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liam Oberg, aged 17, of Millinocket, Maine, in rec­
ognition of his participation in various public 
activities. His record of service toward his school,

his town, and his country had resulted in his being 
elected as one of three Hi-Y delegates from the 
Nation to attend UNESCO.

the 
im- 
and 
All

To the House of Representatives:
I return herewith, without my approval, 

H.R. 5678, the proposed Immigration and 
Nationality Act.

In outlining my objections to this bill, I 
I want to make it clear that it contains certain 

provisions that meet with my approval. 
This is a long and complex piece of legisla­
tion. It has 164 separate sections, some with 
more than 40 subdivisions. It presents a 
difficult problem of weighing the good 
against the bad, and arriving at a judgment 
on the whole.

H.R. 5678 is an omnibus bill which would 
revise and codify all of our laws relating to 
immigration, naturalization, and nationality.

A general revision and modernization of 
these laws unquestionably is needed and long 
overdue, particularly with respect to immi­
gration. But this bill would not provide us 
with an immigration policy adequate for the 
present world situation. Indeed, the bill, 
taking all its provisions together, would be a 
step backward and not a step forward. In 
view of the crying need for reform in the 
field of immigration, I deeply regret that I 
am unable to approve H.R. 5678.

In recent years, our immigration policy 
has become a matter of major national con­
cern. Long dormant questions about the 
effect of our immigration laws now assume 
first rate importance. What we do in the 
field of immigration and naturalization is 
vital to the continued growth and internal 
development of the United States—to the 
economic and social strength of our coun­
try—which is the core of the defense of the 
free world. Our immigration policy is 
equally, if not more important to the con­
duct of our foreign relations and to our 
responsibilities of moral leadership in the 
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struggle for world peace.
In one respect, this bill recognizes 

great international significance of our 
migration and naturalization policy, 
takes a step to improve existing laws,
racial bars to naturalization would be re­
moved, and at least some minimum immi­
gration quota would be afforded to each of 
the free nations of Asia.

I have long urged that racial or national 
barriers to naturalization be abolished. 
This was one of the recommendations in my 
civil rights message to the Congress on Feb­
ruary 2, 1948. On February 19, 1951, the 
House of Representatives unanimously 
passed a bill to carry it out.

But now this most desirable provision 
comes before me embedded in a mass of leg­
islation which would perpetuate injustices 
of long standing against many other nations 
of the world, hamper the efforts we are 
making to rally the men of East and West 
alike to the cause of freedom, and intensify 
the repressive and inhumane aspects of our 
immigration procedures. The price is too 
high, and in good conscience I cannot agree 
to pay it.

I want all our residents of Japanese an­
cestry, and all our friends throughout the 
Far East, to understand this point clearly. 
I cannot take the step I would like to take, 
and strike down the bars that prejudice has 
erected against them, without, at the same 
time, establishing new discriminations 
against the peoples of Asia and approving 
harsh and repressive measures directed at all 
who seek a new life within our boundaries. 
I am sure that with a little more time and a 
little more discussion in this country the 
public conscience and the good sense of the 
American people will assert themselves, and
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we shall be in a position to enact an immigra­
tion and naturalization policy that will be 
fair to all.

In addition to removing racial bars to 
naturalization, the bill would permit Ameri­
can women citizens to bring their alien hus­
bands to this country as non-quota immi­
grants, and enable alien husbands of resident 
women aliens to come in under the quota in 
a preferred status. These provisions would 
be a step toward preserving the integrity of 
the family under our immigration laws, and 
are clearly desirable.

The bill would also relieve transportation 
companies of some of the unjustified burdens 
and penalties now imposed upon them. In 
particular, it would put an end to the archaic 
requirement that carriers pay the expenses 
of aliens detained at the port of entry, even 
though such aliens have arrived with proper 
travel documents.

But these few improvements are heavily 
outweighed by other provisions of the bill 
which retain existing defects in our laws, 
and add many undesirable new features.

The bill would continue, practically with­
out change, the national origins quota sys­
tem, which was enacted, into law in 1924, 
and put into effect in 1929. This quota sys­
tem—always based upon assumptions at 
variance with our American ideals—is long 
since out of date and more than ever un­
realistic in the face of present world condi­
tions.

This system hinders us in dealing with 
current immigration problems, and is a con­
stant handicap in the conduct of our foreign 
relations. As I stated in my message to 
Congress on March 24, 1952, on the need 
for an emergency program of immigration 
from Europe, “Our present quota system is 
not only inadequate to most present emer­
gency needs, it is also an obstacle to the de­
velopment of an enlightened and satisfac­
tory immigration policy for the long-run 
future.”

The inadequacy of the present quota sys­
tem has been demonstrated since the end of 
the war, when we were compelled to resort 

to emergency legislation to admit displaced 
persons. If the quota system remains un­
changed, we shall be compelled to resort to 
similar emergency legislation again, in order 
to admit any substantial portion of the refu­
gees from communism or the victims of 
overcrowding in Europe.

With the idea of quotas in general there 
is no quarrel. Some numerical limitation 
must be set, so that immigration will lx 
within our capacity to absorb. But the over­
all limitation of numbers imposed by the 
national origins quota system is too small 
for our needs today, and the country by 
country limitations create a pattern that is 
insulting to large numbers of our finest citi­
zens, irritating to our allies abroad, and 
foreign to our purposes and ideals.

The overall quota limitation, under the 
law of 1924, restricted annual immigration 
to approximately 150,000. This was about 
one-seventh of one percent of our total popu­
lation in 1920. Taking into account the 
growth in population since 1920, the law 
now allows us but one-tenth of one percent 
of our total population. And since the 
largest national quotas are only partly used, 
the number actually coming in has been in 
the neighborhood of one-fifteenth of one 
percent. This is far less than we must have 
in the years ahead to keep up with the 
growing needs of the Nation for manpower 
to maintain the strength and vigor of our 
economy..

The greatest vice of the present quota sys 
tern, however, is that it discriminates, de­
liberately and intentionally, against many of 
the peoples of the world. The purpose be­
hind it was to cut down and virtually elimi­
nate immigration to this country from 
Southern and Eastern Europe. A theory 
was invented to rationalize this object!'c. 
The theory was that in order to be rcadi-y 
assimilable, European immigrants should 
admitted in proportion to the numbers <>1 
persons of their respective national stocs' 
already here as shown by the census of io-0- 
Since Americans of English, Irish and Ger 
man descent were most numerous, inimi-
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grants of those three nationalities got the 
lion’s share—more than two-thirds—of the 
total quota. The remaining third was di­
vided up among all the other nations given 
quotas.

The desired effect was obtained. Immi­
gration from the newer sources of Southern 
and Eastern Europe was reduced to a trickle. 
The quotas allotted to England and Ireland 
remained largely unused, as was intended. 
Total quota immigration fell to a half or a 
third—and sometimes even less—of the an­
nual limit of 154,000. People from such 
countries as Greece, or Spain, or Latvia were 
virtually deprived of any opportunity to 
come here at all, simply because Greeks or 
Spaniards or Latvians had not come here 
before 1920 in any substantial numbers.

The idea behind this discriminatory pol­
icy was, to put it baldly, that Americans with 
English or Irish names were better people 
and better citizens than Americans with 
Italian or Greek or Polish names. It was 
thought that people of West European origin 
made better citizens than Rumanians or 
Yugoslavs or Ukrainians or Hungarians or 
Balts or Austrians. Such a concept is utterly 
unworthy of our traditions and our ideals. 
It violates the great political doctrine of the 
Declaration of Independence that “all men 
are created equal.” It denies the humani­
tarian creed inscribed beneath the Statue of 
Liberty proclaiming to all nations, “Give me 
your tired, your poor, your huddled masses 
yearning to breathe free.”

It repudiates our basic religious concepts, 
our belief in the brotherhood of man, and in 
the words of St. Paul that “there is neither 
Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor 
free, ... for ye are all one in Christ Jesus.”

The basis of this quota system was false 
and unworthy in 1924. It is even worse 
now. At the present time, this quota sys­
tem keeps out the very people we want to 
bring in. It is incredible to me that, in this 
year of 1952, we should again be enacting 
into law such a slur on the patriotism, the 
capacity, and the decency of a large part of 
our citizenry.

June 25 [182]

Today, we have entered into an alliance, 
the North Atlantic Treaty, with Italy, 
Greece, and Turkey against one of the most 
terrible threats mankind has ever faced. 
We are asking them to join with us in pro­
tecting the peace of the world. We are 
helping them to build their defenses, and 
train their men, in the common cause. But, 
through this bill we say to their people: You 
are less worthy to come to this country than 
Englishmen or Irishmen; you Italians, who 
need to find homes abroad in the hundreds 
of thousands—you shall have a quota of 
5,645; you Greeks, struggling to assist the 
helpless victims of a communist civil war— 
you shall have a quota of 308; and you 
Turks, you are brave defenders of the East­
ern flank, but you shall have a quota of only 
225!

Today, we are “protecting” ourselves, as 
we were in 1924, against being flooded by 
immigrants from Eastern Europe. This is 
fantastic. The countries of Eastern Europe 
have fallen under the communist yoke—they 
are silenced, fenced off by barbed wire and 
minefields—no one passes their borders but 
at the risk of his life. We do not need to 
be protected against immigrants from these 
countries—on the contrary we want to 
stretch out a helping hand, to save those who 
have managed to flee into Western Europe, 
to succor those who are brave enough to 
escape from barbarism, to welcome and re­
store them against the day when their coun­
tries will, as we hope, be free again. But 
this we cannot do, as we would like to do, 
because the quota for Poland is only 6,500, 
as against the 138,000 exiled Poles, all over 
Europe, who are asking to come to these 
shores; because the quota for the now sub­
jugated Baltic countries is little more than 
700—against the 23,000 Baltic refugees im­
ploring us to admit them to a new life here; 
because the quota for Rumania is only 289, 
and some 30,000 Rumanians, who have man­
aged to escape the labor camps and the mass 
deportations of their Soviet masters, have 
asked our help. These are only a few ex­
amples of the absurdity, the cruelty of carry-
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ing over into this year of 1952 the isolationist 
limitations of our 1924 law.

In no other realm of our national life are 
we so hampered and stultified by the dead 
hand of the past, as we are in this field of 
immigration. We do not limit our cities 
to their 1920 boundaries—we do not hold 
our corporations to their 1920 capitaliza­
tions—we welcome progress and change to 
meet changing conditions in every sphere of 
life, except in the field of immigration.

The time to shake off this dead weight of 
past mistakes is now. The time to develop 
a decent policy of immigration—a fitting in­
strument for our foreign policy and a true 
reflection of the ideals we stand for, at home 
and abroad—is now. In my earlier mes­
sage on immigration, I tried to explain to 
the Congress that the situation we face in 
immigration is an emergency—that it must 
be met promptly. I have pointed out that 
in the last few years, we have blazed a new 
trail in immigration, through our Displaced 
Persons Program. Through the combined 
efforts of the Government and private agen­
cies, working together not to keep people 
out, but to bring qualified people in, we 
summoned our resources of good will and 
human feeling to meet the task. In this 
program, we have found better techniques 
to meet the immigration problems of the 
1950’s.

None of this fruitful experience of the last 
three years is reflected in this bill before me. 
None of the crying human needs of this 
time of trouble is recognized in this bill. 
But it is not too late. The Congress can 
remedy these defects, and it can adopt legis­
lation to meet the most critical problems 
before adjournment.

The only consequential change in the 
1924 quota system which the bill would 
make is to extend a small quota to each of 
the countries of Asia. But most of the 
beneficial effects of this gesture are offset by 
other provisions of the bill. The countries 
of Asia are told in one breath that they shall 
have quotas for their nationals, and in the 
next, that the nationals of the other coun­

tries, if their ancestry is as much as 50 per­
cent Asian, shall be charged to these quotas.

It is only with respect to persons of oriental 
ancestry that this invidious discrimination 
applies. All other persons are charged to 
the country of their birth. But persons with 
Asian ancestry are charged to the countries 
of Asia, wherever they may have been born, 
or however long their ancestors have made 
their homes outsides the land of their origin. 
These provisions are without justification.

I now wish to turn to the other provisions 
of the bill, those dealing with the qualifica­
tions of aliens and immigrants for admis­
sion, with the administration of the laws, 
and with problems of naturalization and 
nationality. In these provisions too, I find 
objections that preclude my signing this bill.

The bill would make it even more difficult 
to enter our country. Our resident aliens 
would be more easily separated from homes 
and families under grounds of deportation, 
both new and old, which would specifically 
be made retroactive. Admission to our citi­
zenship would be made more difficult; ex­
pulsion from our citizenship would be made 
easier. Certain rights of native born, first 
generation Americans would be limited. 
All our citizens returning from abroad 
would be subjected to serious risk of unrea­
sonable invasions of privacy. Seldom has a 
bill exhibited the distrust evidenced here for 
citizens and aliens alike—at a time when we 
need unity at home, and the confidence of 
our friends abroad.

We have adequate and fair provisions in 
our present law to protect us against the 
entry of criminals. The changes made by 
the bill in those provisions would result in 
empowering minor immigration and .con­
sular officials to act as prosecutor, judge and 
jury in determining whether acts constitut­
ing a crime have been committed. Worse, 
we would be compelled to exclude certain 
people because they have been convicted by 
“courts” in communist countries that know 
no justice. Under this provision, no matter 
how construed, it would not be possible for 
us to admit many of the men and women 
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who have stood up against totalitarian re­
pression and have been punished for doing 
so. I do not approve of substituting totali­
tarian vengeance for democratic justice. I 
will not extend full faith and credit to the 
judgments of the communist secret police.

