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Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on Rules and Administration.
submitted the following

REPORT

[Pursuant to S. Res. 2501

The Committee on Rules and Administration, having received from
the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections its report of the special
hearing subcommittee on the 1950 election of a United States Senator
for the State of Maryland, after considering and adopting the same,
reports it to the Senate.
A hearing subcommittee of the Subcommittee on Privileges and,

Elections consisting of the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney,
chairman; the Senator from Missouri, Mr. Hennings; the Senator from
New Jersey, Mr. Hendrickson; and the Senator from Maine, Mrs.
Smith, was appointed to investigate and hold hearings on complaints
made with respect to the 1950 Maryland senatorial general election.
The four Senators submitted their report to the full Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections, which report was unanimously adopted and
favorably reported to the Committee on Rules and Administration.
The report as finally adopted is as follows:

I. BASIC QUESTIONS

The character of the complaints is essentially threefold:
(1) The alleged defamatory nature of the campaign of John

Marshall Butler for United States Senator;
(2) The financial irregularities involved in the campaign;
(3) The nature and extent of activities and influence of non-

residents of Maryland in the senatorial campaign.
Because of the inherent right under our system of government of

each State to choose its representatives in Congress, this subcom-
mittee believes that the Senate in the exercise of its constitutional
right to be the judge of the qualifications of its Members must guard
against usurping such right of each State and must require the
strongest and most substantial evidence before unseating a Senator
and nullifying the action of the electorate of a State.
To proceed on any other basis would certainly establish a precedent

which would make of the Senate, ad infinitum, the arbiter of every
election dispute in every State of the Union in all succeeding national
elections where senatorial seats are at stake.
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The principal question for the subcommittee to decide on the basis
of the facts developed and evidence adduced in its investigation and
hearings is whether there are sufficient reasons to recommend that
the Rules Committee determine to start de novo proceedings to
unseat Senator John Marshall Butler.

While the complaints filed with the subcommittee do not raise the
issue of an election contest, the subcommittee does not wish to avoid
meeting the basic question or to escape its responsibility of determining
whether or not there are sufficient grounds to justify a recommenda-
tion that Senator Butler be unseated.
The basic issue is essentially one of what constitutes improper

conduct on the part of the candidate or his official agents in a campaign
for election to the United States Senate and to what degree such
improper conduct transgresses the legal and moral responsibilities of
a candidate or his agents in order to justify declaring a seat vacant.
Our answer, as respects John Marshall Butler, is that the facts

developed from the evidence before this subcommittee are not sufficient
in our judgment to recommend the unseating of Senator Butler.

This is not to say that we approve or condone certain acts and
conduct in his campaign. To the contrary, we vigorously denounce
such acts and conduct and recommend a study looking to the adoption
of rules by the Senate which will make acts of defamation, slander, and
libel sufficient grounds for presentment to the Senate for the purpose
of declaring a Senate seat vacant.
The distinction we draw is between the past and the future. It

is the hope of this subcommittee that, while we do not believe as a
matter of fairness that an example should be made of Senator John
Marshall Butler and establish a precedent in this case, we may set
a course of conduct for future campaigns by which all must abide and,
having been put on notice, suffer the consequences for their wrongful
acts.
The question of improper campaign conduct as a basis for unseating

has through the years been unmet and unanswered. And because it
has been unmet and unanswered, the acts and conduct of the Maryland
campaign and in many other States throughout the years have been
condoned. That is not the exclusive fault of any candidate or any
campaign manager. Rather it is the fault of the entire Senate itself—
not just the present Senate, but, as well, all preceding Senates.
The only rule presently in effect in the United States Senate which

defines standards relating to the right of a Member elected on the face
of the returns whose right to a seat is challenged is derived from the
Constitution of the United States and is as follows (art. I, sec. 5) :
Each house shall be the judge of the elections, returns, and qualifications of its

own members * * *.

There are no other statutory enactments, rules, standards of ethics,
or laws undertaking to define the right of the Senate to deny a seat to
any duly elected candidate.
Thus no specific standards of improper campaign conducts or acts

have been set up as guideposts. Only the provisions of the Federal
Corrupt Practices Act exist and these deal principally with the financial
phase of campaigning. Since no standards exist, it would be grossly
unfair now to formulate those standards "after the fact" for retroactive
application and unseat Senator Butler on the basis of those "after the
fact" formulated standards.



MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950

To do so would have the effect of enacting a law and applying it
retroactively. That is in violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of
the Constitution relating to ex post facto laws.
Due to the absence of any specific rule by the Senate on the distinc-

tion between fair comment and political defamation in the conduct
of a campaign to determine whether the campaign acts constitute
grounds for unseating a Senator, the information developed by the
subcommittee is not deemed sufficient for recommending action for
unseating Senator John Marshall Butler.
The defamation issue before this subcommittee is a novel one on

the question of unseating. In the past the issues have usually been
with respect to ballot frauds or excessive expenditures. They have
not involved publicity efforts aimed at damaging the reputation of
the rival candidate and at creating and exploiting doubts about the
loyalty to his country of an opposing candidate. Such campaign
methods and tactics are destroying our system of free elections and
undermine the very foundation of our Government.
These methods should be subject to constant and critical review

by the Senate, and the power of the Senate should be invoked to
unseat any who by their campaign conduct demonstrate their unfitness
to sit in the United States Senate.
But in the absence of any law or rules under which to deal effec-

tively with the problem, no action for unseating based upon a campaign
of defamation should, in our judgment, be taken until rules or stand-
ards are provided by which candidates can guide their conduct in
campaigns.
In respect to the second matter complained of, namely the financial

irregularities, there is no conclusive evidence before this subcommittee
that the candidate Butler resorted to or made use of excessive expend-
itures of money to corrupt large segments of the electorate which we
find in precedents relating to the fitness of a Senator in cases where
the Senate has undertaken to pass upon the qualifications for
membership.

If the financial irregularities in the Maryland elections of 1950 fall
within the four corners of the Federal Corrupt Practices Act, these
statutes provide appropriate penalties for violation—but beyond
doubt the Federal Corrupt Practices Act does not provide that the
failure to properly report contributions and expenditures in the
manner disclosed by the evidence in the Maryland case is justifiable
grounds for withdrawing the privilege of a Senate seat.

II. FINDINGS

The findings of the subcommittee fall into four categories of (1)
finances, (2) literature, (3) outside influences, and (4) Senator John
Marshall Butler. The categories overlap and must be considered in
the interwoven relationship that they have to each other.

A. FINANCES

1. As a result of the investigation and hearings of this subcommit-
tee, Jon M. Jonkel, the campaign manager of Senator Butler, has been
indicted, plead guilty to, and has been sentenced for, violation of the
Maryland election laws for failure to properly report contributions and
expenditures in the Butler campaign.
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2. Not only were substantial sums of contributions and expenditures
not properly reported to Maryland authorities as required by law, but
also a proper accounting was not made to the Secretary of the Senate
as required by the Federal Corrupt Practices Act.

3. The reports of campaign treasurer Mundy and the record of ex-
penditures by campaign manager Jonkel by the evidence before this
subcommittee exceed $75,000. Under the Federal Corrupt Practices
Act, the limit for the State of Maryland is $14,166.96. Certain ex-
emptions are provided for in the Federal law for personal, travel, or
subsistence expenses; for stationery, postage, writing, or printing
(other than for use on billboards or in newspapers); for distributing
letters, circulars, or posters; and for telegraph and telephone services.

4. The subcommittee has been unable to determine whether these
exemptions would lower this amount reported to the legal limit pro-
vided by law for the expenditures of the candidate's official campaign
organization. It is referring its hearings and files to the Department
of Justice for study and such action it deems appropriate.

B. LITERATURE

1. It is not possible to gage the effect of the tabloid "From the
Record" on the outcome of the election. However, it is clear that
it did have some effect. But it was not of dominant influence on
the voters nor did the election turn on it alone. There were other
potent factors including the State-wide feeling against the sales tax,
the Republican trend in Maryland and the Nation as a whole and
other factors that cannot be measured for exact effect, but which
together gave candidate Butler a margin of 43,000 votes.
The tabloid "From the Record" contains misleading half truths,

misrepresentations, and false innuendos that maliciously and without
foundation attack the loyalty and patriotism not only of former
Senator Millard Tydings, who won the Distinguished Service Cross
for battlefield heroism in World War I, but also the entire membership
of the Senate Armed Services Committee in 1950.

2. Its preparation, publication, and distribution were the result of
a combination of forces, including Senator Butler's own campaign
organization.

3. The tabloid, disregarding simple decency and common honesty,
was designed to create and exploit doubts about the loyalty of former
Senator Tydings.
4. It could never have been the intention of the framers of the

first amendment to the Constitution to allow, under the guise of
freedom of the press, the publication of any portrayal, whether in
picture form or otherwise, of the character of the composite picture
as it appeared in the tabloid "From the Record". It was a shocking
abuse of the spirit and intent of the first amendment to the Con-
stitution.

5. The tabloid "From the Record" was neither published nor in
fact paid for by the Young Democrats for Butler. Their alleged
sponsorship for this publication was nothing more than a false front
organization for the publication of the tabloid by the Butler campaign
headquarters and outsiders associated with it. In the judgment of
the subcommittee, this is a violation of the Federal and State laws
requiring persons responsible for such publications to list the organi-
zations and its officers.



MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 5

6. The pamphlet "Back to Good Old Dixie" was neither published
nor paid for by the four Negro citizens listed as its sponsors. Use
of the names of the four Negro leaders constituted nothing more than
a false front for the publication of the pamphlet by the Butler cam-
paign headquarters. In the judgment of the subcommittee, this is a
violation of the Federal and State laws requiring persons responsible
for such publications to list the organizations and its officers.

C. OUTSIDE INFLUENCES

1. Almost all of the charges against the conduct of Senator John
Marshall Butler's campaign can be attributed directly or indirectly
to the acts and conduct of outside influences which were projected into
the campaign.

2. Jon M. Jonkel, the campaign manager of John Marshall Butler,
as a legal resident of the State of Illinois and not a legal resident of
the State of Maryland, was an "outsider" in the campaign in violation
of the election laws of Maryland. His appointment was originally
recommended by the former executive head of the Washington
Times-Herald.

3. Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, of Wisconsin, was actively inter-
ested in the campaign to the extent of making his staff available for
work on research, pictures, composition, printing of the tabloid
"From the Record." Members of his staff acted as couriers of funds
between Washington and the Butler campaign headquarters in
Baltimore. Evidence showed that some of the belatedly reported
campaign funds were delivered through his office. His staff also was
instrumental in materially assisting in the addressing, mailing, and
planning of the picture post card phase of the campaign.

4. Associated in the tabloid project was the Washington Times-
Herald through its then publisher, its then chief editorial writer, its
then assistant managing editor, and other personnel of the paper.
There is no specific proof of violation of any election laws by the
Times-Herald newspaper unless the extremely low printing and
composition charge that it made on the tabloid constitutes an indirect
campaign contribution.

5. The substantial part of the campaign funds listed belatedly by
manager Jonkel came from outside the State of Maryland. These
were in large sums of money for the most part and in some cases in
the maximum allowed by law. These funds, which manager Jonkel
described as being "short-circuited" from the regular campaign
treasurer, were used in a substantial amount to pay for the distribution
of the tabloid "From the Record."

D. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER

1. There is no specific evidence that candidate John Marshall Butler
had full knowledge of the manner in which his campaign manager,
Jon M. Jonkel, and others committed acts that have been challenged.

2. But the hearings established beyond any doubt that Senator
Butler gave blanket authority to Jon M. Jonkel who, in fact, was
his campaign manager and operated the campaign headquarters
and the entire campaign in the manner that Jonkel should decide.
It was a matter of the campaign manager and the campaign head-
quarters directing candidate Butler rather than candidate Butler
directing the campaign manager and the campaign headquarters.
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3. There is no specific evidence that Senator Butler had knowledge
of the illegal manner in which his campaign manager handled the
Butler campaign finances.
4. The record is clear that Senator Butler knew of plans for the

publication of the tabloid "From the Record" and that he at least
on one occasion 5 days before election saw a copy of the tabloid.
Senator Butler has never disavowed the tabloid. Further, after taking
his seat as Senator, the former chief editorial writer who supervised
the preparation of the stories of the tabloid "From the Record" was
appointed his administrative assistant.

5. Candidate Butler was fully aware of the outside influences in his
campaign. He knew that his campaign manager was not a legal
resident of the State of Maryland, although the Maryland law requires
that a campaign manager be a legal resident of the State. As one of
the prominent lawyers of Maryland, Senator Butler can be presumed
to know the election laws of his State—particularly since he was a
candidate in an election.

OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Much of the 1950 Maryland senatorial campaign was in the regular
and traditional American political pattern. And like any vigorously
fought election, it had good and bad features that stand out.
But the Maryland campaign was not just another campaign. It

brought into sharp focus certain campaign tactics and practices
that can best be characterized as one destructive of fundamental
American principles. The subcommittee unreservedly denounces,
condemns, and censures these tactics.
This investigation has developed ample evidence that in the Butler

election there were two campaigns within one. One was the dignified
"front street" campaign conducted by candidate Butler in his speak-
ing coverage of the State and in which that group of responsible
citizens of Maryland who differed with candidate Tydings on tradi-
tional, historic, and basic beliefs operated on a reasonable, efficient,
and decent plane. The other was the despicable "back street" type
of campaign, which usually, if exposed in time, backfires. The
"back street" campaign conducted by non-Maryland outsiders was
of a form and pattern designed to undermine and destroy the public
faith and confidence in the basic American loyalty of a well-known
figure. It followed a specific theme and course which has become,
unfortunately, a means and weapon which strikes to destroy as
suspiciously subversive, rather than simply to defeat an issue.

It might be an exaggeration to call this "back street" campaign
a "big lie" campaign. But it certainly is no exaggeration to call it
a "big doubt" campaign. In fact, the man who conceived and shaped
the campaign along with other outside influences, the Butler campaign
manager, Jon M. Jonkel, himself characterized the heart and theme of
the campaign strategy as "exploiting the doubt."

Reference to the now infamous composite picture is hardly necessary
with the universal condemnation that it has received as a result of
the subcommittee's public hearings. It was even too odious for
campaign manager Jonkel who told the subcommittee that he had
disapproved of it. Even the members of the false front of Young
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Democrats for Butler refused to defend it. The Butler campaign
treasurer, Cornelius P. Mundy, characterized it as "stupid, puerile,
and in bad taste." Only its creators upheld it.

While parts of the tabloid "From the Record" are well within the
time-honored tradition of fair comment, other parts of the tabloid
"From the Record" are subject to severe censure. One story in the
tabloid charged former Senator Tydings and the Senate Armed
Services Committee with holding up arms to Korea and another
story with responsibility for the high casualty rate in Korea. There
can be no question that these stories were designed to create and
exploit doubt of the patriotism of former Senator Tydings. In effect,
they questioned not only the patriotism of former Senator Tydings
but of the 12 other Senator members of that committee. The impli-
cations of such tactics as a threat to our American principles should
be obvious and frightening.
To a certain extent, any candidate for public office and any public

officeholder must realize that he subjects himself to any and all kinds
of attacks. More properly, it would be said that he subjects himself
to every fair comment and criticism which can be made to his activities.
And to be realistic, one must recognize that "fair comment" is so
broad under our American freedom of speech and freedom of the
press that it encompasses many abuses. Surely the fine line separating
fair comment and libelous defamation in campaign material is not
easily drawn.
But if the tabloid "From the Record" constitutes "fair comment"

within the intent and meaning of the law, then surely the law must be
changed and adequate statutes enacted which would afford candi-
dates for public office protection against wrongful and unfounded
attack upon their loyalty and patriotism.
If one candidate's campaign chooses to inject into an American

election the poison of unfounded charges and doubts as to alleged
subversive leanings, this tends to destroy not only the character
of the candidate who is its target, but also eats away like acid at
the very fabric of American life. The right of disagreement is an
inherent American right and privilege. But to recklessly imply to
those with whom you disagree the taint of subversive leanings will
rob democracy of its priceless heritage of the right to make up its
mind as it sees fit.
It is not a sufficient defense to say "let the people themselves judge

the `charges'." The fact is that the people themselves are not in
possession of sufficient reliable information upon which to judge
irresponsible accusations of disloyalty.

This subcommittee's condemnation of the tabloid "From the
Record" is to be leveled more at the "outside influences" in the
campaign and to his campaign organization than at candidate Butler
himself. Surely candidate Butler erred in acts of omission, if not in
acts of commission. In delegating complete authority to run his
campaign to Jon Jonkel and to permit outsiders to take an active part
in planning and urging upon them such a publication as "From the
Record," we must conclude that candidate Butler was negligent in
respect to certain implied responsibilities of a candidate for high
public office.
Such negligence and obeisance cannot forever be a defense and a

protective cloak against responsibility for the acts of agents. As a
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prominent lawyer, Senator Butler must be fully cognizant of the
import of the old saying under the law that "ignorance is no excuse."
Surely studied ignorance cannot be permitted to be an excuse.
In delegating such complete and unequivocal power to conduct his

campaign to his campaign manager Jon M. Jonkel, and through
Jonkel to other outsiders, Senator Butler must accept some responsi-
bility for acts alleged in his behalf by his agents. If these agents are
to blame for censurable acts, then this delegation of authority to
them by the candidate cannot excuse him from criticism.
As we have pointed out before, Senator Butler can escape the legal

responsibility for these acts of his agents, but there was a moral
responsibility for keeping that part of the campaign planned and
executed by his official campaign organization and their associates
above the low level of "exploiting the doubt" as to the loyalty and
patriotism of former Senator Tydings.
In view of the foregoing, the subcommittee makes the following

specific conclusions and recommendations:
1. The hearings very forcefully demonstrate the necessity for rules

to be formulated on the procedures and standards for contesting the
election of any Senator because of acts committed in the conduct of
his campaign and for establishing standards or guideposts for what
constitutes sufficient grounds for unseating a Senator.
The subcommittee strongly urges that the Rules Committee of the

Senate adopt a rule of the Senate which will prescribe in unequivocal
terms that the use of defamatory literature in a senatorial campaign
will constitute good grounds for consideration by the Senate an action
to declare such seat vacant.
2. Standards should be established by the Senate to definitely

fix by law the responsibility on the part of a candidate for the cam-
paign acts and conduct of his campaign manager and other authorized
campaign aides.

3. Composite pictures such as that appearing in the tabloid "From.
the Record" which falsely or maliciously misrepresent facts and with-
out justification create and exploit doubt about the loyalty to his
country of an opposing candidate should be made illegal under the
Federal election laws. The State of Maryland, as a result of our
hearings, has taken the lead in this respect as far as State election laws
are concerned.
The subcommittee recommends legislation outlawing all composite

pictures in campaigns which would be designed to misrepresent or
distort the facts regarding any candidate. In the drafting of such
legislation, consideration should be given to all types of "composites,"
whether they be newspaper pictures, voice recordings, motion pictures,
or any other means or medium of conveying a misrepresenting com-
posite impression.
4. These hearings underscore the desirability of requiring individual

contributions of $100 or more to campaign funds of candidates and
political parties to report their own contributions. Contributions iia
all election campaigns for Federal office should be required to bE
reported by the contributor himself, as well as by the candidate and
political party to a designated agency of the Federal Government.

5. The question of unseating a Senator for acts committed in a
senatorial election should not be limited to the candidates in such
elections. Any sitting Senator, regardless of whether he is a can-
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didate in the election himself, should be subject to expulsion by
action of the Senate, if it finds such Senator engaged in practices
and behavior that make him, in the opinion of the Senate, unfit to
hold the position of United States Senator.

6. Immediate studies should be undertaken to determine if prac-
ticable and legal means can be found to identify to what extent
powerful national groups or combination of forces under cover of
anonymity are invading State elections. If means can be found to
identify these powerful national groups before elections, the voters
could then act on the basis of such correct information.

7. The subcommittee is convinced from its findings in the Maryland
case that extended studies of the Federal Corrupt Practices Act,
looking to a revision thereof, should be made at the earliest possible
moment. Such study should be made in all States where abuses of
the election machinery has been noted.
Such studies should include means of enforcing the reporting of all

campaign donations used in a candidate's behalf. They should in-
clude not only the donations to and expenditures by the candidate
himself and his official campaign organization, but also all affiliated
or supporting clubs or other organizations.

Since the limitations upon expenditures in the Federal Corrupt
Practices Act were set in 1925, many new and informative means of
communication have come into common use as well as tremendous
increases in costs of campaigning in other well-established media.

Because of these necessary increased costs, the subcommittee feels
that the formula for calculating the limits on donations and expendi-
tures should be realistic and should reflect current costs and modern
campaign techniques. Campaigns must always be limited to reason-
able amounts and those amounts so set should be enforceable.
The present law, granting exemptions from the expenditure limits,

on a large block of usual campaign expenditures, makes it almost
impossible to determine with accuracy whether the legal limits have
been violated.
8. We strongly urge that both major political parties take action

to establish standards of fair campaigning and to officially condemn
the use of unfounded charges of disloyalty or the use of any other cam-
paign tactics which without foundation cast doubt upon the patriotism
or loyalty of competing candidates. The subcommittee feels that a
continuing committee of eminent members of both parties, working
jointly for higher and cleaner standards of campaigning, can do as
much as the enactment of laws to rid this Nation of abuses which are
reaching alarming proportions.

9. The committee hearings and reports should be referred to the
Department of Justice and other appropriate authorities for study and
appropriate action.

SUMMARY OF THE RECORD

At the general election in the State of Maryland on November 7,
1950, John Marshall Butler, Republican candidate for United States
Senator, defeated Senator Millard E. Tydings, Democrat, by a major-
ity of 43,111 votes. Following this election, in mid-December 1950,
Senator Tydings presented written and oral charges to the chairman
of the United States Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections
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alleging unfair election practices and violation of Federal and State
election laws in the campaign of his successful opponent. Following a
preliminary investigation, the subcommittee unanimously determined
that public hearings should be held to develop under oath evidence
relating to certain aspects of the Butler campaign of which Senator
Tydings complained. A hearing subcommittee was appointed and
public hearings commenced on February 20, 1951. These hearings,
which continued until April 11, 1951, were conducted by a bipartisan
hearing subcommittee consisting of Senators A. S. Mike Monroney
(Democrat, Oklahoma), chairman; Thomas C. Hennings, Jr. (Democrat,
Missouri), Robert C. Hendrickson (Republican, New Jersey), and.
Margaret Chase Smith (Republican, Maine) and were held in the Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, D. C. Chief counsel of the subcom-
mittee was Edward A. McDermott and Ralph E. Becker was assistant
counsel.

Prior to the commencement of public hearings on January 3, 1951,
John Marshall Butler was administered the oath of United States
Senator "without prejudice" in accordance with a unanimous resolu-
tion which provides:
Mr. MCFARLAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that when the oath

required by the Constitution and prescribed by law is administered to Mr. John
Marshall Butler as a Senator from the State of Maryland for the term beginning
January 3, 1951, such action shall be deemed to be without prejudice either to
him or to the constitutional right or power of the Senate to take any action it may
subsequently deem proper, pending the outcome of the investigation now being
made by the Committee on Rules and Administration through a subcommittee
into the 1950 election in said State.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from

Arizona? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered (Congressional Record, vol.
97, p. 1, 1-3-51).

At the opening session of these hearings on February 20, 1951,
Senator John Marshall Butler appeared before the hearing subcom-
mittee on a point of so-called "personal privilege" (R., p. 1). While
the right of Senator Butler to so appear does not exist as a matter of
personal privilege, the subcommittee did permit him to present his
observations and gave them its consideration. The subcommittee
considered the argument presented by Mr. Butler relating to the con-
stitutional and legislative powers and procedures of the subcommittee
and came to its decision which provided, in part, as follows:
In answer to the questions raised, the subcommittee holds that we are acting

under the terms of article I, section 5, clause 1, of the Constitution which reads:
"Each house shall be the judge of the elections, returns and qualifications of its
own members, etc."

Further, the Rules of the Senate, under which the Committee on Rules and
Administration functions, and of which we are a part, provide clearly (rule XXV
(c) (1) (D)); "Matters relating to the election of the President, Vice President,
or Members of Congress; corrupt practices: contested elections; credentials and
qualifications; Federal elections generally; Presidential succession."
Mr. Butler raises the question of the type of jurisdiction and the nature of these

proceedings.
%%Then complaints concerning matters within our jurisdiction are filed with us,

and action is taken thereon, we have a threefold obligation:
(1) To develop facts which might be necessary in the event of a contest

over the Senate seat or to permit the Senate to decide whether a particular
Senator should be seated or permitted to retain his seat;
(2) Where facts suggestive of the violation of Federal or State laws are

developed, to refer those findings to proper law enforcing agencies for appro-
priate action; and
(3) To use the facts developed by the subcommittee in its investigation

as a basis for recommending remedial and amendatory legislation.



MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 11

On this basis, and in this attitude, we have approached the present case and,
by preliminary investigation, have developed certain information which is to be
presented in more detail, and under oath, at this hearing.

Senator Butler's request for information as to what witnesses are to be examined,
the nature of the testimony proposed to be offered, and an opportunity to produce
testimony has been anticipated and was unanimously ordered by the subcommittee
yesterday * * * The list has been prepared and will be submitted to him
(R., pp. 12-14).

PRINCIPLES GOVERNING CONDUCT OF HEARINGS

Prior to convening public hearings to develop, under oath, evidence
relating to the campaign of Senator Butler, the hearing subcommittee
of the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections unanimously adopted
a statement of principles and procedures to be followed by it in the
conduct of such hearings. That statement provided:

I. REASON FOR THIS STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES

This hearing subcommittee of the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections

considers it appropriate to make, at the outset, a statement of the principles and

procedures to be followed in the conduct of the investigative hearings concerning

the 1950 senatorial campaign and election in the State of Maryland. The hearings

are being conducted by a bipartisan hearing subcommittee.

II. REASONS FOR THESE HEARINGS

The Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, as a subcommittee of the

Committee on Rules and Administration, has authority under the Constitution

and Rules of the Senate, to investigate any senatorial campaign and election and,

at its discretion, to hold hearings for the taking of evidence under oath. In

exercising this authority it may proceed on the basis of a complaint filed with

it or on its own initiative. In the present instance a preliminary investigation

of the 1950 Maryland senatorial campaign was commenced in response to a

complaint, written and oral, made by Senator Millard E. Tydings, defeated

candidate. That complaint made certain allegations concerning the campaign of

his successful opponent, Senator John Marshall Butler. The preliminary in-

vestigation leads the subcommittee to believe that in the public interest open

hearings should be held and evidence taken under oath. No election contest

has been filed challenging the result of the vote in Maryland on the right of

Senator Butler to retain his seat.

III SCOPE OF THE HEARINGS

This hearing subcommittee will have evidence relating to the 1950 senatorial

campaign in Maryland presented to it under oath, retaining the right at all

times to further determine and define the scope of the hearing and to rule on

the admissibility of evidence.

IV. REPORT OF THE HEARING SUBCOMMITTEE

Upon the conclusion of these hearings this hearing subcommittee shall report

the facts developed to the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections Any

recommendations adopted by the unanimous vote of this hearing subcommittee

shall be included in that report.

V. REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELE
CTIONS

After consideration, the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections shall report

the facts developed by these hearings to the Committee on Rules and Adminis-

tration In that report members of the hearing subcommittee may comment on

the evidence adduced and the unanimous recommendations of the hearing sub-

committee shall be included. If evidence suggesting the violation of Federal or

State law has been developed, the subcommittee shall refer that evidence to

appropriate law-enforcement authority for action. The facts so developed at
this hearing shall also be used by this subcommittee in connection with its study

of amendatory and remedial legislation.
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VI. PRESERVATION OF RIGHTS OF SENATOR BUTLER

It is the intention of this subcommittee, in the conduct of these hearings, to
carefully preserve to Senator Butler all rights to which he is entitled. The
allegations of the complaint of Millard E. Tydings make it possible that action
may eventually be taken, by way of contest or otherwise, challenging the right
of Senator Butler to retain his seat in the Senate. If such a contest or challenge
should subsequently develop, it shall be tried de novo, and the Committee on
Rules and Administration shall establish the procedure therefor.

VII. HEARING PRINCIPLES

The conduct of the hearings before this hearing subcommittee is to be governed
by the following principles which have been unanimously adopted:
A. Proper judicial decorum
During these investigative hearings a proper judicial decorum shall at all times

be maintained. The chairman shall maintain proper order in the hearing room
and no persons shall be seated at the bench except the Senators participating in
the hearings, their designated assistants, other Senators, subcommittee counsel
and clerk.

B. Evidence
The members of the hearing subcommittee shall determine the scope of the

inquiry and shall decide all questions relating to the admissibility of evidence.
C. Sworn testimony

All testimony shall be taken under oath.
D. Questioning of witnesses

Witnesses shall be questioned only by members of the hearing subcommittee,
chief counsel, and assistant counsel. Any witness appearing at the hearing may
be accompanied by personal counsel but personal counsel shall not examine
witnesses (R., pp 67-70).
At the outset there are certain undisputed facts:

(1) This is not an election contest.
(2) The defeated candidate did not challenge the seat in the United States

Senate.
(3) There is no contest of the election returns.
(4) No proceedings were instituted in the State of Maryland in accordance

with State law, section 168 of the annotated code as amended by the acts of
1945, chapter 934, of the Election Laws of Maryland.

The testimony of 49 witnesses was received in public hearings;
2 of those witnesses were also heard in executive session and 1 addi-
tional witness was heard only in executive session.

COMPLAINTS OF FORMER SENATOR MILLARD E. TYDINGS

The previous complaints of Former Senator Millard E. Tydings to
the subcommittee were repeated and expanded upon in his initial
appearance before the hearing subcommittee on February 20, 1951.
The statement of those complaints was prefaced with these remarks:
At the outset, I want to make my position clear. First, I come to testify at theinvitation of the committee. Second, I have not and do not now ask that any

specific action be taken upon the evidence adduced. That is a matter for yourcommittee and the Senate to determine for themselves.
I come as a private citizen, feeling it is my duty to disclose certain scandalous,

scurrilous, libelous, and unlawful practices in the recent Maryland campaign for
such action as you may deem appropriate. Also, I believe the evidence adducedwill help in improving the election laws so that these despicable and illegal actions
may not be repeated in Maryland or elsewhere in the Nation (R., pp 15-16).
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Former Senator Tydings directed the attention of the hearing sub-
committee to the following aspects of the Butler campaign:
(1) The circulation of a four-page tabloid entitled "From the Record," alleg-

edly "put out" by a front organization of the so-called Young Democrats for
Butler * * * "paid for by the Butler campaign headquarters" (R., pp.
17, 21, 30).
(2) Senator Tydings characterized the tabloid as "* * * conceived

printed, and circulated in moral squalor by the dishonorable conspirators and
perpetrators, who knew in advance it was a tissue of lies from beginning to end
(R., p. 21).

(3) The use, in the tabloid "From the Record" of a composite photograph of
Senator Tydings and Earl Browder (It, pp. 29-30).
(4) The participation of Roscoe Simmons, a colored leader of Chicago, Ill.,

in the campaign of John Marshall Butler (R., p. 41).
(5) The wholesale use of funds in an illegal and irregular manner; and other

financial irregularities (R., p. 42).
(6) The "midnight ride" of William Fodder, a Baltimore printer, during which,

it was alleged, representatives of Senator Joe McCarthy and others "kidnaped
Fedder Chicago gangland style" and subjected him to certain threats (R., p. 44).
(7) The participation of Fulton Lewis, Jr., a radio commentator, in the cam-

paign of John Marshall Butler through his regular broadcasts carried by the
Mutual Broadcasting System (R., p. 45).
(8) The possible violation of District of Columbia Code, title 22, Criminal

Offenses, chapter 23, defining the crime of criminal libel, in the publication of the
tabloid "From the Record" and in the radio broadcasts of Fulton Lewis, Jr.
(R., p. 61).

The subcommittee, in its public hearings, directed its attention
particularly toward the financial and literature aspects of the Butler
campaign and the "outside influences" prominent therein. The sub-
stantial quantum of evidence adduced in the hearings has been
reviewed by this subcommittee and in this report it considers-

1. The financial aspects of the Butler campaign;
2. The literature aspects of the campaign;
3. Outside influences in the campaign; and
4. Recommendations for remedial legislation.

I. FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE CAMPAIGN

CAMPAIGN TREASURER

Incident to his campaign, John Marshall Butler duly appointed in
writing and duly registered a campaign treasurer (R., p. 1200).
That appointee, Cornelius P. Mundy, a practicing attorney residing
in Baltimore, Md., served in that capacity throughout the primary
and general election campaigns and, pending the conclusion of certain
details of his office, at the time of these hearings still served in that
capacity (R., p. 1200). As treasurer Mr. Mundy prepared and filed
with appropriate authority the reports required of him by law
(exhibits 77-78). In addition to the reports which he filed with the
State of Maryland, Mr. Mundy filed with the Secretary of the United
States Senate the financial reports required by the Federal Corrupt
Practices Act. A review of those reports, and his testimony before
this subcommittee, indicates that Mr. Mundy accurately reported all
contributions to the campaign of John Marshall Butler received by
him and all expenditures made by him (R., p. 1205). However, sub-
stantial contributions were received in the candidate's campaign and
substantial expenditures made in the campaign in excess of those
reported by the treasurer.
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CAMPAIGN MANAGER

At the suggestion of and upon the recommendation of Mrs. Ruth
McCormick Miller* (R., p. 992), then editor of the Washington
Times-Herald, candidate Butler employed Jon M. Jonkel, hereinafter
referred to as Jonkel, a resident of the State of Illinois, as a principal
in his campaign (R., pp. 431, 436). Jonkel was originally employed
as "publicity agent" but, by his own admission, and by the testimony-
of other witnesses, he was in fact the "manager" of the Butler cam-
paign (R., pp. 432, 466). Included in his duties were the employment
of campaign headquarters personnel, solicitation of contributions to
the campaign, writing of speeches for the candidate, preparation of
newspaper and radio advertising, preparation of and production of
printed campaign materials, and liaison with other political organ-
izations. It has been established that the broad authority which he
exercised was with the full approval of the candidate, Mr. Butler
(R., p. 1751). At no time was this subcommittee advised of any
decision of Jonkel that was overruled by the candidate or of any
action by him which was disapproved by Mr. Butler. The evidence
is that Jonkel's authority in the campaign was extensive and exercised
without question or restriction.
At the time of his employment by Mr. Butler, Jonkel was operating

his own public-relations business in Chicago, Ill. (R., p. 433). In
addition to this experience, valuable in any campaign, Jonkel had
previously participated as a volunteer in other political campaigns
(R., p. 436). Subsequent to his employment by the candidate and
his committee, Jonkel moved temporarily to Maryland, remaining
there until shortly following the election on November 7, 1950.
Prior thereto and during his temporary residence in Maryland during
the campaign, he was a legal resident of the State of Illinois.

HEADQUARTERS PERSONNEL

On or about July 18, 1950, following a conference with the candidate,
Mr. Butler, Mrs. Bertha Adkins, Republican national committee-
woman, Robert Bonne11, chairman of the Republican State committee
on finance, and others in the office and in the presence of Ruth Mc-
Cormick Miller (R., p. 438), Jonkel, in behalf of Mr. Butler, com-
menced his activities in the State of Maryland (R., p. 450). Separate
campaign headquarters for the John Marshall Butler for Senator
campaign were established in the Lord Baltimore Hotel in Baltimore,
Md., where other Republican campaign headquarters were also
located (R., p. 449). Headquarters personnel was employed by
Jonkel. Following Mr. Butler's successful primary campaign, the
headquarters took over management of his general election campaign.
In addition to paid full-time and part-time workers in campaign head-
quarters, a volunteer worker, Catherine Van Dyke, a resident of
Maryland, assumed the responsibilities of office manager (R., pp. 451,
457). All activities of the campaign identified with the candidate's
campaign headquarters were under the direct supervision of Jonkel,,
assisted by Mrs. Van Dyke (R., pp. 1780, 1790, 1791).

'Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller referred to in this report, now Mrs. Ruth McCormick Tankersley.
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The report filed by treasurer Mundy with the clerk of the circuit
court in Baltimore City, as required by law, reflected contributions
to the general election campaign in the amount of $42,328.61. There
was also reported loans amounting to $17,500. Disbursements during
the campaign totaled $36,572.70 and unpaid campaign bills amounted.
to $13,116.24, and notes totaling $17,500. Candidate Butler person-
ally contributed $2,500 to his campaign.

NONREPORTED EXPENDITURES

In the course of the preliminary investigation conducted by this
subcommittee prior to the commencement of public hearings, facts
were developed indicating substantial campaign disbursements not
reported in the sworn report of the treasurer as required by law.
The principal evidence of these nonreported expenditures appeared
in the account of National Advertising Co., a Baltimore, Md., print-
ing firm which printed and distributed a substantial quantity of But-
ler's campaign literature. While the sworn filed report of Butler's
treasurer indicated a total disbursement to National Advertising Co.
in the amount of $5,138.80, the records of the printer show that, at
the time of the hearing, payments totaling $18,099.59 had been made
to the printer by the John Marshall Butler campaign (exhibit 9). A
similar situation was discovered in the accounts of other firms and
agencies who did work or performed services in connection with cam-
paign printing and advertising. For example, Marshall Hawks Ad-
vertising Agency, Baltimore, Md., received the sum of $10,636.17
from the Butler campaign committee (R., p. 1090) as contrasted with
total disbursements of $5,136.17 to this creditor as reported by Treas-
urer Mundy (exhibit 77). Of the total sum received by him, Mr.
Hawks testified there was a cash payment of $2,490 (R., p. 1092).
Similarly, National Republic Publishing Co., Washington, D. C., for
printing services, was paid $2,174.39 (R., p. 1100) by the Butler cam-
paign committee, of which sum $974.39 was paid in cash on Novem-
ber 14, 1950 (R., p. 1102) and the balance represented by "two or
three checks" (R., p. 1100), not drawn by Mr. Mundy, the campaign
treasurer. No payments to National Republic Publishing Co. were
reported by the treasurer in his sworn report of disbursements (exhibit
77). East Capitol Addressing, a direct mail service in Washington,
D. C., was paid in excess of $1,900 for addressing post cards in con-
nection with Mr. Butler's campaign (R., p. 1114), none of which was
received from or reported by Treasurer Mundy.
In each instance, except East Capitol Addressing, the payments

received by the campaign creditor in excess of payments reflected in
the report of the campaign treasurer were received from the head-
quarters of the candidate and from either Jonkel or Mrs. Van Dyke.
In certain instances the actual delivery of the nonreported payment
was by messenger (R., p. 1102), but the source of the funds was the
campaign headquarters (R., p. 1103).
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NONREPORTED CONTRIBUTIONS

One week following the commencement of public hearings by this
subcommittee and following the original testimony of former Senator
Millard E. Tydings on February 27, 1951, Senator Butler filed with
the chairman of the hearing subcommittee a copy of a supplemental
report which he had the previous day filed with the Secretary of the
Senate (exhibit 36). This report, dated February 26, 1951, consisted
of a copy of a letter of that date addressed by Jonkel to treasurer
Mundy, reporting for the first time contributions to the campaign
in the total sum of $27,100. This additional sum, not previously
reported, was never filed with or reported to appropriate authority
in the State of Maryland. The supplemental report listed con-
tributions as follows:
Senator Owen Brewster of Maine  $1, 000
Mr. Clint Murchison of Oklahoma  5, 000
Mrs. Clint Murchison of Oklahoma  5, 000
Mr. Jack Porter of I exas  5, 000
Mr. Dan Gainey of Minnesota  3, 500
Mr. Alvin Bentley of Washington, D C  5, 000
Mr. J. D. Coleman of Virginia  1, 000
Mr. J. G. McGarraghy of Washington, D C  1, 000
Mrs. Marcella du Pont of Washington, D C  500
Mr. Bruce Baird of Washington, D. C  100

SHORT-CIRCUITING TECHNIQUE

In explanation of his failure to report the contributions, Jonkel
described in his testimony before this subcommittee a technique
identified by him as "short circuiting":

Mr. MCDERMOTT. IS that what you mean by short-circuiting technique?
What is that again, this short-circuiting business?
Mr. JONKEL. Well, you call it a technique. I would call it an expediency.
If a check came in, instead of sending it to Mr. Mundy and Mr. Mundy de-

positing it, and then we would have to draw back to pay somebody, instead of
doing that, if Mr. Fedder came in. or any other person, I don't know who they
were, they were ad infinitum, away back down the line, if they were standing
there, and if they insisted that if they did not have some money they would not
mail things that were ready to be mailed, or we would not get things to be given
to the workers, or we would go off the air, I would give them checks as a partial
payment to keep them off my neck, frankly.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. So some of the campaign funds which were received in

Mr. Butler's campaign headquarters were not transmitted to the official campaign
treasurer, is that correct?

Mr. JONKEL. That is right.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Well, now, had you had occasion to consult the requirements

of the Maryland election law on that short-circuiting procedure?
Mr. JONKEL. I don't know if I knew about it or not. I really don't.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. You did not inquire as to what the law of the State of

Maryland said with reference to the handling of campaign funds?
Mr. JONKEL. No; I did not (R., pp. 460-461).

The testimony of various witnesses indicates that the contributions
listed above were delivered to or received by Jonkel in the campaign
headquarters of candidate Butler during the campaign. Upon receipt
of these contributions and without delivering them to the campaign
treasurer or reporting their receipt to the treasurer, Jonkel endorsed
the checks or drafts and disbursed the proceeds (R., p. 530).



MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 17

Treasurer Mundy testified to having advised Jonkel and other
headquarters personnel of the requirements of Maryland law with
reference to the handling of funds:

Senator HENNINGS. Did you give Mr. Jonkel advice during that period of time
relating to the requirements of law in the listing of campaign contributions and
expenditures?
Mr. MUNDY. During the campaign, Senator?
Senator HENNINGS. Yes, sir.
Mr. MUNDY. Senator, I would at various times read over the telephone sections

of the law to them, showing that all moneys should pass through the treasurer
and should be disbursed by the treasurer.

Senator HENNINGS. You read such excerpts from the Maryland law to the
individuals at the headquarters?

Mr. MUNDY. Yes, sir. Now, I won't say that I read them at all times to Mr.
Jonkel. Many of my conversations were with this young lady over at the head-
quarters. But I do recall definitely not long after I became treasurer I suggested
to them that they get copies of the Corrupt Practices Act.

Senator HENNINGS. Yes, sir.
Mr. MUNDY. Now, at that time I was thinking of the Maryland law.
Senator HENNINGS. And you did so advise Mr. Jonkel as to these—
Mr. MUNDY. To the various provisions of the Maryland law.
Senator HENNINGS. Yes, sir, relating to receipts, contributions.
Mr. MUNDY. Yes. I would be most specific on the receipts part and the dis-

bursements section. In fact, they are underlined in my copy of the code in
Baltimore because that is the one I had very frequently to refer to (R., pp. 1230,
1231).

Jonkel did not recall receiving such information, but stated:
Senator HENNINGS. Did Mr. Mundy not tell you that he had some views as to

that method of procedure?
Mr. JONKEL. He may have, Senator.
Senator HENNINGS. Do you not remember? Are you not able to tell us the

substance of his observations?
Mr. JONKEL. NO, I am not.
Senator HENNINGS. You do not recall anything he said about it?
Mr. JONKEL. NO, I do not.
Senator HENNINGS. Nothing whatever?
Mr. JONKEL. Nothing.
Senator HENNINGS. You recall that you did tell him, however, of the procedure

that you had adopted and were following?
Mr. JONKEL. I do not know if he said he was happy about it or if he was sad

about it. I do not remember his reactions. I remember tellinc, him, and that
I would advise him on my letters of transmittal what checks I had done that with.

Senator HENNINGS. Did not Mr. Mundy advise you of the law at that time
and tell you that checks should be cleared through him as campaign treasurer?

Mr. JONKEL. He may have, Senator.
Senator HENNINGS. He may have? Are you not able to tell us whether he

did or whether he did not?
Mr. JONKEL. I am not able to remember; no, sir.
Senator HENNINGS. Do you mean to say that Mr. Mundy advised you as to

the matter of law, as the treasurer of a campaign and a distinguished lawyer of
Baltimore City, and that you do not recall getting any such instructions from
him, Mr. Jonkel?
Mr. JONKEL. I will put it another way, Senator. Maybe this is the answer

you want 
Senator HENNINGS. No it is not any answer I want. I want your answer.

That is what this committee wants.
Mr. JONKEL. I think maybe if I say it this way—maybe I will say it this way.

He may have said something to me and it may have left such a little impression
on me at the time that I do not remember it now.

Senator HENNINGS. You have no recollection of any conversation in which
Mr. Mundy cautioned you as to violating the law?
Mr. JONKEL. No, sir; I do not.
Senator HENNINGS. You would not say that he did not caution you?

S. Repts., 82-1, vol. 4-3
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Mr. JONKEL. No, I could not. If I do not have any recollection, I could not
say he did not.

Senator HENNINGS. Thank you (R., pp. 534-535).

In certain instances these funds were commingled with personal funds
and deposited in Jonkel's personal bank account (R., p. 581). No
accurate record of contributions so handled was maintained (R., p.
527). Likewise no accurate record of sums so distributed was main-
tained and no report of such disbursement was ever made to the
campaign treasurer (R., pp. 481-482). This procedure which is ad-
mitted by Jonkel is amply confirmed by other testimony in the record.
Jonkel testified that, particularly in the last 10 days preceding the

general election, when he was being pressed by campaign creditors,
he frequently endorsed campaign contributions in the form of checks
or drafts and turned them over to creditors as payments on account
(R., p. 527). In some instances these contribution checks were cashed.
and "split six or seven ways." He admits that no record of the trans-
actions was maintained and that at best he may have "noted" the
amount of the contribution on a slip of paper:

Senator HENNINGS. Mr. Jonkel, when these contributions that you tell us about
in your letter, in your letter to Mr. Mundy of February 26. came in, did you make
any record, any temporary record of them anywhere?
Mr. JONKEL. Well, I assume, Senator, that they were being recorded in the same

kind of a system that we had set up. I remember making notes myself to make
sure they were, little paper notes that I would put on my desk on a spindle. I
don't remember following through on them. I just thought that somebody in the
office was saying "that such and such a date we received a check from Mr. Murchi-
son, and we used it to pay bills" (R., p. 476).

He did not know what subsequently became of the notation but ad-
mitted the contributions were not reported to the campaign treasurer,
Mr. Mundy (R., pp. 481-482). The only evidence of the extent of
this practice and the total sum of money so handled is Jonkel's recollec-
tion several months following the conclusion of the campaign. The
treasurer denied any knowledge of the receipt of any funds not included
in his sworn report (R., pp. 1205-1206).

Incident to this "short circuiting" procedure certain contributions
in large amounts were reduced to cash and the cash in turn disbursed
(R., pp. 1813, 960). It has been impossible to determine the extent
of the cash disbursements or the purposes for which such cash was
expended:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. * * * You indicate, I take it, that some and perhaps

many of these contributions which you list in your letter of February 26 to Mr.
Mundy were cash. Now in these hearings of this subcommittee we have been
unable to trace much of that cash. Can you give us any more information on
that?

Mr. JONKEL. If I gave the impression that some or many, as you say, of the
contributions were cash, I did not mean to do that. I do not remember a majority
of $27,000, even a third of $27,000 or a quarter of it being in cash. That would
be a tremendous amount of money in cash considering that most of the funds that
I am talking about came from out of State.
I did say this, and I know that I said this, that we cashed most of these checks

when they came in. They were made out to me in all instances. They were
cashed.
We cashed them so we could use them in as many ways as possible rather than

give any one man. Mr. Fedder, for instance, could have used the whole $10,000
check according to his lights. I cashed it and used the money. I cut it up into
as many places as possible in order to get us through another day or another
2 days' operation.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. And I understand that there is no record available as to

what disposition was made of the cash proceeds of these various-
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Mr. JONKEL. I think there is a splendid record because in Mr. Mundy's report
he lists expenditures or payments of X dollars to some of these people. Their
books show that they were paid twice or three or four X's. Obviously, the
money was paid to them. That is a very good record to me.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. That accounts for that portion of it at least (R., pp. 1827-

1828).

No record of these transactions in cash was maintained (R., p. 527)
and no information was made available to the subcommittee which
would permit it to determine the nature or extent of these dealings in
cash in connection with the campaign. In his testimony Jonkel
states that in addition to payments to regular and legitimate creditors
for materials and services, cash in excess of $2,000 was expended by
him to precinct workers and others as election day expenses (R., pp.
2762, 2769).

