to Com-
munist China under the mutual-assist-
ance pact signed with China, which still
has a considerable time to run, and there
is no indication that either party wants
it canceled.

Article 6 of the alliance between the
Russians and the Republic of China
says:

The high contracting parties agree to af-
ford one another all possible economic as-
sistance in the postwar period in order to
facilitate and expedite the rehabilitation of
both countries and to make their contribu-
tion to the prosperity of the world.

UNITED STATES PACT WITH ATLANTIC PACT
NATIONS INCLUDING ENGLAND AND FRANCE

On April 4, 1949, or about that date, we
approved a treaty called the North At-
lantic Treaty. Article 2 says:

ArT. 2. The parties will contribute toward
the further development of peaceful and
friendly international relations, * * * They
will seek to eliminate conflict in their in-
ternational economic policies and will en-
courage economic collaboration between any
or all of them . .. to promote conditions
of stability and well-being, and to encourage
economic collaboration. It should facilitate
long-term economic recovery through replac-
ing the sense of insecurity by one of confi-
dence in the future.

UNITED STATES COMPLETELY SURROUNDED WITH
MUTUAL ASSISTANCE PACTS

T call attention to the fact that begin-
ning in 1942 with the English pact with
Russia and the French pact with Russia,
and continuing with Russia’s pact with
China and our pact with the European
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nations, we have been completely sur-
rounded with pacts, all agreeing to help
one another.

As a result we are financing both sides
of our own war.

FURNISHING RUSSIA THE SINEWS OF WAR

Many times since March 1948 the jun-
jor Senator from Nevada stood on the
floor of the Senate and explained this
seeming paradox. At that time he placed
in the ReEcorp 86 trade treaties between
Russia and the Iron Curtain countries
on the one hand, and 17 Marshall plan
countries, several of them made by Eng-
land and France with Russia, calling for
the shipment of everything needed by
the Russians to enable them to fight
world war III with us.

Later—in 1950—he placed 96 such
trade treaties in the RECORD.

The point is that we are completely
surrounded by pacts. We agreed to help
the European nations. We have built
factories there so that they could in-
crease their production from about 96
percent in 1948, when we passed the first
Marshall plan, to about 160 percent at
this time.

The four mutual-assistance pacts com-
plete the circle—we are at war with our-
selves—the cold war, that is. The junior
Senator from Nevada called attention at
that time to the lack of markets for the
goods to be produced by the Marshall
plan countries except in Russia and the
Iron Curtain countries.

Under the mutual-assistance pacts, the
European countries sell goods to Russia
and Russia sells the necessary goods to
Communist China.

Therefore the taxpayers of America
are furnishing about 75 percent of the
material used to kill their own boys
in Korea.

THE “NEW"” PLAN

There are two notable visitors in our
midst today, Mr. Butler and Mr. Eden.

Mr. Butler is the author of the slogan
“Trade, not aid.” There is no secret
about the fact that that slogan emanated
from the same agency which coined the
phrase “reciprocal trade.”

Of course, the 1934 Trade Agzreements
Act is not reciprocal, and was never in-
tended to be. But the slogan “reciproeal
trade” sold free trade to the American
people under a misleading date line.

THE GREATER OUR DEBT, THE GREATER OUR

WEALTH

Their Lord Keynes first sold an ailing
president on the theory that the greater
our debt, the greater our wealth—we
now owe approximately $270 billion.
THE MORE WE DIVIDE OUR MARKETS, THE GREATER

OUR WEALTH

They are now selling us the proposi-
tion that the more we divide our markets
with the nations of the world the greater
our income will be, All we have to do is
to complete the job of wiping out all pro-
tection to our workingmen and investors.
We have already transferred the consti-
tutional responsibility of the Congress
of the United States to regulate foreign
trade through the imposition of duties,
imposts, and excises to the executive de-
partment through the enactment ef the
1934 Trade Agreements Act—Reciprocal
Trade Act. ;

The executive department has for 20
long years regulated our foreign trade
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with only one idea in view. What is that

view, Mr. President? It is to divide the

markets of this Nation with the nations

of the world, so that we will all live alike,

average our standard of living with the

sweatshop labor of foreign nations.
ANOTHER $7 BILLION

In the meantime, of course, we are to
make up the trade-balance deficits with
seven billion or nine billion or ten billion
dollars annually, whatever it requires.

Mr. Dulles and Mr. Stassen have just
completed a trip to Europe to get infor-
mation with which to support another
$7 billion appropriation.

MR. ANTHONY EDEN (BRITAIN)

Mr. Eden arrived in this country on
March 4 and in a New York interview
with a New York Times reporter said,
among many other things, “We are ask-
ing nothing from you.”

Mr. President, in that same interview,
Mr. R. A. Butler, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, and the father of the slogan
“Trade, not aid”"—slogan which further
confused our people—voiced the expec-
tation of selling this idea to the Amer-
ican people.

I read from an article published in to-
day's New York Times. The headlines
read: “Eden Reveals Aim on Converti-
bility of the Pound Sterling,” meaning
that the United States must put up five
to ten billion dollars more to maintain
the fictitious pound value. *“He links
progressive freeing of pound to United
States guaranty of dollars as protec-
tion.”

He asks for nothing. Therefore, he
asks for everything including our life’s
blood—our very sources of our income,

FICTITIOUS VALUES SUPPORTED BY DOLLARS

This is the “nothing” he asks for:

The United Kingdom, as banker for the
Commonwealth, to undertake a staged and
progressive advance to convertibility of
sterling into dollars but on a stout leash
limiting payments to current trade accounts,
as distinguished from accumulated storing
debt and to designated dollar commodities.

We will find within a very short time
the suggestion being made that $5 bil-
lion or $10 billion be granted to them
through a new bank or through the
World Bank in order to support the
fictitious price of the pound, as well as
other European currencies.

I read further from the interview as
reported in the New York Times,

These are his aims:

The United States Government, or an In-
ternational agency like the International
Monetary Fund, to create a guarantee fund
of dollars to underwrite the success of the
effort and proteet Britain’s meager gold-and-
dollar reserves.

Mr. President, we have been losing our
gold reserves at the rate of about two
billion dollars a year. They buy our gold
with the money we give them. So here
it comes. We are to stabilize the pound
at its fictitious value. I quote further:

The exchange rate of the pound sterling
in terms of dollars to be unpegged from the
current official par value of $2.80 and per-
mitted to fluctuate within a predetermined
range below that figure with the objective
of enhancing the competitive status of Com-
monwealth exports in world markets.
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MANIPULATION OF MONEY VALUES FOR TRADE
ADVANTAGE

Mr, President, there is a trick involved
in the manipulation of the currency of
a nation. It simply means that when a
nation wants to export more it merely
lowers the price of its money, and when
it wishes to import more it merely raises
the price of its currency.

We do not manipulate the value of the
dollar, we are the victim.

At one time the sterling bloc had as
many as 28 different values for its pound.
The price of the pound is fixed in each
area with respect to whether or not im-
ports are desired.

When a nation within the sterling bloc
wants to encourage imports from an-
other country it raises the price of ex-
change in that nation's money, and when
they want to discourage imports from
that country it gives less in terms of value
of that currency.

CHILE—EIGHT DIFFERENT VALUES FOR ITS MONEY

I recently discussed the question of
the import duty on copper on the Senate
floor.

At that time I put into the Recorp
eight different values of the Chile peso.
The peso is used in exactly the same way;
to regulate trade. Its value is manipu-
lated with reference to the value of the
money of the country from which the
imports are to come or are to be pre-
vented from coming.

NO COUNTRY KEEFS TRADE AGREEMENTS WITH US

There is not one foreign country—and
I say this without fear of contradiction—
which has kept the spirit of its trade
treaties with the United States.
THE EURCPEAN COUNTRIES WILL NOT TRADE WITH
EACH OTHER
Italy cannot even sell an orange in
one of the other European countries, and
the countries cannot sell their products
in Italy. That is just an illustration.
They all act alike in preventing trade
between themselves. The bars are up
between all the countries in Europe; yet
the whole area of Europe is less than
. about half the area of the United States
but containing practically twice the
population, AL
WE SUPPORT IT ALL

The trick is that we are supporting all
of this subterfuge, and now we are get-
ting ready to step into it again and divide
what markets we have left with them.,
I read further:

The United States to remove or modify
existing impediments to international trade
of the free world through lower tariff rates,
simpler and more expeditious customs pro-
cedures, more equal opportunity for British
and other foreign shipping to compete for
American freights.

Mr. President, let us watch this at-
tempt at customs simplification. I have
not read the recently proposed legisla-
tion on customs simplification, but when
the subject was seriously proposed 2 years
ago I did read the proposed legislation
very carefully. This was the fishhook in
it. They would change to the use of the
foreign valuation of the article for fixing
the existing tariff or import fees or
duties, as the Constitution of the United
States calls such regulation, instead of
the American value, which would cut in
two or reduce to one-third or one-fifth

1693

of the ampunt of the import fee that
exists at the present time when fixed on
the American dollar value. That is the
fishhook.

Mr. President, there are many ways of
lowering the tariffs. That is only one
way. One other is through trade agree-
ments which are never kept by anyone
but this country. Another way is
through inflation. It is a well-known
fact that the dollar is worth about
33 to 35 percent of what it was worth
in 1934; therefore, the effective duty or
tariff protection is lowered accordingly.

I quote further:

The United States, by long-term agree-
ments or otherwise, to lead the way toward
more stable prices of raw materials, particu-
larly in the sterling area, and thereby reduce
or eliminate wide fluctuations in the Brit-
ish balance of payments with the Western
Hemisphere.

That means the same thing that was
suggested by Mr. Churchill when he
arrived in this country a short time ago,
namely, that we enter into a cartel agree-
ment and guarantee that certain mate=
rials coming from sterling bloc countries
would always have a profitable price to
the sterling countries.

We are asked to enter into the very
thing that we avoid in this country
through the Sherman Antitrust Act.

I read further:

The items on the Commonwealth pros=
pectus are there because, in the view in the
recent Commonwealth conference, they re-
quire some solution before there can be any
brldgiirég of the “dollar gap" through *trade,
not aid.”

Yet, Mr. President, Mr. Eden says he
asks for nothing.

Mr. President, I invite attention to
the great propaganda splurge made im-
mediately following the election. They
started immediately after the election
to sell the “trade, not aid” slogan to this
administration. Some of the sugges-
tions would do eredit to a highwayman,

Mr. President, I have before me an
article published in the New York Times
of November 30, 1952. The headline
reads:

WHAT THE COMMONWEALTH WANTS FROM

UNITED STATES )

I quote:

For one thihg, the United States tariff on
dutiable imports has been cut some 60 per=
cent between 1937 and 1951 without any
noticeable affect on lmport.s. For another,
customs regulations designed to encourage
stoppage rather than entry of foreign goods
have been vastly more effective than tariff
rates in holding down imports.

Mr. President, that is where they in-
tend to switch from the American value
to the European value, thereby cutting
the tariff down by one-third to one=
tenth.

I quote further:

If only for psychological reasons, however,
career economists—

Mr. President, note that it refers to
career economists—
here assume that the customs simplification
law will be passed at the next session of
Congress and that the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act will be extended beyond the
June 30 terminal date,

Mr. President, in the same interview,
as reported in the New York Times of

b
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March 6, 1953, Mr. Butler is quoted as
follows:

Although it was known in this country
as the point 4 program, Mr. BUTLER de=
scribed as “point 1" among the things he
would have this country undertake, “a great-
er volume of overseas United States invest-
ment, private and public, in developing the
good things of the earth, especially in under-
developed countries,”

Mr. President, I call attention to the
fact that when any investor invests
money in almost any foreign country,
including England, he cannot get his
capital investment out of that country;
he cannot sell his property and return
the capital to the United States from
that country.

Therefore, United States investors are
not investing in those countries, Of
course, Mr. President, if any foreign na-
tion will safeguard the integrity of such
investments, there will be no difficulty
in getting investors to invest in that
country, and there will be no shortage of
investments there, if it simply will guar-
antee not to confiscate the investments,
as has become the custom.

I read further from the article in the
New York Times, quoting Mr. Butler:

We want the chance of trading commer-
cially with the dollar with the minimum bar-
riers of tariffs, discrimination in shipping
policy, “Buy American” legislation and the
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In other words, Mr. President, at one
time we -were smart enough to give our
Government officials, when making pur-
chases of materials, 25-percent leeway in
connection with the purchase of mate-
rials produced in the United States,
knowing that in most foreign countries
the wages paid are probably one-tenth
of those paid in the United States, and
certainly never more than one-half, with
the exception of Canada. Therefore,
there is no chance of competition be-
tween goods produced in the United
States and goods produced in those for-
eign countries, unless there is some way
or means by which to favor the goods
produced in the United States. How-
ever, foreign countries now wish to have
_that United States legislation repealed.

I read further from the New York
Times article quoting Mr. Butler:

I welcome the trends in this direction in
recent reports of the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development and the Advisory Board
for the Mutual Security Agency.

Mr. President, if there is anyone who
does not know what the Committee for
Economic Development is, let me advise
him that it was organized about 1938
by Mr, Paul Hoffman, the man who spent
the money under the Marshall plan and
ECA, and who, in his articles in various
magazines, which I have read from time
to time here on the floor of the Senate,
advocated that we break down all pro-
tection to the American workingmen
and investors and permit all foreign ma-
terials to be imported into the United
States, as in the case of butter imported
from Denmark and other countries. We
did break down the protection to the
dairy farmers and now the Government
is purchasing the butter that is produced
in the United States and storing it in
warehouses or caves in the United
States—as was done in the case of eggs

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

at one time. T do not know just where
all of the butter is stored, but millions
and millions of dollars’ worth of it has
been put in storage, and much of it has
become rancid.

Finally, the stored butter is either
thrown away or given away, while the
American people eat the butter that is
imported from abroad or the oleomar-
garine,

The result is that the United States
is stabilizing the world price of butter.
That action is similar to the action our
Government took in the case of pota-
toes—until finally the Government had
so many potatoes that it gave away tre-
mendous quantities of them and also
destroyed and burned quantities of
them, and finally there was a shortage
of potatoes in our country. Of course,
Mr. President, it takes experience to be
able to run out of potatoes.

MR. STASSEN, MUTUAL SECURITY DIRECTOR

At this point I wish to call attention
to a statement made by Mr. Stassen.
Even Mr. Stassen has stated now that
our European friends are trading with
the enemy. I quote now from an article
appearing in the Chicago Tribune of
March 2, 1953:

Harold Stassen, foreign-ald administra-
tor, said today too much British rubber and
other strategic materials supplied by nations
supposedly friendly to the United States are
going to Russia.

Mr. Stassen proceeded to make recom-
mendations to stop those shipments.

Of course, Mr. President, all that is
necessary to stop those shipments is to
require of those countries, as the price of
our cooperation with them, that they
stop trading with the enemy; that is all
that is needed,

The Wherry-Malone-Kem resolution
stopped that trading with the enemy;
but thereafter this body decided to sup-
plant that measure with the Battle Act,
which permitted the President of the
United States to decide how much trad-
ing with the enemy would be permitted.
The result has been that those countrieg
have continued to engage in that trad-
ing, without restraint.

TWO APPROACHES TO DESTROY THE UNITED STATES

Mr. President, there are two approach-
es to destroy the United States, the po-
litical approach and the economic ap-
proach.

COMMUNIST APPROACH

The political approach is called com-
munism. As a matter of fact, socialism
may be just as bad; it is simply com-
munism in the infant stages. However,
we seem to have caught up with com-
munism. The Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. McCarTHY] and the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. JENNER] are handling that
phase of the matter. I believe that the
matter is in good hands. We will elimi-
nate the third gender in the State De-
partment and many of the individuals
who have been working with the enemy,
instead of for the United States.

ECONOMIC AFPPROACH

However, there is another approach
to which I wish to call the attention of
the Senate. It is the economic approach.

We can destroy our country economi- -

cally, just as well as we can destroy it
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by any particular “ism" on earth. The
political approach in an attempt to de-
stroy the United States is by our poten-
tial enemy, Russia; but the economic ap-
proach is by our supposed allies, or at
least our potential allies. Some of
them—the sterling bloc—are represented
in the United States today. Supposedly
they are, or will be, our allies; but in the
meantime they would destroy us by
means of a division of our markets—the
source of our income.

We are supposed to remove the duties,
imposts, and excises—to a point where
all the low-wage, sweat-shop countries
will be able to export to our shores the
products of their sweat-shop labor.

That is proposed to be done by re-
moving all duties, imposts, or excises,
which represent the difference between
the costs of production in those low-
wage, sweat-shop countries and the
costs of production in the United States
with our higher wage standard of living,

The materials produced in those for-
eign countries are very often produced
by means of materials and machinery we
have previously given to them. Yet now
they propose that we remove all duties,
imposts, and excises, so as to make it
possible for them to maintain their
sweat-shop, low-wage conditions, and
for their manufacturers to keep or
pocket the difference between their pro-
duction costs and what the traffic will
bear here. Mr. President, anyone who
stops to think can readily understand

.that such procedure would encourage

those countries to continue to hold down
the wages paid to their working people.
ENCOURAGE HIGHER FOREIGN STANDARD OF LIVING

However, Mr. President, we should fol-
low the Constitution of the United States.
The Constitution charges Congress with
the responsibilites for regulating foreign
trade. If the duties and imposts were
fixed on the basis of fair and reasonable
competition, so as to give the foreign
countries an equal opportunity to enter
our markets, but without giving them
any advantage in that respect, and if
provision were made for flexibility, so
that as the wages paid in those coun-
tries went up, the duties here would go
down, then those countries soon would
see that they would receive no advantage
by paying low wages, and thus they
would be encouraged to raise their
standard of living, so as to move toward
a high standard of living.

Mr, President, a tremendous propa-
ganda machine has been working on the
American people, since the date of the
last election,

So we may know what their real ob-
jective is, let me refer to an article in
Look magazine on November 18, by Ar-
nold J. Toynbee, who is described as fol-
lowing “the tradition of great his-
torians.” In that connection, I now read
from a description which appeared in
the magazine Look on November 18,
1952: .

Arnold Toynbee * * * , the world's fore-
most living philosopher-historian.

Mr. President, in that issue of Loock
magazine, Mr, Toynbee's article is en-
titled “The Next Step in History.” It is
a 3-page article, but we have to read
only 1 paragraph—which I shall read
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into the ConcrEsSIONAL RECORD—In or=
der to know exactly what Mr. Toynbee
thinks the next step in history will be.
I read now from his article:
THE NEXT STEP 1IN HISTORY
(By Arnold J. Toynbee)

The steps that are needed are not emer-
gency measures but permanent arrangements
for putting and keeping our house in order.

_ After including in the article a great
deal of material to the effect that we
are moving toward a one-world govern-
ment, Mr. Toynbee says:

This, though, would be unlikely to be the
end of the process of western constitutional
development, for a western electorate would
soon begin to ask itself why it should not
elect this common western legislature as
well as the local national legislatures. If
democracy means the control of governments
by legislative bodies that are elected and
reelected by the people, then democracy
would call for the direct election of a com-
mon legislative body charged with the su-
preme responsibility of controlling the west-
ern community’s common executive services.

There is where we are headed, Mr.
President, according .to the great his-
torian, Mr. Toynbee; and it is no secret
that the entire European setup, led by
the sterling bloe, is headed toward that
particular objective to bring us into the
family of European mnations. They
would have one legislature for the At-
lantic Pact natisns, added to from time
to time as they see fit to take in new
member nations.

Then the Congress of the United States
would become a State legislature, and
our present State legislatures and State
governors would become county commis-
sioners, I suppose. That is about the
way such a plan would work. We would
be outvoted all of the time.

Mr. President, all this material goes
to show us exactly what is the objective
of the visit to our country of Mr. Eden
and Mr. Butler, who now are in the
United States to arrange the next logical
step to level our economy with the Euro-
pean nations.

We are to abolish all duties and all
other regulations of foreign trade, as the
Constitution directed the Congress of
the United States to do. The Congress
has transferred such control to the Chief
Executive, and he now has full control
of the regulation of foreign trade; Con-
gress no longer has such control.

So we pay subsidies to American pro-
ducers, and allow foreign products to
enter the United States free of any tarift
or duty.

How we can continue to pay subsidies
and still reduce taxes is something that
no one has yet figured out. I notice
that everyone now says we must find out
how much money each of the depart-
ments want before we can reduce taxes,
If one ever gets into a serious conversa=-
tion with the head of a department, he
will be crying with him before the con-
ference is over. It will be found impos-
sible to reduce the appropriation. Not
only that, it will probably be found nec-
essary to raise it, and there will there-
fore be no reduction of taxes.

I like what Mr. REEp says: “Let us
reduce taxes to what we think the peo-
ple of the United States can pay, and

XCIX—107

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

read the menu backward—then go home,
and let them scream.” That is the only
way we can reduce taxes.

Now, Mr. President, I want to call at-
tention for a moment to an article
written by a columnist whom I have
quoted several times on this floor. The
article is entitled “Forgotten Treaties
With Russia,” and it is written by Con-
stantine Brown. It was published in
the Washington Evening Star on Febru-
ary 16, 1953. People would find it prof-
itable to read. Exactly as the junior
Senator from Nevada has already quoted,
there is but one objective, and that is
to reduce this country's living stand-
ard, and when we finally run out of
money with which to pay the subsidies,
with all of the material coming in
from foreign nations, we will then be-
gin to understand what foreign trade
on a free basis with the lower living
standard of wages of other nations
means.

I should like to call attention to Brit-
ain’s relationship to Japan. I have be-
fore me the U. S. News & World Re-
port of December 5, 1952, from which I
read:

John Foster Dulles, as Secretary of State,
is to find himself in the middle of a trade
war between America's principal allies in
the Far East and in Europe. Japan and
Britain are at each other’s throats in a bitter
battle for world markets,

Mr. President, the junior Senator
from Nevada, as Senators may remem-
ber, stood here on the Senate floor to
suggest that the treaty written by Mr,
Dulles and approved by the Senate had
then and there lost Japan; it was only a
matter of time until they would make a
decision.

Anyone who knows, anyone who will
study the natural sources of the raw
materials available to them and their
natural markets, will know that when
we lost China to the Communists—and
we did it deliberately—we then and there
laid the groundwork to lose Japan.
Reading from the U. S. News & World
Report of December 5, 1952, I continue:

BEritain, hard up and alarmed by Japan's
recovery, is working desperately to check the
flood of Japanese goods into normally Brit-
ish markets. Japan, struggling to rebuild
her trade and obliged to restrict dealings with
Communist China, Is determined to regain
markets in southeast Asia and to get more
markets in Africa, the Middle East, and Latin
America.

In this head-on clash, old antagonisms be-
tween these two allies of the United States
are comlng to the surface. British Common-
wealth countries are raising barriers against
Japanese goods, British traders are making
chargea of cutthroat compef.:ltion.

Their skilled labor is even lower paid
than it is in Britain. It was from 7 to
12 cents an hour when I was there in
1948.

I continue:

The British Government is trying to keep
Japan from getting most-favored-nation
treatment. The Japanese are accusing the
British of dirty dealing. Anti-British feel-
ing is rising, fanned by a quarrel over
whether Japanese authorities shall have
power to punish British and Commonwealth
troops for offenses committed in Japan.
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Japanese competition already is squeezing
the British. The sterling area which Britain
looks upon as her market, bought $244 mil-
lion worth of Japanese goods in 1950 and
more than twice as much in 1951,

Mr. President, I read further in the
article, the following:

British countermeasures to meet this com=
petition are becoming more drastic and are
a matter of growing concern in Japan. Brit-
ish and Commonwealth countries recently
have raised new import barriers aimed at
Japanese products. The importing of Jap-
anese textiles by Singapore, Hong Kong, west
Africa and several other areas has been cut
sharply or suspended.

Britain is trying to limit Japan's trade in
other areas, also. This is being done by de-
laying Japan admittance to the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).
Japan outside GATT, is denied the benefits
of lower tariffs in effect among the 34 mem-=
ber countries.

Mr. President, there is little point in
readinz further. It is simply a matter of
leaving Japar. on our payroll. We are
sending money there, spending it for na-
tional defense purposes, and when we
quit Japan is going to China.

Certainly we cannot continue to allow
their imports to come in here free of any
duty. Four crockery plants have closed
down in Ohio, within the last few weeks.
That is only a start.

When we get around to considering the
American people, the workers and inves=
tors, as a part of our responsibility, then
Japan has this choice: Where is she go-
ing to go? Can she trade with the Far
East, right at her doorstep? No, she
cannot, as long as the colonial system
exists, and we support it.

She must trade within her natural
area, and in order to do that she will
have to make a deal—and she will make
it with China when the time comes.

MR. FORD—EUROPEAN PLANTS

Now, Mr. President, we have had lately
a statement by a great industralist, Mr.
Ford. Mr. Ford says that we should
drop all our tariffs and all our duties
and have free trade throughout the
world, that it would be wonderful.

Mr. Ford has a plant in England where
he can produce his Ford automobiles
cheaper than he can produce them in
the United States after paying stand-
ard-of-living wages.

I cannot say that I blame him, except
that I think he is shortsighted. In other
words, when he builds up competition,
as he will, if he gets away with this
statement of his—which, of course, I
hope he does not—and if the people of
the United States wake up in time, he
certainly will not get away with it.

But if he did, and he thereby threw
these people in the United States out of
work in the various areas, from the min-
ing areas to the crockery areas, in the
watch manufacturing areas and the tex-
tile States, and almost every place else—
and as a matter of fact, that is exactly
what it would result in—then what
happens?

As it is now almost every man in the
United States who has a job is a potential
buyer of a Ford, or an automobile of
some kind. With ‘he kind of wages they
have over there, from 40 cents a day up
to $2 or $3 a day, not 1 in 100 is a poten-
tial buyer of an automobile.
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. I believe that by ruining the home
markets he will ruin himself if he could
bring about the change. He possibly
thinks he ecan work the slave labor
against the high standard-of-living labor
in this country, and profit by it. God
help him if he did get away with it; that
is all I can say.

The business machines, General Elec-
tric and in general big business, will be
for this free trade I predict. What is
big business? I would describe it for the
purpose of this statement as business of
such size and such a nature that it can
put its plants in the area of low wages,
behind the sweatshop labor curtains and
import the goods at a lower price than
they can produce them here paying our
standard-of-living wage.

The little businesses are the ones that
_cannot do that. They must stay home
and take the consequences. I think they
will rise up to stop this silly business.
NEVADA, CALIFORNIA, AND FREE TRADE

I have received a telegram which indi-
cates that the legislature of the State
of Nevada is passing a resolution
memorializing Congress to stop this busi-
ness of free trade which affects mining,
the cattle business, the wool business, the
textile business, the crockery business,
and practically all small business in this
country.

