83D CONGRESS REPORT
2d Session } SENATE {No. 2508

REPORT

OF THE

SELECT COMMITTEE TO STUDY

CENSURE CHARGES

UNITED STATES SENATE
EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS
SECOND SESSION
PURSUANT TO THE ORDER ON

~S. Res. 301
AND AMENDMENTS

A RESOLUTION TO CENSURE THE SENATOR
FROM WISCONSIN, MR. McCARTHY

NovEMBER 8, 1954.—Ordered to be printed

UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
42008 WASHINGTON : 1954

58006°—55 8. Repts., 83-2, vol. 6——102




SELECT COMMITTEE TO STUDY CENSURE CHARGES

ARTHUR V. WATKINS, Utah, Ohairman
EDWIN C. JOHNSON, Colorado, Vice Chairman
JOHN C. STENNIS, Mississippl FRANCIS CASE, South Dakota
FRANK CARLSON, Kansas SAM J. ERVIN, J&., North Carolina

B. WaLLACE CHADWICK, Counsel
GuY G. pB FURIA, dssistant Counsel
JorN M. JBX, Clerk
JOHN W, WELLMAN, Staff Member
FRANK 1. GINSBURG and R. RAY MCGUIRE, Members of Senator Watkineg’ Staf
on Loan to the Committee

b1 4



83D CONGRESS } SENATE { TREPORT‘
2d Session No. 2508

REPORT ON RESOLUTION TO CENSURE

NovEMBER 8, 1954—Ordered to be printed

Mr. Warkins, from the Select Committee To Study Censure Charges,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany S. Res. 301]

The Select Committee To Study Censure Charges, consisting of—
Arthur V. Watkins (chairman)
Edwin C. Johnson (vice chairman)

" John C. Stennis Francis Case
Frank Carlson Sam J. Ervin, Jr.

to which was referred the resolution (S. Res. 301) and amendments,
having considered the same, reports thereon and recommends that the
resolution be adopted with certain amendments.

InTRODUCTION

- On August 2 (legislative day, July 2), 1954, Senate Resolution 301,
to censure the Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. McCarthy, submitted
by Senator Flanders on July 30, and amendments proposed thereto,
was referred to a select committee to be composed of 3 Republicans
and 3 Democrats and named by the Vice President. By said order
the select committee was authorized—

(1) To hold hearings;

(2) Tosit and act at such times and places during the sessions,
recesses, and adjourned periods of the Senate;

(8) To require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of
such witnesses and the production of such correspondence, books,
papers, and documents, and to take such testimony as is deemed
advisable,

The select committee was instructed to act and to make a report
to the Senate prior to the adjournment sine die of the Senate in the
2d session of the 83d Congress.

The order of the Senate is set forth in the hearing record, page 1
et seq, .
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2. REPORT ON RESOLUTION TO CENSURE

The Vice President, on August 5, 1954, acting on the recommenda-
tions of the majority leader and the mlnorlty leader, made the follow-
ing appointments of members of the select committee: From the
ma]'ority, the Senator from Utah (Mr. Watkins), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. Carlson), and the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Case). From the minority, the Senator from Colorado (Mr. John-
son), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. Stennis), and the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. Ervin). The select committee chose the
Senator from Utah (Mr, Watkins) as chairman, and the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Johnson) as vice chairman.

The select committee, on August 24, 1954, served upon the junior
Senator from Wisconsin, and other interested persons, a notice of
hearings, setting forth 5 categories containing 13 specifications of
charges from certain of the proposed amendments, establisning the
general procedural rules for the hearings before the select committee,
and formally requesting the appearance of Senator McCarthy. The
notice of hearings will be found in the hearing record, page 8.

All testimony and evidence taken and received by the select com-
mittee was at public hearings attended by Senator McCarthy and
his counsel, except the opinion of the Senate Parliamentarian which
was obtained pursuant to Senator McCarthy’s request.

The public hearings were held in accordance with said notice of
hearings, on August 31 September 1, 2, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, and 13, 1954.
The entlre testnnony, ev1dence, and proceedmgs at said pubhc hear-
ings are in the printed record of the hearings. -

At the commencement of the hearings, on August 31 1954 (p 11
of the hearings), the chairman stated:

STA’I‘;EMENT OF PURPOSES oF CoMMITTEE MADE AT COMMENCEMENT or
Hearineg det

Now, at the outset of this hearing, the committee desires to state in general
terms what is involved in Senate Resolution 301 and the Senate order on it,
which authorized the appointment of the select commmittee to consider in behalf
of the Senate the so-called: Flanders resolution of censure, together. with all
amendments proposed in the resolution.