THE BENTLEY CONTRIBUTION AND "REX LEE" ACCOUNT

Prior to the general election on November 7, 1950, Miss Jean
Kerr, a resident of the District of Columbia, research assistant to
Senator Joseph McCarthy, arranged a dinner party at her residence
in Washington, which included Alvin Bentley, a former employee of
the State Department, Mrs. Bentley, and Jonkel. A few days subse-
quent to that meeting between Bentley and Jonkel, Bentley, after a
conversation with Mr. Butler (R., pp. 489-509), delivered to Robert
E. Lee, at that time employed as minority clerk to the House Appro-
priations Committee, Bentley's check in the amount of $5,000, dated
October 30, 1950, and drawn on the Manufacturer's National Bank
of Detroit payable to "Butler for Senator Club" (R., p. 1122; exhibit
71). Jonkel endorsed the check and returned it to Lee (R., p. 1157).
The following day, October 31, 1950, this check was used to open an
account in the National Capital Bank, of Washington, D. C. (R.,
p. 1124).
The account was opened in the name of Mrs. Rex Lee, wife of

Robert E. Lee (exhibit 74). This contribution was not reported to
the campaign treasurer nor was the disbursement of the funds reported
to him. The contribution was first reported in the supplemental
report of Jonkel dated February 26, 1951, and the actual disposition
of all the funds has never been accurately determined. A substantial
portion of the funds was disbursed in connection with a post-card
project (R., p. 1129) which will be treated generally later in this
report, an activity originated and handled primarily by employees
of Senator McCarthy and supervised by Mrs. Lee.
Subsequent to the original deposit on November 3, 1950, two addi-

tional checks totaling $1,000 were deposited to the Rex Lee account.
These deposits were a check in the amount of $500 drawn by Douglas
B. Marshall on the Second National Bank of Houston, Tex., dated
October 31, 1950, payable to "Butler campaign committee" (R.,
p. 1125, exhibit 72), and a check in the amount of $500 drawn by
Daniel C. Gainey on the First National Bank of Owatonna, Minn.,
dated November 1, 1950, payable to "Treasurer, Butler campaign
committee" (R., p. 1126, exhibit 73). Each of these drafts was
endorsed by Jonkel with the restriction "payable to Rex Lee" and
deposited in the National Capital Bank as indicated. These con-
tributions to the Butler campaign were likewise unreported until
Jonkel's supplementary report of February 26, 1951.
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There is no testimony to support the conclusion that all contribu-
tions to the Butler campaign have been reported. To the contrary,
the testimony shows failure on the part of the candidate's headquarters
staff to maintain accurate, adequate, or complete records of contribu-
tions received or expenditures made.

MRS. RUTH M'C0R MICK MILLER CONTRIBUTION

Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller, by check dated November 3, 1950,
drawn on a joint account in the Continental Illinois National Bank in
the amount of $5,000, payable to John Marshall Butler (exhibit 18),
made a "loan" to the candidate's campaign. It was so reported by
treasurer Mundy. This check was personally endorsed by the candi-
date and subsequently paid to National Advertising Co. and credited
by it to the candidate's campaign account for printing. No report
of this disbursement was made by the campaign treasurer although
he did report the loan. Mrs. Miller, in her testimony, stated she
regarded the loan as a contribution to the candidate's campaign
(R., p. 995).
In many instances contributions to the candidate's campaign, in-

cluding the majority of those listed for the first time in the supple-
mental report of the candidate filed March 26, 1951, were by check
payable to "John Marshall Butler campaign" or some such similar
payee designation. Checks so drawn were endorsed on behalf of the
candidate by Jonkel (R., p. 527),

THE C. E. TUTTLE TRANSACTION

In his testimony before this subcommittee, Mr. Mundy, campaign
treasurer, stated:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. In your report, your general election report, that you filed,

as amended, you show that you received a loan of $8,300 from a Mr. C. E. Tuttle
to the campaign fund. Has any portion of that loan been repaid at this time?
Mr. MUNDY. Yes sir. Before you called me yesterday saying that I could

come today instead of next week, I had decided to pay 50 percent dividends, so
to speak, from my account. I had some, I think about $10,000, in there yesterday,
and I decided to pay Mr. Tuttle half of $8,300, $4,150, I think—my bad math-
ematics—and Mr. Levering, half of his, which was $4,200, so I checked out to
Mr. Levering $2,100. I knew that I was coming over here, and I considered
those payments perfectly proper, so the checks went out of my office yesterday.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Well, the payments are perfectly proper, Mr. Mundy, and

the fact is that 50 percent of both of those loans have been repaid.
Mr. MUNDY. Yes, sir; that is true. (R., p. 1212).

This phase of the financial aspect of the campaign involves a
matter that was developed by preliminary investigation prior to the
appointment of the present subcommittee and was not covered in
the public hearings nor was sworn testimony adduced concerning it.
In his report filed with the clerk of the circuit court of Baltimore
City covering receipts and disbursements made in connection with
the general election on November 7, 1950, treasurer Mundy included
in the itemization of "unpaid bills" the following entry: "Loan,
Mercantile Trust Co., $12,500" (exhibit 77).
Inquiry into the circumstances of this transaction disclosed that

the entry was incorrectly reported and it was subsequently amended.
Actually the $12,500 which was made available to the campaign
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treasurer represented a loan from two individuals. Arthur Levering,
vice president of the Mercantile Trust Co. in Baltimore, Md., made
a loan of $4,200, and C. E. Tuttle, 31 Mount Vernon Place, Baltimore,
Md., made a loan of $8,300 to the campaign. Previously, as reported
in the Mundy report filed with clerk of the circuit court, Tuttle had
made a personal contribution of $3,000 to the general election cam-
paign of Mr. Butler. That contribution was reported in the
treasurer's sworn report as having been received from the "C. E.
Tuttle committee." When interviewed concerning this transaction,
however, Mr. Tuttle indicated that he made a personal contribution
of $3,000 and that all the funds were his own. He stated that there
was no committee and no one else provided any portion of those
funds. He was insistent that he was entitled to full and exclusive
credit for that contribution.
Mr. Mundy testified 50 percent of the Tuttle loan of $8,300 has

been repaid. If it is a fact that the original $3,000 contribution was a,
personal contribution of C. E. Tuttle, rather than a committee contri-
bution, he has contributed a total of $7,300 to the general election
campaign of John Marshall Butler.
The subcommittee is of the opinion that this matter should be

transmitted to the Department of Justice for such action as it deems
appropriate.

II. LITERATURE PHASES OF THE CAMPAIGN

In the campaign of John Marshall Butler a large quantity of cam-
paign literature was printed and distributed. The literature for the
most part consisted of pamphlets, circulars, advertisements, and signs
of a type common to senatorial campaigns in other States and beyond
criticism. The bulk of this literature, published and distributed in
accordance with law, was considered by this subcommittee and found
unobjectionable. Two pieces of literature were, however, the subject
of extensive consideration:

1. A tabloid newspaper called "From the Record" (exhibit 1);
and

2. A pamphlet titled "Back to Good Old Dixie" (exhibit 6).

THE TABLOID "FROM THE RECORD"

In the latter days of the campaign 303,206 copies of a four-page
tabloid newspaper titled "From the Record" were circulated and dis-
tributed in the State of Maryland by mail to box holders and by hand
distribution in Baltimore and other urban communities within the
State (exhibit 5). Additional copies of the tabloid were distributed to
voters at polling places on the day of election. Included in the tabloid,
in the lower left-hand corner of page 4, was a composite photograph
of John Marshall Butler's opponent in the campaign, Senator Millard
E. Tydings, and Communist leader Earl Browder. Beneath the
composite picture was this caption:
Communist leader Earl Browder, shown at left in this composite picture, was a

star witness at the Tydings committee hearings, and was cajoled into saying Owen
Lattimore and others accused of disloyalty were not Communists. Tydings
(right) answered, "Oh, thank you, sir." Browder testified in the best interests of
those accused, naturally (exhibit 1).
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In this composite Senator Tydings was shown in close physical
proximity to Earl Browder, Communist leader. The photograph as
it appeared in the tabloid depicted the two individuals in intimate
conversation, with Senator Tydings an interested and attentive lis-
tener to remarks of Mr. Browder. The photograph, while identified
as a composite in the copy beneath it, was so prepared as to create an
immediate impression to the viewer that it was an actual photograph
of the individuals pictured. Senator Tydings in his complaint to this
subcommittee and in his testimony before it indicated that this photo-
graph was injurious to his candidacy and created a false and erroneous
impression of his relationship with Browder (R., pp. 30-31). Miss
Jean Kerr, an employee of Senator McCarthy, described the com-
posite picture as "a lazy man's way of doing it. They should have
used the testimony" (R., p. 2624). Other witnesses who testified
before the subcommittee suggested that the photograph did not ad-
versely affect the candidacy of Senator Tydings. Treasurer Mundy
characterized the tabloid as "stupid, puerile, and in bad taste" (R.,
p. 1240). Miss Kerr added that the tabloid as a whole was "the type
of literature that should go out in campaigns. The voters should be
told the truth about what is going on, and certainly this did it" (R.,
p. 2621).
In addition to the composite photograph, the tabloid carried col-

umns of copy, political cartoons, and other photographs. The bulk
of the material in the tabloid related to the State Department em-
ployee loyalty investigation conducted in 1950 under the chairman-
ship of Senator Tydings and was consistently critical of his partici-
pation in and conduct of that investigation. A portion of the mate-
rial, taken from the Congressional Record, was a reprint of Senator
McCarthy's remarks in the Senate on the subject (R., p. 775).
On the eve of the general election Senator Tydings replied to the

tabloid, in the press and by radio. Senator Tydings has alleged that
the bulk of the copy in the tabloid was "false and misleading" and
has described the tabloid as a "tissue of lies." He makes no com-
plaint about the cartoons or editorial comment in the tabloid.
In addition to the reference to the Tydings hearings, other legislative

activities of Senator Tydings were discussed in a misleading and
critical manner in the tabloid. For example, a front-page story in the
tabloid read:

TYDINGS GROUP HELD UP ARMS

One of the fundamental reasons for our early failures in the Korean War is being
charged to the Senate Armed Services Committee, headed by Senator Tydings, of
Maryland.
Last year Congress appropriated $87,300,000 to arm the South Koreans. The

money was authorized in two bills. One set aside $75,000,000 to furnish planes,
tanks, antitank guns, rifles, and ammunition, any part of which could be used in
Korea. The second bill earmarked $100,300,000 for Korea alone.
A check-up reveals that only $200 of this money was spent before the North

Koreans attacked. It was spent for baling wire. The Armed Services Committee
did not use its power to see the money was used in time to prevent the debacle in
Korea.

Its genesis
In the testimony of many of the witnesses who participated in the

production of the tabloid "From the Record" there was an unwilling-
ness to identify the source of the idea for the publication. Witness
after witness disclaimed knowledge of the genesis of the idea for a
tabloid of this type. The testimony of Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller,
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however, is that the idea for the tabloid was the suggestion of Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Now, directing your attention to the tabloid From the

Record which has been identified in the record of the subcommittee as exhibit
No. 1, do you recall when you first were approached with reference to the produc-
tion of such a tabloid by your facilities?

Mrs. MILLER. No, I don't.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Do you recall by whom you were first approached in that

connection?
Mrs. MILLER. Yes; the first time I heard of the contemplated production of the

tabloid was when Senator McCarthy called me and told me that a group of persons
interested in Senator Butler's campaign were considering producing a tabloid,
and Senator McCarthy asked me if they reached a decision to produce such a
thing, could the 'limes-Herald do the job.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. In that telephone call, which you received from Senator

McCarthy, did he identify that group of persons who were interested in producing
the tabloid?

Mrs. MILLER. No; I gathered that it was several campaign advisers or other
persons interested in the campaign.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Now, on the occasion of that conversation with Senator

McCarthy, did you discuss quantity or size—the nature of the tabloid?
Mrs. MILLER. Yes; I had to because he wanted to know whether we could

produce it or not, and while we ultimately produced 500,000, another figure I
think was mentioned originally, and whether it was more or less, I don't remember.
But we were asked—he asked me—if we could produce it, and I told him I would
have to check and see if it would interfere with our normal production of the
Times-Herald.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. In. that conversation did he describe the piece of literature

to you generally as a four-page tabloid?
Mrs. MILLER. A four-page tabloid.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. And carrying certain news columns and certain photographs;

is that right?
Mrs. MILLER. We didn't discuss news columns or photographs. He just said

he wanted a four-page tabloid newspaper.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. All right. Now, on the occasion of that call did Senator

McCarthy ask you for an estimate on cost or approximate cost, or was cost dis-
cussed?

Mrs. MILLER. I don't remember whether he asked me. I told him I would
give him one after I had ascertained whether or not we could produce it (R.,
pp. 1005-1007).

This subcommittee extended an invitation to Senator McCarthy to
appear before it and renewed that invitation subsequent to the testi-
mony of Mrs. Miller. Senator McCarthy did not appear before the
subcommittee in response to that invitation or otherwise, nor did
he avail the subcommittee of any testimony relative to this phase of
the subcommittee's investigation. Members of his staff, and par-
ticularly Miss Jean Kerr, his research assistant, vigorously supported
the propriety of the tabloid and composite photograph in their testi-
mony.
The evidence establishes the fact that certain of the photographs

used in the tabloid and certain of the printed material appearing
therein were made available by Senator McCarthy's office staff,
including particularly Donald A. Surine, his chief investigator, and
Miss Kerr. These persons by their own admissions prepared or
provided material and photographs which were in fact used in the
tabloid as it was finally produced (R., p. 2579).
Its production
The actual production of the tabloid was by the staff of and in the

plant of the Washington Times-Herald, a daily newspaper published
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in Washington, D. C. (R., p. 1008). The testimony indicates that
after soliciting production and distribution cost estimates in the city of
Baltimore, Jonkel, campaign manager for Butler, discussed this par-
ticular project with Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller, then editor of the
Times-Herald. Mrs. Miller subsequently agreed to and did produce
the tabloid, making available for that purpose certain members of the
editorial and managerial staff of the newspaper, as well as its facilities.
The tabloid was prepared by Frank Smith, then chief editorial writer
for the Times-Herald and now administrative assistant to Senator
Butler (R., pp. 884, 2581). The composite photograph was prepared
under the direct supervision of the then assistant managing editor of
the Times-Herald, Garvin Tankersley (R., p. 907). A 1950 photo-
graph of Earl Browder taken at the time of his testimony before the
committee conducting the State Department employee loyalty in-
vestigation (R., pp. 909-910; exhibit 60) was trimmed and fitted into
position (R., p. 912) with a 1938 photograph of Senator Millard E.
Tydings (exhibit 63) and the combination rephotographed and used
in the tabloid. The purpose and motive in preparing the composite
is admitted as to effectively depict a relationship between Senator
Tydings and Earl Browder at the Tydings committee hearings
(R., p. 916) which could not be shown by any photograph taken at
those hearings, although photographs so taken showing both Senator
Tydings and Browder were available.
The "faked" photograph
In describing to the subcommittee the actual preparation of the

composite photograph, Tankersley stated that he looked at all photo-
graphs of Senator Tydings and of Earl Browder available in the Times-
Herald morgue, including photographs showing both persons in the
one picture, taken at the Tydings committee hearings (exhibit 93).
Of these latter, none were satisfactory because the principals were not
close enough to each other. The picture of Browder finally selected
had to be reversed in position by rephotographing (R., p. 910).
Tankersley testified this particular photo of Browder was selected
"because it was one of the more recent pictures of Browder" (R.,
p. 911); the particular photo of Senator Tydings was a picture of him
taken in 1938 "listening to election returns" (R., p. 915). In his
instructions to the newspaper's art department he wanted "an
effective picture" (R., p. 916). When questioned as to the reason
why a faked photograph was necessary, Tankersley's testimony was:

Senator SMITH. Just what did you wish to convey; did you tell the artist what
you did want to convey?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. We wanted to—we felt that not only from this tabloid—

this was just incidental, so far as the paper is concerned—there is no secret about
it—we wanted Mr. Tydings to get out of the Senate and we felt that Mr. Butler
would be better for the Senate.

Senator SMITH. But just what did you want to convey by the composition?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. You mean putting them together?
Senator SMITH. What did you want to convey to the people who saw it?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. That we wanted to—rather, I did—I discussed this with

no one, not even Mr. Smith. We were, certainly, trying to connect Mr. Tydings
up, not necessarily a close relationship with those persons, the people who have
been named in this original investigation, the Tydings whitewash—and you all
know his manner to Mr. Browder and Mr. Browder's manner to him—I don't
have to repeat all of that—but we wanted to show that Mr. Tydings did treat
Mr. Browder with kid gloves, and conveyed that in the caption. We conveyed
that in the caption. No secret on that.
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Senator SMITH. Was it your attempt to link Senator Tydings with communism
that you had in mind?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. No. I don't think anyone can accuse Mr. Tydings of being

a Communist. I know I don't.
Senator SMITH. I am not asking that. I am asking if your intent was to—
Mr. TANKERSLEY. Not any more than he has already been linked in his, well,

protection of some, people might think are Commies. I don't see why he should
object to that being investigated (R., pp. 918-919).

And later:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Do I correctly understand your explanation of this, now,

Mr. Tankersley, that you make this ultimate selection based on the expressions
of the two men in the photographs that you ultimately used, and you used the
composite because you were desirous of showing them closer together physically
than they appeared in any news photograph that was available for use in the
tabloid?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. It stands to reason I would not have Mr. Browder seated

and Mr. Tydings standing. I want to get them the same with the results I showed
there, to get them down to the same size, relative value, something a person
looking at it would call their attention, let them read the caption (R., pp. 123-124).

And, finally, in evaluating his work and its propriety, Tankersley
testified:

Senator MONRONEY. You see nothing wrong in the composite?
MT. TANKERSLEY. I don't: I mean, I can't.
Senator MONRONEY. No misleading of intent?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. No, indeed: no more than I have ever illustrated stories,

and I have illustrated a lot of stories.
Senator MONRONEY. Would you have run that story as assistant managing

editor in the Times-Herald, in the paper?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. Well, we did run this caption, this quote. in the Times-

Herald.
Senator MONRONEY. I said the picture.
Mr. TANKERSLEY. If we did not have other pictures—not the usual illustration

that you will use in a newspaper.
Senator MONRONEY. IS it an unusual illustration there?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. The tabloid is unusual. Don't you think it is?
Senator MONRONEY. That is what we are trying to find out.
Mr. TANKERSLEY. The voters thought it was pretty unusual.
Senator MONRONEY. You thought it was pretty effective?
Mr. TANKERSLEY. I do. I think Mr. Tydings thinks it was effective (R.,

pp. 928-929).

After the material in the tabloid was prepared and assembled by
the Times-Herald staff, the page proof was submitted to Mr. Perry
Patterson, of the law firm of Kirkland, Fleming, Green, Martin &
Ellis, attorneys for the newspaper. The purpose of this submission
of page proof to counsel was for an opinion from the standpoint of
libel (R., p. 760); that opinion was that the material in the tabloid
was not libelous and this opinion was reiterated by counsel for the
newspaper in his testimony before this subcommittee (R., p. 769).
With the express approval of its counsel and with the knowledge and
at the direction of its then editor, Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller, the
Times-Herald then proceeded to print and fold 500,000 copies of the
tabloid. The Times-Herald furnished, in addition to editorial and
production talent, the substantial quantity of newsprint consumed in
the printing and the use of its presses and pressroom personnel.
its distribution
Subsequent to the production of the tabloid, Catherine Van Dyke,

Candidate Butler's campaign office manager, instructed William
Fedder, proprietor of National Advertising Co. in Baltimore, to pick
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up the copies of the tabloid and arrange for their distribution (R., p.
76). Specific instructions with reference to distribution were given
to Fedder by Mrs. Van Dyke:

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Is that the only discussion you had with him [Fedder]?
Did you have a discussion with him as to the manner in which the tabloid should
be distributed and where?

Mrs. VAN DYKE. I went into the subject very thoroughly. He was to deliver
in Baltimore by hand, in some of the larger towns by hand; and the rest of the
distribution was to have been taken care of through star routes (R., p. 1749).

Pursuant to those instructions, Fedder, with a letter of authorization
given him by Mrs. Van Dyke, rented a truck and drove to Washington,
D. C., where, at the loading dock of the Times-Herald, he picked up
the copies of the tabloid, weighing approximately 12,000 pounds.
Fedder returned to Baltimore with all copies of the tabloid and subse-
quently arranged for the distribution of a major share of them.
According to the evidence a total of 303,206 copies were distributed
in the following manner: 169,000 copies distributed door-to-door in
Baltimore, Hagerstown, Annapolis, and Dundalk, Md.; and 134,206
copies mailed to rural route, star route, and post-office box holders in
cities in Maryland where door-to-door distribution was not made
(exhibit 3).
In addition to this distribution, an undetermined number of copies

of the tabloid were taken by Marse Calloway, a negro political leader
in the city of Baltimore (R., p. 1936), for distribution at the polls and
otherwise. A quantity of the tabloids, approximately 200 copies,
were prior to the election and upon the request of Mrs. Van Dyke
delivered by Fedder to the campaign headquarters of the candidate,
Butler, and receipted for by a volunteer worker in headquarters on
November 6, 1950, the day before election (R., p. 2248). The credible
testimony before this subcommittee indicates that the balance of the
tabloids, approximately 200,000 copies, were destroyed by Fedder
at the city dump or incinerator or disposed of as waste paper (R., p.
2262-2263). William Christopher, a Butler campaign worker, testified
that he destroyed a quantity of the tabloids on his own initiative
"to get them out of circulation." He said, "I think they were an
insult to the people's intelligence" (R.,12p. 1937).

YOUNG DEMOCRATS FOR BUTLER

The tabloid "From the Record" was, according to its masthead,
authorized and distributed by a political committee identified as "The
Young Democrats for Butler, Edward B. Freeman, chairman; John B.
Purnell, treasurer" (exhibit 1). The Young Democrats for Butler
was a legally constituted political committee under the laws of the
State of Maryland (exhibits 46-47). The committee was a small group
of registered Democrats of the State of Maryland—approximately
six in number (R., p. 797)—not affiliated with any other Young
Democrats Club in the State of Maryland or elsewhere. In addition
to an organizational meeting, only one meeting of the group was held
(R., p. 798). The testimony is that the Young Democrats for Butler
was a "front organization" initiated by W. Fairfield Peterson, a 62-
year-old consulting engineer, a resident of Maryland and a registered
Democrat, and others active in the campaign of John Marshall Butler,
in mid-October 1950, for political purposes in support of Butler's
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candidacy. This committee filed the required statement of its forma-
tion with the secretary of state of Maryland on October 18, 1950
(exhibit 46), some considerable time following the genesis of the
tabloid and, in fact, even subsequent to the completion of arrange-
ments for its production and printing by the Times-Herald (R., p.
1795). The chairman of this political committee in his testimony
under oath disclaimed all knowledge of the tabloid prior to its printing
and actual distribution:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. * * * Now, when did you first have occasion to see this

tabloid, either in copy form or page-proof foul' or printed form?
Mr. FREEMAN. I cannot give you the exact date, but it was after it was dis-

tributed.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. So the first time you had occasion to see this exhibit ["From

the Record"] was after it had been distributed; is that correct?
Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Do you recall how it was brought to your attention?
Mr. FREEMAN. Well, I received some telephone calls from friends of mine

kidding me about it. I had not seen it. I had read in the Sun that Senator
Tydings had brought the tabloid circular, or whatever you want to call it, "From
the Record," to the people's attention, and that was the first time that I had
seen it. (R. p. 800.)

And:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Did you know prior to the time that it was called to your

attention after election that such a tabloid had in fact been printed and distributed
under your authorization?
Mr. FREEMAN. I knew nothing at all about a tabloid—will you say that again,

please?
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Will you read the question?
(The question was read by the reporter.)
Mr. FREEMAN. No, I did not.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. You had no prior knowledge?
Mr. FREEMAN. I had no prior knowledge of the tabloid until it was brought

to my attention that it had been on the street.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. So, therefore, although you were chairman of the Young

Democrats for Butler, you discussed with no one the arrangements for its printing,
the obtaining of estimates for its printing, the material that would be included
in the copy, nor did you examine it in page-proof form; is that right?
Mr. FREEMAN. I had nothing to do with it (R., pp. 801-802).

He delegated the details of the committee's activities to Purnell
(R., p. 812). The treasurer of the organization testifies to having
given approval to the use of the name of the committee as sponsor of
the tabloid (R., p. 817), but admits that he was never consulted with
reference to its content, arrangements for its production, or its dis-
tribution (R. pp. 825, 827). He, too, acquired direct knowledge of
the content of the tabloid only after its production had been accom-
plished and its distribution commenced (R., p. 826).
There was testimony that when the tabloid was in page-proof

form, W. Fairfield Peterson, accompanied by his son-in-law, Andy
Brewster, a lawyer, went to the Times-Herald in Washington and
read and examined part of the galley proofs (R., p. 956). No photo-
graphs or captions were examined. Subsequent to this visit, and
following approval by Peterson, the authorization of the Young
Democrats for Butler was given.