If Congress is going to ignore the
production areas that make this country
great, and which pays the taxes—I guess
they think it time for them to take a
hand. I will have the resolutions at the
next session of the Senate.

Also, I am advised through Senator
Harold J. Powers, President of the Cali-
fornia Senate, that they have passed a
resolution along the same line in the
California legislature, and I hope to have
that resolution by the time we return
for the next c2ssion of the Senate.

Now, Mr. President, I think—and this
is merely the junior Senator from Ne-
‘wvada speaking—we should have a do-
mestic policy that would safeguard the
integrity of our economic system, that
would place a floor under the wages and
investments in this country, that would
preserve our market to the extent of
giving foreign nations an equal break in
our markets but no advantage.

Let the 1934 Trade Agreements Act ex-
pire. The people of the Nation are wak-
ing up; they pay the bills to pay for the
appropriations which this Congress so
blithely makes.

Let the 1934 Trade Agreements Act
expire, and it automatically goes back
to the Tariff Commission, which is an
agency of the Congress whose responsi-
bility it is to fix duties, excises, and im-
posts, and to regulate foreign trade.

Let the Tariff Commission fix such
duties on the basis of fair and reason-
able competition.

That is simply commonsense in keep-
ing ourselves in business in this country.

A report recently made by a former
chairman of the Budget, Daniel W. Bell,
now acting chairman of the Public Ad-
visory Board for Mutual Security, con-
tained 10 recommendations. I ask prec-
edent. There being no objection, the
outline will appear in the Recorp at this
point.
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[From the New York Journal of Commerce
of March 5, 1953]
RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations made in the Bell
report are:

1. Basing trade policy on national rather
than group interest and adopting measures
to help industries affected by the change in
policy readjustment by extending unemploy-
ment insurance, retralning workers, diversi-
fying production, and converting to other
lines.

2. The adoption of a new simplified tariff
act providing for a general reduction in
duties and the elimination of present uncer-
tainties by consolidating tariff rates into
seven basic schedules. The redrafting of the
Tariff Act would be done by the President
according to standards set up by Congress.

3. Extension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act without time limit.

CUSTOMS SIMPLIFICATION

4, Customs simplification by the prompt
passage of a bill similar to the one passed
by the House in 1951, plus the creation of a
commission to propose further measures
along these lines.

5. Reduction of tariffs and elimination of
guotas on agricultural products to allow
freer import at world prices of goods not
produced in this country, with a repeal of
section 104 of the Defense Production Act.

6. Elimination or reduction of tariffs on
metals and minerals, of which imports are
a major part of United States supplles; in
cases where domestic production must be
increased for defense purposes, it should be
encouraged through special purchases and
contracts.

7. Elimination of import excise taxes on
petroleum products. If imports should reach
a level where they impede domestic explora-
tion and development, other measures to
assure a domestic industry adequate to de-
fense needs may be taken.

8. Elimination of the requirement that 50
percent of the cargo on aid and loan ship-
ments is reserved to domestic carriers, ex-
cept in the case of countries that discrimi-
nate against American vessels.

BUY-AMERICAN STUDY

9. Reconsideration of buy-American legis-
latior.

10. The establishment, with United States
participation, of an international organiza-
tion to promote the objectives of the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

In its recommendations for a new tariff
act, the report suggests that the 7 basic
schedules consist of a free list, 4 groupings of
commodities bearing duties of 10, 20, 30, and
40 percent ad valorem; a specific list for
basic agricultural and mineral raw materials,
and an extraordinary list of commodities
whose importation should be limited for
security reasons.

The first recommendation is enough.
It appears we are supposed to take the
miners, the people in the sheep business,
and the sheep herders and teach them
how to make hats, unless the hat busi-
ness is also destroyed by competition
from abroad.

If we placed a tent over the city of
Washington, we would have nothing but
an international lobby, and Mr. Bell has
apparently fallen heir to the common
affliction.

I hope that before the 1934 Trade
Agreements Act—the so-called Recipro-=
cal Trade Act—comes up for extension
that there will be a sufficient number of
Senators who will stand on the floor un-
til it dies.

Mr. President, I received a letter from
a man in Tonopah, Nev., not long ago. I
had asked him if there was anything I
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could do for him in answer to his first
letter. He said a little testily, “Don't do
anything for me. Just do not do any-
thing more to me. That is all I would
ask.”

CHAIRMAN OF THE MINERALS AND FUELS

COMMITTEE

I should like to make the further an-
nouncement, as chairman of the Min-
erals and Fuels Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Tnterior and Insu-
lar Affairs, that I am organizing the sub-
committee at this time, and I intend to
accomplish two things: First, to deter-
mine the strategic and critical minerals
and materials, including fuels, which are
available to us in wartime; and, second,
to determine where such materials are
available to us in peacetime,

We will have some of the best engi-
neers and advisers in the country to work
with the committee. From my experi-
ence in engineering over a period of 30
years, I believe the Western Hemisphere
can be made practically self-sufficient in
the production of strategic and critical
minerals and materials, including fuels,
this would keep our production so that
it could be immediately increased in case
of trouble.

Mr. President, let us get ready and get
busy, and catch up with our plane man-
ufacture so that neither Russia nor any
other nation is ahead of us, and let us
also catch up on submarine manufac-
ture, so we need not fear anyone,

Let us reach the point where every
nation in the world will know that if
they pull the trigger on us, we can de-
fend ourselves

If we do that we would not have a war
for 50 years. We are led to believe that
in order to get nuclear ores from the
Belgian Congo we must protect Belgium.
That we have to protect certain nations
in the Far East so we can pay through
the nose for rubber and tin. If we
keep on alienating the Moslem world,
350,000,000 of them, they will not be on
our side. They will fight with bare
hands, if they do not have anything else,
We are even told that we are short of
ammunition for the Korean war. Un-
less we change our methods, we are rid-
ing for a fall, and it is brought upon us
by theose people who are divided in their
allegiance. We must let the people
know that there is a political approach
and an economic approach to destroy
this Nation—and that they are equally
dangerous.

INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN POST-
AL RATES AND CHARGES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 49) to investi-
gate certain matters respecting postal
rates and charges in handling certain
mail matter.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, the subject matter of the
resolution which is now before the Sen-
ate was included last year in a law
passed by the House and Senate. The
law was passed late in the session, and
no appropriation was provided. When
Congress passes a law calling for the
expenditure of money, the money must
be appropriated to carry out the terms
of the law. It was simply an enabling
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act which was passed last year. We are
asking that the Senate make the in-
vestigation, instead of it being made by
the House and the Senate, We are deal-
ing here in large figures. It takes ap-
proximately $2,400,000,000 to operate the
Post Office Department,

Something has been said conecerning
the deficit for the current fiscal year
being approximately $640 million. I
should like to invite the attention of the
Senate to the reason why there is such
a deficit. There has been very little
additional personnel in the Post Office
Department since the war, but there has
been during that time an increase in ex-
penditures of more than $1 billion
which was caused by the increased sal-
aries voted to postal employees by the
House and the Senate. We cannot
blame the Postmaster General and the
Post Office Department for that. They
cannot eliminate that burden. The
blame, if any, is upon the Congress.
The Congress must pass the necessary
laws to meet the obligations of the Post
Office Department,

The resolution will enable us to look
into the different classifications, first
class, second class, third class, and fourth
class, and try to determine how much of
the deficit should be allocated to the first,
second, third, and fourth classes. That
is a big problem. When we considered
the situation last year we passed a bill
which would have cared for approxi-
mately $250,000,000 of the deficit. There
was a dispute as to whether it should
have been that much in the first place.
We want to look into it and try to find
a solution, through our experts. The
Post Office Department cannot do that.
Congress will have to pass a law to wipe
out the deficit. The Post Office Depart-
ment cannot do it. They do not do any-
thing but make recommendations, and
their recommendations have been sent
to the Senate and the House year after

ear.
4 We are asked to help the Department
eliminate the deficit by raising rates, but
we are not told in what classes the rates
should be raised. That point is not
touched at all. We are merely told the
amount of the deficit, and are then asked
to grant more funds for the operation of
the Post Office Department. I myself
was chairman of the committee previ-
ously, and in all fairness to the new
chairman, I believe it is absolutely neces-
sary to have the investization made, in
order to ascertain the facts concerning
the deficit, and to enable Congress to
raise money for the Post Office Depart-
ment to apply to the proper classes of
mail.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? -

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. CARLSON. The distinguished
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
has made the point that $200,000 has
been appropriated to enable the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to study air-mail rates. I feel sure
that the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina will agree with me that
it is necessary to use the money for that
purpose at the present time, because this
year there is a deficit of $71 million in
the air-mail subsidy. It is necessary to
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use that money for the purpose for which
it was intended, and also to obtain addi-
tional funds with which to conduct other
necessary studies.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The Senator is correct, It is necessary
to make other studies, such as a study
of the franking privileges of the Senate
and the House, and of penalty mail,
which has increased over a period of
years, and has helped build up the large
deficit that exists at present. Our de-
sire is to wipe out that deficit.

I have voted many times in the past
for such investigations as the one now
proposed and I intend to vote for them
in the future, until I know a little more
about conditions by virtue of having
had competent persons look into the situ-
ation and state in what classes rates
should be raised in order to wipe out
the deficiv. It is not as easy as some
might think to get information enabling
us to say whether rates should be raised
on one class of mail or another. The
question is so complicated that even
the persons who spend hours, days, and
months making investigations disagree
as to what should be done.

I am one Senator who believes the
money provided by the resolution will
be well spent, although the amount re-
quested has been criticized. There
would be three staff positions at $9,000
each. That would be the limit. Then
four stenographers are provided for,
with average salaries of $4,500 each;
for reporting proceedings $4,000 is al-
lowed; travel and per diems, incident
to the making of the necessary investi=
gation, $7,000; telephone, telegraph, and
supplies, $4,000.

Something has been said about the re-
mainder of the appropriation of $100,000,
namely, the $40,000 to employ experts in
this particular field, to work with the
Senate staff in order to reach a proper
conclusion. I for one believe that the
Post Office Department would welcome
such assistance.

I should like to ask the chairman of
the committee, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas, if he has discussed
that point with the Department.

Mr. CARLSON. I am glad to be able
to tell the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina that I have asked the
Postmaster General about that matter,
and he sincerely hopes that we will make
a study and cooperate with the Depart-
ment, as we expect to do, in an effort
to help the Department work out a solu-
tion to the problem of the deficit of
$641,000,000. It is a problem that con-
cerns not only the Post Office Depart-
ment, but every citizen of the United
States as well.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That was my understanding, and it was
my reason for asking the question.

It will also be noted that the resolu-
tion was unanimousely reported by the
committee. It was not a question of
Republican or Democratic policy. - The
entire membership of the committee
was present and voted to report the
resolution. Not only did the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service unani-
mously favor the resolution, but the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion to which it was referred, also re-
ported it favorably,
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield in
order to permit me to ask a question of
the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield for that purpose.

Mr. MORSE. Can the Senator from
Kansas tell me the number of positions
the proposed appropriation would create
which are not now held by employees of
the Senate?

Mr. CARLSON. Yes. Before the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice asked for any funds, we submitted a
budget to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as is required by that
committee. There would be created
three staff positions with average sala-
ries amounting to $9,000 each, or a total
of $27,000; and four stenographers with
average salaries of $4,500 each, or a total
of $18,000.

Mr. MORSE. That would make seven
positions, would it not?

Mr. CARLSON. That iscorrect. That
is all the additional help that would be
required, in addition to whatever aid
might be received from the managerial
service,

Mr. MORSE. Imerely devised to have
the Recorp show that the appropriation
would increase Republican appoint-
ments by seven new jobs.

i I thank the Senator from South Caro=-
na.

Mr. JOHNSTON of.South Carolina.
I merely wished to let it be known that
I am very strongly in favor of the reso-
lution.

AFPROPRIATIONS FOR DEFENSE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on a re-
cent day the junior Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr, LoNc] wrote a very sound let-
ter to the Washington Post entitled
“More Defense For Less.” The editor of
the Washington Post saw fit to attach to
the letter of Senator Lowc an editor’s
note which reads as follows:

The Washington Post is a spokesman for
no one but itself. Both Senator Lonc and
Senator Morse have chosen to overlook the
paragraph in our February 18 editorial which
asserted that “no doubt some of the objec=
tions to duplications, lack of planning, and
burdensome construction practices are en=-
tirely valid” and commend the point that
overseas bases ought to be manned as
largely as possible by troops from the coun-
try conderned.

Our criticism was focused on two points:
First, the Senators’ amazing ability to pro-
duce detailed comments on individual bases
in light of the adknowledgment in their
report that their tour covered 60 separate
installations and 30,000 miles in a total of
41 days; and, second, their excursions into
high strategy despite their assertion that
“We have deliberately avoided inquiring into
our Nation's war plans.”

However, the editor of the Post did not
see fit to point out, as the Senator from
Louisiana and the Senator from Oregon
had previously pointed out in speeches
on the floor of the Senate, that our
study was really based on 18 months of
analysis of the budgets of the Defense
Establishment in relation to the bases
before we started our trip. We were
thoroughly familiar with the bases be-
fore we ever started. We knew their lo-
cations, their size, and what was involved
in them, but we desired to see for our-
selves exactly how the money was being
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spent. I may say to the editor of the
Washington Post that by reason of our
18 months’ work before beginning the
trip, it is not at all remarkable we were
able to arrive at the conclusions we
reached.

Moreover, the comments we made in
regard to the policies of the administra-
tion had nothing to do with war plans.
Our comments were concerned with poli-
cies made known to us in our briefings;
and I may say that those policies need a
thorough overhauling if our country is
to have stronger defenses.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp the
letter written to the Post by the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] together with
the editor's note with respect thereto.

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

More DEFENSE FoR LESS

I have read with great interest and, in
most respects, with approval, your editorial
of February 23 entitled, “More Defense for
Less.” In the last paragraph thereof you
made an unqualified statement to the effect
that any efforts to reduce military expendi-
tures have always faced the major obstacle
of official resistance.

This statement is particularly intriguing in
the light of your editorial of February 18, en-
titled “Senators Off Base,” in which either
wittingly or unwittingly you transformed
your editorfal column into a special pleader
for those responsible for these obstacles.
You allowed your newspaper to become the
mouthpiece and spokesman for the military
wastrels you so heartily condemned 5 days
later. It would appear that the Washington
Post should undertake to provide some form
of unification for its editorial page in view
of these two occurrences,

It is not necessary for me to belabor your
editorial of February 18 with all of its inac-
curacles and distortions in view of the fact
that Senator Morse discussed it at length on
the floor of the Senate the day it appeared,
pointing out among other things that one
of the statements in the report which you
described as illustrating the “slap dash think-
ing” contained therein was in fact a state-
ment which the military, while agreeing to
the fundamental soundness thereof had
asked to be deleted for security purposes.

After their representations to the sub-
committee, I would think that the very mili-
tary people you defended in your editorial
were no doubt amused at your juvenile
choice of illustrations to prove their case.

You made no reference whatsoever to the
only recommendation in the report to the
effect that the entire program should be re-
studied; nor were you interested enough in
objectivity to point out that the identical
step recommended had actually been taken
by the new Secretary of Defense, and that
he had frozen construction and is now in the
process of causing to be made a complete re-
study of the whole problem.

You might well point out to your military
cronies that when they describe our thinking
as “slap dash,” they should append the-same
label on the Secretary of Defense—and I
doubt that he would appreciate such refer-
ence to himself from his subordinates.

Perhaps, too, you were not aware—and if
you were not, I now state it to you as a
fact—that already the director of installa-
tions had denied requests for new authoriza-
tions during fiscal 1954 approaching 85 bil-
lion because his studies had revealed that
the services have a total outstanding author-
ization of $11.7 billions, against which $9.1
billions had been appropriated with only
#4.9 billions having been obligated as of
January 1, 1953. In other words, the three
services combined have asked for and ob-
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talned nearly twice as much in appropria-
tions and more than that in authorizations,
than they have been able to spend, even in
the face of funds wasted in so-called “crash™
programs.

You reached the ridiculous on February
22, when one of your feature writers asserted
that the difference between perhaps 1,000
men on an overseas base as distinguished
from perhaps 10,000 would be the difference
between striking a retaliatory blow in 12
hours or striking in 30 days. The truth is
that there would not be a difference of 5
minutes. The concept you supported must
explain what happens to the tens of thou-
sands of women and children living on those
foreign bases which would concededly be
atom-bomb targets. The Air Force planning
that you supported has the additional bur-
den of supporting an expensive system of
parking aprons that makes it simple for an
enemy to destroy our planes on the ground,

Actually, the report of the Sarnoff Com-
mission is abundant proof of the validity of
the report of the subcommittee I had the
honor to head. It failed only in one respect.
It did not point out the considerable sav=-
ings that can be achieved when this excess
military personnel is removed from the bases,
thereby reducing the required amounts of
barracks, messing facilities, recreational fa-
cilities, family housing, and expenses inci-
dent to maintenance of the families of these
excess personnel around the world.

I shall always wonder in the light of your
editorial of February 23 how you got booby-
trapped on February 18.

RusserL B. LoNg,
United States Senator.

WASHINGTON.

{Eprror’'s Nore—The Washington Post is a
spokesman for no one but itself. Both Sen-
ator LonNg and Senator Morse have chosen to
overlook the paragraph in our February 18
editorial which asserted that “no doubt some
of the objections to duplications, lack of
planning, and burdensome construction
practices are entirely valid” and commend
the point that overseas bases ought to be
manned as largely as possible by troops from
the country concerned. Our criticism was
focused on two points: First, the Senators'
amazing ability to produce detailed com-
ments on individual bases in light of the
acknowledgment in their report that their
tour covered 60 separate installations and
30,000 miles in a total of 41 days; and, second,
their excursions into high strategy despite
their assertion that “We have deliberately
avoided inquiring into our Nation’s war
plans.”)

IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
many letters have come to my office pro-
testing a series of indignities which have
been suffered in recent days by a number
of Norwegian seamen at the hands of
American officials. Their treatment is
causing us untold damage in Norway and
throughout Europe. It is not in keeping
with our Nation's traditions and I rise
officially to protest the incidents to the
Congress and to the Immigration and
Naturalization Service.

The story first reached the ears of
America through the distinguished radio
commentator, Mr. Eric Sevareid. I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Sevareid's
broadcast of February 11, 1953, be
printed at this point in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the broadcast was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

The new Ambassador to Norway, I'm told,
will be Mr. Carin Strong, of Tacoma, Wash.;
if and when he replaces Charles Bay, Mr.
Truman's unfortunate choice, in Oslo, Strong
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will confront a problem no other American
Ambassador there has had to face in recent
memory—a growing anti-Americanism
among Norwegians, who have always re-
garded America almost as their second home.

The reason for this is the McCarran Im-
migration Act and what it is doing to the
Norwegian merchant marine and Norwegian
seamen. In Norway the merchant marine
directly involves every other family; mer-
chant sailing is an old and honorable way
of life; these are proud and respectable men,
largely family men, quite unlike the riff-raff
found in some of the waterfronts of the
world.

Enforcement of the McCarran Act in Amer-
ican ports has resulted in startling expe-
riences for these sailors, the stories of which
are now spreading through every farm and
hamlet in Norway. The act is designed, of
course, to keep subversives and other unde-
sirables out of this country. Under the act,
no foreign seaman can remain here more
than 29 days.

Consider some of the experiences of the
Norwegians alone. Not long ago immigra-
tion police tried to search the Norwegian
Seamen’s Home in Baltimore. There was a
strong protest and they left. Last Sunday
police stopped and cross-examined the wor-
shipers as they walked out of the Norwegian
Seamen’s Lutheran Church in Baltimore. If
a seaman gets sick and overstays the 20 days,
he can be put into Ellis Island to await
deportation; among the others, there are
about a dozen Norwegian sailors imprisoned
on the island now because they were unable
to sign on a ship within the time limit. Two
young men voluntarily went to the immigra-
tion office when 2 of their 29 days still re=
mained. Yet they were immediately taken
to Ellis Island. A few weeks ago 11 crew-
men asked to sign off the merchant ship
Pleasantville when it reached Boston. They
had been at sea 2 years and were ready to
fly home to Norway. The Scandinavian ship=
ping authority sent 11 men to Boston to re=
place them. These 11 boarded the ship; then
immigration officials refused to allow 9 of the
original 11 to get off. No reasons were given,
The ship is now heading for the Far East,
its captain paying for the extra crew and
also violating security rules on lifeboat space.
Those nine men may not see their families
for another 2 years.

Many foreign seamen are not signing off
in American ports even when allowed to be-
cause they dare not. They have no way of
knowing whether they can sign on again in
time to avold imprisonment. Foreign ships
can no longer put into American docks for
repalirs if the repairs take more than 29 days.
In order to get out in time, bo'suns have
signed on as deckhands, electricians as mess-
boys, losing status and pay.

Interrogations under the new law have not
yet discovered one Communist among Nor=
wegian seamen; there may be some Reds
among them, but the real Communists, of
course, simply deny it. Many American im-
migration officials detest what they must do
under this law as much as do the victims,
For example, there are women serving on
Norwegian ships as mess stewards or radio
operators; this is a familiar and respectable
career in Norway. When they reach Amer-
ica, these women are asked if they have ever
engaged in prostitution; men are asked when
they last visited a brothel, if they intend to
commit bigamy in this country, and so on.
The complications and humiliations have
reached the point where some Scandinavian
maritime officials believe that Amerlcan trade
with that part of the world will be sericusly
aflected.

Meanwhile, stories about the humiliations
suffered their seamen have spread through-
out Norway. It has now become a popular
byword with them that life in an American
port is like their life under the German
occupation of Norway. Ome Norwegian offi-
cial put it this way: “You may as well close
down your American information services in
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Norway; as long as this goes on,” he sald,
“they are fighting a losing battle for the
good will of my people.”

Mr. HUMPHREY. I draw particular
attention to Mr. Sevareid’s warning that
the McCarran Immigration Act is re-
sponsible for a “growing anti-American-
ism among Norwegians who have always
regarded America as their second home.”

I commend the reading of Mr. Se-
vareid’s broadcast to every Member of
the Senate. Particularly do I commend
it to the members of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the of-
ficials of our Government in the State
Department.

Mr. Sevareid’s broadcast is consistent
with a news story written for the Oslo
Daily Arbeiderbladet by its Washington
correspondent, Mr. Anders Buraas. This
newspaper is the third largest in Nor-
way. I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the body of the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Investigations in Baltimore where the

MecCarran Act supposedly is being exercised
less strictly than in other American ports,
bring out the following facts: ;

To sign off a ship is both a difficult and a
dangerous experiment; that the Norwegian
Seamen’s Home is bound to show a deficit
as a result of the decline in the number of
reservations; that for a sailor to be left be-
hind when the ship leaves (without regard
to the reasons) can lead to his being deport-
ed, and also to the captain being fined In
case the seaman cannot reach the ship in
another American port; that few seamen dare
any more to spend his vacation in the United
States, and that no seaman can be put ashore
in America even If he is not fit for his job.

The law is sti]l not being exercised as it is
written, but when that takes place another
result will be that seamen who are confined
to a hospital for more than 29 days can be
deported; that Norwegian ships must avoid
repairs in American ports that will take more
than 4 weeks to finish if the owner does not
want his entire crew to be deported, and that
no ship is permitted to sail between Ameri-
can ports for a period of more than 29 days.

Twenty-nine days is the maximum time a
seaman who has signed off his ship can stay
in the United States. Fearing that he won't
be able to find a new job within the time
limit, seamen are naturally reluctant to leave
their jobs. It has already happened in a
number of cases that electricians have
signed on as messboys in order to avold arrest
and deportation. .

Another reason he is reluctant to sign off
is that he reacts very strongly to the ques-
tions asked by the immigration authorities.
Female crew members have been asked
whether they are prostitutes, male members
whether they have ever visited brothels. A
result is that the pool of seamen so impor-
tant for Norwegian shipping on the United
States have shrunk to a dangerous degree.
But even a sailor who has decided to sign off
his ship has no guaranty that he will be per-
mitted to do so. Recently five crew members
of the motorship Byklefjell wanted to sign
off. ' Four of them were turned down by the
immigration authorities. No reasons for this
decislon were ever given.

A few weeks ago 11 crew members aboard
the motorship Pleasantville wished to sign
off in Boston. The captain cabled the ship-
ping office in New York, asking for 11 new
crew members. The 11 men who wanted to
sign off in Boston were turned back by the
authorities. The 11 new crew members had
already entered the ship. The motorship
Pleasantville left with all of them aboard,
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but when it called on Baltimore two of those
who originally wanted to sign off were per-
mitted to do so. No reason why the other
nine had to stay aboard was ever given.
Then the ship left for the Far East with too
big a crew, causing extra expenses for the
owners; with the captaln violating security
regulations, since the ship did not have
enough lifeboats for so big a crew; and with
men aboard who had wished to sign off in
Boston in order to go back to Norway, but
who now instead found themselves on their
way to the Pacific.

The same thing happened recently to the
motorship C. J. Hambro, which left Phila-
delphia for the Mediterranean with six extra
crew members,

In spite of the fact that the Port Au-
thorities in Baltimore have been leaning over
backward trying to be helpful, a couple of
painful episodes have taken place. After the
service in the Norwegian Seamen’s Church
in Baltimore on February, the congregation
found the police waiting for them outside
the church, requesting everybody to produce
his or her credentials.

Another episode took place a few days ago
when the police drove up in front of the
Norwegian Seamen's Home in Baltimore and
policemen were posted around the block,
Three police officers entered the building
and demanded to be allowed to inspect the
hotel and its guests., Following a rather
heated quarrel the manager finally succeeded
in getting them to leave.

Norwegians in Baltimore do not deny that
the act has its advantages. It has put an
end to too frequent shifts in the crew. It
has also imposed upon the seamen the neces-
sity of acting like “perfect gentlemen.” In
both cases it is Norway who profits from this
and not the United States.

Item: A Norwegian seaman who was inter-
rogated in New York confessed to having
been a member of the Communist Party back
in 1938. He explained in detail why he had
become a member and also why he had de-
cided to leave the party. He did not want
to sign off the ship, but the Immigration
Authorities also refused him permission to
go ashore,

Item: Two Norwegian seamen who for 27
days without success had been looking for
a job, on a Norwegian ship, decided to inform
the Immigration Authorities of this, and also
of the fact that they did not intend to break
the law. In other words, they wanted some
extra time to find jobs. In spite of the fact
that they had still two more days in which
to try their luck, they were immediately ar-
rested and carted off to Ellis Island.

As previously stated a seaman is only al-
lowed a stay of 29 days in the United States,
beginning with the arrival of his ship in an
American port. If he signs off, let's say 14
days later, he has only 15 more days to go.