The realities of a world, only partly free, 
would again be ignored in the provision 
flatly barring entry to those who made mis­
representations in securing visas. To save 
their lives and the lives of loved ones still 
imprisoned, refugees from tyranny some­
times misstate various details of their lives. 
We do not want to encourage fraud. But 
we must recognize that conditions in some 
parts of the world drive our friends to 
desperate steps. An exception restricted to 
cases involving misstatement of country of 
birth is not sufficient. And to make refu­
gees from oppression forever deportable on 
such technical grounds is shabby treatment 
indeed.

Some of the new grounds of deportation 
which the bill would provide are unneces­
sarily severe. Defects and mistakes in ad­
mission would serve to deport at any time 
because of the bill’s elimination, retroac­
tively as well as prospectively, of the present 
humane provision barring deportations on 
such grounds five years after entry. Nar­
cotic drug addicts would be deportable at 
any time, whether or not the addiction was 
culpable, and whether or not cured. The 
threat of deportation would drive the addict 
into hiding beyond the reach of cure, and 
the danger to the country from drug addic­
tion would be increased.

I am asked to approve the reenactment of 
highly objectionable provisions now con­
tained in the Internal Security Act of 1950— 
a measure passed over my veto shortly after 
the invasion of South Korea. Some of these 
provisions would empower the Attorney 
General to deport any alien who has engaged 
or has had a purpose to engage in activities 
“prejudicial to the public interest” or “sub­
versive to the national security.” No stand­
ards or definitions are provided to guide 
discretion in the exercise of powers so sweep-
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ing. To punish undefined “activities” de­
parts from traditional American insistence 
on established standards of guilt. To pun­
ish an undefined “purpose” is thought 
control.

These provisions are worse than the in­
famous Alien Act of 1798, passed in a time 
of national fear and distrust of foreigners, 
which gave the President power to deport 
any alien deemed “dangerous to the peace 
and safety of the United States.” Alien 
residents were thoroughly frightened and 
citizens much disturbed by that threat to 
liberty.

Such powers are inconsistent with our 
democratic ideals. Conferring powers like 
that upon the Attorney General is unfair to 
him as well as to our alien residents. Once 
fully informed of such vast discretionary 
powers vested in the Attorney General, 
Americans now would and should be just as 
alarmed as Americans were in 1798 over less 
drastic powers vested in the President.

Heretofore, for the most part, deportation 
and exclusion have rested upon findings of 
fact made upon evidence. Under this bill, 
they would rest in many instances upon the 
“opinion” or “satisfaction” of immigration 
or consular employees. The change from 
objective findings to subjective feelings is 
not compatible with our system of justice. 
The result would be to restrict or eliminate 
judicial review of unlawful administrative 
action.

The bill would sharply restrict the present 
opportunity of citizens and alien residents 
to save family members from deportation. 
Under the procedures of present law, the 
Attorney General can exercise his discretion 
to suspend deportation in meritorious cases. 
In each such case, at the present time, the 
exercise of administrative discretion is sub­
ject to the scrutiny and approval of the Con­
gress. Nevertheless, the bill would prevent 
this discretion from being used in many 
cases where it is now available, and would 
narrow the circle of those who can obtain 
relief from the letter of the law. This is 
most unfortunate, because the bill, in its
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other provisions, would impose harsher re­
strictions and greatly increase the number 
of cases deserving equitable relief.

Native-born American citizens who are 
dual nationals would be subjected to loss of 
citizenship on grounds not applicable to 
other native-born American citizens. This 
distinction is a slap at millions of Americans 
whose fathers were of alien birth.

Children would be subjected to additional 
risk of loss of citizenship. Naturalized citi­
zens would be subjected to the risk of de­
naturalization by any procedure that can be 
found to be permitted under any State law 
or practice pertaining to minor civil law suits. 
Judicial review of administrative denials of 
citizenship would be severely limited and 
impeded in many cases, and completely 
eliminated in others. I believe these provi­
sions raise serious constitutional questions. 
Constitutionality aside, I see no justification 
in national policy for their adoption.

Section 401 of this bill would establish a 
Joint Congressional Committee on Immigra­
tion and Nationality Policy. This commit­
tee would have the customary powers to hold 
hearings and to subpoena witnesses, books, 
papers and documents. But the Committee 
would also be given powers over the Execu­
tive branch which are unusual and of a 
highly questionable nature. Specifically, 
section 401 would provide that “The Secre­
tary of State and the Attorney General shall 
without delay submit to the Committee all 
regulations, instructions, and all other in­
formation as requested by the Committee 
relative to the administration of this Act.”

This section appears to be another attempt 
to require the Executive branch to make 
available to the Congress administrative doc­
uments, communications between the Presi­
dent and his subordinates, confidential files, 
and other records of that character. It also 
seems to imply that the Committee would 
undertake to supervise or approve regula­
tions. Such proposals arc not consistent 
with the Constitutional doctrine of the sepa­
ration of powers.

In these and many other respects, the bill 
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raises basic questions as to our fundamental 
immigration and naturalization policy, and 
the laws and practices for putting that policy 
into effect.

Many of the aspects of the bill which have 
been most widely criticized in the public 
debate are reaffirmations or elaborations of 
existing statutes or administrative proce­
dures. Time and again, examination dis­
closes that the revisions of existing law that 
would be made by the bill are intended to 
solidify some restrictive practice of our im­
migration authorities, or to overrule or 
modify some ameliorative decision of the 
Supreme Court or other Federal courts. By 
and large, the changes that would be made 
by the bill do not depart from the basically 
restrictive spirit of our existing laws—but 
intensify and reinforce it.

These conclusions point to an underlying 
condition which deserves the most careful 
study. Should we not undertake a reassess­
ment of our immigration policies and prac­
tices in the light of the conditions that face 
us in the second half of the twentieth cen­
tury? The great popular interest which this 
bill has created, and the criticism which it 
has stirred up, demand an affirmative an­
swer. I hope the Congress will agree to a 
careful reexamination of this entire matter.

To assist in this complex task, I suggest 
the creation of a representative commission 
of outstanding Americans to examine the 
basic assumptions of our immigration policy, 
the quota system and all that goes with it, 
the effect of our present immigration and 
nationality laws, their administration, and 
the ways in which they can be brought in 
line with our national ideals and our foreign 
policy.

Such a commission should, I believe, be 
established by the Congress. Its member­
ship should be bi-partisan and divided, 
equally among persons from private life and 
persons from public life. I suggest that four 
members be appointed by the President, 
four by the President of the Senate, and 
four by the Speaker of the House of Repre­
sentatives. The commission should be
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given sufficient funds to employ a staff and 
it should have adequate powers to hold hear­
ings, take testimony, and obtain informa­
tion. It should make a report to the Presi­
dent and to the Congress within a year from 
the time of its creation.

Pending the completion of studies by such 
a commission, and the consideration of its 
recommendations by the Congress, there are 
certain steps which I believe it is most im­
portant for the Congress to take this year.

First, I urge the Congress to enact legisla­
tion removing racial barriers against Asians 
from our laws. Failure to take this step 
profits us nothing and can only have serious 
consequences for our relations with the peo­
ples of the Far East. A major contribution 
to this end would be the prompt enactment 
by the Senate of H.R. 403. That bill, al­
ready passed by the House of Representa­
tives, would remove the racial bars to the 
naturalization of Asians.

Second, I strongly urge the Congress to 
enact the temporary, emergency immigra­
tion legislation which I recommended three 
months ago. In my message of March 24, 
1952,1 advised the Congress that one of the 
gravest problems arising from the present 
world crisis is created by the overpopulation 
in parts of Western Europe. That condi­
tion is aggravated by the flight and expul­
sion of people from behind the iron curtain. 
In view of these serious problems, I asked 
the Congress to authorize the admission of 
300,000 additional immigrants to the United 

States over a three year period. These im­
migrants would include Greek nationals, 
Dutch nationals, Italians from Italy and 
Trieste, Germans and persons of German 
ethnic origin, and religious and political 
refugees from communism in Eastern Eu­
rope. This temporary program is urgently 
needed. It is very important that the Con­
gress act upon it this year. I urge, the 
Congress to give prompt and favorable con­
sideration to the bills introduced by Senator 
Hendrickson and Representative Celler 
(S. 3109 and H.R. 7376), which will im­
plement the recommendations contained in 
my message of March 24.

I very much hope that the Congress will 
take early action on these recommendations. 
Legislation to carry them out will correct 
some of the unjust provisions of our laws, 
will strengthen us at home and abroad, and 
will serve to relieve a great deal of the suf­
fering and tension existing in the world 
today.

Harry S. Truman

note: On June 27 the Congress passed the bill over 
the President’s veto. As enacted, H.R. 5678 is 
Public Law 414, 8zd Congress (66 Stat. i6z).

On June 30, the President signed Proclamation 
2980 (3 CFR, 1949-1953 Comp., p. 161) revising 
the immigration quota list.

For the President’s message to Congress on civil 
rights, dated February 2, 1948, see 1948 volume, 
this series, Item 20.

For the President’s message to Congress on aid 
for refugees and displaced persons, dated March 24, 
see Item 65, this volume.

183 Remarks to the Washington Student Citizenship 
Seminar. June 25, 1952

IT IS a pleasure again to receive this group, 
and I hope that they are enjoying their visit, 
and getting a lot of information about the 
Government of the United States while they 
are here.

You are in the White House Rose Garden, 
where all the greats are received, and where 
medals are pinned on. I had a medal pin­
ning yesterday.

Behind you is the White House, which is 
not the proper name for the house. I don’t 
suppose many of you know what the right 
name of it is. It is “The President’s House.” 
All the silver is engraved with “The Presi­
dent’s House,” and whenever anybody comes 
to dinner and takes a souvenir—that is, a 
piece of silver—he can be caught up with 
because it says “The President’s House” on it.

447 



[164] July 24 Public Papers of the Presidents

reeled by an agency of the Government, the 
plants and laboratories are operated by lead­
ing industrial and research organizations 
through contracts with the Federal Govern­
ment. I hope that, in due course, the Gov­
ernment will be able to permit greater partic­
ipation by private industry in the develop­
ment of atomic energy. When that time 
arrives, our industries and research organi­
zations will be well prepared to carry for­
ward the applications of atomic energy 
which will provide better living and better 
health for our people.

Secrecy is always distasteful to a free 
people. In scientific research, it is a handicap 
to productivity. But our need for security 
in an insecure world compels us, at the 
present time, to maintain a high order of 
secrecy in many of our atomic energy 
undertakings.

When the nations of the world are pre­
pared to join with us in the international 

control of atomic energy, this requirement 
of secrecy will disappear. Our Government 
has sought, through its representatives on 
the United Nations Atomic Energy Com­
mission, to find a common basis for under­
standing with the other member nations. 
However, the uncompromising refusal of the 
Soviet Union to participate in a workable 
control system has thus far obstructed 
progress.

The Atomic Energy Act has stood the test 
of 2 years of administration. There is no 
reason to question the sound basis on which 
it rests. In 2 years, the world has found no 
ready answers to the problem of war and 
peace. Atomic energy, therefore, remains 
a fearful instrument of destruction and a 
wonderful invitation to progress through 
peace.

note: The Fourth Semiannual Report of the Atomic 
Energy Commission is printed in Senate Document 
199 (80th Cong., 2d sess.).

165 Message to the Special Session of the 8oth Congress.
July 27, 1948

[ As delivered in person before a joint session ]

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker, and Members of 
the 80th Congress:

The urgent needs of the American people 
require our presence here today.

Our people demand legislative action by 
their Government to do two things: first, to 
check inflation and the rising cost of living, 
and second, to help in meeting the acute 
housing shortage.

These are matters which affect every Amer­
ican family. They also affect the entire 
world, for world peace depends upon the 
strength of our economy.

The Communists, both here and abroad, 
are counting on our present prosperity turn­
ing into a depression. They do not believe 

that we can—or will—put the brake on high 
prices. They are counting on economic 
collapse in this country.

If we should bring on another great de­
pression in the United States by failing to 
control high prices, the world’s hope for 
lasting peace would vanish. A depression 
in the United States would cut the ground 
from under the free nations of Europe. I c<- 
nomic collapse in this country would prevr* 
the recovery throughout the world which 
essential to lasting peace. We would ha'c 
only ourselves to blame for the traged' 
that would follow.

In these tense days, when our strength 
is being taxed all over the world, it wou -
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be reckless folly if we failed to act against 
inflation.

High prices are not taking “time off” 
for the election.

High prices are not waiting until the next 
session of Congress.

High prices are getting worse. They are 
getting worse every day.

We cannot afford to wait for the next 
Congress to act.

The 81st Congress will not get under way 
for nearly 6 months. Before the new Con­
gress could take action against high prices, 
it would have to draft new bills, study them, 
hold hearings, debate and decide whether to 
pass them. It would be at least 8 months 
from now before the new Congress could 
pass the laws we need.

Eight months more of inflation would be 
much too long.

It was 8 months ago—November 1947— 
that I called a special session of this Con­
gress, and recommended a comprehensive 
anti-inflation program. But that program 
was not enacted. If it had been enacted, we 
would have lower prices today.

Since last November, prices have gone 
even higher. As every housewife knows, 
food prices rose rapidly throughout 1947. 
They are climbing even faster now. Month 
after month, the cost of clothing, fuel, and 
rent keeps on going up.

The cost of living is now higher than ever 
before in our history.

There are not many very rich men in the 
Congress of the United States. You all— 
most of you—have to live on your salaries. 
All you need do is just go home and ask 
your wife how living costs are now, as com­
pared to what they were January 1st, 1947.

