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RECESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in recess until 12
o’clock noon tomorow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o’clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, February 23, 1950, at 12 o’clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate February 22, 1950:
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Patrick J. Gilmore, Jr., of Alaska, to be
United States attorney for division No. 1,
district of Alaska. He Is now serving in this
office under an appointment which expired
February 7, 1950.
1 In THE Navy

Vice Adm. John D. Price, United States
Navy, to have the grade, rank, pay, and al-
lowances of a vice admiral while serving as
Chief, Naval Air Training.

Vice Adm. Donald B. Duncan, United States
Navy, to have the grade, rank, pay, and al-
lowances of a vice admiral while serving as
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Opera-
tions).

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1950

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we thank Thee for this
day when we unite to commemorate the
life of George Washington, whom we rev-
erently and affectionately call the Fa-
ther of his Country.

Our hearts expand with pride as we
think of his spirit of adventure, his forti-
tude in times of hardship, and his fidelity
to the principles of righteousness and
justice which inspired him to champion
the cause of the oppressed colonists.

We rejoice in his testimony to a lofty
idealism when he urged his fellow men
to labor to keep alive within their breast
that little spark of celestial fire called
conscience.

We thank Thee above all for his hum-
ble spirit and devout faith which sent
him down upon his knees in prayer in
order that he might know how to march
in step with the eternal will and wisdom
of God.

Grant that the memory of his life may
strengthen the soul of our Republic and
inspire us to labor in faith, in faithful-
ness, and in the fear of the Lord for the
blessedness of all mankind.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee and Mr,
RANKIN made the point of order that a
quorum was not present.

The SPEAEKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House. .

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
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that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

8.75. An act authorizing the construction,
operation, and maintenance of a dam and
incidental works in the main stream of the
Colorado River at Bridge Canyon, together
with certain appurtenant dams and canals,
and for other purposes,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 53]
Allen, I11, Gilmer Poulson
Allen, La. Gregory Powell
Arends Hall, Rabaut
Bailey Edwin Arthur Ramsay
Bates Harden Sabath
Blatnik Hedrick Sadowskl
Boykin Herter Shafer
Bulwinkle Jacobs Smith, Ohlo
Chatham Jones, Mo, Thomas
Chiperfield Moulder Towe
Davies, N. Y. Murdock Van Zandt
Dingell O'Neill Withrow
Fellows Patterson Woodhouse

The SPEAKER. On this roll 393
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand that the Journal be read in full.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the Journal.

The Clerk read the Journal,

Mr. FULTON (interrupting the read-
ing of the Journal). Mr. Speaker, I
move that further reading of the Jour-
nal be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. That can only be
done by unanimous consent.

Mr. STEFAN (interrupting the read-
ing of the Journal). Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the Journal be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ne-
braska?

} Mr, WILLTAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ect.
CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No, 54]
Allen, La. Harden Pace
Arends Hedrick Rabaut
Blatnik Herter Sadowski
Bulwinkle Hope Simpson, Pa.
Burdick Jacobs Smith, Ohio
Byrne, N. Y. Jennings Towe
Case, 8. Dak, Jones, Mo. Van Zandt
Chatham Macy
Davies, N. Y. Marsalis
Gilmer Miller, Md.
Hall, Norton

Edwin Arthur O’Neill
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call 401
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

THE JOURNAL

The Clerk continued reading the
Journal.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was approved.

ANNOUNCEMENT

The SPEAEKER. The Chair under-
stands there is a camera in the gallery.
Whoever has that camera will remove
the camera or remove themselves and
the camera immediately. That is a vio-
lation of the rules of the House.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

In that case, is it not the rule to clear
the gallery?

The SFEAKER. Not necessarily.

Mr. RANKIN. To clear them of those
who are violating the law.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has just
made that suggestion.

GEORGE WASHINGTON'S FAREWELL
ADDRESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the order
of the House of February 16, 1950, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. McSwEeeNEY] to read George
Washington’s Farewell Address.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, we ought to
have the membership here. I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Two hundred and

eighteen Members are present, a
quorum.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
MCcSWEENEY ],

Mr. McSWEENEY. Mr. Speaker,Iam
greatly honored by the opportunity that
the Speaker has given me to read to the
Congress of the United States the pro-
phetic as well as the immortal words of
the immortal George Washington.

As I grow older I am more and more of
the belief that a gracious providence has
blessed America in many ways. Among
his greatest blessings has been the gift to
us of men, unselfish men, like George
Washington, to serve us in the crucial
and critical periods of our history.

Charles Phillips, the great Irish orator,
in going over the famous leaders of the
past, attributed to them each their spe-
cial abilities, and their special contribu-
tions to mankind, but he adds in these
words:

In Individual instances, no doubt, there are
splendid exemplifications of some single,
pecunar qua.nﬂcatzou, but it is reserved for
George Washington to blend them all in one;
and like the lovely chef d'ceuvre of the
Greclan artist to exhibit in one glow of as-

sociated beauty, the pride of every model,
and the perfection of every master,

I think you and I here as we are today
would like to put this great question to
the peoples of the world relative to Mr.
Washington: “How shall we rank thee
upon glory’s page, thou more than soldier
and just less than sage?”
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Mr. Speaker, Mr. Washington’s Fare-
well Address to the people of the United
States:

To the people of the United States:

Frienps anNp FELLow CiTizeNs: The
period for a new election of a citizen to
administer the executive government of
the United States being not far distant,
and the time actually arrived when your
thoughts must be employed in desig-
nating the person who is to be clothed
with that important trust, it appears to
me proper, especially as it may conduce
to a more distinct expression of the
public voice, that I should now apprise
you of the resolution I have formed, to
decline being considered among the
number of those, out of whom a choice
is to be made.

I beg you, at the same time, to do me
the justice to be assured, that this reso-
lution has not been taken, without a
strict regard to all the considerations
appertaining to the relation which binds
a dutiful citizen to his country; and that
in withdrawing the tender of service
which silence in my situation might
imply, I am influenced by no diminution
of zeal for your future interest; no defi-
ciency of grateful respect for your past
kindness; but am supported by a full
conviction that the step is compatible
with both.

The acceptance of, and continuance
hitherto in the office to which your suf-
frages have twice called me, have been
a uniform sacrifice of inclination to the
opinion of duty, and to a deference for
what appeared to be your desire. I con-
stantly hoped that it would have been
much earlier in my power, consistently
with motives which I was not at liberty
to disregard, to return to that retirement
from which I had been reluctantly
drawn. The strength of my inclination
to do this, previous to the last election,
had even led to the preparation of an
address to declare it to you; but mature
reflection on the then perplexed and
critical posture of our affairs with for-
eign nations, and the unanimous advice
of persons entitled to my confidence,
impelled me to abandon the idea.

I rejoice that the state of your con-
cerns, external as well as internal, no
longer renders the pursuit of inclination
incompatible with the sentiment of duty
or propriety; and am persuaded, what-
ever partiality may be retained for my
gervices, that in the present circum-
stances of our country, you will not dis-
approve my determination to retire.

The impressions with which I first
undertook the arduous trust, were ex-
plained on the proper occasion. In the
discharge of this trust, I will only say
that I have, with good intentions, con-
tributed towards the organization and
administration of the government, the
best exertions of which a very fallible
judgment was capable. Not unconscious
in the outset, of the inferiority of my
qualifications, experience, in my own
eyes, perhaps still more in the eyes of
others, has strengthened the motives fo
diffidence of myself; and, every day, the
increasing weight of years admonishes
me more and more, that the shade of
retirement is as necessary to me as it
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will be welcome. Satisfied that if any
circumstances have given peculiar value
to my services they were temporary, I
have the consolation to believe that,
while choice and prudence invite me to
quit the political scene, patriotism does
not forbid it.

In looking forward to the moment
which is to terminate the career of my
political life, my feelings do not permit
me to suspend the deep acknowledgment
of that debt of gratitude which I owe to
my beloved country, for the many honors
it has conferred upon me; still more for
the steadfast confidence with which it
has supported me; and for the oppor-
tunities I have thence enjoyed of mani-
festing my inviolable attachment, by
service faithful and persevering, though
in usefulness unequal to my zeal. If
benefits have resulted to our country
from these services, let it always be re-
membered to your praise, and as an in-
structive example in our annals, that
under circumstances in which the pas-
sions, agitated in every direction, were
liable to mislead amidst appearances
sometimes dubious, vicissitudes of for-
tune often discouraging—in situations
in which not unfrequently, want of suc-
cess has countenanced the spirit of
criticism,—the constancy of your support
was the essential prop of the efforts, and
a guarantee of the plans, by which they
were effected. Profoundly penetrated
with this idea, I shall carry it with me
to my grave, as a strong incitement to
unceasing vows that heaven may con-
tinue to you the choicest tokens of its
beneficence—that your union and broth-
erly affection may be perpetual—that
the free constitution, which is the work
of your hands, may be sacredly main-
tained—that its administration in every
department may be stamped with wis-
dom and virtue—that, in fine, the hap-
piness of the people of these states, under
the auspices of liberty, may be made
complete by so careful a preservation,
and so prudent a use of this blessing, as
will acquire to them the glory of recom-
mending it to the applause, the affection
and adoption of every nation which is
yet a stranger to it.

Here, perhaps, I ought to stop. But a
solicitude for your welfare, which cannot
end but with my life, and the apprehen-
sion of danger, natural to that solicitude,
urge me, on an occasion like the present,
to offer to your solemn contemplation,
and to recomimend to your frequent re-
view, some sentiments which are the re-
sult of much reflection, of no inconsider-
able observation, and which appear to me
all important to the permanency of your
felicity as a people. These will be offered
to you with the more freedom, as you
can only see in them the disinterested
warnings of a parting friend, who can
possibly have no personal motive to bias
his counsel. Nor can I forget, as an en-
couragement to it, your indulgent recep-
tion of my sentiments on a former and
not dissimilar occasion.

Interwoven as is the love of liberty with
every ligament of your hearts, no recom-
mendation of mine is necessary to fortify
or confirm the attachment.

The unity of government which con-
stitutes you one people, is also now dear
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to you. It is justly so; for it is a main
pillar in the edifice of your real inde-
pendence; the support of your tranguil-
lity at home; your peace abroad; of your
safety; of your prosperity; of that very
liberty which you so highly prize. But
as it is easy to foresee that, from differ-
ent causes and from different quarters
much pains will be taken, many artifices
employed, to weaken in your minds the
conviction of this truth, as this is the
point in your political fortress against
which the batteries of internal and ex-
ternal enemies will be most constantly
and actively (though often covertly and
insidiously) directed; it is of infinite
moment, that you should properly esti-
mate the immense value of your national
union to your collective and individual
happiness; that you should cherish a
cordial, habitual, and immovable at-
tachment to it; accustoming yourselves
to think and speak of it as the palladium
of your political safety and prosperity;
watching for its preservation with jeal-
ous anxiety; discountenancing whatever
may suggest even a suspicion that it can,
in any event, be abandoned; and indig-
nantly frowning upon the first dawning
of every attempt to alienate any portion
of our country from the rest, or to
enfeeble the sacred ties which now link
together the various parts.

For this you have every inducement
of sympathy and interest. Citizens by
birth, or choice, of a common country,
that country has a right to concentrate
your affections. The name of American,
which belongs to you in your national
capacity, must always exalt the just
pride of patriotism, more than any ap-
pellation derived from local discrimina-
tions. With slight shades of difference,
you have the same religion, manners,
habits, and political principles. You
have, in a common cause, fought and
triumphed together; the independence
and liberty you possess, are the work of
joint counsels, and joint efforts, of com-
mon dangers, suffering and successes.

But these considerations, however
powerfully they addressed themselves to
your sensibility, are greatly outweighed
by those which apply more immediately
to your interest.—Here, every portion of
our country finds the most commanding
motives for carefully guarding and pre-
serving the union of the whole.

The north, in an unrestrained inter-

course with the south, protected by the .

equal laws of a common government,
finds in the productions of the latter,
great additional resources of maritime
and commercial enterprise, and precious
materials of manufacturing industry.—
The south in the same intercourse, bene-
fiting by the same agency of the north,
sees its agriculture grow and its com-
merce expand. Turning partly into its
own channels the seamen of the north,
it finds its particular navigation invigor=-
ated; and while it contributes, in differ-
ent ways, to nourish and increase the
general mass of the national navigation,
it looks forward to the protection of a
maritime strength, to which itself is un-
equally adapted. The east, in a like in-
tercourse with the west, already finds,
and in the progressive improvement of
interior communications by land and
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water, will more and more find a valuable
vent for the commodities which it brings
from abroad, or manufactures at home.
The west derives from the east supplies
requisite to its growth and comfort—and
what is perhaps of still greater conse-
quence, it must of necessity owe the se-
cure enjoyment of indispensable outlets
for its own productions, to the weight,
influence, and the future maritime
strength of the Atlantic side of the
Union, directed by an indissoluble com-
munity of interest as one nation. Any
other tenure by which the west can hold
this essential advantage, whether de-
rived from its own separate strength; or
from an apostate and unnatural con-
nection with any foreign power, must be
intrinsically precarious.

While then every part of our country
thus feels an immediate and particular
interest in union, all the parts com-
bined cannot fail to find in the united
mass of means and efforts, greater
strength, greater resource, proportion-
ably greater security from external dan-
ger, a less frequent interruption of their
peace by foreign nations; and, what is
of inestimable value, they must derive
from union, an exemption from those
broils and wars between themselves,
which, so frequently afflict neighboring
countries not tied together by the same
government; which their own rivalship
alone would be sufficient to produce, but
which opposite foreign alliances, attach-
ments, and intrigues, would stimulate
and embitter. Hence likewise, they will
avoid the necessity of those overgrown
military establishments, which under any
form of government are inauspicious to
liberty, and which are to be regarded as
particularly hostile to republican liberty.
In this sense it is, that your union ought
to be considered as a main prop of your
liberty, and that the love of the one
ought to endear to you the preservation
of the other.

These considerations speak a persua-
sive language to every reflecting and
virtuous mind and exhibit the continu-
ance of the union as a primary object
of patriotic desire. Is there a doubt
whether a common government can em-
brace so large a sphere? let experience
solve it. To listen to mere speculation in
such a case were criminal. We are au-
thorized to hope that a proper organiza-
tion of the whole, with the auxiliary
agency of governments for the respec-
tive subdivisions, will afford a happy
issue to the experiment, It is well worth
a fair and full experiment. With such
powerful and obvious motives to union,
affecting all parts of our country, while
experience shall not have demonstrated
its impracticability, there will always be
reason to distrust the patriotism of those
who, in any quarter, may endeavor to
weaken its hands.

In contemplating the causes which
may disturb our Union, it occurs as mat-
ter of serious concern, that any ground
should have been furnished for char-
acterizing parties by geographical dis-
criminations,—northern and southern—
Atlantic and.western; whence designing
men may endeavor to excite a belief that
there is a real difference of local inter-
ests and views. One of the expedients
of party to acquire influence within par-
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ticular districts, is to misrepresent the
opinions and aims of other districts.
You cannot shield yourselves too much
against the jealousies and heart burn-
ings which spring from these misrepre-
sentations; they tend to render alien to
each other those who ought to be bound
together by fraternal affection. The in-
habitants of our western country have
lately had a useful lesson on this head;
they have seen, in the negotiation by
the executive, and in the unanimous
ratification by the senate of the treaty

with Spain, and in the universal sat-.

isfaction at the event throughout the
United States, a decisive proof how
unfounded were the suspicions prop-
agated among them of a policy in the
general government and in the Atlantic
states, unfriendly to their interests in
regard to the Mississippi. They have
been witnesses to the formation of two
treaties, that with Great Britain and that
with Spain, which secure to them every-
thing they could desire, in respect to our
foreign relations, towards confirming
their prosperity. Will it not be their
wisdom to rely for the preservation of
these advantages on the union by which
they were procured? Will theynot hence-
forth be deaf to those advisers, if such
they are, who would sever them from
their brethren and connect them with
aliens?

To the efficacy and permanency of
your Union, a government for the whole
is indispensable. No alliances, however
striet, between the parts can be an ade-
quate substitute; they must inevitably
experience the infractions and interrup-
tions which all alliances, in all times,
have experienced. Sensible of this mo-
mentous truth, you have improved upon
your first essay, by the adoption of a con-
stitution of government, better calculated
than your former, for an intimate union,
and for the efficacious management of
your common concerns. This govern-
ment, the offspring of our own choice,
uninfiuenced and unawed, adopted upon
full investigation and mature delibera-
tion, completely free in its principles, in
the distribution of its powers, uniting
security with energy, and maintaining
within itself a provision for its own
amendment, has a just claim to your
confidence and your support. Respect
for its authority, compliance with its
laws, acquiescence in its measures, are
duties enjoined by the fundamental
maxims of true liberty. The basis of our
political systems is the right of the
people to make and to alter their consti-
tutions of government.—But the consti-
tution which at any time exists, until
changed by an explicit and authentic act
of the whole people, is sacredly obliga-
tory upon all. The very idea of the
power, and the right of the people to
establish government, presuppose the
duty of every individual to obey the
established government.

All obstructions to the execution of the
laws, all combinations and associations
under whatever plausible character, with
the real design to direct, control, coun-
teract, or awe the regular deliberations
and action of the constituted authorities,
are destructive of this fundamental
principle, and of fatal tendency.—They
serve to organize faction, to give it an

FEBRUARY 22

artificial and extraordinary force, to put
in the place of the delegated will of the
nation the will of the party, often a small
but artful and enterprising minority of
the community; and, according to the
alternate triumphs of different parties,
to make the public administration the
mirror of the ill concerted and incongru-
ous projects of faction, rather than the
organ of consistent and wholesome plans
digested by common councils, and modi-
fied by mutual interests.

However combinations or associations
of the above description may now and
then answer popular ends, they are likely
in the course of time and things, to be-
come potent engines, by which cunning,
ambitious, and unprincipled men, will be
enabled to subvert the power of the peo-
ple, and to usurp for themselves the reins
of government; destroying afterwards
the very engines which have lifted them
to unjust dominion,

Towards the preservation of your gov-
ernment and the permanency of your
present happy state, it is requisite, not
only that you steadily discountenance
irregular opposition to its acknowledged
authority, but also that you resist with
care the spirit of innovation upon its
principles, however specious the pretext.
One method of assault may be to effect,
in the forms of the constitution, altera-
tions which will impair the energy of the
system; and thus to undermine what
cannot be directly overthrown. In all the
changes to which you may be involved,
remember that time and habit are at
least as necessary to fix the true charac-
ter of governments, as of other human
institutions:—that experience is the sur-
est standard by which to test the real
tendency of the existing constitution of a
country:—that facility in changes, upon
the credit of mere hypothesis and opin-
ion, exposes to perpetual change from
the endless variety of hypothesis and
opinion: and remember, especially, that
for the efficient management of your
common interests in a country so exten-
st_ve as ours, a government of as much
vigor as is consistent with the perfect
security of liberty is indispensable. Lib-
erty itself will find in such a government,
with powers properly distributed and ad-
justed, its surest guardian, It is, indeed,
little else than a name, where the gov-
ernment is too feeble to withstand the
enterprises of faction, to confine each
member of the society within the limits
prescribed by the laws, and to maintain
all in the secure and tranquil enjoyment
of the rights of person and property.

I have already intimated to you the
danger of parties in the state, with par-
ticular references to the founding them
on geographical discrimination. Let me
now take a more comprehensive view,
and warn you in the most solemn manner
against the baneful effects of the spirit
of party generally. .

This spirit, unfortunately, is insepara-
ble from our nature, having its root in
the strongest passions of the human
mind.—It exists under different shapes in
all governments, more or less stifled, con-
trolled, or repressed; but in those of the
popular form it is seen in its greatest
rankness, and is truly their worst enemy.

The alternate domination of one fac-
tion over another, sharpened by the spirit
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of revenge natural to party dissension,
which in different ages and countries has
perpetrated the most horrid enormities,
is itself a frightful despotism. But this
leads at length to a more formal and
permanent despotism. The disorders
and miseries which result, gradually in-
cline the minds of men to seek security
and repose in the absolute power of an
individual; and, soonor or later, the chief
of some prevailing faction, more able or
more fortunate than his competitors,
turns this disposition to the purpose of
his own elevation on the ruins of public
liberty.

Without looking forward to an extrem-
ity of this kind, (which nevertheless
ought not to be entirely out of sight) the
common and continual mischiefs of the
spirit of party are sufficient to make it
the interest and duty of a wise people to
discourage and restrain it.

It serves always to distract the public
councils, and enfeeble the public ad-
ministration. It agitates the community
with ill founded jealousies and false
alarms; kindles the animosity of one part
against another; foments occasional riot
and insurrection. It opens the door to
foreign influence and corruption, which
finds a facilitated access to the govern-
ment itself through the channels of party
passions. Thus the policy and the will of
one country are subjected to the policy
and will of another. -

There is an opinion that parties in free
countries are useful checks upon the
administration of the government, and
serve to keep alive the spirit of liberty.
This within certain limits is probably
true; and in governments of a monar-
chial cast, patriotism may look with
indulgence, if not with favor upon the
spirit of party. But in those of the pop-
ular character, in governments purely
elective, it is a spirit not to be encouraged.
From their natural tendency, it is certain
there will always be enough of that spirit
for every salutary purpose. And there
being constant danger of eXcess, the
effort ought to be, by force of public opin-
fon, to mitigate and assuage it. A fire
not to be quenched, it demands a uni-
form vigilance to prevent it bursting into
a flame, lest instead of warming, it should
consume,

It is important likewise, that the habits
of thinking in a free country should
inspire caution in those intrusted with
its administration, to confine themselves
within their respective constitutional
spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the
powers of one department, to encroach
upon another. The spirit of encroach-
ment tends to consolidate the powers of
all the departments in one, and thus to
create, whatever the form of government,
a real despotism. A just estimate of that
love of power and proneness to abuse it
which predominate in the human heart,
is sufficient to satisfy us of the truth of
this position. The necessity of reciprocal
checks in the exercise of political power,
by dividing and distributing it into differ-
ent depositories, and constituting each
the guardian of the public weal against
invasion of the others, has been evinced
by experiments ancient and modern;
some of them in our country and under
our own eyes.—To preserve them must be
as necessary as to institute them. If, in
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the opinion of the people, the distribu-
tion or modification of the constitutional
powers be in any particular wrong, let
it be corrected by an amendment in the
way which the constitution designates.—
But let there be no change by usurpation;
for though this, in one instance, may be
the instrument of good, it is the custom-
ary weapon by which free governments
are destroyed. The precedent must al-
ways greatly overbalance in permanent
evil any partial or transient benefit
which the use can at any time yield.

Of all the dispositions and habits which
lead to political prosperity, religion and
morality are indispensable supports. In
vain would that man claim the tribute
of patriotism, who should labor to subvert
these great pillars of human happiness,
these firmest props of the duties of men
and citizens. The mere politician, equally
with the pious man, ought to respect and
to cherish them. A volume could not
trace all their connections with private
and public felicity. Let it simply be
asked, where is the security for property,
for reputation, for life, if the sense of
religious obligation desert the oaths
which are the instruments of investiga-
tion in courts of justice? And let us with
caution indulge the supposition that
morality can be maintained without re-
ligion. Whatever may be conceded to
the influence of refined education on
minds of peculiar structure, reason and
experience both forbid us to expect, that
national morality can prevail in exclu-
sion of religious principle.

It is substantially true, that virtue or
morality is a necessary spring of popular
government. The rule, indeed extends
with more or less force to every species
of free government. Who that is a sin-
cere friend to it can look with indiffer-
ence upon attempts to shake the founda-
tion of the fabric?

Promote, then, as an object of primary
importance, institutions for the general
diffusion of knowledge. In proportion
as the structure of a government gives
force to public opinion, it should be
enlightened.

As a very important source of strength
and security, cherish public credit. One
method of preserving it is to use it as
sparingly as possible, avoiding occasions
of expense by cultivating peace, but re-
membering, also, that timely disburse-
ments, to prepare for danger, frequently
prevent much greater disbursements to
repel it; avoiding likewise the accumu-
lation of debt, not only by shunning oc-
casions of expense, but by vigorous exer-
tions, in time of peace, to discharge the
debts which unavoidable wars may have
occasioned, not ungenerously throwing
upon posterity the burden which we
ourselves ought to bear. The execution
of these maxims belongs to your repre-
sentatives, but it is necessary that publie
opinion should cooperate. To facilitate
to them the performance of their duty, it
is essential that you should practically
bear in mind, that towards the payment
of debts there must be revenue; that to
have revenue there must be taxes, that
no taxes can be devised which are not
more or less inconvenient and unpleas-
ant; that the intrinsic embarrassment
inseparable from the selection of the
proper object (which is always a choice
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of difficulties,) ought to be a decisive mo-
tive for a candid construction of the con-
duct of the government in making it,
and for a spirit of acquiescence in the
measures for obtaining revenue, which
the public exigencies may at any time
dictate.

Observe good faith and justice towards
all nations; cultivate peace and harmony
with all. Religion and morality enjoin
this conduct, and can it be that good
policy does not equally enjoin it? It will
be worthy of a free, enlightened, and, at
no distant period, a great nation, to give
to mankind the magnanimous and tco
novel example of a people always guided
by an exalted justice and benevolence.
Who can doubt but, in the course of time
and things, the fruits of such a plan
would richly repay any temporary ad-
vantages which might be lost by a steady
adherence to it; can it be that Provi-
dence has not connected the permanent
felicity of a nation with its virtue? The
experiment, at least is recommended by
every sentiment which ennobles human
nature. Alas! is it rendered impossible
by its vices?

In the execution of such a plan, noth-
ing is more essential than that perma-
nent, inveterate antipathies against par-
ticular nations and passionate attach-
ments for others, should be excluded;
and that in place of them, just and ami-
cable feelings towards all should be culti-
vated. The nation which indulges to-
wards another an babitual hatred, or an
habitual fondness, is in some degree a
slave. It is a slave to its animosity or
to its affection, either of which is suffi-
cient to lead it astray from its duty and
its interest. Antipathy in one nation
against another disposes each more
readily to offer insult and injury, to lay
hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to
be haughty and intractable when acci-
dental or trifling occasions of dispute
occur. Hence, frequent collisions, ob-
stinate, envenomed, and bloody contests,
The nation, prompted by ill will and re-
sentment, sometimes impels to war the
government, contrary to the best calcu-
lations of policy. The government some-
times participates in the national pro-
pensity, and adopts through passion
what reason would reject; at other times,
it makes the animosity of the nation sub-
servient to projects of hostility, insti-
gated by pride, ambition, and other sin-
ister and pernicious motives. The peace
often, sometimes perhaps the liberty of
nations, has been the victim.

So likewise, a passionate attachment
of one nation for another produces a
variety of evils. Sympathy for the fa-
vorite nation, facilitating the illusion of
an imaginary common interest, in cases
where no real common interest exists,
and infusing into one the enmities of
the other, betrays the former into a par-
ticipation in the quarrels and wars of
the latter, without adequate inducements
or justifications. It leads also to con=-
cessions, to the favorite nation, of privi-
leges denied to others, which is apt
doubly to injure the nation making the
concessions, by unnecessary parting
with what ought to have been retained,
and by exciting jealousy, ill will, and a
disposition to retaliate in the parties
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from whom equal privileges are with-
held; and it gives to ambitious, corrupted
or deluded citizens who devote them-
selves to the favorite nation, facility to
betray or sacrifice the interests of their
own country, without odium, sometimes
even with popularity; gilding with the
appearances of a virtuous sense of obli-
gation, a commendable deference for
public opinion, or a laudahle zeal for
public good, the base or foolish compli-
ances of ambition, corruption, or infat-
‘uation.

As avenues to foreign influence in
innumerable ways, such attachments are
particularly alarming to the truly en-
lightened and independent patriot. How
many opportunities do they afford to
tamper with domestic factions, to prac-
tice the arts of seduction, to mislead
public opinion, to influence or awe the
public councils!—Such an attachment of
a small or weak, towards a great and
powerful nation, dooms the former to be
the satellite of the latter.

Against the insidious wiles of foreign
influence, (I conjure you to believe me
fellow citizens,) the jealousy of a free
people ought to be consiantly awake;
since history and experience prove, that
foreign influence is one of the most bane-
ful foes of republican government. But
that jealousy, to be useful, must be im-
partial, else it becomes the instrument of
the very influence to be avoided, instead
of a defense against it. Excessive par-
tiality for one foreign nation and ex-
cessive dislike for another, cause those
whom they actuate to see danger only
on one side, and serve to veil and even
second the arts of influence on the other.
Real patriots, who may resist the in-
trigues of the favorite, are liable to be-
come suspected and odious; while its
tools and dupes usurp the applause and
confidence of the people, to surrender
their interests.

The great rule of conduct for us, in
regard to foreign nations, is, in extending
our commercial relations, to have with
them as little political connection as
possible. So far as we have already
formed engagements, let them be ful-
filled with perfect good faith:—Here let
us stop.

Europe has a set of primary interests,
which to us have none, or a very remote
relation. Hence, she must be engaged in
frequent controversies, the causes of
which are essentially foreign to our con-
cerns. Hence, therefore, it must be un-
wise in us to implicate ourselves, by arti-
ficial ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes
of her politics, or the ordinary combina-
tions and collusions of her friendships or
enmities.

Our detached and distant situation in-
vites and enables us to pursue a differ-
ent course. If we remain one people,
under an efficient government, the period
is not far off when we may defy material
injury from external annoyance; when
we may take such an attitude as will
cause the neutrality we may at any time
resolve upon, to be scrupulously respect-
ed; when belligerent nations, under the
impossibility of making acquisitions upon
us, will not lightly hazard the giving us
provocation, when we may choose peace
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or war, as our interest, guided by justice,
shall counsel.

Why forego the advantages of so pe-
culiar a situation? Why quit our own
to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by
interweaving our destiny with that of
any part of Europe, entangle our peace
and prosperity in the toils of European
ambition, rivalship, interest, humor, or
caprice?

It is our true policy to steer clear of
permanent alliance with any portion of
the foreign world; so far, I mean, as we
are now at liberty to do it; for let me not
be understood as capable of patronizing
infidelity to existing engagements. I
hold the maxim no less applicable to
public than private affairs, that honesty
is always the best policy. I repeat it,
therefore, let those engagements be ob-
served in their genuine sense. But in
my opinion, it is unnecessary, and would
be unwise to extend them.

Taking care always to keep ourselves
by suitable establishments, on a re-
spectable defensive posture, we may
safely trust to temporary alliances for
extraordinary emergencies,

Harmony, and a liberal intercourse
with all nations, are recommended by
policy, humanity, and interest. But even
our commercial policy should hold an
equal and impartial hand; neither seek-
ing nor granting exclusive favors or pref-
erences; consulting the natural course of
things; diffusing and diversifying by
gentle means the streams of commerce,
but foreing nothing; establishing with
powers so disposed, in order to give trade
a stable course, to define the rights of
our merchants, and to enable the gov-
ernment to support them, conventional
rules of intercourse, the best that present
circumstances and mutual opinion will
permit, but temporary, and liable to be
from time to time abandoned or varied as
experience and circumstances shall dic-
tate; constantly keeping in view, that it
is folly in one nation to look for disin-
terested favors from another; that it
must pay with a portion of its independ-
ence for whatever it may accept under
that character; that by such acceptance,
it may place itself in the condition of
having given equivalents for nominal
favors, and yet of being reproached with
ingratitude for not giving more. There
can be no greater error than to expect,
or calculate upon real favors from na-
tion to nation. It is an illusion which
experience must cure, which a just pride
ought to discard.

In offering to you, my countrymen,
these counsels of an old and affectionate
friend, I dare not hope they will make
the strong and lasting impression I could
wish; that they will control the usual
current of the passions, or prevent
our nation from running the course
which has hitherto marked the destiny
of nations, but if I may even flatter
myself that they may be productive of
some partial benefit, some occasional
good; that they may now and then recur
to moderate the fury of party spirit, to
warn against the mischiefs of foreign
intrigue, to guard against the impostures
of pretended patriotism; this hope will
be a full recompense for the solicitude

FEBRUARY 22

for your welfare by which they have been
dictated.

How far, in the discharge of my official
duties, I have been guided by the prin-
ciples which have been delineated, the
public records and other evidences of my
conduct must witness to you and to the
world. To myself, the assurance of my
own conscience is, that I have, at least,
believed myself to be guided by them.

In relation to the still subsisting war
in Europe; my proclamation of the 22d
of April, 1793, is the index to my plan.
Sanctioned by your approving voice, and
by that of your representatives in both
houses of congress, the spirit of that
measure has continually governed me,
uninfluenced by any attempts to deter or
divert me from it.

After deliberate examination, with the
aid of the best lights I could obtain, I
was well satisfied that our country,
under all the circumstances of the case,
had a right to take, and was bound in
duty and interest, to take a neutral posi-
tion. Having taken it, I determined, as
far as should depend upon me, to main-
tain it with moderation, perseverance
and firmness.

The considerations which respect the
right to hold this conduct, it is not neces-
sary on this occasion to detail. I will
only observe that, according to my un-
derstanding of the matter, that right, so
far from being denied by any of the bel-
ligerent powers, has been virtually
admitted by all.

The duty of holding a ncutral conduct
may be inferred, without any thing more,
from the obligation which justice and
humanity impose on every nation, in
cases in which it is free to act, to main-
tain inviolate the relations of peace and
amity towards other nations.

The inducements of interest for ob-
serving that conduet will best be referred
to your own reflections and experience.
With me a predominant motive has been
to endeavor to gain time to our country
to settle and mature its yet recent insti-
tutions, and to progress, without inter-
ruption, to that degree of strength, and
consistency which is necessary to give it,
humanly speaking, the command of its
own fortunes.

Though in reviewing the incidents of
my administration, I am unconscious of
intentional error, I am nevertheless too
sensible of my defects not to think it
probable that I may have committed
many errors. Whatever they may be, I
fervently beseech the Almighty to avert
or mitigate the evils to which they may
tend. I shall also carry with me the
hope that my country will never cease to
view them with indulfence; and that,
after forty-five years of my life dedicated
to its service, with an upright zeal, the
faults of incompetent abilities will be
consigned to oblivion, as myself must
soon he to the mansions of rest.

Relying on its kindness in this as in
other things, and actuated by that fer-
vent love towards it, which is so natural
to a man who views in it the native soil
of himself and his progenitors for several
generations; I anticipate with pleasing
expectation that retreat mn which I
promise myself to realize without alloy,
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the sweet enjoyment of partaking, in
the midst of my fellow citizens, the be-
nign influence of good laws under a free
government—the ever favorite object of
my heart, and the happy reward, as I
trust, of our mutual cares, labors and
dangers.
GEeo. WASHINGTON.,
UNITED STATES,
17th September, 1796.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 75. An act authorizing the construetion,
operation, and maintenance of a dam and
incidental works in the main stream of the
Colorado River at Bridge Canyon, together
with certain appurtenant dams and canals,
‘and for other pnirposes; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAEKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

S.204, An act for the relief of Eugenlo
Maisterrena Barreneche;

S.229. An act for the relieZ of E. W. Eaton
Coal Co.;

8.309. An act for the relief of Gabe Bud-
wee;

8.821. An act for the relief of Lloyd D.
Lyles;

5.481. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Clarence Herbert Hartman, a
minor;

S.563. An act for the rellef of the P. 8.
Cook Co.;

8.914, An act for the rellef of Gladys Inez
Greenwood;

5. 1449. An act for the relief of Rcbert B.
Workman;

8.1916. An act for the relief of Edna A.
Bauser;

8. 1933. An act for the relief of C. L. Leffing-
well and others; and

5. 2520. An act to authorize the sale of cer-
tain allotted devised land on the Winnebago
Reservation, Nebr.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr, COX, Mr. Speaker, I offer a priv-
{leged motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Cox moves that as a further mark of

respect to the memory of George Washington
the House do now adjourn.,

The SPEARER. The question is on
the motion.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr, Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 127, nays 278, not voting 26,
as follows:

[Roll No. 55]
YEAS—127
Abbitt Brooks Davis, Ga
Abernethy Brown, Ga. Davis, Tenn
Albert Bryson Deane
Allen, Il Burleson DeGraffenried
Andrews Burton Dolliver
Barden Camp Doughton
Bates Carlyle Durham
Battle Chelf Elliott
Beckworth Colmer Evins
Bennett, Fla. Combs Fernandez
Bentsen Cooley Fisher
Boggs, La. Cooper Frazler
Bolton, Md. Cox Fugate
Bonner Crawford Gary
Boykin Curtis Gathings

XCVI—136

Gillette
Gore
Gossett
Grant
Gregory
Hardy
Hare
Harris
Harrison

.Hays, Ark.

Hébert
Herlong

Hobbs
Hoffman, Mich.
Jensen

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N. C.
Eerr

Kilburn
Kllday
Lanham
Larcade

Lucas

Lyle

McMillan, 8. C.
Magee

Mahon

Mason

Addonizio
Allen, Calif,
Andersen,
H. Carl
Andresen,
August H.
Angell
Aspinall
Auchincloss
Bailey
Baring
Barrett, Pa.
Barrett, Wyo.
Beall
Bennett, Mich.
Biemiller
Bishop
Blackney
Blatnik
Boggs, Del
Bolling
Bolton, Ohlo
Bosone
Bramblett
Breen
Brehm
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Buckley, I1l.
Buckley, N. ¥.
Burdick
Burke
Burnside
Byrpe, N. Y.
Byrnes, Wis.
Canfield
Cannon
Carnahan
Carroll
Case, N. J.
Case, S. Dak,
Cavalcante
Celler
Chesney
Chiperfield
Christopher
Chudoff
Church
Clemente
Clevenger
Cole, Kans,
Cole, N. Y.
Corbett
Cotton
Coudert
Crook
Crosger
Cunningham
Dague
Davenport
Davis, Wis,
Dawson
Delaney
Denton
D'Ewart
Dingell
Dollinger
Dondero
Donohue
Douglas
Doyle
Eaton

Meyer
Miles
Mills
Morrison
Murray, Tenn.
Nicholson
Norrell
Pace
Passman
Patman
Peterson
Pickett
Plumley

(]
Preston
Priest
Rains
Rankin
Redden
Regan
Rich
Richards
Rivers
Rogers, Fla.
Shafer
Bhort
Sikes
Simpson, Pa.

NAYS—278

Eberharter
Ellsworth
Elston
Engel, Mich.
Engle, Calif,

. Fallon

Feighan
Fellows
Fenton
Flood
Fogarty
Forand
Ford
Fulton
Furcolo
Gamble
Garmatz
Gavin
Goodwin
Gordon
Gorski
Graham
Granahan
Granger
Green
Gross
Gwinn
Hagen
Hale
Hall,
Leonard W
Halleck
Hand
Hart
Harvey
Havenner
Hays, Ohio
Heflfernan
Heller
Herter
Heselton
Hill
Hinshaw
Hceven
Hoffman, Il
Holifield
Holmes
Hope
Horan
Howell
Huber
Hull
Irving
Jackson, Calif.
Jackson, Wash.
Jacobs
James
Javits
Jenison
Jenkins
Johnson
Jonas
Judd
Karst
Karsten
Eean
Kearney
Kearns
Keating
Kee

Keefe
Kelley, Pa.

Sims
Smathers
Smith, Kans.
Smith, Va
Stanley
Sutton
Tackett
Teague
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Trimble
Underwood
Vinson
Vursell
Wheeler
Whitaker
Whitten
Whittington
Willlams
Willis
‘Wilson, Tex.
Winstead
‘Wood
Woodruft
Worley

Kelly, N. Y.
Kennedy
Keogh
King
Klein
Kruse
Kunkel
Lane
Latham
LeCompte
LeFevre

McCarthy
McConnell
McCormack
McCulloch
McDonough
McGrath
MceGregor
MecGuire
McKinnon
McMillen, I1L
McSweeney
Mack, IIL.
Mack, Wash.
Madden
Mansfield
Marcantonio
Marsalis
Martin, Iowa
Martin, Mass.
Merrow
Michener
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr.
Mitchell
Monroney
Morris
Morton
Moulder
Multer
Murphy
Murray, Wis.
Nelson
Nixon
Noland
Norblad
Norton
O'Brien, Il
O’Brien, Mich.
O'Hara, Iil.
O'Hara, Minn.
O'Konski
O'Neill
O'Sullivan
O'Toole
Patten
Patterson
Perkins
Pfelfer,
Joseph L.
Pieiffer,
Willlam L.
Philbin
Phillips, Calif,
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Phillips, Tenn. Scott, Hardle Vorys
Polk Scott, Wadsworth
Potter Hugh D., Jr. Wagner
Powell Scrivner Walsh
Price Scudder Walter
Quinn Secrest Weichel
Ramsay Shelley Welch
Reed, I11 Sheppard Werdel
Reed, N. Y Simpson, Il ‘White, Calif.
Rees Smith, Wis. Wickersham
Rhodes Spence Widnall
Ribicoff Staggers Wier
Riehlman Steed Wigglesworth
Rodino Stefan Wilson, Ind.
Rogers, Mass. Stigler Wilson, Okla
Rooney Stockman Withrow
Roosevelt Sullivan Wolcott
Sabath Taber Wolverton
Sadlak Talle Woodhouse
St. George Taurlello Yates
Sanborn Taylor Young
Sasscer Tollefson Zablockl
Saylor Velde

NOT VOTING—26
Allen, La. Harden Poulson
Anderson, Callf. Hedrick ‘Rabaut
Arends Jennings Sadowsk!
Bulwinkle Jones, Mo. Smith, Ohlo
Chatham Kirwan Towe
Davies, N. Y. Lichtenwalter Van Zandt
Gilmer Macy White, Idaho
Golden Marshall

Hall, Morgan

Edwin Arthur Murdock

So the motion was not agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Gilmer for, with Mr. Van Zandt against.

Mr. Jones of Missourl for, with Mr, Davies
of New York against.

Mr. Allen of Loulsiana for, with Mr. Rabaut
against,

Mr. Chatham for,
against.

Mr. Arends for with Mr, Kirwan against.

Mr. Bulwinkle for, with Mr. Morgan against,

Until further notice:

Mr, Hedrick with Mr. Anderson of Califor-
nia.
Mr, White of Idaho with Mr. Lichtenwalter,
Mr. Marshall with Mr, Macy.

Mr, Murdock with Mr, Edwin Arthur Hall.

Mr. VurserL changed his vote from
“no” to “aye.”

The result of the vote was announce
as above recorded. -

MOTION TO DISPENSE WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to dispense for the day with
the operation of clause 7, rule XXIV,
providing for the call of committees on
Calendar Wednesday.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Must not the
motion be in writing?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida.
is in writing.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Recers of Florlda moves to dispense
for the day with the operation of clause T,
rule XXIV, providing for the call of com=
mittees on Calendar Wednesday.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, do the rules provide for recognition
on the motion?

with Mr. Sadowskl

The motion
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The SPEAKER. Yes; 5 minutes for
and 5 minutes against. The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Florida for
5 minutes.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr, Speaker, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Is not that
motion subject to a motion to table?

The SPEAKER. The Chair would not
think so.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, we have just heard read the Farewell
Address of George Washington, the
Father of our Counfry, who was first in
war, first in peace, and first in the hearts
of his fellow-countrymen. In that mes-
sage he enjoined unity and harmony
among the people of this Nation.

He called upon the North; he called
upon the South; he called upon the
East, and he called upon the West to
cooperate and work together in har-
mony and unity for the perpetuity of
this great Nation. Yet today we are at-
tempting to call up FEPC, a measure
that will bring dissension, that will bring
turmoil, confusion, and hatred among
our people at a time when we should
have unity, when we should have har-
mony and cooperation. In the greatest
law-making body in the world this
measure embroils discord, engenders
dissension, and brings about confusion.
There is on the part of some an effort
to jam down the throats of others a
measure, & principle, that is contrary to
American ideals, to American liberty,
and to the American Constitution and
our American way of life.

Mr. Speaker, the FEPC is a measure
that will take away from that man who
is in business the freedom and the
liberty of choosing those who may work
in his plant or who may get into his
employment. It takes away a constitu-
tional liberty which the employer should
enjoy. It takes away from the employer
the right and liberty to say whether he
will employ one man or another. If this
measure is passed, the employer’s choice
of selecting who shall work for him and
be placed on his pay roll will be taken
away. Is that right? Is that Ameri-
canism?

To me that is a step toward dictator-
ship. To me that is a step toward totali-
tarianism which all of us good Ameri-
cans are supposedly- fighting against.

Let me make the suggestion to you
Members who are anxiously crying for
FEPC for political purposes. Take it
back to your State legislatures, for this
is a State function for the legislatures of
the various States.

If the people of Florida do not want
this legislation, for God'’s sake do not put
it upon them. Go back to your State
legislatures, That is the place for this
type of legislation. That would be de-
mocracy. Let the people of the various
States say whether or not they want this
legislation. If they do, put it into effect;
Congress should not undertake to dic-
tate to the several States in this type of
legislation. If you will do that and the
States pass it, that is up to them; that is
local self-government.

Let me say now to those who are such
stanch supporters of this legislation, if
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you will go back to the States with it you
can give more employment than under
this measure because this measure only
applies to interstate commerce, or to
those who produce goods by interstate
commerce. Many thousand more em-
ployees will be tiken care of if you go
back to your States. So, if it is good at
all, go to your State legislatures and let
them do it. I think that should be done.
If we are to be free, we must preserve
State’s rights against national power,
and protect the rights of the States and
the people in their freedom. ILet us re-
call in this solemn hour what Thomas
Jefferson said: “Were we directed from
Washington when to sow and when to
reap, we should soon want bread,” and
paraphrasing this—if Congress is to tell
our people whom to hire in their own
business, then sooner or later there will
be no private enterprise, but only Gov-
ernment business.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. If the gentleman's
motion prevails, then this House will
have done that which it has done from
time immemorial, since the time when
the memory of man runneth not to the
contrary, and that is to adjourn after
the reading of George Washington's
Farewell Address.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. This Con-
gress has always adjourned in memory
of the Father of our Country after the
reading of his Farewell Address, and to
refuse to adjourn now and take up this
controversial and unconstitutional
measure is a desecration of the memory
of the Father of our Country, who stood
for peace, unity, and harmony.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Florida has expired.

Mr. B Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman a
member of the committee?

Mr. BIEMILLER. I am not, Mr,
Speaker.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman &
member of the committee?

Mr, MORTON. Iam, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may
proceed.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion that we dis-
pense with Calendar Wednesday pro-
ceedings. Regardless of how any one of
us may feel on the question of this legis-
lation, it is high time that this body took
action., The issues involved have been
debated, not only in this well and on
this floor but on every street corner of
America, for several years past. These
continuing arguments have been gener-
ating passions and emotions which are
directly contrary to the elimination of
prejudice, Every man in this body is
interested in the eliminafion of prej-
udice and intolerance.

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. RANEIN. And everywhere that
they have discussed it thoroughly they
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have taken it up in the legislatures and
beaten the fire out of it.

Mr. MORTON. I thank the gentle-
man for his observation. I am notargu-
ing the merits of this bill; I am arguing
only this motion.

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts,

Mr. NICHOLSON. Do not the States
have a right to make their own laws and
run their States as they please without
the Federal Government doing it?

Mr, MORTON. I agree with the gen-
tleman, and I am not arguing that point.
I am arguing the point of whether here
today and now we will settle this issue by
voting one way or the other or whether
we will continue this travesty on the
greatest legislative body in the world.

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr, BIEMILLER. I think the REcorDp
ought to show that an offer was made by
the majority leader to postpone Calendar
Wednesday until Thursday of this week
in deference to George Washington's
Birthday anniversary, but such a move
would have to be by unanimous consent,
and the opponents of this bill objected.

Mr. MORTON. I am not interested in
getting into the politics of the situation.

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

Mr. MORTON. T yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLTIAMS. Let those who would
perpetuate this crime or the American
Constitution——

Mr. MORTON. I yielded for an ob-
servation in connection with the motion,
and not a speech.

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Is not what the gentle-
man is saying directed solely to the point
that it is always said that a majority
could control this House, and what the
gentleman asks is that we act?

Mr. MORTON. That is exactly it. I
think it is time that we face up to this
issue and not hide behind parliamentary
tricks, or the Committee on Rules, or
anything else. You know, we raise a lot
of horses and we race them down in Ken-
tucky. It is a funny thing that this
FEPC bill seems to be a part of that sta-
ble that runs so poorly at this time of
year. The horses in that stable seem to
run their best in November. Now, let us
run FEPC one time during the winter
while Congress is in session and vote it
up or down. 3

Mr, HALLECK, Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana,

Mr. HALLECK, I think it might be an
opportune time to point out to Congress
and to the country that those of us who
contend and have contended that the
rules of the House, in respect to the Com-
mittee on Rules, need not be changed in
order that matters reported by legisla-
tive committees be brought on for action
have had our position justified in the
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fact that today under the call of Calendar
Wednesday the FEPC measure will be
before the House for consideration and
action if the majority of the Members
of the House so desire and act in further-
ance of that desire.

Mr. McCORMACK.
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

M. McCORMACEK. It is my under-
standing that in order for this motion
to prevail to suspend Calendar Wednes-
day, it must be by two-thirds vote.

The SPEAKER. That is correct. -

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As I re-
call, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Javits] made the observation that the
majority of the House could control its
actions. That is all very true, but every
time I have heard him speak he has been
speaking in favor of the minority ruling
in business.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, the ac-
complishments of this session of the
Eighty-first Congress are just about zero.
One reason is that we have spent most
of our time ducking the issue of FEPC.
Now let us quit stall walking and get
to work.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. PICKETT. On that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Does it take a two-
thirds vote on this motion?

The SPEAKER. It does.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 121, nays 285, not voting 25,
as follows:

Mr., Speaker, a

[Roll No. 58]
YEAS—121

Abbitt Fisher Murray, Tenn.
Abernethy Frazier Nicholson
Albert Fugate Norrell
Allen, TI1. Gary Face
Andrews Gathings Passman
Barden Gillette Patman
Bates Gore Peterson
Battle Gossett Pickett
Beckworth Grant Plumley
Bennett, Fla. Gregory Poage
Bentsen Hardy Preston
Boggs, La. Hare Priest
Bonner Harris Rains
Boykin Harrison Rankin
Brooks Hays, Ark. Redden
Brown, Ga Hébert Regan
Bryson Herlong Rich
Burleson Hobbs Richards
Burton Hoffman, Mich. Rivers
Camp Jensen Rogers, Fla,
Carlyle Jones, Ala. Shafer
Chelf Jones, N. C. Short
Colmer Kerr Sikes
Combs Kiiburn Simpson, Pa.
Cooley Kilday Sims
Cooper Lanham Smathers
Cox Larcade Smith, Kans,
Curtis Lucas Smith, Va
Davis, Ga. Lyle Stanley
Dav!s, Tenn. McMillan, 8. C. Sutton
Deane Magee Tackett
DeGraffenried Mahon Teague
Doughton Mason Thomas
Durham Meyer Thompson
Elllott Mills Thornberry
Evins Morrison Trimble

Underwood
Vinson
Vursell
‘Wheeler
Whitten

Addonizio
Allen, Calif.
Andersen,
H, Carl
Andresen,
August H.
Angell
Aspinall
Auchincloss
Bailey
Baring
Barrett, Pa.
Barrett, Wyo.
Beall
Bennett, Mich.
Biemiller
Bishop
Blackney
Blatnik
Boggs, Del.
Bolling
Bolton Md.
Bolton, Ohlo
Bosone
Bramblett
Breen
Brehm
Brown, Ohlo
Buchanan
Buckley, Il
Buckley, N. ¥
Burdick
Burke
Burnside
Byrne, N. Y.
Byrnes, Wis,
Canfield
Carnahan
Carroll
Case, N. J.
Cavalcante
Celler
Chiperfield
Christopher
Chudoff
Church
Clemente
Clevenger
Cole, Kans,
Cqle, N. Y,
Corbett
Cotton
Coudert
Crawford
Crook
Crosser
Cunningham
Dague
Davenport
Davis, Wis.
Dawson
Delaney
Denton
D'Ewart
Dingell
Doilinger
Dolliver
Dondero
Donchue
Douglas
Doyle
Eaton
Eberharter
Ellsworth

‘Elston

Engel, Mich,
Engle, Calif,
Fallon
Feighan
Fellows
Fenton
Fernandez
Flood
Fogarty
Forand
Ford
Fulton
Furcolo
Gamble
Garmatz
Gavin
Golden
Goodwin
Gordon
Gorskl
Graham
Granahan
Granger
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Whittington  Wood
Williams Woodruff
Willis Worley
Wilson, Tex.
Winstead

NAYS—285
Green Morris
Gross Morton
Gwinn Moulder
Hagen Multer
Hale Murphy
Hall, Murray. Wis.

Edwin Arthur Nelson
Hall, Nixon

Leonard W. Noland
Halleck Norblad
Hand Norton
Hart O'Brien, 11,
Harvey O'Brien, Mich
Havenner O'Hara, Iil.
Hays, Ohio O’'Hara, Minn.
Heffernan O'Konski
Heller O’'Neill
Herter O’Sullivan
Heselton O'Toole
Hill Patten
Hinshaw Patterson
Hoeven Perkins
Hoffman, I1l.  Pfeifer,
Holifield Jeseph L.
Holmes Pfeiffer,
Hope Wwilliam L.
Horan Philbin
Howell Phillips, Calif.
Huber Phillips, Tenn.
Hull Polk
Irving Potter
Jackson, Calif. Poulson
Jackson, Wash. Powell
Jacobs Price
James Quinn
Javits Rabaut
Jenison Ramsay
Jenkins Reed, Il1.
Johnson Reed, N. Y.
Jonas Rees
Judd Rhodes
Karst Ribicoff
Earsten Riehlman
Kean Rodino
Kearney Rogers, Mass.
Kearns Rooney
Keating Roosevelt
Kee Sabath
Keefe Sadlak
Eelley, Pa. St. George
Kelly, N. Y. Sanborn
Kennedy Easscer
Keogh Saylor
King Scott, Hardle
Kirwan Scott,
Klein Hugh D., Jr.
Kruse Scrivner
Kunkel Scudder
Lane Secrest
Latham Shelley
LeCompte Sheppard
LeFevre Simpson, I1l.
Lemke Smith, Wis.
Lesinskl Spence
Lichtenwalter Staggers
Lind Steed
Linehan Stefan
Lodge Stigler
Lovre Stockman
Lynch Sullivan
McCarthy Taber
McConnell Talle
McCormack Tauriello
McCulloch Taylor
MeDonough Tollefson
McGrath Velde
McGregor Vorys
McGuire Wagner
McKinnon ‘Walsh
McMillen, Ill. Walter
Mc ¥ Weichel
Mack, Ill. Welch
Mack, Wash.  Werdel
Madden White, Calif.
Mansfleld Widnall
Marcantonlo  Wier
Marsalis Wigglesworth
Martin, JIowa  Wilson, Ind.
Martin, Mass, Wilson, Okla.
Merrow Withrow
Michener Wolcott
Miles ‘Wolverton
Miller, Callf.  Woodhouse
Miller, Md. Yates
Miller, Nebr., Young
Mitchell Zablockl
Monroney [

Morgan
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NOT VOTING—25
Allen, La. Gilmer Smith, Ohlo
Anderson, Calif. Harden Towe
Arends Hedrick Van Zandt
Bulwinkle Jennings Wadsworth
Cannon Jones, Mo. Whitaker
Case, 8. Dak.  Macy White, Idaho
Chatham Marshall Wickersham
Chesney Murdock
Davies, N. Y. Sadowskl

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof), the motion was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Gilmer and Mr. Jones of Missourl for,
with Mr. Van Zandt against.

Mr. Allen of Louisiana and Mr. Chatham
for, with Mr. Davies of New York against.

Mr. Arends and Mr. Macy for, with Mr.
Badowskl agalnst.

Mr. Bulwinkle and Mr. Whitaker for, with
Mr. Towe against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Hedrick with Mr. Wadsworth.

Mr. Chesney with Mr. Smith of Ohio.

Mr., Wickersham with Mrs. Harden.

Mr. White of Idaho with Mr. Case of
Bouth Dakota.

Mr. Murdock with Mr. Anderson of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Marshall with Mr. Jennings.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Two hundred and
seven Members are present; not a
quorum.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 57]

Allen, La. Hedrick Plumley
Arends Herter Sadowski
Beckworth Hope Smith, Ohio
Bolton, Chio  Johnson Thomas
Bulwinkle Jones, Mo, Towe
Cannon King Van Zandt

. Chatham Macy Wadsworth
Combs Mahon Whitaker
Davies, N. ¥, Marshall White, Idaho
Doughton Meyer Whittington
Engle, Calif. Murdock Young
Gllmer Patman
Harden Phillips, Calif.

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 394
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
a point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I make the point of order that proceed-
ings under the call of the House have
not been completed; and I ask that they
be completed.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that further proceedings under the
call be dispensed with.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
on that motion I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The Clerk called the roll, and there
were—yeas 290, nays 115, not voting 26,
as follows:

[Roll No. 58]
YEAS-—2060

Addonizio Gore Martin, Mass.
Allen, Calif, Gorski Merrow
Allen, 111, Graham Michener
Andersen, Granahan Miller, Calif,

H. Carl Granger Miller, Md.
Anderson, Calif.Green Miller, Nebr.
Angell Gross Mitchell
Aspinall Gwinn Monroney
Auchincloss Hagen Morgan
Balley Hale Morris
Baring Hall, Morton
Barrett, Pa. Edwin Arthur Moulder
Barrett, Wyo. 11, Multer
Bates Leonard W. Murphy
Beall Halleck Murray, Wis.
Bennett, Mich. Hand Nelson
Bentsen Hart Nixon
Biemiller Harvey Noland
Bishop Havenner Norblad
Blackney Hays, Ark, Norton
Blatnik Hays, Ohio O'Brien, 11,
Boggs, Del. Heflernan O'Brien, Mich.
Bolling Heller O'Hara, 111,
Bolton, Md. Herter O'Konski
Bolton, Ohio  Heselton O'Neill
Bosone Hill O'Sullivan
Bramblett Hinshaw O’'Toole
Breen Hoeven Patten
Brehm Hoffman, Ill.  Patterson
Brown, Ohio  Holifleld Perkins
Buchanan Holmes Pfeifer,
Buckley, Ill. Hope Joseph L
Buckley, N. ¥. Horan Pfeiffer,
Burdick Howell Willlam L,
Burke Huber Philbin
Burnside Hull Phillips, Calif.
Byrne, N. Y. Irving Phillips, Tenn.
Byrnes, Wis, Jackson, Calif, Polk
Canfield Jackson, Wash. Potter
Cannon Jacobs Poulson
Carnahan James Powell
Carroll Javits Price
Case, N. J. Jenison Quinn
Cavalcante Jenkins Rabaut
Celler Jennings Ramsay
Chesney Johnson Reed, Il.
Chiperfield Jonas Rees
Christopher Judd Rhodes
Chudoff EKarst Ribicoft
Church Karsten Riehlman
Clemente Kean Rodino
Clevenger Kearney Rogers, Mass,
Cole, Eans. Eearns Rooney
Cole, N. Y. Eeating Roosevelt
Corbett Kee Babath
Cotton Keefe Sadlak
Coudert Kelley, Pa. 8t. George
Croock Kelly, N. Y Sanborn
Crosser Kennedy Sasscer
Cunningham gh Baylor
Curtis Eilburn Scott, Hardle
Dague Eing Scott,
Davenport Eirwan Hugh D., Jr.
Davis, Wis Elein Serivner
Dawson Kruse Scudder
Delaney Eunkel Becrest
Denton Lane Shelley
Dingell Latham Sheppard
Dollinger Simpson, 1.
Dolliver LeFevre Epence
Dondero Lemke Staggers
Donohue Lesinskl Steed
Douglas Lichtenwalter Stefan
Doyle Lind Stigler
Eaton Linehan Btockman
Eberharter Lodge Sullivan
Ellsworth Lovre Taber

ston Lynch Talle
Engel, Mich, MeceCarthy Tauriello
Fallon McConnell Taylor
Feighan McCormack Tollefson
Fellows McCulloch Towe
Fenton McDonough Velde
Fisher McGrath Vorys
Flood McGregor Wadsworth
Fogarty McGuire Wagner

McKinnon Walsh

Ford MecMillen, III. 'Walter
Fulton McSweeney Weichel
Furecolo Mack, I11. Welch
Gamble Mack, Wash,  Werdel
Garmata Madden White, Calif.,
Gavin Mansfield Wickersham
Golden Marcantonio  Widnall
Goodwin Marsalis Wier
Gordon Martin, Jowa  Wigglesworth
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Withrow Woodhouse Young
Wolcott ‘Worley Zablocki
‘Wolverton Yates
NAYS—118
Abbitt Gossett Rains
Abernethy Grant Rankin
Albert Gregory Redden
Andrews Hardy Regan
Barden Hare Rich
Battle Harrls Richards
Beckworth Harrlson Rivers
Bennett, Fla. Hébert Rogers, Fla
Boggs, La Herlong Short
Bonner Hobbs Bikes
Boykin Hoffman, Mich. S8impson, Pa.
Brooks Jensen
Brown, Ga. Jones, Ala. Smathers
Bryson - Jones, N.C. Smith, Kans,
Burleson Kerr Smith, Va.
Burton Kilday Smith, Wis.
Camp Lanham Btanley
Carlyle Larcade Button
Chelf Lucas Tackett
Colmer Lyle Teague
Combs McMillan, 8. C. Thomas
Cooley Magee Thompson
Cooper Mahon Thornberry
Cox Meyer Trimble
Crawford Miles Underwood
Davis, Ga. Mills Vinson
Davis, Tenn. Morrison Wheeler
Deane Murray, Tenn, Whitten
DeGraffenried Nicholson Whittington
D'Ewart Norrell Williams
Durham O'Hara, Minn, Willis
Elliott Pace Wilson, Ind.
Evins Passman Wilson, Okla.
Fernandez Patman Wilson, Tex.
Frazier Peterson Winstead
Fugate Pickett Wood
Gary Poage ‘Woodruff
Gathings Preston
Gillette Priest
NOT VOTING—26

Allen, La. Engle, Calif, Plumley
Andresen, Gilmer Reed, N. Y.

August H, Harden Sadowski
Arends Hedrick Shafer
Bulwinkle Jones, Mo, Smith, Ohio
Case, 8. Dak Macy Van Zandt
Chatham Marshall Vursell
Davies, N. ¥, Mason Whitaker
Doughton Murdock ‘White, Idaho

So the motion was agreed to. .

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Van Zandt for, with Mr. Gilmer against,

Mr. Davies of New York for, with Mr. Jones
of Missourl against.

Mr. Sadowski for, with Mr, Allen of Louisi=
ena against,

Until further notice:

. Hedrick with Mr. Case of South Dakota.
. Whitaker with Mrs. Harden.

. Murdock with Mr. Shafer.

. White of Idaho with Mr. Macy.

. Marshall with Mr. Mason.

. Chatham with Mr. Reed of New York.
. Bulwinkle with Mr. Vursell.

Mr. Doughton with Mr. August H. Andresen.

EB

EEEEE

Mrs. BorToN of Ohio changed her vote

n.om unayn to uyea.n

Mr. AucnHINcLOsS changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

Mr. Gavin changed his vote from “nay”
to “yea.”

Mr. Bearr changed his vote from “nay™
to uyea.u

Mr. NicrorLson changed his vote from
ttyean to (!my.n
~ Mr, AuBerT changed his vote from
‘yeaD) to i .’, -

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
ta.bAl motion to reconsider was laid on the

.

FEBRUARY 22

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry-.

The SPEAKER., The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. SIKES. I wonder if it will not be
in order, in view of the lateness of the
hour and the fact that we cannot dur-
ing the remainder of the day possibly
give due consideration to the measure it
is proposed to bring up——

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, Ide-
mand the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will not
listen to the gentleman make a speech.
If the gentleman desires to propound a
parliamentary inquiry, he should state it.

Mr. SIKES. Would it be in order to
move that further proceedings under the
call of the Calendar of Committees be
dispensed with?

Mr, SABATH. That has been voted
down twice.

The SPEAKER. That has just been
voted on.

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

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, that has
been voted down twice.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr, Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. KEEFE. Where a point of order
of no quorum has been made and the
Speaker directs the calling of the roll,
and at the conclusion of the calling of
the roll a quorum is established, what
further proceedings under the call are
contemplated that require the making of
a motion that further proceedings under
the call be dispensed with, and force
another roll call on that issue?

The SPEAKER. It might be possible
that the Members present would want to
call other Members to the session; they
might want to send out to get absent
Members,

Mr. KEEFE, With all due deference
to the Speaker, I am merely seeking in-
formation. I have been here 12 years
and this is a matter that has always
bothered me and bothered many other
Members of the House. Is there any
reason why further proceedings should
be had once the call of the roll indicates
the presence of a quorum?

The SPEAKER. That is a matter to
be decided by the membership of the
House, They may want other Members
here for the consideration of certain
business; they could have a further call
of the House and send out and get the
absent Members,

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, may
I be heard?

The SPEAEER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. The Speaker is
absolutely correct, but may I not add the
further thought that when a quorum call
is made the doors are closed, and the
Sergeant at Arms is directed to notify
absent Members. There are certain pro-
cedures that must be followed after the
calling of the roll, such as the opening
of the doors. Furthermore, when a
quorum call is made it presumably con-
tinues or could continue until Members
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are sent for, That motion is made to
bring it to a definite conclusion.

Mr. KEEFE. Theoretically the doors
are closed. That is what I have observed
since I have been here,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SikeEs] moves that the
House do now adjourn.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr, Speaker, a
point of order on the motion.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 1
submit the motion to adjourn is dilatory.
While I recognize that intervening busi-
ness has been transacted, such as voting
on the motion to dispense with Calendar
Wednesday business, it seems to me that
the House has expressed its will on this
matter about an hour ago and the House
refused to adjourn. I think it is obvious
to the Speaker that the House has re-
fused to adjourn and the motion, there-
fore, is dilatory.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has al-
ready entertained the motion. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The guestion was taken; and there
were—yeas 127, nays 284, not voting 20,
as follows:

[Roll No. §9]
YEAS—127
Abbitt Fugate Poage
Abernethy Gary Preston
Albert Gathings Priest
Allen, Ill. Gillette Rains
Andrews Gore Rankin
Barden Gossett Redden
Bates Grant Regan
Battle Gregory Rich
Beckworth Hardy Richards
Bennett, Fla. Hare Rivers
Bentsen Harris Rogers, Fla.
Bogegs, La. Harrison Shafer
Bolton, Md. Hays, Ark. Ehort
Bonner Hébert Bikes
Boykin Herlong Simpson, Pa.
Brooks Hobbs Sims
Brown, Ga. Hoffman, Mich. Smathers
Bryson Jensen Smith, Eans.
Burleson Jones, Ala. Smith, Va.
Burton Jones, N. C. Stanley
Camp Kerr Sutton
Cannon Kilburn Taber
Carlyle Eilday Tackett
Chelf Lanham Teague
Colmer Larcade Thomas
Combs Lucas Thompson
Cooley Lyle Thornberry
Cooper MecMillan, S. C. Trimble
Cox Magee Underwood
Crawford Mahon Vinson
curtis Mason Vursell
Davis, Ga. Meyer Wadsworth
Davis, Tenn. Mills Wheeler
Deane Morrison Whitten
DeGraffenried Murray, Tenn. Whittington
Dolliver Nicholson ‘Williams
Doughton Norrell Willis
Durham Face Wilson, Tex,
Eaton Passman Winstead
Elliott Patman Wood
Evins Peterson Woodruff
Fisher Pickett
Frazier Plumley
NAY=S—284

Addonizlo Balley Boggs, Del.
Allen, Calif. Baring Bolling
Andersen, Barrett, Pa. Bolton, Ohio

H. Carl Earrett, Wyo  Bosone
Anderson, Calif.Beall Bramblett
Andresen Bennett, Mich. Breen

August H Biemiller Brehm
Angell Bishop Brown, Ohio
Aspinall Elackney Buchanan
Auchincloss Blatnik Buckley, Ill.
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Buckley, N. ¥. Hofiman,Ill. O'Brien, Il
Burdick Holifield O'Brien, Mich.
Burke Holmes O'Hara, I11.
Burnside Hope O'Hara, Minn.
Byrne, N. Y. Horan O'Konski
Byrnes, Wis. Howell O'Neill
Canfield Huber O'Sullivan
Carnahan Hull O'Toole
Carroll Irving . Patten
Case, N. J. Jackson, Calif. Patterson
Cavalcante Jackson, Wash. Perkins
Celler Jacobs Pfeifer,
Chesney James Joseph L.
Chiperfield Javits Pfeiffer,
Christopher Jenison William L,
Chudoff Jenkins Philbin
Church Johnson Phillips, Calif.
Clemente Jonas Phillips, Tenn.
Clevenger Judd Polk
Cole, Eans. Earst Potter
Cole, N. Y. Earsten Poulson
Corbett Eean Powell
Cotton Kearney Price
Coudert Eearns Quinn
Crook Keating Rabaut
Croszer Kee Ramsay
Cunningham  Keefe Reed, IlI.
Dague Eelley, Pa. Reed, N. Y.
Davenport Kelly, N. Y. Rees
Davis, Wis. Kennedy Rhodes
Dawson Keogh Ribicoft
Delaney King Rlehiman
Denton Kirwan Rodino
D’Ewart Klein Rogers, Mass,
Dingell Kruse Rooney
Dollinger Kunkel Roosevelt
Dondero Lane Sabath
Donohue Latham Sadlak
Douglas LeCompte 8t. George
Doyle LeFevre Sanborn
Eberharter Lemke Sasscer
Ellsworth Lesinski Saylor
Elston Lichtenwalter Scott, Hardie
Engel, Mich Lind Scott,
Fallon Linehan Hugh D., Jr
Feighan Lodge Scrivner
Fellows Lovre Scudder
Fenton Lynch Secrest
Fernandez McCarthy Shelley
Flood McConnell Sheppard
Fogarty McCormack Simpson, Ill.
Forand MceCulloch Smith, Wis.
Ford McDonough Spence
Fulton McGrath Staggers
Furcolo MceGregor Steed
Gamble McGuire Stefan
Garmatz McEinnon Stigler
Gavin McMillen, I1l. Stockman
Golden MceSweeney Sullivan
Goodwin Mack, I1l. Talle
Gordon Mack, Wash. Tauriello
Gorski Madden Taylor
Graham Mansfield Tollefson
Granghan Marcantonio  Towe
Granger Marsalis Velde
Green Martin, Iowa  Vorys
Gross Martin, Mass. Wagner
Gwinn Merrow Walsh
Hagen Michener Walter
Hale Miles Weichel
Hall, Miller, Calif.  Welch

Edwin Arthur Miller, Md. Werdel

11, Miller, Nebr. White, Calif,

Leonard W. Mitchell White, Idaho
Halleck Monroney Wickersham
Hand Morgan Widnall
Hart Morris Wier
Harvey Morton Wigglesworth
Havenner Moulder Wilson, Ind.
Hays, Ohio Multer Wilson, Okla.
Heffernan Murphy Withrow
Heller Murray, Wis.  Wolcott
Herter Nelson Wolverton
Heselton Nixon Woodhouse
Hill Noland Yates
Hinshaw Norblad Young
Hoeven Norton Zablocki

NOT VOTING—20

Allen, La. Gilmer Murdock
Arends Harden Sadowskl
Bulwinkle Hedrick Smith, Ohlo
Case, 8. Dak. Jennings Van Zandt
Chatham Jones, Mo. Whitaker
Davies, N. Y. Macy Worley
Engle, Calif. Marshall

So the motion was not agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Gilmer for, with Mr, Van Zandt against.
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Mr. Jones of Missouri for, with Mr, Davies
of New York against.

Mr. Allen of Louisiana for, with Mr. Sadow-
ski against.

Mr. Chatham for, with Mr. Hedrick agalnst.

Until further notice:

Mr. Whitaker with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Worley with Mr, Case of South Dakota.
Mr. Engle of California with Mrs. Harden.
Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Macy.

Mr. Marshall with Mr. Smith of Ohlo.

Mr. Murdock with Mr. Jennings,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar
Wednesday. The Clerk will call the
committees.

Mr. LESINSKI (when the Committee
on Education and Labor was called).
Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor I call up the
bill (H. R. 4453) to prohibit discrimina-
tion in employment because of race,
color, religion, or national origin.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr, Speaker, a point
o1 order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. PICEETT. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that the chairman of
the Committee on Education and Labor
has not been properly directed to call up
the bill under the rules and precedents
that are required to be followed in keep-
ing with the practice on Calendar
Wednesday, and on that I should like to
be heard.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has
been heard.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, may I
be heard on the point of order?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman briefly.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was
authorized by the committee to use all
parliamentary means to bring the bill
before the House.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, may I
be heard on the point or order?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman very briefly. The Chair
has the most recent rules of the House
before him and desires to read them.
The Chair feels that possibly their read-
ing will satisfy the gentleman.

Mr. PICKETT. If I am not satisfied
with what the Speaker reads may I be
heard on the point of order?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear
the gentleman briefly now.

Mr. PICKETT. My point of order is
based on the precedents of the House
annotated on page 460, paragraph 898,
of the House Rules and Manual, where
it is stated that authority to call up a
bill on Calendar Wednesday must have
been given by the committee, and a mem-
ber not authorized to do so may not call
up such bill. The annotations refer to
Hinds’ Precedents, volume 4, paragraphs
3127 and 3128; and the Hinds’ Prece-
dents, volume 7, paragraphs 928 and 929.
I wish to call these paragraphs to the
attention of the Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Those paragraphs
have already been called to the attention
of the Speaker,
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Mr, PICEETT. Mr. Speaker, further
in reference to the point of order, if it
be contended that the Reorganization
Act of 1946 which became effective on
January 3, 1847, at section 133 thereof,
paragraph (c), empowers the chairman
of this committee to call up the bill, in
view of the language that it directs him
to take or ecause to be taken necessary
steps to bring the matter to a vote, then
my response to that would be that one
of the necessary steps to cause this bill
to be brought to the attention of the
House for a vote is to comply with the
requisites and get his committee to give
him specific directions to call this bill
up on Calendar Wednesday.

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

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Lesinski]l has already stated that the
committee did give him this authority.
The present occupant of the chair has
read the minutes of the committee and
thinks the gentleman from Michigan is
correct.

Also the latest rule on this matter is
section 133, paragraph (c), of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act, and there is
very good reason for this rule because in
times past the chairmen of committees
have been known to earry bills around
in their pockets for quite a while and
not present them.

The rule is as follows:

It shall be the duty of the chairman of
each such committee to report or cause to
be reported promptly to the Senate or
House of Representatives, as the case may
be, any measure approved by his committee
and to take or cause to be taken necessary
steps to bring the matter to a vote.

The Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I raise the question of consideration of
this bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House now consider the bill?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 287, nays 121, not voting 23,
as follows:

[Roll No. 60]
YEAS—287
Addonizio Burdick Davenport
Allen, Calif. Burke Davis, Wis.
Andersen, Burnside Dawson
H. Carl Byrne, N. Y. Delaney
Anderson, Calif.Byrnes, Wis. Denton
Andresen, Canfield D’'Ewart
August H. Cannon Dingell
Angell Carnahan Dollinger
Aspinall Carroll Dolliver
Auchincloss Case, N. J. Dondero
Balley Case, 8. Dak. Donohue
Baring Cavalcante Douglas
Barrett, Pa. Celler Doyle
Barrett, Wyo. Chesney Eberharter
Chiperfield Ellsworth
Bennett, Mich. Christopher Elston
Biemiller Chudofl Engel, Mich.
Bishop Church Engle, Calif.
Blackne Clemente Fallon
Blatnik Clevenger Feighan
Cole, Kans. Fenton
g Cole, N. Y. Flood
Bolton, Oblo  Corbett Fogarty
e Cotton Forand
Bramblett Coudert
Breen Crawford Fulton
Brehm Crook Furcolo
Brown, Ohio  Crosser Gamble
Buchanan Cun Garmats
Buckley, I11. Curtis Gavin
Buckley, N. ¥. Dague Golden
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Goodwin Latham Potter
Gordon LeCompte Powell
Gorskl LeFevre Price
Graham Lemke Quinn
Granahan Lesinskl Rabaut
Granger Lichtenwalter Ramsay
Green Lind Reed, I11.
Gross Linehan Reed, N. Y.
Gwinn Lodge Rees
Hagen vre Rhodes
Hale Lynch Ribicoff
Hall, McCarthy Riehlman
Edwin Arthur McConnell Rodino
Hall, MecCormack Rogers, Mass.
Leonard W. McCulloch Rooney
Halleck MeDonough Roosevelt
Hand McGrath Eabath
Hart McGregor Sadlak
Harvey McGuire St. George
Havenner McEKinnon Sanborn
Hays, Ohlo McMillen, Tl  Sasscer
Heffernan McSweeney Saylor
Heller Mack, Ill. Scott, Hardie
Herter Mack, Wash. Scott,
Heselton Madden Hugh D, Jr.
Hill Mansfield Scrivner
Hinshaw Marcantonio  Scudder
Hoeven Marsalls Becrest
Hoffiman, IIl. Martin, Mass. Shelley
Holifield Merrow Sheppard
Holmes Michener Spence
Hope Miller, Calif, Staggers
Horan Miller, Md. Steed
Howell Miller, Nebr. Stefan
Huber Mitchell Stigier
Hull Monroney Stockman
Irving Morgan Sullivan
Jackson, Calif. Morris Talle
Jackson, Wash. Morton Tauriello
Jacobs Moulder Taylor
James Multer Tollefson
Javits - Murphy Towe
Jenison Murray, Wis. Velde
Jenkins Nelson Vorys
Jennings Nixon Wadsworth
Jensen Noland ‘Wagner
Johnson Norblad Walsh
Jonas Norton Walter
Judd O'Brien, N1 Weichel
Earst O'Brien, Mich. Welch
Karsten QO'Hara, Ill. ‘Werdel
Kean O'Hars, Minn. Whit:, Calif.
Eearney O'Konski White, Idaho
Eearns O'Neill Wickersham
Keating O'Bullivan Widnall
Eee O'Toole Wier
Keefe Patten Wigglesworth
Kelley, Pa. Patterson Wilson, Ind.
KEelly, N. Y. Perkins Wilson, Okla.
Kennedy Pieifer, Withrow
Keogh Joseph L. ‘Wolcott
King Pieiffer, ‘Wolverton
Kirwan William L Woodhouse
Klein Philbin Woodruff
Kruse Phillips, Calif. Yates
Eunkel Phillips, Tenn. Young
Lane Polk Zablocki
NAYS—121
Abbitt Evins Mills
Abernethy Fernandez Morrison
Albert Fisher Murray, Tenn.
Allen, I11. Frazier Nicholson
Andrews Fugate Norrell
Barden Gary Pace
Bates Gathings Passman
Eattle Gillette Patman
Beckworth Gore Peterson
BEennett, Fla  Gossett Pickett
EBentsen Grant Poage
Boggs, La. Hardy Preston
Bolton, Md. Hare Priest
Bonner Harris Rains
Boykin Harrison Rankin
Brooks Hays, Ark. Redden
Brown, Ga. Hébert Regan
Bryson Herlong Rich
Burleson Hobbs ~ Richards
Burton Hoflman, Mich. Rivers
Camp Jones, Ala. Rogers, Fla,
Carlyle Jones, N. C. Bhafer
Chelf Eerr 1 Bhort
Colmer Kilburn Sikes
Combs KEilday Simpson, 11
Cooley Lanham Simpson, Pa.
Cooper Larcade
Cox Lucas Smathers
Davis, Ga. Lyle Smith, Eans,
Davis, Tenn. McMillan, 8. C. Smith, Va.
Deane Magee tanley
DeGraffenried Mahon Sutton
Doughton Mason Taber
Durham Meyer - Tackett
Elllott, Miles Teague
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Vursell

Thomas Wilson, Tex.
Thompson Wheeler Winstead
Thornberry Whitten Wood
Trimble Whittington  Worley
Underwood Willlams
Vinson Wiillis

NOT VOTING—23
Allen, La. Gregory Plumley
Arends Harden Poulson
Bulwinkle Hedrick Sadowski
Chatham Jones, Mo. Smith, Chio
Davies, N. Y. Macy Smith, Wis,
Eaton Marshall Van Zandt
Fellows Martin, Iowa  Whitaker
Glimer Murdock

So the House decided to consider the
bill.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Van Zandt for, with Mr. Gilmer against.

Mr. Davies of New York for, with Mr. Jones
of Missourl against,

Mr, Sadowski for, with Mr. Allen of Lou~
isiana against.

Mr. Hedrick for, with Mr. Arends against,

Mr. Plumley for, with Mr. Macy against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Gregory with Mr. Eaton.

Mr. Whitaker with Mr. Fellows.

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Martin of Iowa.
Mr. Murdock with Mr. Smith of Wisconsin.
Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Smith of Ohio.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

THE FEDERAL FAIR EMPLOYMENT
FRACTICE ACT

The SFEAKER. The House aufo-
matically resolves itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WarTer] will take the
chair.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 4453) to
prohibit discrimination in employment
because of race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin, with Mr. WaLTER in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, a par=
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. FULTON. If the House were now
to adjourn would the first order of busi-
ness tomorrow be the consideration of
this bill by the Committee of the Whole?

The CHAIRMAN. The parliamentary
inquiry is directed to a state of facts
that does not exist. The House has re-
solved itself into the Committee of the
Whole, and the Committee of the Whole
cannot adjourn.

The Clerk will read the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.—

SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This act may be cited as the

“Federal Fair Employment Practice Act.”
FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF FOLICY

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds that,
despite the continuing progress of our Nation
with respect to protection of the rights of
Individuals, the rights of some persons with=
in the jurisdiction of the United States to
employment without discrimination because
of race, color, religion, or national origin are
being denied, and that such infringements
upon the American principle of freedom and
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equality of opportunity are destructive of the
bacic doctrine of the integrity and dignity
of the individual upon which this Nation
was founded and which distinguishes it from
the totalitarian nations, force large segments
of our population into substandard condi-
tions of living, foment industrial strife and
domestic unrest, deprive the United States
of the fullest utilization of its capacities for
production, and thereby adversely afiect the
interstate and foreign commerce of the
United States. The Congress recognizes that
it is essential to the general welfare that
this gap between principle and practice be
closed; and that adequate protection of such
rights of individuals must be provided to pre-
serve our American herita_e and prevent
serious damage to our moral, social, economic,
and 7 olitical life, and to our international
relations.

(b) The Congress, therefore, declares that
the right to employment without discrimina-
tion because of race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin is a right of all persons within
the jurisdictiun of the United States, and
that it is the national policy to protect the
right of the individual to be free from such
discrimination.

(¢) The Congress further declares that the
succeeding provisions of this act are neces-
sary for the following purposes:

(1) To remove obstructions to the free
flow of commerce among the States and with
foreign nations.

(ii) To insure the more complete and full
enjoyment by all persons of the rights, privi-
leges, and immunities secured and protected
by the Constitution of the United States.

(iiiy To promote universal respect Ior,
and observance of human rights and funda-
mental freedoms for all, without distinction
as to race or religion, in accordance with the
undertaking of the United States under the
United Nations Charter, and to further the
national policy in that regard by securing
to all persops under the jurisdiction of the
United Statés effective recognition of certain
of the rights and freedoms proclaimed by the
General Assembly of the United Nations in
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

DEFINITIONS

Bec. 3. As -ed In this act—

(a) The term “person” includes one or
more individuals, partnerships, associations,
corporations, legal representatives, trustees,
trustees in bankruptcy, receivers, or any or-
ganized group of persons and any agency or
instrumentality of the United States, includ-
ing the District of Columbia, or of any Ter-
ritory or possession thereof.

(b) The term “employer” means a person
engaged in commerce or in operations affect-
ing commerce having in his employ 50 or
more individuals; any agency or instrumen-
tality of the United States, including the
District of Cclumbia, or of any Territory
or possession thereof; and any person acting
in the interest of an employer, directly or
indirectly; but shall not include any State
or municipality or political subdivision there-
of, or any religious, charitable, fraternal,
social, educational, or sectarlan corporation
or association, not organized for private
profit, other than a labor organization.

(c) The term “labor organization” means
any organization, having 50 or more mem-
bers employed by any employer or employers,
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in
part, of collective bargaining or of dealing
with employers concerning grievances, wages,
hours, terms or conditions of employment,
or for other mutual aid or protection in con-
nection with employment.

(d) The term “commerce” means trade,
trafic, commerce, transportation, or com-
munication among the several States; or be-
tween any State, Tefritory, possession, or the
District of Columbia and any place outside
thereof; or within the District of Columbia
or any Territory or possession; or between
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points in the same State but through any
point outside thereof.

(e) The term “Territory” means Alaska,
Hawail, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

(f) The term “possession” means all pos-
sessions of the Unilted States, and includes
the trust territories which the United States
holds as administering authority under the
United Nations trusteeship system, and the
Canal Zone, bul excludes other places held
by the United States by lease under inter-
naticnal arrangements or by military ceccu-
pation,

(g) The term “Commigsion” means the
Fair Employment Practice Commission, cre-
ated by section 6 hereof.

EXEMPTION

Sec. 4. This act shall not apply to any em-
ployer with respect to the employment of
aliens outside the continental United States,
its Territories and possessions.

UNLAWFUL EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES DEFINED

Sec. 5. (a) It shall be an unlawful em-

ployment practice for an employer—

(1) to refuse to hire, to discharge, or other-
wise to discriminate against any individual
with respect to his terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment, hecause of such
individual's race, color, religion, or national
origin; and

(2) to utilize in the hiring or recruitment
of individuals for employment any employ-
ment agency, placement service, training
school or center, labor organization, or any
other source which discriminates against
such individuals because of their race, color,
religion, or national origin.

(b) It shall be an unlawful employment
practice for any labor organization to dis-
criminate against any individual or to limit,
segregate, or classify its membership in any
way which would deprive or tend to deprive
such individual of employment opportuni-
ties, or would limit his employment oppor-
tunities or otherwise adversely affect his
status as an employee or as an applicant
for employment, or would affect adversely
his wages, hours, or employment conditions,
because of such individual's race, color, re-
ligion, or national origin.

(c) It shall be an unlawful employment
practice for any employer or labor organiza-
tion to discharge, expel, or otherwise dis-
criminate against any person, because he
has opposed any unlawful employment prac-
tice or has filed a charge, testified, partici-
pated, or assisted in any proceeding under
this act.
THE FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICE COMMISSION

€ec. 6. (a) There is hereby created in the
executive branch of the Government a com-
mission to be known as the Falr Employment
Practice Commission, which shall be com-
posed of five members who shall be appointed
by the President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. One of the original
members shall be appointed for a term of
1 year, one for a term of 2 years, one for a
term of 3 years, one for a term of 4 years, and
one for a term of 5 years, but their successors
shall be appointed for terms of 5 years each,
except that any individual chosen to fill a
vacancy shall be appointed only for the un-
expired term of the member whom he shall
succeed. The President shall designate one
member to serve as Chairman of the Com-
mission, and one member to serve as Vice
Chairman. The Chairman shall be respon-
sible on behalf of the Commission for the
administrative operations of the Commis-
sion., The Vice Chalrman shall act as Chair-
man In the absence or disability of the
Chairman or in the event of a vacancy in
that office.

(b) A vacancy in the Commission shall not
impair the right of the remaining members
to exercise all the powers of the Commission
and three members thereof shall constitute
a guorum,
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(c) The Commission shall have an official
seal which shall be judiclally noticed.

(d) The Commission shall make an an-
nual report to the Fair Employment Practice
Commission, which shall be its activities
during the preceding fiscal year, including
the number and types of cases it has handled
and the decisions it has rendered; and shall
report to the President from time to time on
the causes of and means of eliminating dis-
crimination and make such recommenda-
tions for further legislation as may appear
desirable,

{e) Each member of the Commission shall
recelve a salary of 817,500 a year, except that
the Chairman shall receive a salary of $20,000
a year.

(f) The principal office of the Commission
shall be in the District of Columbia, but it
may meet or exercise any or all of its powers
at any other place and may establish such
regional offices as it deems necessary. The
Commission may, by one or more of its mem-
bers or by such agents as it may designate,
conduct any investigation, proceeding, or
hearing necessary to its functions in any part
of the United States. Any such agent, other
than a member of the Commission, desig-
nated to conduct a proceeding or a hearing
shall be a resident of the judicial eircuit, as
defined in title 28, United States Code, sec-
tion 41, within which the alleged unlawful
employment practice occcurred.

(g) The Commission shall have power—

{1) to appoint, in accordance with the
Civil Service Act, rules, and regulations, such
officers, agents, and employees, as it deems
necessary to assist it in the performance of
its functions, and to fix their compensation
in accordance with the Classification Act of
1923, as amended;

(2) to cooperate with regional, State, local,
and other agencies;

{3) to pay to witnesses whose depositions
are taken or who are summoned before the
Commission or any of its agents the same
witness and mileage fees as are paid to wit-
nesses in the courts of the United States;

(4) to furnish to persons subject to this
Act such technieal assistance as they may
request to further their compliance with this
Act or any order issued thereunder;

(6) upon the request of any employer
acting in good falth, whose employees or
some of them refuse or threaten to refuse to
cooperate in eflectuating the provisions of
this sct, to assist in such effectuation by
conelliation or other remedial actlon;

(6) to make such technical studies as are
appropriate to effectuate the purposes and
policies of this act and to make the results
of such studies avallable to interested gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental agencies;
and

(T) to create such local, State, or regional
advisory and conciliation councils as in its
judgment will aid in effectuating the pur-
peose of this act, and the Commission may
authorize them to study the problem or spe-
cific instances of discrimination in employ-
ment because of race, color, religion, or na-
tlonal origin, and to foster through com=
munity effort or ctherwise good will, co=-
operation, and conciliation among the groups
and elements of the population, and make
recommendations to.the Commission for the
development of policles and procedures in
general and in specific instances. Such ad-
visory and conciliation councils shall be com-
posed of representative citizens residents of
the area for which they are appointed, who
shall serve without compensation, but shall
receive transportation and per dlem in lleu
of subsistence as authorized by section 5 of
the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 73b-2),
for persons serving without compensation;
and the Commission may make provision for
technical and clerical assistance to such
councils and for the expenses of such assist-
ance.
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PREVENTION OF UNLAWFUL EMFLOYMENT
PRACTICES

8zc. 7. (a) The Commission is empowered,
as hereinafter provided, to prevent any per-
son from engaging in any unlawful employ-
ment practice as set forth in section 5. This
power shall be exclusive, and shall not be
affected by any other means of adjustment
or prevention that has been or may be estab-
lished by agreement, code, law, or otherwise:
Provided, That the Commission is empow-
ered by agreement with any agency of any
State, Territory, possession, or local govern-
ment, to cede to such agency jurisdiction
over any cases even though such cases may
involve charges of wunlawful employment
practices within the scope of this act, unless
the provision of the statute or ordinance ap-
plicable to the determination of such cases
by such agency is inconsistent with the cor-
responding provision of this act or has re-
celved a construction Inconsistent there-
with.

(b) Whenever a sworn written charge has
been filed by or on behalf of any person
claiming to be aggrieved, or a written charge
has been filed by & member of the Com-
mission, that any person subject to the act
has engaged in any unlawful employment
practice, the Commission shall investigate
such charge and if it shall determine after
guch preliminary investigation that proba-
ble cause exists for crediting such written
charge, it shall endeavor to eliminate any
unlawful employment practice by informal
methods of conference, conciliation, and per-
suasion. Nothing said or done during and
as a part of such endeavors may be used as
evidence in any subsequent proceeding. Any
written charge filed pursuant to this section
must be filed within 1 year after the com-
mission of the alleged unlawful employment
practice.

(c) If the Commission fails fto effect the
elimination of such unlawful employment
practice and to obtain voluntary compliance
with this act, or in advance thereof if cir-
cumstances so warrant, it shall cause a copy
of such written charge to be served upon
guch person who has allegedly committed
any unlawful employment practice, herein-
after called the respondent, together with a
notice of hearing before the Commission, or
& member thereof, or before a designated
agent, at a place therein fixed, not less than
10 days after the service of such charge.

(d) The respondent shall have the right
to file a verified answer to such written
charge and to appear at such hearing In
person or otherwise, with or without counsel,
to present evidence and to examine and cross-
examine witnesses.