If a seaman should wish to leave his ship
after a couple of years in order to sign on
another one, neither he himself, nor his cap-
tain nor the owner of the ship can make this
decision, if the ship happens to be in an
American port. The American Immigration
Authorities have the final say as to how long
he should stay aboard.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I invite the atten-
tion of my colleagues to the fact that a
responsible Norwegian newspaper carry-
ing an article by a very responsible jour-
nalist tells of the indignities which have
been suffered by certain citizens of the
nation of Norway, and points out some
of the very serious problems which will
grow between our country and the coun-
try of Norway.

NORWEGIANS OFFENDED

On February 20, Senator McCARRAN,
calling Mr. Sevareid’s statements “highly
inflammatory” and “misleading,” placed
in the Recorp a letter from Mr. Argyle
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R. Mackey, Commissioner of the United
States Immigration and Naturalization
Service, commenting on Mr. Sevareid’s
broadcast. I wrote to Mr. Sevareid on
February 25, bringing these develop-
ments to his attention and offering to
bring his reply to the attention of the
Senate.

I digress to say that I believe that
those who are brought under the scru-
tiny of the Congress, or who are criti-
cized by a Member of the Congress,
should have the right and the privilege
to have their replies placed in the Rec-
OrD. I therefore ask unanimous consent
that my letter to Mr. Sevareid and his
letter to me of February 28, together with
the transcriptions of his broadcasts of
February 26 and 27, which he enclosed,
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

FEBRUARY 25, 1953,
Mr. ERIC SEVAREID,
Columbia Broadcasting System,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg. SEvaremn: I am enclosing with
this letter a copy of the CoONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of February 20, 1953. You will find
1 nthat RECoRD on page 1334 a speech on the
floor of the Senate by Senator McCARRAN in
which he brings to the attention of the
Senate a memorandum from Mr. Argyle
Mackey, Commissioner of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service. Mr. Mackey's
memorandum comments on your broadcast
of February 11, 1953, in which you state that
the McCarran Immigration Act is responsible
for a “growing anti-Americanism among the
Norwegians who have always regarded Amer=
ica as their second home."

I would appreciate it very much if you
would write me commenting on Senator Mc-
CarrRaAN’S speech and on Mr. Mackey's mem-
orandum as they affect your broadcast. I
think it is important in the interest of ac-
curacy and fair play that your reply be
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL Recorp, and
I am prepared to insert your statement in
the RECORD.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
Huserr H. HUMPHREY.
CES Rab1o,
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1953.

Dear SENATOR HUMPHREY: I have your
letter of February 25, pointing out that my
broadcast of February 11 on the operations
of the McCarran-Walter Immigration Act as
they affect Norwegian seamen and Norwegian
public opinion, has been challenged on the
Senate floor by Senator McCARRAN.

You very kindly offer to place in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD any reply of mine., I
should like to take advantage of your offer,

As answer to the remarks by Senator Mc-
CarraN and to the memorandum from Com=
missioner Mackey that Mr. McCARRAN also
inserted in the REcorp, I have made two.
short broadcasts over CBS, on Thursday and
Friday nights of this week. Copies of these
broadcasts I enclose with this letter.

Because of broadcast time limitations,
they are not as complete an answer as I
should have liked to make, but I believe
they do cover the essential points, however
briefly, and I belleve they constitute a con=
vincing answer to the Senator’s statement
that m:- broadcast was “inflammatory and
misleading.”

In appreciation of your interest in this
matter, I remain,

Sincerely yours,
ERIC SEVAREID,
Chief Washington Correspondent, CBS.
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[Eric Sevareid, CBS Radio News, February
26, 1953]

On February 11 I commented here on the
MecCarran-Walter Immigration Act as to its
enforcement on Norwegian seamen in par-
ticular. I cited cases of painful hardship
and humiliation suffered by Norwegians and
sald that these events are resulting in anti-
American feeling throughout Norway, where
almost every family has some connection
with the merchant marine,

Representative WaLTer telephoned me to
say in entirely cordial fashion that he
wanted any real defects in the law corrected,
but that he thought my broadcast to be
in error. On Friday Senator McCARrAN in-
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a long
jetter from Argyle Mackey, Immigration
Commissioner, as an answer to my points.
Neither Mackey nor MCCARRAN have accused
me of any deliberate falsification, but the
Senator declared in the REecorp that my
statements were highly inflammatory and
misleading.

I have always thought it a misuse of the
broadeasting privilege for a commentator to
engage in personal debates with others—he
also runs the risk of boring his audience—
but since my veracity has been challenged
in this official and public manner, my only
recourse Is to make answer here.

The more I have checked this problem of
the seamen, the more I am inclined to be-
lieve I understand the case. Where Mackey
is right and I was wrong is on the case of
the motorship Pleasantville. I had said this
vessel was obliged to sail overseas with nine
extra men, violating safety regulations. This
was based on the report of the ship's master.
However, his predicament was relieved when
he called at further American ports, because
the Barber Line representatives intervened
with authorities. Mackey had this informa-
tion when, later, he wrote his letter for
McCarraN, though I did not.

I am informed, however, that other ships
have been obliged to sail overstaffed, the
motorship Hambro, for one, and that still
other vessels have had to sail understafied,
because of difficulties encountered under the
law.

In answer to other points I made, Com-
missioner Mackey falls to deny that immi-
gration police tried to search the Norwegian
seammen’s home in Baltimore and encoun-
tered a strong protest. Interrogation of in-
dividuals there, of course, is routine; a search
is not. I sald that police on Sunday, Febru-
8, cross-examined worshipers as they came
out of the seamen’s Lutheran Church in
Baltimore. Mackey writes that this, done by
city police, had nothing to do with the law
in question. This may be true; it did occur,
however, and to the seamen, of course, was
another example of their new humiliations.

One of the principal aims of the law is to
keep Communists away from our shores.
Mr. Mackey does not deny my statement
that interrogations under the law have Tailed
to uncover a single Communist among Nor-
wegian seamen; the same, incidentally, is
true for the Swedes. He does not deny my
statement that Norwegian women stewards
and radio operators have been asked by im-
migration investigators if they have engaged
in prostitution. He does not deny that rigid
enforcement of the shore-leave time limit
and consequent fear of Ellis Island have
forced seamen to sign on ships at lower rat-
ings, with loss of pay. In fact, I have be-
fore me a list of 77 such cases on Norwegian
ships alone in the few weeks the law has
been in effect. I said that sickness can re-
sult in Ellis Island imprisonment because
of an overstay. Mr. Mackey in his letter
implies that such injustices are avoided.
The truth is that this is the No. 1 complaint
of the Norwegian seamen's union. He might
check as examples the cases of seamen Kon-
nerud, Flathaug, and Larsen, all under doc-
tors' care, but all locked up with dozens of
other men, Larsen suffering with a hernia.
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I wish to discuss the bigger aspects of this
whole problem tomorrow, but perhaps the
best answer as to the veracity of the broad-
cast is that tn Baltimore 8 days ago Ameri-
can officials called a meeting with the Nor-
wegians and promised new methods of en=
forcement. Today the manager of the sea-
men’s home there said, “Your broadcast has
improved things already.”

[Eric Sevareid, CBS Radio News, February 27,
1953]

This will be the second, and, I hope, final
installment of my answer to Senator MCCAR-
RAN about the hardships and humiliations
imposed upon Norwegian shipping and sea-
men, among others, growing out of the Me-
Carran-Walter immigration law. Senator
McCARRAN stated in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp that my original remarks were in-
flammatory and misleading and he inserted
a letter from Immigration Commissioner
Argyle Mackey, to support his contention,

I might have added last night that if the
Senator would check with the White House,
he will find that a foreign seamen’s petition
has arrived there, asking the President for
changes in the law. It says: “Give us the
freedom, justice, and equality that America
has always promised.” According to Chair-
man Silas Axtell, of the Andrew Furuseth
Legislative Association, this petition was
signed by several hundred foreign seamen in
New York, Norwegians, of course, included.

In his letter, Commissioner Mackey im-
plies that female crew members asked the
humiliating question if they have engaged
in prostitution, are so asked only in indi-
vidual cases where there are real grounds
for suspicion. This, I think, 1s not the case.
When the Norweglan luxury liner, Stavanger-
fijord, reached New York this month, I am
told, virtually every one of the dozens of
women employees on board was asked that
question.

On Friday, Senator McCarraN put in the
Recorp an article from the Nordisk Tidende
which speaks favorably of the new law. The
Senator calls this a Norwegian newspaper,
and the implication is that Norwegian
opinion is not unfavorable; I had said it was.
In the first place, the Tidende is an Ameri-
can newspaper, Norweglan only in language.
In the second place, that article was printed
when the law had been in effect but 1 week.
In the third place, on February 19, the day
before the Senator’'s insertion, the same
newspaper carried column after column of
itemized cases showing the painful effect of
the law’s enforcement on Norweglan ship-
ping. If the Senator will check the edito-
rial pages in Norway, he will find that the
whole Norwegian press, from right wing to
left, has denounced the law and what the
Arbeiderbladet calls the insufferable atmos-
phere it has created. He will find the same
reaction in the Swedish press. .

Unfortunately for the Senator’s bellef
about Norway's satisfaction with the law,
I can reveal now that on the very day the
Senator spoke for the record the Norwegian
Embassy, on specific orders from Oslo, filed
its third protest with the State Department—
an 8-page memorandum summarizing the
confusions, uncertainties, and hardships re-
sulting from the law and its severe and un-
predictable enforcement. It covers many of
my points and much more.

Norwegians would not dream of treating
our seamen in their ports as we now treat
theirs in ours, and of their deep resentment
there is no doubt whatsoever. Theirs is one
of the biggest and perhaps the most efficlently
managed merchant marine in' the world.
For years, through their consular offices, their
seamen’s union, and their health and wel-
fare offices, they have exercised careful daily
control over each individual Norwegian sailor
in our ports. For years they have worked
closely and successfully with the FBI to keep
out subversives or criminals. They fail to
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see the need for these new police-state con-
trols and humiliations.

During the big war their fathers and
brothers drowned by the hundreds keeping
our soldiers supplied; their ships are their
biggest contribution to our common defense
under the Atlantic Treaty; their sailors are
their front-line troops in our mutual strug-
gle with Communist imperialism; their mer-
chant marine is their national pride, and that
pride we have injured.

They have not contended—nor have I—
that the whole law is bad. They think dif-
ferent enforcement methods would help in
some respects. But altogether, as things
stand today, they feel certain that something
has got to give.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I make the same
request with respect to portions of a
document prepared by the Norwegian
Seamen’s Union as it relates to our pres-
ent immigration laws. I ask that the
document by the Norwegian Seamen’s
Union be printed in the REcorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. The indignities de-
scribed by Mr. Sevareid and the Norwe=
gian sources I have cited are unneces-
sary. They reflect a callousness on the
part of the McCarran-Walter Act and
on the part of our officials, which is do-
ing us incalculable damage abroad. As
a descendant of Norwegians myself, I
am terribly agegrieved at the loss of pres-
tige which my country is today suffer-
ing in Norway as a result of the Me-
Carran Act. Many other Minnesotans
of Norwegian descent share my senti-
ments,

Representative WarLter placed in the
Appendix of the Recorp, page A638, an
article from an Ameridan newspaper
published in the Norwegian language, in-
dicating a lack of concern on the part of
Norwegians with the operation of the
McCarran-Walter Act. It is interesting
that that article appeared on January 1,
1953, only a few days after the act went
into operation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
translation of an article appearing in the
same newspaper, the Nordisk Tidende,
for February 19, 1953, be printed at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the article may be printed
in the RECORD as requested.

(See exhibit B.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. The article is fur-
ther evidence of Mr. Sevareid’s thesis.

I make note of the fact that this is the
same newspaper which, on January 1,
1953, I believe, according to Representa-
tive WALTER, carried an article which did
not seem to be too critical of the MeCar-
ran Act; but on February 15, 1953, it
took an entirely different point of view.

In that connection, too, I bring the
attention of the Senate to an editorial
which appeared in Colliers magazine last
month which ean be found in the Ap-
pendix of the REcorp, page A966. The
editors of Colliers call the section of the
McCarran-Walter Act affecting foreign
ships and sailors-and visitors from other
countries “one of the most inept, insult-
ing, militantly chauvinistic and obviously
ineffectual items in the whole category
of Federal legislation.”
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Let me make it perfectly clear that I
am quoting from the editorial in Colliers,

More than our relations with Norway
is at stake, however. Iam informed that
our State Department has also received
official protests from Denmark, Sweden,
England, and France.

I want that statement to be a matter
of public notice. I have reliable infor-
mation that our State Department has
received official protests on the operation
of the McCarran-Walter Act from the
Governments of Denmark, Sweden, Eng-
land, and France.

In that connection I refer to an article
appearing in the February 23, 1953, issue
of the New Leader, written by the London
corresponident of that anti-Communist
weekly, Mr. T. R. Fi-vel. He lists the
enactment of the McCarran-Walter Act
as an event which has “caused renewed
flurries of anti-American feeling” in
England. No similar action by the
United States, he said, “for many a day
has received such unanimous criticism
in the entire British press.”

It is not my purpose to repeat on the
Senate floor other complaints registered
against the law and its application.
They will be found in the REcorn. I do
want to take this occasion, however, to
say that I am deeply aggrieved at the
nature of the debate on the McCarran-
Walter Immigration Act.

SENATE DIGNITY

Tt has been my objective, as a member
of the Senate, to comport myself with a
dignity becoming the office and to respect
the dignity of my colleagues in this body
and in the other Chamber. In spite of
that, the authors of the McCarran-
Walter Act have seen fit to reflect upon
the integrity and the patriotism of those
who oppose the legislation.

Recently the senior Senator from Ne-
vada has been distributing through the
mails, under his frank, an article which
he placed in the body of the RECORD on
January 7, 1953—page 178—and which
Mr. WaLTER, of Pennsylvania, placed in
the Appendix of the REcorp—page A13—
by a Herbert G. Moore, appearing in a
magazine called the National Republic
for December 1952. That article at-
tempts to identify me and my colleague,
the distinguished junior Senator from
New York [Mr. Leaman], and all of us
who opposed the McCarran-Walter Act
with the Communist Party. It is an in-
accurate and unfair article which plays
loosely with the facts and which I con-
sider to be insulting.

In the interest of accuracy and truth,
T ask unanimous consent that an article
prepared by me on “Who’s Fighting the
McCarran Act” which appeared in the
New Leader for March 2, 1953, be printed
in the body of the Recorp following my
remarks. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the article may be printed in
the RECORD as requested.

(See exhibit C.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. On February 18,
1953—page 1163—the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarraN] again raised the
issue of communism in connection with
his law by citing a news story from
the Chicago Tribune, according to which
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the blueprint for Communist operations
calls for the formation of blocs of leg-
islators in Congress to achieve various
legislative purposes. The Senator has
the article reprinted in the REcorp and
states that one of these Communist-es-
poused purposes is the repeal of the Mc-
Carran Immigration Act.

I consider this statement and innuendo
to be another illustration of distorted
half-truth and unfair tactics used by the
proponents,of the McCarran-Walter Act.
I comment further by referring Mem-
bers of the Congress to the newspaper
article itself. While it lists the repeal
of the McCarran-Walter Act as one of
the Communist aims, it also lists repeal
of the Taft-Hartley Act as another aim.
Examination of the ReEcorp will reveal
that in 1947 the Senator from Nevada
voted against the Taft-Hartley Act and
to sustain the President's veto. In 1949
he voted with the repeal bloc against the
Taft substitute for the bill repealing the
Taft-Hartley Act. In this illustration
the illogical position of the Senator from
Nevada might well be used against him,
for in accordance with his terms, he
might well be one of those in a formation
of blocs of legislators in Congress to
achieve various legislative purposes of
the Communist Party.

I reject any such notion insofar as
Senator McCARrRAN is concerned just as
vehemently as I reject the tactics used
by Senator McCarran toward my col-
leagues and myself.

In that connection, Mr. President, I
have in my hand an editorial from the
New York Journal-American of January
3, 1953, to be found on page 420 of the
ConNcreESSIONAL Recorp of January 16,
1953, which reflects the policy of the
Hearst newspapers. I welcome the oppo-
sition of the Hearst newspapers to the
McCarran Act. More particularly, how-
ever, I refer to a sentence ir. the editorial
which states that Senator McCARRAN
was in error in declaring that the opposi-
tion to his bill from the President’s Com-
mission on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion was a “rehash of the radical left-
wing slant.”

In saying this, the Hearst newspapers
are expressing a thought consistent with
an editorial which appeared in the New
York Times for January 20, 1953, con-
demning Senator McCarran for reck-
lessly implying that opponents of his act
must be Communists or Communist sym-
pathizers. The editorial says:

Opponents of the McCarran Act include
men and women of every rellglon, of every
national strain, including his own; of every
political party, of every occupation, and
every walk of life. A little more confidence
in honesty of motives and a little less sus=-
picion that every opponent is a spy or a
traitor would go a long way both on and off
the floor of the Congress of the United
States. :

I refer also to an editorial which ap-
peared in the Washington Post for De-
cember 24, 1952, criticizing the article in
the National Republic reprinted under
Senator McCarraN's frank. The edito-
rial calls the article pernicious nonsense.
I ask unanimous consent that the two
editorials be printed at this point in my
remarks.
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There being no objection, the edito-
rials were ordered fo be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post of December 24,
1952]
McCARRAN INAUGURATION

There is a pathetic irony in the fact that
the eve of Christmas should have been cho=-
sen as the date for putting into effect the
McCarran-Walter Immigration Act—an act
unparalleled, so far as American legislation
is concerned, in its expression of ill will
toward men. The McCarran-Walter Act
apes the Soviet fear of foreigners and tram-
ples on American traditions. Some of its
provisions go so far as to mock the meaning
of the Statue of Liberty standing in the
harbor of our greatest seaport and beckon-
ing to the persecuted and oppressed of all
lands,

Like so much contemporary chauvinism,
the McCarran-Walter Act is defended in the
name of national security. But the secu-
rity of the United States does not depend
upon degrading naturalization, as this act
does, to a conditional, or second-class form
of citizenship. The security of the United
States does not require this Nation to deal
meanly and arbitrarily with aliens who come
to its shores. Restrictions and quotas on
immigration in the interest of the Ameri-
can economy there must be; but they need
not discriminate, as does the present act,
against the persecuted and in favor of the
persecutors.

The supporters of the McCarran-Walter Act
are much given to defending it by attacking
the patriotism of its critics. There has come
to hand, for example, a reprint from a publi-
cation calling itself National Republic—a re-
print distributed, incidentally, under Sen-
ator McCARRAN's frank—which quotes the
Daily Worker as opposed to the McCarran-
Walter Act and then declares blandly: “If
we find that Communists and left-wingers
are agailnst such a bill, then it is safe to say
that loyal Americans should be for it.” It is
safe to say that this is pernicious nonsense.
Loyal Americans do not need to define loy-
alty in terms of blind anticommunism.
Moreover, opposition has come from great
numbers of sober, careful, conservative, and
indisputably loyal American organizations
and individuals.

Among the critics of the McCarran-Walter
Act is Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower. *“Only
second-class Americanism tolerates second-
class citizenship,” he said in a speech on
Boston Common, October 21, *“It's time to
get rid of what remains of both, and that
includes rewriting the unfair provisions of
the McCarran Immigration Act.” We believe
that in the real interests of American secu-
rity the job of rewriting cannot begin too
soon.

[From the New York Times of Tuesday,
January 20, 1953]
REVISION OF MCCARRAN AcT

On this day when General Eisenhower be-
comes President Eisenhower it is appropriate
to remind the new administration and the
new majority in Congress than on October 17
in Newark he made the following state-
ment:

“The McCarran immigration law must be
rewritten. A better law must be written
that will strike an intelligent, unbigoted
balance between the immigration welfare of
America and the prayerful hopes of the un-
happy and the oppressed.”

Even without regard for the hopes of the
unhappy and oppressed, a better law must be
written in the exclusive interests of the
safety and the welfare of the United States.
For the racist and reactionary philosophy of
the McCarran-Walter Act not only does
nothing to increase the security of our coun-
try; it actually lessens that security by un-
dermining the principles of liberty, equality;
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and justice for which this Republic stands.
To the unthinking it gives a false illusion of
safety against Communist penetration; to
the thinking it gives a distorted picture of
the real ideals of democratic America.

The report of President Truman's com-
mission exposing this law for what it is has
now been placed in the hands of Congress.
The seven-man commission included a for-
mer dean of the University of Pennsylvania
Law School; the secretary of the Natlonal
Conference of Catholic Charities; the presi-
dent of the Lutheran Theological S8eminary
of St. Paul; the honorary secretary of the
American Friends Service Committee; two
high Government officials, and a former So-
licitor General of the United States.

It should be unnecessary to comment on
Mr. McCarraN's implication that opponents
of the act must be Communists or Com-
munist sympathizers. Opponents of the Mc-
Carran Act include men and women of every
religion, of every national strain, including
his own, of every political party, of every
occupation and every walk of life. A little
more confidence in honesty of motives and
a little less suspicion that every opponent
is a spy or a traitor would go a long way
both on and off the floor of the Congress of
the United States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I do
not know whether the inclusion of the
National Republic article in the RECORD
is a violation of rule XIX of the Rules
of the Senate. I ask the President of
the Senate, the majority leader, and the
minority leader to examine the material
in the hope that they will have it ex-
punged from the Recorp. I desire to
make it crystal clear that I do not in-
tend to have anyone impugn my patriot-
ism or loyalty by associating me with
what I consider to be the great interna-
tional conspiracy of the Communist
Party. I find on examining the article
in the CongRESSIONAL REcorD that it does
that. I ask the minority leader and the
majority leader to read that article and
to determine whether or not it is in con-
formity with rule XIX of the honored
- rules of the United States Senate. I
make the same request with regard to an
article which Representative FORRESTER,
of Georgia, placed in the Appendix of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page A68.

M'CARRAN ACT OPPOSITION

I address myself now to some of the
opposition to this act. I realize that
there are honest differences of opinion,
and I am not under any circumstances
challenging the motives or objectives of
those who were the proponents of the
act. They have their political philosophy
and political point of view, and I have
mine. There is plenty of room for dif-
ferences in a democracy. It is said that
even in heaven there are many mansions,
and it seems to me that therefore on
earth we have a right to have differences.
I am rather proud of the association in
which I find myself in opposing the Mc-
Carran Act.

There is, I am sure, no need for me to
tell the Senate or the American people
of the overwhelming responsible opposi-
tion to the McCarran-Walter Immigra-
tion Act on the part of many millions of
Americans. Both General Eisenhower
and Governor Stevenson, as our major
candidates for President, stated their op-
position to the act during the course of
the campaign.
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On October 17, General Eisenhower
in a speech at Newark, N. J., called the
MecCarran immigration law “another
glaring example of failure of our national
leadership to live up to high ideals. The
McCarran immigration law must be re-
written.”—the New York Times, October
18, 1952,

In Bridgeport, he said, according to
the New York Times:

We must repeal * * * the unfair provisions
of the McCarran Act.

In Boston, he stated:

Only second-class Americanism tolerates
second-class citizenship. It is time to get rid
of both, and that includes rewriting the un-
fair provisions of the McCarran Immigra-
tion Act.

I salute our President for those coura-
geous statements. I want him to know
that I will stand with him in every ef-
fort he makes to modify, revise, amend,
or repeal the McCarran-Walter Immi-
gration Act. I hope that he will present
us with such a program so that we may
work on it.

One of the distinguished citizens of
my State, Rev. Thaddeus F. Gullixson,
president of the Lutheran Theological
Seminary of St. Paul and chairman of
the Lutheran Resettlement Service, was
a member of the President’s Commission
on Immigration and Naturalization
which unanimously condemned the Mc-
Carran Act.

The National Lutheran Council, rep-
resenting 4 million church members of
8 denominations, requested Congress to
rewrite the McCarran Act when it met
recently at its 35th annual convention at
Atlantic City.

The National Council of Catholic
Women met recently in Washington,
This organization adopted a statement
of principles calling for an immediate
change in the McCarran Act.

The National Board of Young Wom-
en’s Christian Association likewise
adopted a resolution on February 6, at-
tacking the MecCarran-Walter Act as
manifestly unfair.

Msgr. John F. O'Grady, a member of
the President’s Commission and secre-
tary of the National Conference of Cath-
olic Charities, a distinguished friend of
many Senators, has been one of the lead-
ers of the move against the MeCarran
bill. During his recent trip to Rome he
stated that by reason of the McCarran
Act “Italy could go over to the Commu-
nists during the next few months.” He
said that “there is every evidence that
the Communists will make full use of
th;} disecrimination against Italians in the
ac .”

Cardinal Mooney, of Detroit, has de-
nounced the law as discriminatory.
Archbishop Cushing, of Boston, recently
demanded revision of the law to purge it
of several un-Christian and un-Ameri-
can provisions; and Bishop McVinney, of
Providence, stated that the law reminded
him of Hitler’s principles. Bruce M.
Mohler, director of the National Catholic
Welfare Conference Bureau of Immigra-
tion, recently reviewed the Catholic
Church’s long-standing opposition to the
national-origins-quota policy as unfair,
unscientifie, and highly discriminatory.

The American Baptist convention re-
cently passed a resolution urging Con-
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gress to revise the MeCarran-Walter Act,
so that it would be more in keeping with
our democratic traditions. The Disciples
of Christ approved a more or less similar
resolution, as did the triannual general
convention of the Episcopal Church, last
September.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
opposition to the MecCarran-Walter Act
is rather respectable. It does not ap-
pear to me to be coming from the cess-
pools of the Kremlin or from the mouth-
piece of the Kremlin in America, the
Daily Worker. It seems to me it is
coming from people who believe in
Christian compassion, Christian decency,
and democratic honor and integrity.

I ask unanimous consent that an
article written by Caspar Nannes, church
news editor of the Washington Star,
and appearing in that newspaper Febru-
ary 22, 1953, summarizing the position
of the various church groups, be printed
in the REecorp following these remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit D.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
Republicans, as well as Democrats, have
opposed the MecCarran-Walter Act—and
for good reason. I was delighted to
read an Associated Press dispatch in the
Washington Post of February 16, 1953,
reporting a speech by Gov. Theodore R.
McKeldin, of Maryland, calling for re-
peal of the McCarran-Walter Immigra-
tion Act. He said—and now I shall
quote the Governor of Maryland. I
have never been quite so vehement as
he was in my criticisms, and I wish to
make it crystal clear that I am quoting
now from the report of the speech made
by the Governor of Maryland. He said
the act “is the mid-20th century version
of the alien and sedition laws of 150
years ago. In time we shall look back on
the McCarran law as a great folly and an
ignominious chapter in our Nation's leg-
islative history.”