We cannot risk the danger, or suffer the 
hardship, of another 8 months of doing 
nothing about high prices.

Prices are already so high that last year 
more than one-fourth of the families of this 

country were forced to spend more than 
they earned. Families of low or moderate 
income are being priced out of the market 
for many of the necessities of life. They are 
not able to buy as much as they could buy 2 
years ago, and they are paying a lot more for 
what they can buy.

At the same time, industrial prices, which 
affect all business and employment, are ris­
ing, and rising fast. Large price increases 
have recently been announced by industries 
that set the pace for the whole economy. 
Just within the last few days, the steel in­
dustry, for example, increased its prices, on 
the average, by more than §9 a ton.

The rise in industrial prices is just as im­
portant, in the long run, as the high cost of 
living. It is already squeezing the independ­
ent businessman. It threatens to destroy a 
fair balance between industry and agricul­
ture. It can end only in catastrophe if it is 
allowed to continue.

In the face of these facts, it is foolish to 
point at every feeble straw as a sign that the 
danger is disappearing. In February, some 
people said that the break in commodity 
prices meant that inflation was almost over. 
They were wrong. Prices rose again.

There are still some people who repeat the 
old argument which was used by those who 
killed price control 2 years ago. They said 
that if we would only take controls off, pro­
duction would increase, prices would go 
down, and there would be more for every­
body at lower cost.

The record shows unmistakably that this 
argument was false.

Production has increased somewhat, and 
we want it to increase still more. But even 
with full employment, full use of available 
materials, and practically full use of plant 
capacity—all of which we have today—prices 
are still climbing much faster than produc­
tion. It is obvious that we cannot rely solely 
on more production to curb high prices. In-

417

MMWWWWMWWW



Public Papers of the Presidents

418 f

stead, we must attack inflation directly.
If we do not stop inflation, production and 

employment will both fall sharply when the 
break comes.

Positive action by this Government is 
long over-due. It must be taken now.

I therefore urge the Congress to take 
strong, positive action to control inflation. 
I have reexamined the anti-inflation program 
I proposed to the Congress 8 months ago. 
In its essentials that program is as sound 
now as it was then. It has been revised and 
strengthened in the light of changing cir­
cumstances. The program I now propose is 
as follows:

First, I recommend that an excess profits 
tax be reestablished in order to provide a 
Treasury surplus and to provide a brake on 
inflation.

Second, I recommend that consumer credit 
controls be restored in order to hold down 
inflationary credit.

Third, I recommend that the Federal Re­
serve Board be given greater authority to 
regulate inflationary bank credit.

Fourth, I recommend that authority be 
granted to regulate speculation on the com­
modity exchanges.

Fifth, I recommend that authority be 
granted for allocation and inventory control 
of scarce commodities which basically affect 
essential industrial production, or the cost 
of living.

Sixth, I recommend that rent controls be 
strengthened, and that adequate appropria­
tions be provided for enforcement, in order 
to prevent further unwarranted rent 
increases.

Seventh, I recommend that standby au­
thority be granted to ration those few prod­
ucts in short supply which vitally affect the 
health and welfare of our people. On the 
basis of present facts, and unless further 
shortages occur, this authority might not 
have to be used.

I
If

Eighth, I recommend that price control 
be authorized for scarce commodities which 
basically affect essential industrial produc­
tion or the cost of living. I have said before, 
and I repeat, that many profit margins have 
been adequate to absorb wage increases with­
out the price increases that have followed. 
Rising wages and rising standards of living, 
based on increasing productivity and a fair 
distribution of income, is the American way. 
Noninflationary wage increases can and 
should continue to be made by free collec­
tive bargaining. Where the Government 
imposes a price ceiling, wage adjustments 
which can be absorbed within the price ceil­
ing should not be interfered with by the 
Government. The Government should have 
the authority, however, to limit wage ad­
justments which would force a break in the 
price ceiling, except where wage adjustments 
are essential to remedy hardship, to correct 
inequities, or to prevent an actual lowering, 
of the living standards.

The measures I have recommended make 
up a balanced program to attack high prices. 
They are all necessary to check rising prices 
and safeguard our economy against the 
danger of depression. If they are made the 
first order of business by the Congress, as 
they should be, they can be promptly enacted. 
Every week of delay will mean additional 
hardship for the American people.

The second reason why I have called the 
Congress back is that our people need legis­
lation now to help meet the national hous­
ing shortage.

We desperately need more housing at 
lower prices—prices which families of mod­
erate income, particularly veterans’ families, 
can afford to pay. We are not getting it.

Even more urgently, we need more rental 
housing—especially low-rent housing. c 
are not getting it.

Most of the housing now being built 1' 
for sale, or for rent, at prices far above the
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reach of the average American family.
I have recommended time and again that 

the Congress pass a comprehensive housing 
bill which would help us obtain more hous­
ing at lower prices—both for sale and for 
rent.

A good housing bill, Senate Bill 866, 
known as the Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill, 
passed the Senate on April 22. This bill 
would provide aid to cities in clearing slums 
and in building low-rent housing projects. 
It would give extensive aid to the private 
home building industry. It includes pro­
visions for farm housing, and for research to 
bring down building costs. It contains many 
other provisions, all aimed at getting more 
housing at lower prices and at lower rents.

This is the bill we need. We need it now, 
not a year from now.

If this legislation is passed this summer, it 
will be possible to start immediately the pro­
duction of more houses of the kind our fami­
lies need, and at prices they can afford to 
pay. If it is not passed now, the 81 st Con­
gress will have to start all over again with 
a new housing bill. In that case, we might 
lose a full year in meeting our national 
housing need.

This Congress can complete action on this 
comprehensive housing bill in a few days. 
And I strongly urge that it do so.

I have called the Congress back primarily 
to deal with high prices and with the hous­
ing shortage. Delay on either of these items 
would be most dangerous. In addition, there 
are other important legislative measures on 
which delay would injure us at home and im­
pair our world relations.

I therefore recommend that the present 
session, without allowing anything to inter­
fere with its vital work on legislation con­
cerning high prices and housing, take action 
on certain other important measures. These 
measures can speedily be enacted now be­
cause of the amount of study already given 

to them by the Congress.
First, the Congress should provide Federal 

assistance to the States in meeting the present 
crisis in education. The children in our 
schools, and the men and women who teach 
there, have been made the victims of infla­
tion. More children are entering school 
than ever before. But inflation has cut down 
the purchasing power of the money devoted 
to educational purposes. Teachers’ salaries, 
for the most part, have lagged far behind 
the increased cost of living. The over­
crowding of our schools is seriously detri­
mental to the health and the education of our 
boys and girls. Every month that we delay 
in meeting this problem will cause damage 
that can never be repaired. Several million 
children of school age are unable to attend 
school, largely because of lack of facilities 
or teachers.

To meet these vital educational needs, the 
Congress should complete action on Senate 
Bill 472, which passed the Senate on April 
the 1 st. All that remains to be done is its 
passage by the House of Representatives.

Prompt action by the Congress is also 
needed to help another group of our people 
who are suffering from inflation. These are 
the workers who depend on the protection 
of the minimum wage law. The present 
minimum wage law is pitifully inadequate 
in the face of today’s high prices. Proposals 
to raise minimum wages have long been be­
fore the Congress. I urgently recommend 
that the minimum wage be raised to at least 
75 cents an hour at this session. Senate Bill 
2062 and its companion House bills would 
be suitable measures for this purpose.

I also urge that action be taken by the 
Congress to relieve other victims of inflation. 
These are the people who depend upon the 
benefits being paid under the old-age and 
survivors insurance system. The average 
old-age retirement benefit for a man and 
his wife is only $39 a month. For a widow 
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with two children, the average monthly 
benefit is only $49. These benefits are 
utterly inadequate. I urge that they be in­
creased by at least 50 percent and that the 
age at which women can receive benefits be 
lowered from 65 to 60 years. I also hope that 
the protection of this system will be extended 
to the millions who are not now covered.

In our relations with the rest of the world, 
action is also needed at once, and can be 
taken quickly, to afford additional proof 
that we mean what we say when we talk 
about freedom, humanity, and international 
cooperation for peace and prosperity. Three 
measures are involved.

First, the Displaced Persons Act in its pres­
ent form discriminates unfairly against some 
displaced persons because of their religion, 
land of origin, or occupation. These pro­
visions are contrary to all American ideals. 
This act should be promptly amended to 
wipe out these discriminations. Further­
more, the present act permits the entry of 
only 200,000 persons, and charges them 
against future immigration quotas. I believe 
strongly that this act should provide for the 
entry of 400,000 persons over a 4-year period, 
and they should be outside the normal im­
migration quotas. The act can and should 
be amended promptly.

Second, many people in the world must 
wonder how strongly we support the United 
Nations when we hesitate to assist the con­
struction of its permanent home in this 
country. Legislation can and should be 
passed at once to authorize a loan by the 
United States Government to the United 
Nations, for the construction of its head­
quarters buildings in New York City.

The International Wheat Agreement is 
another vital measure on which the Congress 
should act. This agreement is designed to 
insure stability in the world wheat market in 
the years ahead when wheat will be more 
plentiful. It would guarantee American 

farmers an export market of 185 million 
bushels of wheat at a fair price during each 
of the next 5 years. Since the agreement is 
in the form of a treaty it requires only ratifi­
cation by the Senate. Although this agree­
ment should have been ratified by July 1st 
of this year, we have good reason to believe 
that it can still be made effective if it is now 
ratified promptly.

Also, I wish to call the attention of the 
Congress to three other problems on which 
action can and should be taken at this 
session.

The Congress should reconsider its recent 
actions which cut sharply into our national 
electric power policy. There is an acute 
shortage of electric power in this country 
now. I am therefore re-submitting to the 
Congress appropriation requests for certain 
power projects which must be provided right 
away. These requests include the TV A 
steamplant at New Johnsonville, Tenn., and 
certain other projects on which con­
gressional reductions, if allowed to stand, 
will delay the production of power for a 
year or more. These appropriations should 
be promptly enacted, and at the same time 
certain crippling limitations should be re­
moved from the law.

In the final days before adjourning in June, 
the Congress passed a bill raising the salaries 
of some Federal employees. However, this 
bill neglected long overdue reforms in the 
Federal pay scales and discriminated unfair­
ly against certain groups of employees. The 
Congress should take this opportunity to 
enact more equitable and realistic Federal 
pay legislation.

Finally, I again urge upon the Congress 
the measures I recommended last February 
to protect and extend basic civil rights of 
citizenship and human liberty. A number of 
bills to carry out my recommendations have 
been introduced in the Congress. Many of 
them have already received careful consid- 
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(•ration by congressional committees. Only 
one bill, however, has been enacted, a bill 
relating to the rights of Americans of Japa­
nese origin. I believe that it is necessary to 
enact the laws I have recommended in order 
to make the guarantees of the Constitution 
real and vital. I believe they are necessary 
to carry out our American ideals of liberty 
and justice for all.

I hope that there is no misunderstanding 
of the recommendations I have made. I 
have asked the Congress to return, first of all, 
in order to meet the urgent need of our peo­
ple for relief from high prices and the hous­
ing shortage. I urge the Congress not to be 
distracted from these central purposes.

At the same time, as I have stated, the 
Congress can and should act on certain 
other important items of legislation at this 
social session.

There are still other problems of great 
moment which vitally affect the welfare of 
the Nation. I have discussed them in 
previous messages to this Congress. I have 
made recommendations for legislation to 
meet them. I do not repeat them now—be­
cause the purposes and limited time of this 
special session do not readily permit action 
on them.

However, I feel just as strongly as ever 
that all these measures are necessary. If the 
Congress finds time to enact any of them 
now the country will greatly benefit. Cer­
tainly, the next Congress should take them 
tip immediately.

These include: a comprehensive health 
program, based on health insurance; a fair 
and sound labor-management relations law— 
in place of the Taft-Hartley law which has 
proved to be unfair and unsound and which 
should be repealed; a real long-range farm 
program; a stronger reciprocal trade agree­
ments act; a universal training program; a 
national science foundation; strengthened 

antitrust laws; and the approval of the St. 
Lawrence waterway treaty.

The vigor of our democracy is judged by 
its ability to take decisive actions—actions 
which are necessary to maintain our physi­
cal and moral strength and to raise our 
standards of living. In these days of con­
tinued stress, the test of that vigor becomes 
more and more difficult. The legislative and 
executive branches of our Government can 
meet that test today.

The American people rightfully expect us 
to meet it together. I hope that the Amer­
ican people will not look to us in vain.

note: The President spoke at 12:30 p.m. His ad­
dress was carried on a nationwide radio broadcast.

On August 12 the White House released the fol­
lowing “Summary of Action by the Congress on 
the President’s Recommendations at the Special 
Session”:

A. Major recommendations:
1. Anti-inflation program:
a. Excess profits tax. (Failed to act. Ways and 

Means Committee held no meetings; permitted no 
administration witnesses to testify.)

b. Consumer credit controls. (Enacted, but for 
a shorter period than recommended.)

c. Bank credit controls. (Enacted in part.)
d. Regulate speculations in commodities. (Failed 

to act. No administration witnesses permitted to 
testify.)

e. Authority for allocations and inventory con­
trols. (Failed to act. House committee refused to 
hear administration case; Senate Committee cut 
hearings short.)

f. Strengthened rent control. (Failed to act. No 
administration witnesses permitted to testify.)

g. Authority to ration. (Failed to act. House 
committee refused to hear administration case; Senate 
Committee cut hearings short.)

h. Authority for price controls. (Failed to act. 
House committee refused to hear administration 
case; Senate Committee cut hearings short.)