(e) The Commission or the member or
designated agent conducting such hearing
shall have the power reasonably and fairly
to amend any written charge, and the re-
spondent shall have like power to amend
its answer.

(f) All testimony shall be taken under
oath.

(g) The member of the Commission who
filed a charge shall not participate in a hear-
ing thereon or in a trial thereof, except as a
witness.

(h) At the conclusion of a hearing before a
member or designated agent of the Commis-
sion, such member or agent shall transfer
the entire record thereof to the Commission,
together with his recommended decision.
The Commission or a panel of three qualified
members designated by it to sit and act as
the Commission in such case, shall afford the
parties an opportunity to be heard on such
record at a time and place to be specified
upon reasonable notice. In its discretion,
the Commission upon notice may take fur-
ther testimony.

(i) With the approval of the member or
designated agent conducting the hearing,
& case may be ended at any time prior to
the transfer of the record therecf to the
Commission by agreement between the par-
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ties for the elimination of the alleged un-
lawful employment practice on mutually
satisfactory terms.

(i) If upon the record, including all the
testimony taken, the Commission shall find
that any person named in the written
charge has engaged in any unlawful employ-
ment practice, the Commission shall state
its findings of fact and shall fssue and cause
to be served on such person an order requir-
ing him to cease and desist from such un-
lawiul employment practice and to take
such affirmative action, including reinstate-
ment or hiring of employees, with or with-
out back pay, as will effectuate the policies
of the act: Provided, however, That interim
earnings or amounts earnable with reason-
able diligence by the person or persons dis-
criminated against shall operate to reduce
the back pay otherwise allowable. If upon
the record, including all the testimony tak-
en, the Commission shall find that no person
named in the written charge has engaged or
is engaging In any unlawful employment
practice, the Commission shall state its find-
ings of fact and shall issue an order dis-
missing the said complaint.

(k) Until a transcript of the record in a
case shall have been filed in a court, as here~
inafter provided, the case may at any time
be ended by agreement between the parties,
approved by the Commission, for the elimi-
nation of the alleged unlawful employment
practice on mutually satisfactory terms, and
the Commission may at any time, upon rea-
sonable notice and in such manner as it
shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in
whole or in part, any finding or order made
or issued by it.

(1) The proceedings held pursuant to this
section shall be conducted In conformity
with the standards and limitations of sec-
tions 5, 6, 7, and 8 of the Administrative
Procedure Act.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 8. (a) The Commission shall have
power to petition any United States Court
of Appeals or, if the court of appeals to
which application might be made 1s in vaca-
tion, any district court or other United
States court of the territory or place within
the judicial ecircuit wherein the unlawful
employment practice in question occurred,
or wherein the respondent transacts busi-
ness, for the enforcement of such order and
for appropriate temporary relief or restrain-
ing order, and shall certify and file In the
court to which petition is made a transcript
of the entire record in the proceeding, in-
cluding the pleadings and testimony upon
which such order was entered and the find-
ings and the order of the Commission.
Upon such filing, the court shall conduct
further proceedings in conformity with the
standards, procedures, and limitations es-
tablished by section 10 of the Administrative
Procedure Act.

(b) Upon such filing the court shall cause
notice thereof to be served upon such re-
spondent and thereupon shall have jurisdic-
tion of the proceeding and of the question
determined therein and shall have power to
grant such temporary rellef or restraining
order as it deems just and proper and to
meake and enter upon the pleadings, testi-
mony, and proceedings set forth in such tran-
script a decree enforeing, modifying, and en-
forcing as so modified, or setting aside in
whole or in part the order of the Commission.

{c) No objection that has not been urged
before the Commission, its member, or agent
shall be considered by the court, unless the
failure or neglect to urge such objection shall
be excused because of extraordinary circum-
stances.

(d) If either party shall apply to the court
for leave to adduce additional evidence and
shall show to the satisfaction’ of the court
that such additional evidence is material and
that there were reasonable grounds for the
failure to adduce such evidence in the hear-
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ing before the Commission, its member, or
agent, the court may order such additional
evidence to be taken before the Commission,
its member, or agent and to be made a part
of the transeript.

(e} The Commission may modify its find-
ings as to the facts, or make new findings,
by reason of additional evidence so taken and
filed, and it shall file such modified or new
findings and its recommendations, if any, for
the modification or setting aside of its orig-
inal order.

() The jurisdiction of the court shall be
exclusive and its judgment and decree shall
be final, except that the same shall be subject
to review by the appropriate United States
court of appeals, if application was made
to the district court or other United States
court as hereinabove provided, and hy the
Bupreme Court of the United States as pro-
vided In title 28, United States Code, section
1254.

(g) Any person aggrieved by a final order
of the Commission may obtain a review of
such order in any United States court of
appeals of the judicial circuit wherein the
unlawiul employment practice in question
was alleged to have been engaged in or where-
in such person transacts business, by filing
in such a court a written petition praying
that the order of the Commission be modi-
fied or set aside. A copy of such petition
shall be forthwith served upon the Com-
mission and thereupon the aggrieved perty
shall file in the court & transerint of the
entire record in the proceeding certified by
the Commission, including the pleadings and
testimony upon which the order complained
of was entered and the findings and order
of the Commission. Upon such filing, the
court shall proceed In the same manner as
in the case of an application by the Com-
mission under subsection (a), and shall have
the same exclusive jurisdiction to grant to
the petitioners or the Commission such tem-
porary relief or restraining order as it deems
just and proper, and in like manner to make
and enter a decree enforcing, modifying, and
enforcing as so modified, or setting aside in
whole or in part the order of the Commission.

(h) Upon such filing by a person aggrieved
the reviewing court shall conduct further pro=-
ceedings in conformity with the standards,
procedures, and limitations established by
section 10 of the Administrative Procedurs
Act.

(1) The commencement of proceedings un-
der subsection (a) or (g) of this section
shall- not, unless specifically ordered by the
court, operate as a stay of the Commission’s
order.

INVESTIGATORY POWERS

Sec. 9. (a) For the purpose of all investi-
gations, proceedings, or hearings which the
Commission deems necessary or proper for
the exercise of the powers vested In it by
this Act, the Commission, or any member
thereof, shall have power to issue subpenas
requiring the attendance and testimony of
witnesses and the production of any evidence
relating to any investigation, proceeding, or
hearing before the Commission, its member,
or agent conducting such investigation, pro-
ceeding, or hearing.

(b) Any member of the Commission, or any
agent designated by the Commission for such
purposes, may sadminister oaths, examine
witnesses, and receive evidence.

(c) Such attendance of witnesses and the
production of such evidence may be required,
from any place in the United States, includ-
ing the District of Columbia, or any Terri-
tory or possession thereof, at any designated
place of hearing.

(d) In case of contumacy or refusal to
obey a subpena issued to any person under
this act, any district court of the United
States as constituted by chapter 5, title 28,
United States Code (28 U. 8. C, 81 et seq.),
or the United States Court of any Territory
or other place subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States, within the jurisdiction of
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which the investigation, proceeding, or hear-
ing is carried on or within the jurisdiction of
which said person guilty of contumacy or
refusal to obey is found or resides or trans-
acts business, upon application of the Com-
mission shall have jurisdiction to issue to
such person an order requiring him to appear
before the Commission, its member, or agent,
there to produce evidence if so ordered, or
there to give testimony relating to the inves-
tigation, proceeding, or hearing.

(e) No person shall be excused from at-
tending and testifylng or from producing
documentary or other evidence in obedience
to the subpena of the Commission, on the
ground that the testimony or evidence re-
quired of him may tend to incriminate him
or subject him to a penalty or forfeiture; but
no individual shall be prosecuted or sub-
jected to any penalty or forfeiture for or on
account of any transaction, matter, or thing
concerning which he is compelled, after hav-
ing claimed his privilege against seli-incrim-
ination, to testify or produce evidence, ex-
cept that such individual so testifying shall
not be exempt from prosecution and punish-
ment for perjury committed in so testifying.
The immunity herein provided shall extend
only to natural persons so compelled to testi-
fy.

ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS DIRECTED TO GOVERN-
MENT AGENCIES AND CONTRACTORS

Sec. 10. (a) The President s authorized to
take such action as may be necessary (1) to
conform fair employment practices within
the Federal establishment with the policies
of this act, and (2) to provide that any
Federal employee aggrieved by any employ-
ment practice of his employer must exhaust
the administrative remedies prescribed by
Executive order or regulations governing
fair employment practices within the Fed-
eral establishment prior to seeking relief
under the provisions of this act. The pro-
vision of section 8 shall not apply with re-
spect to an order of the Commission under
section 7 directed to any agency or instru-
mentality of the United States, or of any
Territory or possession thereof, or of the
District of Columbia, or any officer or em-
ployee thereof. The Commission may re-
quest the President to take such action as
he deems appropriate to obtain compliance
with such orders.

{b) The President shall have power to pro-
vide for the establishment of regulations to
prevent the committing or continuing of
any unlawful employment practice as herein
defined by any person who makes a contract
with any agency or instrumentality of the
United States (excluding any State or po-
litical subdivision thereof) or of a Terri-
tory or possession of the United States; or
of the District of Columbia, in any amount
exceeding £10,000. Such regulations shall be
enforced by the Commission according to the
procedure hereinbefore provided.

INOTICES TO BE POSTED

Sec. 11. (a) Every employer and labor or-
ganization shall post and keep posted in
conepicuous places upon its premises a no-
tice to be prepared or approved by the Com-
mission setting forth excerpts of the act and
guch other relevant information which the
Commission deems appropriate to effectuate
the purposes of the act.

(b) A willful violation of this section shall
be punishable by a fine of not more than
$500 for each separate offense.

VETERANS' PREFERENCE
SEc. 12, Nothing contained in this act shall
be construed to repeal or modify any Fed-
eral, State, Territorial, or local law creating
special rights or preference for veterans,
RULES AND REGULATIONS

Sec. 13, The Commission shall have au-
thority from time to time to issue, amend,
or rescind suitable regulations to carry out

the provisions of this act, Regulations issued

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

under this section shall be in conformity
with the standards and limitations of the
Administrative Prccedure Act.

FORCIBLY RESISTING THE COMMISSION OR ITS

REPRESENTATIVES

Sec. 14, Whoever shall foreibly resist, op-
pose, impede, intimidate, or interfere with
a member, agent, or employee of the Com-
mission while engaged in the performance
of duties under this act, or because of such
performance, shall be punished by a fine of
not more than $500 or by imprisonment for
not more than 1 year, or by both.

SEPARABILITY CLAUSE

Sec, 15. If any provision of this act or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstance shall be held invalid, the
remainder of this act or the application of
such provision to persons or circumstances
other than those to which it is held invalid
shall not be affected thereby.

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

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

Mr. SMITH of Virginia.
man, I object.

The Clerk continued the reading of the
bill.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia (interrupting
the reading of the bill). Mr. Chairman,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlen.an will
state it.

My, SMITH of Virginia. It is difficult
for us to follow the reading. I would
like to know where the Clerk is reading
and when the offering of a substitute will
be in order.

The CHAIRMAN. A substitute cannot
be offered until general debate is com-
pleted. The Clerk is reading on page 2.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. He is reading
the bill the first time?

The CHATRMAN. Yes.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr., Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry. -

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. McCONNELL. Do I understand
that after 2 hours of general debate and
under the 5-minute rule will be the time
to offer amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

The Clerk continued the reading of the
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
there are 2 hours of general debate. The
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI]
will be recognized for 1 hour and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, McCoN-
NeLL] for 1 hour.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes; and the balance,
55 minutes, I will yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PoweLL], who will
control the time on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr, Chairman, first
I wish to say to the Members of the House
that I hope they will stay on the floor
in a number not less than 100 so that
we may avoid all types of roll calls, I
wish to assure the membership that I
will stay here until 6 o'clock in the morn-
ing or until we pass the bill,

Mr. Chair-
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Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman,
a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr., LESINSKI. I am sorry; I cannot
yield for a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman de-
clines to yield.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, it is
with a feeling of real satisfaction that I
bring this bill before the Members of the
House of Representatives. FEPC is no
newcomer to Congress. Besides appro-
priation measures for the wartime FEPC
body, created by President Roosevelt's
Executive order and continued by Presi-
dent Truman, FEPC legislation was in-
troduced in the Seventy-eighth, Sev-
enty-ninth, and Eightieth Congresses, as
well as in this, the Eighty-first. With
the additional reports from both Houses
in the current session, this legislation
has been reported seven times. However,
to date we have not had the privilege of
debating it upon the floor. Now after a
total of 43 days of hearings since August
1944, 2,231 pages of testimony, and 254
witnesses overwhelmingly in favor, the
House is getting a chance to vote on the
FEPC hill. This latter fact is not sur-
prising, since FEPC has been and is a
platform promise of both political
parties, and has the support of countless
church, civie, business, labor, and fra-
ternal organizations.

In speaking for this measure, I feel it
important to stress that it is not aimed
at any particular section of our Nation,
nor is it a bill designed to benefit one or a
few segments of our population. It is
truly a national bill, and its benefits are

widespread.

All minority groups in America are
subject to discrimination of some sort at
various times and places. Discrimi-
nation is not limited to the major portion
of America’s 15,000,000 Negroes, nor to
her 5,000,00 Jews, 26,000,000 Catholics,
3,000,000 Spanish- or Mexican-Ameri-
cans, nor even to her 34,000,000 foreign-
born and children of foreign-born mem-
bers of various sects that make up the
so-called majority group in this land—
white protestants—often find themselves
in a minority, and subjects of discrimina-
tion. All of these manifestations of in-
tolerance and bigotry must be removed.
They must be removed not only for the
sake of the immediate victims, but for
the sake of those who discriminate, and
for the sake of America as a whole. For
the act of discrimination takes both a
moral toll from the person practicing
discrimination, and a multibillion an-
nual burden upon our economy.

In hearings held by a subcommittee of
the Committee on Education and Labor
last May, economist Leo Cherne esti-
mated a minimum annual loss from dis-
crimination as $15,000,000,000. Other
competent economists have arrived at
varying figures—but all run into the bil-
lions. Whatever the exact figure, there
can be no doubt that a huge amount is
paid annually for discrimination. To
name a few of the gutters down which
this sum flows, there is the cost of train-
ing those whom we deprive of the oppor-
tunity to use their training; the cost of
industry of selecting personnel from an
artificially limited manpower pool; the
creation of economically depressed is-
lands in minority communities, which
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ripple out to the surrounding communi-
ties; the break-down in morale—and the
resultant drain on health services—
among those who know that they will not
be permitted to utilize their highest
degree of skill in the Nation’s economy.
Even these few examples indicate what
a body blow America receives from the
un-American practice of job discrimina-
tion. r

Let us not forget that throughout the
world, and perhaps here at home, as well,
the Communists eagerly await a break-
down in the free enterprise system, so as
to prove the validity of their claim that
capitalism is doomed. How well we play
into their hands when we permit job
discrimination to drain off our efficiency
into nonproductive channels.

The Commies also like to point to
discrimination in this country as an ex-
ample of our failure to practice what we
preach. As far back as 1946, Dean
Acheson observed that the existence of
discriminations against minority groups
in the United States is a handicap in our
relations with other countries. He ex-
plained that our opponents make much
of these situations, causing an atmos-
phere of suspicion and resentment which
becomes a formidable obstacle to the de-
velopment of mutual understanding and
trust between the United States and
other nations. How ridiculous then for
us to appropriate billions for the cold
war, and then sink other bhillions into
weakening our own side of that conflict.

We have seen the economic and for-
eign policy arguments for enactment of
FEFPC. Surely there can be no question
of the moral persuasiveness of this meas-
ure which every leading religious body
in the land—Catholic, Jewish, and Prot-
estant—supports, What then, can be
said against such a measure? All that I,
for one, have heard have been arguments
attacking some bill other than the one
now before us—attacks on a radical, novel
measure which would force an employer
to hire workers he did not want, which
would wreck the small-business man,
which would subject private industry to
government interference, and so forth.
These critics must have some other bill
in mind than H. R. 4453. Nothing in
this bill makes any employer hire anyone
he does not need or want, nor anyone
who is not qualified for the job; all that
is insisted upon is that capable, qualified
workers shall not be denied the oppor-
tunity to compete for a job solely be-
cause of their color, religious belief, or
origin. Nor does the bill contain fea-
tures that would wreck any business-
man; rather, it would help innumerable
businessmen, by making available to
them a wider manpower pool from which
to choose employees. Also, since the
FEP Commission would screen all alle-
gations of discrimination and throw out
unwarranted charges, the employer has
additional protection for irresponsible
attacks that he does not have today. As
for Federal interference with business, it
is traditional that the Government set
certain minimum standards of health,
welfare, working conditions, and so forth.
Here is but another similar case—one
which says that an American employer
has a responsibility not to flout the Con-
stitution in the running of his business.
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One final point. Here in this body we
represent the citizens of all the United
States. We ourselves come from all the
States of the Union and we, therefore,
bring to the Congress the varying experi-
ences of our States. Let us profit from
these experiences. Let us note not only
that wartime FEPC met with some degree
of success, but that eight States now have
FEPC laws similar to the proposal now
before us. Nowhere has there been
trouble. Officials in every case report
the workability and success of their laws.
The time for guesswork and experimen-
tation has passed. The time has come
for us to utilize the laboratory experience
of our States—eight States which cover
about a third of our population—and en-
act an FEPC law which will bring Amer-
ica closer to fulfillment of the democratic
ideal of freedom for all, and success
according to individual merit and ability.

Mr. POWELL., Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express
my thanks to the members of the FEPC
subcommittee for the cooperation they
gave me in the hearings on this bill.
I would like to publicly thank our col-
league from Ohio [Mr. Bream], whose
cold has been plaguing him and devel-
oped into laryngitis. His actions on the
subcommittee were greater than any
words he could utter today. Also I want
to thank members of the full committee
on Education and Labor, and I refer
to Members on both sides, those who
agreed and disagreed, for the coopera-
tion and understanding that we had in
committee. I trust that further debate

‘on this bill will be in an atmosphere of

dignity, even though we may oppose it
bitterly or we may be in favor of it
wholeheartedly.

I have allotted myself only 5 minutes
because there are scores of Members who
want to talk and I do not want to cover
myself with any personal glory.

I would like to-say one or two things
concerning the bill so that we can re-
move from our minds anything that we
may not know concerning the details.

A. GENERAL BACKGROUND

Bills before committee: S. 1728—Sen-
ator McGrath—and 8. 174—Senator
Ives. Senator Ives, testifying before a
House subcommittee in favor of H. R,
4453, identical to S. 1728, said:

‘There are a few differences between H. R.
4453 * * * and Senate bill 174 * *
[which] are not very vital, * * * I en-
dorse specifically H, R. 4453.

Previous consideration of similar
measures:

Senate: Seventy-eighth Congress, S.
2048; hearings in August and September
1944, Report No. 1109; Seventy-ninth
Congress, S. 101; hearings, Report No.
290; Eightieth Congress, S. 984; hear-
ings June and July 1947, Report No. 980.

House: Seventy-eighth Congress, H. R.
3986; hearings, Report No. 2016; Sev-
enty-ninth Congress, H. R. 2232; hear-
ings, Report No. 187; Eightieth Congress,
H. R. 2824; no hearings; Eighty-first
Congress, H. R. 4453; hearings May 1949,
Report No. 1165.

Witnesses appearing at 1949 House
hearings:
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Opponents: Five Representatives and
one private individual, a constituent of
another Representative,

Proponents: Thirteen Representatives,
three Senators, and the Secretary of
Labor; various State commissioners of
local fair employment practices commis-
sions, and former staff members of war-
time Federal FEPC; the Catholic Church,
Federal Council of Church of Christ in
America, National Baptist Convention,
National Fraternal Council of Negro
Churches, Friends Service Committee,
Methodist Church, and the Synagogue
Council of America; American Civil
Liberties Union; CIO and AFL; NAACP;
Urban League; Americans for Demo-
cratic Action and Students for Demo-
cratic Action; Improved BPOE of the
World; American Jewish Committee;
American Jewish Congress; American
Veterans Committee and Jewish War
Veterans; National Council of Jewish
Women, Jewish Labor Committee; Jap-
anese-American Citizens League; Na-
tional Community Relations Advisory
Committee, National Council for Perma-
nent FEPC, and so forth.

Previous and present FEPC’s: War-
time Federal FEPC, created by Execu-
tive Order 8802 and continued by 9346
and 9664. First established, June 25,
1941; final report dated June 28, 1946.

States: New York, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, and New Jersey have for
several years had laws similar to the pro-
posed S. 1728; also, Indiana, Wisconsin,
and Oregon had anti-discrimination
statutes of a weaker nature. This year
FEPC's were created in Rhode Island,
New Mexico, and Washington, while
Oregon changed its law so as to give it
strength.

B, BRIEF ANALYSIS OF THE BILL

Declaration and findings: The bill de-
clares a right to freedom from employ-
ment discrimination based on race, color,
religion, or national origin—the House
committee added ancestry—and finds
that this right is being denied some
persons.

Scope and outlawed practices: Viola-
tion of this right is made an unfair em-
ployment practice when committed by an
employer of 50 or more individuals en-
gaged in commerce. Such employers in-
clude labor organizations, but exclude
other religious, charitable, fraternal, so-
cial, educational, or sectarian groups.
Unfair practices include discharges, re-
fusals to hire, and discriminatory terms,
conditions, or privileges of employment;
they also include union practices which
would adversely affect the individual’'s
employment opportunities.

Procedure: The named rights are pro-
tected by a five-man Commission which
is empowered to investigate sworn writ-
ten complaints; where preliminary in-
vestigation indicates probability of such
charges, the Commission must attempt to
secure compliance by informal methods
of conference, conciliation, and persua-
sion. Failing in these, the Commission
may proceed to formal hearings, which—
in case of findings of violations—result
in cease-and-desist orders, plus affirma-
tive action where appropriate; these
orders are enforceable in United States
courts, to which appeals may also be
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taken by persons aggrieved by such
orders. The Commission also has au-
thority to cede jurisdiction to appro-
priate agencies of any “State, Territory,
possession, or local government.”

C. THE SUBSTANTIVE ARGUMENTS INVOLVED

I. Does job discrimination exist?:
There can be no serious question that
employment discrimination is wide=
spread. In its final report, the wartime
FEPC predicted that even such gains as
it had made were dissipating and pre-
dicted further, accelerated dissipation.
Rather than provide an independent sur-
vey, there is hereto attached the findings
included in the recent House report—see
appendix.

II. Should it be eliminated?: Without
going into the vast wealth of detail
available in answer to this question, it
should suffice here to indicate briefly
some of the areas adversely affected by
employment discrimination.

(a) The democratic principles on
which the Nation was founded are
flaunted by discrimination. Any viola-
tion of these principles has an adverse
effect. Furthermore, the general moral
code to which we pay allegiance, de-
mands that all men be considered as in-
dividuals and rated according to their
individual worth. As the bill states, “it
is essential that this gap between prin-
ciple and practice be closed.”

(b) Our foreign relations are ham-
pered by the publicity our enemies give
to our diseriminatory practices. Secre-
tary of State Acheson deseribes discrimi-
nation as “a handicap in our relations
with other countries.” Senator Dulles,
when a United States delegate to the
UN said that FEPC is necessary to “‘erase
what today is the worst blot on our na-
tional escutcheon.” The United States
is bound by its international agreements
to eliminate discrimination—for ex-
ample, the Inter-American Conference
in Mexico City, 1945; the Charter of the
UN; and the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights proclaimed by the Gen-
eral Assembly.

(¢) The economic waste of discrimina-
tion cannot be fotally computed. One
economist estimated ‘before the House
subcommittee that we send at least
$15,000,000,000 annually down the drain
because of discrimination. Contributing
to this total is the cost of training those
whom we will not allow to use their
training; the cost to industry of using
artificially limited pools in selecting
what should be the most skilled man-
power; the creation, in minority popula-
tions, of a disproportionate degree of
unemployment, resulting in an island of
depression which affects its surround-
ings—“a man who can’t earn can’t buy”;
the break-down in morale among those
who know that no matter what their
skills, they cannot compete on an equal
bagis with those whom they are taught
to believe are their equals; the person-
ality difficulties resulting from lack of
home life when mothers are forced to
work to supplement inadequate income
brought in by fathers,

The only remaining question, then, is—

III. Can S, 1728 properly do the re-
quired job? Since the testimony at the
various Hearings in support of FEPC,
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combined with the analysis of the S. 1728
above, seems to make out a prima facie
case for an affirmative answer to this
question, it would appear sensible to put
the burden on the objections raised. .

The chief ones are as follows:

(a) “The bill is unconstitutional; it
violates States’ rights.”

But, first, the Federal Government has
the right to impose any reasonable regu-
lations regarding its own employment re-
lations, including regulations against dis-
crimination—United Public Workers
against Mitchell.

Second. It can do likewise re employ-
ment relations of those who contract
git.h it—Perkins against Lukens Steel

0.

Third. It .may regulate the employ-
ment relations of private businesses en-
gaged in commerce—NLRB against Jones
& Laughlin Steel Corp.

Fourth. It can therefore impose regu-
lations against discrimination in such
businesses, (i) logically, from first, sec-
ond, and third above, and (ii) on the
basis of cases like New Negro Alliance
against Sanitary Grocery Co.

(b) “Even if constitutional, this matter
should be left to the States; it is a south=
ern problem.”

But, first, the problem is not a south-
ern problem—nor a Negro, or Jewish, or
Catholie, or Mexican problem. Discrimi-
nation exists in the North, South, East,
West, and middle of America; it is an
American problem.

Second. Cutting across State lines as
it does, discrimination is of national
legislative concern,

Third. In general, the greater num-
ber of discriminators in a given area, the
more difficult to enact local antidiscrimi-
nation laws; so the areas which do prac-
tice the most discrimination will be just
those with no statutory inhibition.

Fourth. Many large businesses have
their affairs spread out into many States;
where one sells may not be where it hires.
Federal legislation is the only feasible
way to meet this problem.

(c) “Maybe so, but it won't work in
some areas, particularly the South.”

But, first, wartime FEPC, much weaker
than the proposal now before us,
achieved some notable successes in the
South. Public opinion in many cases ac-
tively supported FEPC. Alabama may
be considered a typical State for this
purpose: The Ileading newspapers in
Birmingham, Montgomery, and Anniston
editorialized in favor of the wartime
FEFC, spring 1942,

Szcond. Many unions in the South
have insisted upon and obtained inte-
grated working conditions; many locals
have Negro officers.

Third. Industry, too, has found inte-
gration can work; for example, Interna-
tional Harvester with 25 percent Megro
workers in Memphis has absolute inte-
gration in all operations.

(d) Closely related to (c)—“Workers
won't accept FEPC.”

But, first. see answers to (c¢).

Second. State FEPC experience shows
many instances of workers threatening
to strike when informed of a new inte-
gration policy in their plant. But where

_the program has nevertheless been car-
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ried out, there has not once been a case
of a strike or even of a worker quit-
ting, Wartime FEPC reported a similar
pattern.

Third. The railroad brotherhoods were
perhaps the most intransigent violators
of wartime FEPC, which was in the
last analysis powerless to invoke effec-
tive sanctions. However, the brother-
hoods testified before the House sub-
committee that if S. 1728’s enforceable
FEPC becomes law, they will comply.

(e) “But what of the worker’s right to
pick his associates?”

First. No worker has such a right even
without an FEPC: His only right is to
quit if he doesn’t like someone who is
hired. FEPC does not affect this right.

Second. As above, no case of any
worker quitting upon introduction of
minority group members to the work sit-
uation.

Third. This argument carries a pre-
sumption of invalidity arising from fact
that CIO and A. F. of L. support FEPC.

(f) “How about the employer’s right
to hire someone he doesn’t want?”

First. FEPC does not make him hire
anyone, No new jobs are created; no
percentage of jobs for race, and so forth,
is set up; no duty is created to hire any-
one who does not meet whatever stand-
ards the employer may set, and such
standards may be as strict as he desires,
even may be completely irrelevant to
the job’s demands so long as such irrele-
vancies are not the particular few named
in the act. No special privileges are con-
ferred on any group.

(g) “Well, what about the general
right to run one’s own business?”

First. We regulate many business pro-
cedures for what we realize to be the
best interests of the community.

Second. FEPC only affects business
with over 50 employees, not including
sectarian, and so forth, groups. This
means big business, which generally
does not have intimate and personal em-
ployer-employee relationships. The em-
ployer’s interest is chiefly in obtaining
the most efficient work force.

(h) “People naturally seek to segre-
gate themseives”; “You are trying to
force social equality,” and so forth.

But, first, this bill deals only with em-
ployment discrimination. Nowhere does
it. mention, or sanction interference with,
segregation or any social customs, or, in
fact, discrimination any place but on
the job.

(i) “You can't outlaw prejudice, look
at prohibition,” and so forth.

But, first, this is not a bill against
prejudice, but only against the overt acts
that prejudice leads to; it is therefore
not like a bill to outlaw driking, but like
one which outlaws driving while drink-
ing.

Second. Although laws against mur-
der do not eliminate murder, the pun-
ishment of most murders cuis down the
incidence greatly.

(j) “This is just a communistic meas-
ure.”

But first, the Republican Party and
Democratic Party platforms have for
several years endorsed FEPC. S. 1728
was written by the White House and the
Justice Department,
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Second. Many prominent industrial-
ists and businessmen support FEPC—
for example, William L. Bett, Allen W,
Dulles, Paul G, Hoffman, Eric Johnston,
Harry R. Luce, Dwight R. G. Palmer,
Martin Quigley, Nelson A. Rockefeller,
Beardsley Ruml, Spyros P. Skouras, Her-
bert Bayard Swope, Charles H. Tuttle,
and so forth. See also the program of
International Harvester, mentioned
above.

Third, The Catholic Church supports
FEPC, as well as leading Protestant and
Jewish groups.

Fourth. The Communist Party would
give special rights to minority groups—
for example, a Negro nation in the
South. This bill merely grants equal
rights.

(k) “Why can’'t the problem be han-
dled in the courts?”

First. Courts are overburdened al-
ready, and the additional load of FEPC
cases would break them down alto-
gether.

Second. The Commission is able to
screen worthless complaints, which pro-
tect employers and saves them time,
money, and so forth. The testimony be-
fore the House subcommittee by the
various State commissioners discloses a
high number of rejected complaints.

Third. Commission procedures and
determinations are speedier than those
in courts.

Fourth. Uniformity—1 agency in-
stead of 94 Federal courts.

Fifth. Expertise—the Commission de-
votes full time to the problems and all
its facets.

Sixth. Commission procedure avoids
the necessity of criminal penalties,
which juries hesitate to invoke.

(1) “Education is the answer, not leg-
islation.” This is the chief argument
of those who propose eliminating the
enforcement provisions of the act.

Agreed that education is necessary
and desirable, but, first, note that the
bill instructs the Commission to use in-
formal methods. However, such meth-
ods lose their effectiveness without the
existence of sanctions in the back-
ground. Wartime FEPC experience was
that compliance was very often secured
once the violator attended an informal
session. But the most adamant viola-
tors refused to discuss the matter with
the Commission, knowing that nothing
could be done to them anyhow. The
sanctions are needed to make the viola-
tor willing to come in and talk things
over; once he does that, in a great ma-
jority of cases he will comply with the
Commission requests.

The State commissioners before the
House "subcommittee testified that they
had never used their sanctions, but that
their informal methods would have
failed without the existence of such
sanctions,

As an impartial study made by the
Library of Congress states, education
alone is not sufficient to do the job.

AFPENDIX I

A. Discriminatory employment prac-
tices based on race, color, religion, na-
tional origin, or ancestry are widespread
throughout the United States, and in-
creasing.
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Discrimination in employment based
on race, color, religion, national origin,
or ancestry is practiced by government,
by business, and by labor unions. It is
manifested by a refusal to hire, by a de-
nial of in-service training or upgrading
opportunity, by wage differentials, by the
formation of auxiliary unions lacking
the usual benefits of union membership,
or by blanket exclusion from such mem-
bership. Today, with unemployment at
its highest level since before the war, the
fear of discriminatory discharges weighs
heavily upon all who have ever known
the frustration and bitterness of job dis-
crimination, notably upon the approxi-
mately 26,000,000 Catholics, 15,000,000
Negroes, 5,000,000 Jews, 3,000,000 Ameri-
cans of Mexican or Hispanic origin,. 11,-
000,000 foreign-born, and the 23,000,000
children of foreign-born, who have con-
tributed so much to the building and to
the defense of this country.

The familiar maxim “last hired and
first fired” as applied to minority-group
workers, unhappily, is once again prov-
ing itself all too valid. Data released by
the Bureau of Census reveal that whereas
unemployment among whites increased
176.4 percent between July 1845 and
April 1949 there was an increase of 280
percent in unemployment among non-
whites during the same period. The
Census Bureau concluded that because
of the tendency to lay off Negroes before
whites, and because of the relative lack
of skill required in jobs usually assigned
to them, Negroes will suffer an increas-
ingly higher percentage of unemploy-
ment in any recession that may over-
take us.

Contrary to the general impression,
discrimination is not confined to any par-
ticular geographical area, industry, or
Eroup.

A survey of the Illinois labor market
by the Illinois Interracial Commission
revealed that private fee-charging em-
ployment agencies did not even list non-
white applicants. Ninety-five percent
of private employment agencies reported
that Jewish applicants faced serious dis-
criminatory barriers in attempting to
qualify for jobs; substantial percentages
reported discrimination against
Catholic workers. The survey also re-
vealed that over 100,000 discriminatory
“help wanted” ads were published annu-
ally in newspapers in the State of Illi-
nois; that of 1,600 Illinois business firms
polled, over half reported no nonwhite
employment; that 70 percent of all fi-
nancial and 75 percent of all account-
ing, advertising, and other service firms
in the State had no nonwhite employees;
that only 3.6 percent of the employees of
the public utilities of the State of Illinois
are nonwhite.

In Missouri, a special committee of
the House reported on March 2, 1949, to
the general assembly on its investigation
of violations of equal rights under the
Missouri Constitution. Among these
violations, the committee enumerated
discrimination against colored workers
in job placement in the metropolitan
areas of St. Louis and Kansas City, ex-
clusion of Negroes from membership by
certain building trades and other craft
unions, and other evidence.
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A Minneapolis self-survey conducted
by the mayor’s commission on human
relations found that Jews, Negroes, Jap-
anese-Americans, and other minority
group members are widely discriminated
against by employers. Of 523 Minneap-
olis firms from which reports were tab-
ulated, 63 percent hired no Jews, Ne-
groes, or Japanese-Americans; 37 per-
cent hired one or more Jews, Ne-
groes, and/or Japanese-Americans; 13
percent hired Jews only; 5 percent hired
Negroes only; 2 percent hired Japanese-
Americans only; 9 percent hired Jews
and Negroes; 3 percent hired Jews, Ne-
groes, and Japanese-Americans.

Within the past 2 months, the Ohio
State Employment Service reported
that two out of every five job openings
referred to its offices bore openly dis-
criminatory specifications. A survey of
employment opportunities for Jews in
public accounting in Cincinnati revealed
that the 15 largest public accounting
firms employing a total of 286 account-
ants have only 3 Jewish employees, and
have employed a total of only 11 Jews
over the past 30 years.

The Michigan State Employment
Service reported as of May 1948 that
“about three-quarters of recent job list-
ings for unskilled workers were not open
to nonwhite workers.”

Recent reports from the Colorado
State Employment Service contain the
following observations:

No openings in professional or managerial
Jobs were found for minority applicants reg-
istered at the Denver office of the CSES in
January 1849 * ¢ * Nationality is a
factor explaining unemployment among per-
Bons under 40 * * *  Race stood in the
way of jobs for one-fifth of all Denver vet-

erans receiving unemployment compensa-
tion under the GI bill of rights.

A survey by the Salt Lake City Couneil
on civic unify contains the following
findings:

Sixty-one of one hundred and sixty-seven
employers who responded to a questionnaire
excluded colored citizens from certain types
of employment. Forty-seven out of one hun-
dred and sixty-two employers said they wore
unwilling to give colored citizens the same
seniority rights as other citizens. Twenty-
seven out of one hundred and seventy-eight
employers were unwilling to pay the same
wages to colored people, even though the
co}:?rad employees have equal skills with
whites,

Since 1941 the school district of Phila«
delphia has been collecting data by race
based on the records of its employment
certificating service. These records show
that prior to World War II only 2.7 per-
cent of the employment certificates were
issued to Negro boys and girls 16 and
17 years of age. According to a state-
ment by the Philadelphia school system:

The percentage of employed youth in-
creased steadily during the war years until
1945 when 17 percent of all 16- and 17-year-
old youths working full time in Philadelphia
were Negroes. Then the employment of Ne-
gro youth began to decline. In 1947 only
b percent of the 18,924 full-time employment
certificates issued for 16- and 17-year-old
youths in Philadelphia were for Negroes.
This is especially pertinent since Negroes
make up 17 percent of that age group.



1950

This same statement went on to say:

We can assume from this that when war-
time pressures and manpower problems de-
creased, discrimination against Negroes in-
creased,

In a report on segregation in Wash-
ington, the National Committee on Seg-
regation in the Nation’s Capital re-
vealed the shocking extent of all forms
of racial discrimination here in this very
city, the seat of our National Govern-
ment. Here are but a few points in the
indictment:

Negroes are excluded from most skilled
trades by the craft unions, and from whole
industries by management policy. In retail
trade, utilities, communications, and trans-
portation they have little chance. The tele-
phone company employs no colored mechan-
ics or linemen., The big department stores
deny Negro women a chance to become
clerks—even one large bargain store whose
customers are two-thirds Negro. In 1940
three-quarters of all Negro job holders were
employed as laborers, domestics, or service
workers while only one-eighth of white em-
ployees were in these categories. Even in
the city government, a Negro cannot get a
job as a water-meter reader, a building in-
spector, a weights-and-measures inspector,
or as a guard in a jail.

These various studies, together with
the testimony presented during the
hearings on H. R. 4453, demonstrate all
too strikingly that in virtually every sec-
tion of this country gualified workers are
being denied an opportunity of making
a living—and a life—solely because of
their race, color, religion, or national
origin.

Gentlemen, let us conduct this debate
in dignity. Let us now proceed to the
business of restoring integritv to this
body. Both parties and Presidential
nominees pledged this in their platforms
end we will now show the world that at
least the House of Representatives is a
place that keeps its word.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Smvmprson].

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, the exploiting of the Negro started
when the first shipload of those unfor-
tunate people were landed by force on
North Americar soil. This occurred in
1619 when a Dutch man-of-war landed
on the soils of Virginia bringing 20
Negroes which were captured or kid-
naped on the African coast, recaptured
in the West Indies, and sold to the
Colonists.

Since the freeing of the Negro from
human bondage and the thirteenth
amendment to the Constitution, there
has been an improyement in their lot.
There is still room for much more up-
lifting in their case.

The lynching of any human being is
wrong from every standpoint. Adequate
laws can legally condemn any criminal
violation. The poll-tax qualification
and Jim Crow cars should be eliminated.
The Negro and any so-called under-
privileged group should be given every
possible moral and educational uplift-
ing. They should be given employment
at good wages and under proper working
conditions.

Mr. Chairman, it, to me, is a national
disgrace that both major political par-
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ties and their leaders are trying still to
exploit the Negro for political purposes.
As 1 of 435 Representatives in Congress,
I do not propose to be a party to it.

I do not believe the right-thinking
Negro wants to be exploited by the two
major parties. I think the Negro wants
an educational opportunity for his chil-
dren. He wants the same opportunity
to purchase a decent home, to be in busi-
ness, farm or become a professional per-
son. He or she wants the same oppor-
tunity for advancement as any other
American, and they do not believe you
can legislate them into these positions.
This or any other congress cannot legis-
late any American, regardless of race,
creed, or color, into such a position
either. These things must be worked for
and not handed to anyone, notwithstand-
ing race, creed, or color; otherwise, this
republican form of government will fail.

H. R. 4453 has to me some serious de-
fects. Under “Definitions,” section B,
page 4, the term “employer” means a
person engaged in commerce having in
his employ 50 or more individuals. This
means if you employ 50 persons or less
you are exempt if this legislation becomes
Public Law. This is discrimination it-
self in the rankest form. If this legisla-
tion, as a whole is fair and good, why
should there be any exemptions? The
employer of 59 or less can hire or dismiss
at will. The employer of over 50 must
conform to regulations. So, the unfor-
tunate person working with 50 or less is
still discriminated against if such dis-
crimination exists.

This situation I again do not propose
to be a party to.

H. R. 4453 under “unlawful employ-
ment practices” defined under section 5
(a), paragraph 2, “To utilize in the hiring
or recruitment of individuals for employ-
ment any employment agency, place-
ment service, training school, or center,
labor organization, or any other source
which diseriminates against such in-
dividuals because of their race, creed,
color, or national origin” would make any
employer responsible for acts of discrim-
ination absolutely beyond his control.

Why should an employer seeking help
through an agency be held responsible
if that agency discriminated which under
this section they could do?

H. R. 4453 on page 7 under the Fair
Employment Fractice Commission sets
up a commission of five members for
stagzered terms at $17,500 per year with
$20,000 for the chairman. This means
another Government bureau in Wash-
ington with State set-ups employing
more and more and more people.

H. R. 4453, under investigatory powers,
page 19, section E, states:

No person shall be excused from attending
and testifying or from producing documen-
tary or other evidence in obedience to the
subpena of the Commission, on the ground
that the testimony or evidence required of
him may tend to incriminate him or subject
him to a penalty or forfeiture, but no individ-
ual shall be prosecuted or subjected to any
penalty or forfelture for or on account of any
transaction, matter, or thing concerning
which he is compelled, after having claimed
his privilege against self-discrimination, to
testify or produce evidence, except that such
individual so testlfymg shall not be exempt
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from prosecution and punishment for per-
Jury committed in so testifying. The im-
munity herein provided shall extend only to
natural persons so compelled to testify.

Mr. Chairman, this seems to be a viola-
tion of constitutional rights, and again
I will not be a party to it.

The report to accompany H. R. 4453 on
page 2 states, as follows:

Today, with unemployment at its highest
level since before the war, the fear of dis-
criminatory discharges weighs heavily upon
all who have ever known the frustration and
bitterness of job diserimination, notably
upon the approximately 26,000,000 Catholics,
15,000,000 Negroes, 5,000,000 Jews, 3,000,000
Americans of Mexican or Hispanic origin, 11,~
000,000 foreign-born, and the 23,000,000 chil-
dren of foreign-born, who have contributed
s0 much to the building and to the defense of
this country.

This, Mr. Chairman, by inference is a
total of 93,000,000 people in this country
who are discriminated against and which
I do not believe exists. If it is the truth
as stated in the report, then by the same
inference the ones doing this discrim-
inating in this country are the Prot-
estants. This I do not believe for one
moment,

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is un-
American, I think, from many angles.
An American should still have the right
to work or not as he or she sees fit. An
employer, under our form of govern-
ment, should still have the right to hire,
and for cause, discharge. For my part,
I do not propose to change it.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Eentucky [Mr. MorToN].

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, I
realize that it is late in the day to make
a plea for cool heads, and reason, and
reality, but I feel that I should be dere-
lict if T did not do so. I would like, if
possible, to remove from our thinking
some of the passions and emotions that
have become injected into this picture
and bring it down to its very bhasie
reality.

This has become known as a bill to
eliminate diserimination. Of course, in
fact, it is a bill whose purpose it is to
eliminate discrimination that is coupled
with prejudice. One cannot attack dis-
crimination, per se, for discrimination
in itself is a part of freedom. A medi-
cal school selects 100 students out of
perhaps 600 or %700 applicants. Of
course they discriminate against the 500
who have not the academic preparation
that the 100 enjoy.

First, let me state my own position
and then give you the reasons. My po-
sition is this: I opposed the bill before
us, the Powell bill, in committee. When
the Legislative Committee, of which I
happen to be a member, voted that hill
out, I came to the conclusion that it was
not my obligation or right to oppose the
legislative processes by which that bill
would come before this body. I have
done pothing in the months since our
committee voted this bill out to prevent
its coming out on the floor. My votes
have been in such a direction that would
permit it to come up on this floor and to
permit the Members of this House to say
‘“Yea' or “Nay.”
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I favor the substitute that will be of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. McConnerr] and shall vote
for it in committee. I shall support it if
it prevails in committee when we go back
into the House, and vote for it on final
passage if it is then the pending ques-
tion. If the bill offered by the gentle-
man from New York prevails in commit-
tee, I shall vofe against it on final
passage.

I want this to be clearly understood,
that I appreciate the sincerity behind
those who are the proponents of this bill
as well as the opponents of this bill in
our committee and in this House.

Now, to reduce this to its basic realities,
I thirk I will use the lyrics from a song
in a very poptlar show today. I will not
try to reduce today’s travesty to its com-
plete asburdity by singing that song, but
I will attempt fo auote the lyries as I re-
member them. It comes from the popu-
lar show, Seuth Pacific. If you are lucky
enough fo get tickets and you ean afford
them—they are pretty steep over there—
I can recommend it.

The words to the song, as I remember
them, are:

You've got to be taught to hate and fear,

You've got to be taught from year to year.

It's got to be drummed in your dear little ear,
You've got to be carefully taught.

You've got to be taught to be afraid

Of people whose eyes are queerly made,

People whose skins are a different shade;
You've got to be carefully taught.

You've got to be taught before it's too late,

Before you are six or seven or elght,

To hate the people your relatives hate;
You've got to be carefully taught.

The words of that song express what is
so fundamental in this bill. Wecome into
this world as God created us, without
prejudice in our hearts and minds. We
are taught prejudice. It is not part of
our hirthright, certainly not.

How will we develop tolerance and re-
move prejudice? By the same methods,
by teaching, by leading men away from
the hates and the prejudices of this
world. That must be done. That is a
fundamental, moral concept underlying
this entire problem. That can be ac-
complished, and great good can be ac-
complished through a measure such as
that offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

I think that these things should be
brought into the open. I think that
employers should be required to submit
records and show whether or not they are
discriminating because of race or creed
for the purposes of employment. I think
we can carry the message to those em-
ployers and accomplish a lot of good.

Before I came to this body I made a
living traveling in the South. I suppose
I have been in as many counties south of
the Ohio and Potomac and east of the
Mississippi 8s any man here. I was
traveling for a company ouf of Louisville,
but traveling into the deep South. I
think I know something, and perhdps ob-
jectively, of the problems there.

I tell you that if we approach this
thing on any basis except a voluntary
basis, the basis of education, the basis
of taking men by the hands and leading
them into the right path, then we are in
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deep water. If we try to force them into
that path or kick them into that path,
we are going to do great harm to the
principal minority race in this country.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I oppose
this bill introduced by the gentleman
from New York on these two basic
grounds: First, morally, I can see in it
great danger to a people who constitute
a substantial segment of our society, for
the most part in the Southern States;
and, second, that if we want to do some-
thing for those people, and I do, the only
thing that will be done by this Eighty-
first Congress, the only bill that can be
passed—and we are political realists in
this body—the only thing that can pos-
sibly be passed is a bill such as the sub-
stitute to be offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

For these reasons I commend to you
the substitute bill, and for these reasons
I urge you to oppose the bill offered with
all sincerity and good faith by the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. Chairman, may we turn our hearts
from votes and hate. May realism pre-
vail. May we once more attain the
courage of our heritage.

Mr. POWELL. _Jr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio

[Mr. Burke]l, a member of the FEPC

subcommittee,

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, it was
with a great deal of satisfaction that I
received my assivnmment from the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor to the
subcommittee dealing with the fair em-
ployment practices legislation. I had
some previous noticns on this legislation,
because I had a great deal to do with
employment generally in my vocation in
life, so that I felt I had some knowledge
which I could bring to the subcommit-
tee, to the committee, and to the Con-
gress. I was very happy to have the op-
portunity to listen to the testimony be-
fore the subcommittee and to evaluate
the evidence which was submitted to the
subcommittee on this piece of legislation.

My idea at the outset was fhat con-
trary to the belief of many people in this
Nation this type of legislation is not the
conferring of some new right. Some
right which does not exist in people.
But rather it is what I believe fo be the
real concept of law. That is that law
has no reason for existence unless it pro-
tects and guarantees the free exercise of
either natural or constitutional rights of
people. I believe that this legislation
would furnish necessary protection and
guaranty of free exercise of natural and
constitutional rights.

The barriers that have been set up,
based on race, ereed, color, and national
origin, to me have always been artificial
boundaries between people, boundaries
that really have no logical reason for ex-
istence. To ask that people recognize
those boundaries as a condition of em-
ployment I have always felt was tram-
pling upon & natural and constitutional
right that people have as citizens of a
great country such as ours.

I have heard in the last few days many
of the statements made against this leg-
islation. I can understand the feeling
of many people because of the condi-
tions peculiar to the sections from which

FEBRUARY 22

they come. But I want to assure all of
those people that certainly the motives
of most of those who are proponents of
this legislation are such that they feel
this legislation is not directed at any
particular section.

Paradoxical as it may seem, the evi-
dence submitted to our subecommittee
seems to indicate that this legislation is
needed, so far as the Negro people are
concerned, as much in the North as in
the South.

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

Mr. McCONNELIL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. Jackson].

Mr. JACESON of California. Mr.
Chairman, during the maneuvering
which has taken place here in the House
today I have voted on all occasions to
continue consideration of this measure.
I have felt that the part of true demo-
eratic processes would be best served if
the membership of this House were per-
mitted to express its will on the measure.
I respect the deep convictions of the
many Members of this body who have
sought by every Ilegislative device fa
delay that moment when FEPC would
came to a vote. However, I do feel that
this matter should be squarely con-
fronted and that we should, out of the
depths of our own personal eonvictions
and out of our own sense of obligation
and duty, come to the point very soon
when we can all stand up and express our
giWn beliefs with respect to the legisla-

on.

In these days of confused social and
economic thinking, it is one of the most
difficult of tasks to determine on some
occasions the will of the people whom we
all have the great honor to represent in
this body. We cannot in good conscience
simply weigh the letters of those who
oppose and those who endorse any given
legislative proposal and cast our ballots
in terms of ounces, pounds, and tons.
Life would be much more simple if it
were possible to follow this course of
action.

However, after a short period of legis-
lative responsibility in this House one
comes to the certain knowledge thaf
forces and pressures artificially stimu-
lated and highly organized often create
a clamor entirely out of praportion fo
actual numbers and, like the long line of
soldiers marching around and around a
hill in sight of the enemy, gives an im-
pression of strength which is deceptive
and misleading.

There has been a great deal said with
respect to the action of the California
electorate in repudiating at the polis a
compilsive FEPC proposal in the general
elections of 1946. It is well known that
in spite of an all-out campaign to insure
passage of the measure, every county in
the entire State joined in sending the
bill down to unqualified defeat. The
voters of California did not want to
delegate to the State government some
of the constitutional rights which reside
with the individual, and are a matter of
personal conscience and responsibility.

Unlike Federal antilynch legislation
and anti-poll-tax measures, which many
of us have supported to the limit of our
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individual abilities, Federal legislation
on employment is a horse of another
color.

In this field one departs from the well-
defined area of minority rights and en-
ters the even greater area of the legal
civil rights of majorities. It is an area
in which the social and economic
aspects of American life become so in-
extricably intertwined as to comprise a
bedlam of claims and counterclaims and
of vexatious controversy.

It must be remembered that those who
employ and are responsible for the con-
duct of millions of small-business en-
terprises in this country are also cit-
izens with certain clearly defined rights
and obligations. Having invested the
finances necessary to the creation of any
given enterprise, it then becomes nec-
essary to make the business work. If it
fails, both the employee and the em-
ployer lose, but the employer’s loss may
entail bankruptey and many additional
years of toil as he seeks to clear his
name and reestablish his credit. True,
until he can make other arrangements
for employment the worker is idle, but
no financial responsibility falls upon his
shoulders.

It follows, then, that employment pol-
icies are not only a question of social
and civil rights, but of economic con-
siderations as well. If to be required to
employ a memker of any given minority
group in a situation where the credit
and the future of a small business is con-
cerned is to mean in economic terms
that the employer will suffer economic
loss as a result, then any legislation
which seeks to impose qualifications
upon the employer is to place in jeop-
ardy the employer’s right to a fair exer-
cise of his privilege of life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.

In repudiating, by an overwhelming
margin the FEPC proposal the voters
of California were simply restating an
individual and collective belief in the
rights of all Americans, majorities as
well as minorities. It is unfortunate
that other Stetes which have adopted
the restrictive practice have not given
their citizens an equal opportunity to
obtain the consent of the governed.

Now, what was the California law?
What did it provide? In almost every
meajor instance it provided exactly what
is provided in the bill introduced by the
gentleman from New York. It declared
as a State policy, that all persons have
the right of equal opportunity to secure
employment. To effect such policy it
meade it unlawful to refuse to hire and
discharge or to discriminate in condi-
tions of employment against any person
because of race, religion, color, national
origin, or ancestry. It established a
commission to prevent such unlawful
practices by conciliation or order, and
by education. It provided for judicial
review of the commission’s orders and
appropriated a sum for the commission.

And what happened in the State of
California? From the northern part of
the State bordering on Oregon to the
southern part of the State bordering on
the Republic of Mexico, every county
from north to south and from east to
west in the sovereign State of California
repudiated PEPC by a vote which varied
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from 2 to 1 to 5 to 1. What were the
totals? Out of the total vote cast of
2,358,343 citizens of California, 1,682,664
voted “no” and 675,697 voted “yes” on
FEPC, and that expression was given in
the only referendum which has been
held upon this important subject in
which the basic rights of every citizen in
this country stand at stake.

The Sixteenth District of California,
which I have the honor to represent in
this body, is a progressive and enlight-
ened one. In economic and social re-
speets it is perhaps as liberal a district
as can be found anywhere., The popula-
tion is comprised of many elements gen-
erally considered to be minority groups.
Democrat registrants far outnumber Re-
publicans. Every race, creed, color, re-
ligious faith, and economic group is rep-
resented in the district. To my mind
it is a characteristic congressional dis-
trict.

However, in that district, when the
dquestion of adopting FEPC legislation
appeared on the ballot, an emphatic re-
pudiation of the legislation was reg-
istered, and there is no reason for me
to believe that the opinion expressed at
that time has changed materially in the
interim.

I do not intend to labor the academic
question as to whether or not it is pos-
sible to legislate morals, or instill fra-
ternity and brotherly love through the
legislative process. The people of my
own district and the people of California
have answered this particular question
to the extent that a compulsory Fair
Employment Practices Act is concerned.

It is unfortunate that this measure
does not come to us as a constitutional
amendment. In that manner and only
in that manner could we truly determine
the wishes of the people of the United
States as a whole. This is far too im-
portant a subject to be taken lightly or
voted upon quickly, expressing as it does
an entirely new, novel, and possibly
dangerous concept of human relation-
ships.

Mandates are generally fuzzy affairs.
One person interprets a so-called man-
date to mean one thing, while a second
will interpret the same vote to mean
something entirely different. In the
present instance, however, the mandate
is clear and impelling, Here was no po-
litical clash of opposing personalities, no
involved or complex proposal. Here was
simply a legislative proposal put before
the people of the State of California for
their answer in the American way.
Their answer was unmistakable and
clear. That answer was a resounding
“no” to a compulsory and penalty-pro-
viding FEPC. I may be required to tell
24,814 voters why I voted against com-
pulsion on this measure, but I can also
tell 99,5649 voters who opposed FEPC in
my district that I have followed the ex-
plicit instructions given me in this con-
nection.

1 shall oppose any provision in this or
any other measure which will jail an
American citizen for an entirely proper
exercise of judgment in the conduct of
his affairs. I will not become a party to
the bootlegging of employees under the
counter nor force citizens to evasion of
the law in employment matters. We
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Americans have come a long way toward
true civil liberties since slaves were sold
to the Lighest bidder from the auction
block, and we still have a long way to go,
but we are not going to progress through
legislation of this type and character.
You can lead a horse to water, but you
cannot lead a free-born American citizen
to the willing abdication of his consti-
tutional rights.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from Cal-
ifornia [Mrs. DoucLas],

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, the
question of fair employment is before
us—this is not a question that affects
the South only, and not a question to
be decided by the South—the question of
fair employment affects all of the United
States. Mr. Chairman, we know that
we have discrimination in some instances
in the United States in our employment
practices, discrimination because of race,
color, creed and national origin. We
know that. We know that when we
found ourselves in war these practices of
discrimination greatly hindered our war
effort. We know that the President,
therefore, issued an Executive order set-
ting up a national FEPC. We know that
it worked. Since the end of the war
FEPC legislation has been introduced in
Congress after Congress—I have worked
for the passage of legislation to guar-
anty fair employment to all American
citizens since I first came to Congress
in 1945, the Seventy-ninth Congress.

The war is over but can we return to
a situation where again we tolerate dis-
crimination in our employment prac-
tices? Shall we idly sit by and ignore
such discrimination now that the war
is over? I donot think we can. Not only
because discrimination undermines de-
mocracy here at home but because it se-
riously handicaps us in our efforts to help
build a democratic world. Remember
that the mejority of the people of the
world are colored and we do not endear
ourselves to those people by talking out
of one side of our mouth abroad and out
of the other side of our mouth at home.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Jackson] of the Sixteenth Congressional
District has just informed you that in
California a majority of voters voted
against FEPC legislation. He is right.
They did. Do you know how FEPC was
discussed in California? There were
billboards from one end of the State to
the other—screaming that this was a
communistic program. The majority of
the people in the State in my opinion,
misunderstood FEPC. Many of the
people who are discriminated against in
California, the Mexicans, the Filipinos
and the Negroes did not understand
what the FEPC was. How could they
understand., Many thousands of dollars
were spent to misrepresent the issue—
wild statements were made and delib-
erately misled the voters—but these
same people knew, when they went to
get a job for which they were qualified
but were turned down, why they were
turned down—because of their national
origin or because their skin was black—
and they resented it. And to the degree
they felt they had been unfairly used—
demccracy was weakened—sand commu-
nism had struck a telling blow. Had they
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understood that FEPC would guarantee
them a fair chance to obtain employment
for which they were qualified—they
would have voted for it also. The reason
FEFPC was defeated in the State of Cali-
fornia was the way it was presented, the
fact there was a vast sum of money spent
in the campaign to defeat it and that it
was deliberately misrepresented to the
people. The committee against FEPC
was guided by such people as the Rever-
end James W. Fifield of spiritual-mobili-
zation fame. It was stated throughout
the State that the bill denied the right
to fair trial, that no court review was
possible and so forth.

I might also point out to the gentle-
man from California that the housing
program that was presented to the people
of California last election was also de-
feated.

Again this proposal was misrepre-
sented—again vast sums of money were
used—does that mean the majerity of
California voters are against decent hous-
ing? No. They were misled by the prop-
aganda. .

Housing was not defeated in my dis-
trict, because I got out and explained
to the people what the proposal before
them was. And I want to say that some
of the folks who voted against these
things in Congress were defeated in the
recent elections, and I do not think that
I am overstating it when I say that some
oi those who will vote now against prog-
ress to strengthen democracy in this
Congress will be defeated in the future.
The voters have a way of catching us
with bogus issues. Given time, a major-
ity always endorses and votes for those
proposals that are designed to strengthen
and develop our democracy.

The direct objective of the bill before
us is to prohibit discrimination in em-
ployment because of race, religion, color,
national origin, or ancestry. This civil-
rights objective—protection of the wage
earner in his basic right to seek a liveli-
hood without arbitrary discrimination—
has more than ample justification. But
I would contend that H. R. 4453 has a
larger objective and an even wider justi-
fication.

It is a bill that provides for the com-
mon defense in an era of critical world
tensions. It is designed to strengthen
the conduct of American diplomacy by
removing a blot of America’s leadership
in world affairs. It is designed to pro-
mote America’s economic self-interest by
raising living standards and by increas-
ing market opportunities. It is designed
to strengthen our free enterprise system
by strengthening the most basic enter-
prise of earning a living against unrea-
sonable, bigoted interference. Finally,
the bill is designed to carry out the moral
principles of our religious heritage in a
practical program suited to our day.
National morality and national con-
science dictate that we close the gap be-
tween some American practices and
American ideals.

When we are charged with catering
to minority interests, with fishing for
minority votes, we assert that this is a
truly national program, as devoid of sec-
tional gain or partisan interest as any
legislation that ever came before the
Congress.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The discrepancy between American
ideals and American practice—between
our aims and what we actually do—
creates a moral dry rot which eats
away at the foundations of our demo-
cratic faith. Democracy cannot thrive
in a climate of hypocrisy. Democracy
cannot prosper in a land where 40,000,-
000 people—members of one minority
group or another—are denied the basic
assurance of healthy community life,
the assurance that they belong, the as-
surance that they count, the assurance
that there is only one class of citizenship
and that they enjoy it. Our national
morality based on our religious heritage
demands an end to discrimination rooted
in bigotry. In the words of George
Washington, “to bigotry, no sanction.”

And I hope it is as significant to you,
as it 1s to me, that every major church
denomination in the United States has
endorsed the provisions of this bill.

During the war, we found that we
lacked skilled workers for many vital
jobs. This dangerous shortage might
have been avoided if minorities had not
been denied opportunities for training
and experience. Now we find that job
discrimination continues to cripple busi-
ness opportunities. Hundreds of business
leaders have come forward to testify that
fair employment practices are good busi-
ness practices. They tell us that denying
jobs to certain people denies markets for
other people—and such a policy drags
down the whole economic level in a vi-
cious cycle. They have discovered that
they cannot sell electric refrigeratorsto a
family that cannot afford electricity be-
cause its principal breadwinner is de-
nied an opportunity to work at any but
the most menial trades. They under-
stand that real economic progress re-
quires that the whole nation move for-
ward at the same time without artificial
barriers erected by ignorance or intoler-
ance. Prejudice produces no wealth.
Discrimination is bad business. And so
I insist that our fair employment prac-
tice bill is a real and significant contri-
bution to America’s productive capacity
and to the preservation of our free enter-
prise system.

Today democracy as we know it is on
trial throughout the world. In the last
analysis that trial will not be won by our
magnificent airlift, or unmatched indus-
trial strength, or our stock pile of atom
bombs. TUltimately, our way of life will
win out only if its promise of moral and
spiritual leadership is fulfilled.

Fair treatment for racial minorities in
America is basic to our chance for a just
and lasting peace. The world will not
trust us if we talk out of both sides of
our mouth—if we are on one side abroad
and on another side at home. Two-
thirds of the world’s peoples are colored.
We cannot expect that they will respect
our good faith or our avowed purposes if
we continue to practice an ugly discrimi-
nation here at home against our own
minorities. We will have to fight a rear-
guard battle in Europe and Asia so long
as each lynching is earried in the head-
lines of foreign newspapers, so long as
our enemies can point out the fact that
50 many millions of our people are not
full partners in our democracy. For the
sake of our national defense we must not
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permit prejudice and discrimination to
become our Achilles’ heel. :

We are a Nation blessed by God with
material riches beyond all others. Our
mountains, our plains, our rivers, our
harbors have given us industry and com-
merce, agriculture and mining resources,
that are the envy and despair of the rest
of the world. But our richest and our
greatest resource is people—people living
under free and fair institutions which
permit them to develop fully the talents
God gave them. We waste this resource
if we sanction discrimination,

1. THE NEED FOR LEGISLATION

While there is no precise measure of
the extent of employment discrimination,
there is convincing evidence that dis-
crimination is increasing. So the Com-
mittee on Fair Employment Practices re-
ported to President Truman in June 1946
upon the completion of its task.

The United States Census Bureau sur-
vey reveals that in April 1947 the pro-
portion- of unemployed among white
workers was 3.8 percent and among non-
whites 6.7 percent. Also significant is
the fact that the unemployment ratio
had increased since 1945 about 150 per-
cent among white workers but more than
300 percent among nonwhites. An anal-
ysis of the report indicates that the
problem is not confined to any one sec-
tion of the country but is equally acute
on the Pacific coast, in Dstroit, Ohio,
and New York.

A survey made by the Ohio State Em-
ployment Service indicated vhat 24 per-
cent of the job requests received carried
the condition “white only.” Negro work-
ers did not even have an opportunity to
discuss with prospective employers their
qualifications for doing the job which he
needed done. Of course, the 23-percent
figure must be considered a minimum
since we know from ample experience
that a substantial number of other job
openings were discriminatory although
not specified as such.

At the same time that discrimination
increases at the hiring gate itself, we
have noted that there has been a forced
retreat by Negroes from skilled and semi-
skilled jobs into the common-laborer
classifications, and from production jobs
to service jobs. The Labor Market Re-
ports issued by the United States De-
partment of Labor illustrates this point
by quotations from surveys of industry
after industry—agriculture, machinery,
hosiery, prefabricated housing, tele-
phone communications, bakeries, and so
forth.

Employment discrimination is, of
course, not limited to Negroes. The 1948
annual survey of the Anti-Defamation
League of B'mai B'rith reports “a spot
survey of private employment agency
registration forms conducted during Sep-
tember 1948 in 33 of the 48 States showed
that 60.6 percent of these asked ques-
tions about religion; 33.9 percent about
nationality; 28.4 percent inquired into
place of birth; 16.5 percent asked about
descent; 11.9 percent asked about race.”

Similar discrimination, often in more
agegravated form, is suffered by countless
other Americans whose mode of worship,
national origin, or skin color served to
disqualify them for securing employment
commensurate with their ability—Jap-
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anese Americans, Mexican Americans,
Indians. Their story is set out in con-
vineing detail in the report of the Presi-
dent’s Committee on Civil Rights.

1. FATR EMPLOYMENT LEGISLATION IS EFFECTIVE

“This form not to be used in the States
of Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York,
and New Jersey” reads the heading of
a 1948 application blank of the Goodyear
Tire & Rubber Co. The application for
a position with this giant American cor-
poration then goes on to ask such ques-
tions as religion, lineage, father’s birth-
place, and so forth, and says: “Please
attach recent photograph of yourseif.
This is essential. Otherwise your ap-
plication will not be considered.” Here
in dramatic summary form is an example
of what has been accomplished by FEPC
legislation. The four States listed at the
top of the application are the States
which for the past 3 years have had fair
employment practice acts with enforce-
ment provisions,

Prior to the passage of these State laws,
statements were made to the effect that
business would leave the State, white em-
ployees would quit their jobs, and em-
ployers would be harassed with irre-
sponsible charges. These dire predic-
tions have proven groundless.

We have the sworn testimony of the
chairmen of the commissions of the three
States with the longest experience with
antidiserimination laws. All report that
there has not been a single instance of
8 business leaving a State, of a mass
walk-out, or a complaint by any employer
that compliance with the law has result-
ed in the loss of either customers or reve-
nue. Quite to the contrary, they testi-
fied that a growing number of companies
had come fto the conclusion that anti-
diserimination laws helped business by
promoting a more efficient utilization of
labor. As one executive put it, “Some
of the people I have hired under the new
law are outstanding. ¥You ought to point
out to employers the advantages they get:
from an increased labor market where
they have access to so many qualified
workers.”

The three commission chairmen were
unanimous in declaring that the FEPC
laws in their respective States had re-
sulted in a marked decline in discrimina-
tory practices and in the virtual elimina-
tion of discriminatory advertisements
and employment application forms.
Especially significant is the fact that
they reported a total of 1,220 cases, and
in not a single case was it necessary to go
beyond the processes of conferences,
conciliation, and persuasion to effect a
satisfactory adjustment. They were
unanimous, too, in the opinion that en-
actment of a Federal statute would
strengthen and facilitate the administra-
tion of their own laws. The experience
of the States is fortified by experience on
the Federal level by the record of per-
formance of the wartime FEPC. Dur-
ing its most active 2 years, FEPC closed
an average of 250 cases a month, About
100 cases a month were closed as having
been satisfactorily adjusted. Some war-
plant gates were thereby opened to mi-
norities hitherto refused admittance.
Government and industry were persuad-
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ed to advance many minority workers to
their established skills.

The effect of these cases on the morale
of minority-group workers is not pre-
cisely measurable. That the effect was
far-reaching and beneficial was shown
by the minimum of interracial friction
during World War II as compared with
World War I. Vociferous threats to
strike if minorities entered a plant evap-
orated when responsible workers and
employers took a firm position against
discrimination.

The record of the Federal FEPC is con-
cededly not as successful as the State
FEPC's. The reason is clear. The Fed-
eral Government program lacked en-
forcement powers.

The chairmen of the State commis-
sions who have testified on the subject
are unanimous in emphasizing that al-
though no State had as yet found it nec-
essary to invoke legal sanctions, the very
fact that it is part of the procedure has
had its effect and has helped make pos-
sible the really remarkable record of
cases settled through conciliation alone,

We know of instances where State
commissions have succeeded while the
Federal Commission failed. In New
York, for example, the commision suc-
cessfully concluded an arrangement with
& number of railroad unions to eliminate
discriminatory clauses in their constitu-
tions and bylaws. The Federal FEPC,
lacking the reserve power of enforce-
ment, failed to do this.

III. THE NEED FOR ENFORCEMENT POWERS

It is significant that the foes of this
legisiation have all joined with us in
professing their oposition to discrimina-
tion, and that hardly a voice has been
raised in defense of such practices. The
attack is always on method. We are told
that racial or religious prejudice can be
eliminated only by education and that
legislation in this delicate field will pro-
mote strife and conflict.

The opposition ignores a fundamental
distinction between prejudice and dis-
crimination. Prejudice is a state of mind
and discrimination is an overt act. Our
system can indulge a man's individual
prejudice however wrongfully conceived,
s0 long as they remain a state of mind.
But our democratic system cannot per-
mit & man to translate his prejudices
into action which infringes the rights
and liberties of others. This is a funda-
mental premise of our civil and criminal
law. When prejudice is translated into
active discrimination whereby men, sole-
ly because of their race, religion, color, or
national origin are denied an opportu-
nity of earning a livelihood for them-
selves and their families, it is the proper
function of government to prevent such
practices.

Nor does experience justify the fear
that passage of this legislation will pro-
mote strife and conflict. Decency and
fair play have never fostered strife. On
the contrary, such tension and conflict
arise more frequently when people feel
they cannot obtain redress from their
government for a recognized evil. We
are more likely to have disorder and
riot when a government disregards the
demand for justice. We should not ex-
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pect members of minority groups who
have fought and bled for our democracy
to sit by indefinitely when they are told
in effect “you have won freedom for the
peoples of all the world, but it is to be
denied you here at home.” The purpose
of this legislation is in accord with tra-
ditional concepts of the role of govern-
ment in promoting the general welfare—
in providing an orderly official proced-
ure for dealing with a recognized evil,
employment discrimination.

To those who say that education
rather than legislation is the answer,
we reply that they have offered us false
alternatives. There is no conflict be-
tween education and legislation. It is
the educators who have told us that we
learn best by doing. It is the legislators
who tell us that law constitutes one of
the most powerful instruments of edu-
cation. The complementary character
of education and legislation is aptly
summed up in the fact that it became
necessary to pass laws making school
attendance compulsory before our edu-
cation system itself was able to func-
tion effectively. As Bishop Francis J.
Haas put it:

Frankly, I become a bit impatient with
persons who insist that the whole matter
of securing fair employment opportunity is
solely the business of education. In too
many instances their position amounts to
holding that a just soclal order is to be
built brick by brick, but that only one brick
is to be lald every hundred years. We may
not resign ourselves to such a polley of de-

featism and of doing nothing.

We are also told that the program of
civil rights contravenes the principle of
States’ rights. Let us put the issue more
accurately. The legislation before us is
designed to protect the right of all
Americans to earn a livelihood at any
trade without discrimination because of
race or creed. Surely this is a basic
right. Surely this is one of the founda-
tions of the dignity of the human per-
son. ‘And surely it must be preferred
over the arid principle of States’ rights—
or, to be more accurate, the principle of
States’ wrongs. For what rights are in-
volved in our opponents’ program—the
right of States to prevent people from
finding jobs because of their color? If
this were not a State’s wrong—instead
of a State’s right—this issue never would
have arisen.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. HESELTON].

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
have three amendments at the desk. I
wish I could have made them available
to all of my colleagues sooner, but they
can he seen there, and in view of the time
limitation I simply want to try to explain
them in the hope that they may appeal
to all of you.

We have an FEPC law in Massachusetts,
It was enacted in 19486, and it is working,
and well, and with the approval of prac-
tically everyone in Massachusetts. Iwas
pleased to find that in subsection 7 of
section 6 the committee adopted prac-
tically the identical language of the
Massachusetts statute, but I was dis-
turbed to find that although it is only



2174

slightly different, it is still different from
the Massachusetts statute when you con-
sider subsection (b) of section 7. I be-
lieve that goes to the heart of this legis-
lation. I believe that you have a clear
precedent, and I believe it will be helpful,
constructive, and certainly not destruc-
tive if this amendment is adopted.

I placed in the REcorp on February 2
an analysis and comparison of the com-
mittee bill, the bill offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, and the Massa-
chusetts law. If this amendment is
adopted, it is my considered opinion that
the committee bill will be almost iden-
tical with the Massachusetts bill.

May I call your attention to certain
statements made by the commission in
Massachusetts with reference to the
working of that bill, Their first report,
the commission said in part:

It has not chosen to conduct a punitive
eapedition in Massachusetts but has pre-
ferred to steer a conservative course of edu-
catlng employers and workers alike as to

their responsibilities and obligations under
this law.

Their second report, filed in 1948, said:

From the beginning, this commission has
recognized that the elimination of diserim-
inatory employment practices based upon
individual and group prejudices could be
accomplished most effectively by reason in-
stead of force.

And I am pleased to state that in the
last report filed in November of 1949 the
commission was able to report that not
a single complaint in Massachusetts has
been taken to the courts, and they call
attention once more to this significant
statement of policy:

Once more the commission acknowledges
the wisdom of the provision of the law re-
quiring that the first efforts to adjust com-
plaints be made through conference, con-
ciliation, and persuasion.

Those are the words in that subsec-
tion, and I suggest to you Members that
where you have had 3 years of experi-
ence in a highly industrialized area and
where a commission can make that sort
of a report and add, “This process in-
vites cooperation and is the antithesis
of swinging a big stick,” you will have
an opportunity to write into this law
the law that has been on the books 3
years and has been demonstrated in that
fashion.

I hope you will support the amend-
ment.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Lucasl.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, first, as
a southerner, I want to say I admire the
good faith of the gentleman from New
York in presenting this legislation to us
for consideration. I have been treated
with eminent fairness by him and his
subcommittee in all the considerations
we have had in our committee. I dis-
agree with him, of course, on the legis-
lation, and I oppose it most vigorously.

The question is whether or not we, act-
ing as a national legislative body, can
pass legislation which will change the
customs and the traditions of the people
of the country. That is the intention of
this bill and there can be no denying it.
Those who sponsor this legislation want
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to change the customs. They are de-
sirous of creating social equality. They
are desirous of bringing the minority
races into every opportunity which ex-
ists for the majority races in this coun-
try. I do not criticize them for that
but I do criticize them for the means
which they are using in order to achieve
this objective. It cannot be done by
legislation.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
spoke in high praise of his Massachusetts
law. I happen to know of my own per-
sonal knowledge that the Massachusetts
law is not effective in that State simply
because employers up there will not ad-
vertise in the newspapers for employees.
They will not go to an employment
agency seeking employees. The reason
they do not is that they want to select
their own employees, and this FEPC
there is preventing people of minor-
ity races from getting the jobs they
would sscure through want-ad pages or
through employment services,

It should bear some significance to
this debate that two of the three mem-
bers who have spokzn in favor of this
legislation from the committee have
mentioned the fact that this is not aimed
at the South. “Methinks, my friend,
that thou protesteth too much.” It is
aimed at the South and they cannot
honestly deny it. It is aimed at the
South because the preponderance of col-
ored people in this country live below the
Mason and Dixon’s line. You want to
change our customs down there and
force us to follow a Federal law which
directly violates all of our traditions and
our customs in the South.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. The proponents of this
bill are merely using the Negro as a
smoke screen; they are not trying to
help him. That is bunk, They are not
trying to help the Negro. They do not
give a tinker’s damn about it.

Mr. LUCAS. I am seriously afraid
they are not helping the Negro. Actu-
ally they are hurting the Negro.

Mr. RANKIN. They are depriving
him of a home.

Mr. LUCAS. I think the gentleman
from California [Mr. Jacksox] has
raised an exeellent point in stating that
this legislation should be handled at the
State level. It should be. If it is not
aimed at the South, then what objection
would you have to letting each State
determine whether or not such a law as
this should be enforced within that
State? I believe so strongly in that
that I am going to offer an amendment,
for which I ask your consideration. It
reads:

Sec. 16. This act shall take effect in each
Btate on the date on which the Btate by
law (1) declares that the rights of some per-
sons within the jurisdiction of the State to
employment without discrimination because
of race, color, religion, ancestry, or national
origin are being denied, and (2) establishes
or designates an agency of the State to ac-
cept jurisdiction of cases under section 7
(a) of this act.

If this bill is not directed at the South,
if it is not aimed at the South, will you
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support my amendment? If you believe
this is not aimed directly at the South,
then you will permit the Southern States
and every State to determine, as has the
great State of California, whether or not
they shall have legislation of this char-
acter within the States.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. BROWN].

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I hope the bill to establish a per=
manent Fair Employment Practice Com=-
mission will never be enacted because it
strikes the very vitals of all free enter-
prise, without which our Nation could
never have become the greatest and rich-
est country in the world. It is a meas-
ure which would substitute the whims
and dictates of a Federal bureaucracy
for the judgment and common sense of
the great people who have carried our
Nation through nearly two centuries of
progress to the pinnacle we now enjoy.

The FEPC was created during the war
years by Executive order for the purpose,
it was claimed, of obtaining full man-
power strength and allegedly preventing
possible discrimination in employment of
any person because of his race, creed,
color, or national origin. The record
shows, however, that the FEPC often
hindered instead of helping in war pro-
duction, and caused a break-down in the
race relations rather than building up
better understanding. After the war
emergency, this trouble-making agency
died, but now it is proposed to bring it
to life permanently with still greater
jurisdiction over practically every kind
of work and walk of life.

It is regrettable that there appears to
be so many who are unable to understand
that progress is attained through under-
standing and education—and not legis-
lation. The past half century has been
the most progressive period in history.
Many changes have come about in the
American way of life. This applies par-
ticularly to the South and my own State
of Georgia. Negroes have advanced fur-
ther in education, business, religion, sci-
ence, and the professions in this period
than in any other time in history. Ap-
proximately 4,000,000 people who were
uneducated and unskilled in any trade
except farming were set free to find gain-
ful employment and make their living
at a time when the whole country was
suffering the aftermath of the Civil War.
The southern whites and their former
slaves, even then, had become reconciled
and had worked out an understanding
between themselves and jobs and homes
were given the Negro by their former
masters. There is a vast difference in
the status of the southern Negro today
from what it was at the turn of the cen-
tury. Moreover, it should be noted that
the South is attaining more and more a
diversified and well-balanced economy—
and is attracting industries from other
areas because of its many advantages
such as sufficient and satisfied labor, even
weather, proximity to supply, and in-
creased transporfation facilities.

The constitutionality of the proposed
measure is most doubtful. No case has
been made for its constitutionality—and
it attempts by the mere recital of words
to make a legislative finding of fact that
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the so-called ills it seeks to cure are now
adversely affecting the interstate and
foreign commerce of the United States.
That is a surprising conclusion—espe-
cially in a period when our interstate and
foreign commerce are at the highest
peak in our history. It becomes the
more amazing when one stops to trace
our trade and business growth during the
last 30 years. If the investigations, com-
pulsory testimony, compulsory produc-
tion of records, compulsory attendance at
hearings conducted by incompetent
clerks, and the other indignities that this
measure would foster upon the taxpaying
American citizen is constitutional for
the purposes this measure sets forth,
then it certainly becomes clear that the
individual rights of the Siates and the
people reserved in the Constitution are
in actuality surrendered under the com-
merce clause.

The bill does not even purport to be
exercised for the citizens of this country.
It flatly states as a finding of fact that
“the rights of some persons within the
jurisdiction of the United States to em-
ployment are being denied”—it does not
say “citizens,” merely “some persons.”
That could mean that it is intended that
every alien, no matter what his country
of origin, is to be given all the Federal
Government help and assistance possible
to secure the job of Americans who have
fought and won two world wars to make
their homeland safe to live in. Is this
a proposal to secure every Communist,
not only a foothold in America, but gain-
ful employment at the expense of the
livelihood of the American veteran who
is merely seeking to enjoy an economic
status in which he may raise his family
in the American way?

The Commission proposed in the bill is
not limited to functioning in the United
States or areas subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States. Section 6 (f)
of the bill specifically provides that—

The principal office of the Commission
shall be in the District of Columbia, but it
may meet or exercise any or all of its powers
at any other place and may establish such
regional offices as it deems necessary.

Section 2 (c) states that one of the
purposes of the bill is “To promote uni-
versal respect for, and observance of,
human rights and fundamental freedoms
for all.” Section 6 (g) (6) further em-
powers the Commission “to make such
technical studies as are appropriate to
effectuate the purposes and policies of
this act and to make the results of such
studies available to interested govern-
mental and nongovernmental agencies.”
It would seem clear that the Commission
might devote its energies to investigating
the undesirables of other nations and
then assure them of employment when
they came to America.

Although the bill purportedly is desig-
nated by its proponents to eliminate dis-
crimination, its very terms are discrim-
inatory themselves. It provides that
where the Commission finds an alleged
“unlawful employment practice” it may
“petition any United States court of ap-
peals or, if the court of appeals to which
application might be made is in vaca-
tion, any district court or other United
States court for the enforcement of
such”—the Commission’'s—“order and
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for appropriate temporary relief or re-
straining order.” But if a person is
aggrieved by the Commission’s order he
can only obtain a review of the order in
a United States court of appeals. The
aggrieved party does not have jurisdic-
tional access to a United States district
court or other United States court, if the
court of appeals is on vacation. He just
has to wait until their vacation has
ended—and in the meantime he must
obey the Commission’s order which could
be to hire someone he does not want or
need, or would not want because the per-
son is incompetent even if he did need
someone, and would have to pay that
person back wages even though the per-
son never worked during the period.

It is impossible to conceive of a meas-
ure which would so completely deter,
burden, confuse, befuddle, add untold
costs to, and even destroy American
business and the American way of life
as the proposed Fair Employment Prac-
tice Act would: In place of individual
judgment based upon years of knowledge
and experience, a Federal bureaucracy
would be set up in every community in
the Nation with every legal weapon con-
ceivable available to it—including ren-
dering its own binding orders—to tell
every businessman whom he could hire,
whom he could fire, what the terms
of this one’s employment should be,
what the terms of that one’s employ-
ment should be, and anything else
they could think of. If an employ-
er should find a few years later he
hired someone when the Commission
thought he should have hired some-
one else, he would have to pay the
back wages to the one he did not
hire, then hire him, probably have to fire
the first man and lose his experience and
skill, and wind up with an incompetent
whom he had to continue to employ,
contribute to his social security, pro-
vide medical services and the many other
benefits that most employees receive.
If this would not adversely affect the
interstate and foreign commerce of the
United States, it is difficult to conceive
of anything that would. And all this
so an alien could put an American vet-
eran on the relief rolls.

Our American system of free enter-
prise has succeeded because it is flexible
and provides rewards and promotions to
those with skills and ability. People
with talents and skills move to the higher
places and the lazy and inept remain
where they are until they decide to go
to work. Under this proposed new sys-
tem of regulating the employee and the
employer by the FEPC a person’s abil-
ity and competence would be incidental.
There would be an endless chain of
grudges and grievances and spying, and
a man would be unable to operate his
own business, There would always lurk
in the shadows the fear of unlawful em-
ployment practices and every employer
would hesitate to use his own judgment
in the selection of those he thought could
best fit in his business and successfully
carry on the work.

In addition to the incalculable costs
the measure would add to the price of
goods and services to the consumer, there
would be added to the already back-

breaking tax load the average American
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is shouldering, the cost of a new Fed-
eral bureaucracy with agents in every
part of the country, and possibly the
world, their cost of travel, the immense
costs of conducting hearings, trials, and
lawsuits, and every other cost that a
Federal Bureau incurs.

We in the Southland realize our prob-
lems; we have seen the progress that
has been made; we feel that in time the
South will work out its salvatian through
education and the increased spirituality
of our people. We have a background of
experience, knowledge, and understand-
ing with which to deal with them for
which legislation is not merely a poor
substitute, but no substitute at all.
Senator Borah, a brilliant statesman
from Idaho, said many years ago that
the southern people had met the race
problem and dealt with it with greater
patience, greater intelligence, and great-
er success than any people in recorded
history dealing with a problem of similar
nature.

This FEPC proposal if enacted on a
Federal level would result in greater
confusion in all areas, and in the South
particularly its effect would be complete
demoralization and utter devastation.
The progress the South has made would
be overturned and in place of the South’s
understanding and experienced approach
to these matters would be substituted
g coercive, threatening, blundering stat-
utory program impossible to enforce and
capable of only one net result—chaos.

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

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield for
a question.

Mr. HARRISON. Is this bill, as re-
ported by the committee, based on the
findings and report of the President’s
Commission on Civil Rights?

Mr, BROWN of Georgia. It is my
understanding that it is.

Mr. POWELL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. Norronl, former
chairman of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, of
course you know I am in favor of this
bill. I have asked for this time to dis-
cuss a bill dear to my heart and to the
heart of every American who believes
in human rights and fair play—the bill
to establish a Fair Employment Practice
Commission. I have long been inter=
ested in legislation which would create
through statute a permanent FEPC, and
as many Members know, I have intro-
duced in the past three Congresses bills
which could create such an agency. Al-
though one was reported to the floor of
the House by the Labor Committee in
the Seventy-ninth Congress, it was pre-
vented from ever coming to the floor by
the determined action of the House Rules
Committee to pigeonhole it. Unfortu-
nately, the House has never had an op-
portunity to vote on any FEPC hills and
what has happened today is merely a
repetition of the tactics which have baen
used in other Congresses to keep FEPC
legislation from being considered by all
Members of the House. There is before
us today not only the question of whether
FEPC should become law—although I
hope that it does—but also the question
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of whether the House should be denied
‘the right to consider a hill such as this.
The bill in essence prevents the same
type of high-handed tactics which are
being used today on the floor of the
House, and I sincerely hope that all
Members will have an opportunity to
cast their vote on this legislation.

As I have said, I have been the author
of several FEPC hills, all of them to pre-
vent discrimination in employment be-
cause of race, creed, color, national
origin, and so forth. In our America,
where we are all striving to preserve our
fundamental freedoms and liberties, we
should not be afraid of any legislation
which would give Americans the right to
earn a living on an equal basis with all
other Americans, regardless of race and
creed. We preach tolerance for other
peoples, but, unfortunately, we forget
that, right in our own country, a minor-
ity of our own citizens must suffer dis-
crimination. We are sending thousands
of dollars to countries overseas to curb
and prevent the spread of communism,
while at home we foster the very condi-
tions which lead to communism. Men
will not turn to communism in America
if they are given equal opportunities for
employment, and through this employ-
ment secure for themselves and their
families a decent standard of living.

I am not afraid of the consequences of
a permanent FEPC. The original FEPC
established through Executive order by
President Roosevelt brought no dire re-
sults. In fact, records show that it was
most successful in its operation, and I
believe that its fair and just administra-
tion helped to spread in an effective way
the idea of tolerance and brotherhood.

In these troubled times we may be
again forced to ask the men and women
of our country to serve in the armed

forces and protect once more all that we.

hold dear—God forbid that this will hap-
pen—but if it does, how can we ask our
young people to give of themselves, and
perhaps even their lives, if we do not
assure to them at home the very free-
doms for which they may have to fight.
That kind of service is not predicated on
color or ancestry or any creed, but mere-
1y on a common love of freedom and jus-
tice and a determination to preserve
these priceless gifts. If we are honest
with ourselves, we will today show to
those who suffer from discrimination at
home and to those abroad who are look-
ing to us for leadership that we truly be-
lieve in the ideals which Americans have
espoused since the founding of the Re-
public—tolerance and likerty. There is
one way to prove our good faith, and that
is to consider FEPC legislation and vote
in favor of it.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire how the time stands?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania has 32 minutes re-
maining; the gentleman from New York
36.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. JaviTs].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, we are
fighting the very old struggle here today
and we might just as well recognize it;
for the United States is no longer a con-
federation of sections, nor is the United
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States a conglomeration of individual
States; we are now a nation. We are not
trying to legislate morals, which, I think,
is an oversimplification of what we are
trying to do here today; we are trying to
implement a very old, a very honored, a
very treasured right in our country—to
protect a person inviolate in the posses-
sion of his life and his property and his
right to the pursuit of happiness.
Eguality of economic opportunity is just
such a right.

In this legislation we are trying to keep
up with modern times which dictate that
we have to pass a law which in its appli-
cation, is only keeping up with modern
times.

We must also pass a law which has
teeth in it or we are saying tc ourselves
that the right to equality of economic
opportunity which we are trying to as-
sert and preserve and maintain is not
dignified enough to have Government en-
forcement. That is the fundamental
problem here. Everybody who wants
FEPC, who wants it sincerely and deeply
and understands what it means as an
American, wants it effective. We know
that you cannot have a policeman for
every violation, and we know that en-
forcement powers is what makes for de-
terrence against violation. The Legis-
lature of the State of New York knows
that, too, for it has memorialized the
Congress by Resolution passed concur-
rently, dated January 31, 1950, to pass
this very bill, and I am going to put that
memorial in the Recorp. It says and I
quote:

« + * the enactment of such legisla-
tion (H. R. 4453) is of the greatest impor-
tance to the people and will tend to unite the
country and create greater respect for our
institutions among the other peoples of the
World: ® e

I am a member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. We have heard a lot
about the reverses which the United
States has taken in the Far East in for-
eign policy; and we have taken serious
reverses there, but let us not forget that
we are asking Asiatic peoples to adopt
democracy. We are asking them to learn
the freedom that democracy means, this
billion people in the Far East who have
yvellow skins, and the 140,000,000 people
in Africa who have black skins. We ask
these peoples to have faith that democ-
racy is fair and just and honest and
does exactly what it promises to do. We
can say that so much better and without
questioning whether we are deceiving
ourselves if we extend this elementary
measure of justice to our own colored
citizens in the United States. Good
faith in our acknowledged responsibility
to spread the ideas of freedom to all
peoples demands that we pass this bill
and pass it today .

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

Mr, McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr, Win-
STEAD].

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, today another great
American custom is being thrown aside
to make way for FEPC, one of the most
un-American bills which has ever been

FEBRUARY 22

brought before the Congress of this great
country. I do not have to remind any-
one present that for over 100 years it
has been the custom for the Congress
of the United States to honor the birth-
day of George Washington, the Father of
our Country, by assembling, reading his
Farewell Address, and then adjourning
in honor of his m.emory. But not so to-
day. We must wrangle with this vicious
measure which is designed as vote bait
to serve the interest of selfish politi-
ctans—for this is election year. What a
shame that this has to be with so many
grave issues facing us at this time, when,
for example, children, old people, and
sick people everywhere are suffering
from our inability to settle the coal
strike which has this country practically
paralyzed, What a shame that our
President, who is leading the figcht for
passage of this legislation, has not used
his authority to settle so grave a situ-
ation, And if he does not have author-
ity to do this, the Congress is equally at
fault for not having given him the au-
thority necessary. It is a grave fact
that children as well as adults look upon
John L. Lewis as being all-powerful,
Only this morning, for example, my
6-year-old son, who kas been ill for ap-
proximately 4 weeks with measles and
chicken-pox, called me, said he was cold
and asked me if I would get in touch
with John L. Lewis and see if something
could not be done about heat for our
apartment.

With the race our country is having
with Russia for atomic-energy control,
and the inability to get Communists off
our Federal pay roll, with many other
equally serious problems facing us, we
still have to consider, on George Wash-
ington’s Birthday and at the expense of
pressing problems, legislation, which, if
passed, will mean complete regimenta-
tion of business and the creation of more
bureaucracy and add tremendously to
the taxes now being paid by business-
men—Dboth large and small.

Contrary to what the advocates of
FEPC would have the people believe, this
is not a matter which concerns only the
Southern States, even though it is true
that Representatives of the South have
previously prevented this measure being
enacted into law. It is true that the
South was first to realize that something
much more fundamental was involved
than we were led to believe in the move
to establish a permanent FEPC. Per-
haps this is why this whole matter has
come to be regarded by many people as
a southern problem, inasmuch as the
race question is involved and since a large
percentage of the population of the
South is Negro. Even the civil-rights
program, which seeks to destroy the
South’s way of handling the race ques-
tion, and which has been tested and
proven to be the best method for both
races, is not all there is to this measure,
which its proponents are so frantically
trying to force on the people.