He continued, as follows:

Quite apart from its offensiveness to two
great groups in America—the Jews and
Catholics—its harshness is indictable for two
distinet reasons grounded in good ethics
and practical political considerations:

The Governor of Maryland continued:

First, it contravenes the spirit that made
the United States a refuge for the oppressed
who, coming here, helped to make this coun-
try great.

Second it undermines our influence as a
responsible leader in the community of
nations by suggesting that the tarnish of
racial hatred and religious bigotry guides
our actions,

We must not let this episode discourage
us, but work to bring this abomination to
an early end.

Mr. President, that statement was
made by a distinguished Republican
governor., If my memory serves me cor-
rectly, he made one of the speeches nom-
inating the gentleman who became the
presidential candidate of the Republi-
can Party in the recent election, the gen-
tleman who now is the President of the
United States.

I am also gratified at the overwhelm-
ing editorial response in favor of our
position, and opposed to the McCarran
Act. I have in my hands a series of
editorials and articles from the Wash-
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ington Post, the New York Herald Trib-
une, the Boston Daily Globe, the Phila-
delphia Evening Bulletin, and the New
York Times, opposing the McCarran Act.
I ask unanimous consent that these edi-
torials and articles be printed in the
Recorp, at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorials
and articles were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post of February 16,
1953]
McCARRAN AcT REPEAL ADVOCATED
BY MCcEELDIN

VaLLey FoORGE, PA.,, February 15.—Gov.
Theodore R. McKeldin, of Maryland, took
Maryland’s venerable Act of Toleration as his
text today in calling for repeal of the McCar-
ran-Walter Immigration Act.

The occasion was Maryland State Sunday
at Valley Forge State Park.

Besides explaining the development of and
reasons for the old 1640 law on religious free-
dom, McKeldin dealt particularly with peri-
ods when reaction, harsh and oppressive,
brushed it aside.

“Examine the meaning of the recessions
that occur now and then in the forward
march of man,” he suggested.

“A similar wind of intolerance is blowing
in our time.

“The McCarran-Walter Act Is the mid-
twentieth century version of the alien and
sedition laws of 150 years ago.

“In time we shall look back on the Me-
Carran law as a great folly and an igno-
minious chapter in our Nation's legislative
history.

“Quite apart from its offensiveness to two
great groups in America—the Jews and
Catholics—its harshness is indictable for
two distinct reasons grounded in good ethics
and practical political considerations:

“First, it contravenes the spirit that made
the United States a refuge for the oppressed,
who coming here, helped to make this coun-
try great.

“Second, it undermines our influence as a
responsible leader in the community of na-
tions by suggesting that the tarnish of racial
hatred and religious bigotry guides our ac-
tions.

“We must not let this episode discourage
us, but work to bring this abomination to
an early end.”

McKeldin described Maryland as a State
of paradoxes, geographically, etonomically,
politically, and philosophically. He cited
its contributions to medicine and science,
culture, political action, and thought.

Quoting an unnamed source, he said:

*“[Maryland] is a place where one can-
not always do as he pleases, but where his
right to say anything he pleases is respect-
ed—even when he speaks foolishness or
worse."

-

{From the Washington Post of January 2,
1953]

IMMIGRATION PoLiCcY

A genuinely illuminating study of the im-
migration problem has been produced by the
President’s Commission on Immigration and
Naturalization. Appointed in September
under the chairmanship of former Solicitor
General Philip B. Perlman, the Commission
held hearings in 11 widely scattered cities,
took testimony from some 600 interested in-
dividuals and organizations—many of them
expert in the field and representing a great
variety of religious, educational, welfare, and
labor institutions—and found & consensus
among them “to the effect that the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act of 1952 (the Mc-
Carran-Walter Act) injures our people at
home, causes much resentment against us
abroad, and impairs our position among the
free nations, great and small, whose friend-

ship and understanding is necessary if we are
to meet and overcome the totalitarian
menace."”

The report of the President’'s Commission
rests, apparently, on a radically different
premise from that of the McCarran-Walter
Act. In place of the "attitude of hostility
toward and distrust of all aliens which it
ascribes to the recently enacted law, the
Commission report reflects a firm faith in
immigration as a vital source of American
strength. It would approach immigration
policy with the idea of affirmative selection
of recruits for the American society. It
would select these newcomers with due re-
gard for the capacity of the American econ-
omy to absorb them. It would screen them
with the most jealous concern for American
security—but without the blind panic and
arbitrary procedure of the existing law. It
would welcome them, upon proof of their
fitness, to full membership in the American
society—without making their citizenship
conditional and inferior to that of the na-
tive-born, as the McCarran-Walter Act does.

The most controversial feature of the
Commission report is its flat recommenda-
tion that the national-origins-quota system,
on which American immigration policy has
been based since 1924, should be abolished
and that instead there should be a unified
quota system—admitting an annual maxi-
mum of one-sixth of 1 percent of the popu-
lation of the United States as determined by
the most recent census—with visas allocated
in terms of family, economic, and political
needs, but without regard to national origin,
race, creed, or color. The report proposes
creation of a permanent Commission on Im-
migration and Naturalization to allocate
visas and administer immigration and natu-
ralization policy.

“The quota system,” as one of the Com-
mission’s expert witnesses, Prof. Oscar Han-
dlin, c¢¢ Harvard, pointed out, “was, in its
origins, and remains now, a reflection upon
the Americanism of many of our own citi-
zens; it stands In the way of a rational con-
sideration of the present utility of immigra-
tion; and it is an unnecessary burden in our
dealings with the rest of the world. * * *
A moderate flow of newcomers, regulated in
terms of our changing needs, would add
social and economie strength to our Nation.”

The Commission report, in addition, be-
speaks a return in dealing with aliens to the
ancient American concepts of due process
and fair play. It would temper justice with
mercy and discretion to take care of hard-
ship cases, It would facilitate the admis-
sion of temporary visitors, especially leaders
in art, sclence, business, and the profes-
sions; and it would make all those who were
honestly naturalized secure in their citizen-
ship. This is an immigration and naturaliza-
tion program for an adult and secure Amer-
ica, unafraid of strangers, confident as
America always has been in the past of her
ability to take and use and gain enrichment
from the seekers of opportunity and freedom.

[From the New York Herald Tribune of
January 3, 1953]
REPORT ON IMMIGRATION

The seven-man Commission set up by Pres-
ident Truman in September to study and
evaluate the immigration and naturalization
policies of the United States has now sub-
mitted its report. It has conducted 15 days
of hearings in 11 cities, has made a compre-
hensive analysis of the testimony, has ar-
rived at some reasoned conclusions, and has
based on them a set of interesting recom-
mendations. The report follows fairly close-
ly the lines of the President's message of
June 25, vetoing the McCarran-Walter bill,
and constitutes both an attack on certain
features of that bill and a prescript to be
used in rewrlting it.

Instead of the present system, based on
national origins, the Commission recom-=

.
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mends what it calls a unified quota system.
Under it the maximum annual quota would
be one-sixth of 1 percent of the total popu-
lation of the United States—slightly more
than 250,000 on the basis of the 1950 census.
This quota would be allocated by a proposed
Commission on Immigration and Natural-
ization, whose members would be appointed
by the President and confirmed by the Sen-
ate. They would be guided by the following
criteria: The right of asylum, the prospect of
reuniting families, the needs of the United
States, the special needs of the free world
and fhe general desirability of welcoming
qualified immigrants. The relative weight
to be given to these criteria would be deter=
mined from time to time by the Commission.
In the upshot, supposedly, the immigration
law would provide a means of relieving dis=
tress in any part of the world and would be,
moreover, a powerful instrument of Amer=-
ican foreign policy.

The Commission has made out a strong
case agalnst the national origins quotas, but
the fact remains that quotas thus established
are definite and automatically resist the pres-
sures of special groups, whereas the criteria
listed by the Commission are indefinite and
automatically invite such pressures, Cer=
tainly the law should encourage rather than
discourage immigration and should have
enough flexibility to permit exceptional
treatment of exceptional cases. In particu-
lar, as the Commission suggests, the whole
subject of denaturalization and deportation
needs thorough legislative reexamination,
The new administration will ind much of
value in this painstaking study and will un-
doubtedly have reason to be grateful for the
time and thought that went into its making.

[From the Boston Daily Globe of January
2, 1953]

“WaoM WE SHALL WELCOME"

“The bosom of America is open to recelve
not only the opulent and respectable
stranger, but the oppressed and persecuted
of all nations and religions; whom we shall
welcome to a participation in all our rights
and privileges, if by decency and propriety
of conduct they appear to merit the enjoy=
ment.”

So declared the first President of the
United States 170 years ago, setting forth
the principle which was to govern our im-
migration laws and the spirit in which these
were to be administered—until enactment
of the McCarran-Walter Act last June sought
to turn the Nation's back on both.

The distinguished members of President
Truman’s Commission on Immigration and
Naturalization, whose study of that act is to=
day presented to the public, seek to return
our country’s immigration policies to the
broad highway of our traditions whence the
ineffable Senator McCarraN’s efforts have
temporarily detoured them.

It is unlikely their endeavor will fail,
though given the complexity of the problem,
the task may require considerable time.
Meanwhile, it may be noted that seldom in
recent political history has there been a more
heartening illustration of the functioning
of the democratic process for correcting ill-
considered legislation than this report and
its summons to public opinion.

The strength of the commisslon's stand
and the validity of its plea for complete re-
vision of the law (which became operative
less than a fortnight ago) are attested by
the fact that spokesmen for every major
religious faith in America, together with a
host of civic organizations, members of the
professions, patriotic societies and outstand-
ing citizens from all walks of life, urged this
study to be made. All gave it assistance.
The quality of its membership also lends
weight to its proposals,

It is not often that a major law, so recent
in origin, is subjected to an attack so scath-
ing as this 319-page study. The act, says
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the commission, violates American principles,
handicaps the economic development of the
United States, endangers foreign relations
and weakens national security.

It conjures racial discrimination through
an archaic quota system and an entirely
unscientific assumption of racial differences.
It hampers the adjustment of population
problems. It thwarts this country's efforts
to strengthen the economic and political
stability of our allies.

Worse: It blunts one of the most im-
portant psychological weapons in the cold

war by snatching from the refugees from’

tyranny the goal of freedom itself. Finally,
in numerous administrative provisions, it
nullifies ideals as old as the Republic.

The 17 major recommendations put for-
ward by the commission merit careful study
from the incoming administration. They
are practical, well found in experience,
abreast of the times, yet consonant with
Washington’s advice and the principle he
defined.

Abolition of the old national origins quota
system and its replacement by a unified
guota system which would allocate visas
without regard to national origin, race,
creed or color is probably the most impor-
tant of these., The plea for transfer of all
immigration and naturalization functions
to a new agency also deserves close examina-
tion. So do the several suggestions for fairer
hearings, a saner deportation policy, the im-
proved security procedures,

President Truman, in the veto message
which Congress rejected, pointed out that the
McCarran-Walter Act was a step backward.
The need for a modernized immigration law
was not met by this statute. General Eisen-
hower also assalled the act during the recent
campaign. This useful report provides an
ample foundation upon which to build a
new structure of law in keeping with tradi-
tional principle and contemporary need.

UncLE DUDLEY.

[From the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin of
January 2, 1953}

McCarRrRAN AcT DEFECTS

President-elect Elsenhower expressed the
view during the campaign that the McCar-
ran-Walter Immigration Act, which went
into effect just before Christmas, must be
rewritten. Helpful to that purpose would
be the report just issued of a Commission
appointed by President Truman. Among
the members of this Commission are two
Pennsylvanians highly esteemed in this com-
munity—Earl G. Harrison, former dean of
the University of Pennsylvania Law School,
and Clarence E. Pickett.

The Commission holds that the McCarran
law should be reconsidered and revised from
beginning to end.

A biting comment on the law is that while
it was intended to codify and clarify pre-
vious laws on the subject, it is even more
complex than preceding legislation, and in
some respects unworkable.

The law, the report charges, violates Amer-
ican principles, handicaps the economic de-
velopment of the country, endangers foreign
relations and weakens national security.
Various provisions are cited as unduly harsh,
even cruel, of punitive nature, and in some
cases retroactive.

The whole national-origins principle on
which our legislation has been based since
1924 is criticised, and a substitute quota
system is suggested.

Such a radical change as the Commission
suggests may be impossible to get through
at this time. Put there is wide room for
removing obvious crudities and unfair and
oppressive provisions of the act, some fea-
tures of which have already evoked forelgn
protest. Congress can hardly avoid at least
commencing the remodeling of the law,
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[From the New York Times of February 14,
1953
THE MCCARRAN ACT: STILL BAD

Senator McCARRAN predicted last December
that the fight against the new McCarran-
Walter Immigration Act would be pushed
vigorously after the new Congress convenes
by the Communists and those who serve
them and others. President Eisenhower,
who in his state of the Union message called
the act unjust and discriminatory, is of
course among the others. So are Senators
LEaMAN and HuMPHREY and many members
of the President’s own party. On the other
hand, Senator WaTkins, of Utah, chairman of
the subcommittee on immigration, says he
knows of no need for changes in the law.
Most of the 400 witnesses who testified be-
fore Mr. Truman's Commission on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization thought otherwise,
but it could be that Senator WaTkiNs did not
read or did not believe that testimony.

At any rate, the drive to civilize the act
is now getting started again. It would be
pleasant to hear that strong bipartisan sup-
port was rallying to this drive. Certainly
there is nothing on the record or in the facts
to justify division along party lines. This is
bad, deceptive, and bungling legislation. In
theory it would let in close to 155,000 immi-
grants, the great majority from the British
Isles and northern Eurcpe. Since gquotas
are based on 1920 United States census figures
and are not pooled, the quota total ! mean-
ingless. In effect, the doors are open to
thousands who don't want to come, closed to
other thousands who desperately want to
come. And this under rules and conditions
that treat every intending immigrant or trav-
eler as an evildoer or conspirator until he
proves he isn't.

The act and the problem are too compll-
cated to be disposed of in a few days. How-
ever, the worst abuses could be removed by
amendment and a revised law, wiser and fair-
er, could be worked out later.

[From the New York Times]

EasE IMMIGRATION, LUTHERANS PLEAD—THEIR
NaTiONAL COUNCIL ASKS THAT CONGRESS
MAKE Law FAIRER TO DARK PEOPLE

(By George Dugan)

ATLaNTIC CI1TY, February 5—The National
Lutheran Council, at its 35th annual con-
vention here, formally requested Congress
today to rewrite the controversial McCarran-
Walter immigration law. The council is a
cooperative agency representing 4,000,000
churchgoers affillated with 8 Lutheran de-
nominations.

Noting with “gratification” that President
Eisenhower asked Congress in his state of the
Union message to review existing legislation
on immigration and naturalization, the
church body suggested the following changes
in the MecCarran law:

1. Bubstitute for the national origins
quota system a “just and workable” plan
that would avoid racial or religious discrimi-
nation. (An estimated 81 percent of the
present European quotas are allocated to
northern and western countries.)

2, Establish for the next 3 years a “statu-
tory priority" for the admission annually of
100,000 refugees, expellees, escapees, and dis-
placed persons. f

3. Amend the present law to glve natural-
ized citizens who have acquired United
States citizenship “in good faith” the rights
and protection enjoyed by American-born
citizens.

PROPOSALS BY DR, T. F. GULLIXSON

The proposals were presented to the coun-
cll by the Reverend Dr. Thaddeus F. Gullix-
son, of St. Paul, a member of the Special
Commission on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion appointed last fall by President Harry
B. Truman to study the McCarran law. The
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law, in effect since last December, represents
an extensive codification of earlier legisla-
tion. It has been attacked as discrimina-
tory and outdated.

“The discriminations written into the very
wording of our immigration laws cannot
stand uncontested in the face of the rising
tides of racial self-respect among all the
darker peoples of the earth,” Dr. Gullixson
sald.

“It is obvious that the collective citizen-
ship of our country has the right to decide
who shall be invited to the privilege of
citizenship here. It is also obvious that
the law by which they come should not
carry implications which are at variance
with the principles upon which the Nation
is founded.”

Between 1930 and 1951, Dr. Gullixson de-
clared, only 1.1 percent of our quota im-
migrants came from Asia, 0.3 percent from
Africa, and 0.4 percent from the Pacific
islands.

The “real crux" of the problem, he com=-
mented, is “our relation to that two-thirds
of the human race which is not white.”

Dr. Gullixson told the council that pro-
posals were now being considered in both
Houses of Congress for emergency legisla-
tion to care for the needs in some European
countries with refugee and overpopulation
problems. He warned, however, that while
emergency legislation might be a stopgap
it “leaves unanswered an issue which is even
more important to the United States in her
present attempt to achieve world leader-
ship."”

That issue, he said, is the “opportunity to
tell the nonwhite two-thirds of the human
race that we do not regard them as inferior
members.”

[From the New York Times of February G,
1953]

MCcCARRAN ACT CRITICIZED—NATIONAL BOARD OF
YWCA Asks DISCRIMINATION BE ENDED

Legislation to remove from the McCarran-
Walter Immigration Act all unjust and dis-
criminatory practices was advocated yester-
day by the National Board of the Young
Women's Christian Association, 600 Lexing-
ton Avenue.

The board adopted a resolution urging laws
to assure that our immigration policy was
based on a consideration of human welfare
as well as on our own special needs and re-
sponsibilities. The resolution further advo-
cated immediate legislation to admit to the
United States its fair share of refugees and
remaining displaced persons.

The board declared that the McCarran=
Walter system fixing immigration quotas on
the basis of national origins of our popula=-
tion was manifestly unfair because immi-
grants from Great Britain and Western Eu-
rope will still receive preferential treatment.

[From the New York Times of January 25,
953]

AID To REDS SEEN IN MCCARRAN ACT—MSGR.
JOHN O'GRADY ASSERTS IN ROME Law May
TURN MANY ITALIANS To COMMUNISTS
RoME, January 24.—An American Roman

Catholic priest asserted today that complete

disillusionment with new United States im-

migration lawsseriously threatened to drive

many Italians into Communist ranks.

Msgr. John O'Grady, of Washington, D. C.,
who served on President Truman’s Commis-
sion on Immigration and Naturalization last
year, declared in a prepared speech:

“There 1s a great danger lest many Italians,
on the basis of complete disillusionment in
regard to our immigration legislation, may
vote for the Communists in the next elec-
tion. * * * It is conceivable that by reason
of our immigration legislation, Italy could
80 over to the Communists during the next
few months."
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A general Italian election, the first since
1948, is scheduled this spring. The present
pro-Atlantic Pact government faces a bitter
ballot-box bid for power from the Commu-
nists, who claim 2 million party members in
Italy, plus powerful pro-Communist Social-
ist allies.

Monsignor O'Grady, speaking at a meeting
sponsored by the Italian Catholic Migration
Committee, sald there is every evidence that
the Communists will make full use of the
discrimination against Italians in the Mc-
Carran-Walter Act.

The Washington monsignor said the Me-
Carran Act seemed to belie all the fine things
America stood for.

Italy is troubled by unemployment, over-
population, and has some 700,000 Italians
who were forced back to Italy after the war
from the colonies and Balkans, and for these
reasons emigration is essential, he declared.

He sald that the President’s Commission
found a rising tide of public opinion in the
United States that favors a constructive im-
migration policy. Such a policy is supported
by the great mafjority of church leaders of
all denominations, he added.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

also ask that an article by Dr. Clement

S. Mihanovich, director of the depa_rl:-
ment of sociology at St. Louis University,
on Catholic Views on Our Immigration
Law, be printed in the RECORD following
these remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit E.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
- article by Dr. Mihanovich reports a 2-day
Institute on Immigration on October
9224 1952, “to secure something of a
unified opinion” toward the McCarran
Act among Catholics. Dr. Mihanovich
lists 20 major provisions of the McCar-
ran-Walter Act which the institute
unanimously objected to and criticized.
He then goes on to list other objections
and recommendations for drastic change
in the McCarran Act.

The evidence is clear that the religious
and democratic conscience of America is
against our present immigration laws.

DANGER OF RELIGIOUS BIAS

There is one other item which I now
wish to discuss in connection with the
MeCarran-Walter Act. On February 12,
Representative WaLTER placed in the
Appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
a brief excerpt from a story which ap-
peared in the New York Times, reporting
an address delivered for me in New York
on January 28, on the question of immi-
gration legislation. I fail to see the
point of Mr. WALTER's selectivity in lift-
ing from the news item only one para-
graph unless he is, thereby, attempting
to demonstrate his often refuted point
that his immigration bill is being opposed
primarily by those who are concerned
with the terrible tragic suffering now
being undergone by the Jewish people in
Europe. In the interest of accuracy, I
think it is important that my whole ad-
dress—the entire text of the address—be
printed. By the way, Mr. President, the
address was also recorded, so there can
be no doubt or question as to the accu-
racy of the text. I, therefore, ask
unanimous consent to have it included
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks,
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. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit F.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Mr.
WALTER's thesis is not accurate. It is
also inadvisable and dangerous, in that
it may result, knowingly or unknowingly,
in religious controversy, division, bias,
and misunderstanding. The inaccuracy
of the thesis is demonstrated by the evi-
dence presented in these remarks.

M'CARRAN-WALTER ACT NEEDS REVISION

Mr. President, in conclusion I want to
express my hope that the Congress will
act to carry out the part of President
Eisenhower’s state of the Union message
calling for a drastic revision of the
McCarran-Walter Immigration Act. I
am ready to join in a bipartisan effort
to accomplish that objective. I regret
that this proposal was not listed among
the 11 “must” items, emanating from the
recent conference at the White House
between the President and the leaders
of the majority. The facts are available,
the campaign pledges are clear; the time
for us to act is now. I urge the majority
to expedite the necessary committee and
floor action so that we can begin rewrit-
ing and improving the McCarran-Walter
Act in the next days to come."

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in under-
standing that the Senator from Minne-
sota has again submitted or is about to
resubmit the series of amendments in
which I joined him at the last session?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator from
Minnesota about to resubmit them?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am,

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say that, as in
the last session, so in this one, I shall be
very happy to join the Senator from Min-
nesota in those amendments, because I
think we have already been proven—so
far as the general sentiment in the
United States is concerned—to have been
correct when we first fought for those
amendments. In fact, I believe one of
the most interesting things about the last
campaign was that in the midst of
the campaign the Republicans rather
changed their position regarding the en-
tire immigration issue. During the cam-
paign they talked quite differently from
the way they talked here on the floor of
the Senate when the McCarran bill was
pending, and when the debate on that
bill was proceeding. :

When the Republicans began to dis-
cover that large groups of people in the
United States were aware of the fact
that that bill was in serious need of
amendment, the Republicans’ campaign
speeches began to take on a tone a little
different from the one they had used in
the early days of the campaign, as the
Senator from Minnesota will recall,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I certainly do.

Mr. MORSE. The newspapers of the
country were writing editorials telling
their readers what an acceptable bill the
MecCarran bill was, at the time when it
was before the Senate; but as the cam-
paign progressed, the newspapers began
to change their tune, too, because they
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realized that the bill was a political
liability.

In view of the experience the news-
papers have had and the barometer read-
ings they have taken, I believe perhaps
the Senator from Minnesota is now in
a better position to have the amend-
ments adopted; and I wish to say that I
am very happy to join him in the amend-
ments.

Mr., HUMPHREY, Mr, President, I
recall very well that the Senator from
Oregon was one of the stanchest sup-
porters and defenders of those amend-
ments. I wish to say to him that if those
amendments had been adopted, much of
the indignity we have had to suffer and
much of the suffering that has been
caused would not have come about at all.
I believe that throughout the country
there has been a great reawakening, or
at least a learning process, on the part
of millions of people and many respect=
able organizations in the United States
who now realize that something has to
be done quickly.

So far as the investigation of the Voice
of America is concerned, inasmuch as I
have not had an opportunity to partici-
pate in that investigation, I shall not
comment on it, except to say that the
Voice of America now is being largely
nullified by the McCarran-Walter Act.
I can say that eminent members of the
Norwegian Government and eminent
members of the Swedish and Danish
Governments have told me that the
voice that is being heard in their coun-
tries today is the voice of bitterness to-
ward the United States, because of indig-
nities which we have forced upon their
people by law and by the actions of our
officials.

Of all the countries on the face of this
earth none have been more like kinfolk
to us, brothers and sisters, than have the
Scandinavian countries; and yet, Mr.
President, they are angry, righteously
angry—and I may say there is nothing
more justified than righteous anger—
because their own people, people who
have been as true and faithful in their
love and spirit as any people the world
has ever known, are now suffering in
American ports under the terms of this
law. When we ought to be breeding the
spirit of good will toward people who
were our friends, what are we doing?
By our official acts we are casting doubt
on their decency, their honor, their dem-
ocratic faith, This has happened in
port cities not any further away from
Washington, D. C., than Baltimore, Md.
Mr. Sevareid explains in his broadcast
that immigration officials literally met
Norwegian seamen coming out of the
Norwegian Lutheran Church on Satur-
day to apprehend them—why? Because
of the law.

Mr. President, I desire to make it quite
clear that there are a great many people
who are anti-Communist. Anticommu-
nism needs to be better outlined and de=-
fined by setting forth what one is for.
Hitler was anti-Communist—he said so,
at least. I think the question is, Is one
profreedom? is he proliberty? is he pro-
human decency and prodemocracy?

Mr. President, I am not at all inter-
ested in seeing laws placed on the books
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of the United States Government that
are merely designed to be anti-Commu-
nist, if they are also insulting to liberty-
loving people throughout the world. No
amount of money we might appropriate
can redeem our good name once we have
officially injured the pride, offended the
sense of fair play, end reflected upon the
good name of people whom we would
like to have as our friends.

1 shall stand on the floor of the Sen-
ate time after time until some definite
action is taken about the present immi-
gration law, to remind this august body
that while we can spend billions of dol-
lars trying to revamp the Voice of Amer=-
ica, or trying to build good will, or mu-
tual security, yet by failing to act on cer-
tain humanitarian legislative proposals,
or by acting in the way we did in passing
the McCarran-Walter Act, we will de-
stroy everything we are trying to build.
What the people of the world want to-
day more than anything else is accept-
ance. They want to be held in a spirit
of equality. They want to be respected.
They want to be treated as equals. We
have set ourselves up as some kind of
superpatriots, so to speak, pointing the
finger at people from all over the world
who have helped make this Nation rich
and powerful, and saying to them, “You
are not clean.”