2. Housing program. (House leadership refused 
to permit House to vote on Taft-Ellender-Wagner 
bill. Emasculated housing bill enacted instead.)

B. Other recommendations:
1. Aid to education. (Failed to act. House com­

mittee held no meeting. Bill had previously passed 
the Senate.)

2. Increase minimum wage. (Failed to act. 
Committees held no meetings. Hearings had 
previously been held.)
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3. Increase social security benefits. (Failed to act. 
Senate committee held no meeting. Bill had previ­
ously passed House (in inadequate form).)

4. Amend Displaced Persons Act. (Failed to act. 
Senate leadership refused to permit action.)

5. Loan for United Nations headquarters. (En­
acted.)

6. Ratify International Wheat Agreement. (Re­
ported by Senate committee, but Senate leadership 
refused to permit ratification.)

7. Restore vital power appropriations and remove 
crippling restrictions. (Failed to act. House Ap­
propriations Committee refused to hear adminis­
tration witnesses. Senate defeated amendments 
when they were offered by Democratic Senators.)

8. Reforms in Federal pay scales. (Failed to act. 
House and Senate committees did not meet; per­
mitted no administration testimony.)

9. Civil rights legislation. (Failed to act. Senate 
briefly considered antipoll tax bill, took no action.)

166 The President’s News Conference of
July 29, 1948

the president. Ladies and gentlemen, I 
have no announcements to make. If you 
have any questions, I will try to answer 
them.

[1.] Q. Mr. President, General Bradley 
said he favored segregation in the lower 
echelons of the Army. Is that consistent 
with your Executive order regarding the 
Armed Forces?

the president. I haven't seen what Gen­
eral Bradley says, but I am informed by 
the Secretary for the Army that he made 
no such statement.

[2.] Q. Mr. President, Mr. Bevin made 
a statement today regarding the next ap­
proach to Moscow regarding the Berlin situ­
ation. Held out, too, his hope for settle­
ment of the whole European problem. I 
wonder if you could give us any American 
view-----

the president. I haven’t seen Mr. Bevin’s 
statement, and I have no comment to make 
on it, or on the European situation.

[3.] Q. Mr. President, in the antipoll 
tax method, would you have any preference 
for a constitutional method, or the bill?

the president. That is a matter that the 
Senate will have to act on, and the House. 
The House has already acted, I think.

[4.] Q. Mr. President, to go back to the 
first question, does your advocacy of equality 
of treatment and opportunity in the Armed 

Forces envision eventually the end of segre­
gation?

THE PRESIDENT. Yes.
[5.] Q. Mr. President, do you consider 

that the Senate has acted in good faith in 
starting its work upon the controversial-----

the president. I have no comment to 
make on the Senate. The Senate stands 
before the country just the same as I do. 
They will have to take the consequences of 
their acts.

[6.] Q. Mr. President, would wages 
necessarily be frozen under your anti-infla­
tion program?

the president. Not necessarily.
[7.] Q. Mr. President, in connection 

with the congressional session, do you plan 
to ask Governor Dewey to use his influence 
as the leader of his party to do something 
about getting some action?

the president. No. [Laughter}
[8.] Q. Mr. President, what persuaded 

you some months after the Federal Reserve 
Board first made its proposal about bank 
credit restraints, to endorse most of them?

the president. The change in the situa­
tion.

Q. How is the situation changed?
the president. Well, consumer credit is 

rapidly rising.
Q. Were you in favor of reinstitution of 

Regulation W?
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288 Address at Memorial Hall in Buffalo.
October 9, 1952

THE WELCOME you have given me re­
minds me of the welcome I received when I 
came here in 1948. I shall always remember 
that. And I shall also remember the good 
majority that Buffalo gave me in that 
election.

Now, this year I want you to give an even 
bigger majority to Adlai Stevenson. Also, I 
want you to turn in good majorities for the 
Democratic ticket in this great State. You 
people here have a chance to send three good 
Democrats to Congress. Two of them have 
represented you in Congress before. They 
have good, liberal records. They did a fine 
job for you in Washington. They are An­
thony Tauriello and Chester Gorski. I hope 
you will send them back again, and I believe 
you will.

In the 42d District, you have a candidate 
who knows all about the needs of this area. 
He is E. Dent Lackey, and if you send him 
to Congress, you will have someone who will 
look out for your interests and not just the 
interests of the big business lobbies.

For the Senate, you have John Cashmore 
of Brooklyn. He is an able, well-qualified, 
and a good man, and I hope you will elect 
him. You have one Senator in the Senate of 
whom I am very fond already, and that is 
Senator Lehman. He is a wonderful Sen­
ator. He is always on the side of the people.

This year I am not campaigning for my­
self—but for something I believe to be neces­
sary to the progress and prosperity of this 
country. It is vitally necessary for the wel­
fare of this country that we have a Demo­
cratic victory in November.

I am not asking for anything for myself. 
I have had a rugged 4 years since I saw you 
last, and I have received a lot of mud and 
brickbats. But I don’t feel too badly about 
those attacks that have been made on me, 
because I know the reason for them. It is 
that I have been working for the interests of 
the people.

If a President is truly working for the peo­
ple, the special interest lobbies and the one- 
party press are sure to start smearing and 
slandering him. If he resists the big inter­
ests—if he tries to keep price control on the 
big corporations, for example, if he tries to 
prevent the oil companies or the gas com­
panies from robbing the public—then it 
doesn’t matter how decent he is, or how 
honest, the editorials and the hatchet com­
mentators will try to make him look like 
a monster. My daughter never thought I 
looked like one.

On the other hand, if a President, or even 
a candidate for President, is on the side of 
the big interests, then no matter how he may 
behave, or what preposterous things he may 
say, the newspaper publishers will try to 
cover up for him and present him to the peo­
ple as a great statesman. That is what they 
are doing for their Republican candidate this 
year.

So, on the whole, I am proud of the at­
tacks that have been made on me. I have 
made my fair share of mistakes, I know; but 
I am confident that while I have been Presi­
dent, I have represented the 150 million peo­
ple who don’t have a lobby down there in 
Washington working for them. There’s 
the oil lobby, the real estate lobby, and the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
lobby, and the railroad lobby, and the Amer­
ican Medical Association lobby. There’s a 
lobby for this, that, and the other thing, so 
the President has to look out for the inter­
ests of the 150 million people who can’t 
afford lobbyists in Washington.

And I know Adlai Stevenson will do that 
for you when you elect him, just as I have 
done it.

One of the things for which I have been 
most savagely attacked is my effort to pre­
serve the Bill of Rights, the greatest part of 
the Constitution of the United States, and 
the spirit of mutual tolerance and fair play 
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that we must have to hold this Nation 
together.

Ours is a nation of many different groups, 
of different races, different national origins 
and different religions. The American 
principle is that all men shall have equal 
rights before the law and that all men have 
equal rights in our economic life. This is 
the idea that holds us together, and it has 
made us the greatest nation in the history of 
the world.

But, my friends, this principle is always 
under attack. Some people are always try­
ing to cut down the liberties of others—or 
block the progress of racial or national groups 
different from their own.

Let me tell you this; the President, who­
ever he may be, is, in many cases, the last line 
of defense against those attacks on your free­
dom. And it is better to be sure that you 
have a man in the White House, these next 
4 years, who understands what it takes to 
preserve your rights. It is better for you to 
have a man who is not afraid to use the 
powers of his office to veto measures that en­
danger your liberty. For I believe the pres­
sures are going to be heavier than ever, these 
next 4 years, to break down the principles of 
the Bill of Rights. And, quite frankly, this 
is one part of the job of being President that 
you better not turn over to a professional 
military general.

Now I want to tell you tonight about a 
fight that has been going on, during my term 
of office, over this question of equality and 
freedom. I want to show you how the 
Democratic Party in Congress has been on 
the side of the people in this fight, and the 
Republican Party in Congress has been 
against us.

Many of us have ties—of kinship or na­
tional origin—with lands beyond the sea. 
We feel deeply the trials and troubles those 
nations are experiencing. We are distressed 
by the terrible ordeal of the people of Poland 
and Hungary and other countries of Eastern 
Europe behind the godless Iron Curtain. We 
know the struggles of the people of such
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nations as Italy and Greece, to withstand 
communism and find employment and 
prosperity.

We want to help these people and we have 
been helping them. We have been helping 
them through our Government and through 
the efforts of individuals and private or­
ganizations. We have sent relief to them. I 
understand that the people of Buffalo did an 
extraordinary job of sending clothing for 
overseas relief; and I congratulate you on it.

We have helped displaced persons from 
some of these countries.

Our whole foreign policy is designed to 
strengthen these countries where they are 
still free, and to work toward the day of 
freedom for those that are enslaved.

We are engaged in a great effort around 
the world to hold back the godless forces of 
Communist aggression, and to prevent an­
other world war. We helped the Greeks to 
defeat the Communist invasion of their soil, 
and our aid has kept Turkey free and inde­
pendent. Through the Marshall plan and 
military aid, we strengthened the free coun­
tries of Europe. We have helped them to 
-crush the Communist conspiracy within 
their borders, and to build defenses against 
the Communist threat from without.

One of the great victories in this fight was 
the support we gave to the cause of freedom 
in the elections in Italy in 1948. The letters 
that citizens of this country wrote to their 
friends and relatives in Italy that year, did a 
great deal to turn the tide against commu­
nism in Europe. Those letters showed that 
the people of this country, as well as this 
Government, have made common cause with 
free men around the world in the fight 
against communism.

We have done more than this. We have 
built the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza­
tion, and helped to set up a unified army to 
defend Europe. We have brought a new 
Germany back into the community of na­
tions. In the Far East, we have helped to 
set up a group of new and independent na­
tions, from India to the Philippines. We

771



. . --- -- .......- -- - ----

[288] Oct. 9 Public Papers of the Presidents

are strengthening them against communism. 
We have restored Japan to its place on the 
side of freedom.

At the point where Communist armed 
aggression threatened to break through, in 
Korea, we have held the dyke. This has 
cost us much, and the sacrifices still go on.. 
But if it checks the Communist plan of con­
quest, and prevents a third world war, it 
will have been worth all the losses and all 
the pain.

This is what we have been doing, around 
the world, and it has brought new life to free 
men everywhere. It has brought new hope 
and courage to the hearts of those who still 
must live under the Communist yoke.

But we must not encourage rash adven­
tures. We are not going to ask the unarmed 
people of the Iron Curtain countries to rise 
up against their aggressors, and sacrifice 
themselves before firing squads of the Krem­
lin. That may be what the Republican 
candidate for President and his foreign policy 
advisers are urging—in order to get votes 
in this country. But we are not going to do 
it. It might lead to war, and it would cer­
tainly be a useless slaughter of brave men and 
women behind the Iron Curtain.

There is, however, one more thing we 
want to do, and we find it very hard to do, 
because of Republican opposition. That is 
to find new homes and new opportunities, 
particularly in our own country, for some of 
the people of those lands.

Our immigration laws bar the way to this 
kind of help. They keep us from doing what 
we should for the refugees from the Soviet 
terror, and for the victims of overcrowding 
in the free countries.

Now, I want to tell you something about 
these laws.

Our immigration laws are based on the 
National Origin Quota System.. This sys­
tem limits the immigration quotas of each 
European country, in accordance with the 
past contribution of that country to the 
population of the United States. Under this 
system, we can admit over 65,000 British sub­

jects every year, although very few want to 
come over. But we can only admit 6,500 
from Poland or 5,600 from Italy or 308 from 
Greece—countries where the need is great 
and pressing.

This National Origin Quota System is a 
Republican invention. It was conceived and 
written into law under a Republican Presi­
dent and a Republican Congress in the 1920’s. 
It is based on a discredited and un-Ameri­
can theory of racial superiority. That theory 
considers the so-called nordics from England 
and Northern Europe to be superior to per­
sons born in Italy, Greece, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, or any other country of Southern 
or Eastern Europe. It’s all wrong.

Now the Republicans took full credit for 
this discriminatory policy. They boasted of 
it, as one of their achievements, in their 1932 
platform.

It is, of course, necessary to regulate the 
flow of immigration and to have some kind 
of limitation on numbers. It is also neces­
sary to exclude undesirable individuals. But 
I think it is un-American to exclude a quali­
fied, worthy individual just because he comes 
from Poland or Italy or Hungary. And that 
is exactly what happens under this Republi­
can law.

The policies of the Republican Party 
haven’t changed very much since they wrote 
this law in 1924. Let me prove that to you.

After the Second World War, I wanted 
to do something to help the millions of up­
rooted and homeless persons in Europe. At 
my urging, the 80th Congress adopted the 
Displaced Persons Act. That was neces­
sary to get around the restrictions of the 
National Origin Quota System, and let a 
substantial number of those people in. But 
the 80th Congress wrote in to the Displaced 
Persons Act provisions that deliberately dis­
criminated against Catholics and Jews.

I made those provisions a campaign issue 
in 1948, and after we won, the Democratic 
81st Congress repealed them.

Now the Displaced Persons Act has ex­
pired. There are still people in Europe that
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need our help. First, there are the brave 
men and women who manage to escape the 
Soviet terror and cross the Iron Curtain. 
Then, there are thousands of desirable immi­
grants in Italy, Germany, the Netherlands, 
and Greece. But we cannot help these peo­
ple as we want to because of the old Repub­
lican National Origin Quota System.

So, this year—get this, now—so this year 
I asked the Congress to modify our laws 
again to let some of these people in. And 
what did they do? They passed a bill which 
does nothing for this emergency problem 
in Europe, and which reenacts the National 
Origin Quota System.