Jonkel testified that competitive estimates of the cost of production
of the tabloid obtained by him in Baltimore ranged from "$2,000 to
$4,000" (R., p. 594) for the printing of the tabloid alone. Sub-
sequently, in a telephone conversation with Mrs. Ruth McCormick
Miller, Jonkel was advised the Times-Herald would print the tabloid
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"as a favor" (R., p. 608). We find that all services of the Times-
Herald—editorial and production—were billed at $1,440 (exhibit 48).
While an effort has been made to justify and explain this low cost
figure, the evidence shows that since the Washington Times-Herald
did little or no outside printing of this type prior to production of the
tabloid, its chief accountant testified, in detailing the breakdown of
that billing, that the Times-Herald based its charges on certain stand-
ard for cost computation previously used for other job printing (R.,
p. 933). He testified further that the computed cost on the job was
$1,189.29 (R., p. 937), including newsprint. at $106 per ton (R., p.
937). To this figure 20 percent was added for overhead and profit,
resulting in a total charge of $1,440 (R., p. 938).
The billing of $1,440 was made, in accordance with prior agreement,

to the Young Democrats for Butler. Prior to this billing, however,
Mr. Purnell, treasurer of the committee, had been assured that the
Butler campaign headquarters would make funds available with which
to pay the charge.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. All right. Now, what was the status of your organization's

treasury at that time, when you had this initial discussion about the tabloid?
Mr. PURNELL. Well, all I can say is that it probably was not so good.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Well, did you express any concern about how you were

going to pay for it [the tabloid]?
Mr. PURNELL. I certainly did, very definitely % I was told that it would be

taken care of, that it would be paid for, and that I was not to worry about the
payment of the printing of the tabloid—of the newspaper.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Who told you that?
Mr. PURNELL. Well, I should say either Mrs. Van Dyke or Mr. Jonkel or Mr

Peterson.

Mr.
*
MCDERMOTT. One of these persons told you that it would be paid for,

and that you, as treasurer of your organization, would have nothing to worry
about?
Mr. PURNELL. Exactly.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Now, were you closely identified with the preparation of the

copy that was ultimately used and which ultimately appeared in the tabloid?
Mr. PURNELL. No, sir; I was not.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Were you at any time shown the copy that they proposed

to use in the preparation of this tabloid?
Mr. PURNELL. No, sir.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Did you have any information or receive any information

as to the source of that copy or by whom it was being prepared?
Mr. PURNELL. No, sir (R., pp. 823-824).

Upon receipt of the Times-Herald invoice in the amount of $1,440
Purnell presented it to Mundy, official campaign treasurer for Butler,
and he received from Mundy a check drawn on the campaign account
in the amount of $1,515 (R., p. 833). Of this sum $1,440 was ex-
pressly for the payment of the Times-Herald invoice covering the
printing of the tabloid and the balance of $75 was in adjustment of
another unrelated item (R., p. 834). The Young Democrats for
Butler then transmitted their check in payment of the charge to the
Times-Herald.
The Young Democrats for Butler engaged in other campaign activ-

ities in support of the candidacy of John Marshall Butler and also
raised funds, independently of the Butler campaign committee, for
these activities. Its total disbursements, including $1,440 for the
tabloid, were $3,615.71. Their activities, commencing October 20,
1950, included:

1. Sponsorship of radio spot announcements and radio and TV
programs;
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2. Arranging with volunteer groups for the addressing of 25,000
campaign post cards;
3. Sponsorship of newspaper advertisements; and
4. Arrangement for political speeches in behalf of Butler

(R., pp. 815-816).
In addition to these facts we find that the total cost of distribution

of the tabloid in the sum of $5,703.32 (exhibit 5) was paid to National
Advertising Co. by the Butler campaign committee. This charge
was apparently paid by the "short circuiting" of campaign contri
butions in the manner previously described and as admitted by the
campaign manager, Jonkel. The payments made to National Adver-
tising Co. throughout the campaign were payments on account, not
earmarked toward a particular job or credited by the printer to a
particular phase of his activity, which included printing and dis-
tribution.

"BACK TO GOOD OLD DIXIE"

Another piece of literature to which this subcommittee directed its
attention was a trifold pamphlet in three colors titled "Back to Good
Old Dixie" (exhibit 6). This literature, 75,000 copies of which were
produced by National Advertising Co. (R., p. 74), upon the order of
the campaign headquarters of Mr. Butler, through Jonkel (R., p. 74),
was designed to appeal to the Negro voters of the State (R., p. 559).
Here again we find the idea for the literature originating with Jonkel
(R., p. 558) and payment for the lay-out and printing being made
from the candidate's campaign committee fund (R., p. 569). The
name of candidate Butler, his committee, or treasurer did not appear
on the literature as sponsor. The names of three Negro leaders in the
city of Baltimore were used. Two were clergymen and the third a
Negro businessman: Bishop Alexander P. Shaw, Baltimore Area
Methodist Church; Rev. J. Timothy Bodie, president, United Baptist
Missionary Convention; and John L. Berry, district manager, North
Carolina Mutual Life Insurance Co. (exhibit 6). The testimony of
these three witnesses before the subcommittee was that, without
exception, they had nothing whatsoever to do with the publication or
distribution of the pamphlet, contributed nothing toward its cost,
and, with one exception, did not see the pamphlet until after its
distribution had been commenced. One of the purported sponsors,
Bishop Alexander P. Shaw, whose name appeared in the pamphlet as
the first of the three sponsors, had no knowledge whatever of the use
of his name at any time prior to the distribution of the literature
(R., p. 1075). Authorization for the use of his name was never
obtained and his name as a sponsor was gratuitously used without his
permission. He did not complain when the literature was subse-
quently brought to his attention (R., p. 1076). The other two state
in their testimony that the use of their names was authorized.
"Back to Good Old Dixie" and the tabloid "From the Record" are

the only pieces of campaign literature brought to the attention of
this subcommittee which did not conform to the routine pattern of
the candidate's campaign, under which pattern and procedure all
literature, with these exceptions, bore the credit: "By authority
Cornelius P. Mundy, treasurer, John Marshall Butler campaign."
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BALTIMORE SUNDAY AMERICAN ADVERTISEMENT

In the Sunday, November 5, 1950, edition of the Baltimore Ameri-
can, published in Baltimore, Md., a full-page anti-Tydings advertise-
ment appeared. The advertisement bore the credit: "By authority
Democrats for Butler, John B. Purnell, treasurer" (exhibit 2). This
apparently referred to the Young Democrats for Butler.
The copy in the advertisement was critical of Senator Tydings'

conduct of the State Department employee loyalty investigation and
stated, in referring to those hearings, that Republican counsel to that
committee was "never allowed to question a witness" and was "never
admitted to closed executive sessions" of that committee. Senator
Tydings in his complaint pointed out numerous misstatements of
fact in the ad and branded them "total and complete lies" (R., p. 40).
Our investigation indicates certain of the copy was false and that the
quotations above are not correct statements of the true facts.
The testimony established that this advertisement was prepared,

on her own initiative, by Margaret T. Berndt, Lutherville, Md.
(R., p. 1179). She was desirous of defeating Senator Tydings and
prepared this advertisement as her contribution toward that objective
(R., p. 1178). After preparing the copy she presented it to candidate
Butler, to Jonkel, to Fulton Lewis, Jr., and others for approval (R.,
pp. 1182-1183). With their approval she showed the lay-out to
John B. Purnell, treasurer of the Young Democrats for Butler, who
"thought it was a good idea." Subsequently the advertisement was
published. Payment in the sum of $1,741 was made by Mrs. Berndt's
husband directly to the Baltimore American (exhibit 51). This was
explained as a "loan" to the Young Democrats for Butler; a portion,
but not all, of that sum was later repaid to Mr. Berndt by the Young
Democrats for Butler (R., pp. 1186-1187).
Mrs. Berndt states that following publication of the advertisement

she learned some of the statements contained in it were inaccurate.
She testified further she would not have knowingly used copy that
was not true (R., p. 1195).

III. OUTSIDE INFLUENCES IN THE CAMPAIGN

After the election on November 7, 1950, it became apparent, as it
was to this subcommittee, that, in addition to the activity of certain
duly constituted Republican political organizations, outside forces and
influences were operative in the campaign of John Marshall Butler.
While some of these forces had an obvious and direct interest in the
campaign, others had no apparent relation to the electorate or interests
of the State itself.

FINANCES

A substantial portion of the total sum contributed to the Butler
campaign was from contributors who were nonresidents of the State of
Maryland. Of the sum of $27,100 first reported by Jonkel in his
letter dated February 26, 1951, all contributions, many in the maxi-
mum amount allowable by law, were from nonresidents (exhibit 36).
No adequate reason for failure to disclose these out-of-State funds
prior to the commencement of these hearings has been given. Many
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of the contributions, as has been mentioned previously, were made
payable to Jonkel personally, including the following:
Contributor: Amount

J. D. S. Coleman $500
George A. Moffett  1,050000
H. J. Porter  3, 000
C. W. Murchison (and wife)  10, 000

By whom these contributions were solicited or why they were made
payable to the campaign manager rather than to the candidate, his
treasurer, or campaign committee has not been disclosed; and Jonkel,
in his testimony, disclaimed any knowledge of facts which would
supply an answer to these questions:

Mr. MCDERMOTT. * * * Did you have anything to do with the solicitation
of the funds represented or included in the schedule in that letter?
Mr. JONKEL. I may or I may not have. I don't know all of the people. I don't

remember offhand all the names now. I told a lot of people that we needed
money, if that is an indirect solicitation. * * * As I said before, in previous
testimony, the checks were probably made payable to me because they knew that
I was on the campaign. How they knew I don't know. I also said that (R.,
pp. 1812-1813).

WASHINGTON TIMES-HERALD

Beginning in the early phases of the campaign in mid-July 1950
we find that Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller, then editor of the Times-
Herald, published in the District of Columbia and widely circulated
in Maryland, was instrumental in recommending and ultimately
accomplishing the appointment of Jon M. Jonkel, Chicago public-
relations consultant, as campaign manager for John Marshall Butler.
The meeting of Jonkel and Butler with others, in the executive office
of Mrs. Miller at the Times-Herald, was the first meeting between the
two (R., p. 439). During his activity in the campaign, extending
from July 18 until November 7, 1950, Jonkel repeatedly visited and
consulted with Mrs. Miller. In addition, we find that Mrs. Miller
was a substantial contributor to the campaign of Mr. Butler. By
one check drawn on the Continental Illinois National Bank of Chicago,
she contributed the sum of $5,000 (exhibit 18). In addition, she made
a payment of $1,500 (exhibit 38) to Jonkel personally during the
campaign, which payment they both described as a personal loan
from Mrs. Miller to Jonkel (R., p. 999). Mrs. Miller also, by her
own testimony, solicited, accumulated, and forwarded to the candi-
date's campaign headquarters contributions from others (R., p. 1016)
In addition to this personal participation by Mrs. Miller, we find

a number of top-level employees of the Times-Herald devoting their
time, talents, and efforts to work and activity directly related to .the
campaign. We find also that immediately following the election,
Frank Smith, a resident of Virginia, chief editorial writer for the
Times-Herald, who prepared the copy for the tabloid "From the
Record", took leave of absence from his Times-Herald employment
and became administrative assistant to Senator Butler (R., p. 859),
still serving in that capacity at an annual salary of $10,848 (R., p. 881).

SENATOR JOSEPH R. WCARTHY

The activity of Senator McCarthy and his staff, according to the
evidence, commenced in early July 1950, when the candidate, John
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Marshall Butler, accompanied by his campaign treasurer Mundy,
visited Senator McCarthy in his office in the Senate Office Building in
Washington, D. C., in the late afternoon (R., pp. 1248-1249). After
a discussion there with Senator McCarthy; Miss Jean Kerr, his research
assistant; and Robert K. Morris, identified in the records of this
subcommittee as minority counsel in the State Department employee
loyalty investigation, this group, including the candidate Butler, had
dinner and spent the evening together (R., p. 1250) discussing various
phases of Butler's forthcoming campaign (R., p. 2577). According
to the testimony, Senator McCarthy had accumulated a large quantity
of information and material related to Senator Tydings' conduct of
the loyalty hearings. He made the charges that resulted in that
investigation, followed it closely, spoke about it extensively throughout
the country and had labeled the investigation as a whitewash.
Miss Jean Kerr
Subsequent to the primary on September 18, 1950, and continuing

until election day itself, we find Miss Jean Kerr and others of Senator
McCarthy's staff devoting extensive time to the campaign of John
Marshall Butler. Although the testimony of Jonkel to the subcom-
mittee would suggest that during this interval of her activity Miss
Kerr was on a leave of absence from her senatorial employment
(R., p. 515), Miss Kerr has stated unequivocally that during that
entire time she remained on the payroll of Senator McCarthy (R., p.
2574) and acted at his request and with his knowledge and approval
(R., p. 2580). She postponed her vacation to perform this work
(R., p. 2580). Miss Kerr's participation was extensive, and many of
the witnesses appearing before the subcommittee in its inquiry had
occasion at one time or another to be contacted by her. She was a
courier of funds and information, delivering campaign contributions
from Washington to campaign headquarters in Baltimore (R., p. 2587),
and, under the direction of Jonkel, contacting printers of campaign
literature in both cities. It is also to be noted that she was hostess at
a dinner party arranged and given at her home in Washington attended
by Mr. and Mrs. Alvin Bentley, and to which she invited Jonkel
(R., p. 2592). Although she disclaims any campaign motive in this
social event, it is a fact that shortly following this meeting between
Bentley, Jonkel, and Miss Kerr, Bentley met with Mr. Butler and later
made a $5,000 contribution (R., p. 2594).

Others of the staff of Senator McCarthy were likewise active. One
of the members of the Senator's staff stated that at times the full
staff of the Senator, including his administrative assistant, secretary,
clerks, and investigators, devoted their energies and efforts in various
ministerial capacities in connection with Butler's campaign (R., p.
2604). Also among those who participated prominently was Donald
A. Surine, an investigator in the employ of Senator McCarthy.
The "midnight ride"
Charges were made by former Senator Tydings concerning Mr.

Fedder, the Baltimore printer, and his "midnight ride." He referred
to this incident as a story of Chicago gangland transported into
Maryland" and stated that Fedder was virtually kidnapped in order
to get Butler's letter back" (R., p. 44).
In his testimony Fedder made reference to a telephone conversation

he had with candidate Butler, on or about November 2, 1950, in
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which Fedder expressed concern over the large quantity of printed
campaign materials which he had on hand and for which he had not
been paid. Following this conversation, on November 2, 1950,
Mr. Butler wrote and delivered to Fedder a letter in which he stated:
At this time I want to give you my personal assurance that I do guarantee

payment for any of your services that have not been paid for at the time the
campaign is completed. This assurance applies to materials that have been
delivered and to materials that were not shipped in time for use in the campaign.

Sincerely,
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER.

Extensive testimony was received by the subcommittee concerning
the "midnight ride." On the evening of November 4, 1950, Miss
Kerr, through Ray Kiermas, an employee of Senator McCarthy, made
arrangements with Fedder to have addressed and messaged a quantity
of post cards bearing the photograph of candidate Butler (R., p. 83).
Similar work was being done in the District of Columbia by Republican
National Committee volunteers and others under the supervision of
Mrs. Rex Lee. In connection with this project, at about midnight on
November 6, 1950, Donald A. Surine, an investigator employed by
Senator McCarthy, in company with Ewell Moore, a lawyer, and
George Nilles, a real-estate agent, both residents of Virginia, met
Fedder at the post office in Baltimore (R., p. 88) to pick up and mail
completed cards which had been addressed by Fedder's workers at
their residences in various parts of Baltimore. The parties remained
together until 6 a. m., during which time they traveled through
Baltimore picking up post cards. In this interim Surine prepared a
handwritten document, detailing certain conduct of Fedder, which
Fedder signed after making certain corrections (exhibit 22). Al-
though the statement was silent with reference to it, Fedder testified
Surine and his companions demanded the return of the letter, dated
November 2, 1950, which Mr. Butler had previously written to Fedder
guaranteeing payment of his campaign printing bill. This allegation
is vigorously denied by Surine, of Senator McCarthy's staff, Nilles,
and Moore. Fedder claimed that throughout the night he was
threatened, intimidated, and placed in fear for his personal safety.
This Surine and the others also deny. They insist, in their testimony,
that the sole purpose of the mission was "to pick up and mail addressed
post cards" and that the only reason the three of them remained
together and with Fedder until 6 a. m. was this purpose. The leader
of the three, Surine, was at the time acting with the knowledge and
consent of his employer, Senator McCarthy.

Despite Fedder's testimony of "threats" and "intimidation" during
this experience, the fact is that although he had access to a telephone
on several occasions during the night, he did not notify police authority
nor complain to anyone concerning the activities of the three. Dis-
closure of this incident was not made by Fedder until some weeks
following its occurrence.
The explanation given by Surine, Nilles, and Moore for their activ-

ities on this occasion is not convincing; and it is the opinion of this
subcommittee that the "picking up and mailing of addressed post
cards" was not the only purPose of their mission.

Donald A. Surine
Surine, formerly a special agent of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-

tion, was, at the time of this campaign in the employ of Senator

S. Repts., S2-1, vol. 4-4
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McCarthy as an investigator. He became so employed in February,
1950, and still serves in that capacity (R., pp. 1487-1488). His chief
activity as investigator for Senator McCarthy involved an investiga-
tion of alleged subversives in Government (R., p. 2634). In the
campaign of John Marshall Butler he participated in the 'post-card
project," to which we have previously. referred. Upon his return to
Washington from the "midnight ride" he prepared a four-page
memorandum of the night's activities and addressed and delivered it
to his employer, Senator McCarthy (exhibit 81). A copy of the
memorandum with appropriate cover letter was forwarded by Surine
to candidate Butler with a copy of the statement signed by Fedder
(exhibit 82). This was for the information of the candidate.
The testimony of Surine before this subcommittee contains an

apparent willful and knowing misstatement of a material fact relating
to the circumstances of the termination of his services with the Federal
Bureau of Investigation prior to his employment by Senator Mc-
Carthy. In his original sworn testimony before a quorum of this
subcommittee on March 21, 1951, Surine stated under oath that his
termination was a "voluntary resignation" (R., p. 1515). On the
basis of further information obtained by the subcommittee, Surine
was recalled to testify on this particular point. In his sworn testi-
mony on recall before a quorum of this subcommittee on April 10, 1951,
he elaborated on the circumstances of his "voluntary resignation."
Evidence introduced into the record at this time disclosed that Surine
had been "dropped from the rolls of the FBI" (R., pp. 2642-2643;
exhibit 101) and that this personnel action was taken by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation based upon Surine's "disregard of Bureau
rules and regulations." The evidence indicated that Surine tendered
a resignation in writing to the FBI dated February 7, 1950 (exhibit
103). He was advised by letter signed by J. Edgar Hoover, Director,
dated February 9, 1950, that he was being "dropped from the rolls"
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 'effective at the close of
business February 8, 1950" (exhibit 104). Subsequently Surine was
advised by letter dated March 6, 1950, signed by J. Edgar Hoover,
"it will not be possible to change the manner in which you were
separated from the Bureau's rolls" (exhibit 105). The evidence is
that Surine, by his own testimony, submitted his resignation after
"violating certain regulations [of the FBI]" and after learning that
some disciplinary action was contemplated. He stated:

Rather than take a transfer or cut in salary or some other aspect along that line
of disciplinary action I submitted my resignation through my SAC (R., p. 2636).

Surine states that in his original testimony on March 20, 1951, he
had no intention to mislead the subcommittee about the circumstances
of the termination of his services by the FBI.
However, the subcommittee is of the opinion that this testimony,

together with every other conflict in testimony of other witnesses as
to a material fact or facts as the record may disclose should be trans-
mitted to the Department of Justice for such action as it deems
appropriate.

Conclusion
Shortly following: the commencement of these hearings, the hearing

subcommittee, as is customary, extended to Senator McCarthy, in
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writing, an opportunity to appear to make any statement he felt was
indicated. In that letter it was stated:
In the investigation being conducted and public hearings being held by the

Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections in connection with the recent senatorial
campaign in Maryland, testimony has been presented concerning certain personnel
in your employ; and we anticipate that your name, which has already been intro-
duced into the record by the testimony of Senator Tydings and others, may be
mentioned by other witnesses.
In anticipation of this, it is the unanimous attitude of the subcommittee that

you should be extended an opportunity to appear at the public hearings to make
any statement or explanation that you feel is indicated, if you desire.

Senator McCarthy replied by letter dated March 12, 1951:
I received letter from you this morning in which you extend to me an oppor-

tunity to appear at your hearings on the Tydings election.
I am not seeking an "opportunity" to appear, but will be glad to do so if you

or any of the members of the committee or counsel have any questions which
you care to ask me. * * *

The original invitation was renewed by the subcommittee on
March 30, 1951, to which Senator McCarthy replied:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 30, in which you state
that the subcommittee understands I do not wish an opportunity to appear in
connection with the Maryland hearings.
I have not read any of the testimony taken before the committee except those

portions reported in the newspaper, nor have I attended the hearings except for
about 1 hour. For that reason, I am not too thoroughly acquainted with the
testimony given. If the committee feels there was any credible evidence that
adversely reflects upon my staff or any credible evidence to indicate that anything
improper was done by either me or my staff in the Maryland election, then I
naturally would want to be called by your committee so as to go into such matters
in detail.

To this letter the subcommittee replied on April 9, 1951:
Since our hearings are still continuing the subcommittee cannot at this time

presume to pass upon the testimony of any witness or group of witnesses who
have appeared before it. That action, as you know, must necessarily follow the
development of all material facts and after careful analysis of the record.
The purpose of our earlier letters was to offer you an opportunity to be heard

if you so desired. The present schedule of witnesses suggests we may conclude
our hearings Wednesday, April 11, 1951.

No further communication was received from Senator McCarthy.
He was not called as a witness nor did he appear in response to the
invitations. While there was no duty upon him, under the circum-
stances, to testify at this hearing, the prominence of his personnel in
the anti-Tydings campaign and the activity attributed to the Senator
himself by certain witnesses might properly have been explained by
him. From the testimony it appears Senator McCarthy was a leading
and potent force in the campaign against Senator Tydings.

FULTON LEWIS, JR.

The attention of the subcommittee was directed by former Senator
Tydings to the activities of Fulton Lewis, Jr., as they related to the
campaign of candidate John Marshall Butler (R., p. 45). Mr. Lewis,
a resident of Maryland, registered as an Independent (R., p. 1348), is
a political commentator with a regular 15-minute nightly broadcast,
Monday through Friday. This broadcast is carried by the Nation-
wide network of the Mutual Broadcasting System (R., p. 1349). His
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program is carried by approximately 535 radio stations throughout the
country (R., p. 1349). Mutual has five stations in the State of Mary-
land, all of which carry the Fulton Lewis, Jr., commentary. These
stations are located at Cambridge, Salisbury, Baltimore, Hagerstown,
and Cumberland. In addition, his program is carried by Station
R EAM, in Arlington, Va., with a transmission range which covers a
considerable portion of the State of Maryland (R., p. 1352). During
the period immediately preceding the general election in November
1950 Mr. Lewis devoted numerous broadcasts to a severe criticism of
the incumbent candidate, Senator Millard E. Tydings. The substance
of the broadcasts related to Senator Tydings' conduct of the loyalty
investigation and his alleged whitewash of the charges which precipi-
tated those hearings (R., p. 1351). During the course of these broad-
casts Senator Tydings complained to officials of Mutual Broadcasting
System concerning the attacks upon him by commentator Lewis (R.,
p. 47), and subsequently Mr. Lewis made available his time on two
broadcasts for purposes of reply by Senator Tydings. Technical diffi-
culties interfered with the transmission of the first broadcast and for
that reason the second broadcast period was made available (R., p.
51). A demand by Senator Tydings upon Mr. Lewis for "equal time"
in which to answer the anti-Tydings statements of the commentator
was declined.
In his testimony Mr. Lewis detailed the conditions of his contract

with Mutual Broadcasting System. Under its terms Mutual has no
control over the factual material used by the commentator, and its
power to edit his material is restricted to libel and profanity (R., p.
1349). Mutual sells the program, as part of its service, to the 535
stations who, in turn, carry it on a sustaining basis or as a regularly
paid broadcast with a local sponsor (R., p. 1349). The local stations
determine whether the commentary is broadcast but exercise no con-
trol over the commentator's material.
Mr. Lewis denied that his broadcasts, of which Senator Tyding's

complained, were "political speeches" (R., p. 1350). He states instead
that they were "strictly legitimate, truthful, factual reporting and
commentary" (R., p. 1351). The testimony is that the broadcasts on
five of the six stations with which we are concerned were presented
under the local sponsorship and that the commentary on Station
WEAM was sustaining with paid spot announcements preceding,
during, and following each broadcast (R., p. 1353).

ROSCOE CONKLIN SIMMONS

Roscoe Conklin Simmons, an acknowledged Negro leader in Repub-
lican political circles, for many years and during the time preceding
the general election of November 7, 1950, was an employee of the
Chicago Tribune (R., p. 1022). In the interim preceding the general
election in the State of Maryland, Simmons was retained on the pay-
roll of the Chicago Tribune and received a regular salary from it
(R., p. 1026) but devoted himself for a period of several weeks (R.,
.p. 1025) exclusively to the support of John Marshall Butler and otherRepublican candidates in the State of Maryland. Simmons testified
that he received reimbursement for certain of his expenses from the
Butler campaign committee (R., p. 1027) but that his salary was
received from his employer, the Chicago Tribune. In addition,
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during this interim, personal advances of funds were made to him
by Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller (R., p. 1003). Mr. Simmons'
participation in the campaign consisted primarily of working with
the Negro electorate in the State of Maryland; by his testimony he
gave many speeches in support of Mr. Butler's candidacy and in
general support of Republican candidates for office.
On April 28, 1951, Roscoe Conklin Simmons died. His race and

the Nation has lost a distinguished cultural and political leader.