I conclude by saying that any nation
that closes its doors will soon close its
mind and close its heart; or perhaps 1
should turn it around and say that we
begin to close our doors, the portals to
this great Republic, when we have closed
our hearts and closed our minds. It is
easy to give away money, but it takes
real character to show affection and re-
spect for other people around the world;
and that is the job that we must face up
to. I submit that unless we do, it will
not make any difference what kind of
radio transmitters we have. We can hire
the finest public-relations experts we can
get from the best public-relations firm,
and we can spew over far-off areas and
coo to them the finest words man can
possibly conceive, but I submit that our
bad deeds drown out our words, just as
our good deeds can drown out any evil
propaganda against us.

My comment today is not only in de-
fense in the integrity of those who have
opposed the McCarran-Walter Act—that
defense was made strictly as a matter
of personal privilege—but I also make
my comments today in behalf of a more
rational and reasonable approach. It
may not be as I would want it, but at
least there is room for improvement,
and I call upon this administration, I
call upon anyone, to work with us in
modifying what I consider to be some of
the most onerous and indefensible por-
tions of the McCairan-Walter Act.

Next week I shall offer in this body a
resolution calling upon the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations to spend its
time—a little of its time—looking into
the effect of this act upon our foreign
policy. I think the effect of this act
upon the foreign policy of our country
and our relationship with other countries
is very important.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Oregon.
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Mr. MORSE. I commend the Sen=
ator for the announcement he has just
made with regard to the resolution he
proposes, and, if he does not consider my
joining with him in the resolution a
liability, I shall be very happy to join
in it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I never assume
that any association of mine with the
Senator from Oregon is a liability.

EXHIEIT A
THE McCARRAN AcCT AND ITS APPLICATION

(By Einar Johansen, Norweglan Seamen's
Union)

THE NORWEGIAN MERCHANT MARINE AND
NORWEGIAN SEAFARERS

Norway has great traditions as a seafaring
nation. For many of you it might seem
strange that Norway with its small popu-
lation should make international shipping
the most important part of the country’s
economic structure. After a closer study of
the country itself, you will not only find it
less surprising but quite natural. First of
all, our shoreline, including fiords and long
inlets, is about 12,000 miles, although the
general outline of the coast is only about
2,100 miles. It is mot very surprising that
3 out of every 4 Norweglans are living within
20 miles of the sea, and that a large part of
the population has to go to sea for a living
and for transport. About 74 percent of Nor-
way is made up of mountains and moors,
glaclers and lakes, which make beautiful
sceneries but have wvery little productive
value. Forests cover 23 percent of the coun-
try and only about 3 percent, which is less
than 3 million acres, is cultivated land. A
great part of Norway's population of a little
more than 3 million make their living from
the sea or industries connected with it, and
international shipping offers the only oppor=
tunity to cover forelgn trade balance. These
are a few of the reasons why Norway's mer-
chant marine throughout history and today
are the most important factor of the coun-
try's economiec structure.

Conditions for ocur seamen on board and
ashore are founded upon the principle that
any seaman has equal rights with any citizen
making a living ashore, and a little more due
to conditions around the world and the char-
acter of shipping in itself. A Norwegian
A, B. is paid more than the average me-
chanic. When it comes to other conditions,
such as unemployment insurance, health and
accident insurance, old-age pensions, condi-
tions on board ship, accommodation and
food, safety-at-sea regulations, and so on,
Norway is second to none. The system covers
a seaman his entire lifetime, according to the
principle that everyone who all his life has
worked for the benefit of society is entitled
to economic and social security for himself

and his family. A seaman's right to pay off

wherever he chooses with notice agreed upon
and his right to be pald his due wages are
recognized principles. During the last World
War the Norwegian seamen were always at
the front.

On the afternoon of April 9, 1940, the
masters of the oceangoing ships of the Nor-
wegian fleet recelved radio instructions direct
from Oslo: "All Norwegian ships will proceed
at once to Norwegian or neutral ports.” On
the heels of the message from the invading
Germans came a second, this time from Lon-
don: “Norwegian ships will proceed with all
possible speed to British or Allied ports.” In
the China seas, off the Panama Canal, off
the French coast, in the Pacific, in the At-
lantic, at Antwerp, in the North Sea, Nor-
weglan captains scratched their heads—and
made their choice. A thousand masters, all
those outside occupied ports, commanding
nearly 3,800,000 gross tons of shipping, with-
out exception obeyed the London call. Thus
about 80 percent of the Norweglan merchant
fleet, the fastest, the most modern, and the
fourth largest in the world, was saved from
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German seizure. It was the biggest prize of
the oceans, then or since, and was sald to
be worth more than a million soldiers.

As explained before, the control of the Nor-
wegian seamen in the United States has been
through the consular office, the Norweglan
Seamen's Union, later followed up by the
Scandinavian Shipping Office, the Norwegian
Public Health Service, the Norwegian Sea-
men's Welfare Office for the Norwegian Sea-
men. A broad social legislation such as
health and accident insurance, together with
unemployment insurance are applied to the
Norwegian seamen even ashore in the United
States, where the Norwegian Seamen’s Union
is represented. That means that a bona fide
Norwegian seaman signed off a Norwegian
ship in the United States, at no time can be-
come a public charge to the United States of
America, if he follows a few simple rules.
When a seaman pays off in the United States
or elsewhere he is, according to agreement
and Norwegian law, paid 1% days' vacation
for each month served. After his vacation,
he will be covered by the unemployment
insurance, which pays him $3.50 a day during
the time he is applying for a job. During
his service on the ship, his vacation ashore
and the time he is applying for a new job,
both the seaman himself and his family are
covered by same insurances. Such a bona
fide seaman can never be a burden to any
other country, if he does not wilfully stay
ashore in the United States longer than per-
mitted. Further, according to the McCarran
Act, the shipowners are responsible up to
five years for any alien admitted to the
United States. The risk therefore seems to
be minimal if bona fide seamen were granted
more freedom of movement under the new
MecCarran Act, those who are counted as
security risks exempted.

SCANDINAVIAN SHIFPPING OFFICES IN THE UNITED
STATES

Since September 1936 the Norwegian Sea-
men’s Union has maintained offices in the
port of New York, Later on, offices were
opened in Baltimore, New Orleans, San Pedro,
and San Francisco. During all the years our
union has heen represented in the United
States, we have cooperated with the American
authorities with regard to immigration rules,
Coast Guard regulations, and lately the In-
ternal Security Act of 1950. In the above-
mentioned cities we have also established
Joint supply offices known as the Scandina-
vian Shipping Office, Inc., for the purpose of
shipping seamen to Scandinavian ships.
The Scandinavian Shipping Office in New
York was organized and incorporated in June
1938 by the following organizations: Danish,
Norwegian, and Swedish shipowners’ associa-
tions, Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish sea=
men’'s organizations. A board of directors
was appointed by the above organizations
consisting of the consul general of Denmark,
consul general of Norway, and consul general
of Sweden, one representative each from the
shipowners’ associations, and one represen-
tative each from the seamen’s associations.

The purpose of the Scandinavian Shipping
Office, Inc., is to facilitate a just and imme-
diate distribution of jobs to be filled from
time to time on Secandinavian ships. As soon
as the seamen have been signed off in New
York, they report to our office in 156 Mon=-
tague Street, Brooklyn, N. Y., in order to
register for reshipment. A card is issued for
every seaman and the jobs made available
to the seamen according to the length of time
they have been registered. At the end of
the day, if no suitable jobs have been avail-
able, the seaman’s shipping card is stamped
with a date stamp which signifies that the
seaman has been willing and available for
any vacancy. A seaman is allowed to refuse
three jobs offered to him and receives a
specific mark on his card for each refusal,
The masters of Danish, Norwegian, and
Bwedish vessels are instructed by their own-
ers to obtain the seaman needed on board
through the Scandinavian Shipping Office’s
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headquarters, 115 Broad Street, New York
City.

We believe that this organization is in this
respect rather unique inasmuch as the sea-
men who really intend to reship are kept
under daily and strict control by us. As an
example it can be mentioned that during
1950, 2,140 Norwegian seamen signed off in
New York and 2,325 Norweglan seamen were
signed on different Norwegian ships. Accord=
ing to report from the Royal Norwegian Con-
sulate General in New York, the number of
Norwegian and foreign seamen signed off
Norwegian ships in New York in 1950 was
3,157. The number of Norwegian and for-
eign seamen signed on Norweglan ships was
3,929. As can be seen, this is 772 more de-
partures than arrivals. The year 1951 shows
that 2,233 Norwegian seamen and 1,222 for-
elgn seamen signed off Norwegian ships in
New York, while 2,344 Norwegian and 1,588
foreign seamen signed on. This shows the
same picture as in 1950, namely, 447 more
departures on Norweglan ships from New
York than arrivals. In 1952 records at the
Royal Norwegian Consulate in New York
show that 2,294 Norwegian and 917 foreign-
ers signed off Norwegian ships in New York.
Same year 2,575 Norweglan and 1,421 of other
nationalities signed .on Norwegian ships.
Again this shows 785 more departures than
arrivals of alien seamen on Norwegian ships.

It can also be stated that our cooperation
with American shipping authorities during
war, with regard to exchange of seamen when
needed, is well known.’ Many American ships
were able to leave only because our shipping
office was able to supply men.

In 1950 when the Internal Security Act
was passed our shipping office at once, in
order to be helpful in enforcing same, gave
the following in writing to the foreign
seamen:

“United States security provisions: We
point out that crew members of Norweglan
vessels entering United States ports are sub-
ject to the cecurity provisions laid down in
United States Public Law 831, the so-called
Internal Security Act 1950, and prevailing
Coast Guard regulations relating to the safe-
guarding of vessels, ports, etc. Under these
security provisions, any alien who has been
a member of, or affiliated or sympathetically
assoclated with, any foreign or domestic or-
ganization, association, movement, or com-
binations which are, or have been designated
by the United States Attorney General as
being totalitarian, Fascist, Communist, or
subversive, or any person who has taken part
in un-American and subversive activities, is

liable to be refused entry to United States.

on the vessel’s return and may risk being de-
tained and subsequently deported. To avoid
any such difficulty you will be required to
declare before being hired that you have not
taken part in any subversive activity as de-
scribed above.”

It shculd not be necessary, but for the
record I would like to point out that offices
of the Scandinavian Shipping Office, Inec.,
and the Norwegian Seamen's Union at the
same time worked in cooperation with other
authorities enforcing this law and in full
understanding with the American seafarers
belonging to the A. F. of L.

Due to the above facts, it is very hard
for the Norwegian seamen’s union to under-
stand the strict enforcement of the new
McCarran Act. As we understand it, same
act could be applied more liberally and with-
out hardship to the seamen if the spirit of
the law was followed.

THE M'CARRAN ACT USED FOR COMMUNIST
PROPAGANDA AGAINST THE UNITED STATES

Representing the Norwegian union, I would
like to state that we, before and after the
Second World War, realized that certain
forces were trying to destroy our achieve-
ments and the ideals of freedom and lib-
erty which we stand for. We have seen
destruction of free unions behind the Iron
Curtaln, where freedom is nothing more
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than a memory, and existing conditions im-
pose in our opinion strict duties on all free
labor. We must choose between freedom
and servitude., We as a union and Norwe-
glan labor as a whole have made that choice.
We are in full accord with the responsibilities
accepted by the International Transport-
workers Federation in regard to the Commu-
nist attack on Korea, and safe delivery of
arms under the Atlantic Treaty, without
delay or sabotage. Delegates to our 1l1th
convention in September 1950 supported
ITF's stand on the international plat-
form, all resolutions condemning Commu-
nist activities and supporting the United
Nations’' fight in EKorea and the principles
the United Nations stand for. At the same
time our convention decided that no Com-
munist could hold office in our union.

I would also like to draw attention to
two resolutions adopted recently at a meet-
ing of the International Transportworkers
Federation (ITF) in London on January 19
this year, Present at this meeting were
representatives of officers and seamen’s or-
ganizations from Belgium, Denmark, Estonia
(exile), Finland, France, Germany, Holland,
Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and
the United States.

RESOLUTION ON M'CARRAN ACT

“The seafarer's sectional committee of
the International Transportworkers Federa-
tion, meeting in London on January 19 and
20, 1953, after careful study and considera-
tion of the provisions of the McCarran-
Walter Act relating to seafarers, sympathizes
with the general purpose of that law insofar
as it is designed to safeguard the democratic
way of life.

“The International Transportworkers Fed-
eration has ever stood in the forefront of
the struggle against totalitarian regimes and
fifth-column machinations. Because of
their deep conviction and experience that
such regimes aim to suppress the freedoms
of the workers and tend inevitably toward
aggression and war, the seafarers of the
International Transportworkers Federation
voice the opinion that it is the duty of all
freedom-loving people to welcome measures
designed to expose those who knowingly or
unknowingly have become the tools of dic=
tatorships, be they the people’s democracies
or any other totalitarian regime. They ac-
cordingly declare their willingness to co-
operate to the fullest with any government
which takes action to meet the challenge
and threat of totalitarianism of any kind.

“It must be realized that the ITF is
concerned with the welfare and well-being
of genuine seafarers, The seafarers’ sectional
committee therefore urges very strongly that
in the application of regulations under the
McCarran Act everything possible be done
to prevent avoldable hardships to seafarers
or irksome restrictions upon their traditional
freedom of movement, and requests the sec-
retariat of the ITF make the neces-
sary representations to the United States
authorities with a view to simplifying the
procedure applied to seafarers under the act.
“ILL-TREATMENT OF SEAFARERS IN COMMUNIST-

DOMINATED PORTS

“During the discussion attention was
drawn to the treatment afforded to sea-
farers serving in ships which visit ports in
certain parts of the world. The meeting
registered a protest against this state of af-
fairs in the following resolution, which was
also adopted unanimously:

“‘The seafarers’ sectional committee of the
ITF, meeting in London on the 19th and
20th of January 1953, deplores the indigni-
ties, injustices and acts of violence com=-
mitted upon seafarers who arrive in Com-
munist-dominated ports. In these ports sea-
farers are not only denied elementary free-
dom of movement ashore or even permis=
sion to go ashore, but In many cases have
been arbitrarily arrested and sometimes sent
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to concentration camps without any form of
trial.

“*“The committee protests most strongly
against this treatment which violates all
democratic laws and humanitarian princi-
ples. It draws the attention of public opin-
ion to the situation and requests all af-
filiated organizations to intervene with their
respective governments with a view to pro-
tecting seafarers in the exercise of their
calling.’ "

In above resolutions, the International
Transportworkers Federation are trylng to
meet and minimize propaganda tactics used
by the Communists that are trying to spread
bad will against the United States due to the
McCarran Act. Seafarers of the free coun-
tries are well fitted to be ambassadors of good
will, due to the nature of their calling. ,But
on the other hand, every hardship case in-
flicted upon a non-Communist bona fide sea=-
man can be used for the opposite purpose.

It seems therefore that careful thought
should be given to the application of the
MecCarran Act, as not to give a free hand to
communistic agitation against free trade
unions and freedom-loving democracies.
Following is an example of pamphlets dis=-
tributed among Greek seamen:

“LET US STOP ARRESTS AND EXPULSIONS

“To All Greek Officers and Crew Members.

“Fellow Seamen: The fascistic and antl-
foreign MeCarran Act has begun to be ap-
plied in its sharpest form also against Greek
seamen. Up until now over 20 fellow sea-
men have been arrested. A band of them
was on its way to the immigration offices
with Fournarakis in order to renew their
permits and were locked up on Ellis Island.
Others were seized in the offices of the ship-
owners while going to work.

“These are the first victims of the re=
actionary McCarran Act, which for seamen
means the smashing of our unity, shipping
out at low wages, deportation to Greece, and
confinement on board for those who have
embarked. The law is directed against sea-
men of all nationalities and its purpose is
to serve the war cargoes of warmongers and
the shipowners' interests.

“We must unite

“The arrests expose Fournarakis and Poul=-
akis, who promised the seamen permits
and understanding on the part of the ship=-
owners and their agencies. The arrests dis-
sipate the promises and illusions. The
OENO (Federation of Greek Maritime
Unions), in the face of the danger which
threatens all seamen without exception, is
making an appeal to Fournarakis and Poula-
kis to drop the demagogy and for us all to
unite in order to find ways and means to
meet this serious situation.

“As a first step the OENO proposes an es=-
sembly or conference of all seamen in order
to discuss the new situation and adopt de-
cisions. With the interests of the seamen
as its only guide the OENO proposes this
conference and has not demanded that its
representative participate if this means the
creation of impediments for the unity of a
seamen of all branches. ;

“However, it mnotifies Fournarakis and
Poulakis that if they refuse to take a stand
on this serious issue, then in the face of the
danger of having the seamen confined on
Ellis Island the OENO will call upon all hon-
orable seamen and the officers of all branches
to take the necessary steps. We extend a
hand to all who are interested in the welfare
of our fellow seamen. Let those who are
responsible reflect and not think that the
seamen will not criticize them.

“Measures and decisions

“The great majority of the American people
condemn the McCarran Act. This makes it
possible for us to stop the arrests and ex-
pulsions.

“From the conference there should be
formed a seamen’s board to visit: (a) The
port authorities and the consulate; (b) the
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ghipowners whose ships may have trouble;
(c) the editors of the newspapers (Atlantis,
Kiryx, and Vima); (d) the archdiocese and
the presidents of Greek-American organiza-
tions—patriotic and trade union; (e) the
American organization, (labor) unions in
New York, and, above all, the seamen’s
unions—officers, engineers, radio operators,
and crew members,

“Fellow seamen, with a good concerted
movement, with the support of the Greek-
American patriotic forces, there is every pos-
sibility that we may avoid arrests and ex-
pulsions. One by one we shall be lost. All
together we shall win.

“OENO SectioN oF NEw YOREK,
“IR. ARNAOUTIS, Secretary.

The above circular letter has already done
much harm inasmuch as it can be said that
the application of the McCarran Act has
brought hardship to anticommunistic bona
fide seamen on foreign ships, especially with
regard to their traditional freedom of move-
ment, which is so necessary due to their
calling as seamen.

PRESENT APPLICATION OF THE M’CARRAN ACT

Although the full effect of this act as yet
cannot be determined, it is already clear
that a striet enforcement will bring hard-
ship to alien seamen either in American or
foreign ships. In Seafarer's Log dated Jan=-
uary 9, 1953, we read the following:

*“M’CARRAN ACT PROBLEMS

“The much-discussed McCarran Immigra-
tion Act went into effect with a big splash
2 weeks ago. Much controversy has been
aroused, centering on denial of shore leave
to foreign-flag crewmen. Actually the act
has weighed heaviest on aliens aboard United
States ships, with many of them denied pay-
offs.

“The McCarran Act is a broad piece of
legislation covering much besides seamen’s
shore leave, Contrary to what has been said
in some newspapers, the SIU has not en-
dorsed it. The union hasn't taken any posi-
tion yet because, like everyone else, it is wait-
ing to see how the act works out.

“What the SIU did endorse months ago
was the principle of screening foreign-flag
crewmen who enter restricted port areas.
At that time an article in the Seafarer’s Log
exposed the security loophole which per-
mitted Iron Curtain and runaway ships to
enter these areas, but required American-
flag seamen and dock workers to have Coast
Guard clearances.

“The McCarran Act goes far beyond that.
All alien seamen under all flags are being
screened in all ports. For aliens on United
States ships it means a double screening.
They have already been cleared by the Coast
Guard. Now they have to be cleared by Im-
migration. The difference is that where the
Coast Guard is concerned with subversive
afiliation, Immigration deals with a broader
set of requirements.

“The result has been, for example, that
two seafarers who have clearance and have
been sailing SIU for years have been denied
discharge because they are nationals of
countries that were taken over by Russia.
Other seafarers have been similarly treated
for a variety of other reasons. From reports
already received, it appears that the restric-
tions placed upon aliens salling American
ships will be changed in the new Congress
and this hardship removed.”

Another article in the same seafarer’s Log
states that a sizable number of alien crew
members have been denied payoff and dis-
charge in the first days of operation of the
new act. Later is quoted examples of how
an Estonian seaman who suffered back in-
jury was denied discharge, although he was
permitted to go ashore under guard for treat-
ment. Other cases guoted seem to prove
that a change of the act is necessary also
for the smooth running of American ships.

As the act gives full authority to the in-
dividual inspector and everything seems to
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be left to his discretion, 1t seems that any
alien seaman whether still on board his ship,
domestic or foreign, and seamen legally en=-
tering the United States should be given a
smooth and easy way to appeal his case to a
local authority or committee, whichever is
most convenient. The application of the
law on Scandinavian ships shows that dif-
ferent inspectors follow different practices.
I would like to give the following examples
and reports:

1. Seaman XKarl Persson, sailing on the
steamship Olga Torm, admitted on D2 card
in New York January 7, 1953, and registered
to reship foreign or depart on any vessel on
or prior to January 19, 1953, Granted exten-
sion in New York to February 5, 1953, but
for this extension he had to pay $10. He
shipped on the motor transport Iselin from
New York January 29, this year.

2. Danish seaman Leif Nielsen signed off
the Norwegian ship Eidanger in New York
January 5, 1953. Given D2, and time for leav-
ing United States January 20, 1953. Later
extended to February 3, and for this exten-
sion he paid $10. On February 2, he went to
the immigration authorities to apply for a
longer extension but was asked to come back
the day after, on which day his extension
expired. Next day he was taken to Ellis
Island into custody. If he will be granted
conditional parole is not known at the pres-
ent time,

3. Holger Sj¢gren, born in Finland, signed
off steamship Scania in Philadelphia, Janu-
ary 16. Allowed discharge and departure
set to February 14. He was given 20 days at
once. This is no grievance but only to show
that the law can be applied easier.

4. Norweigian Olaf Olsen reported signed
off Eidanger on or about January 5. Given
D2 card with time limit January 20. On re-
porting to immigration authorities was re-
guested to come back and pay $10—or else he
would be in the United States illegally. Be-
cause the seaman did not have $10, he would
be deported. His departure not known, All
in all this shows that payment of $10 is more
important than the spirit of the law, which
the above-captioned seaman tried to follow.

5. Case of Norwegian seaman Karl Werner
Henriksen, born April 2, 1935. Signed off
Skvauann as bone fide seaman. D2 card in
order, but the 20th day expired on Satur-
day, January 24, 1953. Did not have $10. All
papers in order and registered with the
Scandinavian Shipping Office, Inc., where his
card was stamped every day. Monday, Jan=
uary 26 at 10 a. m., he got a job on the
steamship Gimle, which he was to join same
night. He was assigned to the ship and his
room and board paid for at the Norwegian
Seamens’ Hotel. Around noon on Monday,
January 26, he was picked up and sent to
Ellis Island. The Royal Norweglan Consulate
General and the Scandinavian Shipping
Office, Inc., in New York tried to get him re-
leased, but did not succeed until late Tues-
day. This seaman intended to depart, had
signed on a ship, but due to the fact that it
was a Saturday and Sunday and that he was
short $10, he was taken into custody. What
will happen to him after his trip to Ellis
Island is unknown. Will this man on his
next arrival in the United States be denied
shore leave? Will he later on be denied dis-
charge in the United States for the same
reason?

6. Case of Norwelgian Seaman Lars Arne
Rossevold, born February 2, 18920; from motor
transport Shetland, a Danish ship. District
Flle E-082—499. Was detalned on arrival in
New York, January 10, 1953, because his pass-
port was not valid for 6 months. On January
12 he and the wireless operator went ashore
to extend passport. He had orders to wait for
the wireless operator and return with him.
Missed him, and drove around in a taxi to
the amount of 87 to $8—most of the night In
order to locate his ship. Because he did not
master the language and was not well ac-
quainted with New York, he did not reach
his ship. He went to the Seamen’s Institute
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and the next morning directly to the agents,
Furness, Whitney. The agents gave him
plane ticket to Cartagena. About three-
quarters of an hour before he was supposed
to leave for the plane, he was picked up and
sent to Ellis Island. He was to leave about
4 p, m,, and was picked up at 3:15 p. m. He
remained on Ellis Island until Saturday,
January 24, and was then given until Feb-
ruary 13 to leave the country. Registered
Scandinavian Shipping Office, Monday, Janu-
ary 26. This according to the seaman him-
self,

7. Another seaman, Gunnar Filland, on
the Elin Hope trading between Canada and
United States, was unlucky enough to be
left behind when the ship left. He was
picked up and sent to Ellis Island. Deporta-
tion proceedings started. Next trip sent back
to his ship, but detained on board on later
trips. Case In hands of Royal Norwegian
Consulate General, and appealed to the At-
torney General. No answer yet.

8. Report from the master of the MV
Pleasantville. The ship arrived in Boston,
firdt port in United States en route from
Casablanca. Gave 11 names of the crew
wishing to sign off in United States, some
with the intention of returning to Norway,
others to reship foreign. All with clear pa-
pers and with a service from 15 months to
2 years. Four of them were allowed to sign
off after the master had informed that they
should leave on the Stavangerfjord for Nor-
way, departing January 27, 1953. The other
seven got shore leave (D1) but no discharge
because they were not able to name the ships
on which they were to depart. The ship was
en route to New York and they were told
to apply for discharge to the Immigration
Service in New York. On arrival in New
York they were not granted discharge be-
cause D1 in the first port of arrival could
not be changed to D2 in a later port in the
United States.

9. Case of the steamship Emu. Following
service of about 8 months on the above-
named ship, Torkel Bjérnevik was given
discharge in Philadelphia on January 20,
1953, and given 10 days in which to return
to Norway. Five other men were denied pay-
off for the purpose of reshipping foreign. As
told by Mr. Bjernevik on January 23, 1953,
at 1:45 p. m.

10. Oiler Magne Bratholmen, ex Reinholt,
denied discharge in San Pedro the 6th or
Tth of January 1953, together with others of
the crew. Given D1. On arrival in New
York January 26, 1953, he was given discharge

. (D2) and allowed to reship foreign. Between

Pedro and New York, the ship called at Cris-
tobal.