The committee, in the words of the Senate order was “authorlzed to hold
hearings, to sit and act at such times and places during the sessions, recesses,
and adjourned periods of the Senate; to require by subpena, or otherwise, the
attendance of such witnesses and the production of such correspondence, books,
papers, and documents, and to take such testimony as it deems adv1sable, and
that the committee be instructed to act and make a report to this body prior to
the adjournment sine die of the Senate in the second session. of the 83d Congress.”

That is a broad grant of power, carrying with it a heavy responsibility—
a responsibility which the committee takes seriouisly. In beginning its duties,
the committee found few precedents to serve as.a guide. It is true that'there
had been other censure resolutions before the Senate in the past, but the acts
complained of were, for the most. part, single oecurrences which happeped in
the presence of the Qenate or one of its committtees. Under such cxrcumstances,
Prolonged investigation$ and hearings’ were not necessary.

It should be pointed out that some forty-and-odd alleged instances of mis-
conduct on the part of, Senator McCarthy referred to tlns committee are in-
Volved and_complex, both’ with respect to ‘matters‘of fact and law. With, ref-
erencé to the time element; the incidents aré. alleged to have happened within
a period covering several years. In addition,:3 Senate committees already have
held bearings on 1 or more phases of the alleggd. incidents 0f misconduet. Ob-
viously, with all this in mind, the committee had good reason for concludmg it
faced an unprecedented situation which would require adoption of procedux*es, at
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within ‘the authority granted:it in the Senate. order, that.would enable it to
perform the duties assigned within the limited time given by -thfz quate. .

The committee interprets its duties, functions, and responsibilities under the
Senate order to be as follows: g .

1. To analyze the charges set forth in the amendments and to determine—

(@) If there were duplications which could be eliminated. o
(b) If any of the charges were of such a nature that even if the allegations
were established as factually true, yet:there would be strong reasons for
~believing that they did not constitute a ground for censure. .
" 2 To thoroughly investigate all’ charges not eliminated under No. 1 in order
to secure relevant and miaterial facts concerning them and the names of wit-
nesses or records which can establish the facts at the hearings to be held. .

In this connection the committee believes it should function as an impa.rtlal
investigating agency to develop by direct contacts in the field and by direct
examination of Senate records all relevant and material facts possible to secure.

When Senate Resolution 301 and amendments offered were referred to the
committee, the committee interprets this action to mean that from that time
on the resolution and charges became the sole responsibility of the Senate. To
state it another way, the Senator, or Senators, who offered Resolution 301, and
proposed amendments thereto, have no legal responsibility from that point on for
the conduct of the investigations and hearings authorized by the order of the
Senate. The hearings are not to be adversary in character. Under this inter-
pretation, it became the committee’s duty then to get all the facts and material
relevant to the charges irrespective of whether the facts sustained the charges
or showed them to be without foundation.

The foregoing statement seems to be necessary in view of a widespread mis-
understanding that the Senator who introduced the resolution of censure into
the Senate and the Senators who offered amendments thereto, setting up specitic
charges against the Senator from Wisconsin, are the complaining witnesses, or
the parties plaintiff, in this proceeding. That is not true, as has been explained.
However, because of the fact that they had made some study of the situation,
the committee did give them an opportunity to submit informational documenta-
tion of the charges they had offered. Also they were asked to submit the names
of any witnesses who might have firsthand knowledge of the matters charged
and who could give relevant and material testimony in the hearings.

Since matters of law also will be involved in reaching evaluation of the facts
developed, pertinent rules of the Senate and sections of law, together with
precedents and decisions by competent tribunals, should be briefed and made
a part of the hearing record, the committee believes.

3. To hold hearings where the committee can present witnesses and docu-
mentary evidence for the purpose of placing on record, for later use by the
Senate, the evidence and other information gathered during the preliminary
investigation period, and for the development of additional evidence and infor-
mation as the hearings proceed. .

The resolution of censure presents to the Senate an issue with respect to th
conduct and possible punishment of one of its Members. The debate in the
Senate preceding the vote to refer the matter to a select committee made it
abundantly clear that the proceedings necessary to a proper disposal of the
resolution and the amendments proposed, both in the Senate and in the select
committee, would be judicial or quasi-judicial in nature, and for that reason
should be conducted in a judicial manner and atmosphere, so far as compatible
with the investigative functions of the committee in its preliminary and con-
tinuing search for evidence and information bearing on all phases of the issues
presented.

Inherent in the situation created by the resolution of censure and the charges
made, is the right ol the Senator against whom