This proposed FEPC legislation has
correctly been called a violation of the
traditional American system of free en-
terprise. In taking away from the em-
ployer the right which, under the Con-
stitution, he has always enjoyed in select-
ing employees according to his own be-
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lief in their qualifications, loyalty, and
so forth, this legislation, if enacted,
would invade deeper into the rights of
the individual by dictating to the em-
ployee for whom he must work. I would
like to quote from Donald R. Richberg,
writing for the Washington Star, Janu-
ary 4, 1948, when he said:

Unless government is to destroy an eco-
nomic system of competitive freedom and
soclal system of free association, it cannot
undertake to level down the inequalities
that result from differing abilities and dp-
portunities, or to interfere with the volun-
tary selection of one's assoclates in work or
play.

Mr. Richberg goes further in his state-
ment by saying:

No one would dare to propose that an
employer be given the right by law to com-
pel a man to work for him. That would
be “involuntary servitude"—slavery. Yet it
is solemnly preposed that an employer shall
be forbidden the right to refuse to employ
a “qualified” man because of his race, color,
or religion. This means, in practical effect,
that if a Government regulator says that a
man is “qualified” and rules that he has
been denied employment because of race,
color, or religion, then he must be em-
ployed. It seems to be forgotten that an
employer works for his employees just as
they do for him. He is obligated by law to
do a great many things for his employee.
So the proposed law would force an employer
into involuntary servitude to men who are
under no obligation to work for him.

Taken in its broader sense, an em-
ployer must either comply with the reg-
ulations of the Fair Employment Prac-
tice Commission or be punished by fine
or imprisonment without being able to
claim the right of trial by jury. Think
for a moment of our Atomic Energy Com-
mission in the event of the passage of
this legislation, the provisions of which
make it unlawful to discriminate in Fed-
eral positions against any applicant for
a job because of his natural origin or
ancestry., This serious threat to AEC
security alone is enough to show the
danger of such legislation. As a matter
of fact, it would be unlawful, under this
proposed legislation, for the Atomic
Energy Commission to ask any questions
of the applicants as to his place of birth,
citizenship, race or any question of that
nature, which we have always regarded
as necessary from the standpoint of na-
tional security.

To point out the effect this legislation
would have on business in general, I ask
you to imagine if you can an agent or
agents whose job it is to travel over the
country, interrupting the business day
by questioning the employees with view
to making charges against the employer
because of his failure to employ, or fail-
ure to fire, someone because of his race,
religious beliefs or national origin. As
an example of what could happen if
FEPC legislation is passed, I quote from
a communication received from Mr. T. J.
Priestley, Jr., of Philadelphia, Pa. In a
pamphlet entitled “FEPC, the American
Gestapo at Work,” Mr. Priestley relates
his experience with inspectors for the
Wage and Hour Division of the United
States Department of Labor during the
war when his firm was engaged with the
war effort. His statement follows:

During September 1043, there came to the
office of the Priestley Printers, singly and in
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pairs, elght or nine able-bodied draft-de-
ferred men, who demanded to see the pay-
roll books of both the Priestley Printers and
the Priestley Engineering Co. At different
times they spent hours taking the names and
addresses of employees. They pressed our
typists into their service. They mailed
questionnaires to the employees which en-
couraged them to oppose their employer, end
when the workers failed to return them,
others followed, so that no less than three
questionnaires were received. * * *
annoyed the employees at their homes and
called them on the telephone as late as 11:15
p. m., after they had retired. They worried
the employees and interfered with our pro=
duction. They entered, without permission,
into our engineering department through a
door having a sign “No admission"” and en-
deavored to have a machinist break his
contract with the Priestley Engineering Co.
They demanded and took from our unsus-
pecting clerk samples of printed matter con=
taining the names and addresses of our cus=-
tomers, to whom they addressed letters hav-
ing the effect of belittling the prestige of the
Priestley Printers.

Let it be borne in mind that, even
though it appears that pressure for this
legislation is aimed at the South as a
punishment measure, such a law would
mean that employers everywhere, regard-
less of the section of the country, would
be drawn into line according to the dic-
tation of Government regulators. I
should like to call to your attention
parts of a report of a vacation journey
by youthful editors below Mason and
Dixon'’s line whick appeared in the New
York Herald Tribune, August 6, 1949. In
discussing the racial relationship in the
South, these editors had this to say:

The raclal relationship in the South is
different from what we were led to expect.
We thought we might find some kind of
raclal persecution and real misery among
the Negroes. We can truthfully say that the
Negroes we have seen and spoken to seemed,
almost without exception, happy and on the
whole the relationship between black and
white in the South was more friendly, more
cooperative, more understanding, and more
constructive than many relatlonships be-
tween, say, white management and white
labor in the North. * * * As one col-
ored university professor said to us: “We
are in a healthy and constructive process of
evolution.” * * * And strangely enough,
while the Negroes themselves are anxious to
have full economic and educational equal-
ity (but much less anxicus than some of
their white northern friends) they would
certainly not welcome the abolition of ra-
cial segregation. This fact constituted, per-
haps, our greatest surprise. Over and over
again, Negroes said to us that they are
proud of their race, that they would like
to keep their race apart, and that while
there should be other equality, while
there should be the friendliest cooperation,
they themselves would like to see the con=-
tinuation of segregation.

Such findings must come as a great
blow to the advocates of FEPC legisla-
ticn who hope that by its passage to
bring about social intermingling among
the races.

From time to time, in this and past
discussions of this proposed legislation,
it has been pointed out that this measure
is definitely un-American. Is it impos-
sible to believe that either party would
sponsor such a measure as this, under
the terms of which every businessman
in the United States would be told from
Washington who to employ and who to
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fire, if it were not for their desire to
obtain the votes of the radical groups
who sponsor such measures, including
the Communist? As you know, it is true
that the Communist Party ic and has
always been active in support of FEPC
legislation. We might well ask ourselves
just why the Communist have such in-
terest if indeed this legislation is not
Communist-inspired.

May I bring to mind the reported
words of the President himself, spoken
in connection with criticism of one of
his aides, when he said: “No can
tell me who to hire or who to fire.” This,
coming from the President of the United
States, is one of the strongest statements
one could imagine against this so-called
fair employment practices legislation.
Why, Mr. Chairman, would you want to
force upon the people of this country a
policy which you personally refuse to
follow?

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MUR-

RAY].
MURRAY of Tennessee.

Mr,
Chairman, I am opposed to the bill.

It is a sad commentary that this un-
democratic, unconstitutional, unfair, and
communistic-supported legislation is
being considered on the birthday of the
beloved Father of our Country, George
Washington. If is highly unfortunate
and regrettable that the House sees fit
to celebrate the birthday of the immortal
George Washington with the considera=
tion of such ill-timed legislation. Article
123 of the constitution of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics is the authority
and forerunner for this type of vicious
legislation.

I charge that the proponents of this
measure are not interested ir the wel-
fare, well-being, and success of the mi=
nority races in the Southern States, but
that they are directing this legislation
at the South for political purposes.
They are simply using the Negro in the
South as a political football. The white
southerner is the best friend the Negro
race ever had. The great majority of
the deople of the United States are not
supporting this legislation and the little
popular support it has today comes
mainly from pressure groups, radical
organizations, Communist-front groups,
and representatives of minority racial
organizations.

The fair employment practice bill,
H. R. 4453, is revolutionary, dangerous,
and drastic legislation, which should not
be enacted by Congress. In my opinion
its enforcement would absolutely destroy
free enterprise and private industry, as it
would create intolerable conditions in
the management of any business. It
would mean bureaucratic control and
regimentation of all private industry. It
would be a serious blow to our present
form of government and would finally
result in a totalitarian form of govern-
ment. It isthe most far-reaching effort
ever attempted to control and direct
business. Not only would it subject pri-
vate industry to dictatorship by our
Government, but it would also strike a
real blow to the freedom and control of
labor unions by their members.

Mrl
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The bill would take away from private
business its right and privilege of hiring
and firing its employees. It would en-
croach upon the prerogatives of man-
agement to pass upon the qualifications
of persons seeking employment and
would deprive it of the right of selecting
its own employees. The measure would
control the selection or fitness of appli-
cants for membership in our union labor
organizations and would pass upon their
right to discharge members from their
unions.

This contemptible legislation is spon-
sored and supportfed by all radicals, left-
wingers, Communists, and those opposed
to our present form of government and
to private enterprise.

It would set up a colossal bureaucracy
with vast and dangerous powers of con-
trol and regimentation. It would de-
prive the employer of using his own good
judgment of choosing qualified, capable
employees and labor unions in selecting
their own members.

1T'EW ERA OF RACKETEERING

Any dissatisfied applicant for a job
could file a complaint with the FEPC,
could: force the employer to leave his
business and submit to a kangaroo hear-
ing as to why the disappointed job
seeker was not hired. Any disgrun-
tled person who has been discharged
could likewise file a complaint with the
FEPC and force the employer to submit
to a hearing as to why he was fired.

The passage of the bill would set up a
new era of blackmailing and racketeer-
ing. It would result in thousands of com-
plaints and hearings by the FEPC due to
shysters and agitators who would claim
that they were either refused employ-
ment or were discharged in violation of
the act. They will file ungrounded com-
plaints with the hope that the employer
will pay off to them rather than to go to
the trouble and expense of a FEPC
hearing.

This legislation would be a crushing
blow to private enterprise, individual
initiative, and to the freedom of labor
unions in choosing their own member-
ship. It is inimical to the best inter-
ests of our country.

Mr. POWELL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. EELLEY] 3 minutes.

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, regardless of what has been
said here about this legislation being
directed toward the Negro, there is the
argument that it does not involve the
Negro solely. There has been discrimi-
nation in this country amongst many
groups. Anyone who has ever lived or
traveled in an industrial area of this
country certainly has observed that.
We all realize today that something
should be done about it. Many minority
groups are still suffering from discrimi-
nation.

Mr. Chairman, there is another as-
pect that has been touched upon by a
previous speaker. That is, in connection
with our foreign relations we belong to
many of the international organizations
and we must associate with all of those
nations, 60 or 61 of them, with people of
different color, of different religions, and
of various races in the world. We have
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voiced our admiration and our adherence
to nondiserimination against minority
groups, then we proceed to violate those
principles, and we are, therefore, thought
by people over the world as being hypo-
crites. It is injuring our relationship
with foreign nations, to say the least.
It has been and is embarrassing to any
United States citizen who is assigned to
a principal position on one of our inter-
national organizations to sit with those
people and pose as being something that
we are not. Certainly we can enhance
our prestige and our influence the world
over with those people if we will do what
we say we will do.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. ;

Mr. POWELL. Mr, Chairman, I yield
the minute that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KeLLEY] yielded back
to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Smite] for debate.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, we have been in session for a long
time, It is now almost 7 o’clock, and it
is obvious this bill cannot be seriously
considered ana concluded during this
session of the House. I think most of
the Members are very tired. It is about
time we were getting away from here.
I think a good many of them are ready
to get away.

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

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I would like to ask
the gentleman if he realizes I am feeling
very wide awake and I have no desire to
leave until we complete the business of
the day.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The gentle-
man is a good deal younger than some
of us and I congratulate him. I admire
him, I like to see him up herc jumping
around and going on. But I think it is
about time we quit. Therefore, Mr,
Chairman, I move the Committee do
now rise,

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yielded 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia only for debate.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask recognition on my own to of-
fer a preferential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York yielded to the gentleman
from Virginia for a particular purpose.
The motion offered by the gentleman
from Virginia is not in order at this
time.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I now move, on my own time, that
the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia has no time, The gentle-
man from New York and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania have control of the
time.

Mr. POWELL., Mr. Chairman, I now
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr, Smas] for debate.
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SIMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, having some time of my own, I
now move that the Committee do now
Tise,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from South Carolina was yielded 4 min-
utes time for debate. He in turn yielded
to the gentleman from Virginia but he
cannot yield to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia for the purpose of offering that
motion.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I respectfully appeal from the de-
cision of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is,
Shall the decision of the Chair be sus-
tained?

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, is that
appeal debatable?

The CHAIRMAN. Under the 5-min-
ute rule; yes.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be heard.

The CHAIRMAN,. The gentleman is
recognized. The Chair will say that the
discussion is now on the appeal.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, this is
the first time that I ever knew Members
of the House to have to edge in in this
way to be recognized for a motion for the
Committee to rise.

In my opinion that motion is privi-
leged, and any Member has a right to
make it at any time.

I do not propose to discuss this mon-
strosity at the present time. I will do
that under the 5-minute rule. But I
secured this time to support the appeal
of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SMITH].

In the first place, we are going to be
here all night, if this goes on.

I am sure that Joe Stalin heard that
applause, because you are driving
through here a piece of communistic
legislation that Stalin promulgated in
1920, and you could not pass it in a sin-
gle county in the United States by a
popular vote, as was shown in Califor-
nia. You are trying to ram this thing
through here by intimidation, in order
to bring about a condition that the
American people do not want. The gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Smite] has
made the motion that the Committee do
now rise, -

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I make the
point of order that the gentleman from
Mississippi must direct his remarks to
the question of the appeal from the rul-
ing of the Chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I desire
to comply with the request of the leader
of this FEPC program the gentleman
from New York [Mr, MARCANTONIO], and
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I want to confine myself within the rules
of the House.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The gentle-
man from Mississippi is one of the most
astute parliamentarians of the House,
and he has had long experience here.
Now, we frequently have bills come up
here by rule on which there is general
debate lasting for 2 and 3 days, on which
time is allowed for those pro and con.
The gentleman understands from the
ruling of the Chair that we might now

be placed in a position where we could
never rise. .
Mr. RANKIN. If the ruling of the

Chair is correct, we could be held here
for 3 days and nights.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Is it not the
custom and the usual practice in this
House, whenever they are ready to rise,
that somebody does make a motion right
in the middle of debate?

Mr. RANKIN. Absolutely, and that
motion is privileged. That is what I am
trying to tell the House. I do not want
to irritate the leader of this movement,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MarcanTonIiol, and that was not my in-
tention at all.

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

Mr. RANKIN., I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS. He is not only the
leader, but he is the father of this mon-
strosity.

Mr. RANKIN. I mean the father of
this program.

Mr. RIVERS.
word.

Mr. RANKIN., Father of this mon-
strosity. I have been in this body for
some time. I have had as many parlia-
mentary battles as any other man in this
generation, and I am here to tell you
that the gentleman from Virginia is cor-
rect. Unless this motion is privileged,
we rmight go on here from day to day for
the next week or 10 days, or the next
month, and nobody would be permitted
to make a motion that the Committee
rise.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am surethe
gentleman did not mean by his reference
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MarcanTonIol to attribute legitimacy to
this offspring, did he?

Mr. RANKIN. No, no.
man misunderstands me.

Mr. RIVERS. He is the foster father.
Stalin is the father.

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from
South Carolina suggests he is the foster
father.

But I want to talk about the motion
of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Smite]l. Any Member has the right to
move that the Committee rise, and it is
privileged, and if it were not privileged,
why, we could be compelled to sit here
from day to day. We all know we will
be here until daylight, at least, unless
this motion is carried.

“Monstrosity” is the

The gentle-
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Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. REDDEN. If that were not true,
then whether we would ever adjourn or
whether the Committee ever rises would
depend upon the one who has charge of
the bill.

Mr., RANKIN. Certainly. We might
just sit here from day to day. So I am
supporting the appeal made by the gen-
tleman from Virginia [(Mr. SmitH], in
the hope that the House votes on it and
lets us go home and get a good night'’s
sleep, and try to forget this crazy
measure.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to tk> motion.

May I just briefly state the situation,
that if we do not support the Chair we
will go back into the House, and when
we go back into the House we will go
through the same filibustering tactics,
a motion to adjourn, which we will de-
feat, because we have the votes, and
quorum calls, and then we will go back
into the Committee of the Whole again.
In other words, this motion is not
offered sincerely because if it were
offered sincerely it would mean that
we were trying to expedite this matter.
But this will prolong the situation for
at least another hour and a half. We
are going to finish debate according to
the clock in 2 hours, not by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr, McCon-
NELL] or myself, who control only the
division of the 2 hours. If this ruling is
not sustained, we are merely going to
prolong staying here and again go
through the whole filibustering tactics
which we have just defeated.

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

Mr. POWELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Massachusetts
rise?

Mr. NICHOLSON. May I ask what
the parliamentary situation is?

Mr. POWELL. I do not yield for
& parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The debate is on
an appeal from a decision made by the
Chair.

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

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will

_state it.

Mr. RANKIN. We are under the
5-minute rule. No Member, no matter
what his position is on the committee,
has the right to yield of his time to any-
body else. He may yield for an inter-
ruption, but he cannot yield time.

Mr. POWELL, I am yielding for an
interruption.

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

Mr. NICHOLSON, I am not making
an interruption.

Mr. MARCANTONI®. Iam not going
to take much time to debate the point
raised by the gentleman from Virginia
nor to enter into a discussion of the
bastardy proceedings in which the gen-
tleman from Mississippi has engaged.
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The question is very simple. We are pro-
ceeding under the rules of Calendar
Wednesday. Time is fixed for 2 hours
of general debate, The gentleman from
New York [Mr. PowerL] yielded to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Sms]l. When the gentleman from South
Carolina yielded to the gentleman from
Virginia, he could not yield for the pur-
pose of making that motion. Therefore,
the ruling Jf the Chair is entirely in ac-
cordance with the rules and should be
sustained, notwithstanding the objec-
tions of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr, Smrta] and the oration of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN].

The CHAIRMAN. The question is,
Shall the decision of the Chair be the
judgment of the Committee?

‘The question was taken; and the Chair
being in doubt, the Committee divided
and there were—ayes 123, noes, 77.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. PoweLL
and Mr. SmitH of Virginia,

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
148, noes 83.

So the decision of the Chair stands as
the judgment of the Committee,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Sms] is rec-
ognized for 3% minutes. ,

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to this legislation; I am opposed
to any legislation of this type, because I
do not believe that civil rights is an
end in itself. I do not believe there is
anything sacred about civil rights legis-
lation; I think that whether civil rights
legislation is right or wrong depends en=
tirely on whether it accomplishes its ul-
timate end of attaining and preserving
human rights. As I understand the en-
actment of civil rights is merely putting
human rights into law; consequently,
if by passing the law you do not attain
and preserve human rights then I feel
that civil rights legislation is wrong.

I feel the same way about States’ rights
legislation. Here again we have a means
toward accomplishing an end. States’
rights legislation is certainly not right if
it does not attain that ultimate goal of
reaching and preserving human rights.

It is my belief, Mr. Chairman, that this
legislation will succeed only in- setting
up in the South irritants, will succeed in
encouraging the Ku Klux Klan, will suc-
ceed in destroying liberalism in that sec-
tion of the country which needs liberal-
ism most. It certainly is not conducive
to harmonious race relations.

Every liberal here today should vote
against this FEPC measure. Liberals
should not be tied to an FEPC slogan.
They should look behind the slogan and
see if the bill really accomplishes its
objective.

I have been very much impressed by
some of the arguments which many of
the proponents of this legislation have
urged before the subcommittee headed
by the distinguished gentleman from
New York [Mr. POwEeLL].

Senator Paurn Dovucras, one of the
greatest liberal leaders in the Senate for
whom I have the highest respect, points
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out that “job discrimination against Ne-
groes is directly weakening national
unity and is giving other Communist op-
ponents of our democracy a propaganda
weapon”—1949 hearings, page 231. I
certainly agree with Senator DoUGLAS
that job discrimination against INegroes,
as well as the race problem in general,
is a Federal as well as a State problem
and that Federal action as well as State
action is necessary if we are to be suc-
cessful in our efforts to solve the prob-
lem of two races living together harmo-
niously with human rights for all people.

Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY, consid-
ered by many to be the civil-rights leader
of the Senate, in his testimony before
the FEFC subcommittee last year, based
his arguments for FEPC on the principle
of government that the fundamental
task of the Government is “to provide
them with at least one thing—opportu-
nity”—page 99. I agree with Senator
HumpHREY in his statement that the
fundamental task of the Government is
to provide the people with at least one
thing—opportunity.

The distinguished gentlewoman from
California, the Honorable HELEN GaHA-
caN DoucLas, who is recognized as one of
the most outstanding liberal leaders in
this body, testified before the FEPC sub-
committee and stated that—

We are told that racial and religious preju-
dice can be eliminated only by education
and that legislation in this delicate field will
promote strife and conflict.

She continues by saying:

The opposition ignores a fundamental dis-
tinction between prejudice and discrimina-
tion. Prejudice is a state of mind, and dis-
crimination is an overt act. * * * Our
system can indulge a man's individual preju-
dices, * * * When prejudice is trans-
lated into active discrimination, * * * it
is the proper function of government to pre-
vent such practices.

I agree with the distinguished gentle-
woman that it is the proper function of
government to prevent the overt act of
diserimination if the Government can
accomplish this good without accom-
plishing even more evil. But I wonder if
the distinguished gentlewoman would not
agree with me that it is also the proper
funection of government to attempt to
eliminate the causes of prejudice and
that through eliminating the causes of
prejudice we may be able to eliminate
more of the overt acts of discrimination
than we can through legislation outlaw-
ing diserimination. In other words, I am
not one of those that holds that racial
and religious prejudice can be eliminated
only by education. I believe, as does the
distinguished gentlewoman, that we need
education and legislation. But perhaps
I differ with the distinguished gentle-
woman in believing that the legislation
should be designed to eliminate the
causes of prejudice rather than to outlaw
the overt act of discrimination.

Senator Irvincg M. Ives, known as the
father of FEPC in that he was the driv-
ing force behind the enactment of the
first State FEPC law in New York in 1945,
makes several statements before the
FEEFC committee which I think should
be included in the record here, and which
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I personally agree with. First he states
that—

If you have to enforce this kind of under-
taking by punitive measure, by legal com-
pulsion, it is golng to fail. Unless you can
convince the rank and file of people that it 1s
inherently right * * * and get them to
cooperate in backing it up, your undertaking
cannot succeed.

Senator Ives states further:
And the success or failure of it—

Meaning FEPC—
rests not primarily on the terms of the stat-
ute or the substance of the statute, but pri-
marily on the type of administrator you get.

Now before going into the needs that
exist in America which the proponents
of this legislation are trying to meet and
before going into what FEPC would ac-
tually do in attempting to meet this
need, I would like to make several ob-
servations.

Fair employment practice legislation
is new. As a matter of fact, the first acts
of this specific character were adopted
in the legislative session of 1945. It is
common knowledge that it oftentimes
takes a period of a generation of experi-
ence for an observer to make a fair ap-
praisal of the effectiveness of this new
law. As a matter of fact, we have op-
erated in a tight labor market during the
entire time the FEPC legislation has been
law. The tendency to discriminate is
obviously rather slight during a period of
full employment as compared with the
temptation to discriminate during a de-
pression. I want to make the point that
if it were conelusively proven—and it has
not been—that State FEPC laws have
worked successfully, that this is no in-
dication that they will continue to work
successfully during a period of wide-
spread unemployment.

Another observation which I would
like to make is this: In those Southern
States where the minority group repre-
sents a very large proportion of the pop-
ulation, you have an entirely different
problem than you have in a State where
the minority represents a very small
proportion of the population. It is en-
tirely possible that the type legislation
necessary in Minnesota, for example,
where they have, according to the 1940
census, less than 10,000 Negroes, is not
the type legislation that would be need-
ed in Mississippi, where there are more
than 1,000,000 Negroes. And it conse-
quently follows that, even if FEPC legis-
lation is proven to be desirable in the

States in which it has been tried, it has’

not been tried in any State in which a
single minority group represents a large
percentage of the total population of
that State.

In considering any legislation designed
to help the members of a minority race
it is necessary to consider the whole
problem of two races living together har-
moniously with human rights for all.
This issue is of particular importance
and significance to those of us who live
in a section of the United States which is
faced with this very real problem every
day in the year. All through FEPC
hearings we find the statement over and
over again by the proponents of FEPC
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legislation that this measure is not
pointed at the South. Almost without
exception the proponents of FEPC have
stated this measure is not pointed at the
South. But I say to you that any legis-
lation which is designed to help the
members of a minority race should be
pointed at the South because that is
where the largest numbers of the mem-
bers of minority races are located. In
other words, any bill that is drawn up to
help members of the minority race
should certainly be drawn up sc that it
will work in the South because here is
where the greatest opportunity for doing
good exists. In any bill to help mem-
bers of a minority race, the situation in
Mississippi should be given more con-
sideration than the situation in Minne-
sota because a law which would help
members of a minority race would help
over a million Negroes in Mississippi,
while there are only about 10,009 that
could be benefited in Minnesota.

I am not a traveling man. I am not
familiar with the problem of discrimina-
tion as it affects most of the minority
groups. I am fairly familiar with the
problem of the Negro and the white man
living together in the South, particu-
larly in South Carolina. In five of the
eight counties which I represent there
are more Negroes than whites. Iam very
anxious to pass legislation that will help
the Negroes in South Caiolina and over
the Nation but I am convinced that the
proponents of FEPC fail to see clearly
the real need that exists.

FEPC legislation, even if it were en-
forceable and we all know it is not going
to work in the South but even if it did
work all over the United States it would
help a very few members of the Negro
race. if we pass FEPC and if FEPC
works, we as a government would still
fail miserably in our effort to provide
opportunity for all. Opportunity does
not begin when a man becomes 21 years
of age and is ready to go to work. There
are millions and millions of members of
the Negro race who have never been
given an opportunity to receive an edu-
cation. There are millions and millions
of Negroes who have not been given the
opportunity to receive adeguate medical
care. In other words, there are millions
and millions of Negroes who have not
been given an opportunity to develop
their personalities and capabilities,
What good does it do a man to say that
you shall be given a job in line with your
abilities, if he has not been given the op-
portunity to develop those abilities.
FEPC is a farce as far as giving a man
equal opportunity is concerned.

If the proponents of FEPC really want
to give the Negroes in America equal op-
portunity, if the proponents of FEPC
accept the minority problem as a na-
tional problem and I agree with you,
it is a national problem, then the pro-
ponents of this legislation should step
boldly forward with a program for pro-
viding basic needs to this minority
group—Dbasic needs so that they can
properly develop their personalities,

The argument is used by proponents of
FEPC that we cannot sell democracy and
the idea of equal opportunity to the world
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if we do not practice it at home—that
we must close the gap between principles
and practices, I agree with them com-
pletely that solving the race problem and
providing equal opportunity is a national
problem, Let us face it realistically.

Let us not make the same mistake that
we made in America back in the nine-
teenth century when slavery was abol-
ished. The problem then was exactly
the same problem as it is today; that is,
two races living together harmoniously
with human rights for all. What was
the situation then? We had many
people from outside of the South shout-
ing, “Pass a law that makes all people
equal and then we will have political
freedom and human rights.” And on
the other hand, within the South you
had an equally loud group that were so
busy shouting “States rights” that they
did not have time to try and solve the
race problems that did exist in the
South. Neither group recognized the
problem of the South for what it was, an
economic problem.

Perhaps the War Between the States
could have been avoided, if, instead of
abolishing slavery, the slaves had been
bought by the Government, and freed,
and had been given education, and train-
ing, and land, and an opportunity to be
economically independent individually.
But Congress then did not recognize the
problem as an economic one. They
thought that by passing laws they would
secure political freedom and human
rights for the Negro. Let us not make
that same mistake again.

Fair-employment practice legislation
will not give to the Negro an opportunity
to become economically independent,
Let us give the Negro the opportunity to
develop his personality and his capabil-
ities. After all, the Christian religion
uses as a standard the development of
the personality, to determine right from
wrong. The Christian religion is not
nearly as concerned with the rewards
that one receives on this earth, even if
that reward be fair employment, as they
are with the opportunity to develop one's
personality.

Education is certainly one way toward
solving this problem, But education is
not enough. Education should be cou-
pled with legislation and that legislation
should be designed toward providing
those basic needs for all people. Actual-
1y, legislation designed toward lifting up
those people on the bottom rungs of the
economic ladder will, in the long run,
eliminate most of the causes for preju-
dice and will provide opportunities for
millions and millions of Negroes who are
not given an opportunity to develop
their abilities,

However, if the proponents of FEPC
legislation feel that we cannot wait on
legislation designed to lift up all people
who are on the bottom rungs of the eco-
nomic ladder because of our position as
the leading advocate of democracy in
the world, I suggest that we pass legisla-
tion designed specifically to provide
these opportunities to the Negro mi-
norities.

I suggest, first, that we make a huge
Federal appropriation to the States on
the basis of their Negro population for
the purpose of providing adequate edu-
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cational, health, housing, and recrea-
tional facilities for the Negro. I sug-
gest, secondly, that we establish a mi-
nority employment agency for the pur-
pose of finding jobs for Negroes all over
the United States. In other words, it
would encourage voluntary migration of
Negroes from the South to those parts of
the United States where better employ-
ment opportunities exist. And, thirdly,
that a national education program
should be conducted with the objective
of eliminating discrimination by educa-
tion and publicity.

My suggestion of legislation to elimi-
nate the causes of prejudice would help
the common man within the Negro race.
It is not designed like FEPC to help only
a small percentage of the Negroes, per-
haps 3 to 5 percent who could be classi-
fied as the elite members of that race.

My objection to FEPC is, first, that the
Commission will, in my opinion, use its
authority in an effort to end segregation
in the South. Secondly, FEPC legis-
lation, or the consideration of FEPC leg-
islation, stirs bitterness and hatred
among the races in the South. It does
not work toward harmonious race rela-
tions and the rank and file of the people
will not accept it—consequently, it will
be unenforceable.

If this FEPC law were passed it is
reasonable to assume that the President
of the United States in appointing mem-
bers for the Commission would appoint
people genuinely interested in the suc-
cess of the legislation. I think that it
is also reasonable to assume that all
of the members of the commission would
feel that segregation is discrimination in
itself and that, consequently, they would
have no sympathy at all with the people
in Southern States who are opposed to
ending segregafion. I think it is en-
tirely reasonable to assume that these
people would agree with the report of
President Truman’s civil-rights commit-
tee that the Nation should force the South
to end segregation and that they would
use what authority they have toward
furthering this aim. I think that the
activity of the wartime FEPC justifies
these expectations.

President Truman’s Committee on
Civil Rights recommended that the Na-
tion force the South to end segregation
by withholding Federal funds. And,
since the South would not end segrega-
tion, it would be bled economically—just
as it has been bled by discriminatory
freight rates, high protective tariffs,
and so forth. This would destroy human
rights by lowering per capita income,
lowering ability to meet basic needs in a
section of the country with an already
low per capita income.

A vote for FEPC is not a liberal vote—
it is a vote against human rights. I re-
fuse to vote to throw a sop to minority
agitators not genuinely interested in the
Negroes in South Carolina. I shall con-
tinue to oppose vigorously this and sim-
ilar legislation.

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

Mr. McCONNELL, Mr, Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
‘WOLVERTON].
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Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
am in favor of the enactment of the leg-
islation now before the House in Com-
mittee of the Whole, a bill to prohibit
discrimination in employment because of
race, color, religion, or national origin.

This act known as the Fair Employ-
ment Practice Act, H. R. 4453, has been
on the calendar of the House since Au-
gust 2, 1949, when it was favorably re-
ported with amendments by the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

Bills to establish a Federal Fair Em-
ployment Practice Commission have heen
before the House continually since 1944,
These bills have been considered by com-
mittees of the House on three separate
occasions, resulting each time in a favor-
able report and recommendation that the
legislation be passed.

Both Republican and Democratie
Party platforms have pledged enactment
of such legislation. Major religious,
labor, civie, veterans, and racial organ-
izations have declared FEPC to be the
most fundamental of all pending civil
rights hills.

The bill comes before the House today
only after every parliamentary tactic
at the disposal of the opposition has been
utilized. At times the efforts made by
opponents to prevent this bill from being
considered by the membership of the
House have been a travesty on parlia-
mentary law and procedure. This is
especially true when it is considered that
parliamentary law is designed to enable
the majority to work its will. However,
with reference to this bill the rules were
used to prevent rather than facilitate ac-
tion. It is gratifying, however, that at
last the persistency of the Members in
favor of the legislation has won and the
bill comes before the House for action,
and, what will in my opinion be favor-
able consideration.

The bill is designed to protect those
rights of freedom and equality of oppor-
tunity which are guaranteed to every
person by the basie principles upon which
our Nation is built; to help make it pos-
sible for all our people to enjoy a decent
standard of living, to remove from our
social fabric a practice which weakens
its foundations; to promote a better mu-
tual understand and good will among our
people, drawn as they are from many
races and embracing as they do many
creeds; to help assure that domestic
tranquillity and industrial peace which
is so necessary to the realization of our
tremendous productive potential as a
Nation; to elevate the level or our moral,
social, economic, and political life; to
preserve and enhance the dignity of the
individual which chiefly distinguishes
this Nation from the totfalitarian na-
tions of the world.

Because we all subscribe to these ob-
Jectives, it should be possible to approach
this problem without political partisan-
ship. The enactment of Federal fair-
employment practice legislation, as I
have said, has been pledged in the plat-
forms of both major parties. The presi-
dential standard bearers of both parties
have advocated the establishment of a
Fair Employment Practice Commission.
Members of both parties have introduced
bills to accomplish this purpose in the
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Senate and the House of Representa-
tives.

It is my hope that this unanimity of
purpose will make possible a bipartisan
approach to the problem that will re-
sult in the speedy enactment of this bill.

Mr, McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. ABER-
NETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, no
people have ever had greater rights and
liberties than our people reserved to
themselves in the Constitution. Spe-
cious argument may try to show that
Negroes and others are entitled to spe-
cial consideration. But the instigators
of the agitation intend, not to add to
the rights of the American people, but
to stir up friction, envy, hatred, and dis-
content. This is a cardinal aim of Com=~
munist strategy. It is designed to give
small minorities special privileges at the
expense of the majority. When these
special privileges are granted—or
usurped—the majority lose important
rights, and most if not all of their free-
dom.

Those familiar with communism know
it is based upon the theory of class
struggle. The interests of the working
class are supposed to be different from
the interests of every one else. There-
fore, they contend there is irrepressible
enmity between the working class and
every one else. Communism is dedicated
to the ruthless suppression of individual
rights, as well as destruction of any po-
litical or social system which respects
them. But to weaken the unity of a free
people, to destroy faith in the integrity of
free institutions, Communists have
found that agitation for civil rights can
pay big dividends. It is perfectly
adapted to stirring up conflict, setting
race against race, employee against em-
ployer, one religious group against an-
other. So Communists and iellow trav-
elers, with pretended pious concern for
civil rights undermine the only free soci-
ety on earth in which civil rights are
really respected.

FEPC legislation destroys the free
market for goods and services upon
which cur economic system and our po-
litical liberty both depend. In a free
market for services, both employer and
employee are free to bargain and need
not agree unless mutually satisfled. An
FEPC law, by bringing the State as a
third party into the market—a party
who can say, “You must employ this
man”’—destroys the free market. Thus,
a worker, instead of remaining as one of
two free bargainers, becomes a slave in
a market controlled by the State. Noth-
ing more destructive of the rights of
labor could be devised.

FEPC legislation assumes that any ap-
plicant for a job has acquired, by the
sole act of applying, a vested interest
in that particular job—an interest en-
forceable at law, A man may say, “You
refused to hire me because I am col-
ored,” or “because I am a Jew,” and
if he can get a commission or court to
believe him, then the State may order
the applicant employed with full pay
from the date of his first application.

The State thus becomes the final arbi-
ter in all hiring, If the people once con=
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cede this right, then both employer and
employee are bound by its inexorable
conseguences.

One of the basic human rights God
has given man is the right to make his
own estimates of others, to like them
or to dislike them, to trust them or to
distrust them, to associate with them
or to avoid them, for any reason or for
no reason. The moment that right is
taken away, freedom becomes a mock-
ery. And the civil-rights agitation is
designed to destroy that element of free-
dom.

To attempt force is to threaten na-
tional unity and to invite disruption. To
attempt it now, with communism over-
hanging the world, is to play straight
into the hands of Moscow. I warn you
that the people are tired—very tired—of
unnecessary regulations and Govern-
ment meddling. We are now overregu-
lated by Government bureaus, commis-
sions, and Federal snoopers. The old
mantel clock no longer beats a soothing,
restful “tick-tock, tick-tock,” but a rapid
“regulate, regulate, regulate, regulate.”
I repeat, our people have grown very
tired of an overdose of Government
regulations.

If private enterprise, or even govern-
mental agencies, can be forced to employ
a certain percentage of Negroes, or a
certain percentage of any minority
group, irrespective of seniority rights or
qualifications, then in the not too distant
future will we not be confronted with
forced proportionate employment of mi-
norities within a minority group, such as
so many blacks, browns, tans, yellows, or
so many halfbloods or even quarter-
bloods? If this is lawful, then those of
the various religious faiths could de-
mand equitable distribution of employ-
ment among their respective sects and
there would follow the forced hire, in
every business, shop, and office of a cer-
tain percentage of Protestants, Cath-
olics, Hebrews, Mormons, Mohammed-
ans, Buddhists, atheists, sun worship-
ers, moon gazers, and so on and on and
on. Why even Communist Russia and
Hitlerite Germany would bow in shame
at such dictatorial orders.

Mr. Chairman, do you know that the
FEFPC would abolish trial by jury insofar
as the FEPC is concerned? Do you know
that FEPC l:gislation would destroy the
GI bill of rights insofar as it gives pref-
erence to veterans? Do you know that
a man who worked all his life to estab-
lish a business, using his money and toil
in doing so would not be allowed to sur-
round himself with employees of his own
choice if the FEPC became a law?

Mr. Chairman, I am not speaking as a
Democrat, I am not speak as a south-
erner, but I am speaking as an Ameri-
can. I am deeply concerned over the
effect that this legislation would have
upon every element of American society,
on those true Americans who love local
self-government, The FEPC proposal is
class legislation. It is contrary to the
fundamental principles of democracy
which believes in equal rights for all
and special privileges for none. The
FEPC is nothing more than an arterial
highway to regimentation and serfdom.
Consult the American businessman, the
American farmer, the American banker,
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the American merchant and see if they
will submit to such regimentation and
dictatorial powers as are proposed in this
vicious FEPC legislation. It is time the
American people knew just what this
evil bill proposes to do. This bill would
hound, badger, restrict, and discourage
private enterprise; destroy local self-
government; and, in my judgment, do
more to Hitlerize and communize Amer-
ica than any legislation ever submitted
to Congress. Itisa wolf in sheep’s cloth-
ing. The name of the commission is de-
ceptive and the title misleading.

At this very hour the Nation is troubled
with grave foreign problems, the spread
of communism, an ever mounting na-
tional debt, high taxes, deficit spending,
farm failures, mounting unemployment
and scores of other problems of serious
consequence and extreme emergency. It
is rather ironical that the FEPC legis-
lation should be treated with equal im-
portance at this hour.

Mr, Chairman, I am truly concerned *
over the effect this proposed legislation
would have upon our Nation—the great-
est, richest country in the world—a
nation to which thousands upon thou-
sands of discouraged, despondent, hun-
gry aliens migrate every year looking for
a share of the riches and blessings and
happiness which this great America
holds for its peoples. I know of no
proposal or program which would do
greater harm to the freedoms now en-
joyed by the American people—and
which freedoms those from other coun-
tries come here to find—than the FEPC
as proposed in this legislation.

The bill is not fair. On the contrary
it is unfair. It will not create a single
new job for a minority worker. On the
contrary it will more than likely decrease
his opportunty for employment. In the
interest of the general publie, including
minority groups, the bill ought to be
defeated and I trust that the Members
of the House will so vote.

Mr., McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Rical,

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, on this
day when we celebrate Washington’s
Birthday and listen attentively to his
Farewell Address, I cannot understand
why we take up legislation of this kind,
for it certainly is not to the best inter-
ests of our country, something which
Washington enjoined us all to keep close
to our hearts.

Ever since I first heard of this legisla-
tion I have investigated and studied the
subject. I have reached the conclusion
with a great deal of convietion that we
cannot legislate morality; it is an im-
possible thing to do; it is not the right
thing to do. It will not work. For this
reason I am against this legislation and
shall oppose it in every way I possibly
can, because I believe that it is going
to do harm to our country. You cannot
force righteousness on people. You must
educate them to do the right thing,

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
BrownN] a few minutes ago said that this
was bad legislation for the South. Ifitis
bad legislation for the South, then it is
bad legislation for the North, and it is
not going to help anybedy.
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I can best state the basis of my oppo-
sition to this legislation by reading the
15 reasons that French Jenkins, of Arch-
bold, Ohio, gave against it. He said that
the bill in its present form was objec-
tionable for the following reasons:

‘WHY I OPPOSE A COMPULSORY FEPC LAW

(By French Jenkins, Archbold, Ohlo)

1. It would create distinctions between
citizens and set group against group, class
against class, race against race, and sect
agalnst sect.

2. The sponsors deliberately ignored the
fact that the elements of intolerance and
prejudice are present in the minds of those
who favor as well as those who object to the
proposed legislation to further confuse and
divide citizens.

8. It is discriminatory to the extent that
constitutional rights would be denied em-
ployers in order to satisfy the demands of
those who allege deprivation of rights.

4. The burden of proving that an applicant
1s not qualified for an available job would
fall upon the employer. Charges of unfair
employment practices would be easy to make
but difficult to disprove.

5. An employer would be required to com-
ply with interpretations and decisions made
by partisan or prejudiced administrators.

6. The burden of expense in contesting
allegations made by a claimant would fall
upon the employer, whereas claimants would
be dismissed without cost or prejudice.

7. An employee belonging to a self-styled
minority group who is discharged for in-
competence, insubordination or other just
cause may accuse the employer of discrimi-
nation, thus subjecting the employer to
harassment and costly litigation.

8. Such & law would 2ot only irritate and
aggravate, but also make both employers
and employees acutely conscious of race,
color, and religious differences.

9. It would deprive an employer of the
right to select employees on the basis of ex-
perienced judgment and result in injustices,
inefficiencies, and misunderstandings.

10. It outlaws free speech by prohibiting
an employer from making any inguiry what-
soever about the character, ability, experi-
ence, or background of an applicant for an
available job and also could jeopardize the
security of our country in case of war.

11, It deprives an employer of the right
to select employees while giving an applecant
;ha right to pleck and demand an available
ob.

12, It deprives employers of rights which
are preserved or retained for unious, lodges,
educational institutions, churches, political
parties, government agencies and depart-
ments, bureaucrats, legislators, judicial
bodies as well as Federal and State execu-
tives, officials and administrators.

18. It will impose burdensome expense on
employers and cost the taxpayers more than
the benefits that could be gained by those for
whom it is pro

14, It is “class"” legislation in behalf of a
few people who may be correctly classified as
deserving special consideration.

15. It is sponsored and noisily supported
by the undercover agents of a movement that
is determined to bankrupt industry and
government for the purpose of establishing
a forelgn dictatorship.

You cannot do anything better for

your country than to vote against this-

piece of legislation. It is morally wrong,
unethical, and unsound. It is like sin—
I am against it.

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

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. MADDEN].
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the
Federal Fair Employment Practice Act
now under consideration by the House
is the most important of the four civil-
rights recommendations set out by Presi-
dent Truman’s Committee on Civil
Rights.

The four essential rights which this
committee recommended for congres-
sional consideration were:

First. The right to safety and security
of the person.

Second. The right to citizenship and its
privileges.

Third. The right to freedom of con-
science and expression. -

Fourth. The right to equality of oppor-
tunity.

The fourth of these fundamental rights
of American citizenghip is the one that
we are considering today in this legisia-
tion, H. R, 4453.

Any citizen, regardless to what minor-
ity group he belongs, is entitled to equal
opportunity and nondiscrimination by
reason of his American citizenship.

I personally believe that intolerance
and racial discrimination against others
cannot be cured by legislation, but I do
think the legislation which will make it
illegal for a person or group of persons
to maliciously discriminate and inex-
cusably prohibit an American ecitizen
from enjoying equal rights under the
law, will be a great step forward and
eventually cause the outlawing and
banishing of so-called second-class
citizens.

We aill know that the opposition to
FEPC is well-organized, and it will re-
quire constant application and diligence
on the part of all people who believe in
equality of citizenship to eventually suc-
ceed in their efforts.

To my mind, intolerance and preju-
dice are the basic reasons for the fact
that this legislation is necessary. In-
tolerance and prejudice have done more
to retard the progress of world civiliza-
tion than any other one scourge. In-
tolerance and prejudice are the primary
causes for diserimination. Discrimina-
tion is destructive not only to those who
are on the receiving end but to the perpe-
trators of such evil. It should be clear
to every American that when we erect
barriers against individuals and groups
on the grounds of race or religion, we
hamper and retard our own progress
both from a cultural and economic
standpoint.

The essence of a free democracy is
based on our recognition of the dignity
of the individual regardless of national
origin to which the people of our Nation
dedicated themselves when both the
Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution were written. It is the
spiritual value and citizenship equality
of democracy which distinguishes us
from totalitarian nations which subordi-
nate the rights of the individual for a
statism and materialistic philosophy.

I firmly believe that the four great
citizenship rights which I set out at the
beginning of this speech should be re-
quired reading in every high school and
college of America. These four rights
set out a goal which should be the desire
for every true American to have our Gov-
ernment accomplish. Our great Ameri-
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can heritage is based on the importance
of the individual citizen. From the
earliest moment of our history, we have
believed that all American citizens have
an essential dignity and integrity which
must be respected and safeguarded.
Moreover, Americans believe that the
welfare of the individual is the final goal
of group life. And furthermore, to se-
cure these rights, each man must be
willing to respect the rights of other men.
We again come back to the basic moral
principle that all men are created equal
as well as free. If we follow this prin-
eiple, we have an obligation as Members
of Congress to guarantee eguality of
opportunity to all men. Without this
equality, freedom becomes an illusion.

The question of civil-rights legislation,
and especially FEPC legislation which
we are considering today, should not be
a partisan question. Both of our great
political parties at their conventions in
1948 went on record endorsing civil-
rights legislation, particularly FEPC
legislation. The Republican Party in its
platform was equally emphatic along
with the Democratic Party in its declara~-
tion on this subject.

In the last paragraph of chapter 4 of
the 1948 platform of the Republican
Party, adopted at its Philadelphia con-
vention, it said the following:

One of the basic principles of this Re-
public is the equality of all individuals in
their right to life, liberty, and the pursult
of happiness. This principle iz enunciated
in the Declaration of Independence and em-
bodied in the Constitution of the United
Btates; it was vindicated on the fileld of
battle and became the cornerstone of this
Republic.

This right of equal opportunity to work
and to advance in life should never be limited
in any individual because of race, religion,
color, or country of origin. We favor the
enactment and just enforcement of such
Federal legislation as may be necessary to
maintain this right at all times in every part
of this Republic.

On January 27, 1950, I mailed a letter
to Guy George Gabrielson, chairman of
the Republican National Committee; a
letter including the above section from
the Republican national platform. On
February 2, 1950, I received the follow=
ing letter from Chairman Gabrielson:

REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE,
Washington, D. C., February 2, 1950.
Hon, RaY J. MaooeN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg. Mapoen: This will acknowledge
your letter of January 23 expressing your in-
terest in the FEPC bill (H. R. 4453). I note
you advise that the bill is being held up by
the Rules Committee of the House of Rep=
resentatives,

I appreciate your bringing this informa-
tion to my attention, and I shall plan to dis=
cuss your suggestion with Congressman Jo=E
MARTIN.

Bincerely yours,
GUY GEORGE (GABRIELSON,
Chairman,

Had Chairman Gabrielson followed up
on that letter, this legislation would be
on the floor in the regular way and nof
filibustered on Calendar Wednesday.

It is indeed unfortunate that this bill
did not come on the floor of the House
through the regular legislative procedure
by being favorably reported through



2184

the Rules Committee. Unfortunately,
through a bipartisan split, the vote to
report this bill from the Rules Commit-
tee was 6 to 6. Therefore, we are con-
fronted today with the considering of
this important legislation under the
handicap of the Calendar Wednesday
procedure.

If the Members of both political parties
will follow the dictates and recommenda-
tions of their party platform, this FEPC
legislation will be passed by this body
before adjournment this evening.

We realize that every legislative trick
will be resorted to to defeat this bill. To
my mind it is as much the duty of Re-
publicans and Democrats who believe in
their partly platform to remain con-
stantly on the floor in order to prevent
unnecessary quorum calls as it is to vote
favorably on this legislation for flnal
passage. I hope both the Republicans
and Democrats cooperate on this non-
partisan and necessary piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Cox].

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, this is a
weapon that is aimed directly at the
heart of the institution of private prop-
erty. It has as its aim the outlawing
of private ownership. Mr. Chairman, I
would not pay the price to go to heaven
that the supporters of this monstrous
fraud are paying to stay in Congress.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN].

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MappEN] just called attention to the
Republican national platform. I want
to say to him and to the Members on the
other side that since Mr. Roosevelt was
elected on a platform which promised a
25-percent reduetion in national expend-
itures and employment and to which he
did not adhere, there has never been a
platform that his party has followed.
Platforms, as many people know, are
made to garner votes, not to guide the
party after the election.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. FurTon].

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I am
one of those Republicans that believes
that it is a responsibility to live up to the
party platform.

It is stated that one of the most effec-
tive selling points for communism is that
it guarantees to every citizen in the Com-
munist countries a first-class citizenship.
It is time the United States of America
made definite that we guarantee first-
class unlimited citizenship to each and
every citizen regardless of race, creed, or
color. And I am strongly for it,

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

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, would
it be in order for me at this time to ask
that all Members be allowed to extend
their remarks at this point in the
RECORD?

The CHAIRMAN. It is entirely in
order, and without objection, it is so
ordered.
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Mr. RANKIN. I will have to object
for the time being, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr, O'TooLE]

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, I won-
der how many Members of this House
know how it feels to be classified and
treated as a second-class citizen. People
of my faith and people of my blood have
experienced that feeling and treatment
for many, many years. The fact that
people of my faith were among the earli-
est colonizers did not save them from
the wrath of the bigot. The fact that
Washington’s army was made up of
nearly 50 percent Irish was soon for-
gotten,

Every war and emergency throughout
our history found the Irish and the Cath-
olic rushing forward to defend the Re-
public. They built solid communities,
erected hospitals, homes for the orphans,
the blind, indigent, and infirm. They
pushed the railroads across the prairies
to make this a greater and stronger land.
Yet all of these things were cast aside
by those who lived in the blindness of
intolerance.

We found it necessary to have laws*

passed in the early days before we could
practice our religion and open our
schools. We spent 10 years of fear,
degradation, and shame during the
know-nothing movement. During those
days we saw our churches befouled, our
schools and convents burned to the
ground, and our fellows hanged from
lampposts. In this century many of us
lived in constant fear in many small
communities of the depredations of the
EKu Elux Klan.

The signs on places of employment,
“No Irish or Catholic Need Apply,” are
not forgotten, although they have been
forgiven. One Irishman, tired of read-
ing signs of this nature, appended one of
them with the lines:

The man who wrote that
Wrote it well,

For the same is written
On the gates of hell.

In my own lifetime I can remember the
advertisements in New York newspapers
in the help-wanted columns and by the
resort hotels that had the inserted pro-
vision “No Irish or No Catholics.” Twen-
ty-five years ago it was necessary for the
Catholic people in New York to threaten
to close their accounts in certain New
York banks before those institutions
would employ Catholics. Even today
there are communities that will not em-
ploy school teachers if they are of the
Catholic faith.

Conditions such as these make it im-
possible for us to achieve the destiny
planned by the founding fathers. The
Republic cannot endure when great mi-
norities are denied the privileges guar-
anteed by the Constitution. The con-
tract of citizenship is not a unilateral
one calling for sacrifices and not bestow-
ing privileges. Our citizenship is a pre-
cious right which must not be profaned
by restrictions because of race, creed, or
color. The right to serve our country
inherently begets the right of her bless-
ings and gifts. The citizen who is anx-

_ious to love our land and share its re-
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sponsibilities must not be denied all of its
guaranties.

No Member of this body tonight can
honestly say that all of the people within
our borders are treated equally in the
light of education, housing, and employ-
ment. Such lack of fairness is degrad-
ing to the character of every Member of
this House. We profess to be Chris-
tians, but we forget the Sermon on the
Mount.

If we believe in God we know that all
human creatures were made in His image
and likeness. Hence, we are bound to
respect all of our fellow men and to treat
them with the dignity that His likeness
commands.

Whether we came into this world white
or black, Catholic, Jew, Protestant,
atheist or agnostic, we are His creatures
and we are entitled to receive from each
other the love He bade us give.

Tonight we have at last been given
the opportunity to adjust an injustice
that has endured too long. Tonight
when we have the chance to make this
the America it was meant to be, let us
pass the bill that is before us so that all
Americans regardless of faith, color, or
creed may finally feel that they are first-
class citizens.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Casg].

Mr, CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentlewoman and the gentle-
man from California a while back were
speculating as to what the vote in Cali-
fornia meant. Whenever I hear people
try to figure out what a vote like that
means, I am impressed by the fact that
not everyone always understands what
he is voting about,

I do not suggest that all the people
of California did not know what they
were doing, but I do believe the vote
taken there was not a good expression of
the will of the people even of that State,
on this subject.

I do not believe the people of this coun-
try are opposed to eliminating discrimi-
nation in employment. I prefer to take
as my guide to the will of the people the
expression of the platforms of the two
major parties for the last several con-
ventions. Let me read again what the
1948 Republican platform said on that
subject:

This right of equal opportunity to work
and to advance in life should never be
limited in any individual because of race,
religion, color, or country of origin, We
favor the enactment and just enforcement
of such Federal legislation as may be neces-

sary to maintain this right at all times In
every part of this Republic,

And more than that. Would any of us
urge he had met his responsibility in
respect of the issue before us, or any
other issue, for that matter, merely by
mechanically registering what he cal-
culated would be the result of a vote
taken in his district at any particular
time. What Edmund Burke said to the
electors of Bristol in 1774 applies with
equal force to us today: “You are en=-
titled not only to my industry but to my
judgment as well.” In my judgment,
this legislation is vitally needed both to
eliminate deep-seated injustice at home
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and to maintain our prestige and leader-
ship among the natjons of the world.

Mr, McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
COOPER].

Mr. COOPER. Mr, Chairman, I re=-
gret that time is so limited that an op-
portunity is not afforded for a more ade-
quate discussion of this important sub-
ject, but I want to make at least a brief
statement clearly indicating my position.

I am strongly opposed to the pending
bill, H. R. 4453, which is commonly re-
ferred to as the FEPC. I have always

strongly opposed legislation of this type-

and I am still opposed to it.

It is my conviction that this legislation
is unsound in principle and impracti-
cable in application and it certainly
should not be enacted into law.

To say by the strong arm of the Fed-
eral law to a free American citizen
that he does not have the right to
exercise his choice in the selection of
his employees is a violation of some of
the most cherished and time-honored
principles of our system of government.

The enactment of this legislation
would seriously disturb and in many in-
stances destroy the friendly and cordial
relationship existing between employers
and employees.

It would likewise force many em-
ployees to work and associate with other
employees who are very disagreeable
to them.

In adopting this type of program the
Federal Government would be extending
a measure of control over our people
that would be entirely untenable, To
set up a Government agency as the ar-
biter of employment in private business
would place a burden on the private en-
terprise system that it should not have
to bear—this private enterprise system
that has contributed so largely toward
making this the greatest country in all
the world.

It is certainly my intention to vote
against this bill, and to continue to exert
my best efforts to defeat all legislation
of this type which strikes at the very
heart of our glorious democratic way of
life.

Mr. POWELL, Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen=-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I favor
passage of this bill.

This week has been designated as
Brotherhood Week., Throughout our
Nation meetings are taking place to re-
view our ways of democracy and to search
for the means to promote a better under-
standing of human behavior and man's
relationship to his fellowman.

It is particularly appropriate that this
bill, H. R. 4453, the FEPC bill, should
come up for consideration this week, for
in our deliberation we must face frankly
the question whether we shall continue to
condone or correct discriminatory prac-
tices by which many of our people are
deprived by other people of their con-
stitutional right to earn a living without
regard to race, creed, color, or religion.

The hill has been a long time in com-
ing up. Since we convened about T
weeks ago, this House has been literally
in a state of siege, as proponents of the
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bill have struggled to capture the floor
for its consideration. Its opponents,
successful until now, have fought just as
desperately to prevent it. It appears
that the siege is now over.

Few measures have provoked such fer=
vid emotionalism. During the past few
weeks those of us who favored the bill's
passage have been accused of forsaking
principle and resorting to cheap political
chicanery to attract votes from minority
groups. A deliberate attempt has been
made to damn the hill as communistic
and its adherents an anti-American in
the hope of thus deflecting support from
the bill.

It seems incredible that these argu-
ments should be advanced seriously.
Those who accuse us of trafficking in
votes cannot deny that they are the poli-
ticians in this matter, playing upon the
strings of human prejudice in order to
charm the votes of those whom they want
to reelect them. Proudly and piously
they clothe themselves in principle
knowing full well that the principle they
uphold is archaic, the relic of a decadent
system which cannot be sustained in
reason; that their principle is in con-
flict with the wishes of the great ma-
jority of the people in this country.

Their argument that only Commu-
nists are interested in protecting the
civil rights of minorities is not only false,
but grossly so. What a monstrous con-
demnation they impose upon the Amer-
jcan people in their assumption that
Americans are not genuinely devoted to
our democratic ideals, and that the task
of protecting and preserving our consti-
tutional rights rests exclusively with a
non-American, subversive element. The
contrary is so true that their challenge
scarcely needs denial. The American
people as a whole will fight for the jus-
tice and the liberty proclaimed by our
Constitution in order that its blessings
may be assured to each of our citizens.

This argument is but another example
of the effort of those who oppose neces-
sary legislation to kill it by deliberately
denouncing it as communistic, seek-
ing to conjure up in our minds the hor-
rors which the term “communistic”
brings. Deception frequently walks in
splendid raiment, and more and more

‘we find patriotism being used to cloak

private purpose. This approach is as
insidious as that employed by the Com-
munists themselves, in posing as lib-
erals in order to exploit our weaknesses,
to create doubts and suspicions, to de-
velop dissension in our ranks,

As long as opponents of shis bill insist
upon preventing social reform, they will
drive oppressed minority groups into the
Communist orbit, for as the prejudices
and hates which this bill seeks to curb
are permitted to go unchecked, commu-
nistic propaganda designed to inflame
those injured by such evil forces must of
necessity find sympathetic appeal. No
American enjoys relegation as an in-
ferior to second-class citizenship.

From time fo time much has been said
on this floor of the enemies within our
gates. No greater enemy lies within our
gates, seeking to destroy our democracy
than race hatred, prejudice, intolerance,
and discrimination. How long can we
expect swelling resentment against such
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forces to remain bottled up within those
subjected to their influences before some
explosion takes place? It cannot be de-
nied that hate engenders hate.

A short time ago Jackie Robinson, the
first Negro to be permitted to play in the
major baseball leagues, was requested to
testify before the House Committee on
Un-American Activities in connection
with the question of loyalty to the United
States of large numbers of the Negro
race. His testimony had real signifi-
cance and substantiated completely the
writing of one psychiatrist that—

Even though their personalities seem well
accommodated to the caste system, it should
not be thought that the Negroes are too
stupid to realize the nature of the situation.
They understand it guite well, in fact much
better than do members of the white caste
who naturally wish to disguise and extenu-
ate it out of loyalty to our democratic theory
which does not countenance caste and class
lines.

Listen to what Jackie Robinson said:

Just because Communists kick up a big
fuss over raclal discrimination when it suits
their purpose, a lot of people try to pretend
that the whole issue is a creation of Commu-
nist imagination. But they are not fooling
anyone with this kind of pretense, and talk
about Communists stirring up Negroes to
protest, only makes present misunderstand-
ing worse than ever. Negroes were stirred
up long before there was a Communist Party,
and they'll stay stirred up long after the
party has disappeared—unless Jim Crow has
disappeared by then as well.

Let no one delude himself into believ-
ing that Negroes are not thinking these
things through.

Those who oppose passage of this hill
have advanced many arguments. They
speak of States’ rights—that this is in-
terference by the Federal Government
with the right of each State to determine
the rights of its citizens and of admin-
istering its police powers, and they
charge that this bill is unconstitutional.

Perhaps the best answer to this charge
has been given by a group of southerners
themselves in the statement issued by
the executive committee of the Southern
Regional Council on September 15, 1948,
entitled “An Honest Answer in the Civil-
Rights Controversy”:

“States’ rights” has been a much abused
term, and here agaln probably the courts
must be the final authority. But one thing
is clear. States' rights must not be used
to defend indefensible violations of human
rights, as has sometimes happened in the
past. States' rights mean nothing without
States' responsibilities, and it is on this
score that the rest of the Nation is uncon-
vinced. Every honest Southerner must
admit that the Southern States have often
been less than scrupulous in meeting their
responsibilities to all citizens—and some
of the States where the cry of States’ rights
has been the loudest have been the most at
fault. Unfortunately, in the present con-
troversy there has been almost no official
public statement of the determination of
Southern States to meet their responsibili-
ties squarely.

There would no doubt be disagreement as
to just what “States’ responsibilities” In-
clude. Without wttempting the heroic task
of defining the term completely, we might
consider one of its more obvious aspects.
The State government, like any government,
is designed to be the servant of the people.
Through it, the people can justifiably expect
certain of their rights to be protected and
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certain public services and facilities to be
provided. The duty of the State is to serve
not merely a segment of the population but
the entire population. This duty is not
met when the government represents only
the interests of the dominant group. In
many of the Southern States today, we see
the spectacle of officials deciding matters
affecting the colored population without
making the slightest effort to determine the
wishes or opinions of the group concerned.
All too often, responsible Negro opinion 1is
neither sought nor serlously considered when
it is volunteered.

With respect to the constitutionality
of this bill, let me point out the obvious
fact that the Supreme Court of the
United States is the only body which
can determine that question, not rep-
resentatives in this House.

This act will apply only to industries
engaged in interstate commerce, unde-
niably the province of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Were we to speculate as to the
constitutionality of the act, we would
find much support in decisions of the
Supreme Court. For instance, in the
case of Hirabayashi v. U. S. (320 U. S.
81, 100), Mr. Chief Justice Stone wrote
for tae court: “Distinctions between citi-
zens solely because of their ancestry are
b their very nature odious to a free
people whose institutions are founded
upon the doctrine of equality.”

Again in New Negro Alliance v. Sani-
tary Grocery Company (303 U. S. 552,
651), Justice Roberts, speaking for the
unanimous court, said:

The desire for fair and equitable condi-
tions of employment on the part of persons
of any race, color, or persuasion, and the re-
moval of discriminations against them by
reason of their race or religious beliefs is
quite as important to those concerned us
falrness and equity in terms and conditions
of employment can be to trade or craft un-
ions or any force of labor organization or as-
sociation. Race discrimination by an em-
ployer may reasonably be deemed more
unfair and less excusable than diserlmina-
tion against workers on the ground of union
affiliation.

But in spite of the fact that many rep-
resentatives from the South would have
you believe that this bill is directed
against the South, because of the great
number of Negroes there, the problem
with which we are concerned in this hill
is not only a problem of the American
Negro. The South has no monopoly on

prejudice and discrimination. Thisis a.

national problem, applicable to every
community which houses members of a
minority group, hyphenated Americans
who have met with frustration and fu-
tility in their éfforts to obtain equality
of opportunity in employment. Ger-
man-Americans, Italian-Americans, Po-
lish-Americans, Japanese-Americans,
Mexican-Americans, Catholics, and
Jews—peoples of every ethnic group and
religion are affected, peoples who, while
enjoying broad American -citizenship,
cannot break through the barriers of
prejudices which deny them the oppor-
tunity to earn a living on the same basis
of equality as other Americans. This act
will be a weapon to fight those anti-
American forces which would destroy in-
terracial and religious understanding
among the American people.

American democracy has flourished
because of differences—differences of
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peoples, religions, and cultures, all fused
in freedom and working together for the
common good. The idea that opportuni-
ties for employment shall be predicated
upon sameness in religion or color of
skin or the shape of eyes, has no place in
our society; otherwise we will have ac-
cepted the concept of a master race, a
single superior race or religion. This bill
does no more than recognize the fact
that American citizenship belongs to no
privileged group—that all citizens are
entitled to equality of economic oppor-
tunity. This bill goes no further than
to safeguard the right to work, free from
diserimination because of race, color, re-
ligion, or national origin.

Another argument which has been ad-
vanced against passage of the bill is that
racial prejudice cannot be eradicated by
legislation. Perhaps it is true that pas-
sage of the act will not in itself abolish
prejudice, but it cannot be doubted that
it will help in this direction. Experience
has shown that legislation can create
conditions favorable to the disappear-
ance of racial hatred, that it makes prog-
ress much less gradual. We do not here
propose that this legislation is the sole
cure-all. It must be supplemented by
economic and educational advancements,
for one approach without the others
cannot make its mark within any rea-
sonable time. We stand ready to assist
in pressing for such economic and edu-
cational advancements. Can many of
those who fight passage of this bill say
the same in the face of their consistent
opposition to legislation which would
provide higher wages, better housing, and
improved educational facilities?

One commissioner of the New York
State Commission Against Discrimina-
tion has stated:

Critics of falr-employment laws used to
claim that long-established habits of dis-
crimination could not be changed by legis-
lation. Their argument has been unmis-
takably answered today. Nearly four years'
experience In New York—and similar ex-
perience in New Jersey, Massachusetts, Con-
necticut, Washington, Oregon, New Mexico,
and Rhode Island, all of which have passed
antidiscrimination legislation modeled after
the New York law—indicates conclusively
that wise legislation creates a climate of

opinion in which discrimination tends to dis-
appear.

Equally convincing is the reaction of

employers operating under such an anti-

discrimination statute. And in that
connection let us take the case of the
Sperry Gyroscope Co. which began em-
ploying Negroes in 1941 and steadily
progressed until 3 years later one-
third of its Negro employees were in
highly skilled occupations, one-third in
semi-skilled occupations and the re-
maining one-third in other jobs. Pres-
ident Gillmor of the company had this
to report on the company's experience:

The initial employment of Negroes and
each subsequent extension of their employ-
ment into new categories was recelved with
doubt by the supervisors, and, in some cases,
by rumblings and even threats of trouble
from some groups of white workers. The
threats never materialized, the doubts dis-
appeared and were succeeded by friendliness
and cooperation in helping the Negro to
learn his new job and to progress to a better
one, I know of no instance now wWhere
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the Negro worker is not judged entirely on
the basis of his competency and without
consciousness of his race.

Those who indulge in racial prejudice
do not dislike the individual members of
the affected group. It is the group itself
in the abstract, a broad blur, to which
their prejudice is directed. They may
on occasion find one or two individuals
objectionable, and this offers reason to
them for condemnation of the class to
which the individuals belong, Where
they admit and recognize talent and fine
qualities in one or two individuals, they
nevertheless refuse to permit them to
emerge from the group. The fact that
individuals may differ means nothing;
all are ignominiously lumped together.
Mr. Chairman, racial prejudice will dis-
appear when appraisal is given on an in-
dividual basis, as it should be, rather
than on the basis of class or group.

How can this be achieved? Normal
contacts between peoples of varying eth-
nic backgrounds diminish prejudice; en-
forced segregation intensifies it. Race
relations are improved by living together,
working together, and getting to know
people of different racial heritage. Prej-
udice is not instinctive or hereditary. It
is kept alive by man-made barriers, and
this act offers the chance to break some
of those barriers. If this law is to be ef-
fective it must contain provisions for
making it so. While much good has been
done by conciliation and publication, and
this act looks to these methods for elim-
inating diserimination in the first in-
stance, enforcement is necessary when
conciliation breaks down. Otherwise,
the act may very well be meaningless.

Mr. Chairman, in a world where more
than three-quarters of its people have
eyes, 'religions, and skins different than
ours, the paternalism which found gen-
eral acceptance in the past as “the white
man’s burden” is being vehemently re-
jected, because paternalism is synony-
mous with exploitation. If we are to
live in this swiftly moving world, if we
hope to gain the confidence of its peo-
ple whom we want to accept our demo-
cratic standards as their own, we must
eliminate our own depressing paternalis-
tic patterns. We cannot continue to be
silent witnesses to social injustice if we
are to retain responsible world leader-
ship.

Discrimination in employment, a real
barrier to economic opportunity, is such
an injustice. This bill will help to cor-
rect it and I certainly hope it will be
passed.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. STEED].

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, it is to
be regretted that we do not have the
time to talk on the merits of the bill now
pending. A great deal has been said
about the sincerity of the Members. I
want to make a case for my own sin-
cerity. Although I am opposed to this
bill, T happen to be a coauthor with
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Hays] of an FEPC bill. It is too bad we
do not have more time, but I think the
time has come when we ought to forget
what we have been talking about, which
is something with a label called FEPC.
The time has come when we ought to
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forget the label for a minute and lock at
the law itself. This law is a long ways
from being what the label would lead
you to believe it is. I think the time has
come when you Members ought to know
a few things about this before you get
to vote on it.

This bill is being represented to the
people of the country as being a bill to
help minority peoples get a better break
in this country. The exact opposite is
the truth, and I base that statement on
the very language of the bill itself. No
bill has ever come before this Congress
which discriminates more against citi-
zens of this country and particularly
against a minority than does this bill,
because by the language of the bill itself
you will find that not only will they lose
all the privileges they now have, but they
will not be able to get any privileges at
all except at the will and pleasure of the
bureaucrats which this bill will set up.

This bill is selling these minorities
down the river because the terms of the
bill itself specify that it shall not apply
to any factory employing less than 50
people.

In other words, if anyone has the mis-
fortune to work where there are only 49
people or less, and you are saying to the
people that you say you want to help, “It
does not make any difference—you can-
not be discriminated against until you
get in a crowd of 50 or more people.” In
other words there cannot be any such
thing as discrimination until there are
more than 50 people in a plant.

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

Mr. STEED. 1 yield.

Mr. COLMER. Inthatconnection the
testimony before the Committee on
Rules and at the hearing shows that the
gentleman whose name is on the hill as
its author, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr, Lesinsk1l would have his own
employees exempted from the provisions
of the bill because he does not have 50
employees in his office.

Mr. STEED. Certainly. Anyone em-
ploying less than 50 people is exempted
and that goes for all Members of Con-
gress., We are here trying to tell the em-
ployers of this country whom they can
hire and yet we do not want to practice
what we preach when it comes to our
own office staffs. You can find that out
for yourselves.

I want to bring out another point. No
member of a minority race can have any
justice under this bill unless some bu-
reaucrat says he can. He cannot file any
charges if the bureaucrat says he does
not have a case or does not have the evi-
dence. Why, according to this very bill,
if a bureaucrat wants to file a complaint
for him against his will he can do that.
In this bill, in subsection (¢) of section 9,
you have authority here which gives the
bureaucrat the right to take a person
from any place in the United States or
its territories and can make him go to
Bangor, Maine, or Honolulu to answer a
charge. He could make a_man appear
there Tuesday and then compel you to be
anywhere else they want you to go at
noon the next day. There is such power
in this bill that if the Commission so de-
sires, they can bankrupt any company in
the United States by forcing them to go
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all over the country to defend themselves
against a bunch of frivolous complaints.

Furthermore in subsection (b), section
2 of this bill you have something here
which discriminates against not only
minorities in this country but against
every decent American citizen. It says
all persons in the jurisdiction of the
United States shall have these rights.
An enemy alien in this country is within
the jurisdiction of this Government and
automatically you here give him rights
that he never has had before. You are
setting up something here which would
make the employment officer at the
atomic energy plants subject to criminal
prosecution.

Mr. Chairman, trying to eliminate dis-
crimination through this bill is just as
silly as a farmer burning down the barn
to get rid of the rats.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may extend their remarks at this point.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, today

we have witnessed upon this floor a sight
that will long remain in the memories of
some of us newer Members of this body.
A small group endeavoring to filibuster,
delay, and defeat a bill that provides for
the equal treatment of all of our citizens
in the matter of employment; a bill that
merely expresses into law the Golden
Rule “Do ye unto others as you would
have them do unto you.” Yet upon this
floor today we have heard the proponents
of this measure accused of trying to force
a communistic measure upon the coun-
try. They speak of constitutional rights;
rights of the employers to discriminate,
and so forth. Yet basically all the FEPC
bill does is to guarantee to every worker
the right of employment regardless of his
color or his creed.

Ladies and gentlemen of this House, it
is later than we think. America is looked
to by the entire world for leadership and
example; the governments of this world
that would destroy our form of govern-
ment are quick to point out owr many
mistakes and frailties, and we make
many, and have many; we are spending
billions of dollars to help this stricken
world, yet today on a bill that is ele-
mentary in its basic principle of right,
we hesitate, we filibuster, we delay, we
speak harshly; and behind the iron cur-
tain our enemies say, “See, they do not
practice what they preach, they claim
to be a Christian Nation, they claim to
love their brothers; yet they do not do
anything for the minorities of their own
Nation.” My friends, there is just no
answer to such a statement; we know

that it is not true in its entirety, but wHat.

can we say to the Indian, to the African,
yes, to those countries behind the iron
curtain, We cannot explain our conduct
of today. Itisunexplainable. We have,
if we defeat this measure, destroyed the
good will purchased by our blood, our
resources and our money.

Not so many months ago one of the
senior Members of this House and a
leading opponent, if not the most vocal,
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of FEPC stated that some of the fresh-
man Members of Congress were serving
two terms in one, “their first and last.”
I think many of us today, in this group,
agree with this gentleman; that it would
be better to return to our homes and our
families than to serve in this body where
so many of its Members place racial
prejudice above that of Christian pre-
cepts. If we fail in our efforts today, we
will have failed our God, our country,
and ourselves.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
the provisions of the pending bill are
substantially the same as those of H. R.
2232, Seventy-ninth Congress, first ses-
sion, reported by the Committee on Labor
but never passed by the House. I sub-
mitted the best arguments that I could
in opposition to that and similar -bills
on July 5, 1845, and on July 12, 1945,
as I had previously submitted the best
arguments that I could on May 26, 1944,
against similar legislation.

THE NAME

There is something in a name with
which to conjure. It sounds all right
to provide for fair-employment practice,
All citizens want to be fair, but a name
may be deceptive. The proposal is by
regulation and by statute to require all
employers with 50 or more employees
and all Federal departments and agen-
cies to eliminate discrimination in regard
to hiring, and terms or conditions of
employment because of race, color, re-
ligion, ancestry or national origin. The
proposal sounds well, but a name may
be misleading, The important matter
is not the name but the purpose behind
the name. The bill might better be
called “Unfair Employment Practice
Act.”

THE PURFPOSE

The purpose is to prohibit diserim-
ination because of race or color. There
are prejudices against creeds and there
are prejudices against races. These
prejudices are not created by law and
they cannot be changed by law. The
relation between employer and employee,
like the relation between master and
servant under the common law, is inti-
mate. We like to select our associates.
We like to employ those who are congen-
ial. We want to know about their fitness.
We are to be the judges. The liberty of
choosing employees is a part of free en-
terprise. It is a liberty protected by
the Constitution. TUnder the fifth
amendment, a citizen cannot be deprived
of his life, liberty, or property without
due process of law.

TWO AFPROACHES

There are two approaches to the diffi-
cult problem of employment. One is
voluntary, is by mediation, is by edu-
cation, and is by tolerance. The other,
and that is the matter that is pending
now, is rather in the nature of compul-
sion.

RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS F.EJUDICES

I oppose religious prejudices. I oppose
racial prejudices. I believe, however, in
the freedom of religion. I believe in
fairness for all races. Force and com-
pulsion are the wrong way to correct.
They will stir up racial and religious
prejudices. The proposal strikes at the
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fundamentals of liberty and of free en-
terprise. Racial feeling will be accentu-
ated. The proposal is social and politi-
cal dynamite. We are throwing the ex-
perience of the ages to the winds. The
proposal plays into the hands of those
who would remake and reform our insti-
tutions and our economy to conform to
their socia! views. The purpose, to elim-
inate discrimination, can best be
achieved by cooperation.

Through the ages, moral and ethical
values have not been frozen at a new
level by the passage of laws. The pro-
posal will set the clock back and will
hurt the people it is intended to help.
It will make the life of every employer
miserable, It will result in unhappy, 1f
not violent disturbances everywhere.

History and experience prove that you
cannot legislate tolerance and morals
into people. Compulsion injures the
cause to eliminate diserimination.
Force will retard the educational prog-
ress now being made. Man has always
responded more willingly to a plea than
to a command. I know of no better eth-
ies than the Sermon on the Mount. I
know of no fairer philosophy than the
Golden Rule. But I am not a Socialist.
If a citizen believes in the principles of
the Socialist Party, I accord to him the
freedom of his conviction. I think it
would be a mistake to force any creed,
any ethies, or any philosophy on any
people. The better way is freedom of
choice and the tolerance of views.

Burning resentment from forced em-
ployment will furnish fuel for racial
disturbances and will foment rather
than eliminate racial prejudices.

BIG BUSINESS AND BMALL BUSINESS

Generally the large business firm is
able to take care of itself. They are
familiar with labor problems. They
have their lawyers. But the small-busi-
ness man has trouble enough with bu-
reaucracy now. The pending legislation
will further harass him. He already has
to comply with too many rules and regu-
lations. There are too many investiga-
tors. The crux of the pending bill is
that it will absolutely paralyze small
business.

HYPOCRISY

The argument that the bill imple-
ments fair-labor practices is pure hy-
pocrisy. The bill takes away the right
that every American enjoys of choosing
his own employees. It subjects the em-
ployer to the charge of prejudice and
discrimination every time he hires and
discharges, but that is not all. The bill
makes the charge a criminal offense and
at the same time deprives the citizen the
right of trial by jury. No bill ought to
deprive the citizen of his right to trial by
jury in a criminal prosecution.

FRIVATE ENTERPRISE

The bill is applicable to all employers,
including merchants. It strikes a fatal
blow at free enterprise. A man's suc-
cess or failure in business and in farm-
ing depends upon his employees, upon
a merchant's or a farmer's ability to
select dependable, loyal, industrious em-
ployees to assist him in the operation of
his business or his farm or his enter-
prise, Under the terms of the bill the
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commission could say: “You must hire

this man. You must fire that man. You

must promote the other man.”
COMMUNISM AND SOCIALISM

Communists and many Socialists ad-
vocate compulsory Federal laws to com-
pel men to associate, whether in work or
play, with persons with whom they are
unwilling to work or play. Communism
thrives on strife and disorder. The
Communists know that the pending hill
will promote disorder. They know that
it will foment strife. I am unable to
see how those who favor the private en-
terprise or capitalistic system can sup-
port compulsory employment. Through
the ages the moral right of free men to
choose companions is so clear and the
moral wrong of compelling him to accept
an offensive companion is so apparent
that it is difficult to conclude that those
who believe in free enterprise can sup-
port the pending bill or similar legisla=-
tion.

PROVISIONS

I shall not discuss in detail the pro-
visions of the bill. I believe it to be
thoroughly unconstitutional. I refer to
only a few provisions of the bill. The
proposed judicial review is a misnomer,
I have always opposed the refusal of a
trial by jury for a criminal offense. The
Federal agents are both jurors and pros-
ecutors. The citizen is denied, I repeat
to emphasize, the right to trial. He may
be in contempt for failure to pay back
wages.

UNENFORCEABLE

A moment’s reflection will convince
a thoughtful man that the bill is unen-
forceable. How can a commission in
Washington regulate and provide em-
ployees for all of the employers in the
48 States of the Union? It would be the
super-duper bureaucracy of the age.

RACKETEERS

The enactment of the bill would pro-
vide a fertile field for racketeers, black-
mailers, and shysters. Merchants and
farmers would be subjected to harass-
ment by troublemakers and disgruntled
job seekers. The small-business man,
rather than hire a lawyer, rather than
go to court, rather than take up the mat-
ter with Washington, might choose to
pay the disgruntled employee rather than
be supervised by the Commission.

CONSTITUTIONALITY

There are grave constitutional objec-
tions. The bill declares that the right
to work without diserimination is an im-
munity. The immunity and privileges of
citizens can only be provided by the Con-
stitution. They cannot be provided by
statute. While the bill undertakes to
relate employment to commerce, this is
not the final hurdle. The fifth amend-
ment to the Constitution still obtains.
The right to employ, I assert, is a lib-
eriy within the meaning of the fifth
amendment. s

CONCLUSION

The bill will not provide a single job.
There is no occasion for the legislation.
The remedy is good will. The remedy is
voluntary, not compulsory. All Ameri-
cans believe in the Constitution. That
Constitution protects the privileges and
immunities of all citizens regardless of
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race, creed, or color. Any statute that
undertakes to restrict or deprive a citi-
zen of such privileges or immunities
would be in violation of the Constitution.

Legislation regulating employment is
for the State. Congress is without au-
thority to regulate employment. The
bill undertakes to implement employ-
ment with interstate commerce. I do
not believe, however, the implementation
will make the legislation constitutional.
New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, and Rhode Island, as I un=-
derstand, have adopted so-called fair-
employment acts. California, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, and other States have de-
clined to pass such acts. The jurisdic-
tion is for the State and not for the Fed-
eral Government.

The bill, if passed, would do more harm
than good. It would hurt business. It
would be unfair to employers. It would
not help employees. In fact, it would
do employees a distinet disservice.

It is said that the pending bill will be
of benefit to Negroes. The vast majority
of Negroes live in the South. There is no
material demand from the South, either
from the white or Negro race for the pas-
sage of the pending bill. We know that
all of the legislation conceived by man,
implemented by police force and courts,
cannot change man’s thoughts, if he is
not willing for that thought fo be
changed. We know that making laws is
not enough. We know that there must be
understanding. There must be tolerance,
There must be cooperation. And in the
South today there is understanding and
cooperation between the white people
and the colored people of the South. I
emphasize that the pending bill would
do the Negro race vastly more harm than
good.

Under labor legislation it is a discrimi-
nation to refuse to employ a person be=-
cause he is a member of a union. Why
not extend and make it unlawful to re-
fuse to employ a person merely because
he is not a member of a union?

Commissions and associations whose
aim is to prevent discrimination by co-
operation is one thing, but commissions
and associations to force employment
and by compulsion to prevent diserimina-
tion is another thing. The pending bill
is not only unconstitutional but it is un-
workable. It would hurt the people it
is intended to help. It is destructive to
the American way of life and to the
American system of free enterprise., It
is destructive to American business. It
is un-American and ought not to be
passed. ;

Mr. GRANT. Mr. Chairman, here on
Washington’s birthday, we, of all times,
are considering the notorious FEPC bill.
I am sure that all of us listened intently
to the reading of George Washington’s
Farewell Address. We find many warn-
ings that should be heeded.

From the time of Washington down
to this good hour, this Nation has been
able to prosper and to become the envy
of the world. This has been possible
because of a minimum of Federal regu-
lation. The more we regulate the in-
dividual citizen, the further we go along
the road to socialism. There has been
much said the past several years by em=-
ployees of the State Department to the
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effect that we must have this type of
legislation in order to show the rest of
the world that we believe in civil rights.
I note that this declaration is written
into the present bill under discussion.
It does not seem sufficient for this Na-
tion to burden future generations with a
huge tax burden and deplete our na-
tional resources in keeping up the rest
of the world, but now, in addition there-
to, and in an effort to get the rest of the
world to accept our benevolence, we must
pass such legislation.

In other words, we must copy the to-
talitarian government’s philosophy in or-
der to combat communism. This is the
wrong approach. No nation on earth
today allows as much freedom of employ-
ment as ours. When our Government
tells an employer just who he can em-
ploy and who he cannot employ, we are
then following the nations whose philos-
ophy we claim to be fighting.

I appreciate the fact that it is claimed
in this legislation that it makes for se-
curity of the employee, but, as General
Eisenhower correctly stated some months
ago, if that is all we want, “security can
be secured by going to jail.” During the
war, by Presidential order, a so-called
FEPC was set up, something of a volun-
teer system. No one made any serious
objections at that time, as there was a
war to win. However, after the war, it
was the same old story. A bureau had
been built up and instead of folding up,
as everyone expected, they began an
agitation to build up a big organization
and it was hard to kill them off, although
there was no legislation by Congress es-
tablishing such agency.

'This is dangerous legislation. I have
heard some express themselves to the
effect that it would be a good thing to
pass this legislation and then let the
country see just what shape it would
place'us in. I want to warn you right
now against any such idea, for once you
set up this measure it will grow by leaps
and bounds, and it will be hard for us to
get rid of it, no matter how bad it be-
comes, for once the people give up their
liberties it is hard to get them back
again,

This legislation is unconstitutional.
However, I know how futile it is to argue
this point today. I am not one to charge
the proponents of this bill as being Com-
munists. I yield to them that degree of
sincerity that I know they yield to me.
The tragedy of the whole thing is that
the Nation is locking in the main to
southern Representatives to defeat this
legislation. I say this is tragic, because
I believe that it is a great national ques-
tion and not a sectional one. I know
that the great majority of the southern
Members of Congress are interested in
the people that they serve, without re-
gard to race, color, or creed. The best
friend that the Negro has in the South
is the white man. The destiny of each
race is indelibly linked with that of the
other. If one race makes progress so
does the other. The Negro race has held
down the South because of his economic
status. We of the South have been in-
telligently attempting to raise the eco-
nomic status of the Negro. We have
been making progress in this effort, We
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need the help and cooperation of other
sections of the country andmot so-called
do-gooders, who cannot separate social
equality from economic equality. What
chance does a Negro have to be a bellboy
or waiter in the clubs and hotels of the
North? I recall that when war was de-
clared upon Germany, Italy, and their
allies, that many of the waiters here in
Washington had to be interned because
they were aliens. Some of the pro-
ponents of this legislation will turn down
a good Negro and then give a job to some
alien who cannot speak English very well.
Then they jump on the South for the
treatment that we give the Negroes.
Economic opportunities to the Negro in
the South are opening faster and faster.
They are employed in places in the South
where you would not employ them in
many other sections of the country. So
do not eriticize southern Congressmen
for cbjecting to this bill. It will not help
the Negro. I wonder what is behind it
anyway when you provide that an em-
ployer shall not discriminate against
anyone because of national origin? Does
this mean that a foreigner can come to
the shores of this country and stand on
the same footing as an American citizen?
This seems to be the intent of the legis-
lation. This one thing alone should
defeat the bill.

The enactment of this legislation
would do more harm to the Negroes of
the South than anything else. It is un-
fortunate that the South must bear the
burden of opposition to the bill. A ma-
jority of the people of all other sections
of the country are against this legisla-
tion. In many States where a refer-
endum has been held similar to that in
California, the people overwhelmingly
voted against it. This bill makes many
pious statements which are not based
upon facts. What does it provide?
First, it shall be an unlawful employ-
ment practice for an employer to refuse
to hire, discharge, or otherwise to dis-
criminate against any individual with
respect to his terms, conditions, or privi-
leges of employment, because of such in-
dividual's race, color, religion, ancestry,
or national origin. Now, let us see what
happens. The person who claims that
he was aggrieved can file a charge, or
someone else can file it on his behalf,
or a charge can be filed by a member of
the Commission. Now, that is taking in
a lot of territory. You will note that it is
not limited to the aggrieved person, but
to any outsider who is interested in
fomenting and stirring up race hatred.
Not only that, but it provides that any
member of the Commission, and for the
purpose of this legislation, the term
“Commission” means any employee or
agent of the Commission, can file
charges. This means that there would
be thousands upon thousands of med-
dlers and agents continually stirring up
trouble. It could become worse than the
Gestapo. It could drive honest people
out of business. It is cruel and despi-
cable legislation.

Talk to me about civil rights, what
civil rights does an employer have under
this legislation? Absolutely none. Let
us go a step further. When this charge
has been filed, the Commission investi-
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gates and, after such preliminary in-
vestigation if it finds the proper cause
exists for such charge, it shall endeavor
to eliminate any unlawful employment
by informal conferences, and so forth.
If this does not secure the results re-
quired by the Commission, then the em-
ployer is given notice to appear before
the Commission or an agent of the Com-
mission for trial. Now, let us see where
the trial is to be held. Is it in the county
where the employer lives? Is it in the
State in which he resides, or somewhere
else? The employer can be hauled be-
fore an agent or the Commission at any
place that it designates—in Washington,
D. C. Los Angeles, Calif.,, or Port-
land, Maine, This is infamous legisla-
tion, adverse from every fundamental
concept of Anglo-Saxon justice.

Say, for instance, that A is a man of
bad repute. He is shiftless and lazy, or
the employer believe that he is a man of
bad character. A is refused employ-
ment. A or some agent of the Commis-
sion files a statement, stating that he
was refused employment upon one of the
grounds set out in the bill. The em-
ployer’s defense is that A is a man of
bad reputation, that he is shiftless and
lazy, or that it is believed that he is a
man of bad character. The burden of
proof is upon the employer. He must
prove that the reason that he turned the
would-be employee down is based on
some fact other than race, color, religion,
ancestry, or national origin. In other
words, the burden of proof is upon him
and not upon the person who makes the
charge,

We have prided ourselves in this Na-
tion “that a man is innocent until preven
guilty.” Under this legislation, he is
guilty unless he proves himself innocent,
that is exactly what the bill says. Is
the right to employment without dis-
crimination a civil right? This word
“discrimination” covers a lot of territory.
Take for instance a man operating a
business who has an opening for a secre-
tary. He might object to a blond, a
brunette, a redhead, or he might object
to a fat person or a lean person or to a
tall or short person, or to hundreds of
other things that go to make up physical
and personal appearance. Would any
of these be a defense to a person who is
turned down on account of any one of
them? It certainly would not. No, the
so-called ills that the proponents of this
legislation claim to cure would make it a
thousand times worse, If the propo-
nents of this legislation want to argue
that this is the moral way to prohibit
diserimination, I want to say to you that
you cannot legislate so-called morals into
the people in this manner.

This bill, if carried to its final con-
clusions, would mean the closing of every
business concern in the Nation. Instead
of FEPC standing for “Fair Employment
Practice Commission,” I think it stands
for “free enterprise perishes completely.”

You ask for some information con-
cerning the number of employees this
outfit will have. Ten thousand—per-
haps 100,000, or a million. The sky is
the limit. How much will it cost the tax-
payers—one million or one hundred mil-
lion? No one knows or dares make an
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estimate. There would necessarily have
to be a large number of snoopers and in-
vestigators. Once the camel gets his
head under the tent, he is going all the
way under.

This should not be a government of
oppression. There is no burden placed
on the would-be employee. This legis-
lation sets up a unilateral contract, and
nothing else. I have always considered
it fundamental that in a hiring, there
must be a meeting of the minds. There
is none here.

I cannot understand how some of the
labor unions can be misled into sup-
porting this legislation. When the time
comes that the Federal Government says
to a person who he can and who he
cannot employ, as sure as the night fol-
lows the day, the time is also coming
when the Federal Government will say
to the worker where he can and where
he cannot work. This is inevitable.

This legislation will lead us down the
road from which there can be no turn-
ing. It is dressed up in flowery lan-
guage, but just the same, it stinks and
is dangerous, and should not and must
not be enacted.

* Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
speal in support of the FEPC bill, H. R.
4453. The principle of fair employment
proposed in this bill is of the greatest
concern to the people of our Nation.
This proposal clearly has an eminent
position in the American program of im-
proved welfare and security for all. It
is our obligation to meet this issue
squarely, here and now. If we believe
in the essential dignity and integrity of
every human being, it is our duty to
adopt this proposel before we conclude
this legislative day.

In speaking in support of this FEPC
legislation, I speak for the great majority
of citizens of my State, for the Washing-
ton State Legislature adopted State
fair employment practice legislation.
The same is true of the Oregon State
Legislature,

It has been argued here today that
fair employment practices legislation
would disrupt the economy of the South
and cause untold damage and disaster.
We cannot deny ‘he vexing problems
that would be presented to the South by
such legislation. Neither can we deny
that progress has been made in improve-
ment of race relationships and in
broader opportunities for Negroes. How-
ever, I wish to record my profound con-
viction that the South will make even
greater progress, its people in the days
to come will be happier and more pros-
perous, if its econcmy is grounded
squarely on the prineiples of equal oppor-
tunity for all. No nation, no part of any
nation, was ever destroyed by vesting in
its government the responsibility for
promoting greater equality among its
citizens.

Our Nation-was founded on the con-
cept that all men are created free and
equal, that they are entitled to seek their
livelihood and pursue their callings to
the fullest cxtent of their individual
capacities, The Old South was de-
stroyed by slavery, not by freedom. The
Soutl of today, a region of change and
progress, will gain in the long run by
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utilizing to the utmost the talents, skills,
and abilities of all its people.

What I say regarding the South ap-
plies equally well to any other part of
the country. America is a land of people
ever moving in search of greater oppor=
tunity, of better livelihood. The inter-
change of population among States cre-
ates special problems in the labor mar-
ket and responsibilities on the part of
Government to keep open the avenues of
employment for all people regardless of
the color of their skin, the way they wor-
ship, or the place they were born.

In the Pacific Northwest we pride our-
selves generally on the fair-minded and
democratic way in which we regard all
people. As an area of rapid growth, ac-
customed to receiving large numbers of
new settlers, we are eager to facilitate
their adjustment and integration into
community life. We recognized prob-
lems of discrimination in employment,
some precipitated by the influx of recent
newcomers, some of longer standing.
We met these problems by creating a
State agency to help bring about their
solution.

A short 6 months following the enact-
ment of the Washington State legislation
the Reverend Fountain W. Penick, who
is one of the members of the commission
executing the law, wrote to me stating:

The law against discrimination in employ-
ment in the State of Washington was en-
acted about 6 months ago and therefore can-
not be evaluated so soon; however, I think
it is quite significant that there has been no
appreciable opposition on the part of the
employer group. Neither has there been any
opposition, worthy of note, during the period
which the law was under consideration in the
House and Senate. I believe the law is quite

favorably accepted by the citizens of our
State in general.

However, this generally favorable re-
port on Washington State’s FEPC laws
should not be taken to mean that local
measures, however well intentioned and
valuable, will suffice to cope with this
problem. The problem is a national one
because of the national dimensions of
the labor market, and legislation on that
level is necessary, as with the problems
of old-age security and labor relations,
Local laws are perforce limited in their
jurisdiction. The great interstate cor-
porations recruit their personnel, the
great national unions draw their mem-
bership, from all parts of the country.
For personnel supervisor and union alike
a national law is needed to insure
adherence to the desired employment
practices.

The bill recognizes that State or local
agencies have an important place in pro-
moting fair employment. But it is not
enough to stop short with local agencies
where national standards of decency and
fair play must prevail, Just as collective
bargaining is a national policy supported
by commensurate legislation, so must we
proceed in the case of fair employment
practices, which likewise involve our
economic and physical well-being, as
well as our international security.

It is obvious that today many men and
women are denied the opportunity of
working in the jobs for which they are
best fitted. This hurts them as individ-
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uals. Equally important, it hurts Amer-
ica. Its damage: can be counted both in
the direct economic sense of denying to
American production the best available
skills, and in the moral sense of weaken-
ing our claim to world leadership in the
ways of democracy. Discrimination in
employment is a wastage of human re-
sources and a blight on the democratic
spirit.

This is the hour when we must correct
this weakness in our public character.
We must move forward in such a way
that there can be no question of our sin-
cerity and good faith. The first step
must be taken now by adopting the bill
before the House, H. R. 4453,

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, the
statement has been made by the commit-
tee reporting H. R. 4453 that it “is a
bill designed to protect those rights of
freedom and equality of opportunity
which are guaranteed to every man by
the basic principles upon which our Na-
tion is built; that this bill will help make
it possible for all our people to enjoy a
decent standard of living.”

Gentlemen, the people of this great
country are presently enjoying the high-
est standard of living which this coun-
try, or any other country, has ever
known. And let me emphasize that we
are not presently operating under an
FEPC law. The American standard of
living has. been on the upgrade ever
since the pillars of our Government were
laid about 200 years ago. There is no
reason for thinking that it would not
continue to improve without an FEPC.

Our progress can be directly attrib-
uted to our system of free enterprise.
A person in the United States has always
had the freedom to go into business, to
use his own judegment in employing
whomever he deemed best fitted for the
jocbat hand. This freedom has made the
United States the leader of nations.
The proposed legislation will take away
that freedom. It will extract a most
vital organ of democracy.

FEPC will have a disastrous effect
upon private enterprise. Under the pro-
visions of this legislation the discretion
of the individual will be supplanted by
the discretion of the Government. An
employer could have a dozen, or a hun-
dred, or a thousand cases pending against
him at one time. He could be subjected
to a lawsuit before a Federal agency by
every person who applied for and was
denied a job of any sort. Thus, it ap-
pears obvious that any pressure group
who decided to put a man out of business
could do so by a multiplicity of lawsuits.

If this measure is made a law, it could
be administered in ways which would
shock those Americans who are not fa-
miliar with its far-reaching proposals.
Those proposals are contrary to the
American way of life because we do not
believe in a totalitarian government.
Those proposals are deceptive; they
would serve as a yoke to fetter individual
freedom. They would be a burden and
imposition on the American people.
Such proposals are contrary to the tenets
of George Washington; they are con-
trary to the beliefs of Thomas Jefferson;
and they are contrary to the teachings
of Abraham Lincoln,
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Among other things, this bill states
that its provisions are necessary “to re-
move obstructions to the free flow of
commerce among the States and with
foreign nations.” That statement is
typical of the farcical and superficial
character of the entire bill. The only
obstacle to the free flow of commerce
among the States and with foreign na-
tions today is not discrepancies in em-
ployment practices, but rather the whim-
sical nature and practices of certain
labor leaders. This bill will not correct
those practices.

Let us be frank and practical about
the matter. There are too many mi-
norities who are today trying to capi-
talize on this word “discrimination.”
There are too many elements within
those groups who are interested only in
personal motives, completely ignoring
the principles of constitutional govern-
ment. If we cater to those groups for-
ever and create a tempest every time the
word “discrimination” is thrown in our
direction, then we are certainly not up-
holding those sound principles upon
which our predecessors have built and
maintained the greatest Nation in the
world,

We are here to represent the majority.
If this bill were subjected to the vote of
the American people, I am of the firm
opinion that it would be overwhelmingly
defeated. No one denies that it would
receive a majority in certain areas in-
fested with Communists. The advocates
of FEPC should know that. Minority
groups are endeavoring to use Congress
as a means to invoke their selfish in-
terests upon the American people. Let
us not be a stooge for their vice.

Once, when a young attorney was
about to begin the practice of law, his
father, an eXperienced lawyer, said:
“Son, I wish to give you some advice. In
the trial of cases, if the facts are against
you, argue the law. If the law is against
you, argue the facts. If the law and facts
are both against you, muddy the waters.”
The waters have certainl; been muddied
in considering this legislation. The pic-
ture is distorted and magnified. All
American citizens who are capable of
working, who are willing to work, and
who make a sincere and honest effort in
that direction, can obtain work., This
advantage does not hold true for Com-
munists, aliens, and their type. But, my
friends, if FEPC is not defeated em-
ployers subjected to the act could be
forced to give employment to such un-
desirables. That is not the American
way.

Gentlemen, this House is a citadel for
the preservation of the fundamental
rights of the American people. It is
natural to expect that attacks, secretly
and in disguise, be made upon this for-
tress. All good Americans must be pre-
pared to defend it. It is our duty to
stand guard, to watch for the enemy, and
to defend these fundamentals of free-
dom.

As a Member of this body, I have given
much thought and studied consideration
to this FEPC proposal. I have found it
to be a wolf in sheep's clothing. It is
an attack, a secret attack, directed at
the ramparts of our freedom and de-
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signed to catch the American people off
guard. It is made by those who appear
as “friends bringing gifts.” Many Amer=-
icans have already been deceived.

The bugle is blowing; the time has
come for us to stand up and turn back
the enemy before liberty slips from our
grasp. Vote for principles, not politics.
If this measure becomes law, it will be
the greatest blunder made by any Con-
gress in the history of republican gov-
ernment.

Mr. TAURIELLO. Mr. Chairman, the
civil-rights program was initiated by
President Truman, based on the report
of his Committee on Civil Rights. He
sent the Congress his recommendations
on civil rights, and among them are anti=-
poll-tax legislation and the Fair Employ-
ment Practice Commission. Last sum-
mer, we in the House passed the anti-
poll-tax bill, but the Senate failed even
to consider it in committee. Since the
beginning of this session, we have been
fighting for FEPC. The issue is very
simple. Many people try to make it
complicated.

It is ironical that we here in America—
where we consider all men to be equal—
that we should even have to have a bill
of this kind. But it is necessary.

FEFC is simply a program to guarantee
the right of every man, regardless of his
race, creed, or color, the same opportu-
nity to employment that everyone else
has. Liberty is of little value to any man
unless he can support himself, unless he
can earn a decent living at the work for
nl;hjch he is best qualified by his natural
skill.

The FEPC bill has as its primary ob-
jectives the fundamentals upon which
our Nation is founded. As a true Amer-
ican who steadfastly believes in justice
and protection of human rights, I would
be derelict in my sworn duty to the peo-
ple I represent if I did not support these
ideals.

The United States of America is known
throughout the world as a nation with
the highest level of technological devel-
opment and cultural achievement. It
offers to the peoples of the world a real-
ization of the dream for a better life, a
guarantee of full freedom, and the pur-
suit of happiness. Yet these promises
have fallen far short of their objectives
when we consider the history of disgrace-
ful and abusive practices of discrimina-
tion in granting equality of opportunity
for all men who desire to earn a living
and who seek to enjoy those inalienable
rights of a human being.

In an enlightened nation such as ours
no longer can we continue to boast about
our democratic principles and forsake
these ideals in practice. This measure
before us is not untimely. It is presented
as a practical means of eliminating op-
pressive abuses of the full use of man-
power and productivity which has
robbed our Nation of both utilization of
human resources and full productive ca-
pacity. It is economically unsound to
refuse employment to an individual
because of the color of his skin, his re-
ligion, or his national origin,

A Government agency to eliminate un-
fair practices in employment has as its
foundation years of practice during the
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war through the successful operation of
the Fair Employment Practice Com-
mission. During peacetime the patriotic
spirit of fair play has lapsed into an at-
titude of indifference to a large extent.
But the experiences in the four States
which have created commissions for fair
employment practices since the war has
fulfilled more than the fondest hopes. In
New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts,
and Connecticut, as well as in other
States and cities which have established
these commissions, the reports show
overwhelming approval and progress.

My own native State of New York,
which pioneered State legislation in this
field, has found that the operation of its
commission against discrimination has
won support and has been patterned by
numerous States and cities. The fears
of some persons that such a legislative
body would lead to rioting and economic
chaos have been proven to be baseless.
The belief that the persons who are bene-
fited by such a commission would flood
the agency with complaints has been dis-
proven by experience. In fact, every
attack upon the principles set forth by
the commission has been overcome by
the wholehearted approval of the opera-
tion of the program.

The report of the Massachusetts Fair
Employment Commission after 2 years
of operation has reinforced the New York
experience in pointing to its success in
an attempt to substitute understanding
for intolerance.

Massachusetts has not conceived the fair
employment practices law as an instrument
of compulsion—

The 1948 annual report states—
rather it has regarded the statute as pre-
senting an opportunity to wipe out fears
which men have of other men who are dif-
ferent with respect to color, religion, or
national origin.

Thus all persons have today economic
opportunities which they have never had
before. These people are sharing now
the benefits of American citizenship
along with its obligations.

The administrators of the State com-
missions against discrimination in New
Jersey and Connecticut as well as munici-
pal commissions have reported that com-
pliance with the provisions of the laws
has been accomplished without recourse
to the courts.

However, these successes are over-
shadowed by a desperate need for Federal
legislation to deal with discrimination by
interstate corporations. Although such
situations might be reduced by interstate
cooperation, there must be the authority
exercised by the Federal Government
under that provision of the Constitution
granting it supreme power over interstate
commerce.

No voluntary system will abolish this
evil. Discrimination in employment is
a cancer in our society. All over the
world, the Communists can point to it
as proof of the fact that we do not prac-
tice what we preach.

Another interesting fact to keep in
mind is that witnesses have testified be-
fore House and Senate committees that
an FEPC will save our economy from
three to ten billion dollars in waste in
employment which is now occurring.
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Those estimates have been made by econ=
omists and industrial leaders. They
know what discrimination means in
dollars and cents.

It is incredible to me that legislation
of this kind should not be allowed to
come before the Congress to permit us
to discuss it, to debate it, and then to
act on it according to our best judgment.

This week is Brotherhood Week. It is
the week which we have set aside to re-
affirm our faith and trust in God and to
rededicate ourselves to brotherhood under
God through all the people of all races
and all creeds.

In my mind, there would be no more
fitting time in which to pass a bill which
would guarantee the right of opportunity
of employment to every man, regardless
of his race, creed, or color. Such action
would indeed be a demonstration of the
true spirit of brotherhood.

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, the
culmination of a long effort to enact an
FEPC law is a shining example of the
power of a vociferous minority group.
The consideration of this legislation to-
day is concrete evidence of what a de-
termined handful of people can bring to
pass while an apathetic majority sits
quietly by in the hope that Congress will
have good judgment enough to reject
this proposal. If the businessmen of
America were as demanding and as noisy
in opposition to this legislation as the
minority group has been in favor, I dare
say that there would not be 50 votes cast
in favor of this bill on final passage. Al-
most every extreme measure enacted
into law by Congress originated with a
small body of people rather than with
a great majority of the people. So I
think it can be safely said that one of
the greatest dangers to the free-enter-
prise system and to a constitutional form
of government is the apathy of a ma-
jority of the citizens of this great Nation.

Despite what anyone may say to the
contrary, we must in all frankness ad-
mit that the FEPC issue has been re-
duced to a racial issue. This is because
advocates of the colored race have been
in the forefront throughout the long ef-
fort to bring into existence an FEPC
law. I is indeed a pity that this issue
has been reduced to a racial level when,
in point of fact, the real issue is whether
American business people can continue
to enjoy the constitutional right to con-
duct business in a free and unhampered
manner. When we divorce from this
bill all thoughts of race, creed, or re-
ligion and think of the law objectively,
it simply says that the American mer-
chant will no longer be free to hire per-
sons of his own choice. The Congress
of the United States has never gone this
far even during periods of war. The
Congress has never seen fit to conscript
labor during wartime, yet we would today
by this measure before us take a step
in peacetime so drastic that it was not
even employed in wartime except as an
Executive order devoid of congressional
approval.

One of the most disturbing thoughts
about this whole matter is that there
are many Members of Congress who will
vote for this legislation today, if a vote
is taken, who have privately admitted
to other Members that they are person-
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ally against the bill in principle but that
a vote against the measure would spell
political doom for them in their districts,
This does not necessarily mean that a
majority of the people in their districts
are for FEPC, but it does mean that the
active minority through the process of
block voting easily could bring about
their defeat. If every Member of Con-
gress voted his real convictions on this
issue, the bill would be soundly defeated.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read at
this point section 5 of the Powell bill:

Bec. 5. (a) It shall be an unlawful em-
ployment practice for an employer— g

(1) to refuse to hire, to discharge, or other-
wise to discriminate against any individual
with respect to his terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment, because of such
individual's race, color, religion, ancestry, or
national origin; or

(2) to utilize in the hiring or recruitment
of individuals for employment any employ-
ment agency, placement service, training
school or center, labor organization, or any
other source which discriminates against
such Individuals because of their race, color,
religion, or national origin.

(b) It shall be an unlawful employment
practice for any labor organization to dis-
criminate agalnst any individual or to limit,
segregate, or classify its membership in any
way which would deprive or tend to deprive
such individual of employment opportuni-
ties, or would limit his employment oppor-
tunities or otherwise adversely affect his
status as an employee or as an applicant for
employment, or would affect adversely his
wages, hours, or employment conditions, be-
cause of such individual’s race, color, re=
ligion, or national origin.

(c) It shall be an unlawful employment
practice for any employer or labor organi-
zation to discharge, expel, or otherwise dis-
criminate against any person, because he
has opposed any unlawful employment prac=
tice or has filed a charge, testified, partici=
pated, or assisted in any proceeding under
this act.

The above section in addition to rob-
bing management of many of its pow-
ers of control and free choice will also
abolish segregation in labor unions and
in all business establishments. I call
your attention particularly to subsec-
tion (b) wherein it states that it shall
be unlawful employment practice for any
labor organization to discriminate
against any individual or to limit, seg-
regate, or classify its membership, and
so forth. This, in effect, throws the
doors of all labor unions wide open to
every class or type of person and will
strike at the very foundation of labor
unions. It will, indeed, limit and im-
pair its effectiveness as a bargaining
agency.

Another objectionable feature of this
bill is the power of subpena given to
the Commission to require witnesses and
parties to appear at any place in the
United States or its possessions. It de-
stroys our long-established system of
jurisdiction designed to insure that com-
plainants and parties might have issues
settled in local courts. Every paragraph
of this bill is packed and crammed with
dangerous language usurping rights
Americans have long enjoyed under the
protection of our Constitution and Bill
of Rights. It will, in my opinion, Mr.
Chairman, be the saddest day in Ameri-
can history when and if the President af-
fixes his signature to the FEPC Act. The
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consequences of this bill, if enacted, have
not been considered and cannot be fully
anticipated by many who plead for its
passage. I say to you in all sincerity
that this bill, if enacted, will do more
to disturb racial relations in this Nation
than anything that has been done since
the Civil War. It will retard the ad-
vancement of the colored race in the
South for many years. It will close the
doors of many business firms in America
operated by people who will refuse to ac-
cept the tyranny imposed by this legisla-
tion. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I fear that
today we are modeling a weapon with
which to destroy ourselves.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
favor the passage of FEPC bill, H. R.
4453,

I am now and have always been heart-
ily in support of FEPC bill, H. R. 4453,
and shall vote against all crippling
amendments to this bill as well as any
substitute bill offered in this body.

I feel that I am obligated to do this
because such legislation is contemplated
by the 1948 Democratic platform in
plain, understandable words. In the
greatest Presidential campaign known
to our Republic, our greatest Democratic
champion, President Harry S. Truman,
the real spokesman of the Democratic
Party, boldly campaigned for FEFC.

Furthermore, during the mnational
campaign the majority of the States of
the Nation voted for President Truman
who openly and everlastingly advocated
the passage of such legislation.

From the election of President Truman
we can truthfully say that the latest
national vote shows that the majority
of the people of the Nation in voting
for President Truman and his program
placed their stamp of approval upon this
FEPC legislation.

As a Democrat I campaigned actively
for FEPC legislation and my opponewnt
who then had served three terms in

. this Congress did not so campaign, and

{le was roundly defeated for his fourth
erm.

Because the Democratic platform
contemplates this bill, President Tru-
man recommends it, his civil rights com-
mittee recommends it, and I have
pledeged myself to support it after I
had in all good conscience thought it
was right, I must support it today.

In answer to the point made by the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr, JacksoN], that California vot-
ers had turned a State FEPC bill down
by a crushing vote, I say to him that in
the last election President Truman, the
vigorous champion of national FEPC,
carried California, and consequently
from that fact I feel that I can claim,
and rightfully, that California voters
have endorsed a national FEPC.

The claim is also made by the gen-
tleman from EKentucky [Mr. MorToN]
that the present bill with teeth in it, is
not the proper approach to do away with
bigotry and discrimination. He argues
that a real educational program carried
on preferably in the early formative
years of boys and girls is the only way
to proceed. This sounds good, but does
he realize that there is a need right
now for FEPC, and that we cannot wait
all the long years for education to jell,
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and my honest opinion is that we would
have to wait forever to educate some
of the bigots and discriminators of this
Nation.

If the reasoning of the gentleman
from Kentucky was ccrrect, then all laws
should be self-executing—all laws should
be drafted without penalties—and a
great educational program should be
conducted to appeal to the consciences
of the law violators. The Jewish and
Christian religions recommend the keep-
ing of the Ten Commandments, and
thousands of years have been spent try-
ing to educate people as to their cor-
rectness and the wisdom of observing
them, but that was unavailing.

Human laws had to be passed with
stiff penalties against such offenses as
murder, theft. rape, false testimony,
fornication, adultery, blasphemy, and
laws relating to observing the Sabbath,
all of which are contemplated by the
Ten Commandments. No, my friend, a
specific law denouncing discrimination,
whether founded upon bigotry or not,
is but an idle legislative gesture unless
‘there is available in that very same
law such civil and criminal penalties as
will make prospective offenders stop,
look, and listen, and reform before they
offend.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Ricz]l and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. O'Haral make the claims
that you cannot legislate effectively
concerning one’s morals, which is, in-
deed, a strange pronouncement from
such big and respectable Republicans.
That is the same old claim which has
oft been made by the red-light dis-
triets in many cities of the Nation, gam-
bling institutions, and illicit liquor sell-
ers and others who do not think con-
structively. No; I say that we must have
human laws with real teeth in them to
teach immoral people to be moral, Mr.
Rice and Mr. O'Hara to the contrary
notwithstanding,

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman,
the advocates of this measure say that
it is in the interest of labor and the Ne-
gro. I believe that my voting record in
the 15 years I have been in Congress
shows that I have been a consistent
friend of labor; and I believe I can show
that I have been a consistent friend of
the Negro.

I was born in Baton Rouge, grew up in
Mississippi and I believe I know and un-
derstand their problems better than the
Northern advocates of this bill.

The bill to coin 5,000,000 Booker T.
Washington Memorial half-dollars was
written in my office and favorably report-
ed by the Committee on Coinage, Weights
and Measures of which I was then Chair-
man, to commemorate the birth and
perpetuate the ideals and teachings of
that great American Negro, Booker T.
Washington. These coins are now being
sold at a premium to establish trade and
industrial schools for Negro youth
through the Booker T. Washington
Birthplace Memorial, a nonprofit organi-
zation to bring industrial training to
Negro youth, thereby improving the eco-
nomic status of the Negro as well as our
entire national economy.

I have today written a favorable re-
port on a bill to make a national monu-
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ment of the birthplace of George Wash-
ington Carver, the eminent Negro scien-
tist, whose agricultural experiments have
added millions of dollars in wvalue to
southern agriculture.

I believe that adequate industrial
training and education will make the Ne-
gro self-sufficient and able to hold his
own in the labor market and build up a
mesasure of economic security for himself
and family. After that, and with the full
approval of the white Scuth, where the
majority of Negroes live, an equitable
place will be found for the Negro as a
citizen. He is rapidly reaching that place
now.

But this so-called Fair Employment
Practice Act will not help him and it will
not help our country. I believe it is an
instrument designed by Communists to
cause trouble and discord, and contribute
to the destruction of our country.

As a friend of labor and a friend of the
Negro, I cannot accept the principle of
this bill.

Note: Five million coins are purchased
from the United States Treasury at 50
cenis each and are being sold for $1.
Gross profit $2,500,000 less cost of selling.

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I am
strongly opposed to this bill and urged
its defeat. I have listened with un-
divide ° interest to some of the specicus
arguments which have been advanced
here tecday in support of this measure
and I must confess that I am amazed at
some of the proposals advanced. I sup-
pose that certain Members should be
congratulated upon their eloquence—but
certainly not on their logic as they have
argued for the most fantastic measure
ever to come before the Congress.

There are many reasons why this
measure should not be passed. I have
my own bill of particulars—and they are
many—and I am also sure that many
more valid arguments can and will be
cited—but I shall mention only a few—
which I believe are sufficient and should
carry weight with reasonable men.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, this pro-
pesed bill is unconstitutional and a viola=
tion of the Bill of Rights.

Secondly, such a bill, if enacted into
law, is totally unenforceable. Sound
law is based upon public acceptance and
this bill is designed to upset and change
the economic and social and moral pat-
tern of the lives of our citizens—being
unacceptable—it would be unenforceable.

Third, such a bill, if enacted, would
disrupt the operations of business and
creditable labor unions and keep them
in a constant state of turmoil, insecurity,
and fear. It would result in chaos, social
and economic unrest, and perhaps blood-
shed.

Fourth, Mr. Chairman, this bill would
establish a set of intangibles beyond the
power of the Government to interpret
and administer except by mass coercion
and by the total usurpation of the rights
of our individual citizens—rights which
we have always cherished and main-
tained in our country.

Beyond these, Mr. Chairman, I think
there is an additional argument which is
not rebuttable and answerable and that
is this:

If we thus make this body a party to
any scheme to give the state—the Fed-
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eral Government—power to compel non-
discrimination, we have made ourselves
a party to a tyrannical usurpation of
freedom by granting the state the power
to compel diserimination, If we could
legislate legally nondiscrimination in a
matter of individual employment, we
could pass a bill directing discrimination
in favor of a certain class, color, or creed.
We would thus be laying the groundwork
for totalitarianism of the most complete
pattern—and I refuse to be a party to
such an unheard of scheme—t{yrannical
in its inception and purpose.

It is a possibility which permits of no
compromise, no substitute action—only
defeat.

We have heard the Bill of Rights cited
at every turn and twist of the multitude
of the arguments in support of this so-
called fair employment practices bill. I
deny that such action as this is called for
in the Bill of Rights. Rather than fur-
thering the Bill of Rights, this measure
makes a mockery of our Nation's inher-
ent and written fundamental law. The
Bill of Rights, as we have come to know
it, is the assertion of the purposes set
forth in the first 10 amendments of our
Constitution. And the one thought and
precept paramount in the first 10
amendments of our great Constitution is
the striect prohibition—on both the Fed-
eral Government and the States—of in-
terference with religion, life, liberty, and
freedom of our citizens. This was our
first and foremost assertion of the right
of the individual over the State and
throughout our history the same basic
and fundamental concept has been re-
stated in many different ways—but no
more eloguently than by that great Dem-
ocrat and great American—Thomas Jef-
ferson—who said over and over again—
that the path of progress towards true
democracy does not consist in granting
more power to the Government—but in
vesting more power in the people. I say,
therefore, that this piece of legislation
which has been brought before us is not
only unconstitutional but a mockery of
our Bill of Rights.

To those who bring into play the Bill
of Rights in setting forth the purposes
of this legislation—I can only say that it
proves the truth of the Shakespearean
line that “the devil can quote Scripture
to his own purpose.”

In emphasizing the unenforceability
of this proposal, I would like to cite a
statement made not so long ago by Mr.
Donald Richberg, of Illinois, who for-
merly lent his talents in Government
service.

Of an FEPC—in any form—Mr. Rich-
berg declared:

Unless the Government is to destroy eco-
nomic system of competitive freedom and
gocial system of free enterprise, it cannot un-
dertake to interfere with the selection of
one’s associates in work or play.

On another occasion—quite recently—
Mr. Richberg, who, I remind you, is not
a southerner, but a man who speaks from
the fullness of legal knowledge and just
plain common sense, stated:

Under this act, as similar laws have been
administered, no employer could exercise his
freedom of speech or freedom of the press,
even to inquire as to race, color, or religion
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of applicants for work or of his employees.
Under this act, Federal bureaucrats could
override an employer’s judgment as to whom
he should hire or promote. The employer
would be forced to accept this outside, arbi=
trary judgment, or else engage in expensive
lawsuit—not to vindicate his freedom of
choice—but to demonstrate that his motives
were free from any taint of a politically
created immorality.

This bill does not confine the question
of employment strictly to the act of in-
itial employment. It follows the em-
ployer and his employees throughout all
relations of employment. It touches any
advancement, transfer, change, or pro-
motion that might be made within a bus-
iness—it burrows down deep into the
most intimate details of a man’s busi-
ness and would have the effect of deny-
ing to any businessman the right to
speak freely about the management of
his own affairs, It would provide an ex-
cuse for every incompetent and unruly
employee to bring lawsuit—ruinous law-
suit—against an employer if he is not
advanced in his job according to his
own—not his employer's—estimate of his
abilities. I say to you frankly that this
measure could be the most completely
ruinous thing that could conceivably ap-
ply to the economic life of our Nation—
and I may add that businessmen every-
where—not just in the South—hold this
to be a true evaluation of the situation.

Mr, Chairman, I think I do not have to
delve too deeply into ancient history to
cite a most devastating example of the
arbitrary attempt to enforce laws that
will not be enforced—that are impossible
of enforcement. I refer to the tragic
era of the reconstruction in the South.
Anyone who cares to go back to recon-
struction days will see what happened
in the South as a whole when it was at-
tempted by misguided zealots and by
predatory and venial carpetbaggers and
opportunists to enforce laws in which
the people of the South did not believe.
It is simply impossible—and from the
time of the ancients it has been the ac-
cepted course—to build our statutes and
our laws upon the reality of enforcement
without public approval and acceptance.

I know that many of the proponents
of this measure are sincere men espous-
ing their honest convictions. I know
also that this measure has become a
thinly veiled cause around which have
rallied many insincere men and women.
We of the South who are proud to bear
the burden of this fight to kill this meas-
ure or any measure like it come with
clean hands. We know what is in this
bill—we know what it will do—we have
studied it—and we feel that anyone else
who has studied it closely will recognize
in it things which they little dreamed
could possibly lie within a bill presented
to this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, the true answer to the
proposition which arises in connection
with this legislation lies not in the pas-
sage of a force bill or penalty legisla-
tion, but in the influences of religion,
tolerance, education, and the processes of
culture. No law of human making can
provide the answer—and we all know
that, whether or not we sit on this side
of the aisle or on the other side of the
aisle—whether or not we represent the
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North or the South—whether or not our
constifuents are crowded into city tene-
ments or are sparsely settled amid agri-
culture lands.

This bill will never pass—it should not
pass—unless we choose to repudiate the
basic freedoms of our forefathers and
tear down our house of democracy—de-
stroy our basic freedoms and rights—
and thus create a situation whereby the
disciples of a totalitarian form of Gov-
ernment can walk in and pick up the
pieces.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that reason will
preveil in this bedy—and I am sure that
it will—for I have unbounded faith in
the temper and judgment of reasonable
men—and as reasonable men we have
each been accorded the honor and dis-
tinction of representing reasonable and
temperate and just citizens.

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman,
this House has a solemn duty to per-
form, and in good conscience, it can no
longer ignore that duty. FEPC must be
enacted into law now.

Because the people of this Nation de-
manded it, a permanent FEPC as well
as other civil-rights measures, were
promised by all political parties in their
platforms. Definite pledges were made,
and I, for one, will keep mine.

President Truman, in his state of the
Union message delivered to Congress,
stated that the surest guide in the days
that lie ahead will be the spirit in which
this great Republic was founded. He
said we must make our decisions in the
conviction that all men are created
equal, that they are equally entitled to
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,
and that the duty of Government is to
serve these ends. In other words, he
said that discrimination has no place in
this country—it is undemocratic and
un-American,

In his message, he reemphasized the
need and urged the Congress to enact
the civil-rights proposals he made in
February 1948. He stated in his message
that—

As we go forward in achieving greater eco-
nomic security and greater opportunity for
all our people, we should make every effort
to extend the benefits of our democratic in-
stitutlons to every citizen. The religious
ideals which we profess, and the heritage of
freedom which we have recelved from the
past, clearly place that duty upon us.

It is a sad commentary upon the
workings of this great legislative body
that we have ignored for so long the
proposals submitted by our President,
and the commitments we have made.
‘We have appropriated many millions of
dollars to reach persons abroad: to feed,
clothe, and rehabilitate them. More im-
portant, our aim was to sell them our
belief in democracy as opposed to any
other ideology. How incongruous that
at the same time Federal funds are spent
in this country to maintain colleges and
schools which discriminate against stu-
dents by reason of race, color, religion,
ancestry, or national origin,

One of the prime objectives of educa-
tion is fo promote understanding among
men, From our institutions of higher
learning come our professional men,
statesmen, teachers, and leaders in our
communities. Rank discrimination is
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practiced when any group has as one of
its admission requirements that “mem-
bers must be white persons of full Aryan
blood.” Such discrimination breeds lack
of understanding—even hatred—and
man commits crimes against his fellow
men because of it. Yet we know that
secret clauses such as the one quoted
are contained in constitutions of many
national fraternities, which have great
influence in our colleges and which help
mold the thinking of our youth. I was
happy to note that Lafayette College of
Easton, Pa., decided, after public pres-
sure recently, to refuse a bequest of
$140,000 left it, because of a clause that
would have barred Catholics and Jews
from obtaining Lafayette scholarships.

Our Federal Government in taking the
stand it has abroad, cannot afford to be
a party to this discriminatory and un-
democratic system. The same is equally
true with regard to the practice of dis-
crimination in employment against prop-
erly qualified persons because of race,
religion, color, national origin or an-
cestry. In my opinion, such practice has
brought shame to our Nation. This prac-
tice is rampant—the results of it are
tragic. Its victims are forced info sub-
standard conditions of living; they are
deprived of their equality of opportunity
as guaranteed them under our Consti-
tution, Since the United States is locked
upon by all as the land of opportunity,
our entire economic system is based upon
the theory that a man shall be allowed
to utilize his talents and training, and
then reap the rewards of his industry
and individual striving. We find that
while these promises and assurances are
taken for granted by many, and enjoyed
by them—there are millions in this coun-
try whose ambition, training, studies,
and qualifications avail them nothing.
A young man may graduate at the head
of his class and then find that because
of the color of his skin—even though
he may be a doctor of philosophy and
wishes to teach—he is finally forced into
menial employment. A young woman,
qualified to be a good secretary, answers
an ad in the newspaper, but is refused
employment because of her religion or
ancestry. There are many glaring ex-
amples of discrimination in employ-
ment—and they have come to the at-
tention of all of us.

The effect of such discrimination is
disastrous. Those who bear the brunt
of it are unhappy and resentful, and
rightly so. Initiative and ambition are
lost, and the worker, refused his right-
ful chance to make good at his chosen
occupation, becomes dispirited, and lacks
that ambition which makes an efficient
employee. In turn, production and busi-
ness lose potentially valuable people, and
the general welfare of the Nation is
undermined.

For these reasons, I urge that the en-

‘tire civil-rights program of the President

be enacted into law during this session
of Congress. I am not a newcomer in
this fight. Asa member of the New York
State Legislature, I led in the fight in
Albany, fo wipe out such disgraceful
practices. I have continued my efforts
since beccming a Member of the Eighty-
first Congress. In January 1949, I in-
troduced an anti-Jim Crow travel bill;
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an FEPC bill; an antilynching and anti-
Jiia Crow armed services bill. I also
introduced a bill which would prohibit
the use of Federal funds for housing
where there is any discrimination
against occupants on account of race,
religion, color, ancestry, and national
origin, as well as a bill providing that
no Federal funds could be used for
schools which discriminate between
students by reason of race, color, religion,
ancestry, and national origin.

H. R. 4453, the FEPC bill, is now before
us for action, This would wipe out the
un-American practice of discrimina-
tion in employment. Although nothing
would have pleased me more than to have
the bill under consideration bear my
name, because of my deep interest in this
problem, I am extremely happy to speak
in favor of H. R. 4453.

At this time, we, as a Nation, are send-
ing our emissaries throughout the.world
to say that our ideology is best, and that
our people live under a true democratic
system. Those who oppose us in our
program of selling democracy to others,
have a potent weapc.. egainst us when
they point out how undemocratic we
really are in our discriminatory prac-
tices, and that this land is indeed not one
of equal opportunity. Our Government,
engaged in its present struggle against
communism, cannot afford to allow such
discrimination to continue, and must
take effective steps to end it. Our obli-
gation as a signatory of the United Na-
tion’s Charter, “To promote universal
respect for, and observance of human
rights and fundamental freedoms for all
without distinction as to race, sex, lan-
guage, or religion” are sacred. We
should fulfill those obligations at once,
and not be forced to observe them,

I quote again from the state of the
Union message of our President, when
he said:

The ideal of equal opportunity no longer
means simply the opportunity which a man
has to advance beyond his fellows. Some of
our citizens do achieve greater success than
others as a reward for individual merit and
effort, and this is as it should be. At the
same time, our country must be more than
a land of opportunity for a select few. It
must be a land of opportunity for all of us.
In such a land, all can grow and prosper to-
gather.

This is the ideal upon which this Na-
tion was founded, and for which our fore-
fathers sacrificed so much to achieve.

This House should consider it a signal
honor that it has the opportunity to pass
the bill now before it, which will insure
true freedom and equal opportunity to
all—but which now is only a myth to
countless persons in the United States.

Let me make my views clear and un-
mistakable. Discrimination cannot be
compromised. It must be eliminated.
Our duty is obvious and can no longer
be shirked; FEPC, demanded by our peo-
ple, must be provided at once.

Democracy is on trial before the world,
and we are being asked to practice what
we preach. A vote for FEPC is a vote
for democracy.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
shall vote for H. R. 4453, the fair em-
ployment practices bill, because I believe
that it is a step toward the elimination
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of discrimination in the economic field
of employment.

I do not believe that it is a final or
perfect answer to prejudices and social
taboos, which unfortunately are deeply
imbedded in the minds of many of our
people. I do believe that it will estab-
lish certain legal claims to employment
by deserving people, who are now pre-
cluded from employment because of their
race, color or religion.

By the establishment of legal claim
to employment, as provided for in H. R.
4453, we do not thereby guarantee that
all persons will be employed. We only
say that no person shall be refused em-
ployment because of his race, color, or
religion. There still remains many
necessary qualifications for employment
such as education, skill, experience, tech-
nical knowledge, and so forth.

This legislation, if enacted into law,
will present many problems of admin-
istration because it lies in the uncertain
area of human relations.

Human relations and attitudes can-
not be changed suddenly by the enact-
ment of a law. Such reversal or change
can only occur gradually. However, the
difficult objective of correcting the de-
fects in our society—in this case, dis-
crimination in the field of employment—
should not deter us from making an at-
tempt to reach a proper goal.

The merit of a law, in many instances,
depends on the wisdom used in its ad-
ministration. This is particularly the
case in legislation which seeks to control
or influence in the field of human rela-
tions, habits and attitudes.

Unless great wisdom is used in the
administration of this law, the whole
purpose of the proponents will be lost.
If the intended beneficiaries of this leg-
islation rely on legality alone to enforce
their rights, I fear they will be griev-
ously disappointed. Moderation in the
pressing of claims to employment is
equally desirable to wisdom in admin-
istration.

The most important justification in
my opinion for passing H. R. 4453 is
that it expresses clearly, and for the
first time, our desire as a people to erad-
icate from our society one of its glaring
and undemocratic defects.

We, in effect, admit that there has
been, and continues to be, a withholding
of economic rights which are basic for
the full fruition of political democracy.

We admit that undemocratic preju-
dices, which still remain, are excluding
certain groups in our society from part
of the benefits of democracy.

Because we do believe that all of our
citizens should have an equal right to
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-

-ness; because we wish to reaffirm our

belief in those rights; and because we
wish to assure every individual, regard-
less of race, color or religion, that he
shall have those rights, we, the propo-
nents of this legislation, intend to vote,
if given the opportunity, for the Fair
Employment Practices Act, H. R. 4453,

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Chairman, the
statements and testimony of the wit-
nesses who appeared at the public hear-
ings held before the House Subcommit-
tee on Education and Labor last May in
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support of H. R. 4453 entitled “Federal
Fair Employment Practices Act,” bring
to my mind vivid recollections of the
work of the New York Temporary Com-
mission Against Discrimination, which
functioned under the chairmanship of
Hon. Irving M. Ives, our distinguished
United States Senator from New York.
It was my high privilege, as a member of
the New York State Senate, to serve as
the secretary to this commission, which
held hearings in a number of cities
throughout the State of New York. In
all, a total of approximately 160 wit-
nesses were heard from all walks of life.
On the basis of the recommendations of
the commission, the Ives-Quinn bill pro-
hibiting discrimination in employment
was approved by the State legislature on
March 12, 1945. The act declared that
the opportunity to obtain employment
without discrimination is a eivil right
and emphasized education and concilia~-
tion as a means of remedying discrimi-
natory practices. I would like to refer to
the comprehensive provision of this pio-
neer measure later. Now, I wish to
refer to certain economic and social
aspects of this problem of discrimina-
tion in employment.

The right to equality of opportunity of
each individual to obtain useful employ-
ment without regard to race, color, creed,
and national origin is essential to the
well-being of the individual and to the
progress of our society. A witness be-
fore a congressional committee recently
stated:

Discrimination in employment damages
lives, both the bodies and the minds, of those
discriminated against and those who dis-
criminate. It blights and perverts that
healthy ambition to improve one’s standard
of living which we like to say is peculiarly
American. It generates insecurity, fear, re-
sentment, division, and tension in our
society.

In private business, in Government,
and in labor unions, the war years saw
a marked advance both in hiring policies
and in the removal of on-the-job dis-
criminatory practices. Several factors
contributed to this progress. The short
labor market, the sense of security
among the people, and the leadership
provided by the Government all helped
to bring about a lessening of unfair-em-
ployment practices. Yet, we did not
eliminate discrimination in employment,
The final report of the Federal Fair Em-
ployment Practice Committee, estab-
lished in 1941 by President Roosevelt to
eliminate discrimination in both Govern-
ment and private employment related
to the war effort, makes this clear. Four
out of five cases which arose during the
life of the Committee concerned
Negroes. However, many other minori-
ties have suffered from discriminatory
employment practices. The FEPC re-
ports show that 8 percent of the com-
mittee’s docket involved complaints of
discrimination because of creed, and 70
percent of these concerned Jews.

A survey conducted by the United
States Employment Service reveals that
of the total job orders received by the
USES offices in 11 selected areas during
February 1-15, 1946, 24 percent of the
orders were discriminatory. Of 38,195
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orders received, 9,171 included specifica-
tions with regard to race, citizenship, re-
ligion, or some combination of these
factors.

The National Community Relations
Advisory Council studied hiring prac-
tices since VJ-day. A 1946 survey of the
practices of 134 private employment
agencies in 10 cities disclosed that 89
percent of these agencies included ques-
tions covering religion on their registra-
tion forms. A companion study of the
help-wanted ads conducted in eight
major cities during corresponding weeks
in 1945 and 1946 showed that while the
total volume of help-wanted advertising
had declined, there was an over-all in-
crease of 195 percent in discriminatory
ads for 1946 over 1945.

The minority job seeker often finds
that there are fields of employment
where application is futile no matter how
able or well-trained he is. Many north-
ern business concerns have an unwritten
rule against appointing Jews to executive
positions; railroad management and
unions discourage the employment of
Negroes as engineers or conductors. If
he can get h'mself hired, the minority
worker often finds that he is being paid
less than other workers. This wage dis-
crimination is sharply evidenced in
studies made of individual cities. A
survey by the American Federation of
Labor shows that the average weekly
income of white veterans ranges from 30
to 78 percent above the average weekly
income of Negro veterans in 26 commu-
nities, 25 of them in the South.

While private business provided almost
70 percent of all cases docketed by the
FEPC for the fiscal year 1943-44, about
a fourth of the complaints were against
the Federal Government itself. A case
study, conducted in one Government
agency by the National Committee on
Szgregation in the Nation’s Capital, dem-
onstrates a pattern of discrimination ex-
isting in Government service. If was
found that the white workers had re-
ceived 12 grade promotions in a total
service of 22 years. This was an average
of one promotion for each two man-years
of service. The Negro workers had re-
ceived two grade promotions in a total
service of 28 man-years. This was one
promotion for each 14 man-years of
service. In other words, of the 503 whites
and 292 Negroes inducted into the agency
in the fiscal year 1946 from which 40
pairs were found perfectly matched for
the variables of age, sex, marital status,
educational level, length of service, di-
vision in which inducted, and job title
and grade at which inducted, it took the
average Negro seven fimes as long as the
average white to get a promotion.

Finally, labor unions are guilty of dis-
criminatory labor practices. Six percent
of the complaints received by the FEPC
were made against unions. It should,
however, be noted that great strides have
been made in the admission of minorities
to unions. Both the A. F. of L. and the
CIO have repeatedly condemned discrim-
inatory union practices. But the na-
tional organizations have not yet fully
attained their goals, Some railway
unions have Jim Crow sauxiliaries into
which Negress, Mexicans, or orientals are
shunted, with little or no voice in union
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affairs. Purthermore, there is a rigid
upper limit on the type of job on which
these members can be employed. A wit-
ness, who testified as recently as last May
before the House Subcommittee on Edu-
cation and Labor, stated that five major
railroad unions bar Negroes, Mexican-
Americans, and Japanese-Americans
from membership entirely.

As pointed out in the report of the
President’s Committee on Civil Rights,
economic discrimination prevents full
use of all our resources. During the war,
when we were called upon to make an
all-out productive effort, we found that
we lacked skilled lsborers. This shortage
might not have been so serious if mi-
norities had not frequently been denied
opportunities for training and experi-
ence. In the end, it cost large amounts
of money and precious time to provide
ourselves with trained persons.

One of the prineipal economic prob-
lems facing us and the rest of the world
is achieving maximum production and
continued prosperity. The loss of a huge,
potential market for goods 1s a airect
result of the economic discrimination
which is practiced against many of our
minority groups. A sort of vicious circle
is produced. Discrimination depresses
the wages and income of minority groups.
As a result, their purchasing power is
curtailed and markets are reduced. Re-
duced markets result in reduced pro-
duction. This cuts down employment,
which of .course means lower wages and
still fewer job opportunities. Rising fear,
prejudice, and insecurity aggravate the
very discrimination in employment
which sets the vicious circle in motion.

Minority groups are not the sole vie-
tims of this economic waste; its impact
is inevitably felt by the entire popula-
tion. Eric Johnston, when president of
the United States Chamber of Commerce,
made this point with vividness and clar-
ity:

The withholding of jobs and business op-
portunities from some people does not make
more jobs and business opportunities for
others. Such a policy merely tends to drag
down the whole economic level. You can't
sell an electric refrigerator to a family that
can't afford electricity. Perpetuating pover-
ty for some merely guarantees stagnation
for all. True economlc progress demands
that the whole Nation move forward at the
same time. It demands that all artificial
barriers erected by ignorance and intolerance
be removed. To put it in the simplest terms,
we are all in business together. Intolerance
1s a species of boycott and any business or
Job boycott is a cancer in the economic body
of the Nation. I repeat, intolerance is de-
structive; prejudice produces no wealth; dis-
crimination 1s a fool's economy.

Mr. Chairman, there is a danger that
some of our wartime gains in the elimina-
tion of unfair employment practices will
be lost unless prompt action is taken to
preserve them. In its final report, the
FEPC pointed out that the wartime gains
of Negro, Mexican-American, and Jewish
workers are being lost through an un-
checked revival of discriminatory prac-
tices. The committee urged that steps
be taken by the Government to meet the
evil of unequal opportunity among Amer-
icans. Although emphasis was placed
upon the efficacy of informal negotiation,
community educational efforts, and pub-
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lic hearings in dealing with instances of
discrimination, the committee expressed
the belief that “no device will solve the
problem short of the enactment by Con-
gress of fair employment legislation.”

On July 29, 1949, H. R. 4453, which em=-
bodies the administration’s fair employ-
ment practices program, was approved
by the House Committee on Education
and Labot. This bill, which stresses the
voluntary compliance and educational
approach, prohibits discrimination in
employment because of race, color, re-
ligion, or national origin, and creates a
permanent national commission against
discrimination in employment to prevent
such discrimination. The bill, which
covers agencies of the Federal Govern=-
ment, employers of 50 or more persons
whose operations affect interstate or for-
eign commerce, Federal contractors and
subcontractors who employ 50 or more
persons, and labor unions whose prac-
tices affect interstate commerce, extends
protection against discrimination in em-
ployment to such principal minority
groups as 13,000,000 Negroes, 5,000,000
Jews, 20,000,000 Catholics, 3,000,000
Americans of Mexican and Hispanic
origin, and 11,000,000 persons of foreign
birth. The Commission is empowered to
investigate each written sworn charge of
discrimination in employment, to con-
sider the employer’s or union’s explana-
tion, and to appraise all the surround-
ing circumstances in each case. The
burden of proof is on the complainant
and not on the party accused. If the
Commission believes the charge has
merit, it will take steps to adjust it by
informal methods of conference, con-
ciliation, and persuasion. A feature of
the bill provides for the setting up of
regional, State, and local conciliation
councils to promote fair-employment
practices by information, education, and
conciliation. Where settlement is not
possible by conciliation, the Commis-
sion will conduct a full and fair hearing
in which the party charged has the right
by counsel to present his version of the
facts and to cross-examine witnesses,
After the hearing, the Commission will
issue a decision and order. If the order
is not complied with, the Commission
will appeal to the United States Circuit
Court of Appeals to enforce it. Defiance
of the court order will subject the re-
spondent to penalties for contempt of
court. The Commission’s orders are en-
forcible only by the courts after full
hearing, The bill itself provides no
criminal or civil penalties, except a pen-
alty from $100 to $500 for refusal to post
in work places notices regarding the act,
and a fine of up to $500 and imprison-
ment up to 1 year for forcibly interfering
with a member or employee of the Com-
mission in the performance of his duties.

The Commission is empowered to dis-
miss all groundless charges on its own
initiative, without formal hearings and
before there is any contact with the ac-
cused employer. The FEPC dismissed
two-thirds of all the complaints filed
with it. It thus served as a necessary
safety valve for persons who thought
they were' discriminated against. The
Commission, likewise, would fill this
need.
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The bill places no restriction on the
employer’s right to employ or to up-
grade an employee on the basis of his
own judgment of the candidate’s train-
ing, experience, ability, personality, or
whatever standards he may choose to
set. Nor does the bill force business to
hire any person or refrain from firing
any specific person. On the contrary,
it protects the employer in his right to
choose the best candidate without re-
gard to race, religion, color, or national
origin,

To repeat, an employer may hire or re-
ject anyone he pleases, on any basis and
for any reason, so long as a needed and
gualified person is not rejected because
of his race, religion, color, or national
origin. Nor does the bill require an em-
ployer to hire a particular percentage or
quota of Negroes or of any other minor-
ity group since such a practice is it-
self diseriminatory.

The bill helps to eliminate unfair price
cutting by competitors who pay lower
wages to members of minority groups.
It will promote smooth working relation-
ships, reduce labor turn-over and inter-
ruptions, and thereby promote efficient
preoduction at lower unit costs. Estab-
lishing fair employment will add, in the
case of Negro wage earners alone, a new
domestic purchasing power and market
of approximately $10,000,000,000 a year,
according to estimates by the National
Association for the Advancement of
Colored People.

It is not wishful thinking on my part

when I state that the bill, if enacted into
law, will prove very successful in opera-
tion. No better proof can be offered than
the experience of my home State of New
York and the experience of three other
States—New Jersey, Massachusets, and
Connecticut—which, since 1945, have
banned discrimination in employment
and labor-union membership. Two more
States in the Midwest have passed anti-
discrimination laws since 1945. A recent
report of the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice in the Library of Congress shows that
36 States and 5 cities as of May 1948
passed Iaws and ordinances providing for
the elimination of discrimination in one
or more fields of employment. Twenty-
three State legislatures in all considered
FEPC legislation this year.

In general, the laws in New York, New
Jersey, Massachusetts, and Connecticut
make it unlawful for employers to dis-
criminate in hiring, firing, or conditions
of employment, or for labor unions to
exclude, expel, or discriminate, because
of race, color, creed, or national origin.
The use of discriminatory help-wanted
ads and job applications by employers
and employment agencies are prohibited.
The State commissions are empowered
to investigate complaints, to hold hear-
ings, to attempt to conciliate, to issue
cease-and-desist orders, and finally, to
seek court enforcement of these orders.
The progress that has been made in New
York under its fair employment practice
act is made very clear by the first annual
report of the State commission against
discrimination. In its introduction, the
report states:

The operation of the law has definitely re-
sulted in progress in the elimination of illegal
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discriminatory practices. The testimony of
people actually engaged in job-placement
activities reveals that flelds of opportunity
previously closed to certain groups are now
open to all, regardless of race, creed, color,
or national origin. Resistance to the law
has lessened as demonstrated by the fact
that employees of all groups are being hired
and upgraded into new occupational cate-
gorles. Preemployment discriminatory in-
.s:liries are now the rarity, rather than the
e.

Conciliation proceedings conducted by
the New York State Commission Against
Discrimination in the first year of its
operation met with marked success.
During that time the commission passed
upon more than 300 complaints charging
discrimination in employment. It was
not necessary in any case which reached
the conciliation stage to advance beyond
it to the next stage—that of a formal
hearing. In this connection it is worth
noting that a total of 1,200 cases a year
are being settled under the fair employ-
ment practice statutes in the States of
New York, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
and New Jersey, but not once have they
used their powers of enforcement. Not
once have any of them gone as far as
public administrative hearing on a com-
plaint. As one observer of the operation
of these fair employment practice stat-
utes stated:

Embarrassment, not harassment or punish-
ment, is the chief sanction—embarrassment
over being caught not living up in deeds to
American principles of falrness we all
acknowledge in words.

One employer of hundreds of workers,
who made changes in his practice after
a charge of discrimination, expressed
satisfaction with the results in these
words:

Some of the new people I've hired are out-
standing. This is a good law. I'm glad I've
hired these workers. You ought to point
out to employers the benefits they get from
an increased labor market when they have
access to so many more qualified workers.

In a detailed report on its operations
and accomplishments covering the first
315 years up to December 31, 1948, the
New York State Commission Against Dis-
crimination referred to a number of in-
dustries which were opened to employ-
ment for Negroes without the need for
the commission to issue cease-and-desist
orders. The commission also stated that
17 unions agreed to eliminate discrimi-
natory membership policies.

This problem of prohibiting discrim-
ination in employment cannot be handled
by the States themselves. Federal ac-
tion is needed to protect States having
such laws against unfair competition in
other States that do not have such laws.
Federal action is also needed because
most large employers or trade-unions
have plants or locals scattered through-
out the country in every State. The ad-
ministration’s bill does not impair or
conflict with existing State laws, nor does
it invade States’ rights. In fact, the bill
authorizes the Commission to turn com-
plaints over to State and local authorities
where there are parallel laws prohibiting
discrimination. The bill does not ap-
ply to State or municipal employees or
to any State agency, nor does it apply to
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small retail stores, small farms or domes-
tic servants. In applying only to those
employers who are engaged in interstate
commerce or in operations affecting such
commerce and who employ 50 or more
persons, the bill supplements and dove-
tails with State laws. Furthermore, the
bill does not repeal or impair veterans’
preferences. All veterans’ preferences
are explicitly continued in effect.

The administration’s bill has nothing
to do with personal or -social relation-
ships. It is concerned only with equality
of job opportunity. Will such a bill, if
enacted into law, cause riots or blood-
shed? On the contrary, it will lessen the
danger of such violence because orderly
governmental procedure will be sub-
stituted for mob action. After the last
war there were 26 major race riots, A
repetition must be avoided. If enacted,
this bill will do that job.

As pointed out in the report of the
President’s Committee on Civil Rights,
our position in the postwar world is so
vital to the future that our smallest ac-
tions have far-reaching effects. We have
come to know that our own security in a
highly interdependent world is inextri-
cably tied to the security and well-being
of all people and all countries. Our for-
eign policy is designed to make the United
States an enormous positive influence for
peace and progress throughout the world.
We have tried to let nothing, not even
extreme political differences between
ourselves and foreign nations, stand in
the way of this goal. But our domestic
shortcomings with respect to civil rights
are a serious obstacle. In a letter to the
Fair Employment Practice Committee on
May 8, 1946, the Honorable Dean Ache-
son, then Acting Secretary of State,
stated that—

The existence of discrimination against
minority groups in this country has an ad-
verse effect upon our relations with other
countries. We are reminded over and over
by some forelgn newspapers and spol:esmen,
that our treatment of various minorities
leaves much to be desired. While sometimes
these pronocuncements are exaggerated and
unjustified, they all too frequently point
with accuracy to some form of discrimina-
tion because of race, creed, color, or national
origin. Frequently, we find it next to im-
possible to formulate a satisfactory answer
to our critics in other countries: the gap
between the things we stand for in prin-
ciple and the facts of a particular situation
may be too wide to be bridged. An atmos-
phere of suspicion and resentment in a coun-
try over the way a minority is being treated
in the United States is a formidable obstacle
to the development of mutual understand-
mg and trust between the two countries. We
will have better international relations when
these reasons for suspicion and resentment
have been removed.

I think it is quite obvious * * * that
the existence of discriminations against mi-
nority groups in the United States is a handi-
cap in our relations with other countries.
The Department of State, therefore, has good
reason to hope for the continued and in-
creased effectiveness of public and private
efforts to do away with these discrimina-
tlons.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to repeat
here what I stated before that the right
to equality of opportunity of each in-
dividual to obtain useful employment
without regard to race, color, creed, and
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national origin is essential to the well-
being of the individual and to the prog-
ress of our society. We abhor the to-
talitarian arrogance which makes one
man say that he will respect another
man as his equal only if he has my race,
my religion, my social position. Our
American heritage teaches us that to be
secure in the rights he wishes for him-
self, each man must be willing to respect
the rights of other men. We have the
democratic opportunity and responsibil-
ity to build social institutions that will
guarantee equality of opportunity fo all
men. Without this equality freedom be-
comes an illusion. As stated by a great
American, President Franklin D:lano
Roosevelt, “The strength of this Nation
shall not be diluted by the failure of the

Government to protect the well-being of -

its citizens.” It is for the Congress of
the United States to implement this
pledge with action by the speedy enact-
ment of H. R. 4453 into the law of the
land. :

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Chairman, to
date the record of the Congress of the
United States on civil rights matters is
one of dire inaction. The American peo-
ple do not want it that way, Mr. Chair-
man. The American people voted for a
President in 1948 who meant what he
said about- civil rights and for a party
that had the courage to take an uncom-
promising stand on this most vital issue
of the twentieth century.

If this Eighty-first Congress had a
mandate for anything, it surely had a
mandate to enact the President’s civil-
rights program. The platform of the
Democratic Party in the 1948 elections
stated clearly and specifically full sup-
port of fair employment practices legis~
lation. However, it would be foolish for
me to overlook the opposition to FEPC
within my own party. I know the objec-
tions of my friends from the South. I
respect their convictions, but I am
equally convinced that they are dead
wrong. Even though they may be lib-
eral -on many issues, they are afilicted
with a sense of blind opposition to all
measures designed to eliminate racial
discrimination. I appreciate the histor-
jcal background that lies at the base of
their prejudices. If it were only a matter
of prejudice, I would not be so concerned.
As long as prejudice remains within the
workings of a man’s mind, it is an indi-
vidual problem; and we may hope that
someday the blot of prejudice will be
wiped from the minds of Americans.
However, when prejudice becomes an
overt act of unfairness in employment
against any person because of his race,
color, or creed, it is no longer an indi-
vidual’s problem. When a citizen is
denied a job only because he is a Negro,
or a Jew, or a Catholic, or because he be-
longs to any other minority, we have a
social problem—a problem for all of so-
ciety against which we the people can
and must act.

I will agree with the point that my
southern colleagues have repeatedly
brought out that discrimination is not
only a problem of the South but that dis-
crimination takes place in the North as
well. It happens all over the country
and that is ev2n more reason for a Fed-
eral law to protect the individual's
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rights everywhere in this great Nation of
ours.

Let us turn for a moment to look at
the economic aspects of job discrimina-
tion. This can be done in cold dollar
and cents terms. The last census
showed that the median annual income
for the white high-school graduate was
$1,454 compared to $775 for the Negro
high-school graduate. Twenty-three
out of every 100 white high-school grad-
uates had incomes of over $2,000. Only
4 out of 100 Negro high-school graduates
had incomes that high, Here are Negro
and white citizens with the same amount
of education and training—but diserim-
ination makes sure that the Negro citizen
gets less money for this work. These
are not the only fruits of discrimination;
delinquency, criminality, illiteracy, so-

= cial tension, poor health, and racial un-
rest all spring from this undemocratic
process.

I have heard it said by many, Mr,
Chairman, that we cannot solve this
problem of discrimination by legisla-
tion. Many of my southern friends
have said that education is the only way,
Well, I am for education; it is easy to be
for education, and many of us are too
willing to make it a cure of all evils.
But let us remember this: Racial and
religious diserimination in employment
are morally wrong. They are truly un-
American. They make a mockery of all
that we have praised so highly in the
Brotherhood Week just concluded.
They violate the ethies of fair play and
equality as we were taught as children
and which we teach our children today,
and I say to you, my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, that we must make
these wrongs illegal. We can make it
clear that we disapprove of these prac-
tices by putting them outside the law.
I have never heard anyone argue that a
law against robbery stops robbery or a
law against murder stops murder, but
it makes robbery and murder illegal;
and whoever commits these crimes is
liable to punishment.

I do not deny the value of education.
I say to you that we need more educa-
tion, particularly in the field of human
relations, but I say further that progres-
sive liberal FEPC legislation which gives
force to our moral prineciples is in itself
educational, We must keep faith with
the American people and vote FEPC
today.

Mr. RODINO., Mr., Chairman, it is
obvious that the conscience of the Amer-
ican people is aroused about the great
moral and economic issue of FEPC—
Fair Employment Practices. I know
that the opinion and conscience of the
citizens of my district favor enactment
of FEPC. They believe, and I am sure
that the American people believe, that
enactment is long overdue.

More than 20,000,000 members of mi-
nority groups—Negroes, Jews, Catholics,
Protestants—are daily suffering the dis-
crimination, the humiliation, the hard-
ship, and the bitter disillusionment of
discrimination in employment. The
hard fact is that today unemployment
is twice as great among members of
minority groups as it is among the popu-
lation as a whole.
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Every index of public opinion supports
the conclusion that the American people
want this legislation and want it now.
All church groups are for it. The Amer-
ican PFederation of Labor and Congress
of Industrial Organizations are for it.
Even the Gallup poll, which is not noted _
for overrepresenting the liberal position
on any issue, has in recent weeks re-
ported a majority for FEFPC,

There is no use in beating around the
bush on this issue. Procrastination and
delay play into the hands of those who
fear and fight FEPC. The victory for
democratic processes won on January 20
must be followed through to victory for
FEPC, at least on the floor of the House
and on the record by which we shall be
judged in the 1950 primaries and the
elections.

FEPC means democracy in employ-
ment, democracy on the job. It means
fairness in the hiring of qualified work-
ers, in the upgrading and promotion of
workers on the basis of performance and
ability.

The misrepresentations that have been
made about FEPC are many—too nu-
merous to deal with in these brief re-
marks. Let me deal here only with one.
It is stated that FEPC is an attempt to
legislate against prejudice, that preju-
dice cannot be dealt with by legislation,
and that any attempt to do so is as
doomed to failure as was prohibition,

In the first place, FEPC is not ad-
dressed to prejudice; it is not aimed at
prejudice; it does not pretend to abolish
prejudice. What FEPC is aimed af is
diserimination in employment, which is
the exercise of prejudice either by em-
ployers or by labor organizaiions. FEPC
proposes to see to it that qualified work-
ers are not discriminated against either
in employment or in promotion because
of their race, religion, color, national
origin, or ancestry. It does not provide
for the firing of individuals, or the hir-
ing of individuals.

The FEPC bill provides that fair prac-
tices shall be observed by both employer
and labor organizations. It is a tribute
to organized labor that the two great or-
ganizations of labor, the A. F. of L. and
CIO, have not only accepted this bill, but
have been among its most active sup-
porterz. Many individual employers join
with them and with all the organized
religious groups in demanding enactment
of this bill.

It is true that prohibition was a failure,
but it is not true that laws against driv-
ing while drunk are a failure. They are
effective. Similarly, FEPC, which does
not attempt to act against prejudice, but
only against the irresponsible, socially
and economically harmful expression of
prejudice it discrimination in employ-
ment, will work. It will be accepted by
the American people, by employers, by
workers and their organizations.

This is not a merc expression of faith
and hope. It is based upon experience.
It is based upon the experience of my
home State of New Jersey, and on the
experience of the States of New York,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, even the ex-
perience of the city of Minneapolis which
enacted a municipal FEPC years ago.

In most of these States, FEFC was not
adopted and is not administered as a
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partisan measure. It was adopted and
is applied as a nonpartisan measure.
That is the way it should be dealt with
here. I believe it will be.

One more point before I concludc: The
FEPC hill is an effective bill because it
has provision for enforcement by judicial
review and court order, and penalty for
defiance of that order. This bill, like the
model State laws from which it was
adapted, prescribes preliminary steps
which must be taken one at a time before
the charge of discrimination can be
either made the subject of a commission
hearing or come before a court. Those
steps are information, education, coneil-
jation, and mediation. The experience
in my own State and in the other States
which have nearly identical laws shows
that these preliminary steps are suf-
ficient to reduce the work toward the
complete elimination of discrimination
in employment.

Some say, “Well, since it has not been
found necessary to resort to formal pub-
lic hearings and to court trials for en-
forcement, why keep them in the bill?"”
The answer is that if you take out of
this bill the power of subpena, the
power to require attendance at the con-
ciliation and mediation sessions; the
power to require the production of books
and papers; and the ultimate power fo
hold public hearings and go to the courts
for enforcement of commission orders,
you will have observance of FEPC only
by those who will be fair anyway. Those
who practice discrimination would, in
the absence of the power to require ap-
pearance and the power to enforce find-
ings and orders, simply thumb their
noses at even the most tentative sugges-
tion that charges of discrimination
should be discussed.

It is my deep feeling that this measure
is just, it is long overdue; that it will
meet the needs of many millions of our
people, will satisfy the opinion of the
conscience of the American people, and
will strengthen the confidence of the
American people in this House and its
operation.

Three years ago, when hearings were
being held on this bill, spokesmen for
minority groups pointed out the daily
injustices and hardships that were being
suffered by members of those groups.
They gave statistics. They gave exam-
ples. They pointed out that the estab-
lishment of FEPC would improve wages,
would strengthen and sustain purchas-
ing power, would morally and materially
strengthen our national security in the
global contest between the principles and
practices of freedom and the unprin-
cipled practices of totalitarianism.

It was said at that time, and it is
truer now than then, that “Hope de-
ferred maketh the heart sick.”

Let us not longer defer the hope of
the American people. Let us record our
votes in favor of this proposal to estab-
lish justice in employment for all our
people.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. Chairman, I
would that I had the power to make you
see and realize the injustice and irrepar-
able injury that will be caused by the
passage of this legislation.

The bill before the House, H. R. 4453
proposes to prohibit discrimination in
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employment because of race, color, reli-
gion or national origin.

This bill seeks to set up for the imag-
inary protection of a certain class—a
new supposedly civil right, and, in order
to do this, its proponents ask Congress
to tear down and over-ride the Consti-
tution of the United States and its
amendments.

The act is unconstitutional, and in my
opinion, no court would ever hold it con-
stitutional. It takes away the rights of
the individual as guaranteed by the Con-
stitution, and attempts, by an act of
Congress, to bestow upon other individ-
uals’ rights which do not exist and never
should exist.

It denies to the employer the right to
employ in his business or factory whom
he desires and it brazenly tells him that
he must employ a member of a certain
class even if it means the disruption and
final destruction of his entire business.

Section 5 (a):

It shall be an unlawful employment prac-
tice for an employer—(1) to refuse to hire,
to discharge, or otherwise to discriminate
against any individual with respect to his
terms, conditions, or privileges of employ=
ment, because of such individual's race,
color, religion, ancestry, or national origin,
or (2) to utilize in the hiring or recruitment
of individuals for employment any employ=
menf agency, placement service, training
school or center, labor organization, or any
other sources which discriminates against
such individuals because of their race, color,
religion, or national origin. It seeks to tell
labor organlzations who shall or shall not be
entitled to membership and employment
benefits by providing as follows—

Section 5 (b):

It shall be an unlawful employment prac=
tice for any labor organization to diserimi-
nate agailnst any individual or to lmit,
segregate, or classify its membership in any
way which would deprive or tend to deprive
such individual of employment opportunil=-
ties, or would limit his employment opportu=
nities or otherwise adversely affect his status
as an employee or as an applicant for employ=
ment, or would affect adversely his wages,
hours, or employment conditions, because of
such individual's- race, color, religion, or
national origin.

It is an invasion of the rights of the
States to manage their own internal af-
fairs. The proponents of this legislation
entirely or purposely overlooked the first
ten amendments to the Constitution
known as the Bill of Rights which
enumerate certain natural rights which
Congress shall not abridge, including, in
the first amendment, freedom of reli-
gion, freedom of the press, freedom of
speech and freedom of assembly.

The ninth amendment makes clear
that other rights than these enumerated
do exist and are retained by the people.

The tenth amendment expressly limits
the power of the Federal Government to
those delegated to it by the Constitution
and reserves all other powers to the
States or to the people. The Supreme
Court of the United States has held uni-
formly that any power to create a civil
right, unless specifically delegated to the
United States by the Constitution, has
been reserved to the separate States.

In support of this position I call your
attention to Hodges v. United States
(203 U. 8. 1); United States v. Wheeler
(254 U. 8. 281); National Virginig
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Board of Education v. Barnett (319 U. S.
638) ; Douglas v. City of Jeanette (319
U. 8. 157). Numerous other cases can
be cited.

They seek to avoid and get around
these barriers by use of the frayed and
time-worn interstate and foreign com-
merce subterfuge,

But I contend the problem dealt with
In this bill is one with which the in-
dividual States should deal. If your
State wants to set up an FEPC it has
the power to enact such laws. But it is
apparent the States want none of it.

In a number of States where the peo-
ple had an opportunity to vote on such
legislation it has been defeated. This
includes California and other Western
States. And where it has been adopted,
I am told it has been a complete failure.
While this legislation is sectional in part
and you may feel that it will affect the
South alone, in this you are sadly mis-
taken,

It is of such far-reaching proportions
and will have such detrimental effect
upon our country as a whole, that I feel
it is my duty to appeal to you gentlemen
from the North, the West, and the East
to join with us from the South in defeat-
ing this bill.

No legislation brought before this
House, since the days of reconstruction
and the iniquitous force bill is so vicious
in character and of such a nature as to
create such dissension among citizens,
and set group against group and class
against class, race against race, as this
bill.

What does the bill do? It arouses in-
tolerance and prejudice in the minds of
all involved. It injures those who its
proponents claim to be interested in
helping. It is class legislation of the
extremist type. It abrogates the right
of contracts. The constitutional rights
of the employer are denied by this leg-
islation. It is diserimination to the ex-
tent that constitutional rights would be
denied employers in order to satisfy the
demands of those claiming to have been
deprived of their rights. It can be ruin-
ous to the man who has spent a lifetime
building up a business:

First. Charges of unfair employment
practices would be easy to make by an
unscrupulous and irresponsible applicant
and hard and costly to disprove.

Second. The burden of proving that
an applicant is not qualified for a job
would fall upon an employer.

Third. Employers would be required to
comply with interpretations and deci-
sions made by a partisan or a prejudicial
administration.

This bill provides for the appointment
of a Commission composed of five mem-
bers, the Chairman receiving $20,000 and
the other members $17,500 each, and it
further empowers this Commission to
appoint such officers and as it deems
necessary to assist in the performance
of its functions—no limitation to the
number of employees that could be re-
tained, to send from one end of the
country to the other to pry into the
business of every free-born American
citizen who happens to employ 50
persons or more. The cost to the tax-
payers of this country can be tre-
mendous. While its enforcement will
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practically be impossible, it further pro-
poses to pay witnesses whose depositions
are taken, or who are summoned before
the Commission, or any of its agents, the
same fees and mileage paid in the courts
of the United States.

Mind you, gentlemen, these fees are
paid, not for the purpose of trial, when
a law has been violated and an indict-
ment returned as in the United States
court, but also for the purpose of in-
vestigating to see if this act has been
violated. It does away with the right
of trial by jury. It compels the alleged
violators to give evidence against him-
self, an unheard of procedure in Ameri-
can jurisprudence, and in direct viola-
tion of the sixth amendment to the Con=-
stitution of the United States.

Section 9 (e) provides:

No person shall be excused from attending
and testifying or from producing documen=
tary or other evidence in obedience to the
subpena of the Commission, on the ground
that the testimony or evidence required of
him may tend to incriminate him or subject
him to & penalty of forfeiture; but no indi-
vidual shall be prosecuted or subjected to
any penalty or forfeiture for, or on account
of any transaction, matter, or thing concern-
ing which he is compelled, after having
claimed his privilege against self-incrimina-
tion, to testify or produce evidence, except
that such individual so testifying shall not
be exempt from prosecution and punishment
for perjury committed in so testifying. The
immunity herein provided shall extend only
to natural persons so compelled to testify.

‘While this section does provide that no
individual shall be prosecuted or subject
to any penalty or forfeiture for or on ac-
count of any transaction or matter he is
compelled to testify or produce evidence.
It does provide that the individual so
testifying shall not be exempt from pros-
ecution and punishment for perjury in
so testifying and the immunity shall ex-
tend only to natural persons.

Under this act a swarm of Federal in-
vestigators could be employed to camp
on the doorstep of every factory in
America.

Bear in mind, my colleagues, that this
act does not apply to the South alone,
It applies to the great manufacturing
plants of the North, East, the Middle
West, and the West.

You Republicans who speak so often
and so loudly of your love for free enter-
prise, stop and think before you vote for
this legislation, for if you support it, you
are sounding the death knell of all free
enterprise in America.

Some of you may be laboring under the
delusion that this act will not affect your
section, but I say to you frankly and in
all sincerity that, in my opinion your
sections will suffer just as much by its
enactment as the South.

There are many places in the United
States where the Negro is not even per-
mitted to stop, much less to seek em-
ployment or a place to live and educate
his family, and that is not in the South.
I know of no place in Tennessee, or Geor-
gia, or Alabama, or Mississippi, or Loui-
siana, or any Southern State where a
black man or a man of any other race
or religion is not permitted to live in
peace and in happiness and does not en-
joy the opportunity to earn an honest
and decent livelihood.
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I think I can safely say to you, that
the black man has received fairer treat-
ment in the South where he is known
and understood than he will ever receive
anywhere else on earth. Our factories,
our lumber mills, and farmers have em-
ployed and are employing him and have
done so since he was freed. We have
provided schools for him and have sought
to educate him both morally and indus-
trially. In the South, there exists an
affection and loyalty between blacks and
whites as in no other section.

While the white people of the South
have paid 95 percent of the taxes, the
Negro has received his full share of its
benefits. We of the South have no
grudge against the Negro. We know his
faults and his weaknesses and we over-
look both, and recognize his virtues. The
Negro has made great progress in the
past 85 years. In my section we have
Negro doctors, lawyers, merchants, farm-
ers, teachers, preachers, operators of
trucking and taxi lines, architects, con-
tractors, and carpenters. They have
entered into all kinds of professions and
businesses. They have prospered and
are respected in the community. Only
a few days ago I read in the paper of
my home that a Negro lawyer had an-
nounced his candidacy subject to the
Democratic primary for one of the judge-
ships on the session court of our county,
and in doing so, he stated:

Hamilton County has heretofore honored
Negroes by electing them on justice of the

peace courts, and since race relations here
are fine, I believe that today 1s no exception.

I merely sight that instance to show
that good feeling exists in the South
between the two races, and it will con-
tinue to exist if we are left alone to work
out our own salvation without interfer-
ence from selfish propagandists from the
North who know nothing of our problems
and care less.

In the hope that you, my colleagues,
on the left of this chamber will be in-
fluenced by the wisdom of one of your
really great statesmen of the past, I
quote from Senator Borah'’s speech in the
United States Senate on January T,
1938, when discussing another bill deal-
ing with civil rights he said:

Notwithstanding anything that has been
said or that may be said, this is a sectional
measure. It is an attempt upon the part of
the States practically free from the race
problem to sit in harsh judgment upon their
sister States where the problem is always
heavy and sometimes acute.

In my opinion, the southern people
have met the race problem and dealt
with it with greater patience, greater
tolerance, greater intelligence, and
greater success than any people in re-
corded history dealing with a problemr
of similar nature.

And in conclusion, the Senator from
Idaho said:

The progress, the development, and the
advancement of the South, including the last
70 arduous years, her history from Washing-
ton and Jefferson down, rich with the names
of leaders, orators, statesmen, her soil, her
sunshine, her brave and hospitable people,
her patient and successful wrestling with
the most difficult of all problems are all a
part of the achievem.ent of our common
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country and’ constitutes no ignoble portion
of the strength and glory of the American
democracy.

I will cast no vote in this Chamber
that reflects upon her fidelity to our in-
stitutions, or upon her ability and pur-
pose to maintain the principles upon
which they rest.

No manufacturer, no businessman, no
employer, wherever he may be situated,
is willing or wants the United States
Government to tell him who he may em-
ploy or who he may discharge, and that
is exactly what this bill undertakes to do.

I urge you to defeat this bill, for it
can do naught but bring trouble and
dissatisfaction to a reasonably happy
people.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, the distinguished gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. Sims], whose sym-
pathy with many liberal viewpoints has
won him the friendship of liberals from
the North, has sought in his presentment
of the southern viewpoint on the pend-
ing bill to make a distinction between
civil rights and human rights, His op-
position to this bill he bases upon his
conclusion that its effects would place
civil rights in priority to human rights.

I am afraid I cannot agree with the
distinguished ‘gentleman. That which
for convenience in reference we call a
bill for civil rights stems from the hu-
man right of all men and women to live.
Men and women in a complex industrial
society, unless born of families of means,
cannot live unless they have gainful em-
ployment. Shelter, food, clothing, every-
thing necessary to keep body and soul
together, must come from the proceeds
of that employment.

This bill aims at affording all persons
within the jurisdiction of the United
States an equal opportunity in obtain-
ing and holding such employment with-
out any discrimination based upon racial
and religious prejudices.

I fail to see where there could be any
human right more fundamental than the
right to live, and it is to establish that
right to live on the part of millions of
our countrymen now discriminated
against that this proposed legislation
has been presented. I don't care what
you call it—ecivil rights, as is the easy
term in the vocabulary of its proponents,
or something sought to be forced upon
us in priority of human rights, as the
gentleman from South Carolina says. I
do not think the good men and women
in the galleries above us are interested
in labels. No matter what you call it,
this is a bill to give human beings the
right to live and to enjoy equal oppor-
tunities in employment when possessed
of equal qualifications.

I can conceive of a situation when a
period of great unemployment, such as
was visited upon us in the early thirties
when the policies of reactionary gov-
ernment brought us to a wreck, those
men and women in the groups discrimi-
nated against, being the first to be dis-
missed, and the last to be reemployed,
would be doomed as individuals and as
a group to unwarranted privations and
in many instances to actual starvation.

No, Mr. Chairman, the right to.live of
all human beings, without regard to color
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or race or religion, can never be inferior
to any of the rights of a more fortunate
and numerous group. I know of noth-
ing in the Constitution of the United
States, certainly nothing in the law of
God, that establishes the right to dis-
criminate against one’s brother in prior=-
ity to the brother's right to live,

Mr. Chairman, this day in this Cham-
ber, where so many great battles have
been fought and won for human rights,
will long be remembered. Today an old
and passing order made its last stand.

The galleries in this Chamber have
been filled for the many hours that we
have been here. Until the general de-
bate began, 5 hours after we convened at
noon, there was little of excitement to
command the interest of those packed
galleries. The monotonous calling of the
hundreds of names on one roll call after
another was all that we, the Representa-
tives of the people in what has been
termed the greatest deliberative body in
the world, had to offer.

Yet, Mr. Chairman, those galleries
have remained packed hour after hour,
and they will be packed, I venture to say,
all night and all day tomorrow if it takes
that time to bring this bill to a vote.

I ask my colleagues to look upward at
the faces of the men and women looking
down at us. There is nothing of idle
curiosity in those faces. I have never
seen reflected in the faces of any gather-
ing more sincerity of feeling, more inten=
sity of emotion, the greater marked be-
cause restrained. With rapt attention
from the galleries above they look upon
everything which is transpiring.

If I read aright the expression in their
faces it is one reflective of their joy that
on this day and in this Chamber the good
fight has been made and is on its way to
triumph—the good fight to end discrimi-
nation in the opportunity to get and hold
a job—the good fight for the human right
to live if everyone, even those of other
races, creeds, and color.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to say that
in the Second District of Illinois, which
I have the honor to represent, the senti-
ment for the passage of this bill is over-
whelming. In Chicago we do not like
any sort of discrimination.

Mr, SMATHERS. Mr. Chairman, in
the short time allotted to me I would
like to make clear why I am opposed to
the FEPC bill. It has been said before
but I would repeat that you do not give
one person more liberty by taking liberty
from another. This bill would do just
that. In taking the right of an em-
ployer to determine who he wants to
hire, how he wants to promote them, or
who he may want to fire, is in my opin-
fon, destructive of his constitutionally
guaranteed individual freedom,

At the same time such legislation is
discriminatory toward all employees in
that it attempts to coerce them into
working along side of or with other per-
sons with whom they may not be com-
patible. We know from long experience
that you cannot make people like each
other by passing a law saying that they
should. The improvement of relations
between various groups is going to come
from education and not from the de-
crees of Congressmen. This bill would
be destructive of the harmony now exist-
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ing between the races in the South.
Great strides have been made in edu-
cation, job opportunity and living con-
ditions in recent years; this bill would
stop that. It would also interfere with
the operation of labor unions.

Furthermore, the enforcement of the
technical provisions of this bill would
result in taking away from our American
citizen his constitutional rights to refuse
to testify against himself on the grounds
of self-incrimination.

This legislation would establish a giant
bureaucracy where the definition of dis-
crimination would vary and change in
accord with opinions of those individual
persons administering the law,

This legislation, in my opinion, would
be destructive of the powers reserved by
the States in our Constitution and it is
unfortunate that this impractical pro-
posal should be used to make a political
issue of the problem of racial relations.
To impose these unwanted Federal reg-
ulations on the individual States would
be to act in complete disregard of the
cerfain consequences of discord, strife,
and disunity.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I oppose the enactment of the pro-
posed FEPC bill. Regardless of the mo-
tivation for such a law, it will not ac-
complish its avowed objectives. There
never has been a human being or a group
of human beings with sufficient insight
into the minds of men to determine
whether or not unfair discrimination is
present in any particular instance. Such
a law would be impractical. It would
be merely a source of litigation, strife,
and harassment.

The South favors segregation. In the
North there is apparently a desire by
some people to enact laws against segre-
gation, not only for the North but for
the entire Nation. FEPC would seek to
destroy segregation of the races, at least
in the employment phase of social be-
havior. This would not improve the op-
portunities of colored people.

Segregation is a natural thing. Every-
where in nature we find it. It is mani-
fest that there are not even approxi-
mately identical individuals, regardless
of the question of race. In human na-
ture segregation is natural. For ex-
ample, young people who habitually at-
tend Christian Endeavor meetings sel-
dom find their usual companionship
among young people constantly {re-
quenting taverns and bars.

The laws of nature cannot b2 changed
by human laws. Laws not first written
in the souls of men, like tracings by fin-
ger tips in wet beach sands, dissolve by
force of the superior laws of nature.

Aside from the impracticality of the
FEPC bill, the objectives of better op-
portunities for all are more readily
achievable in a segregated system of so-
ciety. The northern approach of abol-
ishing segregation has resulted in fewer
opportunities for colored people than
the southern approach of preserving
segregation. This we can see from even
a casual study.

Recently a colored man from the North
visited the South and affirmed in widely
distributed news releases that opportuni-
ties for Negroes are better in the South
than they are in the North., He pointed
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out that Negroes could be taxicab drivers
in the North but could not get franchises
to run taxi companies as they could in the
South.

The same can be said for opportunities
in professional groups. For instance,
out of every 1,000 Negroes in the South,
7 Negroes have professional jobs in edu-
cation, while in the rest of the Mation
the ratio is only 1 out of every 1,000
Negroes. The ratio—on a per capita
population of Negroes basis—is 7T to 1 in
favor of the segregated system of the
South.

In the North there are today less than
100 Negroes in medical and dental
schools, while in the South in two segre-
gated medical schools alone there are
1,100 Negroes enrolled. - For example,
there are more Negroes from Pennsyl-
vania in one of these southern schools
than there are Pennsylvania Negroes in
all of the medical schools in Penn-
sylvania.

In the South, where segregation in em-
ployment is practiced, Negroes tradi-
tionally do certain types of work; and if
they have the desire to advance them-
selves they have a better chance to
achieve employer status and professional
types of work than they do in the North.
There are Negroes in my home town who
employ many other Negroes in such
varied fields as construction and insur-
ance. In my section of the country
there are substantial numbers of Negro
lawyers, doctors, preachers, and edu-
cators. From the observations and sta-
tistics available to me, this segregated
pattern of the South seems to offer more
opportunities to the colored people than
the system urged by some people in the
North.

There are many other objections to the
contemplated FEPC bill. Besides deny-
ing the right of an employer to select
agents and employees to handle his af-
fairs, it would deny the rights of em=
ployees to choose their associates in busi-
ness. It would deny employees the right
to bargain collectively in this field. It
would deny the employer the right to
hire, promote, or discharge employees on
the basis of efficiency or faithfulness, be-
cause the legal prohibition of discrimi-
nation could often be raised when the
employer would have difficulty in ex-
plaining the intangible things which en-
ter into a determination of confidence
between employer and employee.

Under this proposed law, an employer
could be compelled to pay wages to per-
sons who had never been in his employ-
ment. The right to contract in this
specific field would be abridged. The
right of trial by jury is also destroyed
in this field, and the employer would be
required by law to give testimony against
himself and to expose his private papers
to public scrutiny. Employers would be
subject to investigations, harrassment,
fines, and penalties without end.

FEPC has been considered in about
a score of States. Sixteen of these States
have rejected the proposal. California
recently turned it down by about a mil-
lion votes. Clearly, intervention in this
field is against the will of the vast ma-
jority of those who have spoken on the
subject.
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Who then seeks such a law? There
are some misled idealists who have en-
dorsed such legislation. There are some
people who think that backing such leg-
islation would be politically helpful to
themselves. Finally, there are the Com-
munists who welcome the disunity that
is inherent in the agitation for this law.
They also have the most to achieve by
the passage of the bill. Because of the
potential expansion of such a law into
attempts to control thought by law and
in the further regimentation of people
through socialistic bureaucracy, the
Communists would make the only real
gains that would come out of such an
enactment.

I submit that the proposed FEPC leg-
islation is impractical, that better means
are available for helping colored people
and they are now being used in the South
and that the bill violates fundamental
American rights and would be just an-
other step toward statism and totali-
tarianism.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, with
the passage of this FEPC bill, H. R. 4453,
a new era in Government affairs will
have been ushered in. It will be known
as the era of regimentation and red
tape. It will be the era of complete
Government control and domination over
every phase of business and industrial
life of this country. It will, in fact, be
the era of totalitarianism. We can, in
faet, bid our democracy good-by.

This measure provides for the creation
of a board to enforce this law which will
have full power and authority to enter
into any husiness or industry and dictate
the terms of employment, of hiring and
firing, and even the conditions of work.
It will make the members of the board
for the enforcement of FEPC czars with
an interest, fortified with a legal right,
to meddle in every phase of our business
activity. The days of the independent
businessman will be at an end.

I have seen boards and bureaus op-
erate here in Washington for many
years. Most of the time they start out
with fairly good intentions. After a
while, with power and authority, the
boards become aggressive and are prone
to overstep even the authority which
the Congress has given them. In points
often distant from the seat of govern-
ment, they work with the fortitude of a
zealot and the misdirected energy of a
erusader. The average citizen is some-
times powerless to resist them.

Thomas Jefferson, a great patriot and
the father of the Democratic Party, once
said, “The best-governed are the least
governed.” I subscribe to this philoso-
phy. But the Jeffersonian philosophy as
stated above is not the rule of this in-
iquitous FEPC bill. The FEPC rule is
one of more government, more regula-
tion, and more regimentation. Such in-
evitably will lead to centralization and
concentration of power.

This bill is a bad one. It is a bill
which will result sooner or later in
changing the form of our government
and it should not pass.

Mr. SABATH, Mr. Chairman, as
everyone in this House and nearly all
the people in the country knows by this
time where I stand on this important
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question, and realizing that I cannot at
this late hour change the views of those
determined in their opposition to this
meritorious and humane legislation, I
shall briefly answer the statements of
some of the gentlemen who find fault
with our consideration of this bill on
Er;ashmgt.on's birth date and at this late
ur.

Oh, these gentlemen know this late
session today is not the fault of those of
us who are in favor of this bill, but that
it is due to the actions of these very men
who raise these objections because they
are the ones who have been delaying con-
sideration of this measure, not only for
hours and hours today, but for months—
yes, for years.

The record is very clear that I en-
deavored to secure the consideration of
this legislation in the Seventy-ninth
Congress—again during the first session
of this Eighty-first Congress, and that I
have continuously endeavored, since this
present session convened, to secure
action for a rule for the orderly consid-
eration of this bill, but due to the fili-
bustering tactics that have been carried
on in the Committee on Rules I have
been unable to secure the approval of
such a rule. I have tried and tried and
tried to bring about the orderly con-
sideration of this measure, providing
sufficient time for each and every Mem-
ber to express his views, but my efiorts
have been frustrated by these very gen-
tlemen who now complain, and who have,
during this entir> day—for the past 6 or
7 hours—delayed its consideration by
their frivolous actions and delaying mo-
tions requiring so many roll calls,

And though it is late in the day, and it
may take until midnight or longer to
secure a final vote on this measure, I
shall insist that we remain until the final
vote is recorded I shall insist on it be-
cause nearly every outstanding church,
labor, liberal, fraternal, social, and
humanitarian organization has urged
and pleaded for the enactment of this
legislation. Other speakers have men-
tioned these organizations by name and
I shall not burden the record with repeti-
tion, but I wish to insert at this point five
representative telegrams received from
such organizations located in my home
city of Chicago:

CHICAGO, ILL., February 20, 1950.
ADOLPH J. SBaBaTH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. Q.:

On behalf of our 200,000 CIO members we
urge your support FEPC bill (H. R. 4453)
February 22. TUrge you to remain in close
attendance floor of House all day to prevent
parliamentary delays and vote passage of
bill without amendments.

ALBERT TOWERS,
President, Chicago Industrial Union
Council, CIO.

Caicaco, Irn.,, February 21, 1950.
Congressman ADOLPH J. SABATH:

Chicago Federation of Labor is Interested
in having the FEPC bill (H. R. 4453) passed
without further delay. We urge you to stay
on floor of House tomorrow and do your
utmost to stop fllibustering speeches and

vote for passage.
Wirriram A, Lex,
President.

WiLLiam F. CLEARY,
Secretary.
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CHiIcaco, IrL., February 21, 1950.
Hon. ADOLPH J. SABATH,
House Office Building,
Washingion, D. C.:

Local 194, FTA, with 4,000 members in
Chicago urges you be present in House of
Representatives on Wednesday, February 22,
and vote “No"” on adjournment. We fur-
ther urge you use your influence and your
vote for passage of Powell FEPC bill. Can
think of no better way to honor memory of
George Washington who led Revolutionary
War to free all citizens of United States than
to pass FEPC law on this date.

JOHN GALLACHER,
President,
EL1ZAEETH WROTON,
Legislative Director,
Local 194, FTA.
CHicaco, Iy, February 20, 1950.
Congressman ADOLPH J. SABATH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Urge you attend continuously House ses=-

sion Wednesday until FEPC is voted upon.
Rakbi MorToN M. BErMAN,
Chicago Division, American Jewish
Congress.

Caicaco, Irrn., February 21, 1950,
Hon. ApoLPH J. SABATH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Understand FEPC vote scheduled Wednes-
day 22d. We urge your close attendance to
prevent parllamentary delays and your fa-

vorable vote for H. R. 4453 without amend-
ments.

Bishop Bernard J. Shell, Catholic Youth
Organization; American Civil Liber-
ties Unlon; Sidney Willlams, Chicago
Rabbinical Association; Catholic La-
bor Alllance; Japanese-American Citi-
zens; League Independent Voters of
Illinois; National Association for Ad-
vancement of Colored People; Young
Women's Christian Association; Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women;
American Jewish Congress; Church
Federation of Greater Chicago; Chi-
cago Council Against Raclial and Re-
ligious Discrimination; Bureau of
Jewish Employment Problems.

As I stated in the letter I sent to many
Members of this House yesterday, urging
them to be and remain on the floor of the
House until final action is taken, while
suggesting that they should not fall for
any of the substitutes or amendments
offered “not by the friends but by the
enemies of this legislation”, I hope they
will come to the conclusion that my re-
quest and advice was timely and that
they will not yield to any sinister influ-
ences that are endeavoring to destroy the
real bill endorsed by these fair-minded
and well-intentioned organizations.
There will be two such substitutes offered.
Neither deserves the support nor vote of
any friend of civil rights.

This undignified—yes, this imprudent
procedure witnessed here tonight should
serve as a reminder to the membership
of this House and to the American people
that sound legislation on fundamental
principles cannot be expected from such
farcical procedures; and that in the fu-
ture the Committee on Rules will not
deny rules as it has in this case and pre-
vent the orderly consideration of vital
legislation.

Let us unite as real Americans in giving
this measure an overwhelming vote of
approval, demonstrating to the American
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people that the oft-repeated pledge of

both great political parties on this funda-

mental issue is to be finally carried out.
NO NEED FOR FEFC

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, we
are here today, on the birthday of the
Father of our Country, called on to enact
legislation which would cause George
Washington to turn over in his grave.
If it were at all possible for this great
man to be reincarnated and come today
to this Chamber he would have much
more to say to us than he said in his
farewell message.

One of the first things George Wash-
ington would say to us in no uncertain
terms if he were allowed to speak in
person to us today would be to tell us
that we cannot successfully legislate
morals into a people and that we cannot
legislate traditions from the conscious-
ness of a people. He would remind us
that freedom was not legislated into the
existence of the first American patriots
who followed his lead in working out for
themselves a brand of freedom and lib-
erty which has come to be unique in a
world peopled by human beings. He
would cite for us the example of the
hardy Americans of his time who gained
freedom and liberty only as they pre-
pared themselves to receive it.

Mr. Chairman, did the patriots under
Washington at Valley Forge and scores of
other battlefields, where liberty was
bought at the price of blood, die for the
kind of freedom which would allow a
bureaucratic government to deny an em-
ployer the basic right of choice in select-
ing the employees who work for him?
Did they die for a way of life which
would deny employers the right of con-
tract? Did they die for a way of life
which would deny the employer the right
to hire, promote, or discharge employees
on the basis of their efficiency, merit, or
faithfulness? Did the patriots under
Washington die fighting for the estab-
lishment of a way of life which would
subject employers to endless investiga-
tions, harassment, and possible fines and
imprisonment as determined by a com-
mission? If we have proper respect for
truth we must admit that the patriots
did not shed their blood in order to estab-
lish a system of government which would
deny an employer the right of trial by
jury and give him no right to a review of
the facts founded by a commission com-
posed of bureaucrats. One of the basic
things for which they fought was the
right of every man to a trial by a jury
composed of his peers. It is to shame
the name of the glorious dead that we
even consider legislation on today, of all
days, which, if enacted, would deny
Americans the basic rights for which our
forefathers died.

Mr. Chairman, the whole so-called
civil-rights program of which the meas-
ure we debate today is most iniquitous,
has been conceived in iniquity and nur-
tured with the milk of corruption. The
proponents have sinned grievously in
playing upon the ignorance and preju-
dices of certain minority groups of our
citizens. They have held out to these
groups the promise of something to be
bestowed upon them in the name of lib-
erty which is not liberty at all but the
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most reprehensible form of slavery.
They have told these groups that a form
of liberty and freedom can be legislated
for them which these people have not
had time to earn for themselves. It
would be so much better if the propo-
nents of this measure would tell the
Negroes and other minority groups in
this country the truth and let them know
that freedom does not come by legislative
decree but by hard work and devotion to
ideals which lead to liberty.

I am reminded, Mr. Chairman, of the
story of a man who was watching the
chrysalis of a moth as the borning moth
was undergoing the pains and pangs at-
tendant to breaking away from the shell
of the chrysalis. This man watched
with pain in his heart the struggles of
the baby moth as iv fought to break the
bonds of the enclosing chrysalis. As he
watched the painful struggles of the in-
sect which was aborning he suffered the
vicarious pains of the struggle. After
watching the painful struggle of the baby
moth for awhile he reached the place
where he could not bear to witness the
agony any longer. In order to put an
end to the pain of the struggling insect
he got a pair of scissors and cut the
chrysalis which confined the moth thus
freeing it from the agony by bringing it
prematurely into the world it sought to
enter. He had performed a humane
and charitable deed for which he con-
gratulated himself but his joy was short-
lived for he found that, although he had
spared the moth the final pangs of birth,
the moth could not fly or even walk. In
helping the moth be born he had for-
gotten that the blessings of this life do
not come easy to those who would enjoy
them. He had failed to remember that
strength is gained through struggle and
is not something which is donated or
granted by legislative decree.

The story of the chrysalis being shorn
prematurely from the body of the moth
aborning simply emphasizes the fact that
there are no easy short cuts to the
mountain tops of human experience in
the human existence of mankind. We
must all go through the green-apple
stage of development, as it were, before
we can hope to attain the ripened stage
where fruition of human ideals is at-
tained.

Mr. Chairman, on yesterday there was
announced in this hallowed Hall the
true purpose of the so-called FEPC by
the gentleman from New York who in-
troduced the original FEPC bill. In a
colloquy between the gentleman from
New York [Mr, MarcanToNIO] and the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Havsl,
the gentleman from New York [Mr,
MarcanTonio] stated that if the poli-
cies espoused by the notorious Mr. Thad-
deus Stevens had been followed imme-
diately subsequent to the termination
of the War Between the States, there
would now be no need for such legisla=
tion as the FEPC. The particular policy
to which the gentleman referred was that
which demanded that each and every
freed slave be given 40 acres of land and a
mule. EKnowing of the gentleman’s ad-
herence to the Communist Party line this
statement comes as no surprise since the
taking from those who have and giving
to those who have not is a cardinal prin-
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ciple of the Communist Party. In stat-
ing this communistic policy, however,
the gentleman has emphasized the fact
that the FEPC is inspired and sponsored
by the Communists who leave no stone
unturned in sowing discord in this
country.

It is said by the proponents of this
measure that we are playing into the
hands of Russia when we fail to enact the
FEPC. They say that the Russians point
to discrimination in America as the
Achilles’ heel in our armor of democracy.
In answer to this argument I am made to
wonder if we have grown so weak and
spineless as to be driven to do those
things which we know to be wrong sim-
ply because our arch enemy, the Com-
munists, suggest that we do them. Are
we called on here today to do those things
which will be pleasing to Russia or are
we concerned with the things which have
to do with the life and liberty of Ameri-
can citizens who have made the system of
free enterprise work in such a way as to
astound the entire world?

When the Russians have allowed to
their citizens one small fraction of the
freedem and liberty which is automati-
cally allowed even the least deserving
American citizen in this country then
they can have earned the right to criti-
cize any facet of the picture which makes
up our American society. I am made to
wonder if the gentleman from New York,
[Mr. MarcanTONIO], would have the Ne-
groes in this country trade their present
lot for the lot of the average Russian
living today under Stalin’s form of so-
called democracy. It may be that some
of his constituents who live in the ghettos
of New York City where there is not sup-
posed to be any such thing as discrimina-
tion would trade their lot for that of the
Russians but I am sure that there are no
Negroes living in my district down in
south Georgia who would trade with
them. The fact of the matter is that the
thinking Negroes of my district would not
trade lots with those who sleep in the
gutters in the ghettoes of Harlem.

We are not hypocritical in the South
with reference to the problems attendant
to the living side by side of two different
races. We realize that social barriers
must be maintained if the integrity of
the races is to be kept inviolate. We
recognize the fact that a half-breed born
by cohabitation of the two races will not
be recognized by either race. We know
that this cohabitation will be encouraged
by destruction of the social barriers and
we are not willing to be accessories before
and after the fact in doing that which
will help lead innocent children to be
born into a society where they are not
recognized either by the race of the
father or the race of the mother.

We do not hate the Negroes in the
South. We accept them on the basis of
the worth they have earned as individ-
uals. The best story I have heard to
illustrate this point has to do with the
elderly Negro man who had come North
at the instance of his son and who did
not tarry long in Yankeeland. Upon his
return to Georgia he was asked why he
had returned from the land of his
dreams. His answer was to this effect,
“Boss, de Yankee loves us Negroes as a
race but hates us as individuals. You
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white folks in the South hates us Negroes
as a race but loves us as individuals. As
far as I am concerned I prefers to stay
here where I am accepted as an indi-
vidual instead of as a member of a de-
spised race.” This story does graphically
illustrate the feeling between the south-
ern white man and the southern Negro.

Mr. Chairmen, we southerners are
not proud of the lack of educational
facilities afforded our people. We re-
alize that there is a grievous lack of
educational opportunity afforded our
people. This lack is not confined to the
Negro race, We would like very much to
be able to furnish all of our southern
children with more adequate educa-
tional facilities, for we are convinced
that many of the pressing problems at-
tendant to the living side by side of two
different races could be solved by educa-
tion and the raising of living standards.
We are doing our very best to provide
these facilities but are falling short of
our goal simply because we are not finan-
cially able to do the job.

If the proponents of the pending
FEFC legislation really and sincerely
want to help us solve our racial prob-
lems in the South they can best do the
job, in the true spirit of brotherhood, by
sharing with us their wealth sufficiently
as to make it possible for us to raise our
educational standards in the South. We
will accept this financial aid and do our
very best to be worthy stewards of it in
doing the very best job possible in rais-
ing the level of educational accomplish-
ment in our section of the country.

I believe it worthy of note that the
South would not need financial aid for
our educational system if we had no
Negro population. The truth of the
matter is that the average Negro pays
little or no taxes in spite of the fact that
his children must be educated along with
the white children. Due to this fact a
double burden is placed on the white tax-
payer. The truth of the matter is that
the average Negro in Georgia has had
made available to him by the white tax-
payers educational facilities for his chil-
dren totally out of all proportion to the
amount of taxes the Negro pays. It will
be said that more taxes would be paid
by the Negroes if they were afforded more
economic opportunity. This leads to the
old question as to which came first, the
chicken or the egg. The Negro cannot
avail himself of additional economic op-
portunity until he has been given the
educational opportunity to prepare him-
self for it. If we can get aid in giving
him this educational opportunity I sin-
cerely believe that the economic oppor-
tunity will be fortheoming.

Mr. Chairman, in an efiort to propiti-
ate the gods of petty politics by appealing
to the vanity of certain sniveling pressure
groups composed of people who suffer
from & monumental inferiority complex,
we are asked here today to pass into law
legislation which would deny American
businessmen the right to hire employees
of their choice. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure you would not vote for a measure
which would require an employee to work
for an employer against his will. There-
fore, by the same token, you should not
vote for a measure which would require
an employer to hire an employee against
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his will. Do you mnot think that the
American businessman is already har-
assed almost to the point of distraction
by bureaucratic rules and regulations
coming out of Washington? Will you
not at least leave to him the right to hire
and fire employees at his own discretion
instead of at the direction of some bureau
in Washington?

It is a distressing spectacle and a
strange commentary on contemporary
America to listen one day to certain
Members of Congress condemn the police
state methods of government employed
by Russia and other communistic coun-
tries and then on the next day listen to
these same people advocate the adoption
of the same type of measures in this
country. If police state methods are bad
for other countries they are even worse
for this country where we have a heri-
tage of freedom behind us. It is more
than distressing, it is disgusting to hear
certain Members of this House who are
publicly most vociferous in their de-
mands that FEPC be passed, admit pri-
vately that the legislation will not work
and that they are really not for it but
must give the appearance of being so in
order to be elected. Ethics will not al-
low me to divulge the names of these
Members who have been heard to express
such sentiments, but the truth is that
some of those who have been vieing for
credit on this measure have been heard
to make such statement. Can we won-
der that our fair land is beset on every
hand by vexing trouble when we have in
this Congress men who resort to such
arrant demagogery? Have we SO com-
pletely lost faith in God and man as to
allow politics to completely dictate our
every action? A man who will espouse a
cause publiely which he denies in private
does not merit a seat in this great body
and should be repudiated by an aroused
constituency. I pray for the day when
only legislation will be passed on the
record which would have been passed
if the vote had not been a matter of rec-
ord. If that day ever comes you will not
see such legislation as we have before us
today passed, for I sincerely believe that
if every Member here today were to vote
his honest convictions FEPC would not
pass.

Mr. Chairman, the mere fact that the
proposed legislation would make it pos-
sible for an employer to be brought be-
fore the Commission, tried, convicted,
and sentenced without trial by jury
should be prima facie evidence of the
unconstitutionality of the act. One does
not have to be an astute student of the
Constitution of the United States of
America to know that one of the basic
concepts upon which it is founded is
trial of all Americans by a jury composed
of their peers.

The so-called Powell FEPC bill would,
if enacted into law, establish in this
country a veritable gestapo cloaked with
the power of the judiciary and with the
further power to issue rules and regula-
tions having the full weight and force
of law without the prior approval of the
Congress. This legislation is one more
step the Congress will have taken in the
direction of delegating legislative powers
to the executive branch of our Govern-
ment. We need not take many more
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steps in this direction before we will have
reached the place where the Congress
might as well dissolve itself and let the
President run the affairs of the country
through his executive department.
Surely, Mr. Chairman, we have not
reached the place where we are willing
to leave the destiny of this country in
the hands of one man no matter who
that man might be. Surely it is time
that the Congress began to look to the
recapturing of spme of the power it has
already relegated to the executive de-
partment instead of giving it more power
as the proponents of this bill propose to
do here today.

Mr. Chairman, have we reached the
place in this country where a law-abid-
ing free American citizen can no longsr
call his soul his own without the fear of
being investigated and haled before some
quasi-judicial body to answer to some
specious charge cloaked with the gen-
eral term “discrimination.” Mr. Speaker,
if the proponents of this bill are honestly
exercised over alleged discrimination in
the field of employment in this country
they might well add an amendment to
this bill which would make it an unlaw-
ful practice to refuse employment to a
person because of agc or sex. We all
know that it is extremely difficult for
people over 45 years of age to get em-
ployment in this couniry and we also
know that women are discriminated
against in certain fields of employment.
If discrimination can be abolished by
legislative decree then the discrimina-
tion because of age and sex just as easily
as that which attends race, color, creed,
and so forth can be abolished.

If the people of the State of New York
or any other State want the kind of law
which is proposed here today then it is
their right to pass such a law in any
State. We do not want it in Georgia.
The people of the great State of Cali-
fornia do not want any such law as they
so clearly testified when they defeated
just such a proposal by a resounding ma-
jority. It has been said here today that
the people of the State of California did
not know what they were doing when
they voted down FEPC in their State.
This statement is an insult to the intelli-
gence of the people of California and
gives Members from that State just
ground to arise in the well of this House
and address themselves to the point of
personal privilege in the behalf of their
insulted constituency.

Mr, Chairman, to further show that
the proposed bill would be a travesty on
justice it will be noted that there is not
a single thing in this bill which would
require that an applicant for a jcb be
required to possess any degree of qualifi-
cation for the job sought. In other
words, the bill simply says that an appli-
cant must be hired regardless of qualifi-
cation or else the employer will be sub-
ject to the police powers of a bureau-
cratic commission exercising gestano
powers. This is too much to ask the
people of America to take. It will not
be taken without untold amount of at-
tendant trouble and dissension. It will
cause racial tensions to be accentuated
instead of lessened and will cause bitter-
ness to supplant a growing understand-
ing between the races. The South is
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progressing in the field of racial rela-
tions, but the passage of this bill will do
much to undo the great good that has
been done in recent years.

Mr. Chairman, you will find recorded
in the Holy Bible the story of how the
Master asked a question in the form of
a parable which has been ringing down
through the ages since the time of its
enunciation as the very best defense of
the system of free enterprise which has
made America great. The Master, in
Matthew 20: 15, quoted the employer as
saying: “Is it not right that I do what I
will with my own?” Mr. Chairman,
need more be said as to the religious im-
plications of this legislation?

The pending legislation is said to be a
bill which will wipe out all discrimina-
tion caused by prejudice. In order to
remove an effect you must remove the
cause, and you can no more legislate
prejudice out of existence than you can
effectively pass a law requiring all men to
become Christians. The bill purports to
give to employees rights which they do
not now enjoy. The truth of the matter
is that it only gives to employees what-
ever rights some governmental bureau-
crat determines they are to have. It is
this bureaucratie police-state agent who
has the right to determine where preju-
dice exists. The question surely, then,
must rise as to whether any agent of
government is better qualified to deter-
mine the existence of prejudice than is
the employer himself?

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. KeLLEY] has said here on the floor
today, in effect, that Russia does not
like the way we do things here in
America and, therefore, we should mend
our ways in such way as to please Mr.
Stalin. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. ForTon] has said that the
greatest argument Russia has in the
world today is that she guarantees
all people first-class citizenship. Mr.
Speaker, I wonder how many people
in America want first-class citizenship
in a prison camp. If that is the kind of
citizenship which the gentleman holds
up to the American people as the ideal
existence then I am made to wonder how
the gentleman’s constituenicy would like
to have this kind of first-class citizen-
ship imposed on them,

Mr. Chairman, if this bill becomes law
thousands of Negroes will suffer because
of it. Many of them will lose their lives
as a result of the violence engendered
by this legislation. This blood will surely
be on the hands of those who support
this iniquitous bill. They will not be
able to absolve themselves of guilt before
God by claiming that they were trying
to help those who will have paid for this
stupid mistake with their lives. In God’s
name and for the sake of thousands who
will suffer because of it, let us not com-
mit the utter folly of passing this ter-
rible legislation.

Mr., WILLTIAMS. Mr. Chairman, it is
indeed fitting that the Farewell Address
of George Washington should be read
annually to the House on the anniversary
of his birth. His message is neither out-
dated nor is it merely a pleasing collec=-
tion of meaningless platitudes.
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Those who listened discernedly to the
reading of this great document a few
hours ago heard these words of Wash-
ington, which, perhaps, more than any
other, are applicable to the circumstances
under which this crime against America
is being committed today:

Real patriots, who resist the intrigues of
the favorite, are liable to become suspected
and odious; while Its tools and dupes usurp
the applause and confidence of the people, to
surrender their interests.

It is desecration to the extent of sacri-
lege that this iniquitous legislative mon-
strosity should be presented to this body
on the anniversary of the birth of the
Father of our Country.

Apparently, the gods of politics must
be served, though, even if it means legis-
lative repudiation of everything this
great country stands for, and the aboli-
tion of the individual liberty which made
it great.

We, who cherish the governmental
perfectionism embodied in our Constitu-
tion; we, who embrace still the faith of
freemen in the great vehicle through
which our freedom has been preserved,
are appalled at the subtle but deadly
attacks to which constitutional govern-
ment is being subjected tonight. As the
Pied Piper lured the children of Hamelin
to their destruction, so are the selfish
minorities seducing American democracy
into the pitfalls of atheistic commu-
nism. When will America awaken fo
the real dangers of this communistic
maneuver? Will she wait until it has
destroyed every vestige of freedom guar-
anteed to us under our Constitution, and
has smothered individual initiative and
dignity under a blanket of dictatorial
bureaucracy? Will she wait until she
has been subjected through this legisla-
tion to the tyranny of a Federal police
state, not unlike the evil gestapo of Nazi
Germany?

America must awaken now before it is
too late.

Can anyone deny that the success of
our democratic form of government
came about through our constitutional
divisions of power between the Union
and the States, and through the intricate
system of checks and balances, limiting
and double checking the powers of our
Federal Government among the three
great branches: the executive, legisla-
tive, and judiciary?

Can anyone deny that it is this sys-

“tem that has guaranteed freedom and

liberty to all who are so fortunate as to
be Americans? Are we to allow the sac-
rifices of ourselves and our forefathers,
since the birth of our Nation, to have
been made in vain?

Are we to hold for naught the wisdom
of Thomas Jefferson, George Washing-
ton, and those other patriots through
whose courage and ability the founda-
tions of the world’s greatest nation were
laid?

Thomas Jefferson was not unaware of
the dangers of overcentralization; he
might well be on our side in this fight

today.
More than a hundred and fifty years
ago, he warned us that—

Were we directed from Washington when
to sow and when to reap, we should soon
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want bread. * * * The support of tho
State governments In all their rights, as the
most competent administrations for our do-
mestic concerns are the surest bulwarks
against antl-Republican tendencles.

By the same token, George Washing-
tion said in the message read to this
House but a few hours ago:

It is important, llkewlse, that the habits
of thinking in a free couniry should inspire
caution to those entrusted with its admin-
istration to confine themselves within their
respective constitutional sphere, avoiding,
in the exercise of the powers of one depart=
ment to encroach upon another.

And Washington also stated the case
against interference into State affairs,
when he said, in that same Farewell Ad-
dress, these words:

The necessity of reciprocal checks in the
exercise of political power, by dividing it into
different depositories * * * has been
evinced by experiments ancient and modern;
some of them in our own country, and under
our own eyes. To preserve them must be as
necessary as to institute them.

It is a sad commentary on American
politics when the Democratic Party—
saved from oblivion more than once by
the people of the South, and led by a
man who owes his position to the action
of white people of the South in the 1944
convention—places its best friends on
the altar of political expediency. We of
the South have been betrayed in the
house of our fathers; we have been
driven from our political home by those
willing to substitute alien philosophies
for the time-honored principles of our
party.

Those who would throttle the South
and the Nation into economic and po-
liticai sufiocation through this vicious
legislation have resorted to trickery, de-
ceit, and misrepresentations in their ef-
forts to destroy the meaning and force of
our Constitution. They have so colored
the barbs that they would thrust into the
flesh of constitutional government that
we, who oppose their vicarious argu-
ments are subjected to being called bigots
and race baiters, Are they not conscious
of the fact that the people of the South
are civilized; that we are a God-fearing
people, and that, despite their facetious
arguments to the contrary, that our Ne-
groes are happier and better satisfied
than in any other part of the country?
Might we not well reply by saying: “Thou
hypocrite, first cast out the beam from
thine own eyes, and then shalt thou see
clearly to cast the mote from thy broth-
er's eye?”

There is no doubt but that this is sec-
tional legislation, aimed at the social and
economic processes of the democratic
South. Are we, the South, really the
tail that is trying to wag the dog? Oris
it the other way around? We have 13,-
000,000 Negroes as against the rest of the
Nation's three million. Should we not
be best qualified to speak on the subject
of harmonious race relations; as our sec-
tion, alone, can boast of freedom from
race riots and like racial disturbances?
There is no agitation from the southern
Negro to have this iniquitous legislation
giﬁlt:ted upon the people of the United

ates.
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Does anyone honestly believe that such
legislation -can accomplish the ends
allegedly desired? Our Nation is dedi-
cated to the proposition that all men
are created equal, but what you are try-
ing to do here is to keep all men equal.
You profess to fight communism; yet you
further its interests through acts such
as this today.

Is it not, as Lincoln said, true that—

You cannot further the brotherhood of
man by encouraging class hatred.

And—
You cannot build character and courage
by taking away man's initlative and inde-

pendence. You cannot strengthen the weak
by weakening the strong.

There is no real desire on the part of
most of the proponents of this type of
regimentation to elevate the position of
the Negro. What is the crux of the re-
port of the President’'s Committee on
Civil Rights labeled “To secure these
rights”? There is a deadly conspiracy
behind this report and this legislation, to
carry out its stated purposes. Here is
the philosophy of those who drafted this
ridiculous report—and I quote from page
6 of the report:

It is the purpose of government in a de-
mocracy to regulate the activity of each man
in the interest of all men.

What better definition could be given
of the aims and purposes of communism,
if that principle is not applicable?
Surely there is no man here, willing to
be honest with himself, who would sub-
scribe to such an alien philosophy of
government.

By what stretch of the imagination
might that be considered to be the Amer-
ican way, the purpose of government in
& democracy to regulate the activity of
each man? I say it reeks with the putrid
odor of communism,

Such regimentation is not a function
of government in a democracy. It is in
complete and abject violation of article
IX of the American Constitution:

The enumeration in the Constitution, of
certain rights, shall not be construed to
deny or disparage others retained by the
people.

Can anyone deny that through this
legislation you would deny the employer
his constitutional right of free choice
in the selection of his employees? Can
anyone deny that?

And the next article of the Constitu-
tion, article X, states:

The powers not delegated to the United
Btates by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

These two statutes, fundamental in
any construction of our Constitution,
specifically forbid the enactment and en-
forcement of such discriminatory laws
as the one proposed here.

There is no doubt about the uncon-
stitutionality of this legislative outrage.
Is the Congress to stultify itself by en-
acting into law that which it knows to
be a violation of the American Consti-
tution? Let me remind my Republican
friends, who spent several hours the
other night nibbling yellow-legged
chickens at a dollar a plate in the guise
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of paying homage to Abraham Lincoln,

that he held:

No man who has sworn to support the
Constitution can conscientiously vote for
what he understands to be an unconstitu-
tional measure, no matter how expedient
he may think it.

You will not be doing yourself, your
constituency, or your Nation any good
by the enactment of this legislation. To
direct punitive measures at the South
may be politically popular back home.
It may get you votes you need when you
need them. Do not forget—however—
that this law will be applicable to your
section as well as the South. Your peo-
ple will also be subjected to the tyranny
of a police state and made subservient to
the whims of an appointed bureaucracy
should this bill become law. You will
be forced to share with the southern
people the miseries and humiliations in-
flicted by a totalitarian bureaucracy, and
your freedom will also be reduced to
a glorious memory,

Do not be deceived. Those in America
who realize the implications of this type
legislation do not want it. It has been
defeated in every State that had the
courage to put it to a vote of the people.
A Nation-wide poll, conducted by psy-
chologists Link and Feinberg, shows only
about 11 percent of the people, North and
South, endorsing the idea of legislation
as a cure for our racial ills. On the other
hand, 77 percent of northern and west-
ern opinion and 89 percent of southern
opinion favors a program of education
as a cure. Yet the same crowd of agita-
tors who wail the loudest about the plight
of the Negro is the same crowd that has
blocked every effort of the Southern
States to provide educational opportuni-
ties for our Negroes. This was evidenced
last year by the refusal of Congress to
ratify the pact of the Southern States
in setting up regional schools for the
Negroes.

The very man—who represents the so-
called ADA in the other body and who
was responsible for the resolution in the
Democratic Convention that ejected the
South from its own party—the same man
who is loudest in his demands for this
very legislation, has also introduced
legislation in the other body to deny
Government employment to persons har=-
boring certain religious beliefs, includ-
ing anticatholicism and anti-Semitism.
‘Where is the real sincerity among propo-
nents of this legislation? “Consistency,
thou art a jewel.”

Let us all heed the words of Booker T.
Washington, real leader—not only of his
own race, but of America as well—surely
he had the interests of his people at
heart. Listen to this, spoken by the
greatest Negro of all time:

Brains, property, and character for the
Negro will settle the question of civil rights.
The best course to pursue in regard to
* * =+ ciyilrights * * * intheSouth

is to let it alone. Let it alone, and it will
settle itself.

Mr. Speaker, not only is this bill unen-
forceable per se, and discriminatory in
concept; but its inevitable result is chaos,
confusion, tension, animosity, and
hatred. We of the South do not fear
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its immediate effects. We have always
been a suffering people—the victims of a
total war, and 12 years of unprecedented
persecution in its wake. We know what
it is to sacrifice, and we are not afraid
of adversity.

But our fears, Mr. Speaker, lie in the
ultimate goals of this legislation, which
we interpret as the weapon by which our
Government and liberty will be assassi-
nated.

No representative government since
the birth of civilization has existed suc-
cessfully for so long a time as has the
democratic constitutional Government
of the United States, though we are still
young in the sisterhood of nations. The
system under which we live—the division
of powers under our Constitution be-
tween the States and Federal Govern-
ment—has been the chief contributor to
the continuation of our democratic form
of government, and our Constitution is
the pillar on which that system rests,

If our Nation is to endure as one na-
tion, we must recognize certain truths.
We must, in each section, respect the
rights and sympathize with the problems,
of other sections.

As one who was born and reared in
the South, and as one who holds the
southern way dear to his heart; as one
who knows what it means to sacrifice
for America, I ask, in conclusion that
you heed these immortal words, spoken
by Henry W. Grady:

The future holds a problem, in sclving
which the South must stand alone, in deal-
ing with which she must come closer to-
gether than ambition and despair have
driven her, and on the outcome of which
her very existence depends. This problem
is to carry within her body politic two sep-
arate races, and nearly equal in number.

This burden no other people bears today—
on none has it ever rested. Without prece-
dent or companionshlp, the South must
bear this problem, the awful responsibility
of which should win the sympathy of all
mankind and the protecting watchfulness
of God alone, even unto the end.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, my first
objection to the proposed FEPC legisla-
tion is that it violates the Constitution of
the United States and as a corollary in-
vades the province of the States and the
personal freedom of individual em-
ployers.

Subsection B of section 2 of the pro-
posed act provides, and I quote:

The Congress therefore declares that the
right to employment without discrimination
because of race, color, religlon, or national
origin, is the right of all persons within the
Jurisdiction of the United States and that
it is the national policy to protect the right
of the individual to be free from such
discrimination.

It is to be noted that this declaration
of principle and policy is not based upon
the provisions of the Constitution of the
United States or of any amendment
thereto.

Section 1 of the fourteenth amend-
ment provides:

All persons born or naturalized In the
United States and subject to the jurisdiction
thereof are citizens of the United States and
of the SBtate wherein they reside. No State
shall make or enforce any law which shall
abridge the privileges or Immunities of clti-
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zens of the United States; nor shall any State
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property
without due process of law; nor deny to any
person within its jurisdiction, the equal pro-
tection of the laws.

Obviously the proposed FEPC is not
justified under this section of the Con-
stitution.

The only other possible justification
under the Constitution is what is known
as the commerce clause, which delegates
to the Federal Government the right to
regulate commerce among the States and
with foreign nations. In subparagraph
I, section 2, the act in question attempts
to justify itself under this section of the
Constitution in these words, and I quote:

To remove obstructions to the free flow of
commerce among the States and with foreign
nations.

I maintain that present employment
practices in no way obstruct the free flow
of commerce. On the other hand, I am
surc the converse of this proposition is
true and that the enactment of the FEPC
would disrupt industry throughout the
country and would bring to a trickle the
flow of commerce between the States.

This legislation is certainly unneces-
sary to protect the rights guaranteed to
every citizen of the United States under
the Constitution. Every citizen at pres-
ent has equal protection under the laws
in that he can now appeal to the courts
if he thinks one or more of these rights
have been violated.

Not only is the present legislation not
authorized under any provision of the
Federal Constitution, but its enactment
would be a violation of the property
rights of every individual employer in
America. I maintain that this proposi-
tion is true because it is obvious that an
employer’s business could be totally de-
stroyed and the employer, whether in-
dividual, partnership, or corporation,
brought bankruptey because of the pro-
visions of this act. By what possible
means could an employer prevent one
group of employees from quitting their
jobs if they did not choose to work with
employees imposed upon the employer
by a decision of the Fair Employment
Practice Commission proposed to be
established by the FEPC Act?

In the second place, I maintain that
the proposed legislation would violate
the fundamental principle of freedom of
choice as to persons to be employed by
an employer.

In the next place, it would make the
employer subject to the harassment by a
horde of investigators snooping through
the plant and the books and records of
the company. Already they are sub-
jected to enough and too much of this
sort of thing from bureaucratic Wash-
ington. This could well be the straw
that breaks the camel’s back and could
very well result in a depression such as
we have never known before.

Moreover, in the South, at least, and I
am sure on the west coast where the yel-
low race is involved, enactment of the
FEPC proposal would stir into flame,
latent passions and antagonisms that
are generally being smothered and over-
come by the process of education and the
forces of social evolution and change, I
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maintain that whatever unfair hiring or
employment practices may now exist,
cannot be eliminated by legislation.
They must be gradually eliminated as I
have suggested, by education, by the
raising of the economic level of minority
races and groups and by the sometimes
slow process of social force.

These forces already are bringing
about great changes in the South. Of
course, fundamentally the opposition of
the people of the South to the entire so-
called civil-rights program is based upon
the fear of our people that the segrega-
tion of the races will be broken down,
which in turn will lead to the intermar-
riage of persons of different races. The
inevitable result will be a mongrel race
of half-breeds.

While discrimination in employment
is not so closely related to this ingrained
social feeling, nevertheless, it is in the
background of the thinking and feeling
of the people constantly.

As far as mixed employment of the
two races is concerned, progress is being
made in the South. I can illustrate what
I mean by telling you of a small but pop-
ular restaurant in my home city of Rome,
Ga. When I was there last I was struck
by the fact that in this restaurant, which
is patronized by the white business peo-
ple of the city, Negro girls and white girls
and at least one Negro man were ems=-
ployed in the establishment. I asked the
employer if there had been any question
raised about the fact that the white girls
and the colored girls were working side
by side. He replied that no patron and
no employee had ever raised the question.

To enact this FEPC legislation would
reverse this trend and leave the minority
race in our midst in far worse condition
as a result.

Finally, I am opposed to the enactment
of FEPC legislation because it would set
up & new commission with a horde of
employees to swarm over the land like a
plague of locusts at great expense to the
taxpayers. And this at a time when the
administration is at last awakening to
the necessity for making partners of pri-
vate enterprise in the most necessary
effort to maintain an expanding econ-
omy in America.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, at
the Yalta Conference of the Big Three,
Russia, whose armies had taken over
Poland, agreed and declared and guar-
anteed to the Poles free and democratic
government and the holding of free and
unfettered elections. But the whole
world knows that, notwithstanding those
glittering phrases and promises, the iron
curtain was rung down and now the
Poles are slaves.

The same promises were made to the
people of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Ru-
mania, Bulgaria, and other countries
now behind the iron curtain. Their lib-
erty is gone. Their citizens are puppets
of the state. They, too, are slaves.

And so it has always been with those
who seek to destroy democratic govern-
ment. Those who seek to destroy always
employ sugar-coated phrases to lull to
sleep their intended victims.

Now we have before us another high-
sounding attractive phrase, You are
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going to bring on the kingdom of utopia
by the creation of a Fair Employment
Practice Commission. Nobody objects
to those words. No one could fail to ad-
mit that, honestly spoken, the objectives
contained therein should be sought after
by all governments and all people. These
words are just as attractive as the free
and democratic government and unfet-
tered elections that the Russians have
been promising the gullible all over the
world. The results will be the same—
destruction of the rights of man, the
wrecking of democratic government, the
paving of a highway to dictatorship.
Under the sugar-coated words “fair em=
ployment practices,” we are by this de-
vious phrase, playing into the hands of
those who expect some day to erect a
supercommunistic state in America.

There are possibly some here who
honestly believe that the passage of this
act will do the things claimed for it. If
so, they should read the history of the
last 30 years. However, the majority
of those supporting this measure are do-
ing so with their tongues in their cheeks
for passing political benefit. They have
their eyes and ears cocked to the mi-
norities who will vote in a block at the
next election.

I would say to them that it is more
than coincidence that every Communist
in our country, every fellow traveler,
every “pink,” is in favor of this damnable
bill. They are the only downright,
wholehearted supporters of this measure.
They know what they want to do to our
democratic government. They know
that this bill will help them do it.

Do they want to see our free-enter-
prise system continue? Do they want
to see democracy work? The answer is
obvious, No; what they want to do is
destroy the sovereign States of the Un-
ion, make man a puppet of government,
concentrate all power in Washington,
and, when they undermine the Consti-
tution by placing it here, they will pluck
the ripe fruit wher the time for revolu-
tion comes.

This bill is primarily intended to de-
stroy the free-enterprise system. There
is no Member of this House who does not
give lip service to the free-enterprise
system. It is the bone and sinew of our
democratic way of life. Through pri-
vate enterprise, which like all other sys-
tems has not operated perfectly, this
country has, during the last three dec-
ades, won two great World Wars and
produced enough not only to make our
people prosperous but also enough to
prevent starvation of the people: of a
good part of the world. Through this
system, our country has progressed from
a wilderness to the greatest Nation the
world has ever seen. Under it, the in-
dividual with ability, initiative, and in-
dustry has only the sky as a limit to his
accomplishments, Under it, the laborer
has the best wages and the highest
standard of living known in the world.
The great labor leaders of our country
have time after time announced their
belief and faith in the free-enterprise
system. Through all the striving of the
common man for better opportunity and
greater returns for his labors, never has
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it been suggested that he might better
reach his goal by surrendering his in-
dividual liberty to the superstate.

I assert again that there is no one here
who would dare say that he does not be-
lieve in the free-enterprise system. Yet
you would destroy this system by the
enactment of this FEPC proposal—by
giving the American people this wolf in
sheep's attire.

What incentive will there be for big
business or little business to put shoulder
and mind to the wheel of greater and
better production when the Government
agent comes down from Washington and
tells him whom he must employ and
whom he must fire? Free enterprise just
simply cannot be run that way.

Mr. Chairman, everybody knows that
this bill, while blanketing the Nation, is
primarily aimed at the South, where two
great races live side by side in growing
understanding and respect for each
other. No situation just like it has ever
been seen in the world before. No prob-
lem of such gravity and magnitude has
been handled with so little bloodshed and
misunderstanding. While there can be
no perfect written formula for solving
all the interrelations problems of the
white and Negro races, we are, with the
help of God, working it out, and all we
need is to be let alone by those who
understand little and care less.

To you, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, and fellow travelers too, who seek
to ram this thing down our throat, I say,
read the history of the reconstruction
days in the South, when Thaddeus
Stevens, the tyrant of this House, backed
by a great army, in his hate placed over
my people the scum of humanity, both
white and colored, in an effort to exter-
minate our southern civilization. Re-
member, though, that when the South
was disarmed and prostrate, without a
single battalion of troops at her com-
mand, she rose up and drove the carpet-
bagegers and scalawags out. I say to the
little Thaddeus Stevenses of this House
today, and there are some here, the South
will do the same thing again if necessity
requires. Please take warning.

Mr, MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, there is little doubt in the minds of
the realistic that the present breast
thumping in behalf of FEPC by many of
its most vociferous advocates is the
cheapest sort of demagoguery. Those
who are truly interested in protecting
civil rights of minorities would do well to

" disassociate themselves, as much as pos-
sible, from the agitators who are princi-
pally concerned in winning votes for
themselves rather than bettering working
conditions for anyone. There is also a
tendency fo imagine or exaggerate con-
ditions for the purpose of having some-
thing to denounce and for which to de-
mand corrective action. The sincere
friends of civil rights would do well to
remember the words of the great Negro
leader, Frederick Douglass, who was born
in my home county of Talbot in Mary-
land, 133 years ago this month,

Speaking in 1880, he said:

When we shall possess in the colored peo-
ple of the United States a class of men noted
for enterprise, industry, economy, and suc-
cess, we shall no longer have any trouble in
the matter of civil and political rights.
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Fred Douglass realized that an indus-
trious and skilled workman needs no le-
gal compulsion to assist him is securing
employment. Free American enterprise
in the long run gives opportunities to
those who are ready and able to give fair
value either as an employer or employee.
No amount of laws on the statute bcoks
will do as much for the colored people or
other minorities as their own energy and
skill have accomplished and will con-
tinue to accomplish.

Levi Jackson became captain of the
Yale football team, not because of any
doctrine of recognizing minorities, but
because of his ability and character. He
has been the only Negro ever to play on
the football teams of my own alma
mater, yet he was elected captain by his
teammates without any coercion. If
there had been an intercollegiate FEFC,
I wonder if the result would have been
the same. In any case, it would have
;ended to detract from any honors done

im.

Joe Louis and other champions have
won their honors without legal aid. It
has been well and often said that morals
cannot be legislated. On February 17,
the Sun, of Baltimore, in an editorial en-
titled “Mr. Truman and FEPC" said of
the proposed administration-backed
measure:

Mr. Truman's position 1s so remarkable
that we venture to quote a part of it. The
reader should be reminded that, by custom,
the President is rarely quoted directly and
that his words are therefore paraphrased:

“The President would not support * * *
any legislation which deprived a citizen of
the right to run his own business * *
as he thought best. The President does nut.
agree that the administration’s FEPC bill
would have any such result * * * TUnder
him it would not be so administered."”

So much for one aspect of the President’s
position. Now for the rest of it:

“But opportunities to get jobs for which
applicants are fitted * * * must not be
denied ‘n this country on grounds of race,
color, or any similar discrimination. The
value of the FEPC bill will be to give this
position the dignity, strength, and eclarity
of a national policy * * * For that reason
he wants the bill passed, even if it were
only to serve as a ciub in the closet.”

It may be possible to make these two con-
tiguous parts of a single statement jibe, but
it would take a special kind of rationalization
to do it. For our part we do not see how
a man can be free to run his own business
and at the same time be forced to employ
people he does not want to employ.

Perhaps the revealing part of Mr. Tru-
man's declaration of policy on FEPC is to
be found in the phrase “a club !n the closet.”

The editorial closes with these para-
graphs:

Thus the whole proposal reeks with the
most unpleasant and debilitating kind of
politics. But that is perhaps not its worst
feature. The bill contains a direct invitation
to any person who believes that he is being
discriminated against to lay information
against the employer. This invitation is ex-
tended not to Negroes alone but to any per-
son who imagines that he is being discrimi-
nated agalnst because of “ancestry.” The bill
contains that very word and the report which
supports it makes the allegation that em-
ployers do in fact discriminate agalnst those
whose parents came from other lands.

Thus, a second or third generation German
or Pole or Italian or Irishman or Englishman
can, on his own initiative, charge that his
failure to secure a job or his discharge from
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that job is in fact racial discrimination. The
opportunity thus provided for disgruntled
would-be or former employees to harass de-
cent businessmen is greater than that in any
legislation, existing or proposed, that we have
ever heard of.

The bill as it stands is therefore a disgrace=
ful measure. It cannot possibly be enforced
in any real sense. But it can be used by evil-
minded persons in and out of Government to
play havoc with ordinary business practices.

For the people it is supposed to benefit, the
FEPC bill is a palpable fraud, concocted for
the cheapest of political purposes. For the
employers it is supposed to coerce, it is &
malevolent threat out of which they can ex-
pect only harassment by competitors, politi-
cal enemies, or disgruntled employees,

Mr. Chairman, the Baltimore Sun tra-
ditionally has championed the causes of
minorities. It is a great democratic
newspaper that even now is throwing its
full weight—as it has for many years—
in favor of repeal of Maryland's Jim
Crow laws. Its views are worthy of
serious consideration.

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, the
Members of this Congress are faced to-
day with one of the most dangerous
pieces of legislation to the entire Nation
that has come before this body in years.
I refer to H. R. 4453, which is chiefly the
product of Representative PoweLL and
Representative MarcanTOoNIO, of New
York.

If this bill is passed, it will set up a
great bureaucracy here in Washington,
and smaller bureaucracies working under
the direction of the Washington bureauc-
racy, in every county, city, and town in
the Nation. It will regiment, annoy,
harass, investigate, and coerce any and
every little businessman it seeks to dis-
turb throughout the Nation.

It can subpena and compel him to
bring all of his business records thou-
sands of miles into any court they desig-
nate at his own expense to defend him-
self against any charge of discrimina-
tion alleged against him from any appli-
cant for a job who he does not employ
if he selects another applicant when he
needs fo hire a man or woman in his
store, shop, or factory.

This bill takes away from any em-
ployer the right to freely hire or dis-
charge employees needed in his busi-
ness.

It will discourage the businessman
from expanding his business and giving
more jobs and employment to more peo-
ple. It will deprive men and women of
a chance to work and earn their living.
It will defeat the very purpose set out
in the act. It will add to the unemploy-
ment rolls that now stand at 4,000,000
people in the Nation. It will lower the
national income and the productivity of
the Nation. It will mean less jobs for
good men and women who need them the
most.

It is my conviction that this legislation
is unsound in prineciple, impractical in
application, and certainly should not be
enacted into law.

The ideas embodied in this proposed
legislation were conceived and born in
Russia.

The first government job ever held by
Joseph Stalin, the present Russian dicta-
tor, was in 1917 when he conceived an
FEPC under a different name in Russia.
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Surely the membership of this House
will not intentionally follow the leader=-
ship in enacting legislation first con-
ceived and applied in Russia by Joseph
Stalin,

His ideas finally crossed the Atlantic
and have heen embodied in this inigui-
tous bill whose chief sponsor and sup-
porter is Mr. MarcanTonIo of New York.

The first supporters and agitators for
this type of legislation was the Commu-
nist Daily Worker newspaper of New
York, and was endorsed by all Commu-
nists in our land who seized upon this op-
portunity to further stir up class hatred
throughout the Nation in the hope of
destroying this Republic. Later the offi-
cers of the CIO, which organization was
permeated with hundreds of Commu-
nists in its ranks, seized upon it and en-
dorsed it in the hope by the deception of
its promises to add to its dues-paying
membership in an attempt to largely
organize the colored working men and
women in our Nation.

Most of the supporters of this bill now
seek to exploit it for political purposes.
Were it not for the political advantage
most of the supporters of this bill hope to
gain it would not be before this Congress
today. Politics has brought it before
this body. If a secret vote could be had
without a written record being made, it
is my judegment that less of the member-
ship present would vote to fasten this
dangerous bill on the people of our Na-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, the main purpose of this
bill is to secure the votes of the great
majority of the Negro voters in the Na-
tion. It will hurt their opportunities for
jobs, their opportunity for advancement
in the future. If is a cruel deception of
which I will have no part. It is grossly
unfair to them and against their every in-
terest.

Mr. Chairman, I have always had a
keen interest in the personal advance-
ment and welfare of the colored people of
this country. They are among our best
American citizens. Coming from slavery
into freedom about 75 years ago, by their
own efforts, they have justified my con-
fidence and the confidence of the people
in the Nation by making the greatest
advancement in education, business, the
arts and sciences of any people placed in
a like situation in the civilized world.

I want to see their lot improved. I
want to see them continue their proud
record of advancement in the future, and
I am confident that the passage of this
bill will make it more difficult for them
to continue to advance, succeed, and
continue their great contribution as
good American citizens to this Republie.

I am and always have been, and al-
ways will be opposed to any discrimina~
tion against their welfare.

Mr. Chairman, if any legislation is to
be enacted, it should approach the probh-
lem through mediation, conciliation,
and investigation, seeking to bring about
better race conditions and better op-
portunities for all minority groups.

You ecannot bring about better rela-
tions by passing another law. You can-
not change the thinking and the hearts
of any people by legislation. This prob-
Jlem must be worked out by a developing
of a greater tolerance toward all people,
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small community in the land. Instead
of passing a law that will increase preju-
dice, we must approach it through Chris-
tian principles by leading men away
from the hates and prejudices of this
world. That can be done. That must
be done, That is the fundamental,
moral concept underlying this entire
problem,

If we approach this matter on any
other basis except a voluntary basis, the
basis of education, the basis of taking
men by the hands and leading them into
the right path, we make the problem
worse, and will do great harm to the
principal minority race—the colored
men and women of this Nation.

Mr, PETERSON. Mr, Chairman, in
their anxiety to pass legislation, I fear
that the proponents have not closely
studied the bill. Section 7 (a) delegates
power to delegate to even a municipality
or a possession the dangerous powers in
this bill. It overrules other laws and
contracts. It violates the Constitution.
It invades the rights of the sovereign
States. Section 9 requires unconstitu-
tional self-incrimination. The provi-
sions, instead of granting civil rights,
infringes basic constitutional rights,
Records and persons may be dragged to
Washington to appear before subordinate
employees. Delegation of congressional
powers should always be guarded. We
will rue the day when we delegate powers
lt;) delegate powers, We are doing it

ere.

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I
have noted with considerable interest
the vigorous way in which the two gen-
tlemen from New York [Mr. MARCAN-
TONIO and Mr. PowELL] are working for
FEPC. The result of their efforts can
be of little concern to the people of their
own districts, because New York already
has an FEPC law. Now, they want
everybody else to have one. In connec-
tion with this, no truer expression was
ever uttered than “misery loves com-
pany.”

The alleged purpose of this legislation
is to prohibit discrimination in employ-
ment because of race, color, religion, or
national origin. Just what is discrimi-
nation? And who is supposed to be
practicing it against whom? Have any
of the proponents of this legislation ever
taken the trouble to look in the diction-
ary and see what discrimination means?
It is defined as “unfair or injurious dis-
tinetion.” I tell you that any distinc-
tions that have been made in the South
have been and are operating to help the
Negro; and if twentieth-century carpet-
baggers would let us alone, the Negro in
the South would make more and more
progress. You can lead some people
with a silk thread where wild horses
will not drive them. This is particularly
true of southerners, but to a certain ex-
tent it is true of Americans generally.
We have never relished having some-
thing rammed down our throats.
Whenever the word “diserimination” is
used, many people outside the South
gang up and point their fingers at the
South. I wonder how many of those
finger pointers have made a sincere ef-
fort to find out what goes on in the
South, or have they chosen to get their
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misinformation from communistically
inspired sources. It is logical to he-
lieve that these troublemakers are dis-
turbed because things are going so well
in the South and they have inspired this
means to stir up trouble.

Since the War Between the States, the
Negro has made great progress in the
Southland. I believe they have come
further during this comparatively short
period of the world’s history than has
any other race—and this with the leader-
ship and assistance of the friendly white
people of the South. Does this progress
indicate that the Negro has been wrong-
fully treated? These outsiders who say
that they want to help the Negro have,
by their very proposal of this type of leg-
islation, set back the cause for the people
they say they want to help by another
256 years, and if this type of legislation
should pass it will further set their cause
back by another 25 years. They have
opened all the wounds of the past 85
years and have put the spoflight on
isolated instances, refusing to look in
fairness at the over-all picture of ac-

‘complishment. They have, in many in-

stances, aroused a feeling of racial in-
tolerance in both races where none had
existed before, or where it had all but
died down.

The principal objective of most people
in life is to acquire happiness. May I
remind you that happiness is not so
much a matter of position as it is of
disposition. People who know will tell
you that the southern Negro is the hap-
piest person in the world. He is happy
because he is secure in the knowledge
that regardless of any bad luck that may
befall him, his white friends.will look
out for him. In those States that have
FEPC laws, how many people would, in
the event of illness of one of these Ne-
groes, provide and pay for medical care
and treatment for him without any hope
or expectation of return or reward? How
many businesses operating in these
States would permit a Negro employee
in seasonal work to continue to get
money on which to live when he was not
working and when there was no work
for him? How many people in these
States would spend any time trying to
help a Negro get out of trouble which he
had gotten into as a result of a riotous
Saturday night? This type of helpful-
ness is the rule in the Southland, rather
than the exception.

The proponents of this legislation do
not know this, and should not be ex-
pected to know it because they do not
know anything about the real situation.
All they know is to stand back and point
a finger at someone else.

It is up to those of us who do have
reason to know and do actually know the
real facts to do everything we can to
prevent the passage of legislation de-
signed only for political purposes and
legislation which will result only in in-
jury to all the people of our great
country.

Mr. JUDD, Mr. Chairman, when the
original bill to establish a permanent
Fair Employment Practice Commission
was introduced in the Seventy-ninth
Congress I found myself, after careful
study of the text of the bill, unable to
approve some of its provisions, despite
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my wholehearted support of its objective
of eliminating or reducing to the mini-
mum discrimination in employment on
the basis of racial or religious prejudices.

For example, the bill authorized the
FEFC, a Commission appointed by the
President, to issue complaints; to hold
hearings and require attendance of wit-
nesses at any place in the United States
that it designated; to carry on investiga-
tions; to examine or copy any evidence of
any person being investigated; to make
findings of facts; to make judgments on
its own findings of facts; and then to en-
force its own judgments.

Whenever it is proposed that any
agency of government be given such
great powers, it is imperative that there
be adequate assurance that its decisions
will be fair; that is, that they will be sub-
ject to proper judicial review. But the
bill provided that the Commission’s find-
ings of facts were to be final, if supported
by evidence. No matter how flimsy the
evidence might be, no court of appeals
could examine or review it. Thus the
bill in seeking to insure the right of a

citizen to secure employment for which "

he is qualified, without regard to his race,
creed, or color, abridged another of the
fundamental rights of every American
citizen: namely, the right to go into a
regular court of justice and ask for a full
review of any action against himself
which the citizen believes to be unfair.
Surely, to correct one admitted and
shameful diserimination, it is not neces-
sary or wise to commit another discrimi-
nation. To give some of our citizens long
overdue justice, it is not necessary or
wise to deprive other citizens of justice.
What we should have is equal justice
under law for all, equal opportunity both
to get jobs and to go into court.

So in the Eightieth Congress I intro-
duced 2 bill, H. R. 3273, to establish a
Fair Employment Practice Commission,
with changes to correct the above and
other defects. I have continued to sup-
port proposals for such legislation. I
think a good case can be made for the
passage of such a bill, especially in those
States where a substantial majority of
public opinion supports the legislation
and thereby makes it enforceable.

I must state frankly, however, that the
more I have studied this whole problem,
the more doubts have arisen as to the
wisdom or the practicability of a Federal
law for the whole country which would
require the Federal Government to im-
pose practices which, while quite accept-
able in some States and areas, simply are
not acceptable to a majority in others
and in those States might well injure
rather than aid the cause it is desired
to advance. To try by compulsion or
governmental sanctions to enforce in an
area measures which public opinion in
that area will not support, usually leads
to cyniecal disregard or violation of the
law in question, and tends toward the
same attitude with regard to other laws,
too. It could halt or even reverse the
genuine progress that has been made
in recent decades in reducing discrimi-
nation based onrace or creed. SoIhave
come to view the McConnell substitute
bill with more favor, or at least with less
hostility, than have some of the sup-
porters of FEPC legislation.
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A further factor in favor of the
McConnell amendment is that there is
a real chance it can be passed by both
Houses and become law, whereas the
prospects of H. R. 4453, the Powell bill,
being passed by the Senate during this
session are slim, indeed. It can be
argued that it is better to get something
than nothing, and that this McConnell
amendment is the only way that we can
get anything in this session that repre-
sents real gain. Might it not, therefore,
be better for those who are in greatest
need of the services of a Fair Employ-
ment Practice Commission, to recognize
the practical realities, unite on the Mec-
Connell substitute and give it a fair
trial, rather than hold out adamantly for
“all or nothing”—and probably get
nothing? I have real sympathy with
those who take the above position, and
with their further contention that if ex-
perience demonstrates that good results
cannot be achieved by the processes of
conference, conciliation, persuasion, in-
vestigation of facts, and developing pub-
lic opinion based on such facts—then
the Congress can amend the act at any
time to add enforcement procedures. We
would thus take the first bite now, the
only bite we can probably get, and hope
that it may prove adequate. If not, then
take a second bite, if and when experi-
ence demonstrates that it is necessary.
I have come to a recognition that when
one considers our country as a whole, the
McConnell substitute may be the best
way to get the greatest amount of genu-
ine progress.

In summary, I shall support the Pow-
ell bill, H. R. 4453, which is substantially
the same as I infroduced in 1947. There
are some guestions about at least one of
the enforcement powers which, in the
hands of a Commission so inclined, could
lead to abuses of power which might
defeat the purpose intended. But the
author of the bill is aware of the am-
biguity and has given assurance that he
is willing to aceept clarifying amend-
ments to prevent any such developments.

However, if the McConnell bill should
be adopted by a majority of the House
as a substitute for the Powell bill, I shall
then vote for it on final passage. It will
at least get something started through
the legislative mill, and break the road-
block which has stalled all bills of this
sort for so many years.

To vote against the McConnell bill,
if it is the only thing before us on final
passage, would be to vote for no legisla-
tion at all during the present Congress,
and I cannot believe that would be in
the best interests of all concerned.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, al-
though the debate on this proposed leg-
islation has bszen on the usual high
plane, the demonstration and activities
we have observed all during the after-
noon and night and up until this late
hour in the morning clearly shows the
real objective in my opinion which moti-
vates the determination of the propo-
nents to force such a far-reaching and
dangerous legislation on the people of
this country.

The proponents would have you
believe that it is the sound thinking
American public insisting on this tightly
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controlled and binding legislation, that
would strangle the lives and the actions
and the freedom of our business econ-
omy and political life.

I am opposed to this kind of legisla-
tion. Not only am I opposed to the
Powell bill, which is the committee bill,
but I am opposed to any such legislation
which in my opinion is in complete con-
flict and obnoxious to our American way
of life. It is well known that I believe
such legislation to be contrary to the
American way.

However, at this point and realizing
the circumstances, I will support the
McConnell substitute in the Committee
and vote for it as a substitute when we
return to the House.

I believe it to be the best procedure at
this point.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is no need
of anyone trying to sugarcoat or leave
the impression that this legislation has
any justification whatsoever.
~ The debate in this House Tuesday on
this issue was a most outstanding
example of the most ardent proponent of
this legislation. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. MarcanTonIOo] frankly
admitted that its real purpose was to do
away with segregation and what he
called Jim Crowism. To be sure the
gentleman from New York [Mr. PoweLL],
the author of this bill, said it was not
directed at the South, it was not directed
at segregation, it was not directed at any-
thing except fair practices in employ-
ment. He came on the scene only 2 or
3 years ago but the gentleman from
New York [Mr. MarcanTONIO], the most
consistent sponsor of this legislation, has
been trying for years and years to im-
pose it upon the free peoples of this coun-
try. He should know the real purposes
and intent.

Ah, yes, its aim is to establish a com-
mission, a Government agency, with un-
limited authority, the most far-reaching
powers of the business and economic life
of this country ever given throughout
our entire history.

It has been appropriately designated
as a monstrosity. I believe firmly it to
be a most dangerous control with far
more implications than the OPA Ad-
ministrator during the war or any other
agency in the war emergency.

Is it not easy to understand that if
there are five men with unlimited powers
who can say to any business throughout
the United States, who they must hire,
who they must fire, thereby determining
the policies and largely the success of
that business, that those five men actu-
ally control the economy of our people.
What business will dare or can afford to
do anything other than comply with the
bidding of these five men.

Isn't it easy to see then that when five
men all powerful over business and the
economy of the country can with their
manipulations from Washington draw a
political noose around the necks of the
people of this country. What business
or group would fail to abide by the
wishes in a political sense? Don't for
one moment let us kid ourselves about
what this will do. It cannot possibly
work to strengthen democracy, the right
of people to govern themselves, but on
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the other hand, it will inevitably lead
to dictatorship and totalitarian policies.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
BrowN] was so right in my opinion
when he said that he hoped he would
never see the day when our Government
would tell us who we must employ and
what doctor we must bring into our
homes.

For me I had enough Government
regimentation by order and regulation
during OPA days, and I want to say to
my own colleagues, my Democratic
friends, there is no doubt whatsoever in
my opinion that we lost control of the
Congress in 1946 because of such regula-
tion and regimentation of a people that
Erill not be bound and tied by executive

at.

And I want to say further, Mr. Chair-
man, in my opinion, if the great leaders
of our party persist on such an all-
powerful Government agency of five
men, it will not only destroy our party
but it will so divide our groups that we
cannot hope to continue to win elections.

We have done pretty well in this coun-
try. It has been because of the rugged
free individualism, the opportunity that
no other people has ever had in all the
history of the world.

Yes, we have become a strong, power-
ful, and leading nation. Our influence
is felt throughout the world. We are in
this position because our people had an
opportunity to make us strong. We have
had the determination, the fortitude, the
courage, the determination to give us the
stability of a strong nation. It is the
freedom, the civil freedom, the rights
and privileges under our form of govern-
ment that is responsible for it.

Yet with all this progress, the oppor-
tunities that are offered our people,
some would wipe it out with one stroke
by such legislation as we have before us.

Let us not go the way of some of the
other countries.

I am encouraged by the interest in this
debate. If is heartening to see so many
rise up and express their fears and say
publicly that this is not American.

Certainly I do not believe in rank dis-
ecrimination because of race, color, or
creed. No one has a kinder feeling for
those that need help or should have help
than I do and this applies not only to
the colored people but a lot of white
people. You cannot direct the social
life of the people of this country and
force social life among all people by leg-
islation, but evidently that is the ulti-
mate objective.

What alternative is there? Destroy
business, then where are your jobs com-
ing from? Where are you going to get
your employment? BSure the Govern-
ment will do it, but what do you have?
You have a completely social form of
Government which has never worked to
the best interest of the people. Not only
is it revealed by history but we have con-
tinually experienced it in other coun-
tries, some of which we are trying to help
this very day.

I join my other colleagues, Mr. Chair-
man, in saying this just must not prevail.

MAKING A LIVING SERIOUS BUSINESS

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, there are
some basic facts in the economic and po-
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litical life of America which are not very
pretty. There is a glaring gap between
our ideals of equality and our practices,
not only in the serious business of Amer-
ican citizenship and its rights, duties,
immunities, and privileges, but in the
even more serious business of making a
living.

I have already said much of this to the
members of the subcommittee of the
Committee on Education and Labor—to
those with whom I once served on the
committee, and whom I esteem as my
friends and my colleagues.

It is a fact, a deplorable fact but a
real one, that in many parts of the
United States American citizens who
happen to be Negroes have a harder time
making a living than anybody else. It
is a fact that in some parts of the United
States employers will not knowingly hire
Jews, or will hire them only for subor-
dinate or unpleasant tasks, in a pattern
of discrimination which is similar to that
practiced against Negroes.

There are other localities in which
Roman Catholies, and especially Roman
Catholics of Italian, Spanish, or Mexi-
can descent, feel the sharp lash of dis-
crimination, and have difficulty in ob-
taining jobs in preferred occupations; or
if they can get a job they cannot gain
promotion. Discrimination in employ-
ment against orientals, or citizens of
oriental descent, is very widespread;
and in some States the very first Ameri-
cans, our own American Indians, have
the same trouble.

AMERICAN CITIZENSHIP IS ABSOLUTE AND

INDIVISIBLE

Mr. Chairman, American citizenship is
absolute and indivisible, except by due
process of law; and economic freedom
and equality are even more important to
the Nation’s and the individual’'s ma-
terial welfare than political and intellec-
tual freedom. A man with an empty
stomach is not a particularly good citi-
zen. The interests of all Americans are
so tightly bound together that you can-
not take away any part of the rights of
one without chipping off a little bit of
the rights of all

Now, there are some people with so
little faith in what America stands for
that they think discrimination against
groups of people, and against individuals
of that group, is somehow Imposed by
Heaven and not by the Devil. By and
large, these are the kind of people who
say that to bring to light abuses or lapses
in our American way of life is somehow
communistic, and that it is most com-

‘munistic of all to try to do something

about those lapses or defects, as we are
trying to do in fair-employment legisla-
tion. Curiously enough, the people who
are most vociferous in their correspond-
ence to me about this legislation, which
simply spells out the right of every
American to get a job on his own merits,
are very likely to be the same ones who
demand antiunion legislation in the
name of giving workmen the right to get
a job.

Calling this kind of legislation com-
munistie is sheer nonsense.

We don’t know if strong and enforce-
able legislation ean be passed; and if it
is passed we who advocate strong and
enforceable legislation do not know with
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certainty that it will work the way we
hope it will; but we also know that legis-
lation of this kind will strengthen Amer-
ican democracy and will make America
stronger against its enemies. We know
that if FEPC legislation is communistic,
then Thomas Jefferson was a Commu=-
nist, George Washington was a Commu-
nist, Abraham Lincoln and Franklin D.
Roosevelt were Communists, and Harry
S. Truman is of the same breed. The
argument falls of its own weight.

We who plead for strong fair employ-
ment practices legislation know that we
would be faithless to our commitments,
faithless to our party, faithless to our
principles, and faithless to our country
if we did not do everything in our powcr
to stop discrimination, in employment or
elsewhere,

AMERICA FOUNDED ON INDIVIDUAL DIGNITY

This Nation is firmly founded on the
high ethical concept—an ethical concept
inherent in every great modern religion,
in Judaism, in Christianity, in Bud-
dhism—of the essential and divine dig-
nity of the individual man. When any
man or woman is judged as to employ-
ability on any other standard than his
own worth as an employee, that concept
is outraged and flouted. The individual
is degraded, and so is the employer who
commits this crime against democracy.

I am always dubious of experiments
in legislating public morality. I wish
that I could be so optimistic as to be-
lieve that this law could be made un=
necessary by public education and gen-
eral acceptance of the principles on
which it rests. That would be wishful
thinking. As a realist, I know that edu-
cation is too slow. Discriminatory prac-
tices, especially in times of economic
stress, grow and crystallize faster than
they can be combated.

New York State has proved that it
is possible to legislate successfully in this
field. We have not stopped economic
discrimination in New York; but we have
certainly discouraged it. Let us make
our kind of democratic living work right
here in America before we try to reform
the rest of the world.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA].

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. MTr.
Chairman, I want to express my grate-
fulness to the ranking Republican Mem-
ber, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr, McConnerL] for granting me a few
minutes to express my sincere opposi-
tion to the Powell bill.

Someone has well said: “That the
right to live is certainly a fundamental
civil right. The ability to get food and
drink is essential to life. You might
argue, and I might agree with you, that
you ought to have a civil right to have
the Government feed you, if necessary.
But I hope that you will not argue that
you should have a civil right to compel
any private citizen to whom you apply
to supply you indefinitely with food and
drink. For the same reason no one
should contend that the moral right to
earn a living provides a basis for creat-
ing in anyone a civil right to compel a
private citizen to employ an individual in
private business. I hope that it will be
admitted that making it unlawful for
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an employer to refuse to hire a man is
simply a way of compelling that em-
ployer to hire such a man.”

Mr. Chairman, it is tragically unfor-
tunate, and perhaps it may be a moral
wrong, for people to be bigoted or preju-
diced against a person because of race,
religion, or creed, or their racial origin,
but we are no more able by legislation to
remove that prejudice or that bigotry
than we are to legislate that the sun shall
not rise tomorrow morning. That, Mr.
Chairman, is a matter of education and
time, and all of the things that must go
to remove racial and religious prejudice,
and in no other way. It does seem to
me that the proponents of this bill, with
all their sincerity—and I know they are
sincere—are attempting to say, and do
say by this bill, that an employer shall
associate himself with an employee
whether he is personally prejudiced
against him or not. To me that is wrong.
I think one of the fundamental rights
is the right of an employee to select an
employer, as it is the right of the em-
ployer to select his employee. I cannot
imagine wanting to work for anyone who
had a prejudice against me and did not
want to employ me.

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

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. One or two gentlemen
have taken the floor and harped on the
fact that this was written into the Demo-
cratic and Republican platforms. I call
attention to the fact that Rabbi Wise
stated before either one of those conven-
tions even met that it was written into
the Communist platform. I saw his
statement today.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Of course
it is unfortunate, and it is an example to
me of tawdry politics, in the face of our
American way of life; I think it is un-
fortunate for both parties.

If you will pardon a personal reference,
let me say that I served with a colored
battalion and had command of a colored
battalion for some time in World War 1.
I was honored by my association with
them and enjoyed it tremendously and
had the highest respect for those colored
men. In only one instance did I have
the slightest trouble in the matter of
discipline,

Yet, when I think of my own associa-
tions I realize that I come from a dis-
trict that is overwhelmingly Protestant;
they sent me, a Catholic, to this Con-
gress to represent them. I am thinking
in terms of the hundreds of little-busi-
ness men in my district who would be
subject to a bunch of official snoopers
coming out to investigate them if some-
body filed a complaint that he was being
prejudiced because he was not employed
or was discharged.

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

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield one additional minute to the gentle-~
man from Minnesota.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota is recognized for one
additional minute.

Mr, O'HARA of Minnesota, I yield.
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Mr. JONAS. I wish to call the gentle-
man’s attention to the language in the
report on page 2. I presume the gentle-
man is familiar with it.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I am; I
have read the bill carefully.

Mr. JONAS. Irefer to the lower part
of page 2, where the statement is made:

The fear of discriminatory discharges
weighs heavily upon all who have ever known
the frustration and bitterness of job discrim-
ination, notably upon the approximately
26,000,000 Catholics, 15,000,000 Negroes,
5,000,000 Jews.

Does the gentleman infer from that
that all these people are discriminated
against?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Why, of
course not; the gentleman knows that.
Certainly there is prejudice and discrim-
ination, but there will always be. You
can pass all the laws in Christendom and
not be able to remove it.

Mr. JONAS. I agree with the gentle-
man, but it would appear that those who
wrote this report wish the reader to draw
the inference from this statement that
these people would not discriminate
against each other, but that those not of
these races would discriminate against
them.

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

Mr. POWELL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ROOSEVELTI.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman,
the bill before us is no stranger to this
House of Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to touch briefly
on the major sources of support for this
legislation. We have heard it called
Communist; we have heard it said that
it was Communist-inspired; we have
heard it referred to as being part.of the
Communist platform before it was in-
corporated into the Democratic and Re-
publican platforms,

I ask the gentleman from Mississippi
if simply because the dictator of Russia,
Mr. Stalin, in 1944, I believe, announced
that he was in favor of freedom of re-
ligion in Russia the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi would automatically oppose it
here in the House of Representatives and
in the United States of America?

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT, I am asking the
gentleman a question; yes.

Mr. RANKIN, The gentleman asked
me my attitude. I just want to say that
I would not believe Joe Stalin or any
Communist on oath, or off of if.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Then, I assume
that because this Communist platform
carried FEPC before the Democratic and
Republican conventions the gentleman
feels that they should not have carried
it.

Mr. RANKIN. Iam opposed toifasa
matter of principle.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. This bill has its
moral basis in the very essence of the
Catholic, the Protestant, and the Jewish
faiths; and the clergy and lay leaders
of every major religion have emphasized
this with all the earnestness and hope-
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fulness at their command before the
committees of the House and the Senate.
I have here a very brief list of some of
these religious leaders. The first is
Bishop Sherrill, presiding bishop of the
Episcopal Church.

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I do not yield.

Mr, RIVERS. I just want to say that
Sherrill does not speak for me.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am not saying
that he speaks for the gentleman; I am
just saying that in his position as the
presiding bishop of the Episcopal
t‘Church he did favor this FEPC legisla-

ion.

Other religious organizations and
leaders in favor of this act are: Rev.
Samuel Cavert, of the Federal Council
of Churches of Christ; Bishops Haas and
Sheil; the National Catholic Welfare
Council; the Catholic Interracial Coun-
cil; Rabbi William S. Rosenbloom; and,
yes, the late, and in my opinion very
great, Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, are in fa-
vor of this legislation. The Synagogue
Council of America and others are in
favor of this legislation.

The spokesmen of almost every labor
union are for it, and they represent mil-
lions of Americans who know that the
future of our country, in fact the fu-
ture of a free world, depends upon the
fulfillment of the American dream that
every man has a fair chance for eco-
nomic: advancement regardless of his
race, of his creed, or of his religion.

There are several businessmen, repre-
senting business over this land, who are
in favor of it.

The bill which we have before us is,
unfortunately, no stranger to the House
of Representatives.

FEPC bhills were introduced in the

Seventy-eighth, the Seventy-ninth, and

the Eightieth Congresses. This is, more-
over, the third time that our Committee
an Education and Labor has favorably
reported on FEPC. A majority of us, as
legislators, have a past-due obligation to
vote for it because our parties are pledged
for it, and because our conscience dic-
tates it. If we fail to enact H. R. 4453 this
time, then we shall have to answer fo the
people of the United States—indeed to
the people of the world—for our failure
to match promise with deed.

The extensive hearings which have
been held by the two Houses of the Con-
gress—with testimony and messages
from representatives of every significant
group in America—are not devoid of
meaning. For this bill has its moral
basis in the very essence of the Catholic,
the Protestant, and the Jewish faiths—
and the clergy and lay leaders of every
major religion have emphasized this with
all the earnestness and hopefulness at
their command.

It is, in short, clear reflection of this
first statement in our own Declaration of
Independence that all men are created
equal.

Spokesmen of almost every major labor
union have urged it on behalf of the mil-
lions of the organized workers of Amer-
ica, who know that the future of our
country depends upon the fulfillment of
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the American dream—that every man
has a fair chance for economic advance-
‘ment, regardless of his race, his creed, or
his religion. ‘

It is, therefore, no accident, Mr. Chair-
man, that representatives of every re-
gion of the United States have pleaded
for this bill and that American states-
men of every political persuasion, of
every race, color, and creed, are on rec-
ord and actively in favor of it.

Every responsible student of interna-
tional affairs has declared that this bill
will strengthen America’s political posi-
tion on the world scene. I have heard
no one deny this. The Secretary of
State has clearly said how urgently our
United Nations and diplomatic repre-
sentatives need this bill. The Secretary
of Defense has indicated -that making
democracy work so that racial and re-
ligious discrimination will cease is “a
basic ingredient of the national security.”

The Secretaries of the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force are proving their
agreement by their actions to forward
democracy in all of the services.

As a Democrat, I am proud that Presi-
dent Truman has missed no opportunity
to reaffirm his conviction that we need
an FEPC. Like most Americans, the
President realizes that this bill merely
advances what all of us say we believe
in, the dignity of man and equality of
economic opporfunity.

I was honored to serve as vice chair-
man of President Truman's Committee
on Civil Rights, and to gain personal
knowledge of the depth of the President’s
profound conviction on this great issue.
Both parties, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, said they were in favor of
FEPC in their convention platforms of
1948. And over and above this, a mass
of research evidence based on the experi-
ence of 10 States with various forms of
anti-job discrimination laws, is eloguent
proof of the effectiveness of the approach
proposed in H. R, 4453,

I am sure that every liberal Member
of this Chamber, regardless of his party,
will vote for this bill. I believe that
every conservative Member must also
vote for it—or else stand convicted of

hypocrisy.

Why? Because the conservative Mem-
bers of this House have talked so much
about economy, about the need for bal-
ancing the budget, about the need for
preserving free enterprise and individual
initiative, about the need for an effective
answer to communism at home and
abroad.

If they mean what they say on these
issues, they will vote for FEPC, If they
vote against it, the country will know
that they are self-seeking vote chasers.

Let me call these facts to the atten-
tion of those conservatives who have in-
veighed so strongly against the size of
They speak elo-
quently about the need for meeting the
deficit in our national budget. But how
much does discrimination in employ-
ment cost us? Three estimates were
made to the congressional committee.
One, by a businessman, Eric Johnston,
conservatively put the figure at $2,000,-
000,000 a year. Another, by a labor econ-
omist, put the figure at eight to ten
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billion dollars a year. A third, by an
economist who is adviser to hundreds of
business enterprises, set the cost at up-
wards of $15,000,000,000. Since then,
Elmo Roper has finished a survey which
established the cost of job diserimina-
tion as at least $4,000,000,000.

We have often been told by leading
Government and private economists that
the seven to ten billion dollars in goods
which we export represents the critical
margin between American prosperity and
depression. Here we have an equally
critical margin of anywhere between two
and fifteen billion doliars, and I rather
think the true figure lies midway between
those two estimates, Can any reasonable
person doubt that adding this much
purchasing power would help us to
achieve a stable American prosperity?

Perhaps that is why businessmen of
the stature of Charles E. Wilson, Charles
Luckman, William Batt, Beardsley Ruml,
Allen Dulles, Henry Luce, Paul Hoffman,
and Nelson Rockefeller are all unqguali-
fiedly on record in favor of FEPC. These
men know whereof they speak. They
know what is good for this country’'s
business. They know that FEPC will
add to that reservoir of skilled labor
which is one of our greatest resources in
America. They know that FEPC will
help free the initiative and the enter-
prise of millions of Americans whose
energies and potentialities for construc-
tive work are now crippled by discrimi-
nation. They know that as job discrim-
ination goes down, purchasing power goes
up. And they know full well that that
purchasing power will mean more seed
capital for small business, more revenue
for Government, more wealth for the
entire country.

Mr. Chairman, has there ever been a
measure of such tremendous and forceful
significance which has been so univer-
sally sanctioned, so universally wanted,
and so universally needed as this. There
has been more than enough talk, more
than enough study, more than enough
deliberation. It is, Mr. Chairman, time
for action. It is time to prove that we
believe in the American promise of free-
dom, the American promise of equality,
the American promise of opportunity.

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

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. HOweLL]l, a member of the
Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr, HOWELL., Mr. Chairman, I think
I can speak with some understanding of
this legislation now before us and with
some experience in this field. When I
was 8 member of the State Legislature
of New Jersey, I was the first one to
sponsor such a bill in the House of
Assembly, Later during that session the
bill was picked up by the Republican
majority and passed. It has been work-
ing in very fine shape ever since then.
It has not solved all of our problems in
the field of discrimination but it has im-
mensely reduced the onus, and has given
employment in many lines of endeavor,
to the people who were not employed
before that act went into effect. The
working of the act has proven that many
of the fears, that many, some sincerely
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and some otherwise, had as to the dire
effects and results of such legislation
were unfounded. It has demonsirated
that most of those things just have not
happened. The legitimate and orderly
functioning of business has not been in-
terfered with. Many organizations and
individuals who were skeptical and fear-
ful of such a law have come back and
said that the law has not interfered with
business, It has produced results and
it has had a fine effect on the guaranty of
civil rights in New Jersey.

One of the main reasons why we need
8 Federal law at this point is the fact
this is a national problem and despite
the fact that many exhaustive studies
have been made and many attempts have
been made in a general way fo prohibit
discrimination in employment, through
education, the fact still remains much
diserimination exicts in that field. Im-
provement has been very slight. This
type of legislation is needed if we are
going to make the democracy that we
talk so much about and proclaim to the
world, really work and function for all
groups in our various communities.

It has been suggested that many of
the supporters of this legislation are not
sincere in their support but that they
support this legislaiton for political and
for vote-getting reasons. For one, I can
say, I do sincerely believe this legislation
is worthy and needed and I feel that
many other Members of the House are
sincerely convinced this type of legisla-
tion is needed. There may be a few in-
stances here and there of persons who
will vote for it for political expediency;
there may be also a few who will vote
against it for political expediency, even
though the dictates of their own hearts
tell them it is fair legislation.

I think that this type of law, with the
proper administration and proper han-
dling, and with emphasis at the con-
ciliation level is the type of a law modeled
after the State laws of various States
where it has been shown that it can work,
if wisely administered, and fairly and
honestly prosecuted, and that we will not
have the trouble even in some of our
southern States that so many of our
Members have predicted will cause all
kinds of havoc not only in some northern
States, but in the South. I sincerely be-
lieve that this type of thing will not
happen, and with proper administration
a lot of fears that many of you have
expressed will not materialize, and that
we can go on and make some real prog-
ress in this field which means so much to
many people in many minority groups.
There is very little that we can do in this
field unless we pass this kind of a law.

I urge your support of this bill as pre-
sented, and hope a real effort will be
f)?d%'e to obtain its passage in the other

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

Mr. POWELL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Dawson].

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman and my
colleagues in the Congress, the decision
¥you are going to make here this afternoon
is an important one; important not only
to the 16,000,000 citizens of which I am a
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member, but important to many other
minority groups, and important to every
man and woman in these United States
of America.

The question of fair employment is not
alone a question of the South; it is a
question relating to every section of this
country. It is a question whether or not
this great country of ours will afford to
its citizens an opportunity to work and
live on an equal basis. I repeat, it is not
a question of the South alone. It is a
question for all America. It is a ques-
tion for all America, because the thing
we do here, and the attitudes we take to-
ward this question of the right of every
citizen to work, and similar questions,
based upon the identity of some of the
citizens of these United States, will affect
the relations of the United States with
other nations of the world at a time
when the very life of the Nation is at
stake,

Do you believe in the Constitution?

Do you believe in what is within the four
corners of that document? Then, what
gives any citizen the right to deny to any
other citizen the basic rights that every
citizen is guaranteed therein; the right
to live, the right to exercise the liberty
to go to the polls and have something to
say about those who make the laws; those
who interpret the laws and those who
execute the laws? This is the question
today, gentlemen, whether or not you
will tell 16,000,000 that “You are not
-first-rate citizens of this country, the
Constitution notwithstanding.”
+ I am from the South. I was born in
the South, and I will say this to the
South. Do not make this question a race
question. I will say to you that there are
12 Southern States but there are also 36
other States that are interested in the
welfare of the citizens of the United
States. I stand before you here today in
a dual capacity. The Constitution says
that every person born or naturalized
within the United States and subject to
the jurisdiction thereof is a citizen of
the United States and a citizen of the
State in which he resides. So every citi-
zen in the United States does have a stake
in what happens to me and mine in these
United States.

The South can no more isolate itself
in the matter of treatment of citizens
where the right to work is concerned
from the rest of the Nation than can
this Nation isolate itself from the rest
of the nations of the world on questions
affecting them all.

Mr. Chairman, I urge you to pass this
Fair Employment Practice Act and
thereby outlaw conditions which con-
stitute a disgrace on our country.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may need, and
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. Chairman, I
seem to have been destined by fate to be
closely involved with some of the most
volatile and emotionally difficult bills
coming before the Eighty-first Congress.
I hope most sincerely and humbly that
providence will give me the wisdom and
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the emotional balance to deal justly and
fairly with the problems, and with my
fellow man, I reeslize also, that the
moral code of the universe inexorably
dooms to failure any law that is deliber-
ately fashioned to trick or harm an indi-
vidual.

Today, we are considering the prob-
lem of alleviating discrimination in em-
ployment because of race, creed, or color.
Jobs are being denied to many Americans
because of social background, or religious
faith, or because of the color of their
skins. Our duty is to devise a workable
and just method to bring about a correc-
tion of this practice. There is a real
problem and a challenge to all of us. Ig-
noring it will not suffice—we must come
to grips with it. I will do my best to meet
it

In attempting to work out a solution,
we must recognize that the type of dis-
crimination we are considering is deeply
rooted in the beliefs and feelings of
Human beings. Even though he is not
personally prejudiced, an employer may
feel it necessary to be discriminatory be-
cause of the prejudice of his employees,
or his. customers—the public. A busi-
ness enterprise is fundamentally a team
of individuals who work together as a
unit to efficiently produce goods. One
discordant note can break down that
necessary smooth-functioning group to
the detriment of all.

Furthermore, we must recognize that
ingrained prejudices, which have been
developed over the centuries, might eas-
ily be turned into hatreds. An improper
and ill-considered solution could tear our
country asunder, as the subversive ele-
ments would have it. I believe this
problem can be worked out without
playing into the hands of those who
would see us disunited for their own
seifish reasons.

Chairman Lesinski of the Education
and Labor Committee has brought up
H. R. 4453 This bill was reported favor-
ably by the committee by a vote of 14-11,
I voted against it and am opposed to its
enactment. My principal objection is to
the enforcement and penalty sections of
the bill,

I believe our major controversy will
occur over those provisions, They will
point up certain definite questions.

Should civil suits be permitted in Fed-
eral courts by a party claiming job dis-
crimination because of race, creed, or
color?

Should it be made a criminal act to
discriminate for those reasons?

Should an administrative agency, with
powers usually given only to courts, be
established—as provided in H. R. 4453?
Even making it a crime to discriminate
in employment because of race, creed, or
color, would give the accused a fairer
hearing than is provided in this bill.

The Constitution requires eriminal
statutes to specifically define the acts
which are eriminal. The accused is pro-
tected by the Constitution from illegal
search and seizure of his records. Only
legal evidence is admissible against him,
and his guilt must be proven to a jury
beyond a reasonable doubt. There are
no such protections in the bill H. R. 4453,

If job discrimination were made
grounds for a civil action, it would have
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to be proven by legal evidence. Damages
would also have to be proven. The de-
fendant would be entitled under the
Constitution to a jury trial, and the ver-
dict would have to be based on a pre-
ponderance of the evidence. Where are
such protections in H. R. 44532

If a commission were established to
hear complaints of job discrimination,
should legal evidence be required?
Should the constitutional protection
against illegal search and seizure apply?
How much evidence would be required
for conviction—a mere scintilla, a pre-
ponderance, or would guilt have to be
proven beyond a reasonable doubt?
Should the offense be carefully defined
so that each employer knows exactly
what is required of him?

In addition to the problem of proce-
dure in hearing complaints of discrim-
ination, there are other questions which
must be answered before an equitable
law can be written. For example, should
everybody who has been denied a job be
permitted to bring an action by alleging
some motive of discrimination? We are
all members of some minority group.
Should employers be harassed by such
charges of discrimination whether or
not they are well founded? Should not
an employer be permitted to sue to re-
cover costs of defending an action which
was brought maliciously? These are
only a few of the many matters which
should be considered if we are going to
be fair., If we enact a law which does
not cover these points—it may cause
present prejudices to grow into hatreds.
Racial and religious groups may become
more antagonistic—the Nation may be
divided against itself.

Many of us who favor the principle of
a Fair Employment Practice Commis-
sion are compelled to oppose H. R. 4453,
The provisions of that bill are inadequate
and incomplete. None of the problems I
have mentioned are properly met in the
bill. The end result could be injurious
to the very groups we are trying to aid
and protect.

If discrimination in employment is to
be eliminated, some attempt must be
made to remove its cause—prejudice. I
have introduced a bill which provides
what I believe is the best approach to
eliminating job discrimination and its
causes. This bill would establish a Fair
Employment Practice Commission. It
would be the duty of the Commission to
bring about the removal of discrimina-
tion in regard to hire or tenure, terms
or conditions of employment, or union
membership, because of race, creed, or
color—

First, by making comprehensive stud-
ies of such discrimination in different
metropolitan districts and sections of the
country and of the affect of such dis-
crimination and of the best methods of
eliminating it;

Second, by formulating, in cooperation
with other interested public and private
agencies, comprehensive plans for the
elimination of such discrimination, as
rapidly as possible, in regions or areas
where such discrimination is prevalent;

Third, by publishing and disseminat-
ing reports and other information relat-
ing to such discrimination and to ways
and means for eliminating it;
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Fourth, by conferring, cooperating
with, and furnishing technical assist-
ance to employers, labor unions, and
other private and public agencies in for-
mulating and executing policies and pro-
grams for the elimination of such dis-
crimination;

Fifth, by receiving and investigating
complaints charging any such discrimi-
nation and by investigating other cases
where it has reason to believe that any
such discrimination is practiced; and

Sixth, by making specific and detailed
recommendations to the interested par-
ties, in any such case as to ways and
means for elimination of any such dis-
crimination.

The bill also authorized the Commis-
sion to make such recommendations for
further legislation as may appear desir-
able. By concentrating on the problem,
I believe the Commission could devise
fair methods and procedures to eliminate
job discrimination.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield.

Mr. KEEFE. Before the gentleman
goes into a description of his bill, I would
like to get one thing settled in my own
mind. Is there anything in the pending
legislation that would in any way prevent
discriminatory practices among fellow
employees in a plant covered by this bill,
one which employs 50 or more, and in
which plant you compel the manage-
ment, perhaps, to employ some certain
individual whom it is alleged discrimina-
tion has been practiced against. Is
there anything in this bill that would
prevent the employees in that plant from
practicing diserimination, and making it
so unpleasant for such employee that he
would have to leave of his own volition?

Mr. McCONNELL. I would say to the
distinguished gentleman that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PowgLL]
wishes to answer that. I will let him
answer, and then I will conclude.

Mr. POWELL. The hill clearly spells
out the prevention of any form of dis-
crimination : First, in the offices of trade
unions; second, in plants in which there
are unions. It is just as rigidly spelled
out against the unions as it is against the
employers. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [(Mr. HerTER] asked the same
question before the Rules Committee.

Mr. EEEFE. That does not answer
the question. I think the gentleman
well knows there are many plants in this
country, employing 50 or more, that are
not unionized. They have certain types
of people in those plants. Somebody
makes an application for employment
and it is turned down, and it is finally
decided that diserimination was prac-
ticed by the employer against that
individual.

What I want to know is, If that indi-
vidual is put into the plant is there any-
thing in the bill to prevent the employees
in that plant from discriminating against
this new man that is brought in under
those circumstances?

Mr. McCONNELL. I would like to say
to my colleague I do not believe there is
real protection in the bill against the
discrimination he speaks of.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going into the
details of my own hill, because I will be
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mentioning it under the 5-minute rule
when I offer it as a substitute amend-
ment.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I would like to
proceed, if I may.

There is another aspect of my bill
which is important to those of you who
sincerely want an FEPC law on the books
this year. I believe that it would not be
suffocated in a Senate filibuster while
H. R. 4453 would face almost certain
death.

I will offer my bill as a substitute
amendment to H. R, 4453. I believe my
bill is a practical approach to the prob-
lem and it has a practical chance of en-
actment in this session. It should have
the support of those who sincerely want
a Fair Employment Practice Commission
as a reality.

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, McCONNELL. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON of California. I should
like to clear up one matter for the bene-
fit of the House. Some statements have
been made that the people of California
did not know what they were voting on
when they voted on FEPC. I should like
to say, for the benefit of the House, that
the people of California are as thor-
oughly cognizant of things which per-
tain to the welfare of this country as
the people of any other State. They
knew very well what they were voting on.
It was not a Communist plot. It was not
painted to them to be a Communist plot.
They voted it down for what it was—
a restriction upon fundamental Amer-
ican rights, I think that should be in
the record. The people of California
knew exactly what they were doing when
they voted down FEPC,

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

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Iouisiana [Mr.
Passman] such time as he may desire.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
is a sad day for those of us who are
thinking of the next generation rather
than the next election.

In my considered judgment if the bill
before us now, the FEPC bill, is ever
enacted into law, it will cause more
bloodshed than did the Civil War.

Today is the birthday of George Wash-
ington, the Father of Our Country. What
would he think if he were here to observe
first-hand what the pressure groups are
endeavoring to legislate down the
throats of the American people?

This is a sad day in my life, in that
I realize that if the so-called FEPC bhill
ever becomes law, we will enter upon a
new phase of life—a life we have not
been accustomed to here in America. It
simply means that those of us who oper-
ate businesses will be deprived of our
right under the Constitution to exer-
cise our own considered judgment in em-
ploying our personnel.

The bill before us is utterly without
merit and is purely political. It will only
cause heartaches, bloodshed, and general
turmoil throughout our beloved land.

I repeat, the bill before us for con-
sideration is purely political. A great
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number of my colleagues from the East,
North, and West have told me they are
opposed to this unworkable, unjustifi-
able, and damaging legislation, but they
further stated that on account of their
geographical sections and the type of
constituencies they represented, that
they had to demagog and vote for
something they knew to be wrong and
without merit in order to preserve their
political future.

I wish every Member of this honor-
able body would retire to some secret
chamber so that he, too, could meditate
and realize what a great injustice he is
doing to his children and his children’s
children. It is not important that I be
returned to the Congress, but it is im-
portant that I vote and act so as not to
penalize the generations that are to fol-
low. Certainly for the benefit of those
who are to follow us, it would be well
and wise for us to think of the next gen-
eration rather than just the next elec-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. ALLEN] was
ordered to the naval hospital on Mon-
day, February 20. Mr. ALLEN was suffer-
ing from a very severe attack of influ-
enza which has now developed into
pneumonia. Even under these circum-
stances he tried to prevail upon Dr. Cal-
ver to let him leave the hospital long
enough to be here for a vote on the
FEPC bill, but Dr. Calver informed the
gentleman that he did not propose to
add to his list of deaths among Members
of Congress. He absolutely refused to
permit Mr. ArLEn to leave the hospital
which, of course, was the proper thing
for Dr. Calver to do.

Mr. AiLEN has manifested his opposi-
tion to the bill under consideration from
its inception. Being unable to be pres-
ent, he dictated a statement from his
sick bed and asked that it be placed in
an appropriate spot in the body of the
Recorp. For him I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert his statement at this point
of the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, the terrible day which we of the
South have fought against for years has
reached us. Today the legislative ma-
chinery is greased to put over the FEPC
bill, which, in my opinion, is the most
dangerous piece of legislation ever pro-
posed in the United States Congress.
We of the South have known all along
that on a showdown, record vote the
cause would go overwhelmingly against
us because we know that nearly all of the
Republicans and all of the northern
Democrats will vote to put this legisla-
tion over the American people. We are
making the fight right down to the very
last and I for one will never surrender
my convictions on the matter.

Everybody knows that this legislation
is aimed at the South. I fully appreciate
the fact that probably not one thing that
is said here today on this bill will change
a single vote because the lines are drawn,
but I think that it is well to remind those
gentlemen who intend to push this legis-
lation down the throats of the American
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people that the bill will hurt all over the
United States. The damage it does will
certainly not be confined to the South. I
want you who are voting for this legis-
lation to be assured that this will come
back to plague you many days hence.

Everybody knows that this bill is
purely political. If the bill could be
voted on by a secret vote it would never
pass, but the minority groups in this
country have been prodding most of you
for years to pass this bill and the political
threat has been constantly dangled be-
fore the eyes of the American Congress.
The bill is utterly without merits and it
is difficult for me to see how any fair-
minded person could undertake to argue
for it.

I do not see how anyone can escape
the fact that this proposed legislation
strikes at the very fundamental principle
of Americanism. If there is any one
thing in this world that sent our fore-
fathers westward to found this American
Nation more than all other reasons, that
was the freedom of choice. They came
to escape oppression and to assert their
right to choose their friends, choose their
churches, choose their politics, and
choose their associates. And yet here a
comparatively few short years later we
find this House proposing to put over an
issue which, if enacted, would strike at
this very foundation principle of free-
dom of choice. Mr. Chairman, the thing
sounds so absurd and so ridiculous that
the descendants of those hardy pioneers
would now take this step—yet that is
what is facing us.

We have been waging a fight in this
Congress against communism. This
Government has been spending billions
of dollars, it has claimed, to prevent the
spread of communism. In the face of
all of that, the leadership in the Demo-
cratic Party and the leadership in the
Republican Party are championing this
FEPC bill which, in my opinion, will be
the greatest help to Communists in this
country in further infiltrating them-
selves into government and every other
walk of life. This is so, Mr. Chairman,
because if this bill becomes a law, it will
be impossible, yea even unlawful, for any
employer and even for the Government
itself especially in some agencies such as
the Atomic Energy Commission to as
much as inquire into whether one is a
Communist before he is employed. If
this bill becomes a law every employer
and certain Federal agencies will find
themselves hogtied in trying to keep out
Communist infiltration. You will not
be permitted to ask where an applicant
was born, what his race is, what his re-
ligion is, or anything else which may
directly or indirectly touch upon the
question of race, religion, or national
origin. We hear it said now every day
that our Federal agencies are infiltrated
with Communist and Communist sym-
pathizers. Well, if this bill is passed, the
Communists in Federal Government em-
ployment will increase manyfold. Yes,
Mr. Chairman, this whole proposition is
so dangerous for the well-being of Amer-
Ica it does look like sensible and reason-
able men would not be swayed by minor-
Ity pressure groups but would stop, lock,
and listen before they become a party to
this nefarious proposition.
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We who are opposing this legislation
are not actuated by malice. We do so
because we love Americanism more and
we are persuaded, Mr. Chairman, that in-
stead of lessening malice and racial in-
tolerance, the effect of this legislation
would be to increase it. Anybody who
thinks that the American people are
going to take this supinely just does not
know the heart and soul of America. I
think it can be said with absolute cer-
tainty that there is less prejudice in the
South than there is in any other section
of the country. Our people in the South
do not hate the Negro. We want to help
him and we are helping him. There is a
very fine spirit in the South today. The
right-thinking southern Negro knows
that the passage of FEPC would hurt
him and would create such turmoil that
it would set his own cause back for a
long time. Just a few days ago, Mr.
Chairman, a Negro minister from the
South came to my office and said that he
had something to say to southern Mem-
bers of Congress on this subject. I did
not have the slightest idea what he was
going to say. He then informed me
briefly, and as a result of his own broad
experience as a minister of the gospel,
that, in his opinion, the passage of the
FEPC bill at this time would be disas-
trous to the cause of the Negro. More-
over, he proceeded to say that he felt
that some of those who were leading the
parade for the passage of this bill were
actuated by politics and were not sincere
and he called the names of some persons
in very high places in America. I relate
this because I want you gentlemen to
know that some of the fine Negro lead-
ers in the South are trying to think this
thing through and desire that whatever
is done may be of lasting benefit to the
entire country and these Negro leaders
know that it is certainly not to their in-
terest to continue to have pushed before
the American people the proposal con-
tained in this bill,

Mr. Chairman, this is a tragic hour.
This means that the Congress of the
United States is yielding to minority
pressure groups. I would to God that
this House not make this fatal mistake
and thrust upon the American people the
turmoil which is bound to come from the
passage of this bill. It may well be that
the historian of the future will mark
the beginning of the final disintegration
of our glorious Government from this
point. It may well be that the Commu-
nists will accept this as the greatest op-
portunity ever handed to them to subju-
gate the American people.  Make no mis-
take about it that when you rejoice over
the passage of this act, there will be great
rejoicing in Moscow also.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MARCANTONIO].

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania has
raised objection to the committee bill
and distinguishes it from his own bill on
the basis of the fact that the committee
bill provides for the obtaining of a cease-
and-desist order. The gentleman con-
tends that such an order may be obtained
without evidence that would be neces-
sary to convict a person of a crime. Cer-
tainly, the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
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who supported the Taft-Hartley hill,
must bear in mind that under that act
injunctions are obtained against mem-
bers of organized labor precisely by more
extreme means, an ex parte application
to the court supported merely by an
allegation on the part of the Department
of Justice or the attorney for the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.

The difference between myself and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania is that he
prefers that system in enforcing em-
ployers’ interests against labor; I prefer
the system provided in the committee
bill to protect people against discrimina-
tion. I therefore oppose the bill offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I
do so also because his bill completely
frustrates the very objective of FEPC.
Every real enemy of FEPC supports his
bill,

Now, as to the fundamentals of the
committee bill, we find its roots all the
way back in the struggle against slavery,
and in the Emancipation Proclamation,
Today this legislation is aimed at what?
It is intended to profect the Negro peo-
ple and other minorities against dis-
crimination in employment. In pro-
tecting the Negro people against dis-
crimination this legislation deals a real
blow at that which is the main prop of
exploitation of all working people, in-
cluding even descendants of the May-
flower who work for a living,

This legislation is a tremendous step
toward the establishment of equality,
and let me say, and I use the word ad-
visedly toward the overthrow of white
supremacy.

Let us recognize that. Let us recog-
nize that that fact is what really has
caused the opposition we have had, the
violent opposition, the filibustering tac-
tics and the bitterness which has just
been engendered into this debate. To-
day the false concept of white supremacy
has been extended from the South up
into the North. So we find not only the
last vestige of feudalism in the South us-
ing the racist doctrine of white suprems-
acy for the exploitation of people there,
not only do we find the new ruthless in-
dustrialism of the South using it for ex-
ploitation there, but we find monopo-
lists in the North as well, using it as a
weapon for exploitation, as a weapon for
dividing and ruling the working people
in the North. That explains to a great
extent some of the lukewarm support
and some of the avowed opposition to
this legislation from the industrial sec-
tions of the North.

So that what is involved here is not
the freedom of anyone to employ whom
he pleases. What is involved here is the
tyranny of anyone to refuse to give em=-
ployment to any person because of race,
color, or creed. If discrimination is free-
dom, then, certainly, we are perverting
the definition of freedom, indeed we are
subverting the very concepts of freedom
as we have known them in these United
States since our country was founded.

FEPC is a blow for equality, equality
which will help overthrow white suprem-
acy which is the main prop of the ex-
ploitation of all working people every-
where in these United States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.
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Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself one-half minute to answer a
question propounded by the gentleman
from Wisconsin: Does this bjll, H. R.
4453, protect employers who act in good
faith whose employees discriminate?

The gentleman will find the answer on
page 9, subsection (5) of section (g)
reading:

Upon the request of any employer acting
in good falth, whose employees or some of
them refuse or threaten to refuse to coop-
erate in effectuating the provisions of this
act, to assist in such effectuation by concilia-
tion or other remedial action,

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

Mr,. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr, BIEMILLER].

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, I
am proud to have the honor to conclude
the general debate on the FEPC bill.
The issue before us is a matter of simple
right and wrong, of fundamental justice,
of human decency. It challenges us to
live up to the religious ideals we profess,
to take a firm stand in favor of the
patriotic ideals on which our country
was founded.

It is a very strange thing to see that
the Members of this House who quote the
Bible most frequently, who wave the flag
most conspicuously on every occasion,
are now the most anxious to repudiate
the fundamental principles behind this
legislation. They are all in favor of the
Declaration of Independence—but they
want to forget the part about “all men
are created equal.” They can recite the
preamble to the Constitution, but they
want to forget the amendments, espe-
cially the ones which freed the slaves
and gave them equal rights.

We freed the slaves from involuntary
servitude. And now it is up to us to
free their descendants from involuntary
unemployment. The right to earn a liv-
ing is at the basis of every other right
in our country. The chance to take his
place on an equal footing with other
citizens in the struggle for existence
ought to be the most elementary right
of every citizen of this Republic. When
& man is denied a job for which he is
qualified in every other respect, because
of the color of his skin, or his religion,
we are condemning him to involuntary
unemployment which is as unjust as in-
voluntary servitude. The FEPC bill is a
new Emancipation Proclamation against
job discrimination.

Who is behind this legislation? Both
national parties declared themselves in
favor of it at their national conventions
in 1948. I am proud to be one of those
who helped prepare and put through the
plank at the Democratic Convention
held last June in Philadelphia. That
plank read:

We agaln state our belief that racial and
religious minorities must have the right to
live, the right to work, the right to vote,
the full and equal protection of the laws
on a basls of equality with all citizens as
guaranteed by the Constitution. We highly
commend President Truman for his coura-
geous stand on the issue of civil rights. We
call upon the Congress to support our Presi-
dent in guaranteeing these basic and funda-
mental rights: (1) The right of full and
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equal political representation, (2) the right
to equal opportunity of employment, (3)
the right of security of person, (4) the right
of equal treatment in the service and defense
of our Nation.

The Republican Party also adopted a
plank favoring civil rights, though in
slightly less specific terms. :

The 1848 election showed that the
people of all but three States accepted
the principle, and counted on their
elected Representatives to do something
about the practice of eivil rights.

The churches of America favor the
enactment of FEPC legislation. Reli-
gious organizations who have passed res-
olutions endorsing it include the Catholic
Interracial Counecil, Catholic War Vet-
erans, the Presbyterian General As-
sembly, the United Council of Church
Women, the Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, the National Council of
Catholic Women, the National Boards of
the YMCA and YWCA and the National
Council of Student Christian Associa-
tions, the General Conference of the
Methodist Church and the Methodist
Ministers’ Union, the Council for Social
Action of the Congregational-Christian
Churches, the General Synod of the
Evangelical and Reformed Church, the
American Friends’ Service Committee,
the American Unitarian Association, and
the Federal Council of Churches of
Christ in America.

The last-named organization states its
position clearly, so clearly that I want to
read you their statement on this issue,

The right to work—

Says the Federal
Churches—
is a divine right. So just and so in harmony
with Christian ethics that all Christians and
church agencles have a deep responsibility
to stand for that clear Christian and demo-
cratic principle. We believe that Govern-
ment should take such necessary legislative
and administrative action as will protect the
right to work from any such discrimination.

An equally clear moral statement was
issued by the National Catholic Welfare
Conference urging not only that Catho-
lics should support FEPC legislation but
that they were obligated to practice non-
discrimination, with or without a law.
They state:

Christian moral teaching requires every
employer to maintain and enforce nondis-
criminatory policies in hiring, upgrading,
and discharge. In addition, it requires each
employer not only to cease opposition to the
enactment of Federal and State FEPC laws,
but to use his influence in his association
and with his fellow employers to secure the

e and assist In the enforcement of
such statutes.

Perhaps the finest statement on the
question from a religious point of view
came from Bishop Bernard J. Sheil, of
Chicago, auxiliary bishop of the largest
Roman Catholic -archdiocese in the
World: f

A fair employment practice law—

Said Bishop Sheil—
would give legal recognition to that God-
given dignity which every human being
possesses. If we are truly Christian, we can-
not preach one thing and practice another.
Economic discrimination is immoral.
clearly sinful. How long are we expected to
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sit by while children of God find their paths
blocked at every point by the forces of bigotry
and discrimination?

This is National Brotherhood Week.
What better way can we find to show our
belief in the principles of Christian
brotherhood than to extend the right to
work, free of diserimination, to our eiti-
zens of every race, creed, and color? To-
day, on Ash Wednesday, the beginning of
the period of penance and sacrifice ob-
served by the Christian church, we can
and should take a stand in support of a
law to permit our brothers to advance
through their own efforts, without dis-
crimination, as far as their ability will
take them.

The idea behind Brotherhood Week,
and behind the whole Christian ethic, is
that we are all children of God. There
was no special provision made in the
Bible for an inferior place in the world
for God’s stepchildren, and we discarded
that idea in America when we passed the
constitutional amendments to set the
slaves free and give them a vote.

At least most of us discarded it.
There are still some people who honestly
believe that slavery was a good idea and
that we should not have abolished it. I
think there are many more people who
believe that, than are willing to say so.
I received a few days ago a copy of a
newspaper called the Southern Conserv-
ative, which made it pretty clear where
the editor stood on this question. She
says:

Southern people know how to get along
with members of the colored race. They
have been doing it suecessfully for more than
a hundred years, and if Communist sym-
pathizers from the North will stop meddling
they will do it for a hundred years more.

Do you remember what the racial issue
was 100 years ago, in the year 1850? The
issue was not, Has the Negro a right to a
job, or has he a right to a vote? It was
simply, Is he a human being? That
was the point at issue in the fugitive-
slave law. And the answer was given
in the Dred Scott decision, “No, he is
not a human being—he is a form of per-
sonal property.”

Most Americans look back with horror
on that era, and the ideas it sought to
perpetuate. Most Americans think that
it was a disgrace that this Nation, con-
ceived in liberty, rhould have suffered
the degradation of human slavery for
more than 70 years—many years after
it ceased to be tolerated by any other civ-
ilized nation in the world. And today
most Americans believe that job discrim-
ination based on race prejudice is a hang-
over from slavery which must and should
be abolished by law, if we are to live up
to our pretensions to be a free counfry.

Not long ago I was talking to a Hindu,
who asked me questions about America
which I could not answer to his satisfac-
tion or mine. He wanted to know why,
when we voted to free the slaves nearly
80 years ago, we still did not assure them
a vote and a job. I could give historical
explanations of the persistence of preju-
dice, but he still shook his head in be-
wilderment.

“How can it be possible,” he asked me
“that after two generations of freedom
and education, you still do not give to
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the colored people civil rights?” It was
a tough question. I hope I can give
a better answer if I meet him again
tomorrow.

Our failure to enact civil rights and
FEPC legislation so far has branded us a
Nation of hypocrites in many parts of
the world. We are trying to win the
confidence of the rest of the world to
form a union of democracies against
communism. Yet we exclude from our
own democracy a large section of our
people who are ready and willing to take
their places in thousands of jobs now
barred to them, not by their incom-
petence, but by prejudice.

A very large portion of the people on
this earth are nonwhite. If America
is the leader of the democratic nations,
and America stands for race prejudice,
why should they support democracy
against communism? Those who howl
the loudest against communism and Rus-
sia are driving millions into the arms
of the Communists by their refusal to
legislate against race discrimination.

I have spent a good deal of time dis-
cussing the problems and principles of
discrimination against the Negro. But
there are many other minorities who suf-
fer unfair oppression in this land of the
free because of their religion, or their
national origin, or the color of their
skin. In addition to the Negro, the
Catholic, the Jew, the American Indian,
the American-born citizen of Asiatic ori-
gin, find it harder to get jobs, or to win
advancement, than the white Protestant.

The President’s Commission on Civil
Rights found that the members of mi-
nority groups were the last hired and the
first fired. The National Community Re-
lations Council found in a 1948 study
that 80 percent of American Jews had
experienced job discrimination. The
United States Census Bureau figures
show that in 1947 unemployment was 3.8
percent among white workers—but 6.7
percent among nonwhites,

I do not propose to quote more figures
to show that there is discrimination to-
day. We all know that there is discrim-
ination. The question before us on this
floor is, Do we approve that discrimina-
tion and seek to perpetuate it? Do we
not want to give people an equal oppor-
tunity to work? Do we want to keep the
best jobs, the advancements, the pay
raises, for a certain kind of Americans?
If there were job equality, it would lead
to proof that there is no fundamental
difference between Jew and Gentile, black
and white. And the case for race preju-
dice would collapse.

So, think the opponents of FEPC, we
must maintain race discrimination in
principle and in practice, to protect the
jobs which we may not be able to hold on
the basis of ability.

This is un-American, un-Christian,
and un-Democratic. It is a policy which
we. as the elected representatives of a
great nation must repudiate. The time
for prejudice is past—long past. As I
said on this floor a few days ago, it 1s now
just four score and seven years since the
Great Emancipator signed the proclama-
tion freeing the slaves. In 87 years we
have failed to give to our minority groups
the full measure of that freedom which
we hoped to bestow upon them at that
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time. Must we wait another 87 before
true equality of opportunity becomes a
reality?

I want to close my remarks with the
words of one of our greatest Presidents—
Franklin D. Roosevelt. In his celebrated
prayer for the United Nations, he con-
cluded:

Yet most of all, grant us brotherhood, not
only for- this day but for all years—a broth-
erhood not of words but of acts and deeds.
We are all of us children of the earth—grant
us that simple knowledge. If our brothers are
oppressed, then we are oppressed. If they
hunger, we hunger. If their freedom is taken
away, our freedom is not secure. Grant us a
common faith that man shall know bread
and peace—that he shall know justice and
righteousness, freedom and security—an
equal opportunity and an equal chance to do
his best. And in that faith, let us march
forward toward the clean world our hands
can make.

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

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.—

SHORT TITLE

Secrionw 1. This act may be cited as the
“Federal Falr Employment Practices Act.”

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that we now adjourn.

The CHATIRMAN. That motion is not
in order in Committee.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. SHAFER) there
were—ayes 105, noes.167.

Mr. SHAFER and Mr. COLMER de-
manded tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. SHAFER and
Mr. POWELL.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
107, noes 179.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment, which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MCCONNELL.

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

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
a point of order. The Chair has recog-
nized the gentleman from Pennsylvania
to offer his amendment. The gentleman
from Mississippi cannot obtain the floor
by means of a preferential motion at this
stage.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi will be recognized after
the amendment has been reported.

The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McCoNNELL:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert “That this act may be cited as the
‘Fair Employment Practice Act."”

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia (Interrupting
the reading of the amendment). Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

Tihe CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.
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Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Is it in order
for this amendment to be read in full
at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. Of course it must
be read in full.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. A further
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman,
At what stage will it be open for amend-
ment? -

The CHAIRMAN. It will be open for
amendment after it has been read. The
Clerk will read the amendment.

Mr. TAURIELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with and that it be printed in the
REecorp at this point.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the amendment.

The Clerk continued to read the
amendment as follows:

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

Szc. 2. The Congress hereby finds and
declares—

(a) That the denying of employment op=
portunities to, and discrimination in employ-
ment against, properly qualified persons by
reason of race, creed, or color is contrary to
the principles of freedom and equality of
opportunity upon which this Nation is built,
deprives the United States of the fullest
utilization of its capacities for production
and defense, and burdens, hinders, and ob-
structs commerce,

(b) That it is the policy of the United
States to bring about the elimination of dis-
crimination because of race, creed, or color
in employment relations.

FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICE COMMISSION

S=c. 8. (a) There is hereby created a com=
mission to be known as the Fair Employment
Practice Commission (hereinafter referred to
as the “Commission'), which shall be com=
posed of five members who shall be appointed
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. One of the original
members shall be appointed for a term of
1 year, one for a term of 2 years, one
for a term of 3 years, one for a term
of 4 years, and one for a term of B
years, but their successors shall be appointed
for terms of 5 years each, except that any
individual chosen to fill a vacancy shall be
appointed only for the unexpired term of the
member whom he shall succeed. The Presi-
dent shall designate one member to serve as
Chairman of the Commission. Any member
of the Commission may be removed by the
President upon notice and hearing for neglect
of duty or malfeasance in office, but for no
other cause.

{b) A vacancy in the Commission shall not
impair the right of the remaining members
to exercise all the powers of the Commission
and three members of the Commission shall
at all times constitute a quorum.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN.
state it.

Mr., RANKIN. The bhill before the
House has not been read. Should this
amendment be adopted would it be read
under the 5-minute rule? Would we
have an opportunity to offer amend-
ments to it?

The CHAIRMAN. It is open for
amendment before it is voted on.

Mr. RANKIN. I understand, but the
Clerk is reading rapidly, and there is so
much eonfusion in the House we cannot
hear what is going on. The Clerk is
reading at a high speed. If we are going

The gentleman will
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to have to vote on this legislation we
ought to have a copy of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is sustained; the Committee is not in
order, The Committee will be in order.

Mr. RANKIN. We ought to have
copies of it so we could at least offer
amendments.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, COLMER. And I am very serious
in propounding it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is sure
of that.

Mr. COLMER. Do I understand that
the whole bill will be read through, that
is, the amendment that the Clerk is now
reading, before any amendments are of-
fered? Or are amendments to be of-
fered at the end of sections as the Clerk
concludes them?

The CHATRMAN. This is an amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania to the bill. The amend-
ment will be read in its entirety and
then will be open for amendment.

~ Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
a further parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Because of the
confusion we were unable to hear, Am
I correct in understanding that this
amendment strikes out all of the com-
mittee bill after the enacting clause?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.  Mr,
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is it not
true that the amendment at the desk is
substantially the bill H. R. 6841, copies
of which are available?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair so un-
derstands, with the exception of section
7 which the Clerk will read.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. So that
it would be possible for Members to fol-
low the reading by getting a copy.

e:‘é‘le CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
I M

The Clerk read as follows:

(¢) The Commission shall have an officlal
seal which shall be judicially noticed.

(d) Each member of the Commission shall
receive a salary at the rate of $12,000 a year,
and shall not engage in any other business,
vocation, or employment.

(e) The principal office of the Commission
shall be in the District of Columbia, but it
may meet and eXercise any or all of its pow-
ers at any other place and may establish
such regional offices as it deems necessary.
The Commission may, by one or more of its
members or by such agents or agencies as
it may designate, conduct any investigation,
proceeding, or hearing necessary to its func-
tions in any part of the United States.

{f) The Commission shall have power—

(1) to appoint such officers and employ-
ees as it deems necessary to assist it in the
performance of its functions;

(2) to cooperate with or utilize regional,
Btate, local, and other agencies and to utilize
voluntary and uncompensated services;

(3) to pay to witnesses whose der ~sitions
are taken or who are summoned before the
Commission or any of its agents or agencles
the same witness and mileage fees as are
paid to witnesses in the courts of the United
States;
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(4) from time to time to make, amend,
and rescind, in such manner prescribed by
the Administrative Procedure Act, such rules
and regulations as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this act;

(5) to serve process or other papers of the
Commission, either personally, by registered
malil, or by leaving a copy at the principal
office or place of business of the person to
be served; and

(6) to make such technical studies as are
appropriate to effectuate the purposes and
policles of this act and to make the results
of such studies available to interested Gov-
ernment and nongovernmental agencies.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 4. (a) It shall be the duty of the
Commission to bring about the removal of
discrimination in regard to hire or tenure,
terms or conditions of employment, or union
membership, because of race, creed, or
color—

(1) by making comprehensive studies of
such diser'mination in different metropoli-
tan districts and sections of the country and
of the effect of such discrimination, and of
the best methods of eliminating it;

{(2) by formulating, In cooperation with
other interested public and private agencies,
comprehensive planc for the elimination of
such discrimination, as rapidly as possible,
in regions or areas where such discrimina-
tion is prevalent;

(3) by publishing and disseminating re-
ports and other information relating to such
discrimination and to ways and means for
eliminating it;

(4) by conferring, cooperating with, and
furnishing technical assistance to employ-
ers, labor unions, and other private and pub-
lic agencies in formulating and executing
policies and programs for the elimination of
such discrimination;

(5) by receiving and Investigating com-
plaints charging any such discrimination
and by Investigating other cases where it
has reason to believe that any such dis-
crimination is practiced; and

(6) by making specific and detailed rec-
ommendations to the interested parties in
any such case as to ways and means for the
elimination of any such discrimination.

(b) The Commission shall at the close of
each flscal year report to the Congress and
to the President describing in detail the in-
vestigations, proceedings, and hearings 1t
has conducted and their outcome, the de-
cisions it has rendered, and the other work
performed by it, and may make such rec-
ommendations for further legislation as may
appear desirable. The Commission may
make such other recommendations to the
President or any Federal agency as it deems
necessary or appropriate to effectuate the
purposes and policies of this act,

INVESTIGATORY POWERS

Bec. 5. (a) For the purpose of all investi-
gations, proceedings, or hearings which the
Commission deems necessary or proper for
the exerclse of the powers vested in it by
this act, the Commission, or its authorized
agents or agencies, shall at all reasonable
times have the right to examine or copy
any evidence of any person relating to any
such investigation, proceeding, or hearing.

(b) Any member of the Commission shall
have power to issue subpenas requiring the
attendance and testimony of witnesses and
the production of any evidence relating to
any investigation, proceeding, or hearing be-
fore the Commission, its member, agent, or
agency conducting such investigation, pro-
ceeding, or hearing.

(c) Any member of the Commission, or
any agent or agency designated by the Com-
mission for such purposes, may administer
oaths, examine witnesses, receive evidence,
and conduct investigations, proceedings, or
hearings.
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(d) Such attendance of witnesses and the
production of such evidence may be re-
quired, from any place in the United States
or any Territory or possession thereof, at
any designated place of hearing.

(e) In case of contumacy or refusal to
obey a subpena issued to any person under
this act, any district court of the United
States or the United States courts of any
Territory or possession, or the District Court
of the United States for the District of Co-
lumbia, within the jurisdiction of which the
investigation, proceeding, or hearing is car-
ried on or within the jurisdiction of which
said person guilty of contumacy or refusal
to obey is found or resides or transacts busi-
ness, upon application by the Commission
shall have jurisdiction to issue to such per-
son an order requiring such person to ap-
pear before the Commission, its member,
agent, or agency, there to produce evidence
if so ordered, or there to give testimony re-
lating to the investigation, proceeding, or
hearing; any failure to obey such order of
the court may be punished by it as a con-
tempt thereof.

(f) No person shall be excused from at-
tending and testifying or from producing
documentary or other evidence in obedience
to the subpena of the Commission, on the
ground that the testimony or evidence re-
quired of him may tend to incriminate him
or subject him to a penalty or forfeiture; but
no individual shall be prosecuted or sub-
jected to any penalty or forfeiture for or
on account of any transaction, matter, or
thing concerning which he is compelled, after
having claimed his privilege against eelf-
incrimination, to testify or produce evidence,
except that such individual so testifying
shall not be exempt from prosecution and
punishment for perjury committed in so
testifying.

DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT BY THE

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

8ec. 6. The Commission shall make a study
and investigation of discrimination in re-
gard to hire, or tenure, terms, or conditions
of employment, in the departments and
agencies of the Federal Government because
of race, creed, or color, and shall recommend
to the Congress a specific plan to eliminate
1t and such legislation as it deems necessary
to eliminate it.

WILLFUL INTERFERENCE WITH COMMISSION

AGENTS

Sgc. 7. Any person who shall willfully re-
sist, impede, or interfere with, any member
of the Commission or any of its agents or
agencles in the performance of duties pur-
suant to this Act shall be punished by a fine
of not more than $5,000 or by imprisonment
for not more than 1 year, or both.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have offered an amendment as a substi-
tute to the Powell bill. This amendment
is a new bill to establish a Fair Employ-
ment Practice Commission. The Com-
mission would have two principal pur-
poses: First, to study the problems and
to recommend a procedure to Congress
for eliminating job discrimination be-
cause of race, creed, or color. Second,
to begin immediately to find methods to
eliminate job discrimination, and to seek
to create employment opportunities for
members of minority groups, without the
use of compulsion.

Mr. Chairman, right here I would like
to digress for just a moment. There is a
reasonable background, in my opinion,
to the idea of an FEPC bill without the
use of compulsion and in this connection
I would like to read from the hearings on
the Federal Fair Employment Practice
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Act before I proceed with the desecription
of the amendment.

During the hearings the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PoweLL] made the
statement to Senator Ives along this
line: “The first actual FEPC law placed
on the statute books anywhere in the
United States was the Ives bill.”

That is the FEPC legislation in New
York. A little later on Senator Ives, who
was the author of the first FEPC legisla-
tion in the United States, made this
statement:

I happen to be one that is convinced that
if you have to enforce this kind of under-
taking by punitive measures, by legal com=-
pulsion, it is going to fail. Unless you can
convince the rank and file of people that it
is inherently right, which it is, and get them
to cooperate in backing it up, your under-
taking cannot succeed.

Then he goes on to say that it is edu-
cational in a broad sense, speaking of the
statute of New York, and also the pro-
posed legislation we are considering to-
day.

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

Mr. McCONNELL, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. JOHNSON. According to the in-
terpretation to be implied, it is this, that
Senator Ives, who was the author of the
New York bill, placed in the bill the prin-
ciple the gentleman is offering here to-
night.

Mr. McCONNELL. I would say that I
could receive just such an idea from that
testimony.

The bill I offer declares a national
policy to eliminate discrimination in em-
ployment relations because of race, creed,
or color. It would establish a Fair Em-
ployment Practice Commission of five
members appointed by the President with
the advice of the Senate. In carrying
out the policy of the act, the Commis-
sion is authorized to make investigations,
hire employees, cooperate with State
agencies and accept voluntary services,
subpena witnesses and pay them mileage
fees, to serve process, to make and re-
scind rules and to make studies and pub-
lish the results of such studies.

Further, the bill imposes upon the
Commission the duty of seeking to elim-
inate job discrimination—

First, by making comprehensive stu-
dies of such discrimination in different
metropolitan districts and sections of the
country and of the effect of such dis-
crimination, and of the best methods of
eliminating it;

Second, by formulating, in cooperation
with other interested public and private
agencies, comprehensive plans for the
elimination of such discrimination, as
rapidly as possible, in regions or areas
where such discrimination is prevalent;

Third, by publishing and disseminat-
ing reports and other information relat-
ing to such discrimination and to ways
and means for eliminating it;

Fourth, by conferring, cooperating
with, and furnishing technical assistance
to employers, labor unions, and other
private and public agencies in formulat-
ing and executing policies and programs
for the elimination of such discrimina-
tion;
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Fifth, by receiving and investigating
complaints charging any such diserim-
ination and by investigating other cases
where it has reason to believe that any
such discrimination is practiced; and

Sixth, by making specific and detailed
recommendations to the interested par-
ties in any such case as to ways and
means for elimination of any such dis-
crimination,

A duty is also imposed on the Commis-
sion to make a report each year to Con-
gress and to the President. In addition
to describing in detail the investigations,
proceedings, and hearings it has con-
ducted and their outcome, the decisions
rendered and the other work performed,
the report may make such recommen-
dations for further legislation as may
appear desirable.

The Commission is given legal power
to make investigations and to examine
relevant records, to subpena evidence
and witnesses from anywhere in the
United States, and to administer oaths.
Federal courts are given jurisdiction to
issue injunctions to enforce the Com-
mission’s subpenas and a complete im-
munity clause is provided to give the
Commission greater freedom in demand-
ing testimony which might otherwise be
unavailable from a witness.

The Commission is also required to
make a study of job discrimination
which may be practiced by the Federal
Government and to recommend a spe-
cific plan to Congress for its elimination,

A $500 fine is provided as a penalty for
anyone who forcibly interferes with a
member or agent of the Commission in
the performance of his duties under the
act.

Most of us agree that the injustices of
diserimination in employment because
of race, creed, or color, should be elimi-
nated. Those of us who egree to this
principle disagree in some respects on
how it can be best accomplished. The
problem, simply stated, is this: “Is the
administrative proecess the proper meth-
od of making and enforcing decisions
where the facts in dispute are simple and
the decision rests largely on the veracity
of witnesses?”

There are practical objections to the
administrative process for this purpose:

First, administrative procedure can
substitute the judgment of a single in-
dividual for that of a jury in deciding
questions of fact and the credibility of
witnesses.

Second, administrative procedure per-
mits a hearing examiner to act as judge
and jury—yet he cannot be removed as
a juryman by a challenge for cause—nor
can he be removed as judege by an alle-
gation of personal bias,

Third, in an administrative proceed-
ing, there are no rules for the admissi-
bility and exclusion of evidence. This
is important because a decision can rest
on any evidence that finds its way into
the record, whether or not it is legal
evidence.

Fourth, a reviewing court cannot re- -

verse an administrative decision unless
it is apparent from the naked record
that the decision is arbitrary or capri-
cious, A court cannot review the facts,
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nor can the court substitute its discre-
tion for that of the administrative
agency. The administrative decision
may rest solely on evidence which would
be barred in a court of law—or evidence
which a jury might have rejected be-
cause it was given by a witness which
was not credible—yet the court cannot
reverse the agency if there is any evi-
dence in the record to support the ad-
ministrative decision.

I do not believe the administrative
procedure provided in the Powell bill in-
sures justice in the enforcement of rules
to eliminate job discrimination because
of race, creed, or color.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
five additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. POWELL. In quoting further
from Senator Ives’ testimony before our
subcommittee, the gentleman did not
read the last paragraph of the section
he was reading, and that paragraph
states:

Naturally, you have to have compulsion
here or nobody will pay any attention to it.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I might ask the gen-
tleman if there has ever been an arrest
in New York State under this law.

Mr. McCONNELL. Well, I can answer
the gentleman right there. There has
been no arrest under State law.

Mr. JAVITS. © Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Senator Ives is the au-
thor of the FEPC bill. In Senate Report
No. 951 he says very distinctly:

The experience of the wartime Commit-
tee on Fair Employment Practices and of
the several State commissions indicates
strongly that appeals for voluntary coopera-
tion are lna.dequate unless supported hy
enforcement powers.

Mr. McCONNELL. I will quote again
50 that we can get it very straight. I do
not want to imply that the Senator is
talking on both sides, but he says here:

I happen to be one that is convinced that
if you have to enforce this kind of under-
taking by punitive measures, by legal com-
pulsion, it is going to fail.

That is very simple language, and I
think we understand English.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. As a matter of fact,
there is a very serious penalty included
in the New York law, is there not?
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Mr, McCONNELL. I understand so.
I call your attention to one change I
have made in my bill before offering it
as a substitute as compared with the bill
I originally put in the hopper. I refer
to page 8, section 7, of H. R. 6841. Origi-
nally it read:

Any person who shall willfully resist, im-
pede, or interfere with, any member of the
Commission or any of its agents or agencies
in the performance of duties pursuant to
this act shall be punished by a fine of not
more than £5,000 or by imprisonment for
not more than 1 year, or both.

I feel that that fine is too heavy. I
have changed the word “willfully” to
“foreibly,” which is the same as in the
Powell bill. I have changed the fine
from $5,000 to $500, which seems to be
more in reason. I have also dropped out
the penalty of “imprisonment for 1
year.”

Mr. POWELL., Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this McConnell amend-
ment is the whole heart of the fight to
pass an FEPC bhill. If this amendment
succeeds, then we will have nothing but
a statement of policy. Inscribed on the
wall over our Press Gallery are the words
of an immortal statesman who once
walked these aisles, Daniel Webster. I
would like to read a further quotation
from Daniel Webster, and that is this:

A law without the penalty is simply good
advice.

If we accept the McConnell amend-
ment we are merely accepting good
advice.

Now, let us get back to Senator Ives,
whom I admire and know personally,
who came before our subcommittee and
gave us possibly the most enlightened
testimony of all. May I read from the
official report of the FEFC subcommittee
at page 63, middle of the page:

I desire, however, most heartily to endorse
this type of legislation. Moreover, I en-
dorse specifically H. R. 4453 as being based on
the principles I have cited.

Then I will go to another point where
the Senator and your humble servant
were having a discussion. Iread the two
paragraphs which the gentleman from
Pennsylvania did not read following the
sentence which he did read:

First, I think, Mr. Chalrman, that your bill
provides for mandatory mediation, concilia-
tion, conferences, and persuasion. That is
very essentlal, that part of it. And you also
provide for these conciliation councils to be
set up in the various communitles, big and
little, in the whole area of the United States,
by which through the voluntary approach
you enlist the support of citizens in those
communities. That is the way it is done.

Naturally, you have to have compulsion
here or nobody will pay any attention to it.
But let me point out this, that if any under-
taking of this kind is ever made and the
emphasis is placed on that aspect of it, the
rest of it will be ignored obviously and the
whole business will crash In defeat.

Following that quotation, may I say
at this point that we do not place the em-
phasis in this bill on compulsion. We
place it on conciliation, mediation, con-
ferences, persuasion, and local councils
set up in the various communities of our
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country whether they are small or large
communities.

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

Mr. POWELL. I yield.

Mr. McCONNELL. I recognize the
value of community action by local
agencies. That is provided in the sub-
stitute bill which I have offered. I would
like to ask the gentleman this one ques-
tion: How many cases have come hefore
the FEPC Commission in New York
State?

Mr. POWELL. I think 1,047 as of
January this year.

Mr. McCONNELL. How many were
settled?

Mr. POWELL, The actual statistics
are here in my committee’s report. I
can find them in a minute,

Mr. McCONNELL. I thought the
gentleman had them at hand, and will
not ask him to go to that trouble. Does
the gentleman know how many cases
were dismissed?

Mr. POWELL. I think, roughly, about
one-third were dismissed.

Mr. McCONNELL. One-third of ap-
proximately a thousand cases?

Mr. POWELL. 1,047.

Mr. McCONNELL., Isthat for the city
of New York?

Mr. POWELL. No, for the State of
New York.

Mr. McCONNELL. Out of millions
and millions of people, then, they have
only found those few cases of discrimi-
nation?

Mr. POWELL. That is right.

Mr. McCONNELL. Ifseems rather re-
markable. I wonder where the wide-
spread discrimination is, then, under a
method where compulsion generally has
not been used.

Mr. POWELL. Some of these cases
involve thousands of workers. Some of
them involve plants which may employ
10 or 15 thousand people, such as the
telephone company, for instance,
which is a State-wide company.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for five additional
minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POWELL. Further, our own Leg-
islative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress last year made an impartial
report on antidiscrimination legislation.
Listen to this quotation:

In company after company, in spite of
theoretical willingness to employ Negroes, it
took the law to get the employers past the
hump of dreading what customers and other
employees might say. So the mere passage
of a law with teeth in it, hefore any actual
attempt to enforce it, brings some changes
in employment practices in order to con-
form.

In other words, as the commissioners
of New York State, Massachusetts, and
other States which have FEPC, testified
before our committee, we have not had
to use the power, but because we had the
power, we have been able to persuade
and conciliate and mediate a little bit
better,
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Further, may I also give you an ex-
ample from the city of Chicago. The city
of Chicago has an FEPC with no enforce-
ment power. This is the report of the
Illinois Inter-Racial Commission last
year, reporting on the FEPC:

‘With few exceptlons, the 91 firms analyzed,
which supplied goods and services to the city
of Chicago on a contract basis, violate their
signed pledge to adhere to fair-employment
practice.

The State of Oregon passed an FEPC
law with no compulsion. After it was in
effect for some time they found out it did
not work. Last year the Oregon Legis-
lature revised the State FEPC law which
had no compulsion and put sanctions in
that law.

Mr. McCONNELL, Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POWELL. I yield.

Mr. McCONNELL. If such a position
was found to be necessary in the future,
the way would be open for such amend-
ment,

Mr. POWELL. Certainly. Very nicely
said. You halfway agree with us. I
appreciate that fact, because in the Sev-
enty-ninth Congress the gentleman from
Pennsylvania was one of those who
helped us write the present law that we
now have. He was in favor of it then.

Mr. McCONNELL., Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. POWELL. I yield.

Mr, McCONNELL. I did not help write
the present bill. I agreed that some type
of compulsion was necessary at that
time.

Mr. PFPOWELL. That is correct.

Mr. McCONNELL. But I have become
more wise as I have become older.
Therefore, I realized that compulsion
was not necessary.

Mr. POWELL. Some people grow old
two ways. I have grown older also.

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

Mr. POWELL. I yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Is not the crux
of the issue defined by the alinement
on the gentleman's substitute? I think
it is obvious to everyone that the over-
whelming majority who oppose any kind
of FEPC will support the gentleman's
substitute—that is, the substitute
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. POWELL. That remains to be
seen, But if it is true that those who
are against any kind of FEPC will sup-
port the gentleman’s amendment, then
it is obvious that it is nothing but a
subterfuge to kill FEPC, I can assure
you that the people of this Nation who
are in favor of FEPC are not in favor of
the McConnell substitute about which
they know nothing. They are in favor
of H. R. 4453 which has been before them
for 6 years, since the Seventy-ninth
Congress.

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

Mr, POWELL. I yield.

Mr, MASON. When the gentleman
says that this halfway amendment that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McConneLL] is offering is a subterfuge

Chairman,
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and that anyone who supports it is sup-
porting it as a subterfuge, I disagree.

Mr, POWELL. May I correct that. I
said the majority of the people in this
Chamber who are against any form of
FEPC will probably support the McCon-
nell substitute.

Mr. MASON. I am one of those who
is opposed to FEPC. The logic is, if I
have to take it I would rather take it in
a mild form than in the full form.

Mr. POWELL. Yes, that is the truth,
you want FEPC when it means nothing;
when it is weak; when it is sugar-coat-
ed; when it is, as Daniel Webster said,
nothing but “good advice.”

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POWELL, I yield. g

Mr, O'TOOLE. The gentleman means
he would rather take Castoria than cas-
tor oil.

Mr. POWELL. That is it.

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

Mr, POWELL., I yield.

Mr, MORTON. By the same token, if
you can accept half a loaf it is better
than no loaf at all.

Mr. POWELL. I have never sub-
scribed to that opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr, PowELL]
has expired.

Mr. STEED. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STEED as a sub-
stitute for the McConnell amendment: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert:

“DECLARATION OF POLICY

“Sec., 2. It is hereby declared to be the
policy of the United States—

“(1) to eliminate discrimination because
of race, religion, color, national origin, or
ancestry in regard to (A) opportunity for
employment, (B) tenure, terms, or condi-
tions of employment, or (C) membership in
labor organizations; and

“(2) to encourage to the fullest possible
extent & policy of mnondiscrimination
throughout industry,

“FUNCTIONS OF THE SECRETARY OF LABOR

“Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary of Labor (re-
ferred to in this act as the “Secretary”)
shall—

“(1) recelve and Investigate complaints
charging any discrimination of the nature
described in clause (1) of section 2 (referred
to in this act as “discrimination”), and in-
vestigate other cases where he has reason to
believe discrimination is practiced;

*(2) endeavor, by methods of mediation
and conciliation, to eliminate any discrimi-
nation disclosed by any such investigation;

*“(3) investigate and study the character,
causes, and extent of discrimination in
zeneral;

“(4) formulate plans for eliminating dis-
crimination, after studying the best methods
to accomplish that end;

“(5) publish and disseminate (without re-
gard to section 306 of the Penalty Mail Act
of 1948) reports of the results of such studles
and investigations in such form as may be
most useful in accomplishing the policy de-
clared in section 2; and

*“(8) cooperate with employers and labor
prganizations, and other private and public
agencles, in formulating programs, educa-
tional and otherwise, to eliminate discrimi-
nation.

*“(b) In the performance of his functions
under this act the Secretary may utilize the
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services of voluntary and uncompensated
personnel.

“{c) The United States Employment Serv-
ice shall cooperate fully with the Secretary
in effectuating the poilcy declared in sec-
tion 2.

“MINORITIES EMPLOYMENT BUREAU

“Sec. 4. There 1s hereby created in the De-
partment of Labor a Minorities Employment
Bureau, to be headed by a Director who shall
be appointed by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and
shall be pald a salary of § a year. The
Director shall perform, under the direction
and supervision of the Secretary, such of the
Becretary's functions under this act as the
Secretary may delegate to him,

“LOCAL ADVISORY COUNCILS

“Sec. b. The Secretary may create such
local, reglonal, and State advisory councils
as in his judgment will aid in carrying out
the policy declared in section 2, Any council
8o created shall, at the request of the Sec-
retary, (1) study the general problem, and
investigate specific instances, of discrimina-
tion in the area for which it is created; (2)
foster, through community effort or other-
wise, good will, cooperation, and conciliation
among the various groups and elements of
the population of such area; and (3) make
recommendations to the Secretary with re-
spect to his functions under this act. Each
member of a local advisory council shall be
appointed by the Secretary from among resi-
dent citizens of the area for which the coun-
cil is created, and shall serve without pay,
but shall be reimbursed under Government
travel regulations for expenses Iincurred
while performing dutlies under this section
away from his place of residence. The Sec-
retary may, without regard to the civil-serv-
ice laws or the Classification Act of 1923,
employ and fix the compensation of such
technical and clerical employees as may be
necessary to asslst advisory councils under
this section.

“NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

“Sgc. 6. The Secretary may create a Na-
tional Advisory Council on Minority Prob-
lems to consult with him and make recom=-
mendations to him in regard to his functions
under this act. The Council shall be com=
posed of not more than seven members to
be appointed by the Secretary, representing
employers, employees, and the public. The
number of members representing employers
shall equal the number representing em-
ployees. Each member of the Council shall
be paid compensation at the rate of $25 per
day while engaged in the performance of
duties under this section and shall be reim-
bursed under Government travel regulations
for expenses Incurred while so engaged away
from his place of residence. The Council
shall have access to all files and records of
the Minorities Employment Bureau.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec. 7. As soon as practicable after the
close of each fiscal year the Secretary shall
submit to Congress and to the President a
report covering his activities under this act
for such year, together with such further
information and recommendations for fur-
ther legislation with respect to the policy
declared in section 2 as he deems advisable.”

Mr. EEEFE (interrupting the reading
of the amendment). Mr., Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. KEEFE. Would it be proper to
offer a pro forma amendment during the
reading of this amendment by sections?
Or must we wait until the entire amend-
ment is read?

The CHAIRMAN. This amendment
will have to be read in full.
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(The Clerk concluded reading the
amendment.)

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. Steep] is recog-
nized.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, a pref-
erential motion.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, may
I ask whether amendments pending at
the desk to the substitute offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania will still
be in order after the amendment to the
substitute is voted upon?

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, a pref-
erential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
turn the legislation to the committee
with the enacting clause stricken out.

The CHAIRMAN. That motion is not
in order at this time. The gentleman
;liasay move that the Committee do now

e.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. SHAFER) there
were—ayes 113, noes 180.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr, Chairman, I de-
mand tellers. L

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. POWELL and
Mr. SHAFER,

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
118, noes 161.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. WILSON of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr,
StEep] be permitted to proceed for five
additional minutes in order to explain
his amendment.

Mr. CORBETT. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, and I am not
going to object at this time, I feel that
further talk on this subject is of no avail.
They have already taken polls as to how
they are going to vote, so I am serving
notice that from here on I shall object to
requests for additional time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, we have
been hearing quite a bit of talk here this
afternoon about where this FEPC bill
came from. Unfortunately, we have had
to listen to more beautiful speeches on
the theory and philosophy of FEPC and
we have heard very little about what is
actually in the bill behind that label.

As to the original bill, H. R. 4453, that
is now before us, if you will turn to page
70 of the printed hearings I think you
will find the answer to where this bill
came from. I should like to read a few
lines from that page for you. It starts
at the top of the page with Senator Ives
saying this:

Benator Ives. May I ask a guestion of you,

Mr. Chairman? Are you going to have
Charles Tuttle down here?
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Mr. Powgerr., Charles Tuttle will be the
next witness on Tuesday for the State com-
missions.

Senator Ives. With all due respect to
everybody else, he is the most valuable wit-
ness that you will be able to get before you,
because he has had direct experience for
many years in this fleld; he is an eminent
lawyer. He largely drafted—in fact, he com-
pletely drafted—the New York statute—and
he is the one who has done more in drafting
the bill you have and the bill I have than
any such other person.

Mr. PoweLL., Including ourselves.

Senator Ives. That is right.

So if you want to know who wrote this
monstrosity, you can give the credit to
Charles Tuttle, whoever he may be.

Mr. JAVITS and Mr. KEATING rose.

Mr. STEED. I cannot yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to explain
to the gentleman who Charles Tuttle is.

Mr. STEED. The amendment I have
offered is better known to the Members
of this House as the Hays bill. All I did
was to take that bill, H. R. 6668, and
change the title the gentleman from
Arkansas had, of “Minorities Employ-
ment Act,” to a title I liked better, the
“Fair Employment Practices Act.”

Actually the basic philosophy behind
my amendment is the same as that be-
hind the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mc-
ConnerL]. I think in all the main fea-
tures involved here he and I are in abso-
lute agreement. The major difference
between our bills is largely in the
mechanics of how a program would oper-
ate. Isaid a while ago that I did not have
much time under general debate and
had hoped that some of the Members
who did have some time would actually
go into some the language that is in the
bill H. R. 4453. It is a sad and tragic
thing that the Members of the House
and the people of the country have not
had an opportunity to have this whole
thing explained to them and find out
actually what we are trying to do here
behind this label called FEPC. I have
tried every way I know to get the atten-
tion of the Members of the House and
the people of the country diverted from
that label and directed to this proposed
law.

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

Mr. STEED. 1 yield.

Mr. REDDEN. Is there anything in
the platform of either the Democratic or
Republican Party advocating FEPC legis-
lation from which we can infer that
either of those parties intended to pro-
mote this type of legislation and to pro-
vide its enforcement by penalty of law?

Mr. STEED. I will answer the gentle-
man in this way: Anywhere that you
see anything stated about this in the
party platforms, they state their belief
in a principle, and not a law to carry out
that principle.

The most sincere people in the world
would not want to do what is being done
and what will be done if this bill passes,
because this bill is not going to do for
the minorities of this country what I
give all you gentlemen who are fighting
their battle credit for wanting done. I
think it is time that we stopped and gave
some consideration to that. That is why
I offered this substitute amendment be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

cause I could not find any way to amend
this bill.

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

Mr. STEED. 1 yield.

Mr. SUTTON. Is it not a matter of
fact that the President of the United
States said no s. 0. b. can tell him whom
to hire or fire?

Mr. STEED. The gentleman knows as
much about that as I do.

The proposition that I am trying to
impress upon you is when you are asked
to vote for the substitute for this bill, we
are not trying to kill off the FEFC. We
are trying to kill off this bill that calls
itself an FEPC bill. For instance, I
called your attention to two or three
things in the bill a while ago. I am a
member of the Committee on Education
and Labor and so far as I know, if any
member of that committee knows any-
thing at all about what is in this bill he
found it out outside of the committee be-
cause he had no opportunity to find out
what was in it in the committee; because
it was jammed through, and very little
consideration was given to it, and only
one liftle amendment was considered.

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman refers
to a particular bill. There are three bills
before us.

Mr. STEED. Iam talking about H. R.
4453. I am talking about the Powell bill.

For instance, I would want to call your
attention to some of the things in this
bill. Section (a) of section 7 at page 11
of the Powell bill, in part, reads as
follows:

The Commission is empowered as herein-
after provided to prevent any person from
engaglng in any unlawful employment prac=
tice as set forth In section 5.

Now, get this. I have not found any-
body in the Congress, and I have talked
to all those old-timers, who have said
that they ever heard or saw anything
like this in a bill before. It says:

This power shall be exclusive and shall
not be affected by any other means of ad-
justment or prevention that has been or may
be established by agreement, code, law or
otherwise.

If my interpretation of that is correct,
and it is borne out by numerous people
that I have discussed it with, we are in
fact saying here that we can never even
amend this law. What is an act of Con-
gress but a law? A State code or a col-
lective bargaining agreement could be
thrown aside if it conflicted with the
ideas that any of these Commissioners
had under the vast power that they are
given here. Some labor leaders have en-
dorsed this bill. I think after they know
what is in it, and if it ever becomes a
law, they will have some hard explaining
to do to their unions when they find out
in effect that they have sold the labor
unions down the river, and have fixed it
so that the Commission could take a col-
lective bargaining agreement and rip it
to pieces.

There is a little about section 14 that
I want to talk about. You have to read
these hearings over and over to find out
what they mean. I finally found in the
testimony of Professor Davis, a professor
of Lincoln University, who was in the
FEPC during wartimes. He complained

2223

about that section because he said it left
it open so that a man might get a jury
trial. He said he did not think a man
ought to have a jury trial; that he ought
to be completely at the mercy of the
Commission.

What I interpret that to be—and I
have found no one to dispute it—it means
that if an employee becomes dissatisfied
when his employer tries to follow this
law and hires somebody to work with
him that he does not like, he says, “All
right, thank God this is a free country,
I am going to quit.” Under section 14
he would be subject to a fine of $500 and
imprisonment. I am talking about the
workingman now; not the employer.

There are a lot of things in this bill
that ought to be discussed at length. I
am one man in this House who went to
the Rules Committee and asked for a rule
to try to get us enough time to discuss
it. I am sorry we could not get it that
way.

The mere fact that I am talking about
this bill does not mean I do not have
any interest in the minorities of this
country. I will check my vote on civil
rights with anybody in this House, I
have done everything I could to get it
up here. This is a real problem in my
district. As editor of a newspaper I
have been criticized when I tried to do
something for the undercog. I probably
have as many minority groups in my
district as anybody here. Between the
colored people and the Indians, I have
a large minority vote. But I talked to
them about this bill, and, with few ex-
ceptions, they told me that they pre-
ferred a voluntary program. We are
making progress in my State in a volun-
tary way. If we ever had the misfortune
of having this bill become the law of
this land, every liberal man in the South
who is trying to bring about better rela-
tions will be made to look silly, He will
have no defense.

I want to explain to you what the
amendment I have offered does. It
simply does this: It sets up in the De-
partment of Labor an agency that has
the right to take cognizance of com-
plaints of discrimination. It gives it the
power to investigate the merits of those
complaints. It gives it the power to
make those complaints known.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED]
has expired.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

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

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my time may
be extended 5 minutes.

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

Mr. RANKIN. I was afraid of that.
The gentleman does not seem to want
Congress to have all the facts concern-
ing this vicious measure.

Mr. Chairman, this FEPC bill is the
most dangerous piece of communistic
legislation with which this country has
ever been threatened.
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That demonstration of protest you
heard just then came from the Reds, or
fellow travelers, in the gallery, who are
down here pushing this measure.

They seem to have a mandate.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Lesinsk1], who objected to my having an
additional 5 minutes, said before the
Rules Committee that this bill was not
directed at the people of the South, but
was directed at the people of the North-
ern States. That is where your trouble
is going to come from. If it became a
law, it will do more to demoralize indus-
try, it will do more to discourage men
who are trying to carry on the business
enterprises of this Nation than anything
that has ever occurred.

Oh, I know some of these gentlemen
who are behind the iron curtain—that
is, in New York, Massachusetts, Rhode
Island, Connecticut, and New Jersey—
who have this FEPC bill on their statute
books, hanging like a sword of Damocles
over the head of every businessman, want
to force it on you people in other sections
of the country.

They tried it in Ohio twice. We sent
the members of the Legislature of Ohio
the information and beat it both times,
even though the Governor had a major-
ity of his own party in the legislature the
last time and was leading the fight for it.

In Pennsylvania, with the Governor
and the majority of his own party in con-
trol when they tried to put it over on the
people of Pennsylvania, we sent them the
information and they defeated it in two
legislatures.

In Michigan, where they are trying
now to demoralize the industries of
Michigan with this kind of stuff, they
tried to pass it there, and the Legislature
of Michigan killed it; they voted it down
or voted for a referendum that they knew
the court would not uphold.

In the State of Illinois they did the
same thing. .

In the State of Minnesota they recent-
1y tried to pass it, with all the help they
could get from both these Members of
the House and the other body, and the
legislature killed it as dead as Hector.

They tried the same thing in Colorado
last year and they killed it in the Legis-
lature of Colorado.

They put it on the ballot in California
and it lost by a clear majority in every
single individual county in California.

You eould not pass it in a single county
in a single State of this Union if you gave
the people the right to vote on it and in-
formed them what it means, and every
one of you know it.

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

Mr. R . Iyield to my colleague
from Georgia.

Mr. COX. I wish to suggest to the
gentleman that he not overlook the fact
that the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MarcanTonIO] let the cat out of the bag
when he truthfully said the purpose of
this bill was to overfhrow white su-
premacy everywhere.

Mr. RANEKIN. I inserted in the Rec-
oRrRD yesterday some of the regulations
under the New York law. I do not have
time to read them—but I sent to New
York and got them. They have a gang
of snoopers going around tantalizing the
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business people of New York. I do not
care what they tell you. I sent and got
those regulations, and I read 18 of them
into the Recorp, things that you could
not ask an applicant for employment; I
read them into the Recorp; and those
facts, when brought to the attention of
the legislators in Pennsylvania, Illinois,
Ohio and other States were largely re-
sponsible for killing it.

You had one here in Washington.
What are you gentlemen talking about?
They had one right here in the city of
‘Washington.

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

Mr. RANKIN. I cannot yield.

They had one set up here in Wash-
ington by Executive order. It was a
hideous monstrosity. You Republicans
helped us Democrats kill it by defeating
the appropriation, because it was set up
by Executive order and stacked with
racial minorities. Youknow that. Why
do you not come across now and help us
bury this thing while you have a chance,
and not wreck the business interests of
America?

If this thing passes, and becomes law,
it is going to result in driving business
enterprise out of the United States; they
will move into Canada; they will move
into Mexico; they will move into Eng-
land; they will move into Europe. If
you pass this erazy measure, you will
be doing the business interests of Amer-
ica the greatest harm you could possibly
visit upon them,

Another thing, you people are always
talking about the Negroes. You do not
give a tinker’s dam about the Negro, or
you would not be baiting them this way,
using the Negro as a smoke screen. The
Negroes have never been treated better
in all the history of mankind than they
are treated in the southern States to-
day. You are doing them infinite harm
with this agitation.

The truth is that this legislation is
not even intended to benefit the Negroes,
and everyone of you know it.

This measure is being sponsored by a
communistic element that has flooded
into this country from Russia and what
are now Soviet satellite states.

Many of them are outright Commu-
nists and are using this measure as one
of their methods of undermining this
Government and destroying the Ameri-
can way of life,

I pointed out a moment ago that the
people in certain States in the North-
east, such as New York, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, and Rhode Island, had this
vicious measure imposed upon them
without having an opportunity to be
heard or to vote upon it. The indica-
tions are that if the supreme courts of
those States ever get a chance to pass on
them, these vicious laws will be declared
unconstitutional.

Some time ago I read into the Recorp
18 of the regulations under the New
York law, showing what you cannot ask
an applicant for work under the FEPC
Act in that State.

I am reinserting those remarks at this
point, and I defy any Member of Con-
gress to submit those 18 questions to the
people of his district, and then get their
approval for a measure of this kind.
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If we were taking a secret ballot on
this bill, I daresay it would not get 50
votes in this House. Members who are
supporting it are praying that it will
either be defeated in the House or that
it will be buried in the Senate. It is use-
less to try to water it down with amend-
ments. All the perfumes of Arabia
would not sweeten it sufficiently to make
it palatable to patriotic Americans, who
know what this vicious measure means.

In order that everyone who reads this
REecorp may have the full picture before
him of what this communistic monstros-
ity would do to the American people as
a whole, and how the people feel where
they have had an opportunity to vote on
it, or where their legislators have had an
opportunity to vote on it, after being
fully informed, I am inserting as a part
of these remarks my speech in the House
on Tuesday, February 21, including my
remarks of February 13, 1947, and of
July 12, 1945.

I hope every Member of this body will
read them before he votes, and every
Member of the other body will study
them carefully, if this monstrosity ever
reaches the floor at the other end of the
Capitol.

In addition to reciting the regulations
under the FEPC in New York, I am also
showing what white Americans had to
endure under the FEPC which was set
a1p here in Washington by Executive or-
der—until the Congress killed it by re-
fusing to appropriate money for its
maintenance.

The speech referred to reads as fol-
lows:

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, if George Wash-
ington could come back tomorrow and see
the communistic FEPC program that is being
proposed on his birthday, and especially if
he could look up and see that hideous dis-
tortion of the United States seal, and the
American eagle, right over our heads, he
would be shocked beyond measure.

The FEPC bill which is to come before the
House tomorrow is the most dangerous piece
of communistic legislation with which this
country has ever been threatened.

If it should become a law, it would do more
to drive industry out of this country than
anything else that has ever been done by
the Congress of the United States.

CALIFORNIA

Remember that it was referred to the peo-
ple of California for a popular vote, and was
defeated by a clear majority in every single
individual county in the State.

Are you Members from California now go-
ing to vote to impose this hideous mon-
strosity on your people who have gaid by their
votes, by more than a million majority, and
by a clear majority in every single individual
county in the State, that they do not want it?

PENNSYLVANIA

Are you Members from Pennsylvania go-
ing to vote to impose this monstrosity on
your people after the legislature of your
great State has killed it twice?

Do you want to drive industries out of
Pennsylvania by harassing them with a pro-
gram of this kind that could not pass the
Legislature of Pennsylvania?

OHIO

Do you Members from Ohio want to force
this monstrosity on your people after the
legislature of your State has killed it twice?

Do you want to drive your industries to
Canada, or to some other foreign country by
bharassing them with this monstrosity?
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Remember that this is going to be an issue
in every congressional district in the United
States in the primaries this year.

MICHIGAN

Do you Members from Michigan want to
drive your industries out of the country by
imposing *his monstrosity on your people,
after your legislature refused to pass it?

If you were to place it on the ballot in the
State of Michigan, Pennsylvania, Ohlo, or any
other State in the Union, and let the people
vote on it, they would kill it in every county
Just as they did in California.

ILLINOIS

Do you Members from Illinols want to
impose it on your people after your legisla-
ture has kllled it as dead as Hector?

Do you want to run industries out of
Illinols and across the border into Canada,
or to some other forelgn country?

You know, and I know, that 1t would not
carry in a single county in Illinois, if left
to a popular vote and explained to the people
who would do the voting on it.

MINNESOTA

They tried to pass it through the Legisla-
ture of Minnesota last year, but when the
members of the legislature of that Btate
found out what It meant they refused to
pass it.

Are you Members from Minnesota now
going to impose it on your people and drive
your industries across the line into a foreign
country?

It would not pass in a single county in
Minnesota if left to a popular vote.

COLORADO

Take the State of Colorado. They tried
to pass it through the Legislature of Colorado
last year and failed,

Are you Members from Colorado now going
to vote to impose It on your people, when
the legislature has sald they do not want
it, and when you know it would not pass
in a single county in Colorado by a popular
vote?

The same thing applies to every other
State from Iowa to Maine, from North Da-
kota to Florida,

You cannot pass this thing in a single
county in a single State in this country if
left to a popular vote of the people if they
are told what it means.

NEW YORK

They rammed this measure through the
Legislature of New York and appointed a
commission to enforce it, with the result
that they have tantalized and annoyed the
business people of New York beyond measure,
The best thing the Legislature of New York
could do would be to repeal it.

If they had left it to a vote of the people
of New York, it would have been buried
worse than it was in California.

And the same thing would have happened
in Massachusetts, New Jersey, Connecticut,
and Rhode Island.

I am inserting at this point excerpts from
a speech which I made on this FEPC in New
York in 1947, and am setting out 18 different
questions that you cannot ask a person seek-
ing employment in that State.

I want every Member to read them and see
whether or not he would like to have these
restrictions, these paralyzing restrictions,
imposed upon the people of his own State.

Here are some of the things you cannot
do under the law of New York:

“Unlawful employment practices before
hiring anybody.”

Those words are written in capitals, and
here is the first unlawful practice:

“First:

“‘Inquire into the original name of the
applicant for employment, whose name has
been changed by court proceedings or other-
wise.

“If you inquire as to his name or what his
name used to be you violate the law., ¥ou
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commit an unlawful practice. For instance,
take this man who writes for PM, who calls
himself I. F. Stone. His name was Isadore
Feinstein, as Cordell Hull once pointed out.
Suppose he comes to you asking for employ-
ment and you ask him that question. Then
you will have committed an unlawful act.

“Second. Here is the next one:

“It would be unlawiul practice to make
“inquiry into the birthplace of the applicant
for employment, the birthplace of his par-
ents, spouse, or other close relative.’

“How would you like that in Iowa, Illinols,
Texas, or Nebragska? In California I know
you do not llke it, because you have just
voted on it.

“Third. Here Is the next unlawful practice:

“ ‘Requirement that the applicant for em-
ployment produce a birth certificate or bap-
tismal certificate.’

“That would be an unlawful practice under
this FEPC Act in New York.

“I was surprised to see Governor Dewey get
his mustache in the wringer on this proposi-
tion. I do not see how he is ever going to get
loose from it.

“Mr. MasoN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

“Mr. RaNEIN. I yleld.

“Mr. MasoN. What about this requirement
during the war that every person employed
in certain industries had to prove that he
was born here before he could get a job?

“Mr. Rangin. Certainly. If we had had
this law all over the country then, the Japs
would have had a spy at the elbow of every
man in a key position; so would the Germans,
and so would every other enemy country.

“I thank the gentleman from Illinois for
his timely suggestion.

“Fourth. It is an unlawful practice in New
York, under this law, to make ‘inquiry into
the religious denomination of an applicant
for employment, his religious affiliations, his
church, parish pastor, or religious holidays
observed. Ingquiry into whether an applicant
for employment is an atheist.

“Inquiry into whether an applicant for em-
ployment is an atheist 1s forbidden, although
you may be publishing literature for the
Methodist Church, the Baptist Church, or
any other denomination.

“Fifth. Another thing, an applicant for
employment—and I am reading from the
rules lald down by this commission:

‘“‘An applicant for employment may not
be told that this is a Catholie, Protestant, or
Jewish organization.’

*“In other words, if you are in the business
of publishing religious literature, you cannot
even give him that information under this
law which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
DIRKSEN| now proposes for the whole coun-
try, including Illinois.

“8Sixth. Here is another unlawful practice:

“‘An applicant for employment may not
be told that the following holidays will be
observed by the firm and no others, naming
the holidays; e. g., Decoration Day and July
the Fourth, ete.'

“You cannot tell them under the laws,
rulings, and regulations of the State of New
York that they may observe the Fourth of
July.

“Seventh. Here is another unlawful prac-
tice:

“An applicant for employment may not be
told that employees are required to work
Rosh Hashana and Yom Kippur.'

“Frankly, I did not know there were any
such days until the last few years.

“Eighth. Another thing, It 1s an unlawful
practice under this New York law to make
‘inquiry into the complexion of an applicant
for employment.’

“Inquire into his complexion and you are
likely to get yourself tangled up with the
law of the State of New York.

“Ninth. Here 1s another unlawful practice:

‘‘Requirement that an applicant for em-
ployment annex a photograph.’
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“That would be an unlawful employment
practice. You are not supposed to know how
he looks.

“Remember, this 1s not in Russla, but in
New York.

“Mr. MasonN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yleld?

“Mr. RangIN. I yield.

“Mr. Masow. And yet the State Depart-
ment, in order to grant a visa, requires a
photograph of the person to be presented
with his application.

“Mr. RanzIN. Certainly, and they ought to
do so. Much as I respect the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois |[Mr. Mason], I cer-
tainly would not want to employ him unless
I knew how he looked. If I had never seen
him, I would certainly want to see his
picture.

“Tenth. Here is another unlawful practice:

“‘Inquiry whether an applicant for em-
ployment is a naturalized or native-born
citizen; the date when the applicant acquired
citizenship; whether the applicant’s parents
or spouse are naturalized or native-born citi-
zens of the United States; the date when
such parents or spouse acquired citizenship.’

“You cannot inguire into those questions
under this FEPC law in New York.

“Eleventh. Here is another unlawful prac-
tice:

“‘Requirement that an applicant for em-
ployment produce his naturalization papers
or first papers.’

“He may lie to you and tell you that he is
a naturalized citizen, but you cannot ask to
see his papers.

“Twelfth. Another unlawful practice in
New York is to ‘inquire into the lineage of
an applicant for employment, his ancestry,
or national origin.

“You remember a few years ago the Dallas
News inserted an advertisement for a col-
ored janitor, and this FEPC outfit down the
street ordered them to take it out; sald it
was an unlawful practice.

“One member of this FEPC outfit here in
Washington went into the office of Swift &
Co. in Chicago. This FEPC man asked them:
‘How many Negroes do you have on your
board of directors?"

“The answer was ‘None.’

“Then the FEPC man asked him: ‘Why
haven't you?

“That was the FEPC down here in Wash-
ington a few years ago before it dled be-
cause a few radicals could not browbeat
Congress into perpetuating it.

“But it is now In force in the State of
New York.

“Thirteenth, Here Is another unlawiul
practice under the New York law:

“‘Inquiry into the location of places of
business of relatives of an applicant for
employment.’

“Fourteenth. It is an unlawful practice to
make ‘inquiry into the place of residence
of the parents, spouse, or other close rela-
tives of an applicant for employment.’

“I am reading from the records at Albany.

“Fifteenth. Here is another unlawful prac-
tice:

“‘Inquiry into the maiden name of the
wife of a male applicant for employment
and/cr inquiry into the maiden name of the
mother of a male or female applicant for
employment.’

“The other day we had the Eislers down
here. One of them has been shown to be
representing the Comintern, according to his
glster's testimony. He has a brother out in
California who seems to be polisoning the
public mind through the moving-picture
industry. He tries to defend his brother
and refers to this woman as ‘my former
sister.’ If you wanted to employ any of
them and check the name of at least one
of them as given here, you could not inguire
into those names at all—if you are trying to
do business in the State of New York—even
though one of them has a half dozen allases.
You could not even ask where they came
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from or when they got here or when they
changed their names.

“Sixteenth. Here is another unlawful prac-
tice in New York:

“ ‘Inquiry into the general military experi-
ence of an applicant for employment.’

“Seventeenth. I wish every ex-serviceman
could read that, and the next one.

“Here it is: It is an unlawful practice to
make ‘inquiry into the whereabouts of an
applicant for employment during the First
World War, 1. e., during the period from 1914
to 1919.'

“In other words, inquiry as to his where-
abouts in the period from 1914 to 1919 is
forbidden as an unlawiful practice in the
State of New York.

“Is that what you want in Colorado? Is
that what you want in Massachusetts?

“Mr. Grrrorp. We have it.

“Mr. RANKIN, Get rid of it, and we will
help you.

“Is that what you want in Eansas, in
Ohio, and in other States?

“Let your States vote on it. Michigan is
going to vote on it right away. If you will
tell the people of Michigan the whole truth,
let them know the whole truth about this
monstrosity, I will guarantee you they will
beat it worse than they did in California.

“Eighteenth. Here is another unlawiul

ice:

“‘Inguiry into the organizations of which
an applicant for employment is & member,
including organizations the name or char-
acter of which indicates the religion, race,
or national origin of its members.’

“I presume, if they should ask me if I
am a member of the Masonic Lodge, I could
have them jerked up and brought before
this inquisition board or probably prosecuted
at various places throughout the country.

“Mr. Speaker, I am not criticizing the peo-
ple of New York. I have long since learned
in going from one State to another that real
Americans are about the same everywhere. I
believe if they had a vote on it the people
of New York would beat it, just as they did
in California.

“They are having a vote on it in Michigan
because a little minority group has been
attempting to browbeat the Legislature of
Michigan into passing it. I dare say when
it goes on the ballot in Michigan and the
people of Michigan understand what it
means they will defeat it more thoroughly
than they did in California. The same thing
would happen in probably every other State
in the Union.

“Mr. AveusT H. ANDRESEN, Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield.

“Mr. RaNkiN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

“Mr. Avcust H. ANDRESEN. Will the gen-
tleman tell us what the penalties are in New
York?

“Mr. RANEIN. In addition to being harassed
to death with orders and directives to cease,
desist, rehire, and so forth, there is a pun-
ishment provided of ‘imprisonment in a
penitentiary or county jail for not more than
1 year or by fine of not more than £500, or
by both.’

“Mr. GrFrorp. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

“Mr. RaNEIN. I yleld to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

*“Mr. Grrrorp. I want to remind the gen-
tleman that we have that law in Massachu-
setts.

“Mr. RaNxIN. T was afrald of that.

“Mr. GrFForp. I was thoroughly amazed
when I looked into it; I had not learned
what the rules were. But, perhaps we car-
ried it too far. I am so sorry, and I have
been, and I am not in favor of this, I can
assure the gentleman.

“Mr. RanrmN. I know the gentleman 1is
not, and I am sure the people of Massa-
chusetts would not favor it if they had a
vote on It.
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“Mr. Grrrorp. Employers always inquire
and must know whether you come from &
respectable family or not. They are so care-
ful. Perhaps they overdid it. But I think a
man ought to be able to find out whether
he came from a respectable family.

“Mr. RANKIN. There are a great many ques-
tions that should be asked, which are for-
bidden under this law.

“FEPC IN WASHINGTON, D. C.

“Mr. Speaker, In order to give the new
Members an idea of what a mess this FEPC
was here in Washington during its existence
under Executive order, I insert a speech I
made on this subject in 1945.

“It reads as follows:

“ ‘FEPC A BETRAYAL OF WHITE AMERICANS
" *(Speech of Hon. JorEN E. RANKIN, of Mis-

sissippi, in the House of Representatives,
Thursday, July 12, 1945)

“ ‘Mr. RanxIN. Mr. Chairman, the passage
of a law at this time legalizing this so-called
FEPC would be a betrayal of the white peo-
ple of the country. If every individual in
the United States could understand just
what it means, there would be such a roar
of protest coming from every State in #his
Union that it would never see the light of
day.

“'If every Member of Congress would
“screw his eourage to the sticking place” and
vote his convictions on this so-called FEPC,
it would not get 50 votes out of the entire
membership of 435.

“‘It s a most dangerous and brazen at-
tempt to fasten upon the white people of
America the worst system of control by alien
or minority racial groups that has been
known since the Crucifixion.

“*When I read the names of the personnel
of this outfit you will understand what I
mean.

““To sanctify this organization by law
would give the lie to everything we have told
our American boys they were fighting for.
Instead of coming back to liberty, freedom,
and democracy, they would find themselves
sold into this bondage, herded, humiliated,
and regimented by alien influences directed
by a foreign comintern representing the
deadly doctrine of Earl Marx that is based
upon hatred for Christianity and for every-
thing that is based on Christian principles.

“‘It is a manifestation in legislative form
of that infidelity that has closed thousands
of Christian churches in Europe and been re-
sponsible for the murder of untold millions
of Christian human beings.

“*This measure is not directed altogether
at the white people of the South. If it were,
you folks in the North would not have so
much ground for alarm. We in the South
know how to combat subversive elements.
As Henry Grady once said, “we wrested the
South from such domination ‘when Federal
drumbeats rolled nearer and Federal bayo-
nets hedged closer to the ballot box of the
South than it ever will again in this Re-
publie.’ "

“‘But you people in the North have not
had that tralning, and this FEPC is likely
to bring grief, strife, hatred, race riots, and
chaos in your northern cities if this vicious
agency is perpetuated and sanctioned by your
votes.

“ ‘Do not forget that the returning service-
men know what this thing means, and they
are going to call you to account next year—
beginning with the primary. They are not
going to walt until the general election.

“'Do not forget that every businessman,
every farmer, every professional man, and
every other independent individual whose
blood glows with the instinct of American
liberty, is going to join these men, and those
other patriotic forces that are fighting to
save American institutions for which these
boys have been fighting and dying upon every
battlefield in the world.
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“‘If every man and every woman in the
United States could just read the list of in-
dividuals that compose the personnel of this
crazy FEPC, and its subdivisions throughout
the country, I dare say there would not be
enough of you left who vote for it, even if
nominated in the primarles next year, to
form a corporal’s guard.

*“‘For your Information, and for the infor-
mation of the American people generally, I
am going to read you the official personnel as
it exists today. Remember, this list {s taken
from the official record. This is the group
that wants to nose into and control every
business in the United States, Remember,
they can search the files and records of every
business establishment in America where
some disgruntled individual is willing to
trump up a charge of discrimination. They
can drag them all over the country and try
them, and In that way destroy any ordinary
business concern.

“ ‘The next thing they are going to try to
do is get control of your schools and force
their communistic henchmen into the schools
and teach your children their subversive doc-
trines.

“‘Read these lists carefully, which, as I
sald, are taken from the official records here
in Washington, and you will see that not
1 out of 10 on these rolls is a white gentile
American.

*“‘Here is the official list:

" ‘Commitiee on Fair Employment Practice,
Washington, D. C., office of the chairman -

Incumbent Sal-
cum Title Race ary
Ross, Malcolm_____| Chairman_..__..| White___ |8, 000
Johmson, George M.| Deputy Chair- | Colored_| & 000
man.
Hubbard, Maceo... H]enarlnss exame- |___do....| 5600
er.
Bloch, Emannel do... White...| 5,600
Copper, Evelyn .-.do

Berking, Max...
Alexander, Dorothy.
Clifton, J. Jeanne.....
Brooks, Mary._....

Secretary to
Chairman,

Colored_| 2,600
Secretary to |._.do....| 2 000

Deputy.
Clerk-stenog- {.-.do
rapher,
Banting, Myra do...

1,800
White...| 1,800

*“You will note that in this office of the
chairman, consisting of 10 people, there are
b Negroes and 5 white people, most of whom
have. foreign names. One of the whites is a
stenographer who receives the smallest sal-
ary of anyone on the list.

“ ‘Remember that the members of this
group preside over the destiny of every busi-
ness enterprise in America, and are using
their assumed powers to harass white Ameri-
cans out of business.

“*This is the organization Members of
Congress are being asked to perpetuate by
the passage of this bill.

“ ‘FIELD OPERATIONS
*‘Here is the Division of Field Operations:
‘“‘Field operations

Incumbent Title

Maslow, Will......
Mitchel, Clarence. .

Chiel .o
Principal fair- | Colored.
practice ex-
aminer.

do

Davidson, Eugene..
Beall, W, Hayes....

Rogers, Eleanor. ...
Baito, Otome

Thompson, Mildred._
Cornick, Emma._..
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“‘You will note that it consists of nine
people—five Negroes, one Japanese, and three
others—two of whom have records of af-
fillations with Communist-front organiza-
tions, according to the reports of the Dies
committee.

* ‘Imagine this group going about over the
country riding herd on the white American
businessmen of the Nation, telling them
whom they shall employ, whom they shall
promote, and with whom they may associate.

* ‘Tt would be interesting, and probably en-
lightening, to check up on these people and
see how many of them are native-born
Americans.

“‘Members of Congress had better do this
now, before they get caught in this trap,
because this question of un-American ac-
tivities is going to be an issue in every con=
gressional district next year, beginning with
the primaries.

**‘The people are not going to wait until
the general election for someone who holds a
commission as a result of the pernicious ac-
tivities of Sidney Hillman and his gang to
wrap the party cloak about him and shout
to the people of his district that “I am a
Republican” or "I am a Democrat.”

‘“‘More than 2,000,000 young men have al-
ready been discharged in this war, and they
are organizing now to try to save America
for Americans. They are going to read your
reccrds, and they are likely to ask you some
very embarrassing questions when you get
home.

“‘REVIEW AND ANALYSIS DIVISION

“ '‘Now look at this list and see who reviews
all these records of racial discrimination
when they come to Washington, and you will
understand how the editor of the Dallas News
felt and how other white gentiles feel, in-
cluding Cecil B. DeMille, the great American
movie producer, when they are harassed out
of business.

** ‘Here 1s the list:

*“‘Review and Analysis Division

Sal-
Incumbent Title Race ary
Davis, John A Chief. _ Colored . |£5, 600
Lawson, Marjorie_ _ Rfsenrch ana- |...do..._| 3,500
¥st,
Colightly, Corne- | Compliance an- |._.do....| 3,200
lius. alyst.
Hemphill, India do -.-do._._| 2,600
Coan, Carol. do White__.| 2,600
Davis, Joy Po--o...|-.... T3 e Colored.| 2, 600
Hoffman, Celia..__. C]erlﬁ—stenog- White_..| 1,800
rapher,
Spaulding, Joan.____|..__. do.. Colored._| 1, 800

* “You will note that it consists of six Ne-
groes and two white people, one of whom is
named Carol Coan and the other Celia Hoff-
man, & white stenographer recelving the low-
est salary on the list.

** *‘Now, If you sign the petition to bring out
this bill or vote for this monstrosity, do not
forget that when you get home those white
American businessmen who help to sustain
this Nation in time of peace and whose sons
are fighting its battles In time of war are
golng to want to ask you some questions that
you may not be able to answer.

“ ‘LEGAL DIVISION

“ ‘But if you want a real laugh, look at this
Legal Division,

“‘Legal Division

itl Bal-

Incumbent Title Race ary

Reeves, Frank D._.| Attorney_...._. Colored.. |$4, 600

Stickgold, Simon_..|--... o White...| 4,600

Gordon, Jernevive.. Cle;k-al.onngm- Colored. | 1,800
pher.
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“‘You will note that this so-called Legal
Division consists of two Negroes and a Simon
Btickgold.

“ ‘INFORMATION DIVISION

" ‘Now we come to the Information Divi-
gion. If you want information about this
outfit, write to this Division:

“ ‘Information Division

Sal-
Incuambent Title Race ary
Bourne, 8t. Clair... mlqr'lrp?ﬂon spe- | Colored. [$3, 800
cialist.
Whiting, Margaret.| Clerk-stenog- |...do-...| 1,£00
rapher.

“ *You will note that it consists of two Ne-
groes, one registered as an information spe-
cialist and the other as a clerk-stenographer.

“'BUDGET AND ADMINISTRATION

*'Now we come to the Budget and Admin-
istration Division. This Divislon not only
makes up the budget but administers the
regulations. Here 1s the list:

“‘Budget and administration

Incumbent Title Race E?;,'
Jones, Theodore, Chiel_...__._....| Colored_|$5

600

Assistant ad- |.__do_._.. 3, 200

ministrative
oflicer.

Baker, Vivian D.__{ Clerk-stenogra-

her.
Jackson, Bosales A_ Clgrk-l:}'pist__._
Pa{mer, Minnie A.|____. do.
Hollomon, Irving...| Clerk. . ..

Jeter, Sinclair. .

Selby, Ralph R_~__| Chief, fiscal_____ e 2,600

Ross, Sylvia B._.__ Voucher auditor. 2, 000

Nelson, Otelia______ Accountingclerk.|___do_..._| 1, 620

Carp(l-.nter, Eliza- do. SN I, N5 )
ath.

Brent, Pearl T.. do do 1,620

“‘This outfit, which is composed of 11
Negroes, and no whites at all, not only makes
up the budget for financing this aggrega-
tion, but it seems to have the power of ad-
ministration. I hope you will read this list
to your white businessmen, farmers, and ex-
servicemen at home when you get back and
ask for renomination in the primaries next
year.

** ‘MAIL AND FILES DIVISION

“ ‘Now, here are the ones that have control
of the mails and filing system:

“‘Mail and Files

Incumbent Title Raco | S8
Douglas, Lela_..... CI;‘IEI, Mail and | Colored. |$2, 000
es.

Weleh, Selena__..__| Docket clerk. .| __do.._._| 1,800
Gamble, Jessie___.| File clerk_._____|"-_do_..._| 1,620
Phillips, Rose .do ---do. 1,440
Reed, Charles...... Messenger. ... R 1, 380
Mitchell, Regina___| File elerk_______|_._do___._| 1,440

*You will note that this division is com-
posed entirely of Negroes—six Negroes, and
no whites at all. I wonder why they dis-
criminated against the white race in set-
ting up these two powerful branches of this
most dangerous agency?

“ ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, NEW YORK

“*Now, let us turn to the reglonal offices
and see who 1s going to harass the business
people back in the States. Here is the list
for the State of New York:

2227

“‘Regional office, New York

Incumbent Title Racs | 50

Lawson, Edward H. Rtégional direc- | Colored. [§5, 600
r.

Jones, Madison S___| Fair-practiceex- |__ _do_..._| 3,800
Jones, Robert G_.. 3, 800
Danovan, Danjel R 8, 800
Irish, Miriam 2| 2,000
Asepha, Tillie......]..... ands e TN o White...| 1,620
Behwartz, Sonia....|--... T (AR --.do.....] 1,620

““This is the list that is going to help Gov-
ernor Dewey harass the white American busi-
nessmen of the Empire State. You will note
that it is composed of four Negrces and three
white people. Please read the names of the
three white people and see if you can figure
out their antecedents.

“‘Businessmen of New York are going to
have a hard time after this war without hav=
ing all this communistic conglomeration to
deal with, to say nothing cf the one which
Governor Dewey and his political henchmen
have now heaped upon them.

“‘REGIONAL OFFICE, PHILADELFHIA
“‘Now, let us turn to Philadelphia, the
birthplace of the Constitution—the City of
Brotherly Love. At the risk of causing glori-
ous cld Benjemin Franklin to turn over in
his grave, I read you the list:

*‘Regional office, Philadelphia

Bal-

Incumbent Title Race ary .

Fleming, G. James. | Regional direc- | Colored. |$5, 600
T.

Mil- | Fair-practice | White...| 8,800

Greenblatt,
dred

a EXAmIner.
Manly, Milo A..... 800
Risk, Samuel R____ BOO
Grinnage, Willard.. 200
Gorgas, Helen. _____ 800
pher.
Klinger, Karyl__.__|..._. d0. eeerna--| White.__| 1,800
Brown. Grayce do Colored._ | 1,440

* “You will note that it s composed of eight
individuals—five Negroes and three whites,
Mildred Greenblatt, SBamuel R. Risk, and
Karyl Elinger.

*“'Don’t you know there will be some broth-
erly love when that crowd gets golng on
the businessmen of the Philadelphia area?

“ ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, WASHINGTON, D. C.

* ‘Now, here is the regional office in Wash-
Ington, D. C., the Nation’s Capital, where
there has been so much persecution of white
gentiles in the last few years. Here is the
lst:

“‘Regional office, Washington, D. C.

Bal-

Inenmbent Titla Race ary

Evans, Joseph...... Retg:onal diree- | Colored. |$5, 600

Houston, Theoph- | Fair-practiceex- |__do.__._| 8,200
us. aminer.

Kahn, Alice..cee|ooeon ) L White__.| 2,600

Chisnim, Ruby....- Cleil;k-stenogm- Colored_| 1,800

pher,
Urback, Dorothy_._|..._. dozisi STl R, Y L Fy

* “You will note 1t conslsts of four Negroes
and Allce Kahn. Just what chance a White
gentile will have with this group is entirely
problematical, to say the least of it.
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* ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, CLEVELAND

“ ‘Now, let us move out where the West be-
gins and take a look. Here is the list in the
Cleveland regional office:

“ ‘Regional office, Cleveland

Incumbent Title Rae | oo
MeKnight, Wil- Regmnnl direc- | Colored. [$4, 600
Agahgi':, Oleott R.... Foir-practios ex- | White.... 3,800
Glore, Lethia. ...} do..-....| Colored.{ 3 200
Kelley, Berniza_.... "Cleork- stenng ---tdo..___| 1,620
Wasem, Edna. .. By -l White__.| 1,800

*“*You will note that this group is com-
posed of three Negroes and two whites, Ol-
cott R. Abbott and Edna Wasem.

“‘Don't you know the white people of
Cleveland will enjoy being dominated by
them?

# 'CINCINNATI REGIONAL OFFICE

* ‘Cincinnatl seems to be largely under the

jurisdiction of the Cleveland office since it

only has two people:
““Cincinnati
Incumbent Title Raco | SoF
James, Harold.......| Fair-practice ex- { White__[$4, 600
aminer.
R ——— o e T T I 1,800
pher,

“ ‘DETROIT REGIONAL OFFICE

“'Now let us move on to Detroit, Mich.
Here is the regional office for Detroit:

“ ‘Detroit

. Sal
Incumbent Title Race ary
Bwan, Edward.....| Examiner In | Colored. [$4, 600
Sese, Doris K__.__._| Clerk-stenog- |Japa- | 1,620

rapher. nese-

Amer-

ican,

* “You will note that it is composed of one
Negro and one Japanese. I know the busi-
nessmen of Detroit are grateful for this con-
slderation.

“‘I should like to hear some of the com-
ments they will make to you gentlemen from
Detroit when you get home next summer, if
you support this vicious measure.

“ ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, CHICAGO
“ ‘Here is the list of the regional office in
the Windy City:
" ‘Regional office, Chicago

Incumbent . 'Title Race i;‘;,’
Henderson, Elner. . Re&unnl direc- | Colored. |$5, 600
Gibaau, Harry H. rair-’ﬁlr:rcueeu- do.....| 3,800

aminer.
E-chulta Joy. dn White...| 8,800
‘Williams, Le Roy-.|-—...d0. oo Colored. | 3,200
Penny ... Gler%qwnog- White...| 1,800
mites Marguer Colored. | 1,620

“*You will note it is composed of four
Negroes, Joy Shultz, and Penny Zeldman., I
am told that a representative of this group
went into the office of Swift & Co. and asked
how many Negro members they had on their
board of directors. The answer was, “We
have no Negro members on our board of
directors.” Then the question came back,
*“Why haven't you?" This just shows what
this supergovernmental set-up is driving at.
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They want to communize America and de-
stroy everything which our glorious ances-
tors have left us and for which our boys are
now fighting and dying all over the world,
“ ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, ATLANTA
*'Here Is a list of the Atlanta officet
“‘Regional office, Atlanta

Bal-
Incumbent Title Race ary
Dodge, Wither- Ragiounl direc- | White___|$4, 600
Fpoon,
Hope, John......... Fnir-practlne Colored_| 8,800
examiner,

MeEay, George D..|._... do_. --| White...| 3,200
Chubb, Sally.......| Clerk-stenog- |.__do..__ 2,000
rapher.

Ingram, Thelma. -do Colored. | 1,800

“*You will note that it consists of two
Negroes and three whites; the most im-
portant post in this office, that of exam-
iner, is held by a Negro. I wonder how
the people of Georgia enjoy the domina-
tion of this group. I may have more to
say about them later.

“ 'REGIONAL OFFICE, KANSAS CITY
* ‘Here is the 1ist of the Kansas City office:

“‘Regional office, Kansas City

Incumbent Title HRace E‘rl;'
Hoglund, Roy A...| Regional direc- | White___{$5, 600

tor.

Ormabee, Eugene..| Fair-practice ex- do 3, 800
ami o

Jones, Mildred.....| Clerk-stenog- | Colored. | 1, 620
rapher.

Sehlien, Hel G White___| 1,620

““You will note that this office force con-
slsts of three whites and one Negro. You can
read the list of whites yourself and then
Judge how many of them really represent
the people of that area.

* ‘ST, LOUIS REGIONAL OFFICE

“'Here is the list of the regional office at
Bt. Louis:

" St. Louis
Bal-
Incumbent Title Race ary
Theodore Brown... Exhamlner in | Colored. |$3, 800
charge.
Morris Levine...... Examiner. ...-.. White...| 3,200
Armatha Jackson ... Clermtenog- Colored_ | 1,620
rapher,

““You will notice that it consists of two
Negroes and Morris Levine. Just how they
came to select these particular individuals
to preside over the destiny of the white busi-
nessmen of the great State of Missouri I can-
not understand.

“ ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, DALLAS, TEX.

“'The members of the regional office at
Dallas are as follows:

“ ‘Regional office, Dallas

Bal-
Incnmbent Title Race ary
Castenada, Carlos..| Regional direc- | White__|$4, 600

tor.
(Vacancy)..........| Fair-practice |._...__...| 3,200
examiner.

Gutleben, Willetta. Clerﬁtehng- White..| 1,800

rap

* “You will note there is one vacancy. Last
year that position was held by a Negro,
namely, Roy V. Willlams. The other two
members, Carlos Castenada, the reglonal di-
rector, and Willetta Gutleben seem to be in
charge of the office at the present time. This
is the regional office that attacked the Dal-
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las News last year for carrying an advertise-
ment for a Negro janitor. This fellow Cas-
tenada, the director, held the same position
that he holds now. If this set-up is made
permanent, then I e the rest of the
white American businessmen in Texas may
expect to be harassed just as the Dallas
News was.

" 'REGIONAL OFFICE, NEW ORLEANS

* ‘The regional office at New Orleans con-
slsts of the following members:

*“ ‘Regional office, New Orleans

Incumbent Title Race i’r“;'
Ellinger, W. Don_.. Ri;gionni diree- | White... (53, 800
Or.
Morton, James H..| Fair-practice | Colored.| 3,200
examiner.
Ronning, Evelyn... Ci;.rhk stenogra- | White_..| 1,800

**You will note that there are two whites
and one Negro in this office. As the Negro is
the fair-practice examiner, just what the
decent people of Louisiana may expect at the
hands of this outfit is something to con-
template.

“ ‘REGIONAL OFFICE, SAN FRANCISCO

**The San Francisco office consists of the
following individuals:

“‘Regional office, San Francisco

Incumbent Title Race i“r}f
Kingman, Harry L. Regtlt onal diree- | White___{$5, 600
or.
Rutledge, Edward..| Fair-practice do. 4, 600
examiner,

Ross, Bernard. do-.. do 3, 800
Seymour, Virginia..| Administrative | __do_.___| 2,000
assistant,

Mazen, Jewel. | Cl;;l:—etonm do. 1,800
ar.

“*This is the only office we have found yet
that consists entirely of white (?) people.
Just what the background of each one of
them is I am unable to say.

“'LOS ANGELES REGIONAL OFFICE

“‘The Los Angeles regional office consists
of the following:

“Los Angeles

Incumbent Title Race | oo

Hunt, A. Bruce....| Hearings exam- | White__. |$5, 600
Iner.

Brown, Robert E___| Fair-practiceex- | Colored_| 3, 600
AMINer.

Lopez, Ienacio.coeae|oeans {0 AT RS, Whita_..| 3,800

Vetter, Vera G..... Clgrhl;-shenm- ——-do..._| 1,%00

Lerna, Marie do. do 1,620

“ “You will note that there are four whites
and one Negro in this office, the Negro being
the fair-practice examiner. I do not know
what consideration the white businessmen
of the Los Angeles area are recelving at the
hands of this group, but from what I can
hear there is considerable gnashing of teeth
over the situation.

** *‘Mr. Chairman, this FEPC is a supergov-
ernment of commissars, with more power for
evil than any other agency that has ever been
created in this country. If Congress should
ratify it and make it the law of the land, then
we will have sacrificed and destroyed that sa-
cred freedom for which our brave men are
now fighting and dying on every battle front
in the world.

“ “We have no right to pass such & drastic
revolutionary measure that literally changes
our way of life, as well as our form of govern=-
ment, while these boys are away from home
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in uniforms, fighting to sustain American in-
stitutions.

“iag T sald before, we are golng to carry
this battle against such un-American activi-
ties into every congressional district in the
United States next year, in the primary, so
that no one can crawl behind the party cloak
and claim immunity at the hands of any seg-
ment of our people.

““This is a battle for the survival of free
constitutional government, for the survival
of the American way of life, for the survival
of free enterprise, for the survival of Amer-

ican liberty itself.
“ It is a battle to save America for Amerl-

cans." "

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. RANKIN) there
were—ayes 101, noes 161.

Messrs. RANKIN and WILLIAMS de-
manded tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. RANKIN and
Mr. POWELL.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported there were—ayes 1086,
noes 163.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. POWELL, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the Steed amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close at a quarter after
10.
Mr. COLMER. I object, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. POWELL., Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the Steed amendment
and all amendments thereto close at a
quarter after 10.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. PoweLL) there
were—ayes 143, noes 149,

Mr. ELEIN, Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. SMITH of
Virginia and Mr, POWELL.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported there were—ayes 140,
noes 167.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which is at the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hopes: At the
end of the amendment offered by Mr. STEED
insert: “Provided, however, That nothing in
the pending bill shall mean nor he con-
strued to mean that any person who lacks
the qualifications necessary to fit one to per-
form the duties of the job for which that
person may be applying, must be employed
in spite of his disqualification.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. What is the
opinion of the Chair with reference to
the time for debating amendments? In
other words, I have an amendment on
page 1, line 9, of the Steed substitute.
When will the Chair recognize me to
discuss that amendment?
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The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par=
liamentary inquiry.

The gentleman from Alabama is recog-
nized.

Mr, HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, there are
just two points that I desire, very dis-
passionately, to make.

The first one is that never in a single
one of these so-called FEPC bills has
there been stated any affirmative re-
quirement that anyone seeking employ-
ment should have any qualifications
whatsoever for the job he is seeking.

Suppose there are two stenographers
applying for a job with you, will you show
any discrimination between the two per-
sons who are applying if one of them
never saw a typewriter and does not
know how to spell “cat,” and you give
the job to the other one? Is that dis-
crimination? Suppose a man never
plowed a furrow in his life and he asked
for a job with you on your farm. If he
does not know a plow from a niblick will
you give him the job in preference to one
who does know the business? Of course
you will show discrimination, and you
ought to; yet there is not a word in any
of these bills that requires efficiency or
any qualification whatsoever. My
amendment simply states that you can-
not force an employee on an employer
unless there is some showing that the
man or woman seeking employment
knows something about the job.

The other point I wish to make is one
which I have made repeatedly on every
single one of the occasions when FEPC
has been up in this House, and I have
yet to have my challenge answered by
anybody except the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MArcaNTONIO], who still in-
sists, brilliant man that he is, that the
thirteenth amendment against slavery
is an answer—which, of course, is absurd,
with all due respect to the gentleman.
My point is that this FEPC is utterly
unconstitutional, and no man can read
the Hodges case in Two Hundred and
Third United States Reports, page 1,
and reach any other conclusion but
that the Federal Government has no
right to intrude into the police powers
of the sovereign States. Congress has
no right to regulate private employment
between citizens of the States. And,
whether you like it or not, you have got
no more right' to intrude there than you
have to fix the price of butter on Mars,

That is all I wanted to say except this
in reply to the gentleman who quoted so
eloquently the Churches of Christ in
America and their alleged deliverance.
But I go to the fountainhead and call
your attention to our Lord and Savior
Himself who in a sermon gave us a para-
ble about a labor dispute where several
men were employed at different hours of
the day. The employer’s question was—
and it has never yet been answered, and
there is no answer to it in this bill: “Is
it not lawful for me to do what I will
with mine own?” That is the question
that has been ringing down the ages for
2,000 years; and you cannot take my job
away from me and put somebody in it
whether he be qualified or not merely
because of the color of his skin. That is
all I have to say, and I appreciate your
attention.
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Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
& parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. In order to
clarify the parliamentary situation, to
what amendment has the gentleman
from Alabama offered his amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama
was to the Steed substitute.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to answer one
particular point that has been made to
the Committee. That is in reference to
the application of penalties in the bill
now under consideration. I have heard
it stated on a number of occasions on
the floor here that you can send a man
to jail for violating the provisions of this
bill. I did not know what the gentlemen
were talking about—several of them
made the statement—until finally a
Member of this House came and pointed
out section 14 to me. He pointed out
that it provided a penalty of $500 in fines
or downward or a l-year sentence or
downward.

I then realized what they were talking
about. I had read that section before,
of course, but I had no idea that was the
one to which they referred. Therefore,
I take this time to explain exactly what
that section is and let us get it clear in
our minds so that the Members who re-
ferred to it will know what it is. I be-
lieve they were somewhat confused.
Some of them are not lawyers. I used
to be a lawyer.

Section 14 provides a penalty for any-
one who resists, opposes, impedes, in-
timidates, or interferes with a member,
agent, or employee of the Commission
while engaged in the performance of
duties under this act or because of such
performance. Then the penalfy is pro-
vided.

If you will go to your general code you
will find that is a very normal, ordi-
nary provision. The Federal Code, title
18, sections 253 and 254 outlines a great
number of different officers of the
United States Government who are giv-
en protection against assault, interfer-
ence, and so forth, while engaged in the
performance of their duties. If this bill
had made sections 453 and 454 applicable
instead of writing a new section 14, the
penalty would be 3 years imprisonment.
So I want to make this clear: Section 14,
which provides that penalty in essence,
means that if you commit an assault
against an officer who is charged with
the responsibility of enforcing this act
while discharging such responsibilities,
then that officer as an officer of the Fed-
eral Government is afforded the protec-
tion that Federal officers are normally
afforded under Federal statutes. The
bill we are considering has nothing to do
with the enforcement of the law itself,

The truth of the matter is, and if I had
sufficient time to explain it I would go
into the matter in detail, the general
concept of the prohibition in this bill,
the enforcement of in case of violations
of that prohibition is exactly like it is
in the Labor Relations Act, the general
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labor act, that is on the books today.
It proceeds upon a charge of violation
and hearing thereon. If there is a find-
ing of an unfair labor practice, there
follows an order to cease and desist. If
that order is not obeyed the enforcing
agency may proceed into the courts to
procure a judgment to enforce it.

The only way a man could be put in
Jail under this act—Ilet us get this clear
so that nobody will be confused about
it—would be to resist a Federal officer;
then he would be subject to a milder
Federal penalty as compared with the
general law that would be involved in
such case, or, for him to disobey the in-
junction of a court after he has had a
hearing before the court for failure to
comply with the order to cease and de-
sist.

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

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for this time in
order to make some comments regarding
the difference between the Steed sub-
stitute and the McConnell amendment.
We are now considering the Steed sub-
stitute for the McConnell amendment.
The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr,
ST1EEP] has stated to the committee
that he adopted my bill, H. R. 6668, with
the exception of the titlee I do not
object to his title “Fair Employment
Practice Act.” I want to discuss the
purposes of the substitute, and to dis-
tinguish between it and the McConnell
measure.

I believe we have made this much
headway in the consideration of the leg-
islation, and that is that the only issue
is whether or not we are to have com-
pulsion or sanctions or shall we have a
voluntary program based upon concilia-
tion.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Jacoss] enlightened us on that, because
he finally stated that under the Powell
bill a court could hold one in contempt,
and that means a jail sentence for not
obeying a cease-and-desist order. The
gentleman from New York [Mr, PowELL]
has stated time and again, and so have
others, that enforcement powers are
necessary to carry out the provisions of
the FEPC bill. On the contrary, it is
the philosophy of the McConnell amend-
ment and the Steed substitute that there
shall be no sanctions. The Steed sub-
stitute proceeds entirely on the basis of
conciliation; that through education and
mediation there shall be adopted,
throughout industry, equality of oppor-
tunity. It is to promote' equality, and
therefore to take steps toward the Amer-
ican goal.

Now, the McConnell amendment, I
agree, is designed to achieve the same
thing, but here is the weakness in it.
Section 7 provides harsh penalties for
interfering with the Commission and
ought to be stricken. Although Mr,
McConnNELL'S amendment proposes to
eliminate the jail sentence and leave it
on the fine basis, his amendment pro-
vides for investigatory powers and for
subpena power, Also it proceeds on the
theory that there is a quarrel, a dispute.
The McConnell amendment provides for
five high-powered judges. They are
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called Commissioners, but they operate
under quasi judicial procedures. The
theory is that the Commission must
choose between two sides, Our bill pro-
ceeds on the other theory. It establishes
a fair employment practice agency in the
Department of Labor and gives a man-
date to carry out the philosophy of this
bill. There is danger, therefore, if we
adopt the theory of mediation rather
than compulsion, in setting up a com-
mission procedure to regard the parties
as antagonists, as applicants for jobs
that are not accepted, or as employees
that are discharged, when actually the
legislation is designed to advance us
through educational methods toward a
desirable goal.

Now, I think the House recognizes that
I have come a long way to come to this
point of conceding that some legislative
action ought to be taken by the House
on the problem. I think there are grave
reasons why we should take action. At
the same time, I have made it equally
clear, with these elements of compulsion
incorporated, that I could not at any
hazard vote for the Powell bill. But, I
am extremely interested in this matter,
and my measure has been offered in good
faith, and the gentleman from Okla-
homa has sponsored it in good faith. So,
we ought to proceed consistently with
this theory of mediation, leaving out all
elements of compulsion. For that reason
the Steed measure sets up advisory coun-
cils, National State, and local, with rep-
resentatives of management, labor, and
the public to advise with the Secretary
in promoting equality of opportunity.

There are three principal differences
between the Steed amendment and the
McConnell amendment: First, a director
and not a court or a commission of five.
The Steed bill provides a director to be
paid $15,000, the McConnell bill five men
to be paid $12,00C each. You will save
some money. Second, as to the investi-
gatory powers, the Steed amendment has
no investigatory powers, no subpena
powers and no sanctions whatever. The
McConnell bill does have them to the
extent indicated. Finally by providing
advisory councils the Steed substitute
emphasizes conciliation rather than co-
ercion in the promotion of job oppor-
tunities. s

I was in a clinic in a southern city the
other day where there are Negro tech-
nicians and other employees. I said to
the doctor, “How did it happen?” He
said, “I am glad to help Negro tech-
nicians and clerks. Soon after I hired
some colored people I had to discharge
one. Some said it was because she was
colored and not because she was incom-
petent. If there were an agency telling
me what I had to do it would have been
another story.” Here was good proof
that voluntary methods will work. But
such experiences should be passed on to
others, and employers who fry to help
in such programs should be spared har-
assments from a Federal agency.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr, Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HESELTON. Is an amendment
to the Steed substitute amendment
proper while the amendment offered by
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the gentleman from Alabama is still
pending?

The CHAIRMAN. It is not. The

amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama will have to be disposed
of first.

Mr. HESELTON. Further, can an
amendment be offered to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; it can.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEseLTON: Page
11, line 19, after the word “discrimination",
insert & new paragraph, as follows:

“(b) After the filing of any written com-
plaint, the Director of the Commission shall
designate one of the Commissioners to make,
with the assistance of the Commission staff,
prompt investigation in connection there-
with, and, if such Commissioner shall de-
termine after such investigation that prob=
able cause exists for crediting the allega-
tions of the complainant, he shall imme-
diately endeavor to eliminate the unlawful
employment practice complained of by con=
ference, conciliation, and persuasion”; and
renumber paragraph (b) of section 4 to read
paragraph (c) of section 4.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALE. To what amendment is
the amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr, HeseLTon] being
offered?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts stated that he of-
fered his amendment to the McConnell
amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RANKIN. Is it not a fact that
amendments to that amendment are not
in order until the Steed amendment is
disposed of?

The CHAIRMAN. No; an amendment
can be pending to each of the McConnell
and Steed amendments.

Mr. RANKIN. But the Steed amend-
ment is a substitute for the McConnell
amendment; therefore, it seems to me
it should be voted on before we go on
to amend the McConnell amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The two amend-
ments may each have amendments pend-
ing to them.

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

Mr. HESELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. MORTON. The amendment was
offered to page 11, and there are only 8
pages to the bill.

Mr. HESELTON. Itshould be changed
to page 5. I am sorry for that.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chair-
man, that the amendment be corrected
to read “page 5.”

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

Mr. HESELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. EEEFE. I just went to the read-
ing clerk to ascertain what amendment
it was that he just read. As I under-
stood it, it related to page 11,
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may
state to the genfleman from Wisconsin,
for the purpose of clarifying the situa-
tion, that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts just obtained unanimous con-
sent to change the number of the page
from 11 to 5.

Mr. HESELTON. That is right.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be reread for the information of the
Committee,

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. TACKETT, Isthere any objection
to reading all of it?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk is about
to read the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. TACKETT. I would like to have
unanimous consent to.read the whole bill
again.

Mr. POWELL. Mr.Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Clerk will reread the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. HESELTON].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HESELTON to
the amendment offered by Mr. McCONNELL:
Page 5, line 19, after the word "discrimina-
tion", insert a new paragraph as follows:

“(b) After the filing of any written com-
plaint, the Director of the Commission shall
designate one of the Commissioners to make,
with the assistance of the Commission staff,
prompt investigation in connection there-
with, and, if such Commissioner shall de-
termine after such investigation that prob-
able cause exlsts for crediting the allega-
tions of the complainant, he shall imme-
diately endeavor to eliminate the unlawful
employment practice complained of by con-
ference, conciliation, and persuasion”, and
renumber paragraph (b) of section 4 to read
paragraph (c¢) of section 4.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
apologize for any confusion that may
have arisen as a result of the offering of
this amendment and will explain it to
you briefly, I also apologize to any who
may have heard me say some 3 hours
ago that I was going to offer this type
of amendment to the committee bill as
I am sure that the committee will
accept it. I wanted to offer it to the bill
filed by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania because I believe he can be in-
duced to accept it and I have been as-
sured by the gentleman from Arkansas,
who is the original author of the other
bill, that he would accept it.

I am going to vote against the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas and he knows it. He is one of
the best men there is in the House and

I pay tribute to him publicly for his
sincerity and integrity in his approach
to this problem.

I am going to vote against the bill
offered by my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania, and he knows it, and he accepts
that in the same spirit that he has always
accepted any differences of opinion be-
tween him and myself. I hope we can
leave this Chamber tonight with every-
body knowing we have the highest re-
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spect for each other, even though we do
not agree with each other in this in-
stance. I am offering this for a con-
structive purpose. If you will look at
the committee bill you will find that they
took verbatim the language of the Mas-
sachusetts statute which was enacted in
1946, so far as the outline of the general
purposes is concerned, but for some rea-
son unknown to me they preferred to
insert language which I believe is more
limited in terms of authorizing the di-
rector—not only authorizing him, but
telling him that we want him to do this.
We want him first to resort to con-
ference, conciliation, and persuasion.
That was because in Massachusetts the
commission which came into existence
in 1946 after legislative investigation of
1942, 1944, and 1945 has this to say in
its first report:

It (the commission) has not chosen to
conduct a punltlve expedit.lan in Massachu=-
setts, but has preferred to steer a conserva-
tive course of educating employers and em-
ployees alike as to their responsibilities and
obligations under this law.

A year later they refer to it again.
They say:

From the beginning the commission has
recognized that the elimination of discrimi-
natory employment practices, based upon in-
dividual and group prejudices, can be more
effectively accomplished by reason instead
of force.

Finally, last November they said—and
I want to call your attention to this be-
cause of the fears which have been ex-
pressed here tonight as to what would
happen if we pass this bill.

On November 30, 1949, the commission
reported that out of all the cases, some
562 cases, initiated and received, of
which 341 were closed after investigation
and conference, not a single one had re-
quired judicial review. Every one had
been settled.

That is a policy that I think we
can tell these newly appointed commis-
sioners, if this matter becomes law, is
our determined wish. I say to you as
one who is going to vote for this bill, if
the Commission maladministers this law
and fails to carry out the congressional
intention, I will be the first one to join
in a move to abolish that Commission.
I am delighted to see the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PowsLr] in agree-
ment.

Listen to just this one statement:

Once more the Commission acknowledges
the wisdom of the provisions of the law
requiring that the first efforts to adjust
complaints must be made through confer-
ence, conciliation, and persuasion. This
process invites cooperation and is the an-
tithesis of swinging the big stick.

I want no part of any swinging of any
big stick or of any force.

On page 248 of the hearings you will
find the testimony of the commissioner
of the Massachusetts Fair Employment
Practices Commission before this com-
mittee. In answer to the fear that this
would drive business out of Massachu-
setts, let us go to the record. The Bos-
ton Chamber of Commerce was against
this in 1946. In 1948 they filed a report,
after 3 years of administration, and said
that since the fair-employment-practice
law was in effect 36 new businesses had
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been established in metropolitan Boston.
Further than that, 58 new firms had
begun construction work.

When I used to try cases I tried them
on the evidence. I do not think that
evidence would lead anybody to fear
that if we enact this law business will
be adversely affected. Every area is going
to benefit.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man may continue for two additional
minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR.. Mr. Chair=
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HESELTON. I yield.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I just
wanted the gentleman to yield for the
purpose of calling his attention to the
fact that in Philadelphia we have had a
similar ordinance to the committee bill
for the past 2 years. Not only has that
bill worked without the necessity for re-
sorting to any enforcement clause what-
soever, but more and more business has
come into Philadelphia. There has been
no difficulty whatever in the application
of the ordinance. I thought the gentle-
man would be interested in having those
facts.

Mr. HESELTON. I thank the gentle-
man, I think that is true also of New
Jersey, New York, Connecticut, and I
think it is true of every State that has
this law.

Let us dispel this cloud of fear, accept
our responsibility, and finish this job at
once.

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

Mr. HESELTON. I yield.

Mr. McCONNELL. I see nothing
wrong with the amendment that the
gentleman has proposed.

Mr, HESELTON. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCONNELL. I would like to ask
the gentleman what the word “imme-
diately” might cover. What do you un-
derstand by the word “immediately”?

Mr. HESELTON. Written complaints,
under the language of the bill, ought to
promptly set the agency at work to de-
termine whether it is a valid complaint.
If it is not, he ought to toss it out. If
it is, he ought to go ahead and settle it.

Mr. McCONNELL. Has it been deter-
mined what the word “immediately”
means in your Massachusetts statute?

Mr. HESELTON. I do not know, I
suppose it means ‘“‘at once.”

May I quote the language of the Mas-
sachusetts law to which I previously re-
ferred, being subsection 8, section 3,
chapter 368, of the acts of 1946:

To create such advisory agencies and con-
ciliation councils—local, regional, or State=
wide—as in its judgment will aid in effectu-
ating the purposes of this chapter, and the
commission may empower them to study the
problems of discrimination in all or specific
fields of human relationships or In specific
instances of discrimination because of race,
color, religious creed, national mlgin. or an-
cestry, in order to foster, through community
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effort or otherwise, good will, cooperation,
and conciliation among the groups and ele-
ments of the population of the Common-
wealth, and make recommendations to the
commission for the development of policies
and procedures in general and in specific in-
stances, and for programs of formal and in-
formal education which the commission may
recommend to the appropriate State agency.
Buch advisory agencies and conciliation coun-
cils shall be composed of representative citi-
zens, serving without pay, but with reim-
bursement for actual and necessary traveling
expenses; and the commission may make
provision for technical and clerical asslst-
ance to such agencies and councils and for
the expenses of such assistance.

I am delighted that the committee bill
provides for these agencies “in order to
foster, through community effort or oth-
erwise, good will, cooperation, and con-
ciliation among the groups and elements
of the population of the Commonwealth.”
As I stated, the committee bill wisely
incorporates that recommendation.

Having referred to the testimony of
Mr. Elwood S. McKenney, commissioner,
Massachusetts Fair Employment Prac-
tice Commission, at page 248 of the hear-
ings, let me quote portions of that testi-
mony as evidence which I think is per-
tinent and convincing. I do not know
Mr. McEKenney personally but I know
him by reputation. I am told by our col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. HErTER], that he is one of the
persons primarily responsible for the
great success of the law in Massachusetts
who has an excellent background for
practical advice to us:

In 1942, 1944, and 1945 investigations were
made by the legislative committees in Mas-
sachusetts with respect to the extent of em=
ployment discrimination in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts., Those investiga-
tlons revealed, as late as the one in 1945, that
there was without doubt considerable dis-
crimination in utilities, most manufacturing
concerns, retail stores, and other places of
business.

- * L] - -

I would like to examine our experience in
the 3 years of this law in Massachusetts.
Prior to the enactment of the statute in
Massachusetts the representatives of indus-
try said that the passage of FEPC legislation
would create such a burden upon employers
that the most damaging effect it would have
would be to drive business out of the State.
‘Well, the 1848 report of the Boston Chamber
of Commerce speaks for itself. That report
said that during 1948, the third year that the
fair-employment-practice law was in effect,
86 new business organizations had been es-
tablished in metropolitan Boston, and, fur-
ther than that, 58 existing firms had begun
new construction at a cost of 300,000,000,

- - - L] -

It is also significant that after 21, years
of FEPC in Massachusetts, the Associated In-
dustries in Massachusetts and the Boston
Chamber of Commerce both issued state-
ments that although they were not in favor
of the law as a matter of principle, they
were satisfied legislation of that type could
be administered without causing a burden
upon industry.

L - - . -

In Massachusetts there were many, many
businessmen, and there still are, who are not
in favor of the principle of FEPC legislation,
but because it is the law we have consider-
able evidence that they have given voluntary
compliance to it.

- - L] L ] L]

There is little doubt that the experlence

in Massachusets, New York, New Jersey, and
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Connecticut has convinced the legislatures,
industries, and the people in these States
that the FEPC can be effective.

. . . . .

From the beginning of its administration
in the fall of 1946, the Massachusetts Fair
Employment Practice Commission has proc-
essed over 500 complaints of economic dis-
crimination involving business organizations
employing over 400,000 persons.

- - L] L ]

I think a Federal act, provided the per-
sons who administer it are chosen intelli-
gently, can be administered just as well as
the acts in the States of Massachusetts and
New York.

Let me emphasize that, for I think it is
the very heart of the success of the Mas-
sachusetts act as Mr. McKenney asserts
and you will note he also makes the same
reference to the New York administra-
tion.

I cannot say too emphatically that
if the persons who may be named and
will have the responsibility of adminis-
tering this law learn from the experi-
ence in Massachusetts, New York, Con-
necticut, and other States and apply that
experience, there is every reason to be-
lieve that no one will be injured but
that all will be benefited.

I realize that the debate no longer
seems to be of any great importance here
in Washington in determining congres-
sional intent. I regret that that has too
frequently been the case in construing a
law in our courts. However, I do state
with all the emphasis at my command
that I want you to vote affirmatively on
these amendments if, and only if, you
want them to be construed by the Com-
mission and by the courts as a legisla-
tive mandate which must be recognized
and applied, and cannot, under any cir-
cumstances, irrespective of the personnel
of the Commission, be distorted or disre-
garded. Please be assured that while I
feel keenly this is the proper approach,
I prefer that you vote against the amend-
ments if you want to give this Commis-
sion any more inclusive power or if you
want to give them any reason to believe
that this amendment does not mean ex-
actly what it says.

This should not be a punitive venture
in the United States nor should it give
any person named to this Commission
any shadow of authority to engage in a
club-swinging effort. I repeat that, if
any do, I am entirely confident a great
many of those who tonight or tomorrow
morning work for this bill will work end-
lessly and successfully to abolish that
Commission at the earliest possible date
on the ground of their complete disre-
gard of the purposes and intent of this
law as clearly stated in the House version.

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

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

Mr. COLMER. Will the gentleman
vield for a parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. BRYSON. I yield briefly.

Mr. COLMER. As I understand fit,
before any other amendment can be
offered to either of the pending amend-
ments, the pending amendment to the
amendment will have to be disposed of?

The CHAIRMAN, That is correct.
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Mr. COLMER. I would like to ask
further when those questions will be put.

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, the
Chair does not know how many Members
will endeavor to speak for or against
the several amendments.

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, we are
not surprised that our colleague from
New York, Mr. Viro MARCANTONIO, COn-~
tinues to insist upon the enactment of
legislation designed to set up a per-
manent so-called Fair Employment Prac-
tice Commission. In the sguabble be-
tween the present Democratic and Re-
publican leadership for first honors in
this fight, it should not be forgotten that
neither of the great political parties can
riﬁ%fully claim to be the father of the
¢ =

Those of us who have served through
the years with the gentleman from New
York know of his strange ideas and
philosophy. It will be remembered that
as we prepared our sons for World War
II, the gentleman from New York [Mr,
MarcanTonIO] did not vote for a penny
to defend this country or to equip our
boys until after Germany invaded Russia.

The ideas embodied in this proposed
legislation, the Fair Employment Prac-
tice Commission Act, were conceived
and born in Russia.

The first government position ever
held by Joseph Stalin was in 1917, com-
missar of minority nationalities., Surely
the membership of this House would not
intentionally follow the leadership of
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MarcanTONIO] or Mr. Stalin.

Mr. Chairman, legislation providing
for the establishment of a permanent
Fair Employment Practice Commission
carries the blessings of the President.
Both of the great parties have pledged
themselves to the enactment of this in-
iquitous un-American philosophy. Rep=
resentatives from each of the great po-
litical parties stand where I now stand,
in the well of the House, and call upon
Congress for the enactment of this leg-
islation. Frankly, I seriously doubt the
sincerity of the leadership of either of
the two great parties or the President in
advocating the legislation. It is a
strange paradox to find the President
himself apparently is unwilling to be
bound by the provisions of this proposed
law,

Imagine our surprise and consterna-
tion when the President, confronted with
a practical application of the measure,
repudiated it in colorful language and in
no uncertain terms. The incident made
front page news all over the Nation; but
it is improbable that many noted a con-
nection between the President's plainly
stated attitude and this section of his
civil rights program.

A radio and newspaper columnist de-
manded that President Truman dismiss
his military aide, in view of the latter’'s
alleged connections with certain influ-
ence peddlers in Washington. To this
demand, the President made this clas-
sic answer, “No one”’—exXact epithet de-
leted—*“tells me who to hire and fire.”

This incident reminds us of the ancient
adage concerning whose ox is gored. An
attempt to dictate to the President on
matters of employment pertaining to his
personal staff aroused his ire. Yet he
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urges Congress to pass a law which pro-
vides—and I quote—that “the right to
employment without discrimination be-
cause of race, color, religion, or national
origin is a right of all persons within the
jurisdiction of the United States.”

Should this measure become law, em-
ployment and promotion based on merit
would be superseded by Government
decree. The seeds of dissension would
be sown among the workers. Each would
look upon the others with suspicion and
distrust. No average American worker
could feel secure. This effort, purport-
ing to secure recognition for minority
groups, actually gives employment of
members of such groups a preference;
and once employed, the member of the
minority group is given extraordinary
protection against discharge or dismissal.
In a measure which has “fair” as part of
its title, I can imagine nothing more un-
fair and discriminatory against the aver-
age worker than this bill which threatens
the employer with dire retribution should
he raise a finger against one of these
sacrosanct minorities.

Let us assume a situation under the
law. A plant has occasion to lay off
several employees. Minority groups
represent about 20 percent of the fac-
tory’s personnel. To avoid the delays,
costs, and possible punishment of being
called before the Commission on charges
of discrimination, it is much simpler to
let the Americans go even if they were
better workmen than those who could
claim discrimination. The effect of this
action on the efficiency of the plant and
the lowering of morale and productivity
of the workers can readily be seen.

The proposed act provides for the is-
suance of rules and regulations by a
commission, which is lawmaking by the
executive branch of the Government
under authority delegated by Congress.
But since Congress obviously has no
power to take the action proposed in the
bill, Congress has no power to delegate
to a rule-making body.

The State of New York has a fair-em-
ployment statute which gives an indi-
cation of the type of restrictions a Fed-
eral commission might introduce. Pon-
der this: You cannot mention color or
religion in advertising for employees.
You cannot ask for the photograph of
an applicant. You cannot inquire as to
his birthplace, his original name, or what
holidays he celebrates. The rights of
free speech and free opinion would re-
ceive an awful drubbing from such a
regulatory body.

A further aspect of the proposed leg-
islation which has been generally over-
looked is the welcome offered to sub-
versive groups by the measure. Since
the bill also applies to the Federal Gov-
ernment and its multitudinous instru-
mentalities, as well as to private business,
such agencies as the Atomic Energy
Commission is forbidden under the law
from asking an applicant where he was
born, whether he is a naturalized or na-
tive-born citizen, what his race is, or even
what his original name might be. He
may not be asked to show his naturaliza-
tion or first papers. He cannot be ques-
tioned as to membership in racial or re-
ligious organizations. The successful
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search for disloyal Federal employees is
difficult enough now, even with an elab-
orate program of loyalty checks. The
proposed law would make the task far
harder by prohibiting simple inquiries
that might throw light on a subversive
background. That such an open door
to saboteurs is considered at all seriously
by the Nation's lawmakers is incompre-
hensible.

Now let us examine the constitutional-
ity of the bill. The Constitution’s Bill
of Rights enumerates certain natural
rights which Congress shall not abridge.
Included in the first of the ten
amendments are those of freedom of
speech, freedom of religion, freedom of
the press and freedom of assembly. The
ninth amendment makes clear that other
rights than these do exist and that they
are retained by the people. The tenth
amendment expressly limits the powers
of the Federal Government fto those dele-
gated to it by the Constitution, and re-
serves all other powers to the States or
to the people.

This measure violates the first amend-
ment by abridging freedom of speech,
freedom of religion and freedom of asso~
ciation. It violates the fifth amendment
by denying an essential liberty of a free
people through arbitrary restraints on
freedom of association in business, in
schools, and in labor organizations; by
denying liberty of contract in attempt-
ing to compel employers to hire un-
desired persons and to deny employment
to desired persons; by denying to a mi-
nority of those operating private enter-
prises the same liberty of contract and
the same freedom of association which
are preserved for the majority. This
violates the constitutional guaranty of
“equal protection of the laws” implicit in
the fifth amendment. It violates the
sixth amendment by denying trial by
jury. It violates the ninth amendment
by proposing that Congress usurp rights
retained by the people., It violates the
tenth amendment because Congress
would assume a power reserved for the
States. And it violates the thirteenth
amendment by imposing an involuntary
servitude upon certain employers.

If such a Federal law, with its many
flagrant violations of the Bill of Rights,
can be enacted and held constitutional,
the American people may as well kiss
their sacred rights farewell. This meas-
ure is the entering wedge. Under it
there is no constitutional protection
against laws which first deprive employ-
ers of their rights, as is attempted in this
measure, then deprive employees of their
rights, as is partially attempted in this
measure, and finally deprive all persons
of their rights previously regarded as
permanently preserved and safeguarded
by the guaranties of individual liberty
set forth in the Constitution of the
United States.

Under the Constitution there has been
no question of the right of an individual
to establish himself in legitimate busi-
ness and to select his employees accord-
ing to his own standards without inter-
ference or hindrance. Personal freedom
of contract is a fundamental of our free-
enterprise system. It is the American
conception of individual freedom.
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But should this measure become law,
liberty of contract is violated because
it possesses the power of compelling con-
tracts. The entire field of employer=
employee relations would be invaded.
With every act of an employer or his sub-
ordinates in hiring, discharging, promot-
ing, or otherwise regulating employment
subject to complaint and investigation
on the grounds of alleged discrimination,
the plight of business under such cir=
cumstances would be lamentable.

Menaced by a commission with wide
powers of rule-making, investigation,
and issuance of cease-and-desist orders,
orderly plant management and efficient
production would disappear under a tor-
rent of inquiries and investigations that
would arise to harass business. The
smgll-business man, already overbur-
dened, would find himself buried under
an avalanche of new regulations, investi-
gations, hearings, and litigation far be-
yond his time, his energy, or his cash
reserves.

To declare that legislation of this sort
is necessary to protect the rights of mi-
norities is to use communistic language.
There are no minorities in the American
way of life. There are only Americans.
This is not a country of majorities or mi-
norities—it is a country of individuals
who possess inalienable rights under the
Constitution of the United States. One
of the most deplorable tendencies of
modern political science is the growing
disposition to legislate in behalf of
classes. Every American citizen has re-
course to the courts when any of his real
rights are denied. No American worthy
of his citizenship has any nead of legis-
lative Pablum which nourishes him at
the expense of self-sustaining fellow
citizens.

To violate the rights of the individual
is to violate the Constitution. It is as
simple as that. That is the way it must
be considered and ruled upon. No per-
son has any special rights simply be-
cause he is a member of a minority, And
no person has any of the fictitious rights
outlined in this ridiculous piece of legis-
lation.

The proposal to establish a Fair Em-
ployment Practice Commission under a
Federal statute is not an assault on the
South alone. It is equally dangerous to
all industry in our great free country.
As I have stated, evidently the President
does not believe in it himself, no matter
how much he protests, for in his own
words he has said that he does not be-
lieve that anyone has a right to tell him
whom to hire and whom to fire, And I
believe a principle that is wrong when
applied to the President is wrong when
applied to the average American busi-
nessman. I call upon you, my colleagues,
to defeat this measure without delay so
we can go on with essential national
business.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the
parliamentary situation here is a bit
confused by the number of amendments
pending and, of course, we have to take
this sort of as a catch-as-catch-can
proposition.
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I am going to send an amendment
to the Clerk’'s desk and at the proper
time we are going to get a vote on it.
We may not have further opportunity
to discuss it. But if you will hear me
for a minute, in my opinion, there will
not be a vole against this amendment,
certainly not more than one or two.

I pointed out to the committee on last
Wednesday a fact that I do not think
enybody can dispute, that this is a polit-
ical matter purely and simply. I am
bringing something close home to you
in this amendment and that is the de-
fense of our country. You may be agree-
able to playing politics on this question
of the color of a person’s skin or where
he came from or something of that sort,
but you will not play politics with this.
I have enough confidence in all of you
to say that.

This is an amendment to the Steed
amendment:

Page 1, line 12, after the words “labor
organizgation”, insert: “Provided, however,
That it shall not constitute discrimination
under this act for a contractor for the
Atomic Energy Commission to refuse to
employ aliens.”

Therz is nothing in this bill or in any
of these amendments that will protect
the Atomic Energy Commission or your
country. As a matter of fact, as these
bills are now written, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission could not discriminate
against an enemy alien so far as em-
ployment is concerned in this vital mat-
ter that affects not only the safety of
this country but the safety of the civil-
izad world.

When the amendment comes to a vote
I am going to ask your consideration
and your vote upon the amendment.
Mr. Chairman, it is one thing to play
politics here on the eve of an election.
I pointed that out to you last Wednes-
day. That is why this matter was de-
ferred until this time so that under the
lash of your primaries and your general
elections in this approching fall you
would have to yield to the organized
minorities.

In the half minute I have remaining,
I want to just give you this to think
about on that political aspect, because
the chances are I will not have another
opportunity. This country today is be-
ing ruled and run by organized minori-
ties. I call your attention to the fact
that the great mass of the unorganized
in this country is greater in all of its
power than the organized minorities,
and when you are considering the polit-
ical implications of this thing you bet-
ter think about the question of the un-
organized masses. Some day—and it
is the only answer that I know to this
question, and not only this question but
other questions that are leading us down
the road to totalitarianism—the unor-
ganized masses will organize in opposi-
tion to the organized minorities.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

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

Mr. JACOBS. Briefly.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would just like to
correct the statement that the gentle-

~man from Mississippi made in regard to
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atomic energy employment. The Atomic
Energy Commission at this time has spe-
cial legislation which makes it possible
for them to employ or discharge any em-
ployee of that Commission without cause
and without explanation.

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. At Oak Ridge, Tenn., the
gaseous diffusion plant which manufac-
tures and separates fissionable material,
such as uranium 235, is operated by a
confractor, the Carbon & Carbide Corp.,
which would be subject to the provisions
of this bill.

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. Is it not also true that
up until this legislation is enacted, if it
should be, that everybody has a right to
fire or hire whom they please, but this
legislation would supersede it?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I think
the gentleman a few moments ago voted
to shut off debate at a certain time. I
understand the gentleman has now
spoken twice.

Mr. JACOBS. That is not correct.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I have
seen him on the floor twice. Maybe he
was not talking.

Mr. JACOBS. Well, I say I did not
vote to shut off debate. If the gentle-
man was interested and had had his eyes
oben, he would have known it.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for three additional
minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I have
been a Member of this body for 14
months and sat with this body for ap-
proximately 12 months. I have never
taken it upon myself at any time to ques-
tion the motive of any Member because
of any position that he took. I have
grown a little weary of certain Members,
and to be brutally frank, the Member
that just left the well of this House, get-
ting up before this House and imputing
political chicanery to those Members who
disagree with him. I say tothe Member,
I surrender my patriotism to no one,
including the gentleman, and yet I favor
this legislation. I favor enforcement
clauses. The gentleman favored them
also in the Taft-Hartley law and asked
that they be enforced against John L.
Lewis. The Member who is addressing
you today requested the President of the
United States to invoke the Taft-Hartley
law in the present emergency, although
I disagreed with the emergency proce-
dure. But at least T am consistent. I
do not take one position one time, and
another another. I do not know wheth-
er it will make any votes in my district
to support this measure or not. There
are more white people in my district than
there are Negroes. I do not know
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whether the gentleman from Mississippi
judges me by his own motives or not.

There are more white people in his
State that vote than there are Negroes.
I am getting a little tired of this Holy
Willie prayer down here in this well. You
recall Bobbie Burns' Holy Willie, who
thanked the Lord in a congratulatory
vein that he, Holy Willie, was not wicked
like his neighbors. I have friends from
below the Mason and Dixon’s line and
I respect every one of them, and I have
reason to believe that many of my friends
below the Mason and Dixon's line respect
me. But I say to you that there are
people who come down here and talk
about the other fellow having political
motives. They remind me of the old
fable of the three peas in the pod who
saw that the walls of the pod were
green; and so they thought the whole,
wide world was green. Now let us quit
this Holy Willie prayer business and get
down and consider the legislation itself.

Mr, Chairman, I say again that I sur-
render my patriotism to no man, but
I also say that I believe that one of the
great historic documents of our coun-
try, the Declaration of Independence,
when it said that everyone is entitled to
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness, laid down the great American
proposition. Some of you may think that
is radical. If you do, read the article,
The Greatest Opportunity on Earth,
that was published in the glamour maga-
zine of business, Fortune, in October of
1949, in which it is graphically illus-
trated how the right to life is meaning-
less to @ man who lives in a metropolitan
area and who cannot get work, because
if he cannot get work he cannot get
money, and if he cannot get money he
cannot eat. If he cannot eat he cannot
live. The right to life in order to be of
some meaning to that man must mean
the right to work.

While I am talking about the right to
work, do you observe that the gentlemen
who talked here so much about the right
to work about a year ago when labor
legislation was being considered do not
seem to be so much interested in the
right to work today. At least, I think
we should be consistent.

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. TACEETT. I respect the gentle-
man, for I noticed that during the labor
debates and the other debates had on the
floor of the House he has always been
eminently fair even to those who oppose
him. May I ask the gentleman whether
or not he believes that this Congress
should enforce against the rest of the
people of this country that which they
will not impose upon themselves? How
many Members of this Congress that are
proponents of this legislation are work-
ing Negro employees in their own offices?

Mr. FOWELL. That is one reason
why we have this provision exempting
bll.miuesses that employ less than 50 peo-
pie,

Mr. TACKETT. In order to take care
of the Congressmen,

Mr. JACOBS. I can answer for my-
self. I took over my predecessor’s ex-
perienced staff and I have maintained it,



1950

Let me say this in closing: The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. JAckson]
made a point of the fact that there would
be certain rights of a majority that would
be violated. The very thesis of the
American Government is that there are
some rights a minority enjoys that no
majority can take away. I believe the
right to work in an industrial, inter-
dependent economy is one of those rights.
I do not believe the minorities can enjoy
those rights without legislation of this
type. One hundred and forty-nine mil-
lion people against 1,000,000 cannot tell
me how to worship God in this coun-
try. I believe that the right of a man
to have a job and to work is one of those
inalienable rights of the American citi-
zen.

The American Government, under its
Constitution as amended pursuant to
emancipation guarantees such rights.

I favor this legislation as a practical
implementation of that right.

The nature of those who oppose it
is theirs; it rests in the crucible of their
own consciences, as does my motive.

I cannot see their motives, so I do
not impugn them; I see no reason why
they should be less gracious to me and
anyone who agrees with me.

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

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you feel this
evening as I do? Well, if you do, you
must have a great feeling of frustration
in your heart. There have been many
speeches made in the well of the House
preaching the spirit of tolerance and
brotherhood and of the right of people to
earn their daily bread and their right to
jobs and to work. There is not a person in
this Chamber who will not wholeheart-
edly subscribe to that thesis. I recall,
and I am not an eminent theologian, that
the most tolerant man that ever walked
in human flesh on the face of this earth
was born into a world torn by intolerance
and injustice. Jesus, the Nazarene, Son
of God, came into this world preaching
a doctrine, if you please, a spiritual doc-
trine that has lasted over 2,000 years.
His ministry has been carried forward
all these years, a doctrine of tolerance, of
faith, of decency, of brotherhood, of jus-
tice. And what do we see in the world
today? The forces of hate, the forces of
intolerance, the forces of injustice, the
forces of greed and avarice and the
forces of antichrist and antigod march-
ing on all over the world. What is
the answer to the situation? The answer
here today is the FEPC—they say. Two
thousand years of Christian effort try-
ing to put into the hearts and souls of the
people of the world the spirit of brother-
hood of tolerance of charity and justice
has failed to eliminate discrimination
and intolerance and to establish here
the true brotherhood of man. I confess
that I have grave doubts that the pro-
posed bill will achieve that result.

Now, I would ask the chairman of this
committee a question with respect to
this specific bill. I ask it honestly. I
do not see him on the floor. I mean the
gentleman from New York [Mr. POWELL]
the gentleman in charge of the bill. He
himself said that it was a very fair and
a very decent question and it ought to be
answered, I would like to get the an-
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swer to the gquestion. The question is
this: How are you going to deal with the
fellow employees who practice discrimi-
nation? There is nothing that will deal
even remotely with this problem in the
present bill.

Let me illustrate. An employer hires
an individual who is not accepted by his
fellow employees. The employer has not
practiced discrimination, yet the em-
ployee referred to is treated so badly by
his fellows that he is forced to quit. The
only provision of the pending bill which
even remotely touches that gquestion is
found in subsection 5 of subsection (g)
of section 6. I have studied it and con-
clude that this provision is utterly in-
effective to deal with this problem.

What is the “other remedial action”
that is referred to in that section? Will
the gentleman from New York answer
that question, please? -

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman frem Wisconsin [Mr. KEerFE]
has expired.

Mr., KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes in order that I may
receive an answer to that question.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr, Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr., KEEFE. Iask the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Powerr] in his
own time to give me a decent answer
to that question. I am sure he will do it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion,
which is at the Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HorFMan of Michigan moves that the
Committee do now rise and report the pend-
ing bill back to the House with the recom-
mendation that the enacting clause be
stricken,

Mr, MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
a point of order. We have had one pref-
erential motion. The Committee has
voted on it. There has been no change
in the bill, and therefore this motion is
not in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is correct.

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr. SUTTON. I expected that objec-
tion. I impugn the motives of no Mem-
ber of this Congress. I realize that this
is a political situation that we are in
now. No one can doubt the patriotism
of the speaker who is now addressing
you. As the highest decorated Member
of this Congress, no one can doubt my
patriotism. But Irealize, as I speak here
this evening, thaf I am speaking to deaf
ears. I am speaking to Members that
have to play politics. I am not playing
politics. I am speaking from the heart.
I realize that those fellows north of the
Mason and Dixon’s line have to vote for
FEPC through political obligations. I
realize that those fellows south of the
Mason and Dixon’'s line speak their con-
victions when they say they are against
FEPC, and I am one of those.

Mr. Chairman, I would gladly leave this
up to the votes of the populace of the
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States throughout the 48 States, not
only to the volunteer State of Tennessee
but to the State of Massachusetts, the
State of Maine, the State of New York,
or any ouher State, for those States to
vote how they feel on FEPC.

I am firmly convinced, Mr. Chairman,
that should the population of those
States vote, there would not be a State
in the United States that would vote for
FEPC.

I have a picture here that I would
like to show to this House. It is a pie-
ture of a boy who is the brother to a
sister who works for my wife back in
Tennessee. This boy I hope will attend
college in Tennessee. I will help him out
because I believe in education and not
legislation in connection with FEPC.
This boy does not believe in FEPC. He
believes in education. The entire family
of this colored boy is one of the most
devout Christian families and one of the
greatest believers in God in the State of
Tennessee. This boy does not want
FEPC in the State of Tennessee. He is
completely happy with the situation in
Tennessee, because we are giving him
the same educational privileges that we
of white origin have in Tennessee. We
will give him a fair trial should be come
to a court of justice. His entire fam-
ily is happy with the situation there. I
would like to show you the picture of this
boy back in my home town of Lawrence-
burg, Tenn,

I challenge any man in this House to
show me a man who is happier than this
boy in this picture. It is the picture of a
boy, a Negro who is eating a watermelon.
If you will show me a man in the United
States who is happier than this boy I will
buy you the best suit of clothes there is
in Washington, D. C.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? )

Mr. SUTTON. I cannot yield at this
time. I regret I have but 5 minutes. I
tried to get more but I knew the gentle-
man who objected would object. I am
sorry for I would like to yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

I hope this bill is defeated because it is
against the best interest of the American
people, not only in the South but
throughout the United States of America.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, this House has been in
session nearly 24 hours. If we had an
electric voting device I think we could
have saved 4 hours’ time since 12 o’'clock
noon today. We have used up at least
4 hours in taking at least eight or nine
roll calls. These roll calls and quorum
calls could have been accomplished in a
few minutes or a few seconds by an elec-
tric voting machine. The facilities of
this House are really obsolete, in my
opinion, in that we do not have an elec-
tric voting device. Many legislative
bodies, including the General Assembly
of Towa, now have electric voting equip-
ment. Irealize that a great many of the
Members feel that it would be difficult to
keep up with their office work and at the
same time have an electric voting device,
but I believe they would save so much
time on the floor that they could take
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care of their correspondence without any
difficulty and actually expedite the frans-
action of business in the House.

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

Mr. LECOMPTE. Very briefly. :

Mr. RIVERS. Along with the electric
voting device will we get an electric car
to travel from our office over here?

Mr. LeCOMPTE. 1 imagine that
young folks like the gentleman from
South Carolina will not want an eleciric
car.
Mr. RIVERS. Iam trying to take care
of my brother.

Mr. LECOMPTE. I cannot yield fur-
ther unless I can get more time,

Mr. Chairman, as I approach this
question I am having more difficulty
than I have experienced on any meas-
ure that has come before the House in
the 11 years I have served in this body.
I respect the sincerity of purpose of
every Member of this House. I believe
that every Member on both sides of this
question have approached it seriously,
conscientiously, and in an effort to reach
a fair and honest conclusion. My own
feeling in the matter is that in spite of
what may be said and after I have heard
the debate all afternoon and evening—
and the clock is approaching midnight—
I cannot escape the conclusion that the
ultimate objective of this kind of legis-
lation is to compel the man in the small
institution like a small grocery store, &
small law office, a small print shop, a
small bakery, a small barber shop, the
proprietor who pay the wages to say to
him: “¥You have got to hire the man
whom the Commission says is qualified
under rules laid down by the Commis-
sion,” regardless of the fact that he may
not fit into the job in your small fown
and your small institution.

.I cannot escape the conclusion that
the ultimate objective of this legislation
is to force employers to hire men and
women who do not fit into their institu-
tions. I realize that the gentleman from
New York has said correctly that the bill
does not apply to institutions employing
less than 50 people, that it does not apply
to institutions that are doing a wholly
intrastate business, that it does not ap-
ply to family institutions or religious in-
stitutions; but I believe it is an opening
wedge that will ultimately lead to the
control, regulation, and regimentation of
every small-business institution in the
United States, and that the employer will
find that he is curbed and controlled by
rules and regulations laid down by a
commission here in Washington.

I would go as far as any man in this
House to do something for the under-
privilegzed. I would walk from here to
Iowa to help those who are in distress
and need help. Ihave a very good friend
who graduated from the State University
of Iowa with me 40 years ago, a very in-
telligent Negro, who immediately on
leaving college went to Mississippi and
established a college for the underprivi-
leged people of his race down in the
deep South, known as the Piney Wood
School of Mississippi. I refer to my
friend Lawrence Jones, Some of the
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Representatives from Mississippi may
know about the Piney Wood School. I
know very little about it except that my
friend Lawrence Jones has put in 40
years laboring to improve the conditions
of the people of his race in the South.
He has accomplished a great deal, al-
though he has not had anything like
enough support to accomplish as much
as he would desire. I have the confi-
dence of this man to the extent that he
asked me to investigate an offer of sev-
eral thousand acres of land to be do-
nated to his school in return for a rather
elaborate annuity for the man who gave
it. I investigated the offer and had to
recommend that the offer be rejected
because I feared the title to the land was
in great doubt and a great deal of time
and expense would be required in litiga-
tion, and perhaps the case would be lost
in the end. At this late hour I hope the
House may adjourn or recess, because
I believe Members are in no frame of
mind to legislate carefully and wisely
after 12 long hours of wrangling.

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

Mr. LECOMPTE., Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes,

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

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have two letters I
would like to read in connection with
certain matters that have been discussed
here today.

The first came on January 21, 1950,
from the Church of the Immaculate
Conception, Washington, D. C., and is
signed by Joseph E. Gedra, and reads as
follows:

CHURCH OF THE
IMMACULATE CONCEPTION,
Washington, D. C., January 21, 1950.
The Honorable GEORGE W. ANDREWS,
The House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. ANDREWS: It is only because of
the far-reaching and bewlildering effect, I
truthfully believe, the passage of the FEPC
bill will have upon the fundamental struc-
ture of our society, that I write to ask you
kindly to consider these few important facts
before casting a favorable vote:

1. Cries of antiracial, antisemitism, anti-
Catholic, etc., will skyrocket beyond calcula-
tlon. Then, to prove all alleged charges will
mean jamming our courts, with the resultant
confusion.

2. Such a bill is contrary to the God-given
gift of selectivity. For instance, we select
our food, literature, forms of entertainment,
friends, etc. People should exercise that
right with regard to employees. There are
abuses, of course. But the right which a
person enjoys from above will be so smoke-
screened if the FEPC bill is passed that one
will lose sight of this right.

3. Forced consideration, by pressure groups,
of one’s race, religion, nationality, rather
than his gualifications will undermine our
national set-up.

There appear to be some advantages in this
bill. For instance, Catholics may see in this
bill a way paved for a Catholic to become
President of the United States. But apart
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from this the bill can inflame the emotions
of our people, making them supersensitive
to their color, race, and religion. Herein lies
the grave danger. That something should be
done, everyone agrees; but I believe the solu-
tion of this acute problem will not be found
In the FEPC.
‘With every best wish, I am,
Very sincerely yours,
Josere E. GEDRA.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Iyield tothe gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from New York made a state-
ment in his opening remarks that this
bill had the support of Catholic and
other religious organizations. The gen-
tleman now addressing the Committee
is reading a letter which gives very defi-
nite information that the gentleman
from New York and the committee did
not give to this Committee when he said
this bill had the support of the Catholic
denomination.

Mr, ANDREWS. I thank the gentle-
man.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, this is a forth-
right and logical conclusion to be drawn
about this bill.

The second letter that I would like to
read came to me recently from a colored
man, Davis Lee, publisher of the Tele-
gram Newspapers of Newark, N. J.

THE TELEGRAM NEWSPAPERS,
Newark, N. J.
Congressman GEORGE W. ANDREWS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear ConcrEssMAN: For the past several
months I have been a “lone Negro voice cry-
ing in the wilderness” in an effort to palnt a
true word picture editorially of the fine race
relations existing in the South between Ne-
groes and whites, hoping that through my
efforts the advocates of civil rights, from the
President down, would discover the ultimate
harm which will result.

However, it 1s now apparent that certain
groups in this Nation have succeeded in
pushing the administration so far out on
the civil-rights limb until nothing can pre-
vent a showdown on this ill-timed proposal.

You have read my views which were in-
serted In the CoNgrEssroNaL Recorp by the
distinguished Senator from Virginia, Hon.
Harry F. BYrp, and you no doubt have read
some excerpts in your local papers.

As a Negro, naturally I want to see my race
enjoy ever right, every privilege, and every
opportunity enjoyed by every other Ameri-
can, but I am convinced by experience and
keen ohservation that he is acquiring these
privileges, opportunities, and rights as he is
capable of utilizing them, and that to enact
such drastic legislation now would precipi-
tate the very thing which we are seeking
to avold, racial confiict, The only real, sen-
sible, and practical solution to this race
problem 1s a broad educational program.

It might be possible to convince the advo-
cates of civil rights that the Megroes and
whites in the South are making rapid prog-
ress in finding a workable solution to the so-
called race problems, and should be left
alone. This might be accomplished by com-
paring the progress, wealth, and sachleve-
ments of the southern Negro with that if his
northern counterpart. Concrete examples of
southern racial cooperation and good will
should be extensively publicized.
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In the past northern Negro newspapers
have lambasted southern Representatives in
Congress without cause or provocation.
However, starting next week the Telegram
Newspapers will begin a series of articles on
the Senators and Congressmen from the
South and their contributions to Negro prog-
ress. 'This assignment will be handled by
me personally. I trust that I shall be able
to see you during my visit there. Won't
you kindly let me know if this be possible?

Yours truly,
TELEGRAM NEWSPAPERS,
Davis LEE, Publisher.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is, in my opin-
ion unconstitutional and very definitely
un-American, If enacted into law you
will see a huge Government agency
spring up overnight. The cost of the
operation of such agency will be stag-
gering and will be borne by the taxpay-
ers, The cost would be at least a half-
million dollars. A Commission of five
members will receive $17,500 each for the
four members and $20,000 for the Chair-
man of the proposed Commission.

The budget of the United States Gov-
ernment should be balanced. Creating
new and expensive Government agencies
is no way to balance the budget.

The opposition to this bill should not
be confined to the South. It should
come from Americans everywhere, North,
East, West, and South.

If this bill becomes law it might well
be the last straw that will break the back
of free enterprise in America—that sys-
tem which has meant so much to so
many and made America the greatest
Nation on earth.

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, the very able and dis-
tinguished gentleman and lawyer from
Indiana [Mr. Jacossl—and I hope he is
on the floor—will the gentleman come
down in front—held forth a few mo-
ments ago, very eloguently and very con-
vincingly, upon his sincerity and his con-
sistency, and I do not challenge him as
to either—I concede he is both sincere
and consistent, but I am forced to ques-
tion slightly, very slightly, his recollec-
tion. Did not the gentleman, who con-
vinced us that we should not deprive a
man of his right to work, oppose the
Taft-Hartley Act? Just yes or no.

Mr. JACOBS. I do not know of any
law that requires me to answer yes or no.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Did the
gentleman vote for the Taft-Hartley Act
or did he not?

Mr. JACOBS. I was not in Congress
when it was passed, and the gentleman
knows it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of WMichigan. All
right. Did not the gentleman oppose
the Wood bill? Did the gentleman sup-
port the Lesinski bill? He was here
then, when it was offered.

Mr. JACOBS. Yes, and there were
some amendments that I offered myself.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
all right.

Mr. JACOBS. The gentleman does
not want the answer?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The gen-
tleman has answered today. He has had
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plenty of time. He spoke twice from the
well here the last time at length and per-
suasively on the right to work., That was
the gentleman’s text. He asserted re-
peatedly and with great force that no
man should be deprived of his right to
work. The Lesinski bill, which he sup-
ported, had it been adopted, would have
deprived a man of his right to work unless
he joined the union. Where, I say to the
gentleman, is your consistency? Where
was your support for the right to work
when you voted against the Wood bill for
the Lesinski bill?

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and ask unan-
imous consent to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me for one observa-
tion?

Mr. BARDEN. ©No, please. I am
afraid the gentleman will get me mixed
up with himself and the gentleman from
Michigan. I do not want to get mixed
up in that. I know the gentleman from
Indiana and I am very fond of him. He
is very sincere in his work on legislative
matters. But I am not going to be a
party to carrying on that discussion.

Mr. Chairman, there have been a lot of
things said here on the floor that I guess
might just as well have been left unsaid.
I happen to be one who for many years
has been interested in improving race
relations in the State of North Carolina.
I do not think anyone in this House or
anywhere else would say that we have not
done an excellent job in North Carolina.
I have been in some tough school fights,
Fights for both the colored and white
schools in North Carolina, at a time when
it was pretty tough going, but it has paid
off. It has paid off marvelously well.

Before we begin to name too many
folks as discriminators, I suppose there
are 435 discriminators in this House. We
are discriminating in our taste, we are
discriminating in our choice of clothes,
we discriminate when we employ our
office personnel, and we will continue to
do it. We are not going to pass any law
that will interfere with that right. The
Democrats discriminate against the Re-
publicans when they are in office, and I
can tell you that the Republicans dis-
criminate against us when they get in
office. We are not going to solve all the
troubles of the earth by passing this kind
of bill.

I think it would be well to think for a
moment while you are discussing the
Negro race that they have many things
to be proud of and the other people of
this country have many things to be
proud of, because the Negroes have trav-
eled further and made more progress
economically, socially, and educationally
in 75 years than any racial group on
earth. They did it by working together.
And by working with those who desired
to help them and this country.

Now that we think we have about
reached the point where we can be proud
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of our accomplishments in America, here
comes an ambitious group of headline
hunters who want to jump up now and
pass an FEPC bill and say, “We are re-
sponsible for it all.”

I once heard of an old Bancroft’s barn-
yard rooster who every morning just be-
fore the sun came up would rise up on
his roost, flap his wings, and let go a
mighty crow. Then, in a few minutes
after the sun came up, he would strut
around the barnyard among the hens
and say, “Tut, tut. See what I did?”
Now who is it appearing upon the scene
that is waiting to say, “Now see what we
did?” I am not so sure that even if you
succeed you are going to be proud of your
accomplishments. I am not so sure that
those of you who have been so interested
in the closed shops are not going to bring
about confusion, conflict, and disturb-
ance with your closed shops and with
your contracts. So far as my own State
is concerned, I know you are wrong.
There is not a man in this House who
has spent more time working with the
colored people of North Carolina than I
have. I am pleased to say that they re-
spect me and I respect them. They are
my friends, and I am theirs. I do not
have to go any further than the author
of this bill, who knows of my interest in
them and who knows that when it comes
to educational matters we never have a
moment’s conflict over taking care of
them. But right now we are dealing
with a matter which is inflammatory.
It is dangerous. To some it may be just
a political move. But to others it is a
most serious question on which we have
very strong, sincere, well-founded con-
victions. I for one do not want my Gov-
ernment telling me who I must employ,
for that same philosophy might go so
far as to say who I must work for wheth-
er I liked it or not. In either instance
it is such an invasion of individual
rights as to be inconsistent with and re-
pulsive to our American way of life. . I
say to you in all seriousness that those
of you who now are urging this come
from sections of the country that have
not dealt with this problem and did not
deal with it when it was really bad and
tough. Where were you back yonder
when we were having all the trouble in
lifting ourselves up by our own hocot-
straps? I hope we can get along with-
out this thing which I believe will be
bad for the American people.

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr,
Chairman, in view of the fact that there
seems to be some thought here that the
people of California do not know what
they are doing when they go to the polls,
I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp at this point the county by
county vote in the State of California on
the fair-employment practice issue,

Mr, POWELL, Mr. Chairman, a point
of order. The gentleman would have to
do that in the House,

The CHATRMAN. The Chair under-
stands that it is a compilation made by
the gentleman,

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection,
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(The matter referred to is as follows:)
Constitutional amendments and initiative

measures
Fair Employment Practices
Act—Initiative: Declares
State poliey that all persons
have the right of equal oppor-
tunity to secure employment,
To efiect such policy makes
it unlawiul to refnse to hire,
to discharge, or to diserimi-
nate in conditions of employ:
bm;ent ag;nust T_ni' ]!a-r.l-:on
cause of race, religion, color,
Counties national origin or ancestry,
Establishes a commission to
prevent such unlawiul prac-
tices by coneiliation or order
and by education. Provides
for judicial review of com-
mission's orders. Appropri-
ates sum for commission
Yes No

64, 252 181, 961
206 36
529 1, 387
8,211 7, 620
500 1, 542
560 1, 742
17, 869 - 28 527
575 853
3 2, 464
Fresno__ o 13, 428 33,183
Glenn._ 22 614 2,218
Humboldt e 4,322 7, 504
1,579 4, 556
667 1,342
7,075 23, 669
1,504 4,930
A%2 1, 969
1,119 1, 876
204, 038 758, 641

1,218 4,51
5, 443 13, 618
416 T4
2,022 4,060
2,488 6, 604
393 1,118
114 20
4,217 14, 389
2,318 7,001
1,471 3, 836
0, 508 40, 580
2, 566G b, 857
1,093 1, 786
7,39 25, 424
15, 539 37, 005
768 2,172
_ 13,274 41,725
San Diego_.._.. % 31, 961 83, 006
San Francisco. - 69, 651 141, 955
San Joaquin_ 7 7,959 25, 985
San Luis Obispo..._.. 3,150 7,532
San Mate B 12, 964 82,201
Santa Barbara 5, 804 14, 880
Santa Clara 18,093 41, 616
Santa Cruz.. 3, 071 11, 269
Shasta_.___ 2,120 4, 060
Sierra.. ... a7 ]
Sisklyou 2,047 4,252
Solano 6, 517 13, 802
HSonoma 6, 202 13, 578
Stanislaus. 4,902 14, 210
i 7 el S 8ol 3,222
Tehama.. =4 840 2,450
Trinity-.. 2 486 803
Tulare. _. 3 4, 538 16, 807

Tuolummne. . 1,112 2,27
WONERPR i e 4, 785 14, 410
L= g A (O 1, 666 6, 085
A R 1,17 2,954
1| SR 675, 607 1, 682, 646

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pro forma amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I have heard a great
deal of discussion here this afternoon
about this bill and the reasons why one
should be for it, because certain other
folks are for it. For me it is not a ques-
tion of who is for it. It is not a ques-
tion of politics. It is a question of what
is the right thing to do. Unless the
House comes to that conclusion and looks
the situation sguarely in the face, I fear
the results of the action that may be
taken.

On page 2, in the last full paragraph
on that page of the committee’s report,
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there Is an indication that 83,000,000 of
the population of the United States, bet-
ter than 55 percent, are being dis-
criminated against. For my own part I
have not been able to find cases where
there was that discrimination. I believe
that the incentive which the employer
has to see that a good job is done in-
spires him to hire the very best people
who present themselves to him for em-
ployment. I do not believe it is possible
to create a commission of tinhorn politi-
cians who will, without knowing any-
thing about the problems that that em-
ployer has to face, be able to tell him
whom he shall employ, what he shall
pay them, when and how he shall pro-
mote them.

I believe if we undertake to do that
kind of thing, ultimately we will destroy
everything in the nature of private in-
dustry and private employment of our
people, and revert to a socialistic state
and the inefficiencies that go with it.

It was my privilege in 1947 to go to
Europe. In Germany there was put on
for our edification the most magnificent
military drill that I have ever seen, by a
colored company, trained by colored of-
ficers, and capable of performing with
precision every movement that was re-
quired for that drill. That indicates
what those pecople can do in a free econ-
omy, with a free opportunity and the
right of those people to be judged on
their merits. The minute you get to the
point where an employee is not to be
judged on his merits and what he is
ready to produce, that minute you de-
stroy the initiative of the American peo-
ple, and you are telling him that he has
got to deal in some underhanded way if
he is going to procure advancement and
a better way of life in the world,

I do not believe that we need fear the
straightforward consideration of this
bill. I hope that the Congress of the
United States will meet it on its merits
and say “No.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]
has expired.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a preferential motion. I move that the
Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER].

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry. Has any busi-
ness been transacted in connection with
the hill?

The CHAIRMAN. That isimmaterial,
The motion is in order at this time.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. SHAFER) there
were—ayes 142, noes 164.

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

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair ap-
pointed as tellers Mr. SHAFER and Mr,
POWELL.

The Committee again divided, and tel-
lers reported that there were—ayes 172,
noes 165.

So the motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chalir,
Mr. WALTER, Chairman of th: Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
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Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the hill
(H. R. 4453) to prohibit discrimination in
employment because of race, color, re-
ligion, or national origin, had come to no
resolution thereon.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn,

Mr. MARCANTONIO and Mr. BIE-
MILLER demanded the yeas and nays.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr, Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HARRIS. As I understand, the
roll call now is on the motion to adjourn,

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

Mr. HARRIS. If the motion to ad-
journ is not agreed to, then what will
be the parliamentary situation?

The SPEAKER. It will be Calendar
Wednesday business.

Mr. HARRIS. A further parliamen-
tary ingquiry, Mr. Spealer.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HARRIS. Do we automatically
then go back into Committee?

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman
from Michigan calls the bill up again, yes.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 165, nays 239, answered
“present” 1, not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 61]

YEAS—165

Abbitt Fernandez Peterson
Abernethy Fisher Phillips, Calit
Albert Frazler Pickett
Allen, I11, - Fugate Plumley
Andersen, Gary Poage

H. Carl Gathings Preston
Andresen, Gore Priest

August H. Gozsett Rains
Andrews Crant Rankin
Barden Gregory Redden
Bates Hagen Reed, I11
Battle Hale Reed, N. ¥
Beckworth Hardy Regan
Bennett, Fla, Hare Rich
Bennett, Mich. Harris Richards
Bentsen Harrison Rivers
Boggs, La. Hays, Ark Rogers, Fla
Bolton, Md. Hébert Sanborn
Bonner Herlong Shafer
Boykin Hill Short
Bramblett Hobbs Slkes
Brooks Hoffman, Mich. Simpson, 11,
Brown, Ga. Hopsa Simpson, Pa.
Brown, Ohio  Jenison Sims
Bryson Jenkins Smathers
Burleson Jennings Smith, Kans,
Burton Jensen Smith, Va,
Camp Jones, Ala. Stanley
Cannon Jones, N.C. Steed
Carlyle Eerr Stigler
Chelf Kilburn Sutton
Chiperfield Kilday Taber
Christopher Lanham Tackett
Church Larcade Teague
Clevenger LeCompte Thomas
Cole, N. Y. Lucas Thompson
Colmer Lyle Thornberry
Combs McMillan, S. C. Towe
Cooley Magee Trimble
Cooper Mahon Underwood
Cox Meyer Velde
Crawford Michener Vinson
Curtis Miles Vursell
Davis, Ga. Miller, Nebr, Weichel
Davis, Tenn. Mills Wheeler
Deane Monroney Whitten
DeGrafienried Morris Whittington
D'Ewart Morrison Wickersham
Dolliver Murdock Wiillams
Dondero Murray, Tenn. Willis
Doughton Nicholson Wilson, Qkla.
Durham Norrell Wilson, Tex.
Elliott O’'Hara, Minn. Winstead
Engle, Calif. Pace Wood
Evins Passman Worley
Fellows Patten
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Addonizio Hall, Morgan
Allen, Calif. Edwin Arthur Morton
Anderson, Calif. Hall, Moulder
Angell Leonard W. Multer
Aspinall Halleck . Murphy
Auchincloss Hand Murray, Wis.
Balley Hart Nelson
Baring Harvey Nixon
Barrett, Pa. Havenner Noland
Barrett, Wyo. Hays, Ohio Norton
Beall Heflfernan O'Brien, I,
Biemiller Heller O'Brien, Mich.
Bishop Herter O'Hara, I11.
Blackney Heselton O’EKonski
Blatnik Hinshaw O’'Neill
Boggs, Del. Hoeven O’Sullivan
Bolling Hoffman, I11. O'Toole
Bolton, Ohio  Holifield Patterson
Bosone Holmes Perkins
Breen Horan Pleifer,
Buchanan Howell Joseph L.
Buckley, Il Huber Pfeiffer,
Buckley, N. ¥. Hull William L,
Burdick Irving Philbin
Burke Jackson, Calif. Phillips, Tenn,
Burnside Jackson, Wash. Polk
Byrne, N. Y Jacobs Potter
Byrnes, Wis. James Poulson
Canfield Javits Powell
Carnahan Johnson Price
Carroll Jonas Quinn
Case, N. J Judd Raktaut
Case, S. Dak Karst Ramsay
Cavalcante Karsten Rees
Celler Kean Rhodes
Chesney Kearney Ribicoff
Chudoff Eearns Riehlman
Clemente Keating Rodino
Cole, Kans. Kee Rogers, Mass,
Corbett Keefe Rooney
Cotton Eelley, Pa. Roosevelt
Coudert Kelly, N. Y. Babath
Crook Kennedy Badlak
Crosser Eeogh St. George
Cunningham King Sasscer

e Kirwan Saylor
Davenport Klein Scott, Hardie
Davis, Wis Kruse 3
Dawson EKunkel Hugh D., Jr
Delaney Lane Berivner
Denton Latham Scudder
Dingell LeFevre Secrest
Dollinger Lemke Shelley
Donchue Lesinskl Sheppard
Douglas Lichtenwalter Staggers
Doyle Lind tefan
Eberharter Linehan Stockman
Ellsworth Lodge Sullivan
Elston Lovre Talle
Engel, Mich.  Lynch Tauriello
Fallon MeCarthy Taylor
Feighan McConnell Tollefson
Fenton MecCormack Vorys
Flood McCulloch Weagner
Fogarty McDonough Walsh
Forand McGrath Walter
Ford McGregor Welech
Fulton McGuire Werdel
Furcolo MeEinnon ‘White, Calif,
Gamble McMillen, 111. 'White, Idaho
Garmatz McSweeney Widnall
Gavin Mack, 111, Wier
Golden Mack, Wash Wigglesworth
Goodwin Madden ‘Wilson, Ind.
Gordon Mansfield Withrow
Gorskl Marcantonio Wolverton
Graham Marsalis Woodhouse
Granahan Martin, Towa Yates
Granger Merrow Young
Green Miller, Calif. Zablockl
Gross Miller, Md.
Gwinn Mitchell

ANSWERED “FRESENT"—.
Martin, Mass,
NOT VOTING—28

Allen, La, Harden Smith, Ohio
Arends Hedrick Bmith, Wis.
Brehm Jones, Mo. nce
Bulwinkle Macy Van Zandt
Chatham Marshall ‘Wadsworth
Davies, N.¥. Mason Whitaker
Eaton Norblad Wolcott
Gillette Patman ‘Woodruff
Gilmer Sadowskl

So the motion was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Gilmer for, with Mr, Van Zandt against,

Mr. Jones of Missouri for, with Mr. Davles
of New York against.

Mr. Allen of Louisiana for,
Badowski against.

Mr. Whitaker for, with Mr, Gillette against.

Mr. Arends for, with Mr. Hedrick against.

Mr, Macy for, with Mr. Wolcott against.

Mr, Chatham for, with Mr. Brehm against.

Mr. Wadsworth for, with Mr. Martin of
Massachusetts against,

with Mr.

Mr. Smith of Wisconsin for, with Mr.
Spence against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Patman with Mr. Mason.

Mr. Marshall with Mr. Norblad.

Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Eaton.

Messrs. HinsHAw and JOHNSON

changed their vote from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, has the gentleman from New
York, Mr. WADSWORTH, been taken eare
of by a pair?

The SPEAKER. He has not.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I voted “nay.” I withdraw my
vote and vote “present” and may say
that if I were permitted to vote I would
vote “nay.” The gentleman from New
York, Mr. WabswoRTH, would have
voted to adjourn if present and voting.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Education
and Labor I call up the bill H. R, 4453,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I raise the question of consideration of
the bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House consider the bill?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 271, nays 133, not voting 27,
as follows: i

[Roll No. 62]
YEAS—2T1
Addonizio Case, N.J. Fenton
Allen, Calif, Case, 8. Dak. Flood
Andersen, Cavalcante Fogarty
H. Carl Celler Forand
Anderson, Calif. Chesney Ford
Andresen, Chiperfield Fulton
August H. Christopher Furcolo
Angell Chudoff Gamble
Aspinall Church Garmatz
Auchineloss Clemente Gavin
Bailey Cole, Kans. Golden
Baring Corbett Goodwin
Barrett, Pa. Cotton Gordon
Barrett, Wyo. Coudert Gorskl
Beall Crawford Graham
Bennett, Mich. Crook Granghan
Biemliller Crosser Granger
Bishop Cunningham Green
Blackney Dague Gross
Blatnik Davenport Gwinn
Boggs, Del Davis, Wis. Hagen
Bolling Dawson Hall,
Bolton, Ohio  Delaney Edwin Arthur
ne Denton Hall,
Breen D'Ewart Leonard W,
Brown, Ohlo  Dingell Halleck
B Dolli Hand
Buckley, I11 Dolliver Hart
Buckley, N. Y. Dondero Harvey
Burd! Donohue Havenner
Burke Hays, Ohio
Burneide Doyle effernan
Byrne, N. Y, Eberharter Heller
Byrnes, Wis. Ellsworth Herter
Canfield Elston Heselton
Cannon Engel,
Carnahan Fallon Hinshaw
Felghan Hoeven

Hoffman, Ill. McGregor
Holifield McGuire
Holmes MecKinnon
Hope McMillen, 11,
Horan McSweeney
Howell Mack, Ill.
Huber Mack, Wash.
Hull Madden
Irving Mansfield
Jackson, Calif, Marcantonio
Jackson, Wash. Marsalls
Jacobs Martin, Towa
James Martin, Mass
Javits Merrow
Jenison Michener
Jenkins Miller, Calif.
Jensen Miller, Md
Johnson Miller, Nebr
Jonas Mitchell
Judd Monroney
Karst Morgan
Karsten Morrls
Eean Morton
Eearney Moulder
Kearns Multer
Keating Murphy
Eee Murray, Wis
Keefe Nelson
Kelley, Pa. Nixon
KEelly, N. Y. Noland
Kennedy Norton
Keogh O'Brien, Il
Eing O'Brien, Mich
Kirwan O’'Hara, 111
Klein O’'Hara, Minn,
Kruse O'Konski
Eunkel O'Neill
Lane O'Sullivan
Latham O'Toole
LeCompte Patten
LeFevre Patterson
Lemke Perkins
Lesinski Pieifer,
Lichtenwalter Joseph L
Lind Pieiffer,
Linehan Willlam L
Lodge Philbin
Lovre Phillips, Tenn.
Lynch Plumley
MecCarthy Polk
McConnell Potter
McCormack Poulson
McCulloch Powell
McDonough FPrice
McGrath Quinn
NAYS5—133
Abbitt Gary
Abernethy Gathings
Albert Gore
Allen, 11, Gossett
Andrews Grant
Barden Gregory
Bates Hale
Battle Hardy
Beckworth Hare
Bennett, Fla Harris
Bentsen Harrison
Boggs, La Hays, Ark.
Bolton, Md Hébert
Bonner Herlong
Boykin Hobbs
Bramblett Hoffman, Mich.
Brooks Jennings
Brown, Ga Jones, Ala.
Bryson Jones, N. C.
Burleson Kerr
Burton Kilburn
Camp Kilday
Carlyle Lanham
Cheif Larcade
Clevenger Lucas
Cole, N. Y. Lyle
Colmer MeMillan, 8. C
Combs Magee
Cooley Mahon
Cooper Meyer
Cox Miles
Curtis Mills
Davig, Ga Morrison
Davis, Tenn Murdock
Deane Murray, Tenn
DeGraffenried Nicholson
Doughton Norrell
Durham Pace
Elliott Passman
Evins Peterson
Fellows Phillips, Calif
Fernandez Pickett
Fisher Poage
Frazier n
Fugate Priest
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Rabaut
Ramsay

Rees

Rhodes
Ribicoft
Riehlman
Rodino
Rogers, Mass.
Rooney
Roosevelt
Babath
Badlak

Bt. George
Sanborn
Basscer
Saylor

Scott, Hardle
Scott,

Hugh D., Jr.
Scrivner
Scudder
Secrest
Shelley
Sheppard

Tauriello
Taylor
Tollefson
Vorys
Vursell
Wagner
Walsh
Walter
‘Weichel
‘Welch
Werdel
White, Calif.
White, Idaho
Wickersham
Widnall
Wier
Wigglesworth

. Wilson, Ind.

Withrow
‘Wolverton
Woeodhouse
Yates
Young
Zablocki

Rains
Rankin
Redden
Reed, Tl
Reed, N. ¥.
Regan

Rich
Richards
Rivers
Rogers, Fla.
Shafer
Ehort

Bikes
Bimpson, Ill.
Simpson, Pa.
Sims
Smathers
Smith, Kans,
Smith, Va.
Stanley
Stigler
Button
Taber
Tackett
Teague
Thomas

. Thompson

Thornberry
Towe
Trimble
Underwood
Velde
Vinson
Wheeler
Whitten
Whittington
Willlams
Willis
‘Wilson, Okla,
‘Wilson, Tex.
Winstead
Wood
Worley
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NOT VOTING—27

Allen, La. Gilmer Sadowskl
Arends Harden Smith, Ohlo
Brehm Hedrick Smith, Wis,
Bulwinkle Jones, Mo. Spence
Chatham Macy Van Zandt
Davies, N. Y. Marshall Wadsworth
Eaton Mason Whitaker
Engle, Calif, Norblad ‘Weolcott
Gillette Patman Woodruff

So the House agreed to consider the
bill.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Van Zandt for, with Mr. Gilmer against,
Mr. Davies of New York for, with Mr. Jones
of Missouri against.
Mr. Sadowski for, with Mr. Allen of Louisi-
ana against,
Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Whitaker agalnst,
Mr. Hedrick for, with Mr. Arends against.
Mr. Wolcott for, with Mr. Macy against.
Mr. Brehm for, with Mr. Wadsworth
against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Mason.

Mr. Spence with Mr. Norblad.

Mr. Marshall with Mr., Woodruff.

Mr. Patman with Mr. Smith of Wisconsin.
Mr. Engel of California with Mrs. Harden.
Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Eaton.

Mr. RicuEarRDS changed his vote from
uaye'} tO uno.u

Mrs. RoceRs of Massachusetts and Mr,
CoreETT changed their votes from “no”
to “aye.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAEER. The House automati-
cally resolves itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the hill.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 4453) to pro-
hibit discrimination in employment be-
cause of race, color, religion, or national
origin, with Mr, WALTER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the hill.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, in
order to see if we can arrive at an agree-
ment as to time on the McConnell
amendment and all amendments there-
to, I ask unanimous consent that debate
on the MecConnell amendment and all
amendments thereto close at quarter
of 2.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr, HESEL-
TON].

Mr. HESELTON. Mr, Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HESELTON. Is this the amend-
ment that followed the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama?

The CHAIRMAN. Thisis the amend-
ment that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts offered to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. McCoNNELL].

The questien is on the amendment to
the amendment,
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The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HESELTON)
there were—ayes 186, noes 54.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 1
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on the McConnell amendment and all
amendments thereto close at 2:30 a. m.

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

Mr. WILSON of Texas.
man, I object.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move that all debate on the McConnell
amendment and all amendments thereto
close at 2:30 a. m.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK., Mr, Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr, McCor-
MACK and Mr. SHATER.

The Committee divided; and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 192, noes
64.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. POWELL. Mr, Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it. 3

Mr. POWELL, What is the situation
now? Will the Chair kindly state what
is before the House now?

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Hoessl.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my amendment
be again reported.

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

There was no objection.

The Hobbs amendment was again re-
ported. :

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Alabama,

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Javits) there
were—ayes 178, noes 81,

So the amendment was agreed to.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLMER to the
Steed amendment: On page 1, line 12, after
“labor organizations”, insert “Provided, how-
ever, That it shall not constitute diserimi-
nation under this act for a contractor for

the Atomic Energy Commission to refuse to
employ aliens.”

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, this is
the amendment about which I spoke to
you a moment ago. It involves the secu-
rity of this country as it may be affect-
ed by the employment of aliens in the
production of atomic energy and atomic
bombs. I am not going to take up your
time since limitation has been placed
upon debate, and others will want to
speak. I ask for an affirmative vote on
this amendment.

I call your attention to the fact that
in spite of what the gentleman from
California said, and regardless of what
the present law may be, this law would
supersede any existing law, If I am in

Mr. Chair-
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error about that, and I do not think I
am, then let us play on the safe side.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inauiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The
will state it.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, is the
Chair disposed to divide the time in view
of the fact that it has been limited, and
to announce the Members who will be
recognized?

The CHAIRMAN. In view of the fact
that one hour and a half remains for de-
bate, and since it was impossible for the
Chair to determine the number of Mem-
bers who were on their feet, I believe it
is advisable to follow the strict rule.

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to speak in favor of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, needless to say, I think
we all should support this amendment.
But I have taken this time to eXpress a
few thoughts in connection with the
pending bill. I realize at this late hour
not many votes are going to be changed.
But you cannot help thinking that the
efforts to pass this FEPC bill are predi-
cated upon the desire that we frequently
see when somebody finds some situation
with which they are displeased. They
always say, “There ought to be a law
against it.”

I am sure from the statements made
here and elsewhere in many of the north-
ern areas there is discrimination in em-
ployment in some cases., But from all
the information I have received from
people in those areas the trouble is not
with the employer in most cases but with
the employees, who do not wish to work
with groups of certain other races, or
other minorities. Certainly this bill to
force employers to hire and fire at the
direction of a Federal commission is not
going to correct that situation. There is
one thing I think should be pointed out
here, and that is that while you may pass
this FEPC bill and you may provide that
five commissioners may subpena the
bhooks and records of any company in this
country and they may drag the officials
of such company to Washington or any
place else in the country, and while you
may say to those men who they must hire
and who they must fire, this bill does not
and cannot say to the man in business
that he has to stay in business, nor can
you make him go into business.

Gentlemen, unemployment has hbe-
come serious in recent weeks. As a re-
sult of the present unemployment we
see our friends on the other side of the
Capitol and our friends here making
every effort to provide capital and to
interest people in going into new busi-
nesses. We recognize there must be a
business establishment if there is to be
employment, and there must be new en-
terprises, and if you continue, through
this type of legislation, to regiment and
to bedevil the men who are in business,
you will destroy the very thing you seek,
and that is employment for the Ameri-
can people, whatever the race may be
that they belong to.

I recognize that those who suffer from
this discrimination in the northern
areas—and that is where they are—they
are not in the South—wish something
to be done. Like all those with a cause
to carry, they feel that if they could

gentleman
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just get a Federal law on the subject,
if they could get the Federal Govern-
ment behind their cause, they would
bring about a correction of those ills.
The records of history do not bear that
out. This country was settled by people
who came from the countries of Europe
because by fiat or by law the govern-
ments in those countries required all
people to conform to one pattern. That
is the chief reason most of our people
came here. They came here so as not to
have to follow the state religion, or fo
avoid various other oppressions by the
various countries from which they came,
whereby the powers that were tried to
make everybody fit a given pattern.
Those countries could not do it then.
¥You cannot do it here.

I served, and many of you have served,
in the capacity of district attorney, for
almost 9 years. You cannot prosecute
a whole people. If you try to you will
not succeed. You may pass this law but
if you do you cannot enforce it. If this
bill passes you can bedevil business, you
can drag men around, you can cause the
closing up of some business and prevent
the opening of new businesses, but if you
pass this law you are not going to make
folks hire and fire men whom they do
not wish to hire or fire. I say that the
President's action when he responded
with an epithet when someone told him
what to do is representative of the ac-
tion of many men in this country, when
the Government tries through five com-
missioners to tell them what they have
to do.

If you get this act, you may say to '

a man that he has got to hire or fire
somebody, but you cannot say to him
that he has got to go in business. You
cannot require that he stay In business,
After all, the businessman, the employer
who has this business, is the only place
where these employees are going to find
a job. In my judgment, this type of
legislation is defeating the chances of
employment on the part of our people,
and you are killing the goose that lays
the golden egg, because it is business
that employs labor, and unless there is
business there is no job for labor, and
that is true, whatever your race, religion,
color, or what have you.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WaIT-
TEN] has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. CoLmEeRr] should be defeated, for two
reasons.

First, for the reasons stated by the
gentleman from California, who is a
member of the Joint Congressional
Atomic Energy Committee.

S=cond, because the committee bill
itself, which is before us, says:

{(b) The President shall have power to
provide for the establishment of regulations
to prevent the committing or continuing of
any unlawful employment practice as herein
defined hy ANy person who makes a contract
with any agency or instrumentality of the
United States (excluding any State or polit-
ical subdivision thereof) or of any Territory
or possession of the United States, or of the
District of Columbia, in any amount exceed-
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ing $10,000. Such regulations shall be en-
forced by the Commission according to the
procedure hereinbefore provided.

As the gentleman is serious about secu-
rity in the atbmic-energy program, he
should want to leave that flexibility in
the Commander in Chief,

I would like to address myself, too, to
this idea which is contained in both the
McConnell amendment and the Steed
substitutes of omitting any enforcement
powers for FEPC. I address myself to
those who are for FEPC, particularly
those who are from the great industrial
areas, in the hope that you will not de-
ceive yourselves about the fact that if
you vote for the McConnell amendment
or the Steed substitute tonight—though
I do not believe many will do that—you
are voting for the kind of FEPC so many
people have been fighting for. FEPC
has got to have the backing of penalties
to do its full job in the elimination of
discrimination in economic opportunity.
You do not have to take my word for
that, but read what some practical busi-
nessmen have to say in a telegram con-
tained in the committee hearings, Wil-
liam L. Batt, president of SKF Indus-
tries; Spyros P. Skouras, president of
Twentieth Century Fox; Beardsley Ruml,
then chairman of the board of R. H.
Macy & Co.; and Henry R. Luce, editor
of Time, Life, and Fortune magazines,
say as follows:

We like the reliance which the bill puts
upon education and conciliation. On the
other hand, we recognize the necessity of
governmental sanctions when conciliation
breaks down.

We are not dealing with a privilege.
We are dealing with a fundamental civil
right. Members ought to agree that the
dignity of government requires that that
fundamental right—not privilege—shall
be implemented with the full power to
enforce it. 'When voting tonight on the
McConnell substitute, it is not a ques-
tion of voting on something that is not
as good, or that is a half a loaf instead
of a whole loaf, but an “aye” vote on the
McConnell substitute is just not giving
needed power to do the full job, while a
“no” vote shows a determination to give
such power. If you believe in the job
to be done—and you must if you believe
in FEPC—then your vote must be “no”
on the McConnell substitute when the
Committee votes shortly.

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DURHAM. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to this measure so-called FEPC,
There is no employment in it and cer-
tainly no fairness to the measure, but I
am supporting this amendment. Yes-
terday, in the Committee on the Armed
Services, we reported out a bill which
carried a provision to permit aliens who
are top-ranking scientists to work when
properly cleared in probably one of the
most important installations this Gov-
ernment has. I am not sure how this
legislation would affect it, and I do not
believe anyone on the floor knows how
it would affect the employment of the
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atomic-energy plants. The history of
this matter goes back to 1937, but I do
not have time to relate it here. At that
time we brought a good many aliens to
this country who were important scien-
tists—men whom we desired, but who
have not yet received their citizenship.
We brought from Penemunde men to
work in a program of wind tunnels, which
is one of the most important that we
have today in regard to our whole air-
plane program, and I fear what might
happen if these people were barred.
Many of them have already applied for
citizenship in this country. I would at
the present time hate to see these people
barred from employment because I be-
lieve them to be essential in carrying
forward a program that is necessary.

In regard to the atomic-energy pro-
gram, it is not clear to me, as the gentle-
man from New York stated, as to whether
many of the people whom today we are
employing for that purpose could be em-
ployed under this restrictive bill we have
before us tonight. I certainly hope this
House will adopt this amendment to
clarify this matter at least until this
question can be studied to the point
where we can be convinced whether or
not these people are eligible for employ-
ment, and I trust and hope this body will
vote down this measure in toto.

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

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

Mr. BIEMILLER. I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would like to
make a small contribution to our think-
ing on this particular subject. There is
nothing in this particular bill which will
preclude the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion or any contractor asked to do so by
the Atomic Energy Commission from ex-
cluding any individual on security
grounds. Race, color, and national ori-
gin are included in the bill, to be sure,
but security matters are not included in
this bill, and any individual can be ex-
cluded from any facility of a subcon-
tractor, contractor, or the Atomic En-
ergy Commission on security grounds, if
s0 desired.

Mr. BIEMILLER. I thank the gen-
tleman from California for his contri-
bution. He emphasizes one of the
points I wanted to make, that I think
we are, as far as this amendment is con-
cerned, talking about something that is
unnecessary. The Atomic Energy Com-
mittee at the present time has full and
ample power to cover any security risks
under existing legislation. The amend-
n:;e:]t]: now pending would not affect that
a 5

I would like in the remainder of my
time, Mr, Chairman, to devote myself
to the question of the basic theory be-
hind both the Steed and the McConnell
amendments. I agree with the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Javirsl who
spoke a few moments ago, that any leg-
islation that is passed which pretends
to be FEPC legislation but does not carry
enforcement provisions is meaningless
and has little value. This is a point that
ought to be clearly understood by those
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who are favorable to the passage of
FEPC legislation.

I would regard the passage of a bill
which does not contain governmental
authority to enforce the kind of legisla-
tion that we want as being a mere
shadow of the substance that we need.
For example, I have in my hand a tele-
gram from the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People in
which they point out that the kind of
legislation contemplated under both the
Steed and the McConnell substitutes has
been tried out in the city of Cleveland
and it has been found wanting. The
city of Cleveland has taken steps within
recent weeks to change this legislation
from the purely voluntary type, as is
proposed in the MecConnell and Steed
amendments, to one that does carry
enforcement provisions.

Actually our experience has been that
where you have enforcement provisions
conciliation and similar procedures work
much more expeditiously. You do not
have to use the enforcement provisions.
But unless that authority is given the
governmental body which is in charge of
carrying out the FEPC legislation you
do not get a full and complete chance to
eliminate discrimination.

There is no point in kidding ourselves.
You can have all kinds of voluntary au-
thority. That works in many fields. In
many cities and in many States we have
mayors’ commissions on civil rights,
we have governors’ commissions on civil
rights. They are doing a fine educa-
tional job, but they are not able to see
to it that you get good results in terms of
eliminating diserimination in employ-
ment possibilities.

In my own city of Milwaukee during
the war we did succeed in breaking some
of the bottlenecks that had previously
existed in discrimination against certain
racial groups in terms of employment.
The wartime FEPC with the authority
of the Government behind it, did suc-
ceed in persuading some of the largest
corporations in the city of Milwaukee
to employ Negroes for the first time in
history. As a result today Negroes are
being employed in those same corpora-
tions. There have been no incidents
whatsoever, employment is proceeding on
an even keel, the work record is good and
there has not been the kind of employee
discrimination that certain Members of
the House have referred to. In general
a very beneficial result has been obtained.
That is what I think we can do under
the Powell bill. .

Furthermore, we have ample examples
in testimony before the committee, par-
ticularly the testimony of Mr. Lewis
Hines who represented the American
Federation of Labor, that Negroes and
whites can work together in harmony.
I trust we will reject the pending amend-
ments and adopt the Powell bill.

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

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
gn amendment.

° The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman’s
amendment to the McConnell amend-
ment?

Mr. RIVERS. I have an amendment
for any hill the chairman has on the
desk, Which bill is under consideration?
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The CHAIRMAN. The only amend-
ment that can be offered now is to the
MecConnell amendment.

Mr, RIVERS. I have an amendment
to that one too. &

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rivers to the
McConnell amendment: Add a new section
as follows:

“Any State or possession or any territory
over which the United States has jurisdic-
tion, control, or mandate which by a ma-
jority vote of the legislature or its governing
body elects to be exempt shall not be covered
by the provisions of this act.”

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is on all fours with the
amendment we adopted to the Rent Con-
trol Act. We permitted each State to
terminate rent control when the respec-
tive governing bodies having jurisdiction
desired to terminate it.

This amendment gives the people of
the State of California that right, and I
disagree with the gentlewoman from
California. I do not believe that 90 per-
cent of the people out there do not know
what they are doing or did not know what
they were doing. On the contrary, I
believe that 90 percent of the people did
not want FEPC. I want to see that Cali-
fornia and the other States who wish to
outlaw this iniquitous . concoction of
goodness knows what may do so. The
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Raxn-
KIN] has a name for it. I am in favor of
giving those States the opportunity, when
they do not want some of these glorious
benefactors from afar coming and im-
posing something on them which they do
not want, to say so.

Unless we do have some sort of refer-
endum this thing will be kicked into a
cocked hat in the other body—and
brother, it will be, you can depend on
that, and I do not care what they say
over here—it is going to be killed as dead
as Job’s turkey, if you catch the point.
But, on the other hand, if we have a
referendum in these States on which you
want to impose—those of you who are
shedding crocodile tears now for the
FEFC—and I have got a name for that—
those of you who are shedding crocodile
tears I want to tell you if they have a
referendum, and you come back here
after the next election, if you do, you will
come back here with a changed attitude.
California had an opportunity, and by
over 1,000,000 votes they turned this
thing down so fast that it would make
your head swim. They got it around
more ways than a counfry boy can go
to town. I do not believe the California
boys like to be talked about, brother, and
I want to tell you this: I believe those
Californians knew what they were doing,
and any other State, if they have the
secrecy of a ballot, and they have a refer-
endum, will beat this thing so fast you
will never know what happened. All I
want to do is to give my State, your State,
if they do not want to come under this
concoction from Moscow, the opportunity
tosay so. What else do you want? The
Supreme Court, of all people, have ruled
that the States of North Carolina and
Arkansas could have a closed shop.
Brother, when they say you can have a
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closed shop, you can have one with the
present membership.

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

Mr. RIVERS. 1yield tothe gentleman -
from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Do I understand that un-
der the gentleman’s amendment the law
would go into effect in a State unless
it took action to exclude itself?

Mr. RIVERS. 1If they take action to
exclude them they do not go under it.
But I do not want anybody in South
Carolina to run a business like Dewey is
doing in New York. He is losing all the
business in New York. The port of New
York is shrinking up like a California
prune. That is your FEPC that Dewey
signed with 40,000 pens, the Dewey who
is now presiding over the liquidation of
the Republican Party by his “me, too”
attitude. It is driving industry out of
New York like rats from a sunken ship.
The Lieutenant Governor of Massachu-
setts got up and shed crocodile tears be-
cause industry was headed South.
Why? Because they got the land of op-
portunity. All I want to do, my col-
leagues, is to give the people of this Na=
tion an opportunity for self-determina-
tion, and if you vote for that oppor=
tunity, many of you will come back here,
if you come back, with a different tune.

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

The gentleman from Wisconsin who
Just addressed the House quoted from
Mr. Hines, of the American Federation
of Labor, and I should like to quote
further from his testimony on this bill:

One of the things that has made us fearful
at times has been the fact that we have had
80 much experience with, shall I say, bu-
reaucratic agencies. I do not like to use that
term. You set up a commission and the
commission goes in business, and they have
to have something to do, and they sometimes
are looking for business. I am just a little
bit afraid they may overreach themselves
and drag us through a lot of court proce-
dure. I strongly urge that you put some
protective measure In here to prevent these
fellows from dragging everybody in before
the Board. Conciliatory methods are the
best.

I know, for instance, from my experlence
in trade-union work, golng back a good
many years, 37, to be exact, that there are
some fellows in the unions who would just
welcome the opportunity to use this Board
as a means of venting their spite on some
of the officers of some of the unions.

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HINSHAW. I thank the gentle-
man for this opportunity to bring up a
question in connection with section 7 (a)
of the Powell bill, or any other related
section in the bill, for that matter. I
find in this bill no limitation of time
whatsoever within which a complainant
may make a sworn complaint. In other
words, he may complain 1 month, 1
week, 3 months, or 3 years later, There
may be somewhere a statute of limita-
tions that might govern it ultimately,
but that complaint can be brought af
any distant time so far as this bill is
concerned. I believe that the statute
that was offered by initiative petition
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and referendum of all the people in Cali-
fornia did have such a limitation of time
for filing complaints, which this bill does
not.

This bill provides, of course, that the
Commission can require the hiring of
complainants or the rehiring of dis-
charged employees with or without back
pay, and allow for the possible interim
earnings or amounts that would be
earnable in that time, but nobody knows
what the ultimate penalty may be.

The worst thing about it, as I see it,
is that the man who gets the job is never
going to know whether that job is his or
not until that statute of limitations, if
any, may have run upon the filing of the
sworn petition of a dissatisfied com-
plainant before the Commission. If
someone can tell me where there is a
limitation of time I would be glad to
know where it is. I have searched the
bill through and through, and I can find
no limitation of time for the filing of a
sworn complaint before the Commission,

Why, people can be dead and gone or
be in one of a hundred other places in
the time the people who make these
complaints have to make them. In con-
sequence of that, the evidence will have
been dispersed, if that is the way you
want to look at it. Or if you want to
look at it the other way, they can bring
a complaint in 2 or 3 years, and then
how can the employer support his posi-
tion, if it is an employer that is being
complained against? It is just impos-
sible. I can see no possibility of it at
all. I would like somebody to explain it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Not
only that, but how much must the em-
ployer pay this man who brings the com-
plaint? There is no telling.

Mr. HINSHAW. He must pay him his
back pay for nobody knows how long
less any credit that may go in against it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes; but
he can wait 10 years or 2 years or in-
definitely.

Mr, HINSHAW. Whatever the time
limit if any there be, he can wait to
bring the complaint. In the meantime,
perhaps a long time, the person hired
has no job security., The Commission
some day may order him replaced by a
long-forgotten complainant.

Mr. MORTON. I mentioned the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. I now yield to
him.

Mr. BIEMILLER. I just want, in ad-
dition to the part of the testimony of
Mr. Lewis Hines of the A. F. or L. which
the gentleman from EKentucky read, to
call to your attention the very first para-
graph in his testimony:

I appear before you today on behalf of
the American Federation of Labor to urge
prompt enactment of H. R. 4453, a bill to pro-
hibit discrimination in employment.

While I have no quarrel with the part
of the testimony that the gentleman
read, and it is there in the Recorp, there
was a minor amendment adopted by the
committee to meet Mr. Hines' objec-
tions. The American Federation of
Labor is firmly behind H. R. 4453. I
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sh?ué‘d like to have the REcorD make that
poin

Mr. MORTON. The gentleman has
made no point. I will agree with him.
At the same time, Mr. Hines did express
grave doubts as to the compulsory fea-
tures, and favors the conciliatory fea-
tures of the bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, again I wish to re-
mind the House of Representatives that
I have the distinguished honor of repre-
senting the district which was formerly
represented by one of the greatest states-
men this country has ever produced, &
former Vice President, and one of the
foremost exponents of the theory and

' principles of government as enunciated

by Thomas Jefferson. I refer to that
gentleman and scholar, the Honorable
John C. Calhoun. I regret that he is
not alive today and that he is not a Mem-
ber of this Congress. If he were among
us today I am sure that he would exer-
cise his best judgment and infinite wis-
dom in opposition to the proposed fair
employment practice bill. I feel that
I am unworthy to loose the latches of
his shoes, but I sincerely hope that I
have inherited at least some of his polit-
ical philosophy and integrity and that
God has given me the ability to express
an opposition to this measure which will
term me as a worthy successor of his.

I want to observe at the outset that
some of the observations I shall make
on the bill now before us have hereto-
fore been made, but I want to repeat or
express my views as emphatically and as
forcibly as it is possible for me to do so.

I further wish to observe that I have
not seen or heard of anyone with recog-
nized great ability.who is following in
the footsteps of either Thomas Jefferson,
Andrew Jackson, Alexander Hamilton, or
Abraham Lincoln, who has openly
espoused or advocated what is known as
the civil-rights program.

On the contrary, without reflecting
upon the personal character or integrity
of any individual, I think it will be gen-
erally conceded by the American public
that the most ardent advocates of these
proposals, and especially the FEPC, will
be found among those who do not fully
subscribe to the political philosophy of

. either of the great founders and pre-

servers of what has been our two great
political parties.

Mr. Chairman, it is particularly pleas-
ing to me to say that it is not necessary
to make any apologies or do any beating
around the bush or engage in any dem-
agoguery in expressing my opposition
to H. R. 4453, a bill to create and make
permanent what is known as the Fair
Employment Practice Commission. This
is true because it is my impression and
belief that such hill violates every spe-
cific concept of our system of govern-
ment and is the most unconstitutional
proposal ever presented to this Congress.
In fact, it is shocking to realize that an
American citizen would even entertain
the idea of the proposal before us.

In order to keep the records correct,
let us look into the history of the FEPC.
If my review of the history is accurate,
the first decree repealing all restrictions
and discriminaticas against national
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minorities was in Russia on April 2, 1817,
after the downfall of the Russian mon-
archy. Even with this decree, racial
prejudice continued to exist in Russia
because in 1921, after a visit to that seec-
tion of Russia known as Georgia, Joseph
Stalin remarked and complained that na-
tionalism had developed and that there
were too many anti-Armenian, anti-
Tartar, anti-Georgian, anti-Russian, and
other such nationalistic expressions to
be heard. Shortly thereafter, Joseph
Stalin wrote a law known as the all-
races law. That law outlawed discrimi-
nation because of race, color, or national
origin. At this point, I wish to call par-
ticular attention to the fact that H. R.
4453, which is now before us for con-
sideration, is far more drastic and com-
munistic than the original FEPC law as
written by Joseph Stalin. That is true
because the present measure before us
not only prohibits discrimination because
of race, color, and national origin, but
it also includes religion and ancestry.
Thus, with the inclusion of religion and
ancestry it is far more iniquitous and
offensive to the human rights of Ameri-
can citizens. Appreciating that back-
ground, how can any sensible and pa-
triotic American citizen honestly tolerate
the idea of such proposal, much less give
support to it?

I shall not attempt to refer to all of
the provisions of the bill, but I wish to
call attention to the following. In sec-
tion 5 we find:

Sec. 5. (a) It shall be an unlawful ems=-
ployment practice for an employer—

(1) to refuse to hire, to discharge, or other-
wise to discriminate against any individual
with respect to his terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment, because of such
individual's race, color, religion, ancestry,
or national origin; or

(2) to utilize in the hiring or recruitment
of individuals for employment any employ=
ment agency, placement service, training
school or center, labor organization, or any
other source which discriminates against
such individuals because of their race, color,
religion, or national origin,

(b) It shall be an unlawful employment
practice for any labor organization to dis=-
criminate against any individual or to limit,
segregate, or classify its membership in any
way which would deprive or tend to deprive
such Individual of employment opportuni-
ties, or would limit his employment oppor=
tunities or otherwise adversely aflect his
status as an employee or as an applicant for
employment, or would affect adversely his
wages, hours, or employment conditions, be=
cause of such individual's race, color, religion,
or national origin.

(c) It shall be an unlawful employment
practice for any employer or labor organiza-
tion to discharge, expel, or otherwise dis-
criminate against any person, because he has
opposed any unlawful employment practice
or has filed a charge, testified, participated,
or assisted in any proceeding under this act.

The first thing to be noted is that the
law will apply to all employers regardless
of what their business is. That is, the
law will apply to the employer in a textile
or industrial plant, the employer in a
department store, filling station, grocery

" store, restaurant, bank, garage, the trus-

tees of public schools, including the per-
son or board who employs instructors in
private schools, parochial schools, hos-
pitals, and so forth. Without question
from anyone, one of the most cherished
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individual rights guaranteed by our Con-
stitution is the freedom of religion.
That freedom has been more jealously
guarded by our system of government
than any other of the guaranteed free-
doms which we enjoy. To show how
absurd this proposal is, it would be an
unfair labor practice for a Lutheran,
Baptist, or other Protestant seminary to

refuse to hire an individual who is by

his religious faith a Catholic priest.
Does that not violate every concept of
our guaranty of religious freedom by
the Constitution of these United States?

The proponents of this measure argue
that the law would not be enforced to
such an extreme. I do not know how far
or to what extent the law would be en-
forced, but I am sure that there are mil-
lions of citizens in this country who will
bear me out and testify to the accuracy
of the statement that “if you give the
Federal Government an inch it will take
a mile”: and that is the case regardless
of what the intentions of this Congress
may have been.

In order to show how the law would
operate, let us consider a few examples.
Suppose John Doe owns a textile mill in
any State of the Union and that he has
200 employees and that all of his jobs
are filled. Suppose all of the employees
of his mill are skilled and experienced
craftsmen and that all of them are white
persons. Suppose an indlvidual of color
approaches Mr. Doe and makes a request
for employment and says that he is able
and qualified to fill the job efficiently. If
Mr. Doe refuses to employ such individ-
ual of color, regardless of what his reason
may be, the applicant could then file a
complaint alleging that Mr. Doe had re-
fused him employment because of his
color. Mr. Doe would then be called and
directed to appear before the Commission
to answer such charge. The Commis-
sion could easily and probably would di-
rect My. Doe to employ the individual of
color because the Commission would
probably take the position that in view
of the fact that Mr, Doe employed 200
white persons and no person of color that
such was a prima facie case of discrimi-
nation. How can any reasonable think-
ing American subscribe to such a
philosophy?

Referring to section 5 (a) (2) above,
you will note that it will be an unlawful
employment practice for an employer to
utilize, in the hiring of individuals, any
training school which discriminated
against individuals because of their race,
color, religion, or national origin. I wish
to call your attention to the fact that
in most of the 48 States in this Union
the practice of segregation among races
is followed. That is unquestionably
s0 because the States and local au-
thorities deem it advisable and for the
best interest of all races concerned. Thus,
if this measure should be passed, it would
mean that it would be an unlawful em-
ployment practice for an employer to
hire an individual trained under the
veterans’ training program if such in-
dividual were trained in a high school off
college which practiced segregation in
accordance with its State laws. How can
the American public subject themselves
to such an unconstitutional and dicta-
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torial order from the Federal Govern-
ment?

Mr. Chairman, the purposes of this
bill are not only absurd but are ridicu-
lously so. The time has come when the
people of this country, as individuals,
must rise to the situation and not con-
tinue to be lulled to sleep by civic in-
difference if they expect our cherished
institutions to survive. It is time for the
people to realize that many of their
elected representatives in the Govern-
ment, both on a State and national level,
are promulgating a philosophy of gov-
ernment which is either communistic or
socialistic under the guise of liberalism.
Many of us are liberal in our thoughts
and are willing to support and espouse
liberal measures for the welfare of all
mankind, but not to the extent of violat-
ing the original concepts and precepts
of our Constitution. The time has come
and in fact is far past due when the
people of this country must stop, think,
and take stock of their own individual
political philosophy. It is incumbent
upon each of us to rededicate ourselves to
the fundamental principles of democracy
a3 enunciated by Thomas Jefferson,
Andrew Jackson, and other of our found-
ing fathers, or else we can only expect to
pull the roof in on our own heads by
developing a centralized government; a
government that would direct and con-
trol the individual in his daily actions
and enterprise. That is exactly what the
Communists desire us to do and that is
exactly what the proponents of this
measure would have us do, regardless of
what they say.

We must remember that every indi-
vidual in this country has several kinds
of rights. First, every individual has
what is known as constitutional rights,
and then he has what is known as legal
rights, both of which are guaranteed by
our Constitution and enforcible in the
courts of law. Then every individual has
what is known as civil rights—rights
common to all persons—and it has been
decided time and time again that the
jurisdiction of our Government over civil
rights is limited and that no power to
regulate them has been granted or given
to the Congress. The right to work, the
right to establish a business, the right to
own property are all civil rights and be-
long to every American regardless of
whether he is white or black, Jew or
gentile, male or female. It is a civil
right for an individual to employ whom
he pleases and to run his business as he
desires. It is his civil right to employ
only bald-headed men, only red-headed
women, only colored men, only Chinese,
only men with false teeth, only one-
legged men, if he so desires, and he vio-
lates no law when he exercises his choice
and thereby discriminates against all
other classes of persons. This Congress
has no right nor constitutional author-
ity to tell an American citizen whom he
shall employ in his own business, how
many people he shall employ, or wheth-
er he shall employ anyone, or whether
any percentage of those he does employ
shall be white or colored, or whether
any percentage shall adhere to a par-
ticular creed or spring from any particu-
lar ancestry, or whether any percentage
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shall be of any particular national ori-
gin. Yet, the intent and purpose of
H. R. 4453 is for the Government to com-
pel an individual to employ whom the
Government says and to run the indi-
vidual's business and leave nothing to
the individual himself to say about his
own business, If that is not commu-
nism, I do not know what is.

The operation of this bill, if enacted
into law and administered as it is writ-
ten, can only mean that the man of
color, the person of a particular nation-
ality, race, or creed will be able to select
and demand the job he wants, leaving
the average white man to take a job
only where he can find it and then con-
tent himsel¥ with it because there is
nothing in this bill that will assure or
guaraniee him anything except being
required to give his place to someone
else

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, at this
late hour it is neither my intention nor
desire to trespass upon your patience;
but the measure before us is so far
reaching in its consequences, so momen-
tous in its results, that I feel every Mem-
ber of this House, and I mean on both
sides of the aisle, should proceed most
cautiously and carefully in its considera=
tion.

Four years ago last month, in January
1946, this measure was debated at long
length, with great philosophical insight
and historical knowledge, and political
acumen, I will add, in another body in
this Capitol. At that time I read the de-
bates as assiduously as I did my Bible.
I have reread those debates during the
past 24 hours while you were answering
roll calls and heckling one another. I
read them with profit. I only wish that
every Member present could read the
intelligent, logical, irrefutable arguments
advanced by the junior Senator from
Georgia in another body, without rancor,
without malice, without envy, and I
could say much more.

You pass this bill and you strike a
death blow at liberty. Ch, I know the
high-sounding titles—fair employment.
It is the most unfair thing that was ever
concocted in the mind of sny man. I
am the oniy Republican left in Missouri,
Perhaps I will not be here next time; but
that matters littlee Thank God my
father came from Teénnessee and my
mother from Eentucky. I love the col-
ored people. They understand me and I
understand them. We have not had
their votes for 15 years. You all know
it, but I have received my share in my
own district. Nationally we have re-
ceived a small percentage. And if any of
you Republicans are silly enough to think
you are going to get them by voting for
this particular measure, you go jump in
the lake. It is not for votes or against
votes. The colored people are too good
and too intelligent to be misled. You
cannot fool them. My grandfather
fought to free them. Here is a thing
that absolufely places a halter around
the neck, tightens the noose around the
heads of American business. Jew, gen-
tile, white, and colored are bound by it.

I do not care whether they are colored
or white, Greek, barbarian, Jew, or gen-
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tile, you are going to try to tell the people
of this country whom they can hire and
whom they can fire, and when and how.
The board you set up will act as prose-
cutor, judge, and jury. None of us want
that. You should have had enough ex-
perience under OPA and WPA to teach
you Democrats a little lesson. But you
live so long and learn so little. God help
all of us.

It is only out of my solicitude for your
welfare that I am offering you a little
sound advice. Now, do not do this. Do
not do this thing. For the sake of us all,
do not do it. I know, whether from Mis-
souri or Indiana or Mississippi or any
other State, if you try to force some-
thing upon the people in another State
that are outnumbered. do you know what
you are going to do? You are going to
stir up class consciousness and conflict
and strife. You are going to get some
good people killed.

It is safe to-bet your dollar against the
hole in a doughnut that if any north-
erner lived in Alabama, Mississippi, or
Louisiana, he would feel exactly as do
the residents of those States. Practically
all lynching and violence has been ex-
terminated because of patriotic south-
erners, and I dare say that the most
ardent advocate of this wvicious bill—
whether he comes from New York, New
Jersey, or Wisconsin—would feel exactly
as do the citizens of all our Southern
States, Georgia, Florida, et cetera, if he
lived there.

Lincoln once said, in essence, that as
long as you keep the Government close
to the people the Government will be
safe, but when you direct the Govern-
ment from afar, we are in grave danger.

Mr, Chairman, certainly every Mem-
ber of Congress, and I dare say every
schoolboy knows that we have a dual
form of government: Federal and State.

What powers are not granted unto the
Federal Government are reserved to the
States under our Federal Constitution.
Why should we at this hour, after dis-
playing such unity and interest of pur-
pose, be divided in this most difficult
postwar period? There is no reason
whatever why Kansas should tell Mis-
sissippi what to do any more than Ala-
bama should tell New York what to do.

Yet, there are Members of this body
so unschooled, uneducated, and inex-
perienced that they would impose the will
of one sovereign State upon another.
That is not only absurd and ridiculous,
but is contrary to the fundamental law
of this land, which is the Constitution
under which we live.

Mr. Chairman, no good can come from
this radical proposal, though it be cloak-
ed in the name of humanitarianism and
wear the masquerade of civil rights. In
many States where the vote has been
taken in the State legislatures—with the
exception of New York and New Jersey—
this proposal has been overwhelmingly
defeated. Every Member of this House
. wants to protect every citizen of our
country, but if you pass this bill you are
once more going to stir up the strife,
bitterness, and hatred that led to a war
between ourselves, and, as a friend of
the colored people, whose forebears
fought to set them free, I dare say you
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are going to get a lot of people killed. I
do not want that to happen.

At this particular time, above all
others, when we need unity and solidarity
among our citizens, I am sure that the
colored people, as always, particularly
those who think for themselves, will not
hesitate o join us to see that this evil
thing does not happen.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I realize at this late
hour there is very little that can be said
that will change votes one way or the
other. Like the preceding speaker, I
think this measure is very far-reaching
and will have such tremendous potential
effect upon the economic future and body
politic of this country that I do not want
to see it passed without saying at least
something in reference to the hill.

Mr. Chairman, I spent my legislative
life on the Committee on the Armed
Services. When I look at this or any
other far-reaching measure presented to
this body for consideration, I think of
it, naturally, in terms of the committee
on which I have the privilege of serving
in the House of Representatives. To-
night when I approach this measure I
think of it from the standpoint of its ef-
fect or possible effect upon the national
defense of the United States.

The Colmer amendment to date is the
only one which in my judgment has
brought to the forefront any discussion
whatever as to the possible effect this
might have upon the defense of our coun-
try. I have heard no argument or any
discussion whatsoever by either side in
reference to the matter; and, yet, Mr.
Chairman, I know that not only do we
have these atomic-energy contracts
throughout the country; but also we have
many other contracts covering scientific
exploration, covering electronics, and
covering other matters such as guided
missiles that are extremely secret and
extremely vital to the defenses of the
United States, and I am wondering—
and I should like to hear someone tell
me—just how the establishment of a
board such as this to preside over the
matter of the hiring and firing of men
and women in those industries of a pri-
vate nature that have these secret con-
tracts is going to affect the defenses and
the security of the country. I do know
that up in the great State of New York
where General Electric has so many
highly secret and highly confidential
contracts that General Electric has had
a great deal of trouble getting proper
employees who were trustworthy, who
could be depended upon and relied upon
to be loyal to this country and maintain
the secrecy which is naturally imposed
upon them when they gain employment
in a secret project.

It seems to me that is tremendously
important to the committee and
whether you are out at Los Alamos with
an atomic-energy contract, whether you
are down in Florida with a guided mis-
siles contract, whether you are in New
York State, or Massachusetts, or Wash-
ington, or Oregon, the same problem is
coming up: Will this legislation injure
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national defense by making it possible
to block our scientific advancement and
development, hurting those projects in
our national defense which are highly
confidential and highly secret and in
which complete confidence must be
maintained, or will it aggravate the
situation which we have seen uncovered
in the last few months? Will it lead to
a further betrayal of the secrets of this
Nation to an alien enemy? I think this
Congress ought to think seriously of that
matter. I do not believe this feature of
the bill has been carefully thought out. I
am afraid it has been overlooked and I
am concerned that our national safety
is being jeopardized. ]

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. STEED, I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. JACOBS. 1 would like to call the
attention of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia who raised the question in regard
to limitation to page 12, lines 8, 9, and 10,
which read as follows:

Any written charge filed pursuant to this
section must be filed within 1 year after
the commission of the alleged unlawful em=
ployment practice.

I think that answers his question.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, the
pending Colmer amendment, in my opin-
ion, will be acceptable to my bill and I
think it would not take anything away
from the McConnell bill. If applied to
the original Powell bill, however, it will
mean absolutely nothing because section
10 of the Powell bill tries to deal with
that subject and I submit to you again
that so long as the remainder of the
Powell bill is permitted to stand as it
does, section 10 does not have any mean=-
ing at all.

Again, I would like to call your atten-
tion to subsection (b) of section 2 which
says that these rights are to be had for
all persons within the jurisdiction of the
United States Government. You know,
when you have enemy spies, or enemy
aliens get into this country, they are
within the jurisdiction of this Govern-
ment. I call your attention also to sub-
section (a) of section 7.

Section 5 sets up what is unfair-em-
ployment practices and subsection (a)
of section 7 says that the power to en-
force these provisions against unfair
practices is an exclusive power and shall
not be affected by any other means that
have been or may he effected by agree-
ment. So under that language section
10 would not mean a thing. This Com-
mission, if it saw fit under the language
of section 2 and section 7, could make
the Atomic Energy Commission hire
anybody that they saw fit if he claimed
he was a member of a minority race,
even if he were an enemy spy. I do not
think anybody can successfully dispute
that because the language is very plain,

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

Mr, STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri,

Mr. SHORT. The able and very earn-
est gentleman from Oklahoma has put
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his finger right on the nailhead. Does
he know of any minority group any-
where in all this country who is being
persecuted or diseriminated against?

Mr. STEED. I do not.

Mr. SHCRT. Does he not know that
every minority group anywhere in the
world is eager to get into this country?

Mr. STEED. That is right. There is
one other thing I want to submit to the
committee. It is very difficult for me to
follow the line of consistency in some
minds here. I remind you that about a
year ago we had the Lesinski bill up to
repeal the Taft-Hartley Act and these
same so-called northern liberals were up
here pounding against that law. They
said that we did not need the power, the
injunction power, that collective bar-
gaining and public influence would be
enough. Yet today these same men say
that they have to have the punitive pow-
er in the FEPC.

You heard the gentleman from New
York in a threatening tone say, “You
vote for this Powell bill or you will get
the consequences.” He says that you
cannof vote for my bill or the McCon-
nell bill that do all these terrible things.

Since when has the dependency upon
the sense of fairness, of common sense,
and common decency of the American
people been something that is so bad?
Why can we not here in this program
accept mediation, conciliation, and edu-
cation and an appeal to the common
sense and fairness of the people of this
country to get results?

The gentleman from Wisconsin said
here that you have got to have the power,
you have got to have a knife at the throat
of the employer before you can make him
conciliate, yet, in the next breath he
brags about the great progress they have
made in Milwaukee without any law or
without any force at all. To me, if my
understanding of language is correct, the
man contradicts himself before he gets
the words out of his mouth.

Gentlemen, this is a large country and
it has problems that are peculiar to dif-
ferent sections. We are trying to come
here with a program that is fair and
reasonable, that has a chance to work,
because it has the most potent power in
a democracy that you can get for its
enforcement, the power of public opin-
ion. The substitute bill that we have
pending here sets up the machinery to
bring public opinion into force.

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

Mr, HARRIS. Mr, Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. HARRIS. I should like to inquire
how many amendments are on the desk
to the pending substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. According to the
latest count, there are 46 amendments.
. Mr. HARRIS. Mr, Chairman, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. The pend-
ing amendment has been debated now
for about 35 minutes. Is there any indi-
cation that there will be a vote on the
pending amendment, giving time to other
Members who have amendments to have
an opportunify to discuss them before
ghgogtme limitation for debate ends at
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The CHAIRMAN. If the Commitfee
desires that there be a vote on the
amendment, of course, it can express
that desire; that is, on the Rivers
amendment to the McConnell amend-
ment.

The question is on the amendment
cffered by the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. RIVERs].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Rivers) there
were—yeas 118, noes 126.

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

‘Tellers were ordered, and the chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. RiveErs and
Mr. POWELL.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The lim-
itation on time fixed the time at a pre-
cise hour rather than so many minutes.
The effect of teller votes, then, is simply
to take time out of the time allowed for
debate?

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, it comes
out of the time,

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
134, noes 134.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair votes in
the negative.

So the amendment was rejected.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hoess: At the
end of the McConnell amendment insert a
new section 8 to read as follows:

“Nothing in this act shall mean, nor be
construed to mean, that any person who
lacks the qualification necessary to fit one
to perform the duties of the job for which
that person may be applyﬁ:ng must be em-
ployed in spite of his disqualifications.”

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, this is
substantially the same amendment that
we have already adopted to the Steed
amendment, or substitute bill, so I do
not care to make an argument on it
again, except to simply say that what-
ever was said then we want you to con-
sider again. And we hope that you will
take the same action with regard to
amending the McConnell bill that you
did with regard to the Steed bill and
adopt this amendment.

The parliamentarians tell me that I
should offer to amend both.

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

Mr, HOBBS. Yes, sir, Gladly.

Mr., HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, a
while ago I called attention to the fact
that there was no limitation of time for
an aggrieved person to file a complaint.
I find, after listening to the gentleman
from Indiana, who said that there was
time, namely, 1 year, as contained in
line 10 on page 12, that that refers only
to the written charges filed by the Com-
mission and not to the sworn written
charges that have been filed on behalf
of the person claiming to be aggrieved.
Therefore I was right in the first in-
stance.

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

Mr. HOBBS. Of course, sir.
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Mr. JACOBS. I would like to say to
the Members, Mr. Chairman, that the
gentleman from California is correct.
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
KErerFE] called it to my attention and I
have put an amendment on the Clerk’s
desk to strike out the word “written”
so that it would apply to both written
and sworn charges.

Mr. HINSHAW. I thank the gentle-
man for his acknowledgment of the sit-
uation.

Mr. JACOBS. The gentleman is cor-
rect. And I want to express gratitude
to the gentleman from Wisconsin for
calling it to my atiention.

Mr. KEEFE, I, too, thank the gentle~
man,

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOBBS. Yes, sir, with pleasure.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, in view of the fact that there
are some 40 amendments pending at
the Clerk’s desk and the time has been
fixed for 2:30, I ask unanimous consent
that hereafter those who are recognized
to speak on their amendment be limited
to 30 seconds. That will give everybody
a chance to say something. )

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the genileman from
South Dakota?

Mpr., SIKES, Mr. TACEETT, and Mr.
JENNINGS objected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabamsga [Mr. Hosssl.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr, Javits) there
were—ayes 149, noes 91.

So the amendment was agreed to.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Indiana is recognized.

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I
know there are two of us here who have
been trying to get the floor for a few
minutes since 3 o'clock on Wednesday
afternoon. This gentleman has had the
floor three or four times.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par=-
liamentary inguiry.

Mr, TACKETT. If that is not dis-
crimination I do not know what is. We
have discrimination right here in this
House of Congress.

Mr. JACOBS, Mr. Chairman, I rise
to point out again what I stated earlier,
that under the Powell hill the Commis-
sion is not empowered to find anyone
guilty of a crime at all; that is not cor-
rect, according to my understanding,
and I have read the bill. The Commis-
sion makes a finding as to whether or
not there has been an unfair-employ-
ment practice. A cease-and-desist or-
der is then enforcible by the court and
the only way a man can get put in jail
under that procedure would be for him
to refuse to obey the order of the court.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey, Mr, Chair-~
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

gentleman
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Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Is not the
same procedure provided under many
administrative acts, such as the Secu-
rities and Exchange Act, the Federal
Trade Commission Ac*, the Labor Rela-
tions Act, and many others? Is not that
the standard procedure?

Mr. JACOBS. Certainly it is. The
only criminal provision in this bill—let
us get that straight again—is where an
individual would resist or interfere with
an officer of this Commission, which
would then be an offense and there is
provided a fine up to $500 or a year in
jail. - But that is not for an unfair-em-
ployment practice, It is for resisting or
interfering with an officer of the Gov-
ernment. Now, that is the fact of the
case.

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. McCONNELL. Of course, the op-
portunity to interfere comes from the
fact that the Commission under admin-
istrative procedure is enabled to put an
order on a man which he does not choose
to obey. That order may have been put
on him without a real opportunity to
present all of the necessary evidence. By
that process a man is subject to fine or
imprisonment, if the courts would so
hold.

Mr. JACOBS. That is quite true, I
agree with the gentleman. It isthe same
as the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Casg] pointed out a moment ago. This
is true in many administrative acts. The
truth of the matter is the criminal pro-
vision you are talking about would not
be triable before this Commission at all.
It would be triable before a court.

Mr. McCONNELL. But the court fol-
lows a commission’s order.

Mr. JACOBS. Oh, no, the gentleman
is confused on that. Let me straighten
him out. Under section 14 it would pro-
ceed to an indictment against a man for
interfering with an officer of the United
States Government. The Commission
would not have a thing to do with that.

Mr. McCONNELL. The Commission
would start the whole process.

Mr. JACOBS. Oh, no.

Mr. McCONNELL, Oh, yes, by saying
in an administrative order of the Com-
mission originally that an employer has
to do certain things or cease and desist.

Mr. JACOBS. Does not the gentleman
understand that under your administra-
tive procedure where you get a cease-
and-desist order, that may eventuate
into a court order and disobedience
thereof, then a contempt proceeding.

Mr. McCONNELL. But it arises from
the Commission’s original order.

Mr. JACOBS. Yes, but it does not
arise under section 14, the criminal pro-
vision. What I am trying to point out

is that under section 14 you merely have.

a provision which is similar to title 18,
sections 453 and 454, protecting Federal
officers in the discharge of their duty. A
man violating section 14 would not come
before the Commission at all. He would
be indicted, he would have a hearing be-
fore a court. It would be triable before
a jury. That is the thing I am afraid
some Members are confused on.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
understand there are several amend-
ments to the Steed amendment pending
at the Clerk’s desk. Is it proper to offer
amendments to the Steed amendment
while the Colmer amendment is still
pending before the Committee?

The CHAIRMAN. Not until the Col-
mer amendment is disposed of. The
Clerk will report the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Rocers].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoGeErs of

Florida to the bill, H. R. 6841: Page 1, line 9,
after “‘creed” insert “sex.”

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, while I am opposed to this bill be-
cause I think it is unconstitutional, un-
American, and an infringement upon
the freedom of choice in selecting em-
ployees, however, I am proposing this
amendment so the women of this coun-
try will have equal rights with men,
should this measure become a law. The
only thing my amendment does is to add
the word “sex” after the word “creed”,
so that it will read as follows:

That properly qualified persons shall not
be discriminated against by reason of race,
creed, sex, or color.

That takes care of any discrimination
against the women of this Nation. The
bill without this amendment is the rank-
est kind of discrimination against the
women citizens of our Nation. There
can be no reason why the feminine seg-
ment of our population should not be in-
cluded if such a law should be passed, so
I propose by this amendment to place
women on an equality and on the same
level with men in the employment field.

Here we are supposed to be passing a
Fair Employment Practice Act without
any diserimination, and you discriminate
against the women of this Nation. I
might state to those Members of the
House who are supporting this bill purely
for political purposer, that in failing to
take the rights of the women into con-
sideration, you are overlooking the fact
that the women cf this Nation consti-
tute a majority of the voters. In the
general election of 1940 the women cast
51 percent of the votes and in 1944 they
cast 53 percent and possibly a larger per-
centage than this in 1948. So I am sure
that with this information you can strain
your conscience and support this amend-
ment.

I hope that the membership of this
House will take this amendment seri-
ously, because I am serious when I pro-
pose it. I say “There is nothing too good
for our women” as I have heretofore
said about our veterans.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WINSTEAD. The gentleman s
always sincere, and certainly we should
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not exclude the women if we are going to
see that everybody is treated fairly in
this bill.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I think the
gentleman is absolutely correct.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida, I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. HESELTON. I trust my gallant

.friend from Florida is not suggesting that

this legislation will accomplish the same
purpose as was alleged last June or July
with reference to another piece of legis-
lation.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. We are
right now beginning to give equal treat-
ment to the women. There is now pend-
ing what is known as an equal-rights
amendment giving equality of treatment
to the feminine sex—and it is high time
that they be given such consideration.
I might state that nowhere in the Con-
stitution of the United States does the
feminine gender appear. The nearest
approach is when the franchise was
granted to the women and even there
the amendment read that no one shall be
deprived of the right to vote because of
sex. Ibelieve we ought to take care uf the
women in this bill and I trust my amend-
ment will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. RoGERS].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. CoLMER) there
were—ayes 182, noes 105.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Mr., Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SmITH of Vir-
ginia to the amendment offered by Mr. Mc-
CoNNELL: On page 6, line 25, after “place”,
strike out “in the United States or any Ter-
ritory or possession thereof, at any designated
place of hearing,” and insert in lieu thereof
the following: “within the area of the United
States District Court in which the hearing
is held.”

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

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. McCONNELL. I eonsider this a
good amendment, and I accept it.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I think perhaps I had better take
half a minute to say what the amend-
ment is about.

Under the bill as drafted this com-
mission can drag a witness or a defendant
from California to Maine, and make him
bring all his books, papers, and witnesses
with him. The purpose of this amend-
ment is to confine that jurisdiction so
that he cannot subpena people outside
of the Federal district court area in
which the action is pending If they
want to have the hearing in California,
let the Commission go to California, in-
stead of all the citizens coming here.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Virginia and all
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~the other amendments that have been
adopited to the McConnell amendment
and to the Steed amendment, but pri-
marily to the McConnell amendment,
accomplish only one thing, and that is
the torpedoing of FEPC. I think this
has become obvious. The McConnell
amendment started out as a bill to nul-
lify FEPC. If there were any doubts of
it, these amendments that have been
added definitely nullify the very objec-
tives of FEPC. A vote for the McCon-
nell amendment is a vote against FEFC,
You are only voting for words, that is all,
when you vote for the McConnell
amendment. You are not voting for
FEPC, and you are not going to fool any-
body by the title. ¥You are not going to
fool the American people by it. You are
not going to fool the American people
by just giving us a bare bill, with merely
a title. That title is empty. The Mec-
Connell bill is now being used to sabotage
genuine FEPC legislation in this House.
I hope you will bear that in mind when
you vote on the McConnell amendment.

Mr. McCONNELL. Does the gentle-
man not admit that we set up an FEPC
Commission?

Mr. MARCANTONIO. You set up an
FEPC Commission and then you nullify
every principle of FEPC.

Mr. McCONNELL. Is not that prog-
ress?

Mr. MARCANTONIO. No; it is not.
This is what you have done to FEPC,
you have taken out the molars, you have
taken out all the teeth, you have sawed
off the arms and the legs and cut off any-
thing that counts in FEPC.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr, SmiTtH].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. LESINSKI)
. there were—ayes 211, noes 116.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which is at the Clerk's
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLmer to the
amendment offered by Mr. McCoNNELL: Page
8, line 4, insert a new paragraph as follows:

“None of the provisions of this bill shall
apply to employment by the Atomic Energy
Commission or any contractor or licensee of
the Atomic Energy Commission.”

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

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that those Mem-
bers who have amendments at the Clerk’s
desk at this time and who have not had
an opportunity to be recognized for
debate, may extend their remarks in the
Recorp at this point.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who want to extend their remarks in
favor of the McConnell amendment as
such may be permitted to do at this point,
even though they do not have individual
amendments.
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The CHATRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I cffer an
amendment which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Sixes to the
amendment offered by Mr. McCoNNELL: Add
a new section:

“Provided, however, That the mere absence
of individuals of a particular race, religion,
color, national origin, or ancestry in the
employ of any person shall not be evidence
of discrimination against individuals of such
race, religion, color, national origin, or
ancestry."”

Mr. SIKES. The amendment which I
offer, Mr. Chairman, is not a whimsical
or time-killing amendment. I read it
for full understanding of the member-
ship:

Provided, however, That the absence of in-
dividuals of a particular race, religion, color,
national orlgin, or ancestry in th2 employ of
any person shall not be evidence of discrim-
ination against individuals of such race, re-
ligion, coler, national origin, or ancestry.

May I point out, Mr. Chairman, that
failure to adopt my amendment may
leave it in the discretion of some board
of the future to hold that the absence
of such individuals in the employ of any
person is discrimination.

Quite obviously such a situation would
permit the Nation’s business to be throt-
tled by bureaucracy. The courts of the
land could be hopelessly clogged with un-
warranted evidence of interference with
business and trade under the cloak of
discrimination.

Mr. Chairman, we are seeking to avoid
that most dangerous of all govern-
ments—government by minority. Ma-
jorities have rights, Mr, Chairman, and
I fear that we are prone to lose sight of
the fact that democracy is government
by the majority.

The FEPC measure is not a bill for the
good of the majority. It seeks to give
undue control to a minority—a very
small minority.

Hitler was a minority product, Mr..

Chairman, and ruthlessly using a mi-
nority for his own purposes, Hitler forced
his will upon the German people, The
rest is history.

I fear, Mr. Chairman, that if we pass
an FEPC measure we shall be treading
much too close on Hitler's heels. My
amendment will afford some measure of
protection and I hope it will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr, SIEes].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I cffer an amendment to the Me-
Connell amendment, which is at the desk,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, BeEnwNETT Of
Florida to the amendment offered by Mr.
McConNELL: On page 1, line 9, after the

words “by reason of”, Insert “physical dis-
ability.”

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

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.
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Mr. HALE, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hare to the
smendment offered by Mr. McCoNNELL:

On page 1, line 9, after the word “three”,
Insert "political affiliation.”

On page 2, line 5, insert “political affilia-
tion.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment cffered by the gentie-
raan from Maine to the emendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment, I believe, is
largely noncontroversial. If the intent
of this Commitiee is to enact legislation
designed to protect the rights of United
States citizens to employment without
discrimination, then, I believe it will will-
ingly accept this amendment designed to
deal with perhaps the greatest employ-
ment-discrimination practice of all, the
denial of jobs to men and women because
of their political affiliation.

I want to make my position clear upon
the bill we are presently considering, If
a bill is reported to the House in sub-
stantially the same form in which it was
reported from the Committee on Labor, I
shall vote against it. I am strongly op-

‘posed to legislation which would attempt

to make men’s attitudes rather than
their actions a basis for legal penalty.

Further than this, however, the origi-
nal bill is based upon the false premise
apparent in so much legislation offered
today—the false premise that we can
solve basic problems by dealing with their
effects rather than with their cause.

Discrimination, and I do not deny that
it exists, is an effect, not a cause. Dis- .
crimination is caused by prejudice, and
we will not remove prejudice by legisla-
tion which can only excite the passions
of men. It seems clear to me that this
bill will merely inflame prejudice by forc-
ing men to do what they are not prepared
to do in their hearts and minds. We
have never yet succeeded in curing an ill
by passing a law against its symptoms,
We could not force men who wanted to
drink to stop drinking; we only made
their thirst greater. We could not com-
mand prices to remain stable as long as
our money was inflated, supply was short,
and demand was heavy: we only raised
prices higher by increasing the demand
and intensifying the shortage. We can-
not deal with causes by passing laws pro-
hibiting their effects.

I believe there is a chance to deal with
the problem of prejudices and the effect
of prejudices, employment discrimina-
tion, through voluntary means, through
education, conciliation, and mediation.

It is with that hope that I support this
noncontroversial amendment. I need
not speak at length concerning the
necessity for it. It is sufficient for me
to say, I believe, that this Government,
your Government and mine, is presently
in the process of hiring some 160,600 men
for temporary assignment to the 1950
census. On practically every one of
those jobs there is an invisible, but very
real, qualifying requirement. That re-
quirement reads, “Members of the party
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in power only.
apply.”

Those jobs Mr. Chairman, are being let
at this very instant, by your Govern-
ment and mine, while we sit here and
talk, in the abstract, about discrimina-
tion, because of man’s belief, if you
please, in private employment. Let me
repeat, Mr. Chairman, some 160,000 jobs
are now being filled by your Government
and mine, and it is well understood
throughout this great Nation that the
prime requirement for one of those jobs
is an ability to satisfy the hirer of party
regularity.

I sincerely hope the Committee will
adopt my amendment, and that we can
then proceed, in the American way,
through voluntary persuasion, to per-
suade the party in power of the basic im-
morality of this large-scale job dis-
crimination.

'AMENDMENT TO H. R. 4453, THE FEPC

Page 1, in the title; page 2, line 1; page 2,
line 20; page 6, line 3; page B, line 9; page 6,
line 18 and page 10, line 11, after the word
“ancestry”, insert the words “political af-
filiation” and a comma, and after paragraph
(g) of section 3, add a new paragraph, as
follows: “(h) The term ‘political affiliation’
means membership in or affiliation with a
political party or adherence to or belief in
the principles of a political party: Provided,
That the term ‘political party’ shall not in-
clude the Communist Party or any political
organization that belleves in or teaches the
overthrow of the United States Government
by force or any illegal or unconstitutional
means.”

Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the substitute amend-
ment offered by Mr. STEED.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. REppEN to the
substitute amendment offered by Mr. STeED:
On page 1, line 12, after the words “labor
organizations”, insert “Provided, however,
That the fact of having an individual of a
particular race, religlon, color, national
origin, or ancestry in the employ of a person
shall create a presumption that such person
has not.and does not discriminate against
persons of that race, religion, color, natlonal
origin, or ancestry."

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Okla-
homa.

* The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. BATTLE, Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment which is at the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BarTrE to the
substitute amendment offered by Mr. StEED:
On page 2, line 12, strike out the word
“eliminate” and insert “persuaded the per-
son charged to elilminate.”

Mr. BATTLE. Mr. Chairman, the en-
actment of H. R. 4453 would be a serious
mistake. Such legislation is unconsti-
tutional, unenforcible, and unwise.
This is clearly a proposal for too much
government.

Discrimination of itself is a bad prac-
tice, of course. I am not here to defend
it. I would like to state why I feel this
bill is not the way to attack discrimina-
tion in employment. In the first place,
H. R. 4453 is unconstitutional. What
part of the Constitution gives the Gov-

All others need not
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ernment the right to establish a Federal
agency that can bypass the State gov-
ernment; that can bypass the local gov-
ernment; that can go into a union or
business and judge whether or not some-
one has been discriminated against?
The bill would invade a realm of human
activity which is not subject to legisla-
tion. Why not enact laws requiring all
people to be kind or to like everybody
else? They would be just as sensible.
How can an agent of the Government
peer into a man’s soul and tell whether
he acted through discrimination or for
a dozen other reasons? Is it the prerog-
ative of the Government to decide that
an employee was dismissed because of
his church affiliation rather than be-
cause hé was an inferior worker? If
Government ever assumes this right,
America cannot call her soul her own.

The American Bill of Rights guaran-
teed certain freedoms to the individual,
This bill would deny some of those basic
rights. Freedom of contract, freedom
to choose those who work with you or
for you—these would be destroyed by
H. R. 4453. Under this bill you would
even be denied the right of trial by jury—
as fundamental as any civil right.

First then, the bill is unconstitutional.
Second, it is unenforcible. Imagine
the enormous network of Federal agents
required to ferret out and report cases of
so-called discrimination throughout the
land—+to investigate and hold hearings.
An army of investigators could never
scratch the surface. Business and labor
unions would be constantly disrupted by
Government investigations; employees
would feel insecure and suspicious of each
other, Morale would be destroyed. Ac-
tually the bill would discriminate against
the majority by giving special privilege
to the minority. A union or an employer
would hesitate to take any action at all
involving a member of a minority group
for any reason on matter how valid.

As was pointed out in the minority re-
port on S. 984 of the Eightieth Congress,
a similar bill:

In any large establishment employees and
applicants for employment are certain to in-
clude persons of different races, religions, and
color, Any selection and treatment of a par-
ticular person can plausibly be complained
of as an unlawful discrimination.

Small-business men and unions would
not have the time nor the money to spend
for going to court to appeal unfair deci-
sions of the Fair Employment Practice
Commission.

H. R. 4453 prohibits discrimination
against “properly qualified” persons.
But who decides whether a person is
“properly qualified”? Is the employer
no longer to have that right? And who
has the final say as to whether an em-
ployer or a union acted through discrim-
ination? These are intangibles beyond

. the power of Government to decide.

Apart from these arguments, there are
certain communities which by tradition
and heritage are deeply opposed to enact-
ment of this kind of law. In these places
such a law could not be enforced except
by mass coercion. Mr, Walter Lippmann
puts it this way:

There are certain kinds of laws which,

though enacted, cannot be enforced by any
means that the majority is able or willing
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to employ. These are laws to which a siz-
able region, even though it is numerically
a minority in the Nation, is so deeply op-
posed that 1t will resort to nullification, re-
sistance, passive and active disobedience, to
thwart enforcement—and in the extreme
and ultimate cases to Insurrection and re-
bellion.

The cost, the trouble, the futility, and the
danger, of trying to enforce laws under these
conditions are so great that the majority will
not as a matter of fact insist on enforeing
them. If it is wise, it will not enact such
laws.

Of the more than half a million peo-
ple who live in my district an overwhelm-
ing majority agree with Mr, Lippmann
that this type of legislation is unwise.
This is not because the majority of our
people are unintelligent or uneducated
or biased. It is because our people—the
wisest and most forward looking—the
true leaders of both races—are convinced
that the delicate problem of race rela-
tions must be met by enlightened action
from within—not by coercion from with-
out. This is a problem which is exceed-
ingly intricate and far reaching—not to
be dealt with lightly or with expedience.
To understand the problem requires first-
hand study over a considerable period.
It is something which must be lived with.
Only then can a realistic solution be
worked out. To be successful, legislation
in the field of race relations must be
grounded in the good will of the people
who are to carry it out. It must be local
in origin and spirit.

Of course, this implies a responsibility
of a community to meet its minority
problem squarely with an enlightened
program—with  constructive action.
This we are doing in the South. Sub-
stantial progress has been made and is
being made—progress which would be
seriously retarded by the enactment of
legislation such as H. R. 4453. Asan ex-
ample, in the city of Birmingham we
have 41 percent Negroes in our popula-
tion. You will probably be surprised to
learn that they receive over 41 percent
of the funds available for education
while contributing perhaps less than 10
percent of the taxes. Some people are
more interested in making political cap-
ital out of this issue than they are in
investigating the facts. As further illus-
tration I cite two-recent news items
which are self-explanatory:

[From the Blmmghans Post of January 31,
1950]

MONUMENT TO GOOD WILL

Long overdue and twice postponed in the
past year to avoid conflicts with other fund-
raising efforts of our community, Jefferson
County’s campaign to raise $150,000 for the
building of a hospital for Negroes will get
under way tomorrow.

For many years the need for such a hospital
has been recognized by everyone familiar
with the facts but little of a concrete nature
was done about it until the Sisters of Charity
of Nazareth, a Catholig order widely experi=~
enced in the operation of hospitals, became
interested and accepted responsibility for
its operation once it is built. A square-
block site in the Tuxedo Junction section of
Ensley was acquired and by private subscrip=
tion $103,000 was raised for building pur-
poses. Since then plans have been drawn
and & commitment has been made by the
Federal Government, under the Hill-Burton
Act, to provide 500,000 toward the program
when the $150,0°0 now sought is in hand.
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That will make a total of $750,000 available
for the building and its equipment. It will
make available 60 badly needed additional
hospital beds and other facilities for Negro
patients. Of equal importance and signifi-
cance it will provide a suitable place to prac-
tice for the 27 Negro doctors in Jefferson
County who are without such facilities today.

Part of the money to be ralsed will come
from our Negro citizens themselves but most
of it must be made up of gifts from among
their white friends.

It would be a grand thing if every white
citizen in the county would give something
toward this worthy undertaking. We could
ask no hetter opportunity than, by raising
this $150,000 in record time, to make this
institution of healing and mercy a monu-
ment to the good relations and mutual
esteem which exists between the white and
colored citizens of our community.

[From the Birmingham News of January 31,
1950]

LET'S BUILD THIS HOSPITAL AS A MONUMENT TO
HEALTH AND TO UNDERSTANDING
To the People of Birmingham and Jefferson
Counties:

Tomorrow is the opening of a campaign
to raise $150,000 to build and equip a hospi-
tal for Negroes in Birmingham.

The humane and economic needs which
Inspired this campaign are beyond concep-
tion until we realize the fact that although
45 percent of Birmingham's population are
Negroes, only 348 hospital beds are generally
avallable to them.

Medical and public health authorities in
Alabama have long reminded our people of a
serious shortage in the number of doctors
and the pitiful lack of hospital facilities.
Thirty-seven Negro physicians are practicing
among their people in Jefferson County, and
yet there is no hospital in Jefferson County
where they may treat their patients. If they
are fortunate enough to find an avallable bed
iIn any hospital when hospitalization 1s re-
quired, the immediate result is that other
doctors, surgeons, and hospital technicians
must take over for them.

From the standpoint of simple humanity,
the toll of pain and suffering has been great.
There is no way of knowing how many Ne-
groes have died or suffered needlessly be-
cause these conditions exist. Economically,
the citizens of Jefferson County, white and
colored alike, are constantly paying the pen-
alty of this lack. Dilsease, wherever it exlsts
and In whatever form is not merely a menace
to health. Sick men and women cannot
work; eventually they must be fed and
clothed and housed at public expense—or
left to die unheeded, which is unthinkable
in the code of humanity.

Not only the Negro who works in the con-
fines of our homes or public places as cook,
nurse, or waltress, kut ell who ride the
busses, walk the streets, or work in plants
end shops are in constant contact with the
white citizens ol Jefferson County. What
threatens their health also threatens ours.

In the erection, equipping, and operation
of this hospital exclusively for Negroes, we
have a common cause for all the people of
Jefferson County. It is one which merits the
most generous contribution that any of us
can afford.

The early work which has made possible
the complete project was accomplished by
the Sisters of Charity of Nazareth, the Cath-
olic order which will operate the hospital on
a completely nonprofit basis when it is com-
pleted.

Through their own efforts they have al-
ready bought and paid for the land, an entire
block located in the Tuxedo Junction sec-
tion at 1915 Nineteenth Street, Ensley. They
have also raised by private subscription, and
have in cash for the building and equipment
$103,000.
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The building site, together with the $103,~
000 in cash at hand, will be added to the
$150,000 which the interdenominational
committee will raise. The project has been
submitted under the provislons of the Hill-
Burton Act and has been approved for a
grant of 515,000 of matching Federal funds,

The hospital will provide 60 beds, operat-
ing, X-ray, delivery and emergency rooms,
and an out-patient clinic. It will be self-
supporting, and should any deficit oecur, the
operating agency will meet the deficlency
and guarantee continuocus coperation. The
agency, the Sisters of Charity of Nazareth,
operates many of the large and successful

. hospltals of the Nation.

The erection and operation of such a hos-
pital in Birmingham will be a distinguished
mark of credit to the people of Birming-
ham-—an answer in part to the sponsors of
legislation in Washington who seek so ar-
dently to intervene in the affalrs of our
State. It is an affirmation and a humane
answer to the critics who do not believe, or
do not wish to believe, that the southern
people will act to improve the well-being
of the southern Negro. It is an answer to
both communism and socialism,

Above all, we and countless others of all
faiths, belleve that the people of Birming-
ham are both wise and humane. We feel
that every contribution, whether it be large
or small, is an expression of faith not only
in our city but in our way of life.

Since it is impossible for the committee to
call upon everyone, it is necessary that we
call upon many to send or bring their con-
tributions to the campalgn headquarters.
This headquarters has been set up in the
offices of the Birmingham Junior Chamber
of Commerce in the Hillman Hotel. Checks
should be made payable to Walter E. Henley,
treasurer.

We are confident that the people of Jef-
ferson County will be glad and feel privi-
leged to share in a project which will live
throughout the years to come as a blessing
to both races and & monument to our mu-
tual desire to make Jefferson County a
healthier, a happler, a better place in which
to live.

Bincerely,
DoNaLp COMER,
Chairman.
Louis Przitz,
Cochairman.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN LAURIE C. BATTLE,
JANUARY 17

By strictly political maneuvers the ad-
ministration is isolating the South from the
rest of the country more every day.

If FEPC or so-called civil rights is the is-
sue on the pending vote to change the rules,
I will definitely vote for the change in order
to stop this continued strangulation of the
South.

However, no one knows at this time wheth-
er there will be a show-down vote on FEPC
before the proposed rules change is debated—
or just what we will be voting on.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons I join
the many liberal, realistic thinkers
throughout the country who feel that
enactment of FEPC would be unwise.
To make political sport, as come would
do, of issues which form the very fabric
of life in many States and which affects
the day-to-day lives of millions of our
people is short-sighted indeed. To en-
act such a bill as H. R. 4453 would set
back by many years the accomplishments
of generations in the field of race rela-
tions. It would be a sad day for the
courageous, high-minded men and
women of both races in the South—swho
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are working against odds, but persever-
ing toward the solution of one of the
most challenging problems a psople were
ever called upon to meet.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment to the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment which is at the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Pickert to the
substitute amendment offered by Mr. STEED:
On page 1, line 12, after the words "labor
organizations”, insert “Provided, however,
That nothing in this act shall require a
church of one religion to employ individuals
who adhere to some other religion.”

Mr, PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, there
can be no question in the mind of any
person who seeks to be informed that
I am unalterably opposed to the estab-
lishment of an FEPC in any form. I
have made my position clear on so many
occasions it is beyond argument.

However, the pending amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. Steep] fails to take into account
one of the fundamental concepts of our
Constitution. The first amendment to
the Constitution provides in part:

Congress shall make no law respecting an

establishment of religlon or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof.

That provision puts into words a basie
principle our ancestors labored to es-
tablish, the separation of church and
state.

The pending proposal in no way takes
that principle into account. My amend-
ment will offer some modicum of protec-
tion to members of various religious
sects to prevent any imposition on them
and their organizations. It should be
adopted.

I regret the necessity for even en-
gaging in debate on such an issue as
FEPC. It is one of the planks in the
President’s eivil-rights program, against
which I have spoken and opposed on
numerous occasions. My sentiments on
the most controversial features of that
program, including FEPC, were ex-
pressed at length on the floor of the
House August 2, 1948, I would like to
reiterate them at this point.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the civil-rights
program. Ever since I came to Congress
I have been one of the most active oppo-
nents of the things included in the Presi-
dent’s so-called civil-rights program.

While there are other points in the
clvil-rights program, the most contro-
versial are: First, the enactment by Con-
gress of an antilynching law; second,
Federal legislation to abolish the poll tax;
third, Federal legislation to eliminate
segregation; fourth, passage of a Federal
Fair Employment Practice Act.

These proposals, first, violate the Con-
stitution; second, are an encroachment
on States’ rights; third, are wrong in
principle; and, fourth, will not work in
practice.

ORIGIN OF FROGRAM

The program was inspired by agitators
who want to make the South a political
whipping boy. Not all who favor the
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civil-rights program are Communists,
but it is certainly true that all who are
Communists do favor it. They have now
set up Henry Wallace as their straw man
spokesman. They use him to help create
prejudice and confusion for their own
ends.
PURPOSE OF PROGEAM

The program seeks to establish racial
and social equality where none was de-
creed by the laws of God. Enactment of
such proposals into law would add chaos
to the already existing confusion in the
national picture at a time when all of
our energies should be devoted to a solu-
tion of problems of the greatest magni-
tude, both at home and abroad. All of
those proposals have a political inspira-
tion, which seeks the votes of the minor-
ity groups in the big cities of the North
and East in order to perpetuate their
sponsors in office. They are an invasion
of the principles of States’ rights as con-
ceived by that great Democrat, Thomas
Jefferson, and followed through the years
by those of us who cling to Jeffersonian
principles.

O NECESSITY FOR PROGRAM

There is no need for such legislation -

because the history of the progress.of ra-
cial relationships in the South, where
such problems are said to be acute, re-
veals that much has been done to solve
them. The Negro has no better friend
than the southern white man. We give
him work to earn his livelihood. We feed
and clothe him when he cannot provide
for himself. We supply him with medi-
cal care and drugs when he is ill. We
provide educational facilities for his chil-
dren, contribute to the construction of
his churches, advise with him when he is
troubled. His progress has been re-
markable in the last 80 years. All of that
is contrasted with the treatment the
Negro receives in the North, where
none save his own kind cares what be-
comes of him.
HISTORY OF PROGEAM

So much controversy has arisen over
the Truman civil-rights program that it
might shed some light on the subject to
review its history briefly. The civil-
rights doctrine originated in the minds of
a few misguided zealots, whose clamor-
ings to get political recognition from cer-
tain minority groups resulted in the es-
tablishment of a Fair Employment Prac-
tice Commission by Executive order in
1041. More will be said about that later.

The first major step in the formation
of the civil-rights program occurred
when President Truman appointed a
Committee on Civil Rights in December
1946. After more than a year that com-~
mittee submitted a 178-page document
which serves as a basis for the program.

In his state-of-the-Union message de-
livered to Congress January 7, 1948, the
President discussed, among other things,
the question of so-called civil rights, and
stated he would send a special message
to the Congress on that subject.

On February 2, 1948, the President sent
the special message.

The civil-rights program became a
major point of controversy at the Demo-
cratic, National Convention in July 1948,
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and split the Democratic Party into seg-
ments. Its submission as a subject to be
considered by the Congress at this special
session has resulted in a situation that
has delayed consideration of important
legislation in the other body.

On February 2, 1948, the President
sent the special message.

ANTILYNCHING

The record of Iynchings in the United
States during the past 50 years shows in
1900 there were 115; in 1910, 76; in 1920,
61; in 1930, 21; in 1940, 5; 1944, 2; 1945,
1; 1946, 6; 1947, again only 1 lynching,
The figures show that lynching has prac-
tically disappeared in America without a
Federal antilynching law. Therefore,
there is no need for such a Federal
statute.

On the other hand, the vociferous ad-
vocates of an antilynching law make no
suggestion that there be a Federal stat-
ute enacted against murder, rape, rob-
bery, theft, burglary, and so forth.

In New York City, where a large part
of the agitation for a Federal antilynch-
ing law comes from, in 1946 there were
325 murders, 14,525 other felonies, and a
total of 697,734 crimes reported to the
police. That is the record of one city
in 1 year. Yet among the 140,000,000
people in the entire United States there
were only 6 lynchings,

Lynching is another form of murder
and is prohibited by statute in every
State in the United States. Why do not
the advocates of an antilynching law
seek Federal legislation to punish the
commission of other forms of murder and
other felonies? Obviously, in view of
the record of New York City end other
metropolitan centers in the United
States, the crimes are so commonplace
there is no vote-getting glamor in seek-
ing Federal statutes for the punishment
of crimes generally. - Equally obviously,
the demand is raised all out of propor-
tion to the justification, based on the
record that lynching has almost entirely
disappeared in this country.

Do not those victims of murder, rob-
bery, rape, and so forth, have some eivil
rights? Certainly. Again, they have
no spokesman for their rights seeking
the enactment of Federal laws for pun-
ishment of the offenders, because there is
no political benefit accruing from such
a program.

ABOLITION OF THE POLL TAX

Only T States in the 48 levy a poll tax
as a means of registration to establish
eligibility for voting. In many of them,
including Texas, most of the revenue de-
rived is devoted to the maintenance and
operation of the public schools. If the
people of Texas want to abolish the poll
tax and substitute some other requisite
to vote, that is their business; but I am
opposed to the FPederal Government tell-
ing Texas how and what to do about it.

A law enacted by Congress to abolish
the poll tax is unconstitutional, in my
opinion, The Constitution provides in
article 1, section 2:

The House of Representatives shall be com-
posed of Members chosen every second year
by the people of the several States, and the
electors in each State shall have the qualifi-
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cations requisite for electors of the most
numerous branch of the State legislature.

Numerous cases have been decided
sustaining my viewpoint. In Breedlove
against Suttles, decided by the United
States Supreme Court in 1937, Mr. Jus-
tice Butler, speaking for the Court, said:

Payment as a prerequisite is not required
for the purpose of denying or abridging the
privilege of voting. It does not limit the tax
to electors; aliens are not there permitted to
vote, but the tex is laid upon them if within
the defined class. It is not laid upon persons
60 or more years old, whether electors or not.
Exaction of payment before registration un-
doubtedly serves to aid collection from elec-
tors desiring to vote, but that use of the
State’s power is not prevented by the Fed-
eral Constitution.

Other cases have followed the principle
announced in that case.

Enactment by Congress of a law to
abolish the poll tax would be an invasion
of the rights of the States to establish
their own electoral systems.

The poll-tax issue is another one of
those that is raised for pure vote-getting
purposes by those in the North and East
who are agitating for a Federal law on
the subject. The issue is politically in-
spired to get the votes of a minority
group in the big city areas in doubtful
States. That is where the cry to abolish
the poll tax comes from.

I could go on at length discussing this
subject, but to do so would unduly burden
you. Let me direct your attention to the
fact that I led the debate on the floor of
the House in opposition to the proposal
on July 21, 1947, when that subject was
up for consideration. The speech I made
on that ocecasion in opposition to the leg-
islation contains a full analysis of my
views on the subject and the law in sup-
port of my position.

FEDERAL LEGISLATION TO ELIMINATE SEGREGATION

Segregation is not discrimination. It
is a means of affording people of all
races an opportunity to be and associate
with their own kind. It avoids friction.
It promotes harmonious relationships.
It prevents discord. It eliminates oppor-
tunities for disagreement and strife.

What does elimination of segregation
by law mean to the average citizen? It
means that the American would be pro-
hibited from choosing his associates in
the church, in the school, .in fraternal
organizations, in every walk of social
life. It means that you and I must ac-
cept as associates in our daily lives per=-
sons of race and color other than our
own regardless of our personal feelings
in the matter. In order to eliminate
segregation and to prevent discrimina-
tion it would result in the establish-
ment of a Federal bureau with gestapo
powers. The employees of such an
agency would have a right to tell the
free American citizen with whom he
could associate regardless of the citi-
zen'’s personal desires in the matter.
Carried to its ultimate conclusion, the
agents of such a bureau could require
the churches to accept membership from
those it did not want. It could compel
us to send our children to school with
companions other than their own seek-
ing. It could require us to occupy the
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same travel accommodations, the same
hotels, and eat at the same restaurants
in company of persons we did not volun-
tarily choose.

All of those things could be done in
the name of civil rights. To do them
would be to disregard the rights of a
majority of the people.

THE FEPC

The establishment of a Federal Fair
Employment Practice Commission by
law to prohibit discrimination in private
employment would be a terrible imposi-
tion on the American people. It would
simply mean this: that no employer
could employ or discharge persons from
employment without being supervised by
agents of that bureau. It would mean
that the employee would b2 required to
work side by side with individuals he
would not associate with except by com-
pulsion. Assume 75 percent of the popu-
lation in a given town were white and 25
percent black. Under such a law every
employer would have to accept one-
fourth of his employees from among the
colored race regardless of the nature
and type of employment. If 2 merchant
had four clerks, one of them would have
to be a Negro. If a contractor wanted
to hire four carpenters, one of them
would have to be a Negro. If a board
of school trustees wanted to employ four
teachers, one of them would have to be
a Negro.

Illustrations of this nature could be
noted in countless numbers,

We have a history in the establish-
ment of an FEPC. In 1941, by Execu-
tive order, the President of the United
States established an FEPC. That or-
ganization was broadened and enlarged
in scope and number of employees dur-
ing the ensuing years. In 1944 it em-
ployed more Negroes than whites; had
Negroes supervising white employees
within the agency; paid the Negroes an
aggregate salary larger than it paid the
white employees; required employees of
the agency to use the same rest-room
facilities regardless of their race; ordered
the railroads of the Nation to employ
Negroes indiscriminately as engineers,
firemen, and conductors, regardless of
qualifications. The activities of that
Commission resulted in strikes, riots, and
other friction between whites and Ne-
groes of this country.

MY ACTIVE OPFOSITION

That agency existed when I tock the
oath of office as Congressman in 1945.
One of the first things I did as a new
Congressman was to call together a
group of other new Members to discuss
ways and means to eliminate the FEPC.
As a result, we set upon a course to do
everything possible to prevent further
enlargement of that bureau and to elimi-
nate it as soon as possible. Those of us
who opposed the continuation of the
FEPC were continually devising ways
and means to destroy it.

The chance to kill the FEPC came dur-
ing my first term in Congress. H. R.
5890, a bill to make appropriations for
certain agencies of the Government, was
called up on the floor of the House for
consideration. The bill provided for
money to continue the FEPC to the end
of the fiscal year, I made the point of
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order that struck that sum of money
from the bill and forced the agency out
of existence, It has not been revived
since.

My record of opposition to the pro-
posals in the civil-rights program fs well
known to all Members of this House and
to all others who have been regular read-
ers of the newspapers. I have helped
arrange and attended many meetings in
protest of specific proposals in the civil-
rights program. On the numerous oc-
casions when Members of the House,
such as Messrs. Marcantonio, Isacson,
and Powell, offered amendments to var-
ious bills secking to write into those bills
language in keeping with the civil-rights
program. I have always been on the
floor and active in my opposition to their
amendments. I have been instrumental
in notifying other Members what was
taking place and gefting them to vote
against those amendments. As a result
of our concerted activities, no such pro-
posal has been enacted into law in the
last 4 years.

I was one of the 78 Members of the
House who formed an organization to
oppose actively the President’s civil-
rights program after he delivered his
message to the Congress on February 2
of this year. I feel that our opposition
in the past has been effective in pre-
venting enactment into law of any of the
legislation sought to be adopted. I ex-
pect to continue my opposition to such a
program as long as I am in Congress
and afterward so long as I am able to
oppose it.

Let me call your atiention to the
slogan of those who foment this civil-
rights hysteria, “equality.” One of the
great purposes of the Constitution was to
secure the blessings of liberty so that

men could be free to be different and -

realize their differing ambitions with
their differing abilities, not to achieve
an impossible equality among unequal
human beings. Every proposal seeking
to give a man a right to do something
which as a freeman he cannot secure for
himself results in imposing burdens and
restraints on the freedoms of others.
We must watch and defeat every efiort
to create by law the right in one man
to compel others to associate with him
or accept obligations to him in the realm
of private enterprise and private life.
We must realize that freedom of associa-
tion in work and in leisure is one of our
most precious liberties.

Let us recall the words of the late Jus-
tice of the Supreme Court Mr. Brandeis,
whom no one could rightfully accuse of
intolerance or prejudice. He wrote:

The makers of our Constitution undertook
to secure conditions favorable to the pursuit
of happiness. They recognized the signif-
icance of man's spiritual nature, of his feel-
ings, and of his intellect. They knew that
only a part of the pain, pleasure, and satis-
factions of life are to be found in material
things. They sought to protect Americans in
their beliefs, their thoughts, their emotions,
and their sensations. They conferred, as
against the Government, the right to be let
alone—the most comprehensive of rights and
the right most valued by civilized men,

CONCLUSION

To sum it up, in the name of civil
rights the proponents of this program
would violate the very fundamentals of
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the Bill of Rights and force on the indi-
vidual an association with persons and
conditions of living not of his own choos-
ing. In short, it would deprive the indi-
vidual of his right to live under his own
vine and fig tree in his own way. These
things he would have to swrrender to
bureaucratic control and dictation from
Washington, where some Government
agent could tell him whom he should
employ, what he could do, and with
whom he must associate. Thus, in the
name of civil rights they would destroy
the very liberties upon which this Gov-
ernment was founded and under which
it has grown to be the mightiest nation
in the history of the world.

I reiterate with all of the emphasis
at my command I have opposed the
civil-rights program. I am now op-
posed to the program. I will continue
my opposition to that program.

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

The question was taken, and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. PIcKETT) there
were ayes 197, noes 74,

So the amendment was agreed to.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Harrison to
the substitute amendment offered by Mr.
STEED: On page 1, line 12, after the words
“labor organization”, insert “Provided, how-
ever, That it shall not constitute discrimina-
tion under this act for a religious organiza-
tion to refuse to employ an atheist.”

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I am offering at this time
represents an effort to curb, in one small
but significant area, the disruptive effects
this FEPC legislation is certain to have
if it becomes law.

I think the fact such an amendment as
mine appears necessary furnishes star-
tling proof of the far-reaching and iniq-
uitous consequences implicit in this legis-
lation. The proponents of the FEPC bill,
Mr. Speaker, intend to jettison—finally
and completely—the basic American
principle of an employer’s free choice of
employees.

Under the deceptive banner of “civil
rights,” the forces of non-American,
centralist philosophies of government
propose to threaten the employers of the
Nation with heavy fines and jail terms, if
they do not hire and fire in conformity
with the edicts of a new Washington
bureaucracy.

We have before us two ideas of a Fed-
eral Fair Employment Practice Commis-
sion. One contemplates an agency that
would have power to subpena an em-
ployer from any part of the Nation to any
other place in the Nation to answer a
complaint by a disgruntled job-seeker or
former employee. It would be authorized
to order an employer to hire certain per-
sons, or to take back others he had dis-
charged for what he considered incom-
petence but which the fired worker
fancied to be a racial or religious bias.

It would give the competent worker
nothing he now requires; it would hand
the incompetent a club, give him special
privileges, assure him a livelihood at the
expense of the diligent and skillful.
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The other type of FEPC purports to be
all things to all men. It would be a
Federal commission without the power
to issue cease and desist orders and get
them enforced in the Federal courts
under threat of fine or imprisonment.
This agency would investigate—snoop,
in other words—cooperate—interfere,
in other words—and make reports on
what should be done about the discrim-
ination which civil-rights agitators claim
is rampant in the United States.

To those of us who still profess some
respect for individual rights, this sort of
FEPC is held out as something harmless,
something innocuous. We are asked to
“go along” with it on the argument that
it cannot hurt us.

To FEPC advocates, it is held out as “a
step in the right direction”—probably
the longest step that can be forced at this
moment.

These two FEPC proposals are of a
piece. The veoluntary concept is only
very slightly less ominous and abhorrent
than the compulsory one, I want no part
of either.

I realize, however, the temper of many
of my colleagues. They have been
hypnotized by the civil-rights agitators.

In this atmosphere, there would be no
purpose in arguing the injustice and in-
sensibility of precluding an employer
from inquiring into the birthplace of a
prospective employee, of prohibiting him,
even in these uncertain times, from
asking to see the naturalization papers
of a foreign-born applicant.

It probably is useless to suggest that
an employer who wishes to give some
preference to veterans of the wars of the
United States should be allowed to ask an
applicant whether he was in the armed
forces—another question that is ver-
boten under regulations promulgated
where FEFC is in effect.

And I do not think those who are con-
tending so strongly here for FEPC will be
moved to concern for the employees who
might like to feel that their employer
had some control over the composition of
the working force—the selection of those
with whom they are to labor.

Inasmuch as we have heard much
emotional argument uttered by the dev-
otees of bureaucratic overseeing of hiring
and firing, even the suggestion that a
religious organization should be per-
mitted to select employees of its own
faith probably will fall unheard.

But I am offering now an amendment
to which I believe even the most rabid
exponent of the totalitarian FEPC prin-
ciple could bring himself to support.

Even if the sponsors of FEPC contend
a pastor should not be permitted to ask
a prospective church organist whether
he or she is of the same religious persua-
sion, they might concede that the pastor
need not place himself in the shadow of a
jail cell when he asks whether the appli-
cant subscribes to any religion.

I urge, most earnestly, that our re-
ligious organizations be provided an iota
of protection from the indignity of being
forced to hire an atheist.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JENSEN to the
amendment offered by Mr. McCoNNELL: Add
a new section at the end of the bill as fol-
lows:

“Provided, That any person who Is a mem-
ber of an organization which has been cited
by the Attorney General and/or by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation as a Commu-
nist organization or as & Communist front
organization is excluded from the provisions
of this bill.”

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

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, HUBER. Mr. Chairman, in view
of the number of ridiculous amendments
that have been adopted I ask unanimous
consent that the remainder be adopted
en masse.

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

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KeatiNg to the
amendment offered by Mr. McCoNNELL: On
page 2, line 15, after the period insert a new
sentence reading as follows: “Not more than
three Commissioners shall be members of
the same political party.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York,

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED],

The substitute was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. MecCoN~
NELL], as amended.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. TAURIELLO)
there were—ayes 236, noes 63.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. POWELL., Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with an
amendment with the recommendation
that the amendment be agreed to and
that the hill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. WALTER, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 4453) to prohibit diserimination
in employment because of race, color, re-
ligion, or national origin, had directed
him to report the bill back to the House
with an amendment, with the recom-
mendation that the amendment be
agreed to and that the bill, as amended,
do pass.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill and the
amendment to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on
the amendment.
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Mr. LESINSKI, Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it., >

Mr. BARDEN. Do I understand that
the vote now is on the McConnell amend-
ment?

The SPEAKER. That is correct,

Mr. BARDEN. And later the vote will
be on final passage of the bill?

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

Mr. BIEMILLER. A parliamentary
inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SFEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BIEMILLER. I understand the
parliamentary situation to be that if the
McConnell amendment is rejected, that
then the vote will recur on the original
Powell bill.

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 222, nays 178, not voting 31,
as follows:

[Roll No. 63]
YEAS—222

Abbitt Engle, Calif. McMillan, S. C.
Abernethy Evins Magee
Albert Fallon Mahon
Allen, Calif. Fellows Martin, Towa
Allen, I, Fenton Martin, Mass.
Andersen, Fernandez Merrow

H. Carl Fisher Meyer
Anderson, Calif, Ford Michener
Andresen, Frazier Miles

August H Fugate Miller, Md.
Andrews Gary Miller, Nebr.
Auchincloss Gathings Mills
Barden Gavin Monroney
Barrett,Wyo. Golden Morris
Bates Goodwin Morrison
Battle Gore Morton
Beall Gossett Murdock
Beckworth Graham Murray, Tenn.
Bennett, Fla. Grant Murray, Wis.
Bennett, Mich., Gregory Nelson
Bentsen Gwinn Nicholson
Blackney Hagen Nixon
Boggs, La. Hale Norrell
Bolton, Md. Halleck O'Hara, Minn.
Bonner Hardy Pace
Boykin Hare Passman
Bramblett Harris Patien
Brooks Harrison Peterson
Brown, Ga. Harvey Phillips, Calif,
Brown, Ohio Hays, Ark. Phillips, Tenn.
Bryson Hébert Pickett
Burleson Herlong Poage
Burton Hill Poulson
Byrnes, Wis. Hinshaw Preston
Camp Hobbs Priest
Carlyle Hoeven Rains
Case, 8. Dak. Hoffman, Mich. Rankin
Chelf Hope Redden
Chiperfield Horan Reed, Il1.
Christopher Jackson, Calif. Reed, N. Y.
Church James Rees
Clevenger Jenison Regan
Cole, Kans, Jenkins Richards
Cole, N. ¥. Jennings Rivers
Colmer Jensen Rogers, Fla,
Combs Johnson St. George
Cooley Jonas Sanborn
Cooper Jones, Ala. Sasscer
Cotton Jones, N. C. Scrivner
Cox Kearns Scudder
Crawiord Keefe Shafer
Curtis Kerr Short
Dague Kilburn Sikes
Davis, Ga. Kilday Simpson, I,
Davis, Tenn. Kruse Simpson, Pa.
Davls, Wis, Lanham Sims
Deane Larcade Smith, Eans.
DeGraflenrled LeCompte Smith, Va.
D'Ewart LeFevre Stanley
Dolliver Lichtenwalter Steed
Dondero Lovre Stefan
Doughton Lucas Stigler
Durham Lyle Stockman
Eilictt McConneil Sutton
Ellsworth MeCulloch Taber
Elston McDonough Tackett
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Talle Vursell Willlams
Teague Weichel Willis
Thompson Werdel ‘Wilson, Ind
Thornberry ‘Wheeler Wilson, Okla.
Towe White, Calif. Wilson, Tex,
Trimble ‘Whitten Winstead
Underwood ‘Whittington . Wood
Velde Wickersham  Worley
Vinson ‘Widnall
NAYsS—178

Addonizio Hall, Moulder
Angell Edwin Arthur Multer
Aspinall Hall, Murphy
Balley Leonard W, Noland
Baring Hand Norton
Barrett, Pa. Hart O'Brien, I1.
Blemiller Havenner O'Brien, Mich,
Bishop Hays, Ohio O'Hars, 11,
Blatnik Heffernan O'Konski
Boggs, Del. Heller O'Neill
Bolling Herter O'Sullivan
Bolton, Ohio  Heselton O'Toole
Bosone Hoffman, Ill,  Patterson
Breen Holifleld Perkins
Buchanan Holmes Pfeifer,
Buckiey, I1L Howell Joseph L,
Buckley, N. ¥. Huber Pleiffer,
Burdick Hull William L.
Burke Irving Philbin
Burnside Jackson, Wash. Polk
Byrne, N, ¥, Jacobs Potter
Canfiel Javits Powell
Cannon Judd Price
Carnahan Karst Quinn
Carroll Karsten Rabaut
Case,N.J Kean Ramsay
Cavalcante Eearney Rhodes
Celler Eeating Ribicofl
Chesney Kee Riehlman
Chudoff Kelley, Pa, Rodino
Clemente Kelly, N. Y. Rogers, Mass,
Corbett Kennedy Rooney
Coudert Keogh Roosevelt
Crook King Sabath
Crosser Eirwan Sadlak
Cunningham Klein Saylor
Davenport Eunkel Scott, Hardle
Dawson Lane Scott,
Delaney Latham Hugh D, Jr.
Denton Lemke Secrest
Dingell Lesinski Shelley
Dollinger Lind Sheppard
Donchue Linehan Btaggers
Douglas Lodge Sullivan
Doyle Lynch Taurieilo
Eberharter McCarthy Taylor
Engel, Mich. McCormack Tollefson
Feighan McGrath Vorys
Flood McGregor Wagner
Fogarty McGuire Walsh
Forand McKinnon Walter
Fulton McSweeney Welch
Furcolo Mack, IlL. White, Idaho
Gamble Mack,Wash. Wier
Garmatz Madden ‘Wigglesworth
Gordon Mansfield Withrow
Gorski Marcantonip  Wolverton
Granahan Marsalis Woodhouse
Granger Miller, Calif. Yates
Green Mitchell Young
Gross Morgan Zablocki

NOT VOTING—31
Allen, La. Jones, Mo, Smith, Ohio
Arends McMillen, III.  Smith, Wis.
Brehm Macy Spence
Bulwinkle Marshall Thomas
Chatham Mason Van Zandt
Davies,N. Y Norblad Wadsworth
Eaton Patman ‘Whitaker
Gillette Plumley Wolcott
Gilmer Rich Woodruff
Harden Sadowskl
Hedrick Smathers

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Wadsworth for,
against,

Mr. Jones of Missouri for, with Mr. Davies
of New York against.

Mr. Allen of Louisiana for, with Mr. SBa-
dowski against.

Mr. Gilmer for, with Mr. Macy against.

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Brehm against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Whitaker with Mr. Arends,
Mr. Marshall with Mr. Mason.

with Mr. Hedrick
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Mr. Smathers with Mr. Plumley.

Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Rich,

Mr. Patman with Mr. Woodruff.

Mr. Spence with Mr. McMillen of Ilinois.
Mr. Thomas with Mr. Wolcott.

Mr. Chatham with Mrs. Harden,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time,

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a reading of the engrossed copy
of the bill.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Davies of New
York (at the request of Mr. CELLER), for
an indefinite period on account of illness
in family.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is a mo-
tion to recommit in order at this time?

The SPEAKER. Not until after the
third reading of the bill.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, that
means the House will have to stay in
session until the engrossed copy Iis
secured?

The SPEAKER. It does not.

Mr. RANEKEIN. We cannot take a re-
cess on Calendar Wednesday?

The SPEAKER. The House can ad-
journ.

Mr. RANKIN. We can adjourn but
that ends Calendar Wednesday.

The SPEAEER. The previous ques-
tion has been ordered and the next time
the House meets, whether this week or
any other week, it is the pending busi-
ness.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman will
state it. ;

Mr. COLMER. Can the Speaker ad-
vise us when the engrossed copy will be
available and when the vote will be
taken?

The SPEAKER. Not until the gentle-
man from Massachusetts makes a re-
quest about adjournment or offers a mo-
tion.

The Chair wants all Members to un-
derstand that on the convening of the
House at its next session, the final dis-
position of this matter is the pending
business.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that when the House adjourns to-
day it adjourn to meet on Friday next
at 12 o’clock noon.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, a point of order. :

The SPEAEER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The
gentleman cannot do that. As I under-
stand it, we must come in at noon today
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for the Thursday session unless unani-
mous consent is secured to go over until
Friday. Is that the proper parliamen-
tary situation?

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman
makes that point.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I
think the gentleman ought to proceed
in the regular way.

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, the
gentleman is absolutely correct. I was
trying to have an adjournment to a defi-
nite time.

Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that when the House adjourns to-
day it adjourn to meet on Friday next at
12 o'clock.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
Ject.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn
untii 12 o’clock today.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 3-o’clock and 19 minutes a. m.),
the House adjourned until 12 o'clock
noon of Thursday, February 23, 1950.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. DURHAM: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H:. R. 6480. A bill to revise title 18,
United States Code, entitled “Crimes and
Criminal Procedure”; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1676). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Fublie
Lands. H. R. 7273. A blil to provide & civil
government for Guam, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1677).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DURHAM: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H. R. 5074. A hill to promote the na-
tional defense by authorizing specifically cer-
tain functions of the National Advisory Com=
mittee for Aeronautics necessary to the ef-
fective prosecution of aeronautical research,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1685). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 66556. A bill for the relief of
Tacko Suzuki; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1678). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. T054. A bill for the relief of
Mieko Miyazaki Malloy; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1679). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. T047. A bill for the relief of
Mrs. Tomo Nongque Rosevear III, with an
amendment (Rept. No. 1680). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. T013. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Yae
Bennett; with an amendment (Rept, No,
1681). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,
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Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 6942. A bill for the relief of
Hisako Nakane; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1682). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 6793. A bill for the relief of
Fujiko Fukuda; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1683). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr., FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 7094, A bill for the relief of
Eazuyo Dohi; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1684). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. EELLEY of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 7396, A bill to enable the States to
make more adequate provision for speclal
services required for the education of physi-
cally handicapped children of school age,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R.7397. A bill to provide for the pro-
motion of postmasters, officers, and employees
in the postal fleld service in recognition of
longevity of service; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. WHITTINGTON :

H.R.7388. A blll to amend and supple-
ment the Federal-Ald Road Act approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and
supplemented, to authorize appropriations
for continuing the construction of highways,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
FPublic Works.

H.R. 7399, A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, section 104, subsections (a) and
(b), to create a Greenville division in the
northern district of Mississippi, with terms of
court to be held at Greenville; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WOOD:

H.R.7400. A bill to enable the States to
make more adequate provision for special
eervices required for the education of physi-
cally handicapped children of school age, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor. .

By Mr, SMATHERS:

H. R. 7401, A blll to allow to a retall dealer
in gasoline a refund of the Federal tax paid
on gasoline which is lost by the retaller
through evaporation; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SPENCE:

H. R.7402. A bill to assist cooperative and
other nonprofit corporations in the produc-
tion of housing for moderate-income fami-
lies, to amend the National Housing Act, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mrs. DOUGLAS:

H. R.7403. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act in order to prohibit the require-
ment of support from relatives as a condition
of granting old-age assistance or aid to the
needy blind; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. REES:

H. R. 7404. A bill to amend section 2 (a) of
the National Housing Act, as amended, so as
to make permanently effective the provisions
of title 1 of such act; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. O'NEILL:

H. R. 7405. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tion of a site for, and the construction of, a
Pederal building in Scranton, Pa.; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. REGAN:

H.R.7406. A bill to provlde for the estab-
lishment of a veterans' hospital in west
Texas; to the Committee on Veterans'
Aftalrs,
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By Mr. BYRNE of New York:

H.R. 7407. A bill to provide for issuance
of & postege stamp in commemoration of
the one hundred and twenty-fifth anniver-
sary of the opening of the Erie Canal in New
York State; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service.

By Mr. DURHAM:

H. Res. 485. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H. R. 7058, a bill to amend
laws relating to the United States Military
Academy and the United States Naval Acad-
emy, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

H. Res. 486. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H. R. 5074, a bill to promote
the national defense by authorizing specifi-
cally certain functions of the National Advi-
sory Committee for Aeronautics necessary to
the effective prosecution of aeronautical re-
search, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H. Res. 487. Resolution to take off all taxes
on bread and butter; to the Committee on
Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

Mr. BOGGS of Delaware:

H. R. 7408. A bill for the reilef of Christos
Haralmos Marasaglou; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. FERNOS-ISERN:

H.R.7409. A bill for the relief of Maria
Rozas Espifielra de Colchero Arrubarrena,
Fernando Colchero Rozas, and Fernado
Colchero Rozas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H.R.7410. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Kiyoko Tanaka Perez; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HELLER:

H.R.7411. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Ingeborg Ruth Sattler McLaughlin; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LYLE:

H.R.7412. A bill for the rellef of Roberto
Nicolas Nassor; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MCSWEENEY:

H.R.7413. A bill for the relief of James
T. M. Fong; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R.7414. A bill for the relief of Teresa
Gentile and Galliano Gentile; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIKES:

H.R.7415. A bill for the relief of Clifford
D. Smitherman; to the Committee o: the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WALTER:

H.R.7416. A bill for the rellef of Miss
Suzuko Takanashi; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

1895. By Mr. HESELTON: Resolutions of
the General Court of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, relative to securing addi-
tional financial aid for the Waltham Watch
Co. from the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

1896, Also, resolutions of the General Court
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
memorializing Congress to remove exlsting
taxes on admissions to high-school athletic
contests or athletic contests conducted by
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charitable and nonprofit organizations; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

1827. By Mr. MACK of Washington: Reso=
lution of the South Bend, Wash., Chamber
of Commerce, asking Immediate action by
Congress to stabilize our national economy;
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments.

1898. By the SPEAEER: Petition of Lewis
E. Park, chairman, Industrial Arts Club,
Kansas City, Mo., endorsing Federal aid to
education; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

1889. Also, petition of Philipp N. Poulleys,
president, Pan-Messenlan Federation of
America, Boston, Mass., relative to the treat-
ment being given Greek children from the
Province of Messenia, Greece, by the Com=
munists; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1900. Also, petition of Dr. Louls Kreshtool,
secreiary, Delaware State Dental Soclety, Wil-
mington, Del., requesting that compulsory
health insurance be not imposed upon the
citizens of this Nation; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1901. Also, petition of Mercedes Mennecke,
president, American Legion Auxiliary, Sum=-
mit, Ill., opposing the Hoover reports per=
taining to proposed changes in the Veterans®
Administration and in the Veterans' Prefer=
ence Act of 1944; to the Committee on Vet=
erans’ Affairs,

1902. By Mr. MILLER of Maryland: Reso=
lution of Queen Annes County Petroleum In=
dustries Committee, Centreville, Md., request=
ing repeal of the Federal gasoline tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

SENATE

TuurspAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
22, 1950)

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

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

God our Father, we thank Thee for the
unquenchable impulse toward Thee
which Thou hast planfed “within us.
Open our eyes to see Thee and our hearts
to feel Thee, not just out on the rim of
the universe, in some distant star, but in
human love which hallows our own lives,
which at its best bears witness to Thee
and alone can heal the hurt of the world.
Conscious of Thy overshadowing pres-
ence, we pray for fidelity as we face the
issues of these momentous days. Com-
mitting our souls unto Thee, who know-
est the way we take, bring us forth as
gold tried in the fire. In the dear Re-
deemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, reading of the Journal of
the proceedings of Wednesday, February
22, 1950, was dispensed with.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr, YOUNG was ex-

cused from attendance on the sessions of
the Senate today and tomorrow.

CALL OF THE ROLL

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