11. Case of sick seamen, Trygve Konnerud
and Skule Stein Flathaug, ex Wilchief. This
ship arrived in New York from Colombia on
the 10th of January 1953. They both felt
sick on arrival and had told the master that
they would see a doctor. They could not
be paid off, but were given D1 cards. They
went to the Norwegian Public Health Service
and Konnerud was at once declared not fit
for duty. Flathaug was sent to a specialist
and was declared not fit for duty. They
moved their belongings to the Norwegian
Seamen’s House. The ship's wireless oper-
ator reported to the Consulate General that
he and Eonnerud had been informed by the
Barge Office on Saturday that it would be
O. K. that Konnerud was ashore for treat-
ment. Konnerud was requested to report
when he was fit for duty. (Possibly to be
given D2.) Flathaug reported to the barge
office Monday, January 12. The ship had de-
parted at the time. He was given same in-
formation to report when fit for duty. Kon-
nerud and Flathaug were both under doctor’s
care from the time they were declared not
fit for duty. Flathaug was In the hospital
from January 13 to January 16. They were
picked up outside the Norwegian Consulate
General on January 20 about noon and
brought to the Barge Office. Both were still
under doctor's care. After about 3 hours’
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questioning they were brought to Ellis Island.
Hearing on Wednesday and notified that they
would be released on Thursday. This fol-
lowing intervention from the Norwegian
Consulate General in New York. They were
released on Friday, January 23 and given un-
til around February 12 to depart from the
United States. EKonnerud was sent home on
the steamship Stavangerfford. Flathaug,
when being declared fit for duty, will reship
foreign. Both men told at Ellis Island that
they were sick and needed special treatment,
but were locked in a cell together with about
30 others. -

12. Seaman Karl Lafton arrived January
28 on the United States in transit to the
motor vessel Tanered. Should be picked up
by the driver from the Scandinavian Ship-
ping Office, Inc., New York, but driver re-
ported that he was not even allowed to talk
to the seaman who, by the way, understood
very little English. Lafton was taken to Ellis
Island. After intervention from the con-
sulate, he was later released and sent to his
ship.

13. Steamship Solglimt in New York. Five
men did not have their passport in order.
Detained. Later O. K. Two others detained.
Not Norweglans. Reason unknown. The
Norwegian consulate reports that quite a
number of Norwegian seamen on different
ships are detained for reasons unknown.

Danish seamen, members of Danish Sail-
ors’ and Firemen’s Union, who have after
termination of their allotted stay to remain
ashore, in order to reship on a Danish
(Swedish-Norwegian) vessel, have been de-
tained, and arrested, by the Immigration
authorities, when applying for extension.

14. Gunnar Pedersen, able-bodied seaman,
born on August 3, 1925, at Kdéng, Denmark.
Paid off steamship Aggersborg (Danish) De-
cember 31, 1952. D2 from December 29,
1952. Reported to Immigration on January
26, 1953 (29 days) and was detained. He
was released on January 30, 1953, on condi-
tional parole for voluntary departure.

15. Hans Ove Zenius Hansen, able-bodied
seaman, born on September 9, 1928, at
Roskilde, Denmark. Paid off same ship and
all the same conditions and consequences.

16. Erik Nielsen Kjaer, able-bodied sea-
man, born on February 15, 1926, at Mariager,
Denmark, Paild off from steamship Tessa
Dan (Danish) in Mobile, Ala., and was issued
D2 (No. S-606470) on January 6, 1953, and
proceeded to New York with permission of
the Immigration (stated on the D2 form)
and registered here on January 12, 1853, for
reshipping. Reported to Immigration on
February 3, 1953 (29 days) and was detained.
P. t. on Ellis Island.

17. Aage Vestergaard Pedersen, able-
bodied seaman, born on March 18, 1929, at
Vestervig, Denmark. Paid off same ship,
same place (D2 No. 606469) and came also
here to New York, but had D2 issued on
January 7, 1953, but went with his shipmate
up to the Immigration the same day as he
(one day earlier than 29 days) but was told
to come back next day, on the 20th day, and
“he would then be detained,” they said.
(Immigration.) He is going up there today,
the 29th day (February 4, 1953) and expects
to be detained.

18. Svend Erik Pedersen, able-bodied sea-
man, born on November 12, 1929, at Copen-
hagen, Denmark. Paid off from motorship
Tekla Torm (Danish) on January 5, 1953
(D2—from January 5, 1953). Registered
here for reshipping on January 6, 1953.
Went to the Immigration on expiration of
his 29th day in anticipation of extension,
but was detained (on February 2, 1953).
P. t. on Ellis Island.

19. Reports from our offices in San Pedro,
San Francisco, and New Orleans indicate that
most bona fide seamen are denied discharge
as they cannot tell what ship they are going
to depart on. Other indications show that
another reason for denial of discharge seems
to be lack of jobs in the port the seaman
applies for such.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

20. Representatives of the Swedish Sea-
men's Union in New York reported Janu-
ary 28, 1953, that the Swedish Consulate
General in New York had been informed by
telephone from the State Department that
no alien seamen will be given extension for
shore leave., The time granted in the first
place, if 10, 15, or more days would be the
deadline for departure. Before the new law
went into effect extension for voluntary de-
parture was given without charge even after
20 days, when the seamen had registered to
reship foreign. Practice after the new law
has been given us to understand, will be
that extension will be granted up to 29 days,
but after that the seamen will be illegally
in the United States and taken into custody.

21. Due to the application of the McCarran
Act, several seamen had to take lower ratings
than they were gqualified for. Especially on
Panamanian ships cases have been reported,
from the Greek representative in the ITF in
New York that denial of discharge has been
used by the captain for the purpose of giving
lower wages to those seamen so denied. It
seems then that a strict enforcement of the
McCarran Act can be used by foreign flag
ships, not represented by a unlon, for the
purpose of exploitation.

Letter from the Greek representative in
New York, glving name of seaman who was
forced to take lower wages and other facts,
given to the assistant commissioner of im-
migration in Washington by Willy Dorchain,
February 6, 1953.

It must be quite clear that Scandinavian
ships and Scandinavian seamen will suffer
undue hardship if such rules are to be fol-
lowed, or extension for the purpose of re-
shipping foreign will be denied, especially
on Norweglan ships, of which about 80 per-
cent seldom or never arrive at a home port
and have to rely upon supply-of crew in for-
eign ports replacing those paid off for a rest
period before again shipping foreign, or due
to seamen’'s wish to change ship, or due to
sickness or aceident. Sick or injured seamen
seem to be in a spot. A sick seaman will,
as the law is applied, not be allowed to sign
off the ship. He will, fortunately, be al-
lowed hospitalization; but if the ship leaves
without him, he will technically be illegally
in the country and, consequently, be de-
ported in due time. As a bona fide seaman,
and through no fault of his own, he will
later be detained on board any ship on which
he arrives in the United States, due to his
deportation. It also seems that a seaman
during his convalescence after his ship has
left will not be allowed to be a free indi-
vidual but detained on Ellis Island and not
be allowed treatment outside the hospitals.
If hospitalization is not needed, the applica-
tion of the law seems to be that he shall be
detained on Ellis Island, although he later,
through intervention from the consulate, can
be given extension for voluntary departure.

‘Worse yet seems to be that the McCarran
Act can be used for pressing wages down on
those foreign ships that are not represented
by a union. Also, it has been stated in a
report from the Royal Norwegian consulate
general to their Embassy in Washington that,
due to denial of discharge, new men signed
on had to join the ship in addition to the
crew (case of MT Carl J. Hambro in Boston).
Consideration should in those cases be given
to ship’s accommodations for the seamen,
lifeboats, and lifesaving equipment.

SUGGESTIONS FOR APPLICATION OF THE ACT

Rules in the McCarran Act re seamen and
shipowners’ liability seem to be covered by
the following sections of the law:

“Section 101 (a) 15D: Classifying a sea-
man as nonimmigrant, but liable to pay a fee
of $10 for any extension granted according
to chapter 9, section 281 (5). Bona fide alien
seamen should be able to get an extension
without pay, similar to other groups as 101
(a) (15) (F), students, etc.

“Section 212 (a): It seems that thls sec-
tion covers all reasons for which a seaman
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can be excluded from the United States. As
mentioned in the ITF resolution in part 4,
free trade unions around the world sympa-
thize with the general purpose of the law,
insofar as it is designed to safeguard the
democratic way of life. As the individual in-
spector has full authority to make decisions
according to his discretion, it seems that any
alien seaman should be given a smooth and
easy way to appeal his case to a local author=
ity or committee, whichever is most con=-
venient.”

Passports have to be valid at least 6 months
({(a) (26)). Those seamen with passports
not valid are detained. On Norwegian ships
new passports or extension of old ones can
be arranged for Norweglan seamen through
consular offices, Several cases of the deten-
tion reported due to this paragraph, espe-
cially seamen on Norwegian ships of other
nationalities whose consular offices do not
extend passports or issue new ones. Some
arrangements could be made in these cases
to allow the seaman to visit his consulate
for renewal of passports.

“Section 237: Alien seamen seem to be
exempted from this paragraph, but their de-
portation taken care of in section 252. It is
a change from the old law, as this section in
the old one covered all aliens.

“Section 241: This section will probably
have some effect on a few seamen as one of
the deportation reasons for nonimmigrants
seems to be that he is not allowed to take any
job ashore. This has been strictly enforced
as it should be, but even a job as dishwasher
for one night for an alien seaman might be
followed by deportation proceedings without
chance for voluntary departure. Foreign
representatives in the United States should
strive to make this known, and help the au-
thorities in enforcing it. Unlon representa=-
tives should make this quite clear to the
geamen.

“Section 242 (a): This section seems to
cover our seamen in such a way that they
can be released under bond of not less
than $500, or be released on conditional pa-
role. It seems that extension of a seaman'‘s
leave cannot be had, but after and when he
is taken into custody, conditional parole can
be given. This means in effect that the sea=
men in a certain number of days will be re-
leased and allowed to ship out. A few cases
of this have already been seen. Conditional
parole, not bond, could be applied as a rule
for bona fide seamen. This section would
then give the seamen a chance without de-
portation. The big question is, of course,
if seamen allowed departure will be de-
tained on ship on next arrival, in line with
deported seamen. The case told about the
seamen on the Elin Hope seems to indicate
this.

“Sectlon 243 (c): This section gives the
shipowner stricter financial responsibility
for a period of 5 years for any alien seaman
left behind in the United States. In the
same section 243 (g) we find that issuing of
immigration visas can be discontinued for
countries that will not accept any of their
citizens deported from the United States.
“CHAPTER 6, SPECIAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO

ALIEN CREWMEN

“Section 251: This section compels all
ships to give information about alien crew
members on urrival and departure. If a
seaman has landed illegally, this has to be
reported. It seems to be according to the
old law except maybe that “he Attorney Gen-
eral is authorized to prescribe by regulations
when a ship shall be deemed to be arriving
or departing from the United States.

“Section 252: This section is an important
one for alien seamen. If an inspector finds
that the seamen are bona fide and with
valid papers, he may in his discretion grant
a conditional permit to land—

“(1) for a period of time not exceeding 29
days during the time the vessel is in port, if
the inspector is convinced that the seaman
intends to depart on the same ship.
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“(2) 29 days, if the inspector is satlsfied
that the crewman intends to depart within
this period on any other vessel or aircraft.”

This permit can be revoked at any time
if an inspector finds that the seaman Is not
bona fide or intends to stay ashore longer
than permitted. If a seaman wilfully re-
mains in the United States in excess of al-
lowed time, he can be fined #500—or im-
prisoned for not more than 6 months or both.

This section is applied so differently in
various ports and by various inspectors that
it should be changed, either by regulations
from the Attorney General or amendment.
Permit to land while on the same ship seems
to be the easiest one. If this is denied by
the inspector, it seems to be no easy way to
appeal for the seaman. This should be cor-
rected as a few seamen are detained only
because they are unable to understand the
language or answer correctly. Those may
be affected that earlier were given condi-
tional parole. The questions asked about
the moral attitude have been especially ques-
tioned by the stewardesses.

1. It therefore seems that it should bhe
easier rules for shore leave (D1).

2. Discharge seems to be impossible be-
cause seamen applylng for D2 are seldom
given that for various reasons:

(a) If shipping is slow, not allowed to
sign off.

(b) D1 (shore leave) cannot be changed
to D2 (discharge) in any later port of arrival
in the United States.

(¢) D2 or discharge denled if the seaman
cannot name the other vessel on which he
will leave the country.

(d) If given D2 (discharge) the various
inspectors give different time ashore. Any-
thing up to 20 days. The seamen having
been in service up to 20 months on the same
ship can be given 10 days, while another
after a short service can be given 20 days
right away.

(e) Although we are told by the Swedish
consulate general in New York that the
State Department claims that no extension
can be given for seamen with D2, whatever
time ashore they have, seamen given less
than 29 days have been given extension in
New York, if they pay £10—but not more
than 29 days. It seems that after the 29
days have elapsed they will be taken into
custody, whereafter they can be released on
bond or granted conditional parole. A
smooth running of the Norwegian ships will
be very hard if the above should be followed,
and, of course, it means hardship for our
seamen. Application of the law therefore
ought to be eased up. We suggest:

(1) Easier applicaton of the law for bona
fide seamen for shore leave and discharge.

(2) Twenty-nine days should be given as
a rule in all cases where discharge was per-
mitted.

(3) D1 (shore leave) should be allowed
changed to D2 (discharge) in all ports.

(4) Extension should be granted even af-
ter 29 days If the seaman can prove through
his consular office, shipping office or union
that he has done everything possible to re-
ship, and has been registered for that pur-
pose. No payment for extension should be
taken from the seamen.

(5) A bona fide seaman granted condi-
tional parole should not be detained on
board on next arrival.

(6) A bona fide seaman detained on ship
or taken into custody should be given an
easy way to appeal his case in the same
port.

{7) It seems to be the application of the
law that sick or injured seamen will not be
allowed D2 (discharge). We have cases
where seamen are taken into custody while
under doctor's care. Hospitalization is al-
lowed but not treatment outside the hospital,
or convalescence. The only way out of it
seems to be that sick or injured seamen on
arrival be allowed discharge as before and
also Iif he takes sick or is injured after the
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first port. His shore leave should of course

- be 29 days and necessary days to reship after

he is fit for duty.

“Section 253: This section covers certain
diseases mentioned in 2556 and seamen af-
flicted will be placed in hospital designated
by the immigration inspector. Any ship
should be allowed to repatriate their seamen
even if afflicted with the mentioned diseases.

“Section 254: Seems to be that a ship has
duty to detain all seamen until questioned
by an inspector and granted shore leave. If
not, the ship will be fined.

“Section 255: Covers certain diseases of
seamen employed on passenger vessels. Like
section 253, they will be hospitalized at the
expense of the ship, but the ship can also oe
given a fine of $50 under certain circum-
stances. Ships do not employ seamen with
those diseases because we always and for
anyone signing on any ship have strict rules
for medical examinations, If a seaman
should take 11 after his payoff, our passenger
ships have both hospitals, nurses, and
doctors on board, and should be allowed to
repatriate those afflicted.

“Section 256: According to this section any
ship that signs off a seaman without permis-
sion from the immigration, can be fined up
to $1,000. This section, therefore, must be
seen together with sections 252 and 268. Ac-
cording to application of earlier law, a ship
was allowed to sign off seamen without
special permit, as long as they notified the
immigration on departures. Now permit has
to be glven before discharge, or the ship
will be fined, As the ship in all cases has
financial responsibility, it seems that noti-
fication on departure would be sufficient.

“Section 257: This is stricter regulations
than before. As this covers only intention co
break immigration rules, it would be only
right to enforece it.

“Section 262: This section seems to cover
any alien, including seamen, and compels any
seaman ashore 30 days or more to be reg-
istered and fingerprinted according to Alien
Registration Act of 1940. It seems, there-
fore, that the law can allow more than 29
days ashore. It would be hard for a sea-
man to comply, because he would have cer-
tain duties to report any change of address
and so on. We would like to point out that
our seamen were fingerprinted during the
war, and would have nothing against such a
procedure if extension could be granted for a
longer period than 29 days, when necessary
for shipping foreign. When fingerprinted it
would be necessary to explain his duties ac-
cording to Alien Registration Act of 1940.

“Section 271: This section gives any owner,
master, agent, or office a duty to prevent alien
from entering the United States in any other
port than designated. If sections 252 and
253 are eased this duty will not be too hard
to follow. Also see section 256.

“Section 273: This seemed to cover stow-
aways more than otherg and gives the ship
financial responsibility.

“Section 281: See explanation under sec-
tion 101 (a) 15d." f

Although we understand that enforce-
ment of the act is very strict when it comes
to ‘allowing alien seamen discharge in the
United States, we would suggest that this
be made easier. If a seaman has been on a
ship for a certaiu period of time or wants to
change ship for different reasons, it would
be a hardship case if D2 were denied. Fur-
ther, it would not in our opinion stop illegal
entries, as some seamen sooner or later
would jump ship, instead of signing off
legally. If that happened, he would not reg-
ister for shipping out again, and could not be
controlled as easily as those allowed to sign
off legally.

All in all it seems that the general purpose
of the act can be complied with without in-
flicting hardship on alien seamen if applied
more liberally, and in a way that would
give all seamen their traditional and cus-
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tomary freedom of movement, without be-
ing forced out with any ship in safe port
against their own will,

ExmBiT B

[Translation from Norwegian by Library of
Congress, Nordisk Tidende, February 19,
1953]

New McCarraN Law May TrANSFORM SICK
SeamMEN FroMm Law-ApmiNg CITIZENS TO
CRIMINALS

(By Odd Halvorsen)

That part of the American McCarran law
relating to alien seamen in American ports
has proved itself to be Impractical and in-
flexible, it is reported in Norweigian ship-
ping quarters in New York. The law has
created “great difficulties for seamen and
shipping companies” and, on the whole, has
resulted in “very objectionable conse=-
quences.”

Although, in the beginning, the law was
regarded as “literally a threatening collec-
tion of edrlier regulations in force,” and it
was believed that in reality a more lenient
version would be evolved, the fact is, that
despite this belief, some points in the law
have been interpreted in a rigorous man-
ner which seems even to “exceed the spirit
in which it was framed.”

The seamen frankly say that at present
when a Norwegian seaman falls ill in New
York he is transformed from a “law-abiding
citizen to a criminal.”

It is further stated, “even when a man
has a valid doctor's certificate that he is
incapable of working and consequently, for
the time being, cannot accept employment,
he is hunted as though he were an outlaw
by plainclothes American policemen.” The
police stage raids on seamen at odds with
the MeCarran law because of sickness or
other conditions over which they have no
control,

Plainclothes policemen have also posted
themselves outside of 115 Broad Street, New
York, and have seized seamen who were on
their way in or out of the Norwegian gen=-
eral consulate for the purpose of seeking
counsel and assistance.

After the arrest the next step is Ellis Is=
land and internment. Here there is little
to do but hope for help from outside. The
seaman Is immediatey isolated in a cell or
building.

A number of sick seamen who have been
interned on Ellis Island say that the doc-
tor's examination has been superficial and
that no consideration is given to sickness
or to the care that is required.

The relatively optimistic reception given
the McCarran law at the beginning of the
Yyear in some Norwegian shipping circles was
due to the fact that up to that time only
the bare routine part of the law had been
enforced. No Norwegian seaman had any
difficulty in obtaining permission for ghore
leave.

The seamen themselves were also opti-
mistic. They believed the law was rather
ridiculous but they also said that they could
understand why the Americans wished to
exercise control.

More recent circumstances, however, have
considerably decreased this optimism,

Most of the difficulties have their origin
in the sharp difference which exists at pres-
ent between shore-leave and discharge per-
mits given by the American immigration
authorities.

The well-known D1 stamp is a guaranty
that the crewman is permitted shore leave
up to 29 days while his ship is in port. He
is further duty bound to leave port with the
same ship.

Crewmen with these regulated shore-leave
permits are often in a very difficult position,
If they become sick and cannot leave port
with the same ship (or, for example, are
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hospitalized) they have automatically broken
the McCarran law.

The sharp difference between a D1 and
a D2—permission to pay off—can create the
problems which arise in this case: A ship
travels from South America to New Orleans,
La., and the crew is provided with D1, It
is probable that one or more of them will
want to be paid off when the ship arrives
in New York. In the meantime, however,
in New Orleans they cannot request a D2
and neither can they decline to accept a
D1. When they come to New York they
cannot, in accordance with present practice,
change the shore-leave permit to a discharge
permit.

On rare occaslons—and, as far as can be
determined, quite voluntarily—it has hap-
pened that a D1 has been changed to a D2.
Technically this is possible and it is diffi-
cult to understand why it is refused in so
many cases.

Meanwhile the captain of this ship from
South America may have signed on new
crewmen in New York. But the crewmen
with the D1's cannot be paid off and the
captain cannot muster those newly hired
unless he leaves with an extra crew.

Even if a person is declared a bona fide
seaman and all technical details seem to
be in order, it does not necessarily follow
that he will get a D2 if he desires to be
paid off. It seems that the immigration
inspectors have supervision over all Norwe-
gian seamen in the country and that they
take cognizance of all of them in their treat-
ment of each application for being paid off.

Thus the unhampered mustering process
has been considerably restricted as will be
apparent from this and earlier cited ex-
amples,

With a certain grim humor it has been
stated here in New York that as far as we
know the best way to get a discharge ac-
cepted has been to guarantee a seaman's
stay on land and to buy a return ticket home
for him. Or a seaman may do it himself, if
he is the one who wishes a discharge.

Also, according to the McCarran law a sea-
man who is granted a discharge permit may
count on a stay of 20 days ashore. In prac-
tice, however, as a& rule, permits for shorter
periods are given, usually for 10 days. If
the seaman has not been hired in the course
of these 10 days, it is possible to request an
extension of the permit. For this he must
pay a fee of $10. Theoretically he may also
be required to pay a fee of $20 during his
shore leave.

The 29 days’ stay Is now much more
strictly enforced than previously. A seaman
may be discharged the 1st of the month.
On the 20th he may hire out again but his
ship may not arrive before the 3d of the
next month. On the 20th he is taken to
Ellis Island and he is not given his freedom
until his ship arrives.

Under present conditions there does not
seem to be any possibility of escaping intern-
ment on Ellis Island after 29 days ashore.

Two internment incidents have created an
especially strong resentment among the sea-
men who are now ashore in New York.

The first concerns two seaman, Trygve
Kornerud and Skule Stein Flathaug, both of
whom came to New York from Colombia on
Saturday, January 10, on the motor transport
Wilchief. New York was the first American
port of entry.

On arrival they both felt i1l and wished to
see a doctor., Meanwhile there was no pos-
sibility of being paid off and the papers of
each were stamped “D1.” .

The same morning Eornerud was declared
sick at the Norweglan health office and was
given permission to visit a specialist. The
same afternoon Flathaug also was sent to a
specialist who declared him sick.

Later they presented themselves at one
of the immigration offices, Flathaug after his
ship had left port—a fact which he also
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pointed out. Both of them were told to
come back again when they had recovered,
presumably to obtain a “D2.”

After the declaration of sickness both were
under a doctor's care. Flathaug, moreover,
was in a hospital for several days.
been declared sick when they were arrested
outside of the general consulate on the 19th
or 20th of January. Plainclothes policemen
inquired about their papers. They had a
“D1"” and their ship had left.

They were brought to the Immigration
office where they were examined. Then they
were sent to Ellis Island. Kornerud pointed
out that he was under special medical treat-
ment but no attention was paid to this fact
and he was placed in a prison cell together
with 50 others.

When they were released several days later,
it was because the general consulate had
taken action. They were notified that they
were to leave the country before the middle
of February. Kornerud, who had continued
to be sick, left January 27 for Norway for
further treatment.

The second case concerns Kristian Larsen
on the Taurus. He was suffering from a
rupture and on January 28 was declared sick
at the Norwegian doctor’s office.

In order to provide himself with a formal
statement of his condition he went, together
with a representative of the ship’s agent, to
the immigration office, 70 Columbus Avenue,
in Manhattan., He had with him a letter
from the agent and in this letter it was
clearly stated that Larsen was to return home
on the Stavangerfjord, February 24 (his first
opportunity for departure, since the Stavan-
gerfjord had left New York the day before,
and the Oslofjord was employed for cruises).
At that time the Taurus was still in port but
it was to leave the same day.

Larsen was arrested and sent to Ellis
Island. ! :

Three days later he was released after he
had signed an order of conditional parole.

A Norwegian shipping official commented
on the situation by saying, ‘it seems as if the
Norweglan representatives—both public and
private—here in New York take pride in co-
operating with the Americans, Therefore, it
is so very difficult to understand the position
of the Americans.”

The case of Kristian Larsen seems to re-
move all support for the suggested procedure
which the shipping companies’ Arbeids-
giverforening (employers' society) sent to
ship captains for use in cases of sickness,

According to this plan the captain is re-
quired to request shore leave permission for
a doctor's visit, or hospital treatment if
necessary, on behalf of the sick seaman. The
immigration inspector issues a conditional
shore leave permit and the seaman receives
a copy. This does not give him the right to
remain ashore as an ambulatory patient and
merely indicates that the immigration in-
spector has made the inspection.

The captain also is responsible, it is further
stated, for providing that the seaman is im-
mediately given a written certification by
the ship’s agent which states his condition
and which he must always carry with him.
The declaration is written in triplicate and
includes indisputable information that shore
leave was requested on the arrival of the ship,
and that the decision was made by the in-
spector, It must also be shown that the
seaman is not discharged. When he is well,
he must turn to the consulate for further
assistance.

Another consequence of the McCarran law
is that seamen often take the first job that
presents itself, in order to avoid the conse-
quences which are involved in overstaying
shore leave.

In the period February 2-10, 15 men took
Jobs which were below their qualifications:
mechanie, cabin boy; seaman, apprentice sea-
man; oiler, mess boy; boatswain, mess boy;
mechanie, mess boy; mechanie, oiler; ordi-
nary seaman, apprentice seaman; carpenter,

Both had.
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oiler; mechanic, oller; ordinary seaman, mess

boy; seaman, galley boy; ordinary seaman,

mess boy; carpenter, reserve man; first ma-
cinist, third machinist; and mechanic, ma~-
chine boy.

In January there were four more similar
cases,

ExHmIT C
[From the New Leader]

WHo Is FIGHTING THE McCARRAN AcT?—FoOES
OF THE IMMIGRATION Law ARe Now BEING
FaLsELYy SMEARED As “Pro-CoMMUNIST"
(By Huserr H. HumPHREY, United States

Senator from Minnesota)

Political controversy has reached a new
low when supporters of the McCarran-Walter
Immigration Exclusion Act are content to
defend their position merely by stating that
Communists oppose the law. Whatever dif-

* ferences—and they have been serious—I

have had with Senator McCagraw, I have no
doubt that he is a sincere anti-Communist
as he sees it. But he has done his cause
great damage by choosing to pin the Com-
munist label irresponsibly on those who
differ with him in vital areas of legislation.
Buch irresponsibility gravely damages the
cause of serious, effective anticommunism,

The Senate passed the McCarran-Walter
Act over the President’s veto by the narrow
margin of two votes. Those of us who op-
posed the bill debated it extensively and
presented detailed analyses of its undesirable
provisions. Senator McCarrAaN ignored our
arguments, refused to discuss the bill on the
merits, and instead was satisfied to show in
the CoNGrREssioNAL REecorp that the Dalily
Worker and the Communist Party didn't like
him or his bill. More recently, he has been
distributing under his frank hundreds of
thousands of copies of an irresponsible ar-
ticle by Herbert G. Moore in a magazine
called the National Republic. This article
states that the MeCarran Act is a good law
because the Communists denounced it and
because a substitute measure was prepared
by friends of Communists. This logic is
strange, indeed; by the same reasoning, Sen-
ator McCarraN and his friends would have
to support germ warfare, Trotskyism, and
lynching, which Communists also dencunce.