IV. CRIMINAL LIBEL

In his complaint to this subcommittee former Senator Tydings
alleged a violation of the criminal libel law of the District of Columbia.
The evidence available to this subcommittee does not permit us to
determine whether there was a violation of that statute in this cam-
paign, and no recommendation in relation to this allegation is being
made.

V. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER

Contemporaneously with the opening of public hearings conducted
by this subcommittee, Senator John Marshall Butler was by letter
advised that he would be given an opportunity to appear before the
hearing subcommittee at any time that he desired for the purpose of
presenting any information which he felt the hearing subcommittee
should consider. This written invitation was extended to him again
by letter dated March 26, 1951.
At the opening day of the hearings, February 20, 1951, former

Senator Tydings was scheduled to be the first witness. As the hearings
convened and prior to the testimony of Senator Tydings,
Senator Butler arose, as he stated, "on a point of personal privilege"
(R., p. 1) and questioned the type of jurisdiction the committee pro-
posed to exercise and the nature of the proceedings it proposed to
conduct (R., p. 2). While there is no right of personal privilege that
extends beyond the floor of the Senate, this subcommittee granted
Senator Butler an opportunity to make his statement at that time as
a matter of courtesy, not as a matter of right. Questions raised by
him at that time were considered and a ruling announced. That
ruling has been quoted previously in this report.

It was likewise stated by this hearing subcommittee at the con-
vening of its session on February. 28, 1951, the second day of the
hearings that—
It is the intention of this subcommittee, in the conduct of these hearings, to care-
fully preserve to Senator Butler all rights to which he is entitled * * *
(It., p. 69).

The subcommittee consistently adhered to that decision.
Senator Butler, although twice invited, did not at any time, other

than that noted, appear before this subcommittee to testify with
reference to any aspect of his campaign which was the subject of
our investigation and which received wide day-to-day coverage and
publicity in the press. We observe that this was not an adversary
proceeding, that Senator Butler was not called to testify, and that
there was no affirmative duty on his part to appear.
The conduct of his campaign was the issue before this subcommittee,

and a large share of the evidence presented was through the testimony
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of his own campaign personnel and suppliers. The subcommittee
would have welcomed any information the Senator himself could make
available, but Senator Butler did not elect to accept its invitation.
The financial irregularities uncovered by this investigation of the

Butler campaign were of a substantial nature, involved large sums of
money and were engineered by the candidate's own manager. We are
impressed with the fact, we are not considering actions by enthusiastic
supporters of his candidacy operating from a base foreign to the
candidate's personal campaign. These practices emanated from his
own headquarters, and the actors were his key campaign personnel.
It is apparent Mr. Butler employed Jonkel and delegated to him the
broadest authority to act in the candidate's behalf. As stated by
Mrs. Van Dyke, the headquarters office manager:

Senator MONRONEY. But he [Jonkel] planned the advertising and the prepara-
tion of pamphlets, secured the art work on the Butler campaign literature?

MTS. VAN DYKE. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. And in all ways and in all forms he handled the manage-

ment and administration of the campaign. That was strictly in Mr. Jonkel's
hands?

Mrs. VAN DYKE. Absolutely, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. You were second in command when he was gone, but

you were acting under his direction, Mrs. Van Dyke, were you not?
MTS. VAN DYKE. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. He had the authority to incur obligations for the Butler

campaign?
Mrs. VAN DYKE. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. To authorize the form of literature, to denominate the

quantities that would be prepared?
Mrs. VAN DYKE. That is correct.

And continuing:
Senator MONRONEY. His [Jonkel's] decisions were not questioned in the office?
Mrs. VAN DYKE. That is correct (R., pp. 1790-1791).

In addition there is ample evidence Senator Butler had actual per-
sonal knowledge that a tabloid newspaper was to be produced and
distributed in behalf of his candidacy. He had actual personal
knowledge of the existence of the tabloid "From the Record" shortly
after its production was accomplished and distribution begun, if not
before. In referring to the candidate's knowledge of the tabloid,
Jonkel stated:

Senator MONRONEY. And Mr. Butler saw it ["From the Record"] 5 or 6
days before the election?
Mr. JONKEL. It was, I believe, on a Thursday—it was distributed on Thursday

or Friday. Distribution was being carried out at that time.
Senator MONRONEY. Where did it take place; where did you show it to him?
Mr. JONKEL. In our headquarters. He came back from the caravan, stopped

at our headquarters, and I showed him one.
Senator MONRONEY. Had you ever discussed the State-wide tabloid over the

telephone or by letter?
Mr. JONKEL. Sir, the only time I remember discussing it with him, as I pre-

viously testified, was when I said that all of the things that people wanted—I
believe some people in there were saying that Mr. Butler was not hitting hard
enough at Senator Tydings, and why didn't he say this or that. After they left,
I said there was a plan under way, or a project had been proposed, why don't we
put out a small newspaper to incorporate things. It was my idea, that if used at
all, they would be quoted from other sources, reprints from other things. That
way you could put out that kind of thing, I suppose. He didn't say he would not
put it out. He asked me if it was a good idea. I said I did not know which—
it would answer a lot of questions for a lot of people, make them think we were
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being cooperative to them. That's as much conversation as we had. I have
testified that before.

Senator MONRONEY. He understood it would go out not under your respon-
sibility, but under some other responsibility?

Mr. JONKEL. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. How long before election was that?
Mr. JONKEL. I don't know. That may have been 4 weeks before the election.
Senator MONRONEY. Quite some time—about the time, perhaps, they started

gathering material?
Mr. JONKEL. Before (R., pp. 1852-1853).

To this date Senator Butler has not disclaimed responsibility for the
tabloid, the faked photograph, or any other aspect of his campaign
under investigation.





INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF MR. T',IcCARTHY

Under date of August 3, 1951, a report entitled "Maryland Sena-
torial Election of 1950" was submitted by the Subcommittee on.
Privileges and Elections to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion of the United States Senate.
This report, dealing with the Maryland senatorial election of 1950,

was concurred in by all five members of the Subcommittee on Privileges
and Elections, namely, the Senator from Iowa, Mr. Gillette; the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney ; the Senator from Missouri,
Mr. Henning; the Senator from New Jersey, Mr. Hendrickson; and the
Senator from Maine, Mrs. Smith.
The unanimous concurrence of the members of the subcommittee

in this report seemed to give it the color of nonpartisanship or biparti-
sanship. In fact, however, the Republican Senator from New Jersey,
Mr. Hendrickson; and the Republican Senator from Maine, Mrs.
Smith, had long before gone on record with respect to the major issue
in the Maryland senatorial campaign of 1950 in such a manner as to
make their concurrence in the report practically inevitable.

WHAT WAS THE BIG ISSUE IN MARYLAND IN 1950?

In the interests of accuracy, the report of the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections cannot be allowed to go unchallenged.
The report fails to take any account of the big issue of the 1950

senatorial election in the State of Maryland. To put it in its briefest
possible form, that issue was one of "Communists in Government."
During the early part of 1950, the then senior Senator from Mary-

land, Millard E. Tydings, was chairman of a subcommittee of the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the United States, charged
with the State Department employee loyalty investigation.
As is universally known, an investigation into the loyalty of State

Department employees over which former Senator Tydings presided
was ordered by the United States Senate as a result of charges made
by me on the floor of the Senate.

National attention was focused on the grave charges made by me
and on the conduct of the investigation into those charges by former
Senator Tydings. Throughout the so-called investigation, it was clear
that the senior Senator from Maryland approached his task from the
narrowest partisan viewpoint, with the ultimate result that disloyal
persons were shielded from exposure and with the ultimate result that
Communist subversion in Government was whitewashed.
Thanks to a free press and a free radio, the facts of this whitewash

were widely disseminated among the voters of the State of Maryland
as well as throughout the Nation.
One of the most vigorous attacks made upon my exposure of Com-

munists in the State Department and my attempt to show that former
41
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Senator Tydings was trying to whitewash the State Department was
made on the floor of the Senate in a speech by the Senator from
Maine, Mrs. Smith, and a declaration of conscience, by the Senator
from Maine, Mrs. Smith, in which the Senator from New Jersey, Mr.
Hendrickson, joined.
I do not question the sincerity or honesty of Senators Smith and

Hendrickson in the above-mentioned speech and declaration of con-
science, nor do I question their sincerity and honesty in arriving at
substantially the same conclusion in the majority report.

It would seem in accordance with sound judicial practice, however,
that Senators Hendrickson and Smith should have disqualified them-
selves from serving on the subcommittee which investigated the Mary-
land election. The issue in this investigation was practically identical
to the issue involved in the declaration of conscience.

If my charges of Communists in the State Department and my
charges that Tydings was attempting to whitewash the State De-
partment were untrue, then the speech made by Senator Smith and
the declaration of conscience joined in by Senator Hendrickson were
properly directed at me. Likewise, if my charges of Communists
in the State Department and a whitewash by Tydings were untrue,
then the part I took in the Maryland campaign was extremely unfair.
Obviously, therefore, a finding by the subcommittee that I was
justified in exposing Tydings' whitewash in the Maryland campaign
would have been in effect a complete repudiation of the above-
mentioned speech and declaration of conscience.

Senators Hendrickson and Smith undoubtedly very honestly felt,
they could fairly reevaluate that upon which they were already pub-
licly committed. The same situation, of course, exists in practically
every case in which a judge disqualifies himself. It is not because he
himself feels that he would be unfair. The fact that he disqualifies
himself indicates his fairness. Every man is firmly convinced that
he would be absolutely fair. In fact, Tydings himself undoubtedly
would have honestly felt that he could have sat as a committee mem-
ber and fairly passed upon the Maryland election. However, when
judges appear to have an interest in a case or to have been previously
committed, they disqualify themselves—not because they feel they
would be personally dishonest but in order to preserve the confidence
of the people and the integrity of the courts. The same rule should
apply to Senators.
It long has been the wise and honorable practice of Senators to

refuse to sit in judgment where it would appear to the public that they
might not be absolutely fair and impartial. Perhaps it should be
made clear at this point that we should not be unduly critical of
Senators Smith and Hendrickson because of their failure to disqualify
themselves in this case. They are both obviously honest, loyal
Americans and capable Senators. If they had a background of either
judicial or legal training, I am certain they would not have insisted on
continuing on the subcommittee, which would ultimately be obliged
to either uphold or repudiate the position taken in their declaration
of conscience against what they considered McCarthy's unfair fight
against Communist influence in the State Department and Tydings'
whitewash.
At this point it should be stated with all possible emphasis that the

Maryland senatorial campaign to unseat Senator Tydings in the elec-
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tion of 1950 was unfairly conducted if the charge of a Tydings'
whitewash of Communists in the State Department is untrue. If, on
the other hand, that charge cannot successfully be contradicted, then
the victorious campaign of Senator John Marshall Butler was con-
ducted fairly and in the highest interests of the people of Maryland
and the entire United States.

Parenthetically, it should be noted that the members of the Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections suffered from a bad case of
jitters over the "outsiders" who took a hand in the Maryland senatorial
campaign.
I remind the Senate that no loyal American is an "outsider" when

it comes to getting rid of those who shield Communists in Govern-
ment. Many of the "outsiders" were residents of the District of
Columbia, who have no vote but are represented by Senators from
the 48 States. It was an extremely healthy and encouraging sign to
find them taking an active interest in the elections. Tydings, by
his own acts, had made himself the symbol of the whitewash and
cover-up of Communists in Government. That fact alone would
have made the issue in Maryland a national issue, involving the very
existence of the United States as a free nation, to which no loyal
American from anywhere in the 48 States or the District of Columbia
could be an "outsider."

It should also be noted that every Senator is paid by and is supposed
to represent not merely one State but all the people of this Nation.
The subcommittee also took strong exception to the fact that the

Times-Herald and Fulton Lewis were of great assistance in bringing
the true facts to the attention of the people of the Free State of
Maryland. The Times-Herald has a heavy circulation in Maryland
and has a duty to bring the truth to the people of Maryland. Fulton
Lewis is a resident of the State of Maryland and also has extensive
radio coverage in that State and likewise owes an equal duty to those
people.
Another newspaper and radio commentator took an active interest

in the Maryland election—the Washington Post, one of whose
reporters, according to the confession of Sorge, directed the Sorge
international Communist espionage ring; and Drew Pearson, who, by
his own admission, kept on his staff a Communist writer, "trying to
reform him." Strangely the subcommittee made no mention of the
Washington Post or Drew Pearson, who always bleed whenever a
Communist is scratched, and who were vigorously and violently
supporting Millard Tydings and opposing John Marshall Butler.
I believe I should make it clear that I do not think it was improper

for the Washington Post or Pearson to take part in that campaign.
However, if it was improper for the Times-Herald and Fulton Lewis
to take part in the campaign, then it was equally improper for the
Washington Post and Drew Pearson to do so.

REACTION OF MARYLAND DEMOCRATIC VOTERS IN 1950 PRIMARY

The sharp reaction of Maryland Democratic voters to the Tydings
whitewash was clearly reflected in the primary election of the State
which took place on September 18, 1950.
This reaction was registered with obviously disastrous results for

Tydings before the campaign of Senator Butler got under way. The
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Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections and former Senator Tydings
complain bitterly of the fact that Senator Butler impugned Senator
Tydings' conduct of the loyalty investigation, but they say nothing of
the damning charges brought against Tydings within his own party
prior to the primary election.
One of Tydings' opponents in the Democrat primary was Hugh J.

Monaghan. On August 31, Monaghan charged that the report of the
Tydings' subcommittee of the Committee on Foreign Relations had
"given the green light to Stalin's agents in this country to continue to
gnaw at the foundation of our national security." It would be hard to
frame a graver charge, but it must be noted that the charge came
from one of Tydings' fellow Democrats.
An unprecedented result in the Democrat primary was that 126,849

Maryland Democrats who expressed a preference for their Democrat
gubernational candidates failed to vote in the Democrat Senate race.
Nothing like that had ever happened before in a Maryland primary,
or in any other State.

-What did it mean? The answer is obvious. It meant that the two
young men who were running against Tydings had not made them-
selves sufficiently known to the Maryland voters so that they felt they
could intelligently vote for either one of them, not knowing them,
but that they did know Tydings and could not bring themselves to
vote for him. This accurately predicted the inevitable defeat of
Tydings in the general election, because even disregarding the Repub-
lican vote, the total of those who voted against Tydings or who
refused to vote was greater than the vote he received.
The Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections doubts the intel-

lectual capacity of the voters of the State of Maryland to pass upon
the vital issues with which they are confronted on election day. "The
fact is," says the report of the subcommittee, "that the people them-
selves are not in possession of sufficient reliable information upon
which to judge * * *." That must be characterized as one of the
most astonishing statements ever incorporated in a Senate report.
This is still a free country, despite all that the subcommittee may

imply to the contrary. No all-powerful state or any other vested
interest should have any monopolistic control over the dissemination
of information. The media of mass communication in this country
are and should remain available to and be used by every shade of
political opinion. To suggest or imply, as the report of the subcom-
mittee does, that the facts of the Tydings whitewash of Communists
in the State Department should have been rigorously suppressed is
to embrace the totalitarian doctrine of a Goebbels or a Stalin.

THE TABLOID

The subcommittee referred to the tabloid in general terms as "dis-
regarding simple decency and common honesty, and designed to create
and exploit doubts about the loyalty of former Senator Tydings."
The subcommittee then gave three specific objections to the tabloid:

First:
The bulk of the material in the tabloid related to the State Department em-

ployee loyalty investigation conducted in 1950 under the chairmanship of Senator
Tydings and was consistently critical of his participation in and conduct of that
investigation.
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That statement, made in the report, I may say, is absolutely correct.
Second: A composite picture of Tydings and Browder.
Third: An article entitled "Tydings Group Held Up Arms."
This particular article having been singled out, we can assume that

it was considered by the subcommittee as the best example of hcw
the articles in the tabloid "disregarded simple decency and common
honesty."
The subcommittee overlooked the fact that this article was in

answer to a campaign speech made by Tydings and reported in the
Baltimore Sun of September 30, 1950. I call this particularly to the
attention of the subcommittee members. One of the statements made
by him at the time, according to the Baltimore Sun, was, "If we had
done what the Republicans wanted in Korea there would not have
been a gun out there."
Tydings was apparently referring to the fact that some Republicans

voted against the proposed $150,000,000 for economic aid to South
Korea. This aid did not include military aid of any kind. In fact,
in an article written for the Daily Compass, July 17, 1949, Lattimore
recommended this aid and labeled it: "A parting grant, to be given
as a means of allowing South Korea to fall so that the world would
not know that we pushed her." Lattimore and the Kremlin's friends
in our Government recognized the fact that if we limited our aid to
South Korea to economic aid, while Russia was arming North Korea,
the fall of South Korea was inevitable. When Tydings told the
voters of Maryland that Republican votes against this economic aid
was denying guns to South Korea, he was either deliberately lying
or had been completely taken in by the Acheson-Lattimore strategy of
"let them fall, but give them some economic aid so that it won't
appear that we pushed them."
The article to which the subcommittee objects sets forth very

clearly the fact that the Congress had voted a total of $87,300,000
for military aid, any part of which was available for South Korea,
and that $10,300,000 was earmarked for South Korea alone, but that
even though this money was available many months before the
opening of the Korean War, only $200 was spent for South Korea,
and that was spent for some baling wire. Not a single fact set forth
under that heading has been or can be successfully contradicted.
The subcommittee apparently feels that it was all right for Tydings
to falsely accuse the Republicans of keeping guns from South Korea,
.but that it was "disregarding simple decency and common honesty"
to point out that the chairman of the powerful Senate Armed Services
Committee failed to take a single step to make sure that the arms
which the Senate had voted for South Korea were actually ever
delivered.

THE COMPOSITE PHOTOGRAPH

The Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections has made much of
a composite picture which was published in the tabloid.
This composite photograph, plainly labeled• as such, combined

photographs of Tydings and Communist Leader Earl Browder. The
clear intent of the composite photograph was to depict something of
the degree of collaboration between Tydings and Browder when the
latter was a witness before the subcommittee of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, on April 27, 1950.
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I readily agree that composite photographs in general are improper
and are to be condemned in political campaigns. Fortunately, in this
particular instance, however, the composite photograph of Tydings
and Browder did not as a matter of fact misrepresent the attitude of
the former Senator from Maryland toward the notorious Communist
leader. For example, toward the end of Browder's testimony, Senator
Tydings resorted to cajolery in a desperate effort to get the Communist
leader to answer a question concerning the Communist Party mem-
bership of John Carter Vincent and John Stewart Service.
When Tydings asked Communist leader Earl Browder whether

John Carter Vincent and John Stewart Service were members of the
Communist Party or not, the Senator from Maryland had absolute
knowledge of what the answer would be—if the Communist leader
obliged him by giving any answer. He knew that the answer would
be "No."

Earlier in the questioning of Browder, the following exchange took
place:
Mr. MoRoAN. I do not like to ask this question, Mr. Browder, but I intend to.

If you did know of Communists in the State Department, would you tell us
whether you did or did not?
Mr. BROWDER. If I had incidentally known Communists in the State Depart-

ment. I would not give you their names—no.

This statement of Browder, given under oath, explicitly, categori-
cally, and unmistakably put Senator Tydings' on notice that the
Communist leader would not admit that John Carter Vincent and John
Stewart Service were members of the Communist Party. Tydings'
question was, therefore, utterly meaningless—except to serve what
the Senator from Maryland called "the purpose of this inquiry."
When Browder demurred, former Senator Tydings said:

I see your point of view. I am not arguing at the moment, but I do think you

are defeating the purpose of this inquiry in a way that you perhaps do not realize,

if you allow this to be obscured, and if you felt you could answer, in the case of

Mr. Vincent and Mr. Service, I would be very grateful to you.

Browder was apparently touched by the moving and unprecedented
plea, addressed by a United States Senator to a Communist enemy
of this country, and promptly acquiesced in the business of furthering
instead of defeating the purpose of this inquiry by stating that John
Carter Vincent and John Stewart Service were not connected directly
or indirectly with the Communist Party.

Obviously pleased with the Communist leader's answer, former
Senator Tydings immediately said:
Thank you, sir.

The "purpose of the inquiry" as conceived by the former Senator
from Maryland had been advanced. So very grateful was he that he
proceeded to adjourn the hearings, even going so far as to shut off
any further questioning of Stalin's long-time agent in this country by
Senator Hickenlooper.
No composite photograph could adequately depict this exchange

between Tydings and Browder.
The third objection of the subcommittee that "the bulk of the

material in the tabloid related to the State Department employees'
loyalty investigation conducted in 1950 under the chairmanship of
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Senator Tydings, and was consistently critical of his participation in
and conduct of that investigation," is a correct description of the
tabloid.
In view of the subcommittee's description of the tabliod as a whole

as "disregarding simple honesty and common decency," it might be
well to analyze each article in the tabloid, which, for obvious reasons,
the subcommittee failed to do.
The first article is entitled "Tydings Sponsored Lattimore Lectures

on Soviet Russia".

TYDINGS SPONSORED LATTIMORE LECTURES ON SOVIET RUSSIA

Washington's political circles are chuckling over the revelation that Senator
Tydings, who recently attempted to clear the State Department of all taint of
communism, once sponsored Owen Lattimore in a series of lectures on Communist
Russia.
The amazement is caused by the fact that Tydings, speaking on the Senate

floor July 30, said:
"Then we come to the case of Owen Lattimore. So far as I know I never saw

Mr. Lattimore in my life until he came before the committee."

LATTIMORE ACC175ED

Lattimore, who was Far East consultant for the State Department, came into
the picture when Senator McCarthy charged that he was a top Communist spy
while working with the Department.
But Tydings gave Lattimore, along with all other persons named before his

committee, a clean bill. Then in defense of his committee report, Tydings said
he didn't even know him.
The records of the committee sponsoring the "Four Off-the-Record Evenings

on Russia" in Washington list Tydings and his wife among the patrons and
patronesses of a series of discussions on Russia held in 1947. Mrs. Tydings is
the former Eleanor Davies, daughter of Joseph E. Davies, former Ambassador
to Russia and author of Mission to Moscow.

HISS ALSO SPONSOR

The list of sponsors for the lectures also includes Alger Iliss, convicted perjurer,
and his wife, and Justice Frankfurter and his wife.

Frankfurter brought Hiss into the Government and was a defense witness for
Hiss when an American jury found the latter guilty of lying when he denied he
spied for Russia.

Hiss was chairman of one of the meetings sponsored by Tydings when the subject
under discussion was How Russia Does Business.

Lattimore spoke on Some Russian-American Issues.
The following explanation of the lectures on Communist Russia appears on one

of the programs:
"Russian, to most of us today, is simply an unknown. Our sincere desire to

understand and to know the country and its people is generally met with prejudiced
or incomplete information.
"These discussions, led by men with knowledge and experience in Russian

affairs, will provide facts and information on the most vitally important problem
facing Americans today—Russia."

The truth of this is attested to by a program which was presented to
the Senate entitled "Four Off-the-Record Evenings on Russia." It
shows that Mr. and Mrs. Millard Tydings were sponsors of a talk
by Owen Lattimore, Raymond Swing, and Harrison Salisbury, a former
Moscow correspondent, on Monday, February 17, at 8:30 to 10 p. m.
The photostat does not show the year, but I understand it was 1948.
Incidentally, Alger Hiss presided at the third lecture which was
sponsored by Tydings.
The next article is entitled "Report Omitted Lodge Queries":
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REPORT OMITTED LODGE QUERIES

Senator Cabot Lodge, of Massachusetts, on July 24, told- the United States
Senate that 35 typewritten pages covering one of the most important meetings
held by the Tydings committee had been deliberately omitted from the record
printed for public use and presented to the Senate by Senator Tydings.
This disclosure forced Tydings into having the 35 pages specially printed and

bound as a separate volume known as part III.
Lodge charged that the pages withheld from the Senate and the public by

Tydings "includes a long list of questions which I thought the subcommittee should
ask but which the subcommittee did not ask."
"I shall not attempt to characterize those methods and the tactics of leaving out

of the printed text parts of the testimony and proceedings," Lodge said, "I think
they speak for themselves." (Congressional Record, July 24, 1950, p. 10971).