This new law—which is just as unfair as 
the old to the people of Southern and East­
ern Europe—had the support of the Repub­
licans in the Senate, 4 to 1. I vetoed that 
law, and they passed it over my veto.

Now this law bears the name of a Demo­
cratic Senator. And I'm sorry that it does, 
but he is not my kind of Democrat. My 
kind of Democrat was fighting against that 
law, and the leader of that fight was your 
own brave Senator Lehman.

He has done more to expose the whole 
injustice of our immigration laws than any­
one else. And he has had a lot of good 
Democratic support.

Now the Democratic Party is not going 
to give up on this issue. Our platform this 
year pledges us to work against the unfair 
and unjust features of the present law, and 
to get a decent law in its place. And I have 
appointed a commission to study the pres­
ent law in operation, and to report to me 
before the next Congress meets.

But the Republican platform doesn’t even 
have the word immigration in it. The fact 
is the Republicans are well satisfied with the 
unfair immigration law we now have. It 
could not have been enacted without their 
almost solid support in the Congress. And 
I know it couldn’t have passed over my 
veto without their support.

The Republican candidate for President 
was asked about immigration, but he didn’t 
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have any views on the subject. The Re­
publican candidate for Vice President was 
one of the Senators who voted in favor of 
this unjust law, and he voted to override 
my veto.

So now you know where the top Repub­
licans stand. They’re just against us, as 
usual.

If you want that law changed—if you 
want a decent break for the brave anti­
Communist people of Europe—you’d better 
vote the Democratic ticket.

The National Origin Quota System isn’t 
the only bad feature of this new immigration 
law. The whole statute breathes prejudice 
against the foreign born—alien and natural­
ized citizen alike. It establishes a cruel and 
restrictive procedure against aliens, and a 
second class status, before the law, for 
naturalized citizens. And that, my friends, 
is an outrage of the worst sort.

Now the excuse for these discriminatory 
and restrictive provisions is the fear of com­
munism. Because we are opposed to com­
munism, we are asked to adopt restrictions 
that violate the spirit of our institutions— 
restrictions that bear most heavily on persons 
from such countries as Italy, Greece, and 
Poland, who are just as opposed to commu­
nism as we are here in this country. Now 
what is the logic in that?

I’ll tell you—there just isn’t any.
There is no logic in it—but there is plenty 

of prejudice—prejudice against people with 
foreign names and foreign backgrounds.

Why is it that the politicians who make 
the loudest noise about being against com­
munism are usually the ones who oppose for­
eign aid, and favor new legal restrictions on 
aliens and on naturalized citizens? I wish 
somebody would answer that question for 
me.

Why, in this country, every good citizen is 
opposed to communism. We have taken 
firm measures against it. We have prose­
cuted the leaders of communism for break­
ing our laws, and we have a complete se­
curity system for our Federal Government.
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We have the FBI, which is doing a good 
job—and we have counter-espionage activi­
ties that I can’t talk about because they are 
secret. And our intelligence agencies are 
constantly on the alert.

What then, is all this current oratory on 
the Republican side about?

Well, I am going to tell you.
There is a group of hotheads—mostly Re­

publicans, with a few Democrats—who want 
to break down all our constitutional guar­
antees in dealing with the problem of com­
munism. They want to do away with the 
Bill of Rights, whenever a man is accused 
of communism. They want to be able to 
deport a man on the basis of mere suspicion. 
And they are trying heroically to do it. 
I don’t call it very heroic, either. This im­
migration law that I vetoed was a step in 
the direction of such lawless and unconsti­
tutional procedures.

But I am not going to yield to this pressure 
to weaken the Bill of Rights—and neither, 
if I know him, will Adlai Stevenson.

Because the Bill of Rights protects us all. 
Once it is broken down in one direction, the 
irrational forces of prejudice and hate will 
break through, and endanger all of us. And 
the first people to suffer, if this happens, will 
be naturalized citizens and those of foreign 
parentage—and all those whose roots in this 
country are relatively new.

This sort of thing has happened before in 
our history. It happened in the days of the 
“Know-Nothings,” a secret party dedicated 
to hatred of immigrants and of the Catholic 
Church. It happened after World War I, 
when a wave of hysteria about communism 
led to violent and illegal acts against aliens 
and persons of foreign extraction and labor 
organizations.

It could happen again, unless we hold firm 

against prejudice and racial hatred—unless 
we stand on the Bill of Rights and hold a 
man innocent until he is proved guilty.

I have been trying to stand firm on that 
principle. I have been abused and criticized 
for it. But I am sure that it has been in the 
best interests of my country.

So now I say to you tonight, beware of 
the candidate ^vhose sole stock in trade is 
self-proclamation of anti-communism. Be­
ware of a party that tries to make votes out 
of false charges about communism. The 
hysteria, the irrational fear, that they are 
manipulating in one direction today, may 
turn against other groups tomorrow.

Once these deep forces of prejudice and 
unreason are set loose, no man can tell where 
they will go. They could tear our Nation 
apart, setting group against group, creed 
against creed, the older immigrant stocks 
against the newer.

Let us recognize this menace, and defend 
our American principles against it—our 
principles of tolerance and equality before 
the law, and adherence to the spirit of the 
Constitution of the United States.

The way to do that, my friends, is to 
vote for the party that has stood firm for 
civil rights and civil liberties and a decent 
immigration law. The way to do that is to 
vote for a man whose career shows that he 
understands our system of constitutional lib­
erty, and that he has the courage to defend 
it, and that man is Adlai Stevenson of 
Illinois.
note: The President spoke at 9:30 p.m. in Memorial 
Hall at Buffalo, N.Y. During his remarks he re­
ferred to Anthony F. Tauriello, Chester C. Gorski, 
and E. Dent Lackey, Democratic candidates for 
Representative, John Cashmore, Democratic candi­
date for Senator, and Senator Herbert H. Lehman, 
all of New York.
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Commissioners to broaden representation of all elements of our 
local population. This will be a first step toward insuring that 
this Capital provide an honored example to all communities of 
our Nation.

In this manner, and by the leadership of the office of the Presi­
dent exercised through friendly conferences with those in authority 
in our States and cities, we expect to make true and rapid progress 
in civil rights and equality of employment opportunity.

There is one sphere in which civil rights are inevitably involved 
in Federal legislation. This is the sphere of immigration.

It is a manifest right of our Government to limit the number 
of immigrants our Nation can absorb. It is also a manifest right 
of our Government to set reasonable requirements on the char­
acter and the numbers of the people who come to share our land 
and our freedom.

It is well for us, however, to remind ourselves occasionally of 
an equally manifest fact: we are—one and all—immigrants or 
sons and daughters of immigrants.

Existing legislation contains injustices. It does, in fact, discrim­
inate. I am informed by Members of the Congress that it was 
realized, at the time of its enactment, that future study of the 
basis of determining quotas would be necessary.

I am therefore requesting the Congress to review this legislation 
and to enact a statute that will at one and the same time guard 
our legitimate national interests and be faithful to our basic ideas 
of freedom and fairness to all.

In another but related area—that of social rights—we see most 
clearly the new application of old ideas of freedom.

This administration is profoundly aware of two great needs 
born of our living in a complex industrial economy. First, the 
individual citizen must have safeguards against personal disaster 
inflicted by forces beyond his control; second, the welfare of the 
people demands effective and economical performance by the 
Government of certain indispensable social services.
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argued for authorizing the transfer of unused quotas to 
other areas.

But the House April 25 rejected by voice vote 
Celler’s amendment to distribute the unused quotas of 
Britain, Germany and Ireland among other countries. Also 
rejected, along with 18 other liberalizing amendments, 
was one by Rep. Jacob K. Javits (R N.Y.) to allocate 
quotas on the basis of the U.S. population makeup in 1940, 
rather than 1920. Principal amendment accepted by the 
House, before passing HR 5678 by a 206-68 standing vote, 
gave legal status to the Board of Immigration Appeals 
established by executive order.

The Senate Judiciary Committee Jan 29 had reported 
a revised version (S 2550) of McCarran’s bill that was 
essentially a duplicate of HR 5678. In a minority report 
filed March 13, Sens. Estes Kefauver (D Tenn.), Warren 
G. Magnuson (D Wash.), Harley M. Kilgore (D W.Va.) 
and William Langer (R N.D.) assailed S 2550 on grounds 
that it “would inject new racial discrimination into our 
law, establish many new vague and highly abusable re­
quirements for admission, impede the admission of refu­
gees from totalitarian oppression; incorporate into law 
vague standards for deportation and denaturalization, and 
deprive persons within our borders of fundamental judi­
cial protections.” They urged support for a substitute 
bill, S 2842, introduced March 12 by Sen. Hubert H. 
Humphrey (D Minn.) and 12 others, which based quotas 
on the 1950 census, authorized the "pooling” of unused 
quotas, and abolished the mortgage provision of the 
DP Act.

Senate debate on S 2550 began May 7 with'McCarran 
charging that efforts to "sabotage” his bill were led 
by those who had opposed his Internal Security Act of 
1950. He said those opposing S 2550 "would wittingly or 
unwittingly lend themselves to efforts which would poison 
the bloodstream of the country.” Humphrey moved to re­
commit the bill with instructions to hold hearings on his 
own bill (S 2842), but the Senate rejected the motion, 28- 
44 (D 20-21; R 8-23), May 19. Sen. Herbert H. Lehman 
(D N.Y.) then offered a brief substitute for S 2550, con­
taining the main provisions of S 2842, but this too was 
rejected, 27-51 (D 19-26; R 8-25). The Senate then passed 
S 2550 by voice vote May 22 and gave it the number of 
the House-passed HR 5678. The conference report was 
adopted by the House June 10 and the Senate June 11.

On June 25 President Truman vetoed the McCarran- 
Walter bill, calling some of its provisions "worse than 
the infamous Alien Act of 1798.” He said the bill con­
tained some good features, such as the repeal of racial 
barriers, "imbedded in a mass of legislation which would 
perpetuate injustices of long standing against many other 
nations of the world, hamper the efforts we are making 
to rally the men of East and West alike to the cause of 
freedom, and intensify the repressive and inhumane as­
pects of our immigration procedures.” And he again 
asked Congress to authorize the entry of 300,000 addi­
tional immigrants over a three-year period. L

The House, responding to Rep. Walter’s charge that 
the veto message was "fictional and amateurish,” voted 
June 26 to override, 278-113 (D 107-90; R 170-23; Ind. 
1-0). The Senate followed suit June 27, 57-26 (D 25-18; 
R 32-8). As enacted, the 302-page Immigration and 
Nationality Act (PL 82-414) retained the quota system 
based on the national origins of the U.S. population in 
1920, as well as non-quota treatment for most immi­
grants from the Western Hemisphere, the spouse or 
child of an American citizen, and former U.S. govern­

ment employees with 15 years’ service. The law estab­
lished priorities for the allocation of visas within each 
country’s quota, as follows: first 50 percent to those 
whose "high education, technical training, specialized ex­
perience, or exceptional ability” would benefit the U.S., 
and to their spouses and children; next 30 percent to the 
parents of U.S. citizens 21 or over; last 20 percent to 
spouses and children of aliens admitted for permanent 
residence, with unfilled quotas then open toother prefer­
ence categories.

The law extended the grounds for excluding or de­
porting aliens, and made a conviction for contempt for 
refusing to testify before a Congressional committee re­
garding subversive activities grounds for revocation of 
citizenship for 10 years following naturalization. It also 
established a Joint Committee on Immigration and Na­
tionality to "make a continuous study” of the law and 
its application.

President Truman also ordered a study of the law, 
by a seven-man Commission on Immigration and Natural­
ization, headed by former Solicitor General Philip B. 
Perlman whom he appointed Sept. 4. The pros and cons 
of the McCarran-Walter Act created sparks in the Pres­
idential campaign as well, when President Truman Oct. 
17 assailed Gen. Eisenhower for "an attack of moral 
blindness” in having "embraced” Sen. Richard M. Nixon 
and other Republicans who had voted to override his> veto. 
Truman’s implication that Eisenhower was anti-Semitic 
and anti-Catholic brought violent reactions from Repub­
licans; Eisenhower himself said he opposed the Mc­
Carran-Walter Act and that a new law "was certainly 
needed.” British, French and other foreign shipping lines 
added their protests when the law became effective Dec. 
24; its provisions for screening foreign seamen threatened 
to deny them shore leave in U.S. ports.

Legislation Under Eisenhower
More than 300,000 additional refugees were admitted 

to the U.S. under special programs sponsored by the 
Eisenhower Administration, designed to help liquidate the 
"hard core” problem, to ease population pressures in 
Western Europe, and to deal with a mass exodus from 
Hungary in 1956. And as before, the U.S. continued to 
give financial support to international refugee relief and 
resettlement programs. But President Eisenhower was no 
more successful than his predecessor in persuading Con­
gress to revise basic immigration policy. By 1960, na­
tional interest in the issue had slackened perceptibly, 
reflecting among other developments a decline in emi­
gration pressures in Europe.

1953 In a 316-page report Jan. 1 to President Truman, 
the Perlman Commission said the McCarran- 

Walter Act should be "reconsidered and revised from 
beginning to end.” President Eisenhower, in his State of 
the Union message Feb. 2, said the law "does, in fact, 
discriminate,” and asked Congress to write a new one 
"that will at one and the same time guard our legitimate 
national interests and be faithful to our basic ideas of 
freedom and fairness to all.” But Sen. Arthur V. Wat­
kins (R Utah), chairman of the Joint Committee on Im­
migration and Nationality, with the backing of both Mc­
Carran and Walter, argued that the law should be ob­
served in operation for several years before being 

' , (Continued on p. 228)
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revised. Rep. Walter said President Eisenhower had 
“joined the army of critics of the law who have failed to 
read the Act they criticise."