Fixing our national policies by support-
ing whatever the Daily Worker denounces is
a dangerous practice, whether used by
liberals or by conservatives. Thus, I recall
vividly that many liberals attacked Senator
Tarr on the grounds that his votes on for-
elgn affairs matched those of Vito Marcan-
tonio. That, too, was unjust., To attack and
defeat communism, we cannot automatically
accept everything they happen to oppose, nor
can we reject any decent proposals simply
because Communists find it tactically wise
to support them. To be freemen, we must
think for ourselves.

The record shows that the McCarran-
Walter Act shuts the doors of America in
the faces of thousands of refugees and would-
be refugees from communism who, if they
were admitted to our land, would prove for-
midable fighters for democracy. We find that
section 212 (a) (10) of that att excludes
from our shores any immigrant from a Com-
munist country if the Com: 1unist police give
him a sufficiently bad police record. In other
words, our State and Justice Departments are
obligated to follow the decisions of the Com-
munist MVD; a man who is hounded by Com-
munist police becomes a criminal to Amer-
ican immigration authorities. It is therefore
quite possible that when the Communists
attack the McCarran-Walter Act, they are
actually trying to make sure that millions of
patriotic Americans will support this act.
Certainly, the act is & potent weapon for
stirring up anti-American feeling all over
the world, wherever the impact of its exclu-
sionist policies is being felt.

In opposing the McCarran Act, Senate lib-
erals offered two substitute measures: the
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Lehman-Humphrey bill (known as the short
bill) and the Humphrey-Lehman bill (known
as the long bill.) Senator McCarran and
the National Republic claim the short
bill was written by friends of Communists.
Now the record shows that this bill con-
sisted of B sections, 4 of which were sub-
stantially identical with provisions of the
MecCarran-Walter bill and none of which let
down any existing bars against subversives
or criminals.

As a matter of fact, Senator McCarraN also
complained that the draftsmen of the long
bill had stolen his ideas. In several in-
stances, the substitute legislation was so
clearly a better technical drafticg job than
the McCarran-Walter bill that, at the end
of the debate, Senator McCarraN accepted
21 amendments taken from the Humphrey-
Lehman drafts.

‘Insofar as our bill contained provisions not
covered by the McCarran-Walter bill, these
provisions were strongly anti-Communist.
They would have given a preference—within
the fixed maximum of our immigration
quota, which was not changed—to refugees
from Iron Curtain lands, to scientists needed
in defense industries, and to relatives of
American citizens, regardless of country or
origin. Also, the short bill would have
curbed the powers of immigration officers by
establishing the fttorney General's Board of
Immigration Appeals on a statutory basis.
Finally, the bill would have given quota-
exempt status to foreigners who enlist in the
United States Army and to children, or-
phaned by totalitarlan warfare and exter-
mination campaigns, who are adopted by
American families. Each of these proposals
is diametrically opposed to Communist in-
terests. How they could have helped com-
munism Senator McCARRAN never tells us,
Instead, his act’s defenders circulate the
charge that alternative bills were drafted by
friends of Communists,

What are the facts? The Lehman-
Humphrey bill was introduced on October
20, 1951, by a bipartisan group of Senators,
comprising Senators Hendrickson, Ives,
Langer, Morse, Benton, Douglas, Gillette,
Humphrey, Kefauver, Kilgore, Lehman, Mag-
nuson, Moody, Murray, and Pastore. Several
of these Senators had taken the lead in
exposing Communist agents at home and
abroad; others had made fine records in
advancing countermreasures against com-
munism in the field of foreign relations.
The bill these Senators introduced was
drafted by the Office of the Legislative Coun-
sel of the United States Senate, a regular
agency of the Federal Government estab-
lished to give technical assistance to all
Senators in drafting legislation,

We also discussed the problem with ex-
perts. One of these experts—whom the
National Republic tries to smear—is Felix S.
Cohen (a frequent New Leader contributor—
Editor). Ome of the country's outstanding
experts in legislative drafting, and a former
law-school professor on that subject, his
services in drafting or interpreting legis-
lation had been commanded by such organ-
izations ag the International Rescue Com-
mittee, the Federal Council of Churches, the
National Board of the YWCA, the National
Cathollc Rural Life Conference, the National
Catholic Welfare Conference, the National
Lutheran Council, the Unitarian Service
Committee, the American Friends Service
Committee, and the Church World Service,

Mr. Cohen’s role in the Lehman-Hum-
phrey immigration bill was to give the sort of
technical assistance an experienced legis-
lative draftsman can give, after the objec-
tives of a bill have been fixed, to make sure
that these objectives are not thwarted by
ambiguous wording or by failure to consider
all the technicalities of existing law.

Now I would like to discuss, for a moment,
Mr. Cohen's record in fighting communism—
not because he needs defending, but to show
the type of man whom the McCarran-Walter
act’s defenders are calling names. In recent

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

years, three outstanding steps have been
taken against communism: (1) the exposure
of covert Communist agents at home, who
exercised a great and malevolent influence
during the Red decade; (2) the program of
economic assistance to anti-Communist peo-
ples abroad, and (3) the Voice of America.
In each of these measures, Felix 8. Cohen
played a large part.

Consider, first, the long flight for adequate
measures to expose the agents of commu-
nism. In 1940 a group of anti-Communist
lawyers, including Mr. Cohen, were deeply
concerned at indications of State Depart-
ment incompetence in handling Communist
agents. Congress had passed, in 1938, the
Foreign Agent Registration Act, designed to
throw the pitiless spotlight of publicity
upon secret Communist agents. Enforce-
ment of the act was entrusted to the State
Department. How that trust had miscarried
was revealed in the report prepared by Felix
S. Cohen, released on June 13, 1941, and in-
serted in the CowncressioNaL Recorp of Au-
gust 14, 1941, by Congressman Jerry Voorhis
of the House Committee on Un-American
Activities. The following excerpts show the
thrust of this report:

“An objective analysis of the operations of
the Foreign Agent Registration Act must
convince any unprejudiced observer that the
act has been rendered a dead letter, of no
practical importance in exposing the propa-
ganda activities it was designed to expose.
* * * Chief responsibility * * * must be
laid at the door of the State Depart-
ments- ™ * =

“An examination of the State Department
files does not reveal the names of any of the
Communist leaders in this country. Yet the
Communist Party's organizational manual
says: ‘The decisions of the executive com-
mittee of the Communist International are
binding for all parties- belonging to the
Comintern, and must be promptly carried
Out.. L

“Apparently no efforts have been made by
the Department to use the press, radlo, and
other channels in accordance with the intent
of the framers of the act. * * * The regu-
lations issued by the State Department for
the enforcement of the act make it inevitable
that the information that Congress wanted
is not collected. This result is reached by
exempting the most dangerous propagandists
from the requirements of the act, by omitting
from the registration forms all questions re-
lating to details of the agent’s propaganda
activities, and by Inserting a series of loop-
holes which have the effect of facilitating
evasion of the purposes of the act” (Comn-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 87, pt. 13, pp. A4417-
Ad419).

In line with these criticisms, Congress, by
the McKellar-Sumners Act of 1942, trans-
ferred responsibility for administering the
laws relating to registration from the Sec-
retary of State to the Attorney General, and
otherwise tightened up most of the loopholes
to which Mr. Cohen's study had called at-
tention.

Another step in our resistance to world
communism was the Marshall plan. (Let it
be recalled at this point that Senator Mc-
CarrAN himself repeatedly voted against ap-
propriations for mutual security, and against
military aid to Greece and Turkey.) Felix
S. Cohen, then Associate Solicitor of the In-
terior Department and Chairman of its
Board of Appeals, was one of the members of
the interdepartmental committee that draft-
ed the original Marhall-plan legislation. He
later helped draft legislation sponsored by
Senator Munpr, extending the principles of
this plan to India.

Another major step taken by the United
States against communism was the organiza-
tion of a sound campaign of psychological
warfare, symbolized by the Voice of America.
A report edited by Felix Cohen, Combating
Totalitarian Propaganda, sounded what was
probably the first call for an effective Ameri=
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can propaganda compaign against totali-
tarlanism. This was in June 1941.

In 1943, Mr. Cohen coauthored a more de-
tailed study demonstrating the need for a
Voice of America. This study pointed out
that vast sums were being spent on Com-
munist propaganda warfare directed against
our democracy, operating through a vast
solar system of organizations dominated by
totalitarian loyalty and discipline, and that
the Federal Government was blocked by a
series of obsolete statutes from replying.

Five years later, Congress authorized the
organization of an effective counterpropa-
ganda campaign against world communism,
Senator Leaman and I voted with Senator
MunDT to secure adequate appropriations for
the Volce of America and other agencies of
this anti-Communist campaign; Senator Mc-
CARRAN opposed these efforts.

In addition, Felix S. Cohen helped lead the
anti-Communist forces in the National Law-
yers Guild during the early years of that or-
ganization. When the Soviet Union invaded
Finland in 1939, he drafted and secured
guild adoption of a resolution condemning
the Soviet aggression, notwithstanding the
opposition of guild leaders Harry Sacher,
Louis McCabe, Carol Weiss King, and Mor-
timer Riemer. A few months later, Mr.
Cohen, former Assistant Secretary of State
Adolf A. Berle, Jr., and other distinguished
officials and judges in the guild challenged
candidates for guild office to record their op-
position to communism. When this chal-
lenge was rejected, they resigned en masse
from the guild.

Another fine American whom the National
Republic must presumably regard as pro=
Communist is Monsignor O'Grady, who was
one of the stalwart opponents of the Mc-
Carran Act throughout its legislative history.
Ordained in Dublin, Monsignor O'Grady came
to the United States in 1912 and studied at
Catholic University. He has been dean of
Catholic University's School of Social Work,
the organizer of Catholic Charities in Wash-
ington, and general secretary of the National
Conference of Catholic Charities for 31 years.
We are proud to have been associated with
him in our effort to pass a humane immigra-
tion act. I was interested, incidentally, to
read excerpts from a recent speech he made
in Rome, in which he said that the McCarran
Act was driving many Italians into Coms=-
munist ranks,

Whatever one may think of the merits or
demerits of the McCarran-Walter Act—and
reasonable men may differ on that—there is
no reason to identify opposition to the act
as Communist-inspired. Indiscriminate at-
tacks upon men who have been pioneers in
the campaign to expose Communist propa-
ganda can only serve to betray America.,
Those Americans who recklessly cry “Coms-
munist” whenever anybody disagrees with
them are making it easler than ever for the
Communists to isolate America from its
friends throughout the world and to paralyze
us internally with a network of mutual
suspicions.

Exzmsrr D
[From the Washington Star of February 22,
1953]

IMMIGRATION—MANY CHURCH GROUPS ARE
SEEKING A Law MORE LENIENT THAN THE
McCARRAN AcCT

(By Caspar Nannes)

The McCarran-Walter Immigration Act,
which has stirred up a hornet’s nest in many
quarters, is facing the stern opposition of
some of the Nation's most influential church
groups.

Since it took effect last December 24,
charges of discrimination, bigotry, and in-
Justice have been leveled against the act,
But it has been as vehemently defended.

President Eisenhower has added to the de-
bate by urging Congress to review the legis-
lation and by remarking that it contains
injustices and, in fact, discriminates.
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There is, among church people, widespread
agreement that the present law has improved
past legislation in many respects, such as
unifying the confused mass of immigration
law. They are now, according to Miss Sarah
Weadick of the National Catholic Welfare
Conference, “for the first time, all in one
place,”

SOME BARRIERS LOWERED

The act has removed existing racial bar-
riers to admissibility and citizenship, though
not as completely as many would like., It
has, also for the first time, set up a system
of selective immigration whereby 50 per-
cent of all quotas is for qualified immigrants
having “higher education, technical training,
specialized experience, or exceptional ability”
whose presence here would benefit the
country.

These and other provisions, Including re-
moval of sex discriminatory rules, have pro=
vided defenders with strong arguments,

The major point of revisionists’ objections
centers around retention of the quota sys-
tem, in use since 1924. Quotas are assigned
to various countries in proportion to the
number of people of that racial stock living
here in 1920. As a result two-thirds of all
quota numbers are given to Great Britain,
Ireland, and Germany, with few using the
former two. This lopsided system is further
attacked because no provision is made so
natives of countries having sharply limited
and oversubscribed quotas could fill unused
quotas.

At present, under the immigration formula
of one-tenth of 1 percent of our country's
population, as determined by the most recent
census, 154,657 persons may enter the United
States. The previous quota ratio was one-
sixth of 1 percent, which would admit 251,162
immigrants.

MANY STATEMENTS ISSUED

During the past 6 months various church
bodies, at regular meeting, have issued state-
ments on the law. The latest came this
month from the 4-million-member National
Lutheran Council. This group expressed
satisfaction at General Elsenhower's request
for a review of existing immigration legisla-
tion and called on Congress to adopt a just
and workable substitute for the national-
origins quota system.

A similar statement was approved by the
National Council of Churches last December
at Denver, Colo. The American Baptist Con-
vention passed a resolution urging Congress
to revise the law so it would be more in
keeping with our democratic tradition, pro-
viding for a flexibility in making adjust-
ments between national quotas and remov=-
ing all discriminatory provisions based upon
considerations of race, color, or sex.

The Disciples of Christ approved a more
or less similar motion. The triennial Gen-
eral Convention of the Episcopal Church last
September also called for a review of the
policy on immigration.

The Baltimore Annual Conference, the
Methodist Church, last June asked for a veto
of the law and called on Congress to enact
a measure which will uphold the principles
and ideals of democracy and Christian citi-
zenship and avoid unfair discrimination.

Bruce M. Mohler, director of the National
Catholic Welfare Conference Bureau of Im-
migration, recently reviewed the Catholic
Church's long-standing opposition to the
1920 quota policy as unfair, unscientific, and
highly discriminatory.

Jewish religious bodies have practically
unanimously urged that the present law be
completely rewritten. Six major national
Jewish organizations issued a statement to
this effect on January 1.

Warnings that the new immigration law
imperils previous American standards have
come from many Washington church leaders.
Methodist Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam charges
the good in the McCarran-Walter immigra-
tion and nationality law is submerged in
bad philosophy, archaic provisions and un-
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American procedures. It should be repealed
and a new law enacted with flexible quota
system, without discrimination based upon
race, color, or sex, with American procedures
for fair hearings and appeals in deportation
proceedings.

Dr. Joseph M. Dawson, executive director,
Baptist joint committee on public affairs,
stated a majority of southern Baptists agree
with most other church groups in wishing
long-range legislation removing discrimina-
tory provisions.

PRESEYTERIAN OPINION

The Reverend Howard F. Gebhart, chair-
man of the Social Education and Action
Committee, Washington City Presbytery,
sald, “I'm quite sure that I speak the voice
of the Presbytery in holding for a broader
immigration program for our Nation than
that presently prescribed by law.” The Rev-
erend Willlam J. Lineback, general secretary,
Capital Area Christian Missionary Society
(Disciples of Christ), declared American im-
migration policy “ought not to be a static
thing, nor one characterized as exclusive
or unfairly favoring one nation over an-
other,” and urged that unused quotas each
year be “pooled” among other nations.

A warning that “many Italians, on the
basis of complete disillusionment in regard
to our immjigration legislation may vote for
the Communists In the next election” was
voiced by Msgr, John O'Grady, general secre-
tary of the National Conference of Catholic
Charities, in Rome last month.

On the other hand, the National Associa-
tion of Evangelicals has asserted “it is gen-
erally thought by evangelical circles here
that the 3 years’ hard work of the House
and Senate Immigration Committees, has
produced a decidedly improved bill and one
that would probably mget the approval of
the majority of loyal United States citizens.”

Miss Weadick pointed out that while op-
ponents have been protesting the national-
origins formula none of them has “ever sug-
gested a substitute. It would seem, there-
fore, that any wide, open-door policy is not
going to get very far unless some definite,
spelled-out substitute for the mnational-
origins plan is submitted to the congres-
sional committees.”

The Reverend De Loss M. Scott, pastor of
the National Tabernacle here, said, “If ever
we needed legislation to protect our country
from an influx of undesirable aliens who
are opposed to our American policy and way
of life, it is now. However, it is possible
that in barring such we may, at the same
time, bar those who are desirable and of
inestimable value for our land of America.
In the light of this it would seem that a
further careful study with possible revisions
at certain points, would be of value to all
concerned.”

It is natural that disagreements will arise
on such a sensitive measure as the immigra-
tion law. But with general good will on all
sides, rather than much of the acerbity that
has marked past discussions, a law contain-
ing the best American ideals to fit the diffi-
cult problem should be achieved.

ExHIBIT E

[From America magazine of February 21,
1953]

CATHOLIC VIEWS ON OUR IMMIGRATION Law
(By Clement 8. Mihanovich)

The McCarran-Walter Immigration and
Nationality Act, passed by Congress last July
over the veto of President Truman, has been
subject to close scrutiny and sharp criticism
by Catholics In the United States.

In order to promote a deeper understand-
ing of the McCarran-Walter Act, to secure
something of a unified opinion toward it
among Catholics and to find out what should
be recommended to overcome its deficiencies
and correct its errors, the writer conducted
a 2-day institute on immigration in St.
Louis, October 23-24, 1952. The institute,
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held under the auspices of St. Louis Univer=-
sity, was sponsored by Archbishop Joseph E.
Ritter, of St. Louis. Msgr. John O'Grady
gave me guidance and full support. Over
50 immigration experts, mostly Catholic,
were present for the institute. The conclu-
sions of this institute may, in a broad sense,
be characterized as typical Catholic views on
immigration. However, the writer does not
wish to convey the impression that the views
he expresses here are necessarily shared by
all Catholics. Opinions are bound to vary
on such a subject.

The institute objected to and criticized,
among others, the following provisions of
the McCarran-Walter Act (Public Law 414;
S. 2550, H. R. 5678):

1. Assigning 50 percent of the quotas to
those of high education, technical training,
specialized experiences, etc. (sec. 203 (a)
(1)).

2, Eliminating college and university pro-
fessors from the class of quota-exempt im-
migrants (sec. 101 (a) (26) (F)).

3. Drastically curtailing the admission of
colored persons (sec. 202 (¢) (1)).

4. Establishing a special inferior status for
persons of Asiatic extraction, including Fili-
pinos (sec. 202 (b)).

5. Requiring American consuls to follow
decisions of courts of foreign nations in ex-
cluding immigrants from admission to the
United States (sec. 212 (a) (10)).

6. Requiring rigid tests for admission ot
ekilled or unskilled workers (sec. 212 (a)
(14)).

7. Barring all immigrants who, in the opin-
fon of a consular officer, are “likely at any
time to become public charges” (sec. 212 (a)
(15)).

8. Allowing immigration by members of
totalitarian groups who reformed before
entry (sec. 212 (a) (28) (1)). while requir-
ing deportation of those who reform after
entry (sec. 241 (a) (6)).

9. Abolishing exlsting statutes of limita-
tion in deportation cases. Allowing deporta-
tion for alleged acts 50 years past (sec. 242).
© 10. Making all grounds of deportation ret-
roactive (sec. 241 (d)).

11. Authorizing deportation of immigrants
who are mistakenly classified as ‘“public
charges” (sec. 241 (a) (8)).

12. Requiring deportation of immigrants
who become addicted to the use of narcotic
drugs after entry (sec. 241 (a) (11)).

13. Practically eliminating judicial review
of deportation cases in many Instances (sec.
241).

14. Aboushing the confidential character
of social-security files (sec. 2900 (c)).

15. SBubjecting the acquisition of citizen-
ship to a serles of new requirements retro-
actively covering the entire life of the ap-
plicant (secs. 313, 316, 318).

16. The interrogation of any citizen if an
immigration official believes him to be an
alien (sec. 287 (a) (1)).

17. The termination of the right of Amer-
fean citizens to be immune from search
or official interrogation without a warrant
(sec. 287 (¢)).

18. Institutional denaturalization proceed-
ings against any naturalized citizen at the
instigation of any private informer who files
a proper affidavit, for acts which were not
grounds for denaturalization when the natu-
ralized citizen acquired citizenship. (Sec.
340 (a)).

19. The abolition, in certain cases, of the
right of an American citizen to court review
if his citizenship is challenged by a consul
or other officer (sec. 340 (c)).

20. Allowing extremely restricted and
minimum quotas for various Asiatic coun-
tries while subjecting persons born in the
Western Hemisphere to *“ancestry” quotas
(sec. 202 (b)).

These are only the major objections that
we have to the act. As can be readily seen,
all these provisions would subject over 10
million foreign-born Americans to special
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police controls operating without regard to
due process as hitherto defined. Further-
more, naturalized citizens and immigrants
will be subject to such subjective and am-
biguous standards as “the satisfaction of the
Attorney General,” “the opinion of the At-
torney General,” etc., as well as to the arbi-
trary powers granted to consular and immi-
gration officers.

These objections and many others were
studied by our institute on Immigration.
Upon the completion of the institute a num-
ber of recommendations were presented to
the attending members, who unanimously
agreed on the necessity of revision or eradi-
cation of all the above provisions of the
McCarran-Walter Act. -

The writer himself believes that there are
many provisions in the act that must be re-
moved or changed if we are to keep our con-
stitutional integrity and if we are to convince
the peoples of the world that we are a truly
democratic nation, Among many changes
that the writer recommends are the fol-
lowing:

1. In many of its provisions, as stated
above, the McCarran-Walter Act modifies or
eliminates existing judicial decisions. This
must be corrected to conform to traditional
and established practice and to prevent the
possibility, which actually exists -under the
act, of denaturalizing an American citizen
upon notice of less than 1 day.

2. When determinations are to be made in
regard to the act they should be made on the
basis of facts and not upon the opinions of
minor officials.

3. The prospective immigrants should not
be subjected to the requirement of duplicate
examinations by two different agencies.
Under the act, the case of a prospective im-
migrant is examined first by the State De-
partment (consular official) and then again
by the Department of Justice (Immigration
and Naturalization Service). This duplicate
examination is a waste of time and taxpay-
ers’ money, in addition to being something
of an indignity imposed upon the applicant.

4. A statutory board should be provided to
handle appeals from all official decisions on
visas, passports, and other immigration mat-
ters. There is no adequate appeal under the
act from many immigration decisions, such
as consular decisions or denials of visas.

5. The Nationality Act of 1940 sharply
Iimits the right of a naturalized citizen to
live abroad without loss of American citi-
zenship, although no such limitation was
placed upon native-born citizens,

6. The Immigration and Nationality Act
continues the provisions of the Internal Se-
curity Act (1950) concerning membership in
subversive organizations. In these provi-
slons the act again discriminates against
naturalized citizens.

7. The basis of immigration in the United
States should not be one of racial discrimi-
nation. The writer agrees with James Finu-
cane, associate secretary of the National Con-
ference for Prevention of War, that, for the
immediate future, at least, we should merge
the national-origins quota principle with two
other principles—(a) the size of the popu-
lation of the country from which the in-
tended immigrant comes and (b) its need
for immigration. Something of a compli-
cated mathematical formula will result, but
Justice would be more nearly approached
than it is now. In this formula we must not
forget the problem of the expellees. Neither
must we Iforget the hundreds of thousands
of children fathered by American soldiers in
Germany, France, Japan, etc. Our approach
to these problems should be a Christian one,
based on both justice and charity.

A formula such as the one presented above
would go far to erase racial, religious, and
ethnie discriminations that now exist in our
immigration laws. Any such formula must
have as its gulding stars the three following
principles: (a) The history of our country;
(b) Christian and American concepts of de-
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mocracy; (c¢) the role our country plays in
the world today.

In summary, it may be stated that the
writer, as well as all who attended the
St, Louis Institute on Immigration, agreed
upon the following:

1. All were for a positive pro-immigrant
philosophy and objected to present anti-
alien philosophy.

2. All opposed parts of Public Law 414;
none completely approved it.

3. All called for definite and drastic
changes in Public Law 414.

4. All based their opposition to Public Law
414 on Christian ethics, American foreign
policy, good economics, and the Constitution
of the United States.

5. All agreed that the present national-
origins quota system should be eliminated.

6. All agreed that college and university
professors should be admitted on a non-
quota basis.

7. All agreed that non-used quotas should
be pooled, especially if the national origins
quota system could not be eliminated.

8. All opposed the present undue prefer-
ence given to skilled labor in immigration
quotas,

9. All condemned the undue power given
to American consular officials abroad.

10. All agreed that quotas should be based
on the 1950 census composition of our popu-
lation instead of the 1920 census used in the
act.

11. All agreed that the present deportation
provisions should be at least tempered, if
not abolished, except for fraud or illegal
entry.

12, All agreed that the present distinctions
in Public Law 414 between native-born and
naturalized citizens should be eliminated.

13. All agreed to advocate the reinstate-
ment of the statutes of limitation.

It would be no exaggeration to state that
a liberal and fair immigration law can do
more to win for the United States the good
will of the peoples of the world than most of
our past and present global-ald programs, on
which we have spent tens of billions of
dollars.

Exnipir F

ADDRESS OF SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY ON
IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION BEFORE THE AMER-
IcaN JEWISH CONGRESS, BROOKLYN DIvisION,
JaNUary 28, 1953

In May of last year, when the United States
Senate was debating the MecCarran immi-
gration bill, I received an interesting letter
from some old Americans who supported my
stand against that bill. They wanted me to
know that in opposing Senator MCCARRAN'S
bill they had no personal ax to grind. Here
is what my old friends had to say:

“We are not immediately threatened by
laws to stop immigration and to deport men
and women born abroad,” they said.

“Sometimes we wish we had established
such a law in 1492.”

That letter was signed by five American
Indian leaders.

I think that these words can be a good
reminder to all of us, whether we trace our
ancestry to the Mayjflower, whether we are
Sons or Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion, or whether we personally stepped ashore
in 1900, in 1025, or in 1945 that, in the his-
torical perspective, we are all new Americans.
All of us came here as refugees from the Old
World, seeking a new home and new op-
portunity in America. All of us made our
contribution to the development of this
country.

But ever since the creation of our Republic
there have been some people whose position
on immigration has been: “Thank God we
are here. Now let's bolt the door.”

But that view, ladies and gentlemen, is
not the prevailing view in America today.
It is not the view of the President’s Com-
mission on Immigration which recently re-
ported to the country after an exhaustive
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study of immigration problems. It is not
the view of scores of fraternal nationality,
patriotic, and religious organizations in
America, and it is not the view of our Jew-
ish synagogues and our Protestant and Cath-
olic churches.