This article quotes Senator Lodge's speech made on July 24, 1950, on
page 10971 of the Congressional Record. Senator Lodge on that day
used other and even stronger language to describe Tydings' activities
than that quoted in the tabloid. There were omitted from the tabloid
articles those portions of the omitted record which showed that
Tydings refused, on pages 2521 and 2522 of the hearing, to take evi--
dence of the Communist activities and membership of Theodore Geiger,
former State Department employee and then one of the top assistants
to Paul Hoffman

' 
then head of ECA. As such he was working closely

with the State Department. Said Tydings, when counsel Morris
pressed him to hear witnesses who claimed to have belonged to the
same Communist cell with Geiger, "Turn it over to the FBI or do
something else with it. I would like to get a decision here. We
don't want to waste this afternoon."
The Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Lodge, also clearly set forth

in this omitted section, what a really foul job the committee had done,
and he placed his finger on major omissions in the investigation.
In this connection, the Tydings committee had the first two sections

of the hearings packaged for mailing to those who requested the same
and omitted enclosing the third section which the Senator from Massa--
chusetts forced them to print.

Following is the entire speech made by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts on that date:
Mr. LODGE. Is the Senator from Michigan aware of the fact that in the printed

copy of the hearings of the subcommittee on disloyalty, there are omitted, begin-
ning at page 1488, about 35 typewritten pages of the transcript of the subcommit-
tee meeting on June 28?
Mr. FERGUSON. I have referred to it in my remarks on the floor; I just learned

of it this morning.
Mr. LODGE. Is the Senator from Michigan aware of the fact that the part which

was omitted includes a long list of questions which I thought the subcommittee
should ask, but which the subcommittee did not ask?
Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; I am informed of that. I am glad the Senator from

Massachusetts has brought that matter to the attention of the Senate at this
time.
Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me to say that I shall not

attempt to characterize those methods and the tactics of leaving out of the
printed text parts of the testimony and proceedings? I shall not characterize
such methods, because I think they speak for themselves.
However, I should like to ask the Sena or whether he would object to having

printed at this point in the Congressional Record, as a part of his remarks, the
portions of the subcommittee transcript which have been omitted from the
printed text of the hearings. Would the Senator object to that?
Mr. FERGUSON. No, Mr. President; I shall not object. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the portion to which the Senator has referred may be printed at this
point in the Record.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?
Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, objecting just for the present, in order to

make an observation, if the Senator will permit me, let me say that I am very
happy that the Senator is going to permit the printing of those pages of the testi-
mony at this point in the Congressional Record, because in my opinion all the
testimony which was taken either in executive session or in open session should
be fully printed. I say to the Senator that apparently he holds in his hand or
has available to him the complete record of every word of testimony which the
subcommittee received.
Mr. LODGE. It is supposed to be complete, but I have just called attention

to the fact that it has been very carefully edited.
Mr. MCMAHON. No; I mean I understand that the Senator has in his hand or

has available to him the complete stenographic record.
So far as I know, I thought the entire stenographic record was contained in

the green volume of printed hearings which the Senator has on his desk. If the
printed volume does not contain all the stenographic record, I think the part
the Senator mentions should not only be printed in the Congressional Record
but perhaps should also be printed as a record of the hearings; perhaps we could
well think about having it printed as the record of the committee hearings before
a large number of copies of that record are printed.
Mr. LODGE. Having had this experience with the record, I would rather not

take a chance. I would prefer to have the portion to which I have referred
printed at this point in the Congressional Record.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? Without objection it is so ordered.

Next is a picture of Mr. Tydings together with an article labeled
"An Editorial." While perhaps Tydings' appearance would not
instill confidence in him on the part of voters, he can hardly blame
his appearance on the Butler campaign committee. It might be well
at this point to compare this tame editorial material accompanying
the picture with some of the typical editorials written by outstanding
newspapers throughout the country. For example, one from the
Indianapolis Times entitled "Smellier and Smellier"; one from the
Cincinnati Enquirer entitled "Whitewash of Red Charges"; one from
the Dallas Morning News entitled "Whitewash, Pitch in Odd Mix-
ture"; one from the Wheeling Intelligencer entitled "Buckets of
Whitewash"; one from the Shreveport Times entitled "Green Lights
for the Reds"; one from the St. Louis Globe-Democrat entitled
"Convenient Whitewash"; one from the Appleton Post-Crescent
entitled "So Here's How It Stands"; another from the Illinois State
Journal entitled "The Whitewash"; another from the Arizona Star
entitled "Owen Lattimore Self-Revealed"; and another from the
New York Journal American entitled "A Shameful Performance."
It is pertinent to compare those editorials published in respected

and well-known newspapers and inserted in the Congressional Record
with the editorial from the tabloid, which was as follows:

AN EDITORIAL

Senator Millard E. Tydings, running for reelection on the Democratic ticket,
was ordered by the United States Senate at its last session to investigate disloyalty
in the State Department. He refused to carry out that order. Here's the story:

Tydings was given the order after Senator McCarthy, of Wisconsin, told the
Senate he had information to the effect that the State Department was overrun
by spies and Communist sympathizers. McCarthy said he could give the
Senate leads in a number of cases that the Senate could prove in final form by
digging into Government files. And on that basis, the Senate directed its Foreign
Relations Committee to find out who is—or had ever been—a disloyal State De-
partment employee. Instead of carrying out Senate orders, Tydings, chairman
of the inquiry subcommittee, played the Truman-Pendergast line of ward-heeling
politics. He attacked McCarthy. He hampered the search of the files. He
whitewashed every person named by McCarthy.
He deliberately disobeyed the order of the United States Senate.

S. Repts., 82-1, vol. 4-5
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Next are two cartoons to which I understand no one has taken ex-ception. One is entitled "Premature Decision," from the ChicagoTribune. The other is entitled "Greatest Show on Earth," from theCincinnati Enquirer.
The next article is one entitled "Korean Money Disappeared."This article consists of a direct quotation from the CongressionalRecord, and deals with Tydings' failure as chairman of the SenateArmed Services Committee, which is more fully discussed later.
The article reads as follows:

[From the Congressional Record of September 23, 1950]

KOREAN MONEY DISAPPEARED—THE ADMINISTRATION'S LAP DOG?
As chairman of the Armed Service Committee, Senator Tydings should knowwhere the $90,000,000,000 we spent to make this Nation militarily strong went.As chairman of that committee he should know why only $200 was spent to armSouth Korea, out of a total of $85,300,000 which was appropriated for thatpurpose. As chairman of that committee, he should be the powerful, vigilantwatchdog of 152,000,000 American people—truly a great job.
Unfortunately, the man whom the administration placed in charge of thatcommittee, instead of being a bristling, vigilant watchdog, is the administration'swhimpering lap dog.

The next articles are entitled "Tydings Group Held up Arms" and"Tydings Committee Blamed for High Korean Casualties," whichhave already been fully discussed.
I have already pointed out that these articles were in answer to alying spree upon which Mr. Tydings embarked and claimed thatRepublicans were responsible for a lack of guns in Korea, even thoughhe knew that Republicans and Democrats unanimously voted for the$87,300,000 military aid for that area, earmarking $10,300,000 forKorea. He should have been following through and he should haveknown that not one ounce of gunpowder, not one gun, went to Korea—

only $200 worth of bailing wire. Why the subcommittee thinks it was
proper for Tydings to lie and improper for the Butler campaign com-
mittee to put the finger on that lie I do not know. Tydings apparentlytook the position that, as chairman of the Senate Armed ServicesCommittee, he had no more responsibility in regard to seeing thatthis program was carried out than that of the most junior Senator onthe District of Columbia Committee.
In other words, once the chairman of the Senate Armed ServicesCommittee voted for the arms aid, his job was ended. If such anassumption be true, then these two articles are in error. Only by themost tortured reasoning and the most twisted and inaccurate conceptof the duties of the chairman of this most powerful committee couldone arrive at such a conclusion. Apparently Mr. Tydings operatedunder this completely fallacious idea as to what his (Lies were,which is another reason why it is a great thing for this Nation thatthe Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler

' 
was elected.

The two newspaper articles to which I have just referred read asfollows:
TYDINGS GROUP HELD UP ARMS

One of the fundamental reasons for our early failures in the Korean War is beingcharged to the Senate Armed Services Committee, headed by Senator Tydingsof Maryland.
Last year Congress appropriated $87,300,000 to arm the South Koreans. Themoney was authorized in two bills. One set aside $75,000,000 to furnish planes,
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tanks, antitank guns, rifles, and ammunition, any part of which could be used in
Korea. The second bill earmarked $100,300,000 for Korea alone.
A check-up reveals that only $200 of this money was spent before the North

Koreans attacked. It was spent for baling wire. The Armed Services Committee
did not use its power to see the money was used in time to prevent the debacle in
Korea.

TYDINGS COMMITTEE BLAMED FOR HIGH KOREAN CASUALTIES

BALTIMORE, MD.—Veteran observers are holding Senator Tydings, chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee, to blame for the horrible cost of the war in
Korea. It has been pointed out that Tydings is head of this Senate committee
which controls the Department of Defense, and which failed to provide this country
with the necessary equipment to protect the soldiers, sailors, and marines who
have been sacrificed in Korea.
The long, drawn-out struggle during which America's proud fighting forces were

overrun by Communists superior in numbers and fighting power is a national
disgrace, these observers pointed out.

MAC ARTHUR SAVED DAY

Only through the masterly strategy of General MacArthur and the last-minute
organization of our forces has this country been able to push the aggressors back
across the 38th parallel.

Latest figures show Maryland has paid for this grievous situation with a total of
343 casualties. Of this number 45 have been killed; 192 wounded, 85 are missing,
20 have been injured and one Maryland boy taken prisoner.

Tydings' part in this tragedy is that he failed to take a determined and strong
hand to back up our men who were sent overseas to hold the line while the State
Department haggled and seesawed over the country's foreign policy.

COMMITTEE AVOIDS ISSUE

Following the unification of our Armed Forces, a gigantic struggle for power
broke out. The controversy rolled to high pitch in the House of Representatives
over such questions as:
Should the Navy be reduced? Should funds be withheld from the Air Force?

What should be done about furnishing the Army tanks and tactical aviation?
And, last but not least, should the Marines be gobbled up or remain a striking
force in their own right?

During this time Tydings led his committee away from the raging controversy..
He ducked any serious checkup of our defense resources. His excuse was that he
did not believe the Senate should look into the matter as long as it was being
thrashed out by the House.

Result? Korea and 343 casualties for Maryland.

In connection with the question of the duties of the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, attention is directed to the fol-
lowing quotation from a real "veteran observer" of things military—a
news columnist whose opinions on things military rates high in both
civil and military quarters, one of the outstanding writers on things
military—David Lawrence:
What did the Senate do? Here was the biggest fall down. Here is where the

real checking should have been done, because the Senate is recognized as the
more powerful and influential body of the two. The Senate, however, depended
on its Armed Services Committee. This is headed by Senator Millard Tydings
of Maryland, Democrat, who studiously avoided any serious checkup or investi-
gation. With his colleagues he repeatedly steered away from the controversy
over preparedness which raged in the House committee last autumn. He inter-
vened only to coerce the House Armed Services Committee and military men
generally by threatening, in effect, to hold up the legislation providing for mili-
tary pay increases unless the Navy and Army officers knuckled under and ac-
cepted the Tydings 'unification" plan. Thus far this plan has served only to
weaken the defense structure.
* * * such things as Senator Tydings' clever whitewash of Secretary of

Navy Matthews when he punished Admiral Denfeld for telling the American
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people the truth about their defenses will not be ignored by the Senate. Thepresent system is such that unless Senator Tydings brings to the attention of theSenate itself problems related to military affairs, they do not get much considera-tion by that body. There is no partnership of interest under the present systemand a committee chairman can squelch any inquiry he wishes to squelch. (August3, 1950,)

If the article in the tabloid libeled Mr. Tydings, then the article by
this outstanding, unbiased, military expert libeled him infinitely more.
On another day, November 20, 1950, David Lawrence said:
The House committee did a splendid job, but Senator Tydings, who dominatedthe Senate Armed Services Committee, did a whitewash. Will politics be laid

aside now to ascertain how the colossal blunder in our strategy was made? Thenext of kin of the nearly 9,000 who are gone would probably like to know whatCongress and the President will do about the leaders whose military judgment
has been tried and found wanting.

Next is an article entitled "Senator Tydings Promised Probe, But
Gave Whitewash Instead."
This consists almost entirely of a documented chronological story

of the hearing with the authorities clearly cited in the story itself.
SENATOR TYDINGS PROMISED PROBE, BUT GAVE WHITEWASH INSTEAD—COM-

MITTEE IGNORES MCCARTHY'S CHARGES
WASHINGTON, D. C.—The failure of Senator Tydings (Democrat) of Marylandto carry out the orders of the United States Senate to investigate the State Depart-ment now has been proven conclusively in the Congressional Record.
The Congressional Record is the official report of all proceedings in the Senateand House of Representatives of the United States.

M'CARTHY BROUGHT CHARGES

The official history of Tydings' failure shows that on February 20, 1950, Senator
Joe McCarthy, Republican, of Wisconsin charged on the floor of the Senate thathe had evidence indicating that Communists and Communist sympathizers wereemployed in the United States Government.
He told the Senate that the Government's own files in the FBI, Army intelli-

gence, Navy intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, Secret Service, CivilService, United States loyalty boards, and the State Department would bear outthe charges.
The Senate 2 days later, February 22, by a unanimous vote, ordered its Com-mittee on Foreign Relations to make an immediate investigation.

SENATE RECOGNIZED DANGER

The exact words of the Senate's directive show plainly it recognized the uttercollapse of State Department security.
The United States Senate order read:
"Resolved, That the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, or any duly

authorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized and directed to conduct a full andcomplete study or investigation as to whether persons who are disloyal to theUnited States are, or have been employed by the Department of State."
The Tydings whitewash committee, from its first day down to this, has neverobeyed that order.

PROMISES COMPLETE PROBE

On the first day of the hearings held by the Tydings committee, Tydings leanedacross the table and said to McCarthy:
"You are the man who occasioned this hearing, and so far as I am concerned in

this committee you are going to get one of the most complete investigations evergiven in the history of this Republic, so far as my abilities will permit."
This statement appears on page 6, part I of the official record of the hearings

printed at the United States Government Printing Office by the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.
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PARTY LINE "REPORT"

Tydings made this statement a few short moments after the first public session
of the committee opened. Four months later, on July 17, Tydings submitted
what he called a report on the so-called investigation. Senator Green, Democrat,
of Rhode Island, and Senator McMahon, Democrat, of Connecticut signed the
Tydings report.
In his report, Tydings not only whitewashed every person mentioned by

McCarthy but revealed that, contrary to the direct orders of the Senate, he had
not made any effort to find a single fact on his own.
This miserable performance was condemned by Senators Hickenlooper, of Iowa,

and Lodge, of Massachusetts, two members of the committee who flatly refused
to sign the Tydings report.

Next is an article headed "Nation's Press Blasts Tydings White--
washing." No comment is necessary on these editorials from various
newspapers throughout the country other than to say that all are
easily available to anyone interested in looking them up to make sure
that they were properly and accurately quoted in the tabloid.
The article reads as follows:

NATION'S PRESS BLASTS TYDINGS WHITEWASH1NG—PROBE WAS RED HERRING
FOR PARTY, PAPERS SAY

Senator Tydings' handling of the investigation of the State Department brought
a flood of criticism upon Congress and particularly of Maryland's senior representa-
tive in the United States Senate. Here are a few quotations from newspapers
all-over the country:

Cleveland Plain Dealer: "The Tydings subcommittee, by its intemperate use
of language, its obvious bias and partisanship and its general failure to do what it
was created to do, earned the general criticism with which its report was greeted
in the Senate."

Charlotte Observer: "The Democratic majority, headed by Senator Tydings of
Maryland, never gave much evidence that it really desired to dig up evidence to
sustain the Republican's charges."

Los Angeles Times: "Three of Mr. Truman's loyal friends in the Senate have
tied a red herring to the bell clapper. The three Democratic Senators were
convenient tools. They put their political duty first, and that duty is to uphold
the Truman red herring doctrine."
New York Herald Tribune: "There is plenty of heat but not much light in the

report made by three Senate Democrats criticizing the charges made by Senator
McCarthy, Republican concerning Communists in the Government. It is most
unfortunate that Senators Tydings, McMahon, and Green, who signed the report,
allowed the staff who composed it to phrase the document in the language of politi-
cal invective."

Philadelphia Inquirer: "The ineffective job performed by the Tydings subcom-
mittee points further to the need of better investigating machinery to check on the
Government's loyalty program."
New York Journal-American: "The Tydings group, belonging to the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee, has indisputable jurisdiction to conduct a genuine
investigation. So far, the subcommittee has made hardly a gesture in this
direction."

Philadelphia Inquirer: "The net result of the administration's senseless failure
to cooperate in the problem of alleged communism infiltration into the Government
has been to increase suspicion and lower the State Department's prestige."

Boston Herald: "The villian in the present investigation is not Senator Mc-
Carthy. The villian is Senator Millard E. Tydings of Maryland, who has acted
from the start as if it were McCarthy who was on trial, who has thrown every
conceivable stumbling block in his way and who has acted as if he was far more
interested in protecting a lot of fuzzy-minded intellectuals from embarrassment
than he was in guarding the rights of American citizens who would rather be
caught dead in a pig pen than in their company."

Providence Journal: 'We would like to see the whole matter taken out of the
hands of the Tydings group and turned over to some more responsible inves-
tigating body."
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Detroit News: "Having earlier embraced and defended Lattimore, Senator
Tydings' group appears now to be bent on proving mainly that he is a myth—a
man without any influence or status whatever. This change of line would not
make sense, unless the committee already knows much more than it has yet told
the public."
New York Herald Tribune: "The Tydings subcommittee had proceeded with a

colossal incompetence."
Washington News: "As chairman of the subcommittee appointed to investigate

alleged Communist influences in the State Department, Senator Tydings of
Maryland has it within his power to be of great service to his country. But he
is muffing that opportunity. In his eagerness to discredit Senator McCarthy,
he has almost completely overlooked the real question at issue—the alleged Com-
munist infiltration of the Government. He is conducting a partisan star-chamber
proceeding, apparently designed to bury the inquiry just as soon as the white-
wash brush can be applied without provoking undue public protests. Known as
a man of more promise than achievement, possibly because of lack of industry,
he has a chance here to add luster to his name simply by throwing the inquiry
wide open and putting competent investigators at work. Instead he is letting it
degenerate into a crude farce."

Philadelphia Inquirer: "Instead of pressing vigorously for a thorough, impartial
sifting of the charges, both the President and Tydings have chosen to treat the
whole affair as a partisan game."

Next is an editorial entitled "The Free State's Choice," extolling
the virtues of the Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler, and mildly
criticizing Tydings in a much gentler vein than most of the critical
editorials which appeared throughout the hearings. It is needless to
point out that if there is anything scurrilous in this editorial, then a
great number of honest newspapers have libeled Tydings.
The editorial reads as follows:

THE FREE STATE'S CHOICE

One of the most important national political races in the country is centered
today in the Maryland battle between John Marshall Butler and Millard E.
Tydings for a seat in the United States Senate.

Tydings is fighting desperately for reelection in the face of overwhelming
evidence that he is not the man some thought he was when Maryland first sent
him to the Senate. In 1938, Tydings was so independent that he successfully
bucked the Roosevelt machine which had attempted to unseat him.
Today he is known as one of the Senators who will "go along" with the White

House no matter what he is asked to do.
One of the biggest jobs he accomplished for the Truman-Pendergast crowd was

to whitewash the disloyalty charges made against employees of the State
Department.

Another accomplishment was to hold the line as chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee while the foreign policy of the country was being butchered.
It is certainly not to his credit that this misadventure in Korea has cost the State
of Maryland more than 343 casualties—dead, wounded, and missing.

Tydings is to be well paid for his change in loyalty from his State to the White
House gang. It is an open secret that he will be given a juicy Government plum
if he is defeated November 7. However, Truman would like so very much to have
Tydings remain in the Senate that he made a speech boosting Tydings in Cumber-
land before the primary began.

Truman's demand that Maryland voters keep Tydings on the national payroll
is quite a change from the time when Roosevelt told the same voters to kick
Tydings out. The voters didn't listen to Roosevelt. Maybe they won't listen
to Truman.

In this campaign Tydings is faced by a man who has never been in politics
before. John Marshall Butler has devoted his life up to this year to his family
and to his private law practice. He is a partner in the firm of Venable, Baetjer,
and Howard. He is recognized as a man of high moral character.

Butler made the decision to oppose Tydings because he, like many other
Marylanders, does not believe his State is being well represented by an errand boy
for the selfish national administration.
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It is extremely encouraging to those who wish a change from a dynasty of deals
directed by the "great brain" in Washington to see a man such as Butler step
forward to do battle at the polls.

It demonstrates beyond question that love for liberty is still strong in the minds
of true Americans.

Next is an article entitled "Colleagues Say Senate Order Was
Ignored."
The remarks made by the Senator from Iowa appear in the Con-

gressional Record of July 20, 1950; the remarks of the Senator from
New York appear in the Record of July 21, 1950; the remarks of the
Senator from Massachusetts appear in the Record of July 21, 1950;
the remarks of the Senator from Michigan appear in .the Record of
July 24, 1950.
The article reads as follows:

COLLEAGUES SAY SENATE ORDER WAS IGNORED—TYDINGS INVESTIGATION
"HOODWINKED" NATION

Senator Tydings colleagues in the Senate were so aroused over his whitewash
report on the State Department that debate raged for days in the Senate.
The following are statements, taken from the Congressional Record, the official

report on the proceedings of the United States Congress.
Senator Hickenlooper, Iowa:
"Practically no effort was made to undertake an investigation of disloyalty in

the State Department as the committee was charged to do by the Senate resolu-
tion. The Senate resolution did not direct the committee to prosecute or perse-
cute, to malign, condone, or condemn the Senator from Wisconsin. It directed
the committee to examine loyalty in the State Department and that has not been
done."

DISREGARDED SENATE
Senator Ives, New York:
"So there may be some who feel that if a fraud and a hoax have been perpetrated

on the Senate of the United States and the American people, such perpetration
is evident in the apparently deliberate action of the subcommittee in disregarding
the will of the Senate, as expressed in the debate on February 21, and in Senate
Resolution 231, as finally adopted by the Senate.
"The tone of the report and yesterday's presentation by the chairman of the

subcommittee, Mr. Tydings, show beyond question that the subcommittee's
investigation has been aimed primarily and exclusively at the Senator from
Wisconsin, Mr. McCarthy."

HOODWINKING NATION

Senator Lodge, Massachusetts:
"I think they should have gone into the whole question of foreign penetration.

I will say to my .good friend from New Mexico, that the committee definitely did
not do that. To create the impression before the country that we have con-
sidered the whole question of foreign penetration, to use a not very kind expres-
sion—but it is true nevertheless—would be an attempt to hoodwink the country."

Senator Ferguson, Michigan:
"The tactics represented by this report came dangerously close to emulating

the internal propaganda tricks of totalitarian states. Its intemperate language
resembles that which we might expect from Fascists, like Goebbels, or from the
Communist, Vishinsky. Its attacks upon Senators instead of investigating
charges are the same turning upside down of the truth that enables communism
to make the absurd claim that the United States is the aggressor in Korea and
that South Korea committed an act of aggression upon North Korea."

Following are the remarks of Senators Mundt and additional re-
marks of Senator Lodge which could have been included in the tabloid
but were not, for lack of space:
Mr. MUN DT. In view of the very extraordinary manner in which the so-called

committee report has been given to the Senate, by virtue of the fact that in the
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original instance it was labeled a "subcommittee report," and that, after the
Committee on Foreign Relations had disavowed paternity of the report, it was
finally printed, and in the process of printing the jacket was changed from "sub-
committee report" to indicate that it was a report of the full committee; further,
in view of the fact that what purports to be the complete hearings of the com-
mittee has been deleted, censored, and chopped up, in conformity with the
evidence presented by the Senator from Massachusetts; and in view of the further
fact that the chairman of the committee himself has spoken on the floor of the
Senate, saying he did not know there were in the report some of the things which
actually were found in the report, I wonder whether the Senator from Michigan
will agree with the Senator from South Dakota that this whole business of a
report and a censored set of hearings comes very close to being a hoax and a
fraud, to use the words of the original report (Congressional Record of July 24,
1950, p. 10977).

Mr. LODGE. I may say that Mr. Morris, the assistant counsel, appointed on
behalf of the minority, was not allowed to cross-examine either Mr. Field or Mr.
Browder or Mr. Lattimore, which I thought was a very great pity, I may say
to the Senator from Arizona, because it would have increased very much the
amount of confidence in the committee's findings. The public could feel that the
witnesses had been questioned from all viewpoints, and I think it is a great shame
that that did not happen. Obviously, Members of the Senate who have their
duties to attend to on the floor and in other places cannot possibly undertake to
handle the enormous amount of detail that comes into a work of this kind. They
have to be able to work through counsel. One of the serious handicaps in the
whole procedure was the fact that not only was the minority counsel not allowed
to cross-examine witnesses, but we were denied the use of the committee staff,
our own personal staff, and the technical assistance of the FBI (Congressional
Record of July 25, 1950, p. 11110).
Next are fillers entitled "United States Spends Millions on Senseless

Books"; "Government Using Butter for Soap"; "State Department
Mute on Red-Held United States Ships"; "Color Scheme"; and
"Expensive Failures." None of these articles requires comment.
Mr. Tydings is not referred to either directly or indirectly in any of
these articles.
The articles read as follows:

UNITED STATES SPENDS MILLIONS ON SENSELESS BOOKS

The Federal Government is the world's No. 1 publisher. Its printing costs
amount to more than $55,000,000 annually. It prints and distributes such
masterpieces as Interaction of Sex, Shape, and Height Genes in Watermelons,
Mist-netting for Birds in Japan, and Habit, Food, and Economic Status of the
Bandtailed Pigeon.

GOVERNMENT USING BUTTER FOR SOAP

The suggestion has been made to convert the Department of Agriculture's
175,000,000 pounds of surplus butter into soap to clean up administration scandals
that the whitewash failed to hide.

STATE DEPARTMENT MUTE ON RED-HELD UNITED STATES SHIPS

The State Department recently reported that the Soviet still retains 459 of the
585 United States naval craft that our Government sent to them in the last war.
They also have failed to return 84 of the 96 merchant ships loaned them during
the war. A demand for return of only 217 of the naval craft has been made, but
not for any of the merchant ships. Asked how come?, the State Department
stands mute—in fact, dumb.

COLOR SCHEME

Administration red herrings and whitewashes are making the voters blue.
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EXPENSIVE FAILURES

In the fiscal years 1946 through 1950, the administration spent $95,650,000,000
on national defense, yet was almost wholly unprepared to fight a "police action"
in Korea.

Next is an article entitled "FBI Investigated Tydings on State
Department Files." Then follows the subhead "Four employees
admit taking loyalty matter, but Maryland Senator refuses to hear
them."
To show that this is absolutely accurate, there follows: (1) The

tabloid article; (2) statements of four present and former State De-
partment employees whose task it was to rape the files; (3) press
stories from the New York Herald Tribune and the New York Times
quoting Mr. Tydings to the effect that the FBI had examined the
files and found them complete; (4) copy of letter from Senator Mc-
Carthy to J. Edgar Hoover inquiring as to whether such an examina-
tion of the files had been made; (5) letter from J. Edgar Hoover to
Senator McCarthy stating that no such examination as claimed by
Tydings had ever been made.

Certainly the article points out a dishonest thing on the part of
Tydings, a deliberate attempt to whitewash, but those were his actions,
and all the tabloid did was to disclose them.
The article follows:

FBI INVESTIGATED TYDINGS ON STATE DEPARTMENT FILES—FOUR EMPLOYEES
ADMIT TAKING LOYALTY MATTER, Bu T MARYLAND SENATOR REFUSES To
HEAR THEM

J. Edgar Hoover, the country's top sleuth, had to be called in during the
Senate investigation of communism in the State Department to solve a big
mystery—whether or not the chairman of the committee, Senator Tydings, was
telling the truth.
When Senator Joe McCarthy first told the Senate he believed the State De-

partment was heavily infiltrated with Communists and Communist sympathizers,
he frankly admitted that he alone could not give the Senate all the evidence neces-
sary to clean up the mess. He told the Senate it would have to delve into files
prepared by eight governmental investigative agencies over a long period of
years at great cost to the taxpayers.

STATE FILES INCOMPLETE

McCarthy told the Senate the State Department's loose-leaf files would not
be enough—that in order to have a complete honest investigation it would be
necessary to look at all of the Government files on these individuals—files from
the Central Intelligence Agency, the FBI, Army intelligence, Navy intelligence,
Secret Service, Civil Service, United States loyalty boards, as well as the State
Department.
At first, the committee headed by Senator Tydings appeared reluctant to

look into any of these files. Then Tydings asked his boss, President Truman,
if he could look at the files of the 81 cases cited by McCarthy.

Tydings first reported that Truman would turn over the files. Then he said
he didn't know whether he could get them or not. Then Tydings said the com-
mittee would be allowed to look at only those parts of the files that were in the
State Department's own loose-leaf filing system and would not be allowed to
look at any of the files on the individuals from any of the seven Government
investigative agencies.

TYDINGS MADE CONDITIONS

What was more, Tydings announced certain conditions under which the
Senators could look at these loose-leaf State Department files:
(1) They would have to look at them at the White House behind locked and

guarded doors; (2) no staff member would accompany or assist the committee
members; and (3) no pencil notes could be taken.
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Previously, McCarthy had told the committee repeatedly that State Depart-
ment loose-leaf files would be of no benefit because certain FBI material and
reports of other Government investigators had been removed. McCarthy even
gave Tydings signed and witnessed statements of four State Department employees
who had worked on the job of removing and destroying everything in Department
files which showed employees were either Communists or sex perverts.

FOUR SIGN STATEMENTS

Following is an excerpt from one of the four statements. It is signed by Paul E.
Sullivan:
"As per instructions I received, all of the clerks on this project were to pull out

of the files all matters considered derogatory either morally or politically. The
project was very confused but I and the other clerks pulled out of each personnel
file any material which could be considered derogatory. This material was
removed and some was thrown in wastebaskets by us and some was thrown in a
cardboard box. I do not recall details of each personnel file I examined, but the
material I pulled out of the files pertained to either the morals of the person or in
some way reflected on his or her loyalty."

Tydings denied that the files had been tampered with—in spite of these signed
statements. He refused to call Paul Sullivan or any of the four who stated they
were willing to testify under oath that they themselves had destroyed material in
State Department files. He announced he was calling on the Department of
Justice to tell him whether the files had been stripped or tampered with.
On June 21, Tydings told newspaper reporters that "a special inquiry by the•

FBI has established as false McCarthy's accusations that the files had been raped,
skeletonized, or tampered with in any way."
The matter would have ended there had not McCarthy decided to ask J. Edgar

Hoover, the boss of the FBI, about this. Mr. Hoover, in the straightforward man-
ner which had made his word as good as gold throughout the Nation, replied on
July 10 this was not true that the FBI had not made an inquiry into the files during
the time the committee was looking at the files such as Tydings boasted.
"The Federal Bureau of Investigation has made no such examination," G-Man

Hoover wrote McCarthy, "and therefore is not in a position to make any statement
concerning the completeness or incompleteness, of the State Department files."

CONTRADICTED BY HOOVER

Hoover's statement, the direct opposite of Tydings', was taken to the floor of
the Senate and presented so all the country could see.
Had it not been for J. Edgar Hoover's frank and honest report to McCarthy

the truth never would have been known.
Following Hoover's letter Tydings made another effort to clean up the mess:
1. Peyton Ford, the President's appointee in the Department of Justice,

obtained from the FBI copies of all FBI material previously sent to the State
Department which should have been in the files. This was proved by a letter
from Ford to Tydings dated July 17 which Tydings refused to show the press or
put in the record. A copy of this letter was obtained by Senator McCarthy and
given to the Washington press.
2. Nearly a month later, July 20, after there was ample time to insert this

material in the files and after the committee had said its task was completed and
returned the files to the State Department, the Attorney General ordered the
FBI to examine the files, to determine whether the material which it had sent to
Ford June 16, 1950, was now in the State Department files.

3. The letter from Hoover dated September 8—long after the "investigation"
had ended—states that the files, as examined by them not during any of the time
that the commit tee was allegedly looking at the files but long thereafter, were then
complete.

The following signed statements, newspaper articles and correspond-
ence confirm the facts set forth in the above article.

(SIGNED STATEMENTS)

JULY 11, 1950.
I, Burney Threadgill, Jr., make this statement without any promises whatso-

ever. I make this statement in order to tell the truth.
In the fall of 1046 I contacted a Mr. Holcombe, who was personnel placement

officer for the State Department, at the Walker-Johnson Building. He advised
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me that he would hire me only as a temporary clerk on a file project of the State
Department files. I started working on the State Department files at the Walker-
Johnson Building around November 1, 1946. I worked for about 6 weeks on this
file project. My duties were to take the file which contained the qualifications of
the State Department employees, background forms, and administrative promo-
tions, and type this information on a card for that employee. The files were
brought to me and placed on my desk.

This project was being performed apparently on some sort of deadline date,
because George Copp, who was supervisor over the clerks on this project, was
often telling me and the others that we had to get the job done and that it had
already passed the deadline and that he had arranged to extend the deadline and
that if we did not meet the new deadline it would reflect, on his efficiency.
I do not know or recall what the other clerks were doing with the files before I

received them, because I was at a desk and had the files brought to me where I
typed the contents on a card, as I previously stated in this statement. I do recall
that the files brought to me contained the original application, administrative
forms, such as Ramspeck promotions and transfers. I also recall that some very
few contained investigative reports.

This project was very confused, hurried, and very little supervision of the
clerks. I recall talking to one of the other clerks—I can't recall his name at this
time—when he told me that he knew some of the employees of the State Depart-
ment had come to the files and removed the derogatory material which was in

the file on themselves.
I was located in an office where I did not see or have reason to go into the big

room where the files were. The following is a plan where I was located:
[Diagram.]
I have read this statement of three pages and it is true.

BURNEY THREADGILL, Jr.

JULY 6, 1950.

The following information is given by me freely and voluntarily without any

promises whatsoever. I furnish this information because it is the truth and I feel

it is my patriotic duty to furnish the facts as I experienced them.

I am living at 1902 North Fifteenth Street, Arlington, Va., at the present time.

In August 1946 I was released from the United States Navy in California. I

came to Washington, D. C., and while in Washington, I was looking for a job.

I went into the Walker Johnson Building of State Department at Eighteent
h and

New York Avenue NW. I talked to a fellow in the State Department by the

name of Holcombe. I got a temporary clerical job in the files at the Walke
r

Johnson Building. These files were the departmental personnel files located in

the Walker Johnson Building. I started work on these files in Septemb
er 1946.

When I reported for duty I was told that I would be working on a pr
oject on

these files. This project had been going on for some time before I started. There

were at least eight persons who were working on this project.

I was not formally and specifically instructed as to what the purp
ose of the

project was, but from what I was instructed by the other clerks, I 
and the other

clerks were to go through each personnel file and pull out all derogat
ory material

from the file. In addition to the usual personnel forms, the files contained all

kinds of letters, reports, memoranda concerning the individual 
person. As per

instructions I received, all of the clerks on this project were to pull 
out of the files

all matters considered derogatory, either morally or politicall
y.

The project was very confused but I and the other clerks 
pulled out of each

personnel file any material which could be considered derogat
ory. This material

was removed and some was thrown in wastebaskets by us and 
some was thrown in

a cardboard box. I don't know what happened to the 
derogatory material we

pulled out from the files, but I do know of my own knowl
edge that a good lot of

it was destroyed.
I do not recall details of each personnel file I examined,

 but the material I pulled

out of the files pertained to either the morals of the person 
or in some way reflected

on his or her loyalty. I recall one thick report on one State Department empl
oyee

who was accused of being a photographer and a m
ember of some subversive

organization which published some sort of news report. 
This was removed from

the file and disposed of. I worked from September till the end of December 
1946,

working on this file project pulling out and disposing of the 
derogatory material as

per my understanding given me.
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I left on December 31, 1946, and this project on the personnel files was still not
finished, but my temporary appointment ran out and my employment with the
State Department ended.
I can't recall who the official in charge of these files was. I met him only a very

few times, but I could easily recognize him if I saw him.
I have read this statement of three pages and the facts are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.
PAUL E. SULLIVAN.

Witnessed:
DONALD A. SURINE.

JULY 7, 1950.
The following is information I am giving freely and voluntarily without any

promises whatsoever. I furnish this information because it is the truth.
In August 1946 I started working as a clerk in the State Department at the

Walker Johnson Building, at Eighteenth and New York Avenue NW., Washing-
ton, D. C. I was assigned to a project with other clerks on the State Department
personnel files. We all were instructed to remove all derogatory material from
the personnel files and we were instructed to dispose of this material. The
derogatory material consisted of letters, memoranda, which reflected on the em-
ployee.
I can't remember any specific file because we all worked on so many files.

But we worked on this project from August till the end of December 1946. All
of the derogatory material in the files was destroyed or thrown away. I can't
recall what reason was given to me and the other clerks as to why the derogatory
material was being pulled out of the file and destroyed.
I am furnishing this statement only in strictest confidence and furnish it for the

purpose of information only, being assured that no publicity will be given to me
on furnishing this statement. I have read this statement of two pages and the
facts are true.

(Signed)  
(Num.—Name omitted because individual still employed in State Department.)

JULY 11, 1950.
I, Francis Eugene O'Brien, age 25, make this statement. No promises have

been made to me to furnish this statement. If called upon I am willing to relate
the facts in this statement.
I reside at 1709 North Roosevelt Street in Arlington, Va., near Falls Church,

Va. In August 1946 I went into the Walker-Johnson Building of the State
Department at New York Avenue and Eighteenth Street. I filled out an appli-
cation form and started working a couple of days later on August 15, in the State
Department personnel files. My employment was only temporary for the dura-
tion of a file project.
I and the other clerks received instructions orally and by a form paper that we

were to go through all the State Department personnel files and remove all
papers, letters, memoranda, and reports except administrative forms containing
the employee's application, background information, and Ramspeck raises and
administrative forms of that nature. We worked on this project removing the
papers from the files until December 31, 1946. After all of the papers were
removed from the files, they were thrown into wastebaskets and cardboard boxes.
The remaining administrative papers I have described remained in the files and
the files were taken to adjoining offices next to the big file room where the infor-
mation left in the file was typed on a card. I can't recall now any specific case
but I do know that all papers, reports, memoranda which reflected on the State
Department employee was removed from the file and disposed of in wastebaskets
and boxes except the papers I have described. I did not actually take part in
destroying the papers but after we threw the papers in the baskets and boxes,
the next day the room was cleared up and I presume the charwomen took care
of emptying the baskets and boxes. I do not recall being told why we were
stripping the files of tll material except the administrative forms. George Copp
was the supervisor in charge of myself and the other clerks on this project. I
recall at first George Copp stated we had to complete this project in 3 months.
I don't see how he could possibly have estimated such a short time, but finally he
told us that he had to extend the deadline till the end of December 1946. George
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Copp was always telling us to hurry and get the job done otherwise he would be
made the "goat." He said this so many times that we nicknamed him "The
Goat."
I left the State Department in December 1946 because my temporary assign-

ment as clerk was finished.
I have read this statement of three pages and it is true.

(Signed) FRANCIS EUGENE O'BRIEN.

(NEWSPAPER ARTICLES)

[From the New York Herald Tribune of June 22, 1950]

TYDINGS ASSERTS FBI CLEARED STATE DEPARTMENT FILES—SAYS CHECK-UP
SHOWED NO LOYALTY-DATA TAMPERING AS CHARGED BY MCCARTHY

(By Raymond J. Blair)

WASHINGTON, June 21.—A check by the FBI has failed to substantiate Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy's charge that 81 State Department loyalty files have been
"raped" to eliminate damaging evidence, Senator Millard E. Tydings, Democrat,
of Maryland, said today.

Senator Tydings is chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee
investigating charges by Senator McCarthy, Republican, of 'Wisconsin, of com-
munism in the State Department. The loyalty records were made available to
the Tydings subcommittee May 4, by President Truman. Senator McCarthy
recently charged they had been "raped, skeletonized, or tampered with" so that
they did not contain all of the relevant material.

Senator Tydings told reporters that upon hearing Senator McCarthy's charge,
he asked the Justice Department to investigate. Today he received the De-
partment's report, he said, in a letter from Peyton Ford, assistant to Attorney
General J. Howard McGrath.
The report said, Senator Tydings stated, that a study by FBI agents had shown

the files were "intact" and that all FBI material on the 81 individuals involved,
whom Senator McCarthy has accused of Communist leanings, was included.

Senator Tydings also said that study of the files would be completed by the
subcommittee Sunday night. It was not clear, however, whether this program
was acceptable to all subcommittee members.

[From the New York Times of June 22]

MCCARTHY IS HELD REFUTED ON FILES—TYDINGS SAYS F131 REPORTS DOS-
SIERS NOT TAMPERED WITH—GROUP TO END EXAMINATION

(By William S. White)

WASHINGTON, June 21.—Senate investigators will close on Sunday night their
2-month examination of 81 confidential State Department loyalty files and will
return them at once to the administration.

This was disclosed today by Senator Millard E. Tydings, Democrat of Mary-
land, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee that has been
intermittently reading the dossiers in the White House in its investigation of
Senator Joseph McCarthy's charges of communism in the State Department.
At the same time, Mr. Tydings asserted that a special inquiry by the Federal

Bureau of Investigation had established as false Mr. McCarthy's accusations
that the files had been "raped" before being turned over to the subcommittee.
A letter just received from Peyton Ford, First Assistant Attorney General,

stated, Senator Tydings added, that a special inquiry made by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation produced the following results:
"That the files are intact; that they have not been 'raped, skeletonized, or

tampered with' in any way; and that the material turned over to the State
Department by the FBI is still in the files."
"Thus," Mr. Tydings added, "the McCarthy charges are not sustained by the

facts." He declared himself unable to give out the text of Mr. Ford's letter
because it would disclose the names of some of the persons whose files were under
study.
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(CORRESPONDENCE)
JUNE 27, 1950.

Mr. J. EDGAR HOOVER,
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. HOOVER: Some time ago it was publicly announced via a letter from

Mr. Peyton Ford, Assistant United States Attorney General, that (1) the FBI
had examined the 81 State Department loyalty files which the members of the
Tydings committee have been scrutinizing; and (2) that this examination by the
FBI disclosed that the files were complete and that nothing had been removed
therefrom.

Last night Fulton Lewis, Jr., in a radio program, stated that this was not true;
that the FBI had not made an examination of the files in question.
I would, therefore, greatly appreciate knowing whether or not the FBI actually

has conducted any type of examination of the files in question and, if so, whether
your Department has actually found the files to be complete with nothing having
been removed therefrom.
I very much dislike doing anything which may even remotely involve the FBI

in what has been developing into a rather unpleasant situation insofar as the present
loyalty investigation is concerned. However, I very strongly feel there has been
too much of an attempt on the part of some to hide behind the very excellent and
well-earned reputation of the FBI. For that reason, I believe the request for this
information is a reasonable one.

Sincerely yours,

Hon. JOSEPH R. MCCARTHY,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR SENATOR: I have received your letter dated June 27, 1950, inquiring
whether this Bureau has examined the 81 loyalty files which the members of the
Tydings committee have been scrutinizing and whether such an examination by
the FBI has disclosed that the files are complete and that nothing has been re-
moved therefrom.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation has made no such examination and

therefore is not in a position to make any statement concerning the completeness
or incompleteness of the State Department files.
For your information, the Federal Bureau of Investigation furnished Mr. Ford,

at his request, a record of all loyalty material furnished the State Department in
the 81 cases referred to. For your further information, I am enclosing a copy of
Mr. Ford's letter to Senator Tydings which I have secured from the Attorney
General.

Sincerely yours,

JOE MCCARTHY.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,
UNITED STATES DEPAR1MENT OF JUSTICE,

Washington, D. C., July 10, 1950.

J. EDGAR HOOVER.

Next is an article entitled "Senator Tydings' Whitewashing Splashes
Party." This is merely a news story, the correctness of which has
not been questioned, and cannot be questioned.
The article follows:

SENATOR TYDINGS' WHITEWASHING SPLASHES PARTY

BALTIMORE, MD.—Reports have reached here that Senator Tydings' whitewash
of the charges of communism in the State Department is hurting Democratic
candidates in other States.
Mike Kenney, veteran Democrat boss in St. Louis, says that it isn't bad enough

that the Kefauver committee is stirring up the gangster and gambling fraternity
just before election, but that Tydings failed to find anything wrong with anyone
named by Senator McCarthy even though many are known fellow travelers and
Communist sympathizers. One of those named by McCarthy was William
Remington, who was "cleared" by Tydings but indicted by a Federal grand
jury which took the evidence that Tydings refused to hear. Remington was



MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 63

indicted by the grand jury for perjury in connection with his Communist activities.
Kenney says it makes it very hard for a ward boss to deliver votes when the big

shots of the party in Washington gum up the works.

Next is merely a picture of Lattimore and his traveling companions
at Communist headquarters at Yenan., China. The descriptive
language under the picture is as follows:

Principal figure in the whitewash probe by the Tydings committee was Owen
Lattimore (right). With Lattimore in this picture, taken at Chinese Com-
munist headquarters, are (left to right) T. A. Bisson, later named before Congress
as a Communist; an unidentified Chinese woman; Philip Jaffe, since convicted
of stealing Government documents, and Agnes Smedley, named by General
MacArthur's intelligence section as a Communist spy. Lattimore is a member
of the faculty at Johns Hopkins University.

Next, is an article entitled "Tydings Losing Maryland Supporters."
This article is self-explanatory, and I believe Mr. Tydings will not
question it in view of the election returns.
The article follows:

TYDINGS LOSING MARYLAND SUPPORTERS

An analysis of Maryland's Democratic primary votes demonstrates Millard
Tydings is losing ground fast in the favor of his own party.
In the Senate race Tydings received 174,143 votes. His opponents received

79,084. The total vote cast was 253,227.
In the governor's race Lane received 173,769. His opponents received 205,307

votes or a total vote cast in the governor's race of 379,076.
These figures show that 126,849 Marylanders who voted in the governor's

race failed to vote in the Senate race, the largest protest against a candidate
ever recorded in a Maryland primary.

The next article is entitled "Tydings Has Defended Acheson Since
1933." If anyone questions the truth of the quote, they may refer
to page 3484 of the Congressional Record, volume 77, part 4.
The article follows:

TYDINCS HAS DEFENDED ACHESON SINCE 1933

In 1933 when Acheson's appointment to the Treasury Department was under
heavy attack in the Senate, Tydings boasted on the floor of the Senate that the
man who is now Secretary of State had represented Communist interests in law
cases (Congressional Record, May 16, 1933, p. 3484).
"I believe you gentlemen will find," Tydings said to the Senate committee

studying the Acheson appointment, "that he will be a pleasant surprise in the
office."

The next article is entitled "New Deal Invited North Korean
Invasion." There is hardly any necessity for comment on this article
as Mr. Acheson on several occasions made public statements to the
effect that South Korea was not within our defense perimeter. An
example is Acheson's speech on January 12, 1950, before the National
Press Club in Washington, at which time he said:
Our defense perimeter runs along the Aleutians to Japan and then goes to the

Ryukyus.

This policy statement by Acheson obviously ruled out any defense
of Korea or Formosa—both lying above that perimeter.
The article follows:

NEW DEAL INVITED NORTH KOREAN INVASION

The New Deal denied the strategic value of Korea and Formosa in January
1950, giving notice to the Communists that this administration did not consider
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those areas within our line of defense. The notice gave the Communists a
"green light" to invasion, and ignored a Republican demand to protect the in-
tegrity of Formosa.

The next is a filler entitled "Lincoln's Warning." It is a direct
quotation from Abraham Lincoln, and I do not believe that would be
one of the things which the committee would consider scurrilous.
The quotation is as follows:

If this Nation is ever destroyed it will be not from without, but from within.

The last page consists of nine pictures, with descriptive captions
under each of them. The first is a picture of Owen Lattimore.
Underneath it is pointed out that he admitted that he used the Soviet
diplomatic pouch to send correspondence to Moscow, and that he
was named as a Communist by Louis Budenz. If anyone questions
this, he need merely look at the Tydings committee hearings. Per-
haps it should be noted that since then the witnesses whom Tydings
refused to call last year are now being called. One of them was
Alexander Barmine, a general in Russian military intelligence for 14
years. We begged Tydings to call him last year. He refused. This
year the McCarran committee called him, and Barmine testified
that Owen Lattimore was one of their men, one of Russia's intelligence
men.

Likewise, some the letters which have been picked up on the Lee
farm in Massachusetts, which Tydings could have had last year if
the committee had wanted them, shed a bit of light on Lattimore.
There is one, for example, in which he says that the best solution in
Korea is to turn it over to Communist Russia. In another he says,
in effect, that the Institute of Pacific Relations should follow the
Communist Party line in China, but should not use their slogans.
He advises following Russia's international policy in that letter also.
The next is a picture of Philip Jessup. The record is rather com-

plete, from evidence presented on the floor of the Senate by the junior
Senator from Wisconsin, and evidence presented to the committee.
While the descriptive language beneath the picture merely indicates
that he headed a publication heavily supported by Communist money,
and that he was affiliated with five Communist fronts, his actual
record as proved is much worse. For example, while he was the
head of the I. P. R. publication it spearheaded the Communist propa-
ganda line on China. Also, in 1946 Jessup petitioned that we cease
manufacturing atomic bombs, and that our atomic bomb material
as produced be dumped in the ocean.
Mr. Jessup also wrote the press release for the self-proclaimed

Communist, Frederick Field, a press release describing a Communist
front organization which Field headed in the same complimentary
terms, almost word for word, as it was described in the Communist
Daily Worker.
The next is a picture of John Service. It is unnecessary to comment

on this material, in that the truthfulness of this, as well as the ma-
terial under Haldore Hanson's picture and that of Gustavo Duran
and the United States Marines is questioned by no one.
The statement under William Remington's picture that the Tydings'

committee ordered him kept on the Commerce Department's payroll
is incorrect. It was the President's loyalty board, headed by Seth
Richardson, law partner of Tydings' father-in-law, Joseph Davies, of
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Mission to Moscow fame, which ordered Remington reinstated after
he had been discharged, when it was shown by sworn testimony that
he was a part of Elizabeth Bentley's spy ring.

Senator Tydings, in his statement before the committee, claimed
that he had no reason for accepting evidence and investigating the
Remington case because Mr. Remington was not on the State Depart-
ment payroll. He said, "That is why we refused the evidence on
Remington." This is untrue. Let me read from the last paragraph
of the resolution adopted unanimously by the Senate and reproduced
on page 1 of part 1 of the Tydings' committee hearings:

In the conduct of this study and investigation, the committee is directed to
secure by subpena and examine the complete loyalty and employment file and
records of all the Government employees in the Department of State, and such
other agencies against whom charges have been heard.

Incidentally, while Remington was on the Commerce Department
payroll, he was working closely with the State Department. The
language of the resolution is:

All the Government employees in the Department of State, and such other
agencies, against whom charges have been heard.

Had Mr. Tydings taken the time to read the resolution which
created his own committee, he might not have made the mistake of
screaming that he was libeled because he "had no right to investigate
Remington."
Remington has been convicted since his clearance by Tydings.
While this article was in error in saying that it was the Tydings

committee rather than Seth Richardson's board which ordered
Remington reintsated, Tydings cannot deny the fact that Remington
was named by the junior Senator from Wisconsin, that the junior
Senator from Wisconsin offered the committee evidence, and that the
committee refused to do anything whatsoever about the Remington
case. It is therefore clear that while Tydings did not "order" Reming-
ton kept on the payroll, his actions in refusing to expose this Commu-
nist had the result of keeping Remington on. Had the grand jury
in New York taken the attitude which Tydings did, Remington would
still be holding a top job in the Commerce Department, and working
closely with his pals, the Acheson-Jessup crowd, in the State Depart-
ment.
Next we come to the composite picture of Tydings and Browder,

which I have discussed in great detail already.
One very valid criticism of the tabloid which might well be made

is that, while everything in it, with the one minor exception relating
to Remington, was absolutely true, and while it told part of a story
which badly needed telling, it did fail to give a completely adequate
picture of the vicious dishonesty of "Operation Whitewash." That
is the only criticism I would have of the tabloid; and perhaps if those
who compiled it had had more time, they could have given the com-
plete picture.
In that connection there follows an editorial from the Washington

Daily News:
UNTRUE TO HIMSELF

The Free State of Maryland admires men of courage and independence. For
nearly 30 years, Senator Millard Tydings showed himself a man of that measure
and was unbeatable at the polls.

S. Repts., 82-1, vol. 4-6
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He stood up to organized pressure groups of all sorts. The unorganized ma-
jority of plain middle-class folks recognized he was fighting their fight for them
and rallied to his support.

Early this year Mr. Tydings stepped out of character. For some reason still
unexplained he stopped representing the patriotic independent voters who had
elected and reelected him.
He took on the assignment of chairman of a committee to investigate subversive

activities in the State Department and other Government agencies. But he
appeared to consider it his function to prevent a real investigation.

Scripps-Howard newspapers happen to know more than a little about this
bizarre performance, since the most meaty evidence of what was to have been
investigated revolved around the celebrated Arnerasia case. Since 1945, it had
been a pet project of ours to find out how come, at a time Americans were being
killed in the war with Japan, top-secret military documents had been stolen and
those implicated had escaped with little or no punishment. Plenty of leads, evi-
dence, and suggestions of witnesses to call were provided to the Tydings com-
mittee.
But the committee didn't follow the leads, didn't examine the real evidence,

didn't summon the important witnesses. The committee went behind closed
doors, harassed witnesses trying to get to the bottom of the Amerasia case, com-
forted witnesses trying to alibi, and ended up by issuing what could not be other-
wise regarded than another whitewash.
On Tuesday, Maryland's independent voters by the thousands marched to the

polls to vote their disappointment.
We are not happy to chronicle this decline and fall of a man who was once a

veritable Cyrano de Bergerac of politics. But in all honesty we think he got
what was coming to him.

This concludes the analysis of the tabloid.

INVESTIGATOR FRIED

It is more than passing strange that the conscience of the committee
was not at all bothered by the fact that Fried, a good friend of Tydings,
who worked against and was bitterly antagonistic to Butler and his
campaign headquarters was hired by the subcommittee upon the sole
recommendation of Millard Tydings. It is interesting to note that
overnight Fried, who previously had been working in a garage,
became such a competent investigator upon the recommendation of
Tydings that he commanded a very high-salaried job with the sub-
committee. Some blind spots, indeed, did the subcommittee have.

It may also be noted that when Fried contacted the witness Robert
E. Lee, he was asked whether the committee was interested in getting
information on Tydings' campaign. Fried told the witness Lee that
the subcommittee had no interest whatsoever in obtaining information
on Tydings' campaign.

THE C. E. TUTTLE LOAN

In his testimony before the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions, Tydings had the following to say concerning one of the financial
angles of the Butler campaign:

Likewise, there has been widely published in the press the fact that an individual,
who is shown already to have contributed $3,000 to the Butler campaign, assumed
obligations in excess of $8,000, in addition, after the campaign was over, notwith-
standing that Federal law prevents any person from contributing more than
$5,000 for such purposes.

This reference was obviously to a contribution of $3,000 made to
the Butler campagn by one C. E. Tuttle.
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Apparently determined to make the most sensational charges, re-
gardless of the facts, Tydings described the Tuttle transaction as a
sample "of the moral squalor which spreads through the financial side
of the Butler campaign."
Showing the most unmistakable evidence of bias or oversight the

Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections stated in its report that
the Tuttle transaction should be transmitted to the Department of
Justice for such action as it deems appropriate.
The evidence received by the subcommittee shows clearly that Mr.

C. E. Tuttle made a contribution of $3,000 to the Butler campaign,
and subsequently, one week after the general election, made a loan of
$8,300 to the Butler headquarters in an effort, as the Senator from
Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, put it, "to fund the outside obligations
that were owed to the tradespeople to clean it up and get it in one
bunch so that you could then go about retiring the indebtedness
which had been funded by these two loans." The Senator from
Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, made the added observation:

It did not represent new money in the campaign but merely a centralization of
the money.

To both of these factual statements, Cornelius P. Mundy, treasurer
of the Butler campaign, replied:
That is true.

None of the testimony received by the subcommittee bears out its
suggestion or Tydings' accusation that Mr. C. E. Tuttle "contributed
a total of $7,300 to the general election campaign of John Marshall
Butler." According to uncontradicted testimony, Treasurer Mundy
paid back half of the Tuttle loan on March 14, 1951. There was no
testimony nor any indication that both parties to the transaction did
not expect that the loan would be paid in full.
It is clear from the uncontradicted testimony that the Tuttle loan

was a loan in good faith and that no violation of Federal law and no
moral squalor was involved in the transaction. I prefer to believe
that the subcommittee's distortion and misrepresentation of the facts,
which its own record discloses in regard to this transaction, was the
result of oversight rather than deliberate. I realize that such things
can happen when a staff is working on the preparation of a report.

DONALD A. SURINE

The report of the subcommittee attacks the testimony of Donald
A. Surine.
The report states that—

the testimony of Surine before this subcommittee contains an apparent willful
and knowing misstatement of a material fact relating to the circumstances of the
termination of his services with the Federal Bureau of Investigation prior to his

employment by Senator McCarthy.

The subcommittee adduced no proof whatever which contradicts
Surine's testimony that he had voluntarily submitted his resignation
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation on February 7, 1950. Fur-
thermore, the subcommittee offered no evidence to show that the
question of why and how Surine resigned or was separated from the
Bureau could in any conceivable manner be material to the investiga-
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tion of the Maryland election. In fact, the acting chairman of the
subcommittee, the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, categori-
cally denied the materiality of the question of Swine's testimony con-
cerning his resignation.
In his second appearance before the subcommittee, Tydings said:
I am asking you to look at the case and ask Mr. Surine why he is no longer a

member of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and whether or not his testimony
that he resigned voluntarily and all that is accurate, by getting the Federal Bureau
of Investigation themselves to come up here and do it.

In reply to this statement of Tydings, the Senator from Oklahoma
said:
I am sorry, Senator, but we are trying to confine ourselves to the issues in the

Maryland election case. The use of this hearing to bring in extraneous matters
not connected with the facts material to the Maryland case is not what we intend
to do. I believe the committee is rather unanimous in that opinion.

To even the casual observer it seems more than passing strange that
the subcommittee on the one hand registers a completely blind and
deaf spot insofar as the usual testimony and activities of Fedder were
concerned, and on the other hand recommends that the Justice De-
partment take action against a painstakingly honest and truthful
young man who, it was shown, was cited by J. Edgar Hoover for 10
years of outstanding service with the FBI. Unusual though the logic
of it is, the committee evidently took this action because Surine did
not volunteer to the committee the immaterial story of why he sub-
mitted his resignation to the FBI, the subcommittee never having
asked him for the information at the time. When the subcommittee
called him back and asked him why he had resigned, even though the
chairman had previously stated to Tydings that this was completely
immaterial and had no bearing on the Maryland campaign, Surine
then went into the subject with the subcommittee.

THE CASE OF WILLIAM FEDDER

William Fedder, operator of a small printing, mailing, and distrib-
uting concern in Baltimore, was the main prop of Millard Tydings'
wild charges before the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections.
Fedder's own testimony before the subcommittee leaves no room for

doubt on the question of whether he is honest or dishonest, a truthful
man or a perjurer.
Some time after election day—November 7, 1950—Tydings, Fedder,

and Fried got together in the former's office. Tydings emerged from
this meeting with accusations about a "Chicago gangland midnight
ride." Fedder came out with a story of threats and intimidation
which was completely shattered by his own admissions on the witness
stand. As for Fried, the upshot of the meeting was that he got a job
as investigator with the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections.
Fedder purportedly worked for the Butler headquarters during the

election campaign—at least, he received substantial payments for
services which he promised to perform. The record of testimony taken
by the subcommittee established beyond dispute the fact that Fedder
attempted wholesale swindling of the Butler campaign headquarters.
While professing to work for the candidacy of Senator Butler and while
receiving remuneration for pretending to do so, Fedder was actually
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working in the interests of Millard Tydings. For example, his testi-
mony and the testimony of Christopher shows the secret, unauthorized
destruction of hundreds of thousands of copies of campaign material
which he was paid to distribute. The question naturally arises: At
what dates, under what circumstances, and for what considerations
did Tydings or his agents make their first contacts with Fedder?
Ex-Senator Tydings in his first appearance before the subcommittee

indicated the importance to him and his charges of the testimony of
William H. Fedder. William Fedder followed the appearance of Tyd-
ings, who in his testimony suggested Fedder as one of the principal
witnesses for the committee to call. Fedder in substance testified that
he performed approximately $18,000 worth of services for the Butler
campaign headquarters. Fedder outlined in detail the services, among
them being the distribution of the tabloid, From the Record. Fedder
further testified he had undertaken the addressing and stamping of
Butler campaign postcards. In connection with this latter project,
Fedder charged that his wife was threatened by telephone by one
Ewell Moore, a part-time employee of Senator McCarthy, and George
Niles, a volunteer campaign worker. He further charged that Moore,
Nilles, and Donald A. Surme had "taken him for a ride" and "threat-
ened him" between the hours of 1 a. m. and 6 a. m. November 6,
1950.
In view of the extensiveness and obvious implications of the testi-

mony of William Fedder in relation to the charges made by ex-
Senator Millard Tydings, the testimony of William Fedder is being
dealt with at some length both as to its credibility and its relevancy
to the original charges made by Tydings. His testimony taken under
oath before the subcommittee is replete with contradictions, conflicts,
and discrepancies.
Under oath, William Fedder testified to the authenticity of an

invoice which he had sent to the John Marshall Butler headquarters,
billing them for distributing 169,000 copies of the tabloid and mailing
134,206 copies. This, according to the testimony of Fedder and the
invoice which he placed in the record, made a total of 303,206 tabloids,
for which he received payment.

It should be kept in mind that Fedder received a total of 500,000
tabloids. He received pay and postage for distributing 303,206 copies,
and the testimony of Fedder and the other man, who destroyed them,
showed that they destroyed 400,000, showing that the Butler campaign
headquarters was swindled and cheated for the postage and distribu-
tion charges in connection with the distribution of 203,206 copies.
In this connection the following testimony appears in the transcript

of the subcommittee hearings:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Did you have any occasion to deal with a man by the name

of William Christopher?
Mr. FEDDER. Yes; on one occasion, and I have an item that I want to enter in

evidence, that I want to back up my statement. On Saturday, November 4,
before election—that was at the time that I said I had gone to the Butler head-
quarters, and I turned in my post-office receipts, and Mr. Christopher was there.
He was operating a sound truck for them, and Mrs. Van Dyke asked me to give
Mr. Christopher 10,000 of the circulars, Why, Senator?, and 10,000 of the circulars,
The Family Story of Butler, and I gave Mr. Christopher my card and told him to
meet me in my shop in 10 minutes, and I will be there and give it to him.
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Now, these 20,000 pieces if sold for junk would sell for between two and a half
and three dollars. That was my only dealing with Mr. Christopher, and I made
him sign a receipt for what he got. He got none of the tabloids, From the Record.
He got 10,000, Why, Senator?, and 10,000, Family Story of Butler, and I offer that.

Later:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. What did you do with the tabloids that were left over, and

to which you referred in your conversation with Mrs. Van Dyke?
Mr. FEDDER. To the best of my recollection they were sent in my own trucks

either to the dump or to the incinerator, and disposed of.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Now, in addition to the 20,000 pieces of campaign literature,

the receipt of which you have presented to us, and which indicates you turned
over to Christopher, do you know whether he got hold of any additional copies of
that tabloid at your plant?
Mr. FEDDER. He was never at my plant since that time or before that time.

That was the only time he was in the plant, and I had not seen him since that day,
although I saw him here Tuesday when I was in this room.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Could he have been there without your knowledge?
Mr. FEDDER. No, I checked around.

Later:
Senator SMITH. And that left approximately 200,000. What became of those?
Mr. FEDDER. They were sent to the dump or incinerator.
Senator SMITH. All of those?
Mr. FEDDER. We gave none of them to Mr. Christopher except this time of the

20,000.

In testimony taken under oath from William J. Christopher, who
was friendly to Fedder, it is important to note that his testimony
flatly contradicts that of William Fedder, on the question of whether
Fedder distributed 303,206 copies of the tabloid which he was paid
to distribute. The testimony of Mr. Christopher, bearing on the
destruction of the tabloids is as follows—and let me point out that
Fedder said under oath he never gave any tabloids to Christopher:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Do you remember when that was?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Indeed I could not tell you. It was only a couple of

weeks—just a few days before the campaign closed.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Do you know now many copies you picked up at Mr.

Fedder's plant?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. No, sir; I got as many as I could get in the truck, and there

was lots more there to pick up.

Later:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Do you know how many you picked up at the Lord Balti-

more Hotel?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Judging from the first load, around about 200,000 copies.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. You mean 200,000 each trip?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. No, sir; 100,000 to a load.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. 100,000 to a load?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. I should imagine about 100,000 to a load.
Mr. BECKER. You don't know anything about that material at all, sir?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. No, sir; I don't know anything about that material at

all, sir.
Mr. BECKER. So that what you are telling us is separate and distinct from

any material Mr. redder had after the election; is that true?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Absolutely, sir.

Later:
Mr. BECKER. Did you take any copies of the tabloid, that were in Feddees

plant after the election, out to the city dump?
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. No, sir.

Christopher thereafter testified that he did not distribute any of the
above 200,000 copies of the tabloid but destroyed "all copies of the
tabloid I could get my hands on."
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Perhaps the State's attorney who so diligently prosecuted the Butler
campaign manager could find time to give the Fedder case some
attention.
The sworn testimony of Fedder's attempt to steal stamps and charge

for writing 50,000 post cards, when he finally admitted having written
only 11,000, throws additional light on the morals and integrity of this
man upon whom Tydings based his case against the Senator from
Maryland, Mr. Butler.
Tydings charged that Fedder had been taken on a "Chicago gang-

land midnight ride" by Donald A. Surine, Ewell Moore, both at whom
worked for Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, and George Niles. Ac-
cording to the testimony of Surine, Moore, and Nilles, they rode
around the city of Baltimore with Fedder between the hours of 2:30
and 6:30 a. m. on Monday morning, November 6, 1950, for the
sole purpose of picking up post cards and postage stamps all under the
direction of Fedder. It should be understood that Fedder, in his
line of business, farmed out the work of addressing and affixing
postage stamps to post cards and that the homes in which this work
was done were numerous and widely scattered throughout the city.
Without giving any reason therefore, the Subcommittee on Privileges

and Elections finds the testimony of Surine, Moore, and Nilles "uncon-
vincing" on this point. While it was suggested to the subcommittee
that they call upon the various people writing cards who saw the four
men together, in Baltimore between 2:30 and 6 a. m., on November 6,
the committee did not call upon any of these persons to appear before
them for questioning.
In fact, the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, acting chair-

man of the subcommittee, apparently finding the story of violence,
threats, and intimidation on this ride somewhat fantastic, questioned
Fedder as follows:

Senator MONRONEY. That you were under examination, you felt, most of the
whole ride?
Mr. FEDDER. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. There had been no physical violence?
Mr. FEDDER. No physical violence.
Senator MONRONEY. But you were subject to severe cross-examination, to

say the least; is that it?
Mr. FEDDER. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. Part of that time were you, as they have since used the

language, were you accused of trying to cheat and defraud and rob the Butler
campaign?
Mr. FEDDER. That is the type of language they used.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you recall any other language that they used in the

course of the ride?
Mr. FEDDER. I don't recall any.
Senator MONRONEY. Was there any threat of prosecution?
Mr. FEDDER. No; I never heard anything like that at all.
Senator MONRONEY. Were there any threats of exposure that some of these

things you said you had done, they claimed you hadn't done?
Mr. FEDDER. No; I was not worried about anything like that.
Senator MoNRoNEy. I just wondered if, during that cross-examination, if they

had accused you or anything like that.
Mr. FEDDER. I know of no threats or accusations or promises, or anything

about that, and I was not worried about that.

Thus, the "kidnap victim" repudiated his original charge of kid-
naping and Tydings' screaming description of a "Chicago gangland
ride," which story first reached the public after a conference in Tydings'
office of Tydings, Fedder, and Fried, which was then exposed by



72 MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950

Drew Pearson as an example of "dishonest Chicago gangland tactics
in the Maryland campaign." The subcommittee, however, is still
"unconvinced" that there was no kidnaping.

JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER

I am unaware of a candidate anywhere in this Nation who conducted
a more honest, straightforward, and intelligent campaign than did the
Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler. In fact, even though the sub-
committee has examined every detail of the campaign, it has been
unable to find a single time or place where the Senator from Maryland
ever said or did anything which was untrue or which was not in keep-
ing with the highest traditions of Americanism.

MCCARTHY CORRESPONDENCE

On page 23 the subcommittee stated:
This subcommittee extended an invitation to Senator McCarthy to appear

before it and renewed that invitation subsequent to the testimony of Mrs. Miller.
Senator McCarthy did not appear before the subcommittee in response to that
invitation or otherwise, nor did he avail the subcommittee of any testimony rela-
tive to this phase of the subcommittee's investigation.

In view of that statement on the part of the committee, I wish to
read into the record the correspondence which I had with the sub-
committee.
The first letter which I wish to read is as follows:

MARCH 12, 1951.
Hon. A. S. MONRONEY,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEAR MIKE: I received letter from you this morning in which you extend to

me an opportunity to appear at your hearings on the Tydings election.
I am not seeking an opportunity to appear, but will be glad to do so if you or

any of the members of the committee or counsel have any questions which you
care to ask me. Incidentally, I don't expect to be available on Thursday after-
noon, Friday, or Saturday of this week; other than that I shall be available at
almost any time.

Sincerely yours,

The next letter is as follows:

Senator A. S. MONRONEY,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of
March 30, in which you state that the subcommittee understands I do not wish
an opportunity to appear in connection with the Maryland hearings.
I have not read any of the testimony taken before the committee except those

portions reported in the newspaper, nor have I attended the hearings except for
about 1 hour. For that reason, I am not too thoroughly acquainted with the
testimony given. If the committee feels there was any credible evidence that
adversely reflects upon my staff or any credible evidence to indicate that any-
thing improper was done by either me or my staff in the Maryland election, then
I naturally would want to be called by your committee so as to go into such
matters in detail.
There is, of course, no secret about the fact that I was extremely interested in

defeating Senator Tydings, who was in my opinion the symbol of the whitewash
and cover-up of people dangerous to this country. I feel that it was a great
victory for the people of Maryland and for the people of this Nation when Tydings
went down in a well-deserved defeat. Unfortunately, the entire picture of
Tydings' mishandling of the investigation of Communists and fellow travelers in

JOE MCCARTHY.

APRIL 6, 1951.
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Government was not brought to the attention of all of the people of Maryland;
or his defeat would have been by a much greater margin.
I think the Nation owes a vote of thanks to the people of Maryland and to all

who took part in exposing Tydings' activities.
Very sincerely yours,

JOE MCCARTFIY.

I include the above letters in this report to show that I was available
to the committee at any and all times and so notified the committee.

JON M. JONICEL

The report very vigorously pillories Jon M. Jonkel, a professional
public relations counsel, who was legally and properly hired by the
Butler campaign committee. Unfortunately, Jonkel was not a
lawyer and violated some technical rules of the Maryland elections
laws in regard to filing. There is no evidence whatsoever that he was
guilty of any moral wrong. In fact, had Jonkel followed the proper
bookkeeping procedures, which by oversight he did not, and had he
not technically violated the Maryland election laws by failing to
register as campaign manager, the results of the Maryland election
would not have been any different. It was shown that the campaign
contributions which Jonkel was late in listing were all legally and
properly collected and expended. All of the evidence indicates that
he is a young man of intelligence, honesty, and ability, whose "crime"
was that he helped to defeat Millard Tydings.

FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE BOTH SIDES OF MARYLAND CAMPAIGN

One of the major failures of the subcommittee was its complete
failure to investigate any phase of the Tydings half of the Maryland
campaign. Apparently painfully aware of this failure, the subcom-
mittee on the opening page of the report makes the following statement:

This hearing subcommittee was appointed to investigate and hold hearings on
complaints made with respect to the 1950 Maryland senatorial general election
and to make a report to the full Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections.

This statement is, of course, untrue. The Subcommittee on Priv-
ileges and Elections is a permanent subcommittee of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, and has the power and duty to investigate
irregularities in any senatorial campaign. No action of either the
Senate or the Rules Committee as a whole restricted the subcom-
mittee to investigate only "complaints made with respect to the 1950
Maryland senatorial general election." In fact, subsequent to the
time that Senator Butler appeared before the committee and asked
that the committee notify him of any charges against him, it was
publicly stated in the name of the committee (which went uncon-
tradicted by any member of the committee) that the committee was
going to investigate all phases of not only the Maryland election but
campaign practices in other States also, in order to recommend
necessary remedial legislation.
When the subcommittee's report was brought to the full Committee

on Rules and Administration, I asked Senator Monroney, chairman,
of the subcommittee, whether he did not feel that the committee's job
was incomplete in that the Tydings phase of the campaign had re-
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ceived no attention whatsoever from the subcommittee. At that
time, Senator Monroney made the statement that the minority counsel
could have investigated Tydings' campaign if he saw fit.
It is strongly recommended that the precedent established by this

committee in this respect be repudiated by succeeding Senate Sub-
committees on Elections and Privileges for, if this precedent is fol-
lowed, it will mean that during Republican administrations only the
campaign tactics of Democrats will be investigated, and during
Democrat administrations only the campaign tactics of Republicans
will be investigated—a practice that is dangerous and unwise beyond
words.
Perhaps the best analysis of the subcommittee's report is contained

in the following excerpt from George Sokolsky's radio broadcast of
August 12, 1951:

Senator Tydings was defeated because the Senate committee which he headed
last year did whitewash Owen Lattimore and the State Department of charges
made by Senator Joe McCarthy. The Monroney committee denies that Senator
Tydings did any whitewashing.
The committee is wrong. In the first place, it was the business of the people of

Maryland to decide whether they believed Tydings or McCarthy. It is not the
function of any committee of Congress to tell the people of any State what they
should believe or whom they should elect. The committee is exceeding its duty.
The people are sovereign, not their servants in Washington.
In the second place, already the McCarran committee has proved that the

Tydings committee was all wrong. The essential data and most of the witnesses
now being investigated by the McCarran Committee were available to the
Tydings committee.
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