Meanwhile, Rep. Celler Jan. 26 introduced a bill to 
admit 328,000 non-quota immigrants from Europe over 
a three-year period. Then, on April 22, the President 
asked for “emergency” legislation to admit 240,000 im­
migrants within two years, to consist of 125,000 expel­
lees and escapees from Eastern Europe, 75,000 Italians, 
20,000 Dutch and 20,000 Greeks. The three latter blocs, 
not restricted to refugees, were included primarily to re­
lieve population pressures in those countries.

Following hearings by its Immigration Subcommittee, 
the House Judiciary Committee July 27 reported a bill 
(HR 6481) to admit 240,000 non-quota immigrants along 
the lines of the Administration’s request. In House debate 
July 28, Rep. Walter led the opposition to the bill, which 
be said “destroys the national-origins system.” The 
House agreed to amendments reducing the total number 
of immigrants to 217,000, but rejected Walter’s motion 
to strike the enacting clause, by a 77-114 standing vote, 
before passing the bill, 221-185 (R 132-74; D 88-111; 
Ind. 1-0).

The Senate Judiciary Committee July 23 reported 
its own bill (S 1917), authorizing 220,000 non-quota visas 
over three years. But the blocs of visas set aside for 
Italians, Greeks, and Dutch were restricted to those 
qualifying as “refugees,” such as Italians repatriated 
from former colonies in Africa. On the insistence of a 
six-member minority led by Sen. McCarran, who threat­
ened a filibuster, the Committee agreed further to reduce 
the total number of visas to 209,000 and to oppose amend­
ments from the floor to increase that number. In voting 
July 29, the Senate rejected an amendment by Irving M. 
Ives (R N.Y.) and others, to open the Italian visas to 
"nationals” of Italy in general, 29-62 (R 13-32; D 15-30; 
Ind. 1-0). The Senate then substituted provisions of S 
1917 for those of HR 6481 and passed the bill, 63-30 
(R 38-8; D 24-22; Ind. 1-0),

The conference report, agreed to by the House July 
31 and the Senate Aug. 1, authorized issuance of 209,000 
special immigration visas by Dec. 31, 1956, distributed 
as follows: 55,000 German-ethnic expellees and 35,000 
escapees living in West Germany, Berlin or Austria; 
10,000 escapees in other countries; 2,000 Polish veter­
ans in England; 45,000 Italian refugees from Venezia- 
Giulia or the African colonies; 15,000 Italians with close 
relatives in the U.S.; 15,000 Greek refugees; 15,000 
Dutch refugees; 2,000 Greeks and 2,000 Dutch with close 
relatives in the U.S.; 3,000 Asian and 2,000 non-Asian 
refugees in the Far East; 2,000 Chinese "cleared” by 
the Nationalist Government in Formosa; 2,000 Arab refu­
gees; 4,000 orphans under 10 adopted by Americans. 
The bill also authorized permanent entry for 5,000 aliens 
admitted to the U.S. temporarily.

Like the Displaced Persons Act of 1948, the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953 required assurances from U.S. citi­
zens of jobs and housing for those admitted (except those 
with “close relative” visas). Applicants were also re­
quired to obtain certificates guaranteeing that they would 
be readmitted to the countries where their visas would 
be issued, in case they were denied entry to the U.S. or 
deported. The Act called for elaborate screening pro­
cedures; no person was to be admitted unless there was 
“complete information” about him for “at least two 
years” prior to his application for a visa. Administra­
tion was placed in the hands of the State Department’s
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Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, then headed by 
Scott McLeod (PL 83-203).

No action was taken in 1953 on the President’s re­
quest for revision of the McCarran-Walter Act, but on 
the last day of the session, Aug. 3, seven Democrats in 
the Senate (including John F. Kennedy) and 24 in the 
House introduced bills (S 2585, HR 6820-43) to replace 
the national-origins formula with a new, world-wide 
immigration quota of 251,000 per year.

IQEZ Administration of the Refugee Relief Act came 
1 in for rising criticism in 1954; one year after 
enactment, only 8,000 visas had been issued, while less 
than 2,000 refugees had reached the U.S. Much of the 
delay, however, stemmed from the procedures and cri­
teria set out in the law itself. Experience had shown, 
moreover, that the large blocs of visas set aside for 
Italians, Dutch, and Greeks qualifying as refugees were 
in small demand, while the smaller blocs reserved for 
persons with close relatives in the U.S. were over­
subscribed.

To correct this situation, Congress agreed to amend 
the Act to permit the State Department to issue visas in 
either category according to demand. In effect, this 
opened the bulk of the visas for Italians, Dutch and 
Greeks to nationals with close relatives in the U.S. As 
passed by the House by voice vote March 15, the bill (HR 
8193) also exempted orphans from the requirement con­
cerning certificates of readmission. At Sen. McCarran’s 
insistence, the Senate amended the bill to require “close 
relative” immigrants to possess the same assurances of 
employment and housing as were required of refugees, 
then passed the measure by voice vote Aug. 12. The 
House concurred Aug. 16 (PL 83-751 f.

As it had since 1951, Congress agreed to contribute 
funds to the Intergovernmental Committee for European 
Migration, including $10 million for that purpose in the 
Mutual Security appropriation. As enacted Sept. 3, how­
ever, the bill carried an amendment, offered by Sen. 
McCarran and agreed to by the Senate, barring use of 
the funds to aid in the migration to any nation in the 
Western Hemisphere of persons without a security clear­
ance based on “reasonable standards to insure against 
Communist infiltration” (PL 83-778). McCarran died on 
Sept. 28.

1955 The dismissal April 10 of Edward J. Corsi as a 
1 special adviser on refugees in the State Depart­
ment added fuel to controversy over administration of 
the Refugee Relief Act. Corsi charged that “an intoler­
ant minority both in Congress and within the Department” 
had sabotaged the program, which he said should be taken 
from "the hands of policemen.” During hearings by a 
Senate Judiciary subcommittee, Scott McLeod denied Cor- 
si’s charges, but acknowledged difficulties in administer­
ing the Act. In a special message to Congress May 27, 
President Eisenhower asked for 10 changes in the law, 
all of which were designed to make it less restrictive. 
Major changes requested would have authorized transfer 
of an unused quota in one category to any other category, 
repealed the requirement for a two-year history of refu­
gees and escapees, and permitted welfare groups to 
sponsor visa applicants without guarantees from indi­
vidual U.S. citizens. -----------------

Following hearings in June on the President’s pro- ’ 
posals, a Senate Judiciary subcommittee July 7 reported 
an amended version of the Administration bill (S 2113)
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to the full Committee, without recommendation. No fur­
ther action was taken in 1955. On Oct. 21 Scott McLeod 
disclosed that.applications had been received for only 
one-half of the 90,000 visas allocated to expellees and 
escapees in Germany and Austria. Up to Oct. 14, McLeod 
reported, 58,000 of the 209,000 visas authorized had 
been issued.

Meanwhile, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, 
with U.S. backing, had launched a five-year program 
aimed at the assimilation of Europe’s "hard core" refu­
gees, with the aid of loans for vocational training, hous­
ing, etc. Approved by the General Assembly Oct. 21, 
1954, the program was financed by private as well as 
public funds, including $1.2 million in the 1955 Mutual 
Security Appropriation Act (PL 84-208).

1956 In his State of the Union message Jan. 5, Presi- 
1 ' dent Eisenhower cited "the urgent need" to re­
vise the McCarran-Walter Act and to "approve without 
further delay" the amendments to the Refugee Relief 

..Act that he had requested in 1955. "Because of the high 
prosperity in Germany and Austria," he said, quotas for 
these areas would not be used and should be redistributed. 
Detailed proposals for changes in the McCarran-Walter 
Act were sent to Congress Feb. 8. Five of the 17 immi­
gration and three of the 10 refugee proposals were ap­
proved by the Senate, but the House failed to act on the 
measure.

The President avoided a direct challenge of the na­
tional origins system, but the effect of his proposals 
would have been to alter it drastically. He asked that 
the formula for quota immigration of one-sixth of one 
percent of the population be applied to the 1950 rather 
than 1920 census, thereby raising the annual quota total 
from 154,657 to about 220,000, and that the additional 
65,000 be distributed in proportion to actual immigra­
tion since 1924, except for 5,000 to be allocated to aliens 
with special qualifications without regard to national 
origin. The President also asked that unused quota num­
bers (almost entirely British, Irish, and German) be re­
assigned in the following year to natives of the same 
general area on a first-come, first-served basis, and 
that Congress repeal the mortgage provision of the Dis­
placed Persons Act.

Other changes requested by the President would have 
repealed or modified various restrictions on the entry 
of aliens, given the Attorney General some discretionary 
authority to handle hardship cases in order to relieve 
Congress of the private-bill burden, and limited an alien’s 
right to repeated judicial review of deportation orders 
in cases "involving as they often do the depraved and 
confirmed criminal."

During hearings in April before a Senate Judiciary 
subcommittee. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles sup­
ported the President’s proposals, saying that "the impact 
of this situation is felt in our relationships with friendly 
nations every day. It is particularly awkward and diffi­
cult to explain when, year after year, large numbers of 
authorized quota numbers go unused." But Sen. James O. 
Eastland (D Miss.), chairman of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, was as much opposed to the proposed 
changes as was Rep. Walter, and no action was taken on 
the President’s requests in committee.

However, a bipartisan group in the Senate including 
Majority Leader Lyndon B. Johnson (D Texas) and Sen. 
Everett McKinley Dirksen (R Ill.) worked out a 13-point 
bill, incorporating some of the President’s proposals, 

1957 By the end of January, when the President asked 
Congress for special legislation to deal with 

the situation, more than 170,000 Hungarians had entered 
Austria, of whom 105,000 had been evacuated to other 
countries — including 24,000 to the U.S. In his Jan. 31 
message, the President requested permanent authority 
to admit up to 67,000 escapees each year under the parole 
provision, and to give the Attorney General discretionary 
power to permit such parolees (including those Hungari­
ans already admitted) to remain permanently. The Presi­
dent also repeated his 1956 requests dor changes in the 
quota system and other areas of the McCarran-Walter 
Act.

Public sympathy for the "freedom fighters" was in­
sufficient, however, to overcome extensive opposition in 
Congress to any substantial revision of immigration law, 
and only five of the President’s 20 separate requests 
were incorporated in a bill approved on the last day of 
the session. This was a measure (HR 8123) sponsored by 
Rep. Walter and reported by the House Judiciary Com­
mittee Aug. 19. A similar bill (S 2792), introduced by 
Sen. Kennedy when it appeared that no other legislation 
could be enacted, was reported in the Senate Aug. 20 and 
passed next day, 65-4. The House passed S 2792 with 
amendments Aug. 28, 295-58, and the Senate concurred 
by voice vote Aug. 30.

As sent to the President, S 2792 cancelled the mort­
gages imposed on East European quotas under the DP Act; , 
authorized issuance of visas not used upder the Refugee 
Relief Act to German expellees, Dutch refugees, and 
others fleeing persecution; authorized unlimited entry 
until June 30, 1959 of alien orphans adopted by U.S. 

which was offered as an amendment to a minor immigra­
tion bill (HR 6888) that had passed the House June 30, 
1955. Major provisions of the compromise would have 
permitted the pooling and redistribution of unused Brij^sh, 
Irish, and German quota numbers, cancelled the mort­
gages required by the DP Act, authorized carryover of 
an estimated 40,000 unused numbers under the Refugee 
Relief Act, and increased from 4,000 to 9,000 the number 
of orphans to be admitted under that Act.

The Senate took up HR 6888 on July 27, last day of 
the session. A move to strike the provision for redis­
tributing unused quotas was rejected by a standing vote. 
The Senate then agreed to the compromise amendments, 
offered by Sen. Dirksen, and passed the bill by voice 
vote. Rep. Kenneth B. Keating (R N.Y.) attempted to 
secure House consideration of the bill the same day, 
but the effort failed for lack of approval by the Judiciary 
Committee.

Interest in the matter was revived in dramatic fash­
ion just before the Presidential election, when a popular 
revolt in Hungary -- crushed by Soviet troops -- led to 
a mass exodus of "freedom fighters." Within 30 days, 
more than 100,000 Hungarians fled to Austria, placing an 
intolerable burden on that country. With the Refugee Re­
lief Act due to expire Dec. 31, President Eisenhower 
Nov. 8 ordered the allocation of 5,000 visas (reserved 
for escapees) to the Hungarians, then on Dec. 1 increased 
the number to 6,500 and announced that the U.S. would 
allow an additional 15,000 Hungarians to enter under 
a little-used provision of the McCarran-Walter Act per­
mitting the Attorney General to "parole" aliens into the 
country under special circumstances. Vice President 
Nixon was dispatched to Vienna Dec. 18 to survey the 
situation and make recommendations.

229



Immigration - 9 CONGRESS AND

citizens; gave non-quota status to spouses and children 
of skilled aliens “following to join” their families; and 
granted discretionary power to admit aliens convicted of 
minor crimes (if relatives of U.S. citizens), to admit 
tubercular relatives of citizens, and to waive finger­
printing requirements for temporary visitors. President 
Eisenhower signed the bill Sept. 11, but called it “a 
disappointment, in that it fails to deal with many serious 
inequities” (PL 85-316).

On Dec. 28, the White House announced termination 
of the Hungarian refugee program. Of the more than 
200,000 who had escaped to Austria and Yugoslavia, 
38,000 had been admitted to the U.S. -- all but 6,130 
under the parole provision. The U.S. had contributed 
more than $70 million (including $20 million from pri­
vate sources) for refugee relief and resettlement pur­
poses.

1958 As the tide of Hungarians ebbed, so did Con- 
1 gressional interest in immigration matters. 
Abroad, the plight of the refugee was still a matter of 
serious concern in certain areas. East Germans fleeing 
to West Germany, for example, numbered 279,000 in 
1955, 252,000 in 1956, and 264,500 in 1957. But the Fed­
eral Republic was able to absorb the vast majority of 
these escapees. Pressures for emigration from Western 
Europe had also slackened by 19$8.

President Eisenhower again asked Congress to enact 
the various changes in law which he had proposed in 
1956 and 1957, but neither in the Administration or on 
Capitol Hill was much pressure applied. Only one of his 
15 separate requests was approved. HR 11033, passed 
by voice votes of the House May 5 and the Senate July 
15, authorized the retroactive adjustment of status for 
the 32,000 Hungarians who had entered the U.S. under 
parole, thus permitting them to qualify as permanent 
residents and apply for citizenship (PL 85-559). Another 
measure enacted in 1958 (HR 13451) permitted aliens 
entered on temporary visas to readjust their status with­
out having to leave and reenter the country-- a require­
ment that affected more than 7,000 aliens in fiscal 1958 
(PL 85-700).

1959 On Dec. 5, 1958, the UN General Assembly had 
1 ' ' voted to observe a World Refugee Year ‘ 'to focus
interest on the refugee problem and to encourage addi­
tional financial contributions” to refugee aid programs. 
Operations of the UN Refugee Fund ceased at the end of 
1958, but there remained an estimated 150,000 refugees 
unsettled in Europe. U.S. participation in World Refugee 
Year, beginning July 1, 1959, was outlined May 21-22 at 
a White House Conference on Refugees, attended by 160 
religious, civic and business leaders. Attorney General 
William P. Rogers May 25 renewed Administration re­
quests for increased quotas and other changes in immi­
gration law, including extension of expiring authority to 
admit orphans and tubercular aliens.

Only these two requests were granted by Congress. 
HR 6118, as passed by the House May 4 by voice vote, 
extended until June 30, 1961 the authority given the At­
torney General in 1957 to admit tubercular aliens. The 
Senate Judiciary Committee July 7 reported the bill with 
an amendment extending for one year the 1957 provision 
permitting orphans adopted by U.S. citizens to enter 

o

without limit, and the Senate passed the amended bill 
by voice vote July 15. The House July 16 concurred 
with an additional amendment requiring the Attorney 
General to investigate adoptive parents, and the Senate 
Aug. 27 accepted the amendment (PL 86-253).

The Mutual Security Act of 1959 authorized use of 
$10 million of contingency funds for U.S. participation 
in World Refugee Year (PL 86-108). But in reporting the 
foreign aid money bill (HR 8385) the House Appropria­
tions Committee expressly prohibited the use of any funds 
for that purpose. This provision was deleted on the House 
floor, however, by a 144-113 teller vote July 28, and no 
restriction was included in the bill as finally approved.

THE NATION

1960 Entering his final year in office, President 
v Eisenhower repeated the substance of his earlier 

requests for changes in the McCarran-Walter Act in a , 
special message March 17. Ideally, he said, immigration 
should be governed by flexible standards, but “such a 
departure from the past is unlikely now.” For immedi­
ate action, he proposed doubling the annual total of quota 
immigration, distributing the increased quotas in pro­
portion to actual immigration since 1924, and redistribut­
ing unused quotas among countries with over-subscribed 
quotas. And in recognition of World Refugee Year, he 
asked Congress to enlarge the Attorney General’s parole 
authority. Administration draft bills would have author­
ized him to admit 10,000 refugees and escapees annually, 
with provision for increasing the number in case of 
emergency.

Rep. Walter called the President’s requests “just a 
warmed-over version of what was offered four years 
ago.” He accused the President of “seeking political 
dividends by catering to groups representing special in­
terest.” In fact, politicians of both parties, laid siege to 
the McCarran-Walter Act in election years, in their 
search for the votes of various nationality groups, and 
1960 was no exception. But neither the candidates nor 
the platform writers possessed the power of Walter as 
chairman of the House Immigration and Nationality Sub­
committee. His judgment that President Eisenhower’s 
program had “no chance” was a statement of fact.

Walter did consent to a limited version of the Ad­
ministration’s request for parole authority. As reported 
by House Judiciary March 29, H J Res 397 authorized 
the Attorney General to parole into the U.S. certain refu­
gees under the mandate of the UN High Commissioner 
for Refugees^ in a number not to exceed 25 percent of 
those resettled by other countries. This would involve * 
“in all probability not more than 2,500 to 3,000 people” 
annually, Rep. Arch A. Moore Jr. (R W. Va.) assured the 
House April 4 before voice-vote passage of H J Res 397.

The Senate Judiciary Committee added provisions 
of two other House-passed bills (HR 9385 passed Jan. 
18 and HR 10419 passed March 7), one of which extended 
the adopted orphan program for one year, before report­
ing H J Res 397 June 22. The Senate passed the bill by 
voice vote July 1, after adding an amendment by Hiram 
L. Fong (R Hawaii) extending parole authority to 4,500 
Asian refugees, but this provision was dropped from the * 
conference report approved by voice votes of both cham­
bers July 2. As enacted, the bill provided for termina­
tion of the special parole program by mid-1962, extended 
the orphan program to June 30, 1961, and increased the 
number of special visas for Dutch nationals expelled 
from Indonesia (PL 86-648).
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the country. Their solution is of impor­
tance to the entire nation which now enjoys 
all the benefits of economic progress but, ex­
cept when it is part of the employee group 
affected, now bears very little of its burdens.

For these reasons, it is my intention to ap­
point a Presidential Commission on Auto­
mation, composed of the ablest men in pub­
lic and private life, and charged with the 
responsibility of

(1) identifying and describing the major 
types of worker displacement, both techno­
logical and economic, which are likely to 
occur during the next ten years, and the 
social and economic effects of these develop­
ments on our economy, our manpower, our 
communities, our families, and our social 
structure and human values; and

(2) recommending, in addition to those 
actions which are the responsibility of state 
and local government and private manage­
ment and labor, specific administrative and 
legislative steps to be taken by the Federal 
Government in meeting its responsibility to 
share the costs and alleviate the losses of au­
tomation job-displacement, in such a way as 
to assure birth the continued advance of our 
technology and the continued well-being of 
our people.

This Commission should undertake the 
most comprehensive review of this complex 
and many-sided subject ever ventured, and 

of the Presidents

report no later than the close of next year. 
Its report must pioneer in the social, political 
and economic aspects of automation to the 
same extent that our science and industry 
have pioneered in its physical aspects. For 
the pending railroad dispute is likely the first 
of many, and a comprehensive long-range 
policy will be needed. I have no doubt, let 
me add, that such a policy will embody the 
basic elements of the measure recommended 
today—encouraging the advance of technol­
ogy while protecting the security of the 
workers, encouraging private bargaining 
while protecting the public interest.

Thus the prompt enactment of this meas­
ure by the Congress will help launch a new 
national effort to meet the growing chal­
lenge of worker displacement by technologi­
cal and economic change. Both the pro­
posed bill and the new Commission are ac­
tions that will benefit both labor and man­
agement—but above all, they will benefit the 
public interest, and that is our primary test.

John F. Kennedy

note: For the President’s statement upon signing a 
joint resolution "to provide for the settlement of the 
labor dispute between certain carriers by railroad 
and certain of their employees,” see Item 337.

The report to the President by the special sub­
committee of the President’s Advisory Committee on 
Labor-Management Policy on the railroad rules dis­
pute is printed in House Document 142 (88th Cong., 
1st sess.).

311 Letter to the President of the Senate and to the Speaker of the 
House on Revision of the Immigration Laws. July 23, 1963

Dear Mr.-----------------:
I am transmitting herewith, for the con­

sideration of the Congress, legislation re­
vising and modernizing our immigration 
laws. More than a decade has elapsed since 
the last substantial amendment to these laws. 
I believe there exists a compelling need for 
the Congress to re-examine and make certain 
changes in these laws.

The most urgent and fundamental reform 
I am recommending relates to the national 

origins system of selecting immigrants. 
Since 1924 it has been used to determine the 
number of quota immigrants permitted to 
enter the United States each year. Accord­
ingly, although the legislation I am trans­
mitting deals with many problems which 
require remedial action, it concentrates at­
tention primarily upon revision of our quota 
immigration system. The enactment of this 
legislation will not resolve all of our im­
portant problems in the field of immigration
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law. It will, however, provide a sound basis 
upon which we can build in developing an 
immigration law that serves the national in­
terest and reflects in every detail the prin­
ciples of equality and human dignity to 
which our nation subscribes.

Elimination of Discrimination Based on 
National Origins

Present legislation establishes a system of 
annual quotas to govern immigration from 
each country. Under this system, 156,700 
quota immigrants are permitted to enter the 
United States each year. The system is based 
upon the national origins of the population 
of the United States in 1920. The use of the 
year 1920 is arbitrary. It rests upon the fact 
that this system was introduced in 1924 and 
the last prior census was in 1920. The use 
of a national origins system is without basis 
in either logic or reason. It neither satisfies 
a national need nor accomplishes an inter­
national purpose. In an age of interde­
pendence among nations, such a system is 
an anachronism, for it discriminates among 
applicants for admission into the United 
States on the basis of accident of birth.

Because of the composition of our popu­
lation in 1920, the system is heavily weighted 
in favor of immigration from northern 
Europe and severely limits immigration 
from southern and eastern Europe and from 
other parts of the world. An American 
citizen with a Greek father or mother must 
wait at least 18 months to bring his parents 
here to join him. A citizen whose married 
son or daughter, or brother or sister, is 
Italian cannot obtain a quota number for 
them for an even longer time. Meanwhile, 
many thousands of quota numbers are 
wasted because they are not wanted or 
needed by nationals of the countries to which 
they are assigned.

I recommend that there be substituted for 
the national origins system a formula gov­
erning immigration to the United States 
which takes into account (1) the skills of the 
immigrant and their relationship to our 

. O' ; ■ ■

needs, (2) the family relationship between 
immigrants and persons already here, so 
that the reuniting of families is encouraged, 
and (3) the priority of registration. Present 
law grants a preference to immigrants with 
special skills, education or training. It also 
grants a preference to various relatives of 
United States citizens and lawfully resident 
aliens. But it does so only within a national 
origins quota. It should be modified so that 
those with the greatest ability to add to the 
national welfare, no matter where they were 
born, are granted the highest priority. The 
next priority should go to those who seek to 
be reunited with their relatives. As between 
applicants with equal claims the earliest 
registrant should be the first admitted.

Many problems of fairness and foreign 
policy are involved in replacing a system so 
long entrenched. The national origins sys­
tem has produced large backlogs of applica­
tions in some countries, and too rapid a 
change might, in a system of limited im­
migration, so drastically curtail immigration 
in some countries the only effect might be to 
shift the unfairness from one group of 
nations to another. A reasonable time to 
adjust to any new system must be provided 
if individual hardships upon persons who 
were relying on the present system are to be 
avoided. In addition, any new system must 
have sufficient flexibility to allow adjustments 
to be made when it appears that immigrants 
from nations closely allied to the United 
States will be unduly restricted in their 
freedom to furnish the new seed population 
that has so long been a source of strength to 
our nation.

Accordingly, I recommend:
First, that existing quotas be reduced 

gradually, at the rate of 20 percent a year. 
The quota numbers released each year 
would be placed in a quota reserve pool, to 
be distributed on the new basis.

Second, that natives of no one country re­
ceive over 10 percent of the total quota num­
bers authorized in any one year. This will 
insure that the pattern of immigration is not
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birth. However, if as much as one-half of an 
immigrant’s ancestors came from nations in 
the Asia-Pacific triangle, he must rely upon 
the small quota assigned to the country of his 
ancestry, regardless of where he was born. 
This provision of our law should be repealed.

Other Provisions

In order to remove other existing barriers 
to the reuniting of families, I recommend 
two additional improvements in the law.

First, parents of American citizens, who 
now have a preferred quota status, should be 
accorded nonquota status.

Second, parents of aliens resident in the 
United States, who now have no preference, 
should be accorded a preference, after skilled 
specialists and other relatives of citizens and 
alien residents.

These changes will have little effect on the 
number of immigrants admitted. They will 
have a major effect upon the individual 
hardships many of our citizens and residents 
now face in being separated from their 
parents.

In addition, I recommend the follow­
ing changes in the law in order to correct 
certain deficiencies and improve its general 
application.

1. Changes in the Preference Structure. 
At present, the procedure under which 
specially skilled or trained workers are per­
mitted to enter this country too often pre­
vents talented people from applying for visas 
to enter the United States. It often deprives 
us of immigrants who would be helpful to 
our economy and our culture. This proce­
dure should be liberalized so that highly 
trained or skilled persons may obtain a pref­
erence without requiring that they secure 
employment here before emigrating. In 
addition, I recommend that a special prefer­
ence be accorded workers with lesser skills 
who can fill specific needs in short supply in 
this country.

2. Non-quota status for natives of Jamaica, 
Trinidad and Tobago should be granted.

I...—..............   ... I..
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distorted by excessive demand from any one 
country.

Third, that the President be authorized, 
after receiving recommendations from a 7- 
man Immigration Board, to reserve up to 50 
percent of the unallocated quota numbers, 
for issuance to persons disadvantaged by the 
change in the quota system, and up to 20 
percent to refugees whose sudden dislocation 
requires special treatment. The Immigra­
tion Board will be composed of 2 members 
appointed by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, 2 members appointed by the 
President Pro Tempore of the Senate, and 3 
members appointed by the President. In 
addition to its responsibility for formulating 
recommendations regarding the use of the 
quota reserve pool, the Board will make a 
continuous study of our immigration policy.

All Quota Numbers Used

But it is not alone the initial assignment 
of quota numbers which is arbitrary and un­
just; additional inequity results from the 
failure of the law to permit full utilization 
of the authorized quota numbers. While 
American citizens wait for years for their 
relatives to receive a quota, approximately 
60,000 quota numbers are wasted each year 
because the countries to which they are as­
signed have far more numbers allocated to 
them than they have emigrants seeking to 
move to the United States. There is no way 
at present in which these numbers can be 
reassigned to nations where immense back­
logs of applicants for admission to the United 

.States have accumulated. I recommend that 
this deficiency in the law be corrected.

Asia-Pacific Triangle

A special discriminatory formula is now 
used to regulate the immigration of persons 
who are attributable by their ancestry to an 
area called the Asia-Pacific triangle. This 

' area embraces all countries from Pakistan 
to Japan and the Pacific islands north of 
Australia and New Zealand. Usually, the 
quota under which a prospective immigrant Under existing law, no numerical limita- 
must enter

f
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grants coming from Canada, Mexico, Cuba, 
Haiti, the Dominican Republic, the Canal 
Zone, or any independent country in Cen­
tral or South America. But the language of 
the statute restricts this privilege to persons 
born in countries in the Caribbean area 
which gained their independence prior to 
the date of the last major amendment to the 
immigration and nationality statutes, in 
1952. This accidental discrimination against 
the newly independent nations of the West­
ern Hemisphere should be corrected.

3. Persons afflicted with mental health 
problems should be admitted provided cer­
tain standards are met. Today, any person 
afflicted with a mental disease or mental 
defect, psychotic personality, or epilepsy, 
and any person who has suffered an attack 
of mental illness, can enter this country only 
if a private bill is enacted for his benefit. 
Families which are able and willing to care 
for a mentally ill child or parent are often 
forced to choose between living in the United 
States and leaving their loved ones behind 
and not living in the United States but being 
able to see and care for their loved ones. 
Mental illness is not incurable. It should be 
treated like other illnesses. I recommend 
that the Attorney General, at his discretion 
and under proper safeguards, be authorized 
to waive those provisions of the law which 
prohibit the admission to the United States 
of persons with mental problems when they 
are close relatives of United States citizens 
and lawfully resident aliens.

4. The Secretary of State should be au­
thorized, in his discretion, to require re-reg­
istration of certain quota immigrant visa ap-

July 24 [312] 

plicants and to regulate the time of payment 
of visa fees. This authority would bring 
registration lists up to date, terminate the 
priority of applicants who have refused to ac­
cept a visa, and end the problem of “insur­
ance” registrations by persons who have no 
present intention to emigrate. Registration 
figures for oversubscribed quota areas are 
now inaccurate because there exists no way 
of determining whether registrants have 
died, have emigrated to other countries, or 
for some other reason no longer want to emi­
grate to the United States. These problems 
are particularly acute in heavily oversub­
scribed areas.

Conclusion

As I have already indicated the measures 
I have outlined will not solve all the prob­
lems of immigration. Many of them will 
require additional legislation; some cannot 
be solved by any one country. But the leg­
islation I am submitting will insure that 
progress will continue to be made toward 
our ideals and toward the realization of 
humanitarian objectives. The measures I 
have recommended will help eliminate dis­
crimination between peoples and nations on 
a basis that is unrelated to any contribution 
that immigrants can make and is inconsist­
ent with our traditions of welcome. Our 
investment in new citizens has always been 
a valuable source of our strength.

Sincerely, John F. Kennedy

note: This is the text of identical letters addressed 
to the Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson, President of 
the Senate and to the Honorable John W. McCor­
mack, Speaker of the House of Representatives.

312 Remarks to Delegates to the 18th Annual American Legion 
“Boys Nation.” ' July 24,1963

Gentlemen:
I want to introduce to you members of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff who are visiting here 
this morning. I knew that you would want 
to say hello to them and they would want

23-711—S4-- -42 

to say hello to you: General LeMay, who is 
head of the Air Force; Admiral Anderson, 
who is head of the Navy, General Wheeler, 
who is head of the Army; and General 
Shoup, who is head of the Marine Corps.
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•set, I want to read what Senator Goldwater 
uid and then conclude. He said, “I would’t 
comment in detail until I have read it.” 
Normally you would want to read something 
before you talked about it. But he said, “It 
a my impression that he out-Roosevelt’d 
Roosevelt, and he out-Kennedy’d Kennedy 
and even made Truman look like a piker.” 
What finer compliment could be paid!

I am just going to say there is a good patri­
otic man who just had a little difficulty un­
derstanding the President’s program when 
be tries to do something for all of the people, 
but wc are going to do something for all of

Jan- 13 [97] 

the people. We trust with your help, the 
good Lord’s help, and the help of all of the 
people in this country that it will be more 
understandable to him at the end of the year 
than it was at the beginning of the year.

We want each person here from each State 
of the Union to know that this is your house, 
that you are not only welcome here but that 
we are very grateful to all of you for what 
you did in making it possible for us to be 
here.

note: The White House reception for Democratic 
committeemen and committeewomen, in Washing­
ton for a series of business meetings, was held in the 
State Dining Room at 6 p.m.

97 Remarks to Representatives of Organizations Interested in 
Immigration and the Problems of Refugees. January 13, 1964

Members of the Senate, Members of the 
House, my fellow Americans:

Wc welcome you to the White House this 
morning when it is very difficult to get here. 
Wc arc very pleased that so many of you 
could make the sacrifice to come through the 
snow and come here and join us today.

We have met for the purpose of pointing 
up the fact that we have very serious prob­
lems in trying to get a fair immigration law. 
There is now before the Congress a bill that, 
I hope, can be supported by a majority of the 
Members of the Congress. This bill applies 
new tests and new standards which we be­
lieve are reasonable and fair and right.

I refer specifically to: What is the training 
and qualification of the immigrant who seeks 
admission? What kind of a citizen would 
he make, if he were admitted ? What is his 
relationship to persons in the United States? 
And what is the time of his application? 
These are rules that are full of common 
sense, common decency, which operate for 
the common good.

< J .. . A' . ’’
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That is why in my State of the Union 
Message last Wednesday I said that I hoped 
that in establishing preferences a Nation that 
was really built by immigrants, immigrants 
from all lands, that we could ask those who 
seek to immigrate now: What can you do for 
our country? But we ought to never ask, 
“In what country were you born?”

President Roosevelt and President Tru­
man and President Eisenhower and Presi­
dent Kennedy have all asked for a revision 
in the present statute. The present statute 
has overtones of discrimination. President 
Truman said that the idea behind this dis­
crimination was, to put it boldly, that Eng­
lish or Irish names were better and made 
better citizens than Americans with Italian 
or Greek or Polish names. And such a con­
cept is utterly unworthy of our traditions 
and our ideals.

Now I would hope that each of us—and 
all of us are descended from immigrants— 
I hope we would ask ourselves this question: 
How would we feel, if we were put in the
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other fellow’s place? Maybe by doing that 
and engaging in a little introspection for a 
time we would find it a good feeling to apply 
the Golden Rule and do unto others as we 
would have them do unto us.

Great Britain has a quota of 65,000. It 
uses less than half of that quota. Germany 
has a quota of 25,000 which it never fills. 
Italy has a quota of 5,645, but it has a cur­
rent backlog of almost 300,000. Greece has 
a quota of only 308, but it has a current 
backlog of over 100,000. So I think that the 
immigration statutes require very special 
examination.

I would hope that we would do nothing 
hasty and makeshift, but I hope that we 
would apply the tests that I have outlined 
and the standards that I have suggested, do­
ing unto others as you would have them do 
unto you, and asking them what contribu­
tion they could make to their country, and 
asking yourselves how you would feel if 
some of your very special members of your 
family were involved and were facing what 
now appears to be almost insurmountable 
obstacles.

So instead of using the test of where the 
immigrant was born, I Would hope that we 
could apply a somewhat more nondiscrimina- 
tory test of the very special training and 
qualifications of the immigrant and his re­
lationship to the persons in the United 
States and, actually, the time that he applies 
for admission. These objective standards, 
I believe, would serve the national interest 
and I would hope that the Congress at this 
session would find that a majority of its mem­
bers could follow this path.

I want to thank each of you for coming 
here this morning. I want to ask you to 
dedicate such time and effort and your tal­
ents as it may be possible to helping us rea­
son together and achieve the standards that

history will record as being fair and just and 
that we, ourselves, can be proud that 
played a part in helping to achieve. I partj{. 
ularly thank the Members of Congress who 
have come here this morning and who hear 
many conflicting viewpoints, but who, I he- 
lieve, all were elected on a platform of doin^ 
what they believe to be right and who, I am 
confident, when the chips are down will see 
that fair and just legislation is written, that 
if they used it to apply to themselves they 
would feel they had had at least a fair shake.

Thank you very much.
Senator Hart is the coauthor of the legis­

lation and it may be that he would want to 
make a brief observation. He is starting his 
hearings today and I read his announcement.

[At this point Senator Philip A. Hart, of Michigan, 
spokje briefly, offering a salute to the President for 
"his courage in stepping up and swinging on tn 
issue that really isn’t politically good’’ although 
right. He expressed hope that the American pc 0 pit 
would respond.
[Following Senator Hart’s remarks, Monsignor John 
F. McCarthy, representing the American Council of 
Voluntary Agencies, expressed the appreciation of 
the group for having been called to the White Hotut 
for a briefing on immigration matters. The Frei- 
dent then resumed speaking.]

In this day, when it is quite important, in 
the light of the troubles that we face around 
the world, that America close ranks and that 
we be free men and Americans and public 
servants before we are party members, and 
when this Government is really dedicated to 
a government of strength to defend ourselves 
wherever we may be called on, a govern­
ment of solvency so we will have the where­
withal to do that, and a government of com­
passion so that we can extend the hand to the 
fellow that has not done as well as we have, I 
think that this legislation will meet all those 
standards.

I think it will give us strength, I think it 
will promote solvency, and I think it will ex­
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tend the hand of compassion to those that 
need it and seek it.

Congressman Feighan is chairman of the 
subcommittee in the House. I would like to 
ask him to make an observation.

[Representative Michael A. Feighan, of Ohio, Chair­
man of the Immigration Subcommittee of the House 
judiciary Committee, expressed agreement that 
there should be a revision of the immigration laws, 
and that a complete and thorough investigation of 
immigration policy, its impact domestically and 
internationally, should be made. He added that his 
tubcommittee would cooperate and conduct hearings 
on the immigration bill as expeditiously as possible. 
The President then resumed speaking.]

Now I would like to ask two distinguished 
members of the Judiciary Committee to make 
a brief observation. I haven’t given either 
of them notice, but they will play an im­
portant part in the enactment of any legis­
lation that is passed. And they will display 
judiciousness and fairness, I am confident.

So I am going to ask the distinguished 
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, my 
friend of long standing, Senator Eastland, 
and the distinguished junior Senator from 
New York, Senator Keating, to both make 
a brief statement here for you. This legis­
lation knows no partisan lines. There are 
times to be patriots and there are times to 
be partisan and I am sure that Senator Keat­
ing will go along with me in being a patriot 
this morning. We may be partisan a little 
later in the year. Senator Eastland.
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[At this point Senator James O. Eastland, of Missis­
sippi, spoke very briefly, concurring in Representa­
tive Feigan’s remarks, saying that they were "going 
into the matter very carefully and very expedi­
tiously." The President then resumed speaking.]

And now with great pleasure I present to 
you my friend and colleague of many years 
the distinguished junior Senator from New 
York who has taken an intense interest in 
this field of legislation for many years, Sen­
ator Keating.

[Senator Kenneth B. Keating, of New "York, re­
sponded by expressing gratitude for the meeting and 
for "giving an impetus to these hearings which are 
starting today and to the final enactment of legis­
lation.” He said he hoped the President's "very 
powerful and very effective” drive would result in 
"getting the Congress off dead center on this prob­
lem." Stressing non-partisanship in such a matter, 
he stated that "there are many men of good will on 
both sides of the aisle who feel that something needs 
to be done in this area to remove discrimination 
or injustice from the present immigration laws.” 
He added that he and Senator Hart would do every­
thing in their power to see that effective legislation 
was enacted at this session of Congress. The Presi­
dent then concluded his remarks.]

Thank you very much for coming and I 
hope that the time and effort we spent this 
morning will be rewarded in the days to 
come in a good bill and we can meet here 
again to sign that bill at some future date.

Thank you very much.

note: The group met at the invitation of the Presi­
dent in the Cabinet Room at the White House at 
10:30 a.m.

98 Remarks at the National Medal of Science Award 
Ceremony. January 13, 1964

Members of the Senate, Members of the 
House, distinguished, honored guests, and 
ladies and gentlemen:

Nothing could warm me more on this 
wintry day than to present the National 
Medal of Science. Nothing is more impor­
tant than what we seek to do today and that 

is to give national recognition to the out­
standing achievement in science and tech­
nology. Your endeavors are important not 
only to your country, but we think to 
humanity everywhere.

The complex fabric of today’s society de­
mands that we give increased attention to
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