This Sunday I read a report in the New
York Times of a speech made in Rome by
my friend Msgr. John O'Grady speaking of
the McCarran Act. He said:

“There is a great danger lest many Italians
on the basis of complete disillusionment in
regard to our immigration legislation may
vote for the Communists in the next elec-
tion. * * * It is conceivable that by reason
of our immigration legislation Italy could go
over to the Communists during the next few
months.”

Monsignor O'Grady, who was one of the
stalwart fighters during the last Congress .
against the McCarran Act, who served on
President Truman’s Commission on Immi-
gration and Naturalization, and who tire-
lessly continued his efforts for more humane
and decent immigration legislation consis-
tent with American traditions is living proof
of my conviction that the spirit of America,
the spirit of our people, and the spirit of
our religious traditions rejects the notion
that there is room for discrimination and
bigotry in our immigration laws.

I likewise want to pay my tribute to the
American Jewish Congress and its represent-
atives for the leadership they have taken in
this vital area of our public life. When the
McCarran bill was before the Judiciary Com-
mittee the American Jewish Congress au-
thorized Will Maslow, its general counsel, to
testify against the bill.

I want to share with you part of his testi-
mony to the committee. In that statement
he clarified the real issues in our immigra-
tion legislation. He pointed out that the
real defect in the McCarran Act and in our
immigration laws to date is that they are
based on system of selecting immigrants not
on the basis of their capacity but on a
:ll:-fllxly irrelevant factor—the place of their

One of the Members of Congress ques=
tioned Mr. Maslow and asked him whether
the nationality quota system which decides
that people should enter the United States
on the basis of their place of birth was not
in fact a good system because it encouraged
those to enter the United States who could
easily be assimilated into the United States
while it discouraged those who found assimi-
lation difficult. Mr. Maslow replied: -

“Now that takes us to what is meant by
the term ‘assimilation’ . . . And I think that
what we mean by the term ‘assimilation’ is
that people shall come to this country who
are in sympathy with its ideals, who believe
in the things which make America America.
We do not care particularly whether they
eat foreign food. In fact, there may be
some value to this country if we vary our
national diet, if we have spaghetti and
smorgasbord, gefilte fish and suki-yaki, We
do not think that those factors detract from
assimilation, but we want people in this
country who believe in democracy, who he=
lieve in representative government, who be-
lieve that America's contribution has not
been the atom bomb or the television screen,
but the words of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, and who believe that all men are
equal, not merely that all Anglo-Saxons are
equal. If we judge assimilation on that
basis, then we cannot take a concept based
upon place of birth.”

That is a spirit which I highly commend.
It is a statement which I share.

There is one further observation. which I
would like to make in this connection. I
know that in your activities in behalf of more
democratic and humane immigration legis-
lation, you are acting selflessly and not
thinking primarily of your own, because there
are relatively few Jews left in Europe desir-
Ing to come to these shores. I am aware of
the unfortunate fact that most of the people
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to whom you would have wanted to extend
& helping hand, people kept out of this coun-
try in the thirties by the national origins
principle, are now dead, the victims of the
most horrible crime against humanity. The
whispering campaign of the bigots that the
fight against the McCarran Act is a Jewish
fight, designed to bring in more Jews, is,
therefore, as untrue and unjustified as are
all similar campalgns. In fact, even inso-
far as the displaced persons legislation was
concerned, that was not a Jewish fight. Only
18 percent of all the displaced persons who
came into the United States were Jewish.
Here again it is clear that to raise the Jewish
question is untrue and unjustified. I must
say that I was very sorry and shocked to see
such a campaign reach the floor of the Con-
ress.

& Most of the members of the European Jew-
ish community who survived the Hitler era
are resettled nmow, either in Israel or else-
where, There are still some Jewish displaced
persons left in Europe and there are some
who, in the thirties, found refuge in the
Far East. There is also the ever-present
danger to Jewish communities in Arab coun-
tries. Yet, as the facts submitted to the
Presidential Commission demonstrated, the
world population problems are of much more
gigantic proportions, involving many other
ethnic and religious groups. From those
facts I would gather that not more than 3
percent of the people who constituted the
major population problems which were listed
were of Jewish origin,

Until a few weeks ago, all of us thought
that the problem of rescuing and resettling
Jewish survivors had been nearly solved.
Your participation in the fight for better
immigration legislation was thus unques-
tionably motivated by the broadest altruistic
considerations.

What hardly any of us clearly anticipated
during the fight against the McCarran bill
was the sudden stepping-up of officially-
sponsored anti-Semitism in the Soviet
sphere. As of today we still don’t know how
far that ruthless group in the Kremlin in-
tends to go. But we must face the brutal
fact that if it will serve their purposes, the
men responsible for Katyn will not bat an
eyelash at creating another Auschwitz. It
is not inconceivable, therefore, that the num-
ber of Jews among escapees from behind the
Iron Curtain will suddenly increase in the
near future.

It is to enable us to cope with sudden
emergencies of this nature and to help us
make our contribution to the solution of
world population problems, that we oppose
the rigid, racist national origins principle.
We know, of course, that the United States,
standing alone, cannot solve all of the world’s
ills, in the population field or any other field.
We know that in order to preserve tire sta-
bility of our complex economic system, we
must limit immigration in accordance with
absorptive capacity.

I have heard the senlor Senator from Ne-
vada accuse those of us who opposed his bill
of trying to ralse the floodgates of America.
If he had studied our bill, the so-called
Humphrey-Lehman bill, he would have found
that aside from placing parents of citizens
and a few other special groups in the non-
quota category, we would have raised quota
immigration by the amount of from 150,000
to 250,000 annually. To express it differently,
we would increase the immigration ratio
from 1 immigrant per year for every 1,000
Americans to 1 immigrant for every 600 Amer-
icans. I have great difficulty trying to vis-
ualize how 1 alien immigrant can inundate
600 Americans.

I was happy to note that our position
was vindicated in the testimony before the
President’s Commission. Your own organ-
ization suggested an increase in quota im-
migration to 300,000 annually. The Secre-
tary of Labor declared that according to
studies undertaken by his Department we
can absorb several hundred thousand immi-
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grants every year without placing any burden
on our economy. The Secretary of Agricul-
ture, a former acting director of the Bureau
of the Census, the late Philip Murray of the
CIO, Boris Shishkin of the A. F. of L., and
many others took a similar position. And
the Commission’s recommendation was an
increase in quota immigration to 250,000,

You may wonder just how the other side
justifies its stand against this welght of
authority. The answer can be found in
Senate Report 1515 of the 81st Congress,
printed back in 1950. That report cites with
approval the view that “the economic op-
timum population of the United States is
at least several million less than the present
population and may be as low as one hundred
million,” This philosophy seems to go back
150 years to the teachings of Malthus and
Ricardo, to the idea of a fixed number of job
opportunities and the suggestion that popu-
lation must be limited if available economic
resources are to satisfy everyone,

Against this pessimism
Malthusians, we assert our faith in the lim-
itless opportunities of our great democratic
society, We do not believe that there are
already 60 million too mang of us. We be-
lieve that with our American spirit of enter-
prise and through intelligent management of
our resources we can attain ever greater
heights of economic development for a long
time to come.

As you know, since 1924 quota immigration
has been limited to 150,000 annually. This
number has actually been cut further by the
operation of the national-origins principle
under which we can expect not more than
about 70,000 to enter the eountry annually.
When Senator McCarrAN introduced his first
immigration bill, he included a device to
make a substantial further cut in immigra-
tion. Each quota was to be split into a num-
ber of preference categories for people with
special skills, parents of citizens, and so
forth. Not only could there be no reassign-
ment of numbers from one quota to another,
but there wouldn't have been any reassign-
ment from one preference category to an-
other within the same quota. This proposal
might have cut immigration to 20,000 or even
less.

In view of the sharp ecriticism directed
against this provision, it was finally dropped
from the bill.

But one provision to which the Senator
and his followers hung on through all the
turmeoil and trouble was the national-origins
principle.

The national origins-quota system was
first placed on our statute books in 1924, Its

discriminatory background was at that time.

freely admitted and in the House majority
report we find the following frank language:

“With full recognition of the material
progress which we owe to the races from
southern and eastern Europe, we are con-
scious that the continued arrival of great
numbers tends to upset our balance of popu-
lation, to depress our standard of living, and
to unduly charge our institutions for the
care of the soclally inadequate.

“If immigration from southern and eastern
Europe may enter the United States on a
basis of substantial equality with that ad-
mitted from the older sources of supply, it is
clear that if any appreciable number of im-
migrants are allowed to land upon our shores
the balance or racial preponderance must in
time pass to those elements of the popula-
tion who reproduce more rapidly on a lower
standard of living than those possessing other
ideals.”

One of the Congressmen supported the bill
stated this point even more bluntly:

“Were the immigrants now flooding our
shores possessed of the same traits, character-
istics, and blood of our forefathers, I would
have no concern upon the problem con=-
fronting us, because, in the main, they be-
longed to the same branch of the Aryan
race.”

of the mneo-"
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But the new immigrants, he declared were
of a different kind and were essentially un-
assimilable.

Let me read you the statement of one of
the supporters of the McCarran-Walter bill
on this subject, a Congressman, since been
retired, from Idaho.

“It seems to me that the question of ra-
cial origins—though I am not a follower of
Hitler—there is something to it. We cannot
tie a stone around its neck and drop it into
the middle of the Atlantic just because it
worked to the contrary in German. * * * I
believe that possibly statistics would show
that the Western European races have made
the best citizens in America and are more
easily made into Americans. In a time of
trouble and stress, such as we are going
through at this time, it seems to me it is a
poor time to increase entry into our country
of material that is questionable, when we
have a very large proportion of people that
we have not yet digested, and who have not
yet learned the first principles of American
citizenship. If there was some law that
could take these people that you even wish
to bring here and put them out on the prai-
ries of the West, I maintain they would make
good American citizens in a considerably
shorter time than if you leave them penned
up among the people of their own kind in
the large eastern clties where they do not
learn to talk English readily. They read
their own newspapers. It has been my im-
pression from the short space of time spent
in those eastern cities that it takes almost
three generations to make a good American
citizen, * = *

“I am opposed to (quota pooling), because
1 am of the opinion it will tend to bring in
many aliens whose general characteristics
seem to show they do not readily make the
best American citizens—"

I think there is no need for me to try to
demonstrate for you that raclst theories are
fallacious and devoid of any sclentific foun-
dation. But let us stop for a moment to
analyze the argument which is currently
more favored, the argument that the new
immigrants would change our social fabric
or alter our cultural heritage.

As I have sald before, the proposal em=
bodied in the Humphrey-Lehman bill, which
is now also espoused by the President's
Commission, is that we permit the entry of
250,000 quota immigrants annually, one for
every 600 of our population in 1950. In one
generation, 30 years, we will have admitted
30 aliens for every 600 Americans. The 600
native born will, of course, in the meantime
grow to 700 or 800. It seems to be the view
of these pessimists that our democratie
structure and our social fabric are so weak
that the 600 to 800 Americans will give way
to the 30 immigrants who will trickle in
from all parts of the globe over a period of
30 years. I, for one, believe in the strength
of our social system, as I believe in the
strength of our economic system. I am
sorry to find that my faith in the inherent
strength of America is not shared by men
who always readily designate themselves as
patriots.

When Senator LEHMAN, and I, and some
of our other colleagues first drafted our own
immigration bills, we included a compromise
formula which was to be substituted for the
national origins principle. I first proposed
this plan in a bill I introduced in 1949, Un-
der this formula, known as the quota pool-
ing plan, gquota numbers not used in any
given year, by the nationality to which they
were assigned were to become generally avail=
able in the following year.

However, on the basis of the recommen-
dations of the President's Commission, I
believe the time will soon come when the
evils of the national-origins principle will
be abolished altogether.

There 1s, of course, more to the McCarran
Immigration Act than a mere reaffirmation
of the national-origins principle. What was
originally passed off as a mere codification
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of existing law actually Involved numerous
changes in the provisions regulating exclu-
sion, deportation, naturallzation, and de-
naturalization.

When objections were first raised agalnst
these provisions, Senator McCarran tried to
wave them away lightly. The new law, he
claimed, “tightened the security provisions"
and prevented the “pollution of the blood-
stream of America” with alien criminals.

Now let me say right here that I am just
as much opposed to the immigration of
subversives and criminals as is Senator Mc-
CarraN. If you put the McCarran Act and
the Humphrey-Lehman bill side by side,
you will find that when it comes to ex-
cluding subversives and criminals the latter
does just as much as the former. But our
bill was drafted with care, designed to hit
only those people against whom it was ac-
tually directed. The McCarran-Walter Act,
on the other hand, is a blunderbuss, with
broad language and loose phrases which hit
many innocent people whom we don't really
want to hit.

During the debate on the McCarran Act
my colleagues and I went through that bill
section by section and subsection by sub-
section and analyzed the most important
parts on the floor of the Senate. I don’t
want to repeat this performance here to-
night. But just to give you some of the
flavor of what transpired, I'll mention a few
examples. What these examples also show
is that even though we lost on the final
vote, we were able to make some dent in
the law and ameliorate some of the harshest
provisions.

One of these provisions, which was in the
original McCarran bill, would have made it
possible for an alien to be deported for a
simple traffic violation if the Attorney Gen-
eral declared him undesirable. That lan-
guage was 80 strong that Congressman WarL-
TER dropped the clause from the House bill

Let me give you another example. Under
the old law, aliens could be kept out of the
United States if they had committed crimes
involving moral turpitude. That gave our
immigration officers a chance to see whether
the alien had committed an act that was a
crime by our standards and not by the stand-
ards of some foreign dictatorship. But the
new law requires exclusion whether or not
moral turpitude is involved. We were able
to point out that under this new provision
a man like Cardinal Mindszenty would be
excluded from the United States if he ever
were released by the Communists.

Now, I know, of course, that Senator
McCarean had no intention to keep Cardi-
nal Mindszenty or anyone in a similar posi-
tion out of this country. Here was just
another example of this blunderbuss tech-
nigue of lawmaking by which innocent per-
sons are hit while the law tries to alm at
the guilty.

I might say that once agaln we didn’t get
an adequate response from Senator Mc-
Carran. I am glad to say that the State
Department in drafting the regulations un-
der the act, followed the lead of the con-
ference report and corrected the wrong.
They took the cases which I described in my
speeches, cases of people being convicted in
totalitarian countries on trumped-up charges
and drafted regulations to take care of the
problem,

We had one other incident dealing with
regulations of the State Department, which
vividly reflected the spirit of the McCarran
Act. You may remember that the State
Department issued orders to all of its con-
sulates throughout the world requiring that
all applicants for visas into the United
States list whether they are Jewish or not.
Most of the country was shocked by this
clear indication that the use of the question
on the application form for a visa would
mean that it would be easier to keep Jews
out of the United States. When I vehe-
mently protested this regulation to the State
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Department I was told by one of the high
officials of the Department that he agreed
with me, that he knew the practice was
wrong, that he knew it might lead to clear
evidences of anti-Semitism, but he said, “We
must administer the law. This is the clear
intent of the McCarran Act. We don't write
the act, we can only carry it out.” The
large number of protests to the State De-
partment, of course; eliminated that regula-
tion, but the example is a vivid demonstra-
tion of what we are opposing.

Let me give you a few more illustrations.
One case which has recently come to my
attention involves a woman against whom a
deportation order has recently been issued.
She would have been eligible for suspension
of deportation under the old law. She is not
eligible now and will have to be sent to Italy.
She will be accompanied by her husband, a
man 52 years of age, born and bred in the
United States, who was never outside this
country. So that he can stay with his wife,
his life’s companion, this man will have to
break off all his ties in the country of his
birth and start life anew in Italy, figure out
a new way of earning a livelihood.

What does the McCarran-Walter Act have
to say about this kind of situation? The an-
swer can be found, in cold, heartless lan=-
guage, in the Senate report:

“Hardship or even unusual hardship to
the alien or to his spouse, parent, or child
is not sufficient to justify suspension of
deportation.”

Let us take a look at another situation.
After providing in clear-cut fashion for the
exclusion and deportation of subversive
aliens, all of which provisions are also in-
cluded in the Humphrey-Lehman bill, the
McCarran Act further allows the deportation
of persons who have had a purpose to engage
in activities prejudicial to the public inter-
est, and a Government official is given the
blanket authority to decide this question.

When the Senate discussion reached this
section, the late Brien McMahon, who had
risen from his sickbed to come to the Senate
Chamber for this debate, rose in disbelief and
asked to be shown that section. After he
had studied it, he declared:

“It seems almost unbelievable to me that
anyone could seriously write such a provi-
slon into a bill * * * (it) is contrary to
every concept I know of in the common law
or in our jurisprudence. I have never heard
of such a provision in any statute of the
United States.”

These words, let us remember, were spoken
by a man with broad experience in the fleld
of law enforcement, a man who had been
Assistant Attorney General of the United
States in charge of the Criminal Division.

There is another deportation provision
which is almost unbelievable. It is section
241 (c) under which an alien who has ob-
tained a divorce from a citizen can under
certain circumstances, be deported if “it ap-
pears to the satisfaction of the Attorney
General that he or she has failed or refused
to fulfill his or her marital agreement.” It
seems to me that this constitutes an un-
precedented intrusion by the Government
into a field which was heretofore considered
a matter of purely private concern.

There is one other provision about which
I would like to speak tonight. It deals with
professors. Under the old law, professors
could enter this country as nonquota immi-
grants once they had met all the other re-
quirements of the immigration law., This
privilege, which has enabled us to bring
many great minds to this country, has been
abolished by the McCarran Act. No logical
reason has ever been stated for this action.
The defenders of the act have said that pro-
fessors can still be brought in under a general
preference provision for skilled persons. But
instead of the simplified procedure which
was in effect previously, let us look what is
now required if a university wishes to bring
in an outstanding foreign scientist.
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First, the university has to file an appli-
cation with the Immigration Service, at-
taching to it a clearance order from the
United States Employment Service certify-
ing that qualified persons are not available
in the United States to perform the work
in question. Then it has to file a complete
and detailed analysis establishing in what
manner the services of the professor will be
substantially beneficial prospectively to the
natlonal economy, cultural interests, or wel-
fare of the United States. Next there has
to be a complete description of the pros-
pective immigrant's higher education, to
which there must be attached diplomas, cer-
tificates, and afidavits attesting to the pro-
fessor's qualifications. The petition will
have to be acted on by the Immigration Serv-
ice district director. The district director
may then conduct an investigation and if
he approves the petition, the consul's office
can then place the professor on the prefer-
ence portion of the quota list. When the
professor's name is reached, and all other
investigations have been completed, he will
be issued his visa.

Our future experience with this new law
will show how many semesters in advance a
university will have to plan before it em-
ploys a foreign professor,

You know that the fight for better immi-
gration legislation did not end when Presi-
dent Truman's veto of the McCarran Act was
overridden. The fight is continuing and I am
certain that as time goes by an ever greater
portion of the American public will become
aware of its dangers and inequities. I am
happy to join with you in the necessary
program to educate the public.

INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN POST-
AL RATES AND CHARGES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 49) to investi-
gate certain matters respecting postal
rates and charges in handling certain
mail matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to Senate reso-
lution 49, as amended.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

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

Aiken Green McCarran
Anderson Griswold McCarthy
Barrett Hayden MecClellan
Beall Hendrickson  Millikin
Bennett Hennings Monroney
Bricker Hickenlooper Morse
Bush Hill Mundt
Butler, Nebr. Hoey Payne

yrd Holland Potter
Capehart Humphrey Furtell
Carlson Hunt Robertson
Case Ives Russell
Clements Jackson Saltonstall
Cooper Jenner Schoeppel
Cordon Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Smith, N.J.
Dirksen Johnston, 8. C. Smith, N. C.
Douglas Eefauver Sparkman
Duft Eennedy Stennis
Dworshak Kerr Symington
Eastland Kllgore Taft
Ellender Knowland Thye
Ferguson Euchel Tobey
Flanders Langer Watking
Frear Lehman Welker
Fulbright Long Wiley
George Malone Williams
Gillette Mansfield Young
Goldwater Martin
Gore Maybank

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Busa in the chair).
present.

The question is on agreeing to the-reso-
lution, as amended.

(Mr,
A quorum is
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, or any duly.author-
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized and
directed to conduct a thorough study and
investigation with respect to the following
matters:

(1) Postal gates and charges In relation to
the reasonable cost of handling the several
classes of mail matter and special services,
with due allowances in each class for the
care required, the degree of preferment, pri-
ority in handling, and economic value of the
services rendered and the public interest
served thereby.

(2) The extent to which expenditures now
charged to the Post Office Department for
the following items should be excluded in
considering costs for the several classes of
mail matter and speclal services:

(A) Expenditures for free postal services;

(B) Expenditures in excess of revenues for
international postal services;

(C) Expenditures for subsidies for postal
gervices pursuant to law or legislative policy
of Congress;

(D) Expenditures in excess of revenues,
pursuant to the act of June 5, 1930 (39 U. 8. C.
793), not enumerated in the preceding sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), or (C);

(E) Expenditures for services of any char-
acter not otherwise enumerated herein which
may be performed for other departments and
agencies of the Government; and

(F) Expenditures which may be justified
only on a national welfare basis and not
primarily as a business function.

(3) Expenditures for the Post Office De-
partment by other Government agencles
which should be considered in connection
with the cost for the handling of the several
classes of mail matter and special services,
guch as =mployees’ retirement, use of Gov-
ernment buildings, and maintenance sel:vlces.

(4) The extent, if any, to which Post Office
Department expenditures in excess of reve-
nue, for its various services and for the han-
dling of various classes of mail, are justified
as being in the public interest.

(5) The costs of handling, transporting,
and distributing the several classes of mail,
and procedures whereby such costs can be
reduced through improvements in methods
and equipment.

(6) Other matters relating to the improve-
ment of the postal system.

The committee shall report to the Senate
not later than January 31, 1954, the results
of its study and investigation under this
resolution, together with such recommenda-
tions as it may deem advisable.

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of this reso-
lution, the committee, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to em-
ploy upon a temporary basis such technical,
clerical, and other assistants as it deems ad-
visable, and, with the consent of the head of
the department or agency concerned, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government
of the United States.

(b) The committee Is authorized to ap-
point an advisory council of not more than
10 persons which may include representa-
tives of the general public, representative
users of the mails, members of accounting,
management, and engineering firms, postal
experts, representatives of postal employee
organizations, and, with special reference to
ratemaking in their flelds, representatives of
public transportation and distribution or-
ganizations. The functions of the council
shall be to assist the committee in the
studies and investigations authorized by this
resolution. The council shall meet at such
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times and places as may be authorized by the
committee. -

(c) The expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $100,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I move that
the Senate adjourn until Monday next
at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o'clock and 7 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until Monday, March 9,
1953, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate March 6, 1953:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Robert D. Murphy, of Wisconsin, a Foreign
SBervice officer of the class of career minister,
now Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo-
tentiary to Japan, to be an Assistant Secre-
tary of State.

DIrLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

John M. Allison, of Nebraska, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Japan.

UNITED NATIONS

Mrs. Lorena B. Hahn, of Nebraska, to be
the representative of the United States of
America on the Commission on the Status of
Women of the Economic and Soclal Council
of the United Nations for a term expiring
December 31, 1955.

CounciL oF EcoNOMIC ADVISERS

Arthur F, Burns, of New York, to be a
member of the Council of Economic Advisers.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate March 6, 1953:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Harry N. Routzohn, of Ohio, to be Solicitor
for the Department of Labor.

DisTrRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND
AGENCY

Richard R. Atkinson to be a member of the
District of Columbia Redevelopment Land
Agency, for a term of 5 years, eflective on and
after March 4, 1953.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for temporary
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:

To be brigadier generals

Col. Claude Monroe McQuarrie, 012830.

Col. William Lenoir Wilson, 016950, Medi-
cal Corps.

Col. Emil Lenzner, 0O15810.

Col. William Joseph Bradley, O15267.

Col. Ralph Morris Osborne, O16399.

Col. Wallace Hayden Barnes, 016426,

Col. George Edward Martin, O16802.

Col. Philip DeWitt Ginder, O16904.

Col. Louis Theilmann Heath, O18060.

Col. Edwin Rudolph Petzing, O8463.

Col. Charles Harold Royce, O15769.

Col. Paul Maurice Seleen, 016139.

Col. Ralph Copeland Cooper, O17741.

Col. Eugene Fodrea Cardwell, O38662.

Col. Egbert Wesley Van Delden Cowan,
011744, Dental Corps. -

Col. Willis Richardson Slaughter, 05296,

Col. William Lawrence Kay, 010349,

Col. Harrison Shaler, 012080.

Col. John Battle Horton, 0O15150.
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Col. Stanhope Brasfield Mason, 017295.

Col. Robert William Porter, Jr., 018048,

Col. Derrill McCollough Daniel, 029500,

Col. George Andrew Rehm, 012772,

Col. Louis Holmes Ginn, Jr., 017341,

Col. James Stewart Willis, 015607.

Col. Holger Nelson Toftoy, 016422, .

Col. Frank Coffin Holbrook, 016654,

Col. Max Sherred Johnson, 016745,

Col. Robert Highman Booth, 018093,

Col. Willlam White Dick, Jr., 018384,

Col. Earle Gilmore Wheeler, O18715.

Col, William Childs Westmoreland, 020223.

Col. Louis Watkins Prentiss, 014672,

Col. Francis Elliot Howard, O16776.

Col. George Edward Lynch, O17715.

Col. Theodore William Parker, O18369.

Col. Charles Edward Hoy, 0185586,

Nore—Above-named officers were ap-
pointed during the recess of the Senate.

INn THE Navy

Eleanor M. Hahn to be a lieutenant in the
Nurse Corps in the Navy.

WITHDRAWALS

Executive nominations withdrawn
from the Senate March 6, 1953:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Walter J. Cummings, Jr., of Illinois, to be
Solicitor General of the United States.
PosT OFFICE DEPARTMENT

William J. Bray, of Connecticut, to be
Assistant Postmaster General.
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, from whom all noble desires
and all good counsels do proceed, rise
mercifully with the morning upon our
darkened hearts. In this tragic and
tangled world we are conscious of our
woeful inadequacy to sit in the seats of
judgment, to balance the seales of justice
and to respond with equity to the myriad
calls of human need. In this forum of a
people’s hope wilt Thou crown the delib-
erations with spacious thinking and with
sympathy for all mankind, multitudes of
whom are bound by the shackles of
tyranny. Facing questions which con-
front us and almost confound us, quick-
en in us, we beseech Thee, every noble
impulse and dedicate to Thy glory and
for human good our best endeavors;
transform every task into a throne of
service, and sanctify this new week of
labor in the ministry of public affairs
with the benediction of Thy approval.
We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. TaFT, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Friday,
March 6, 1953, 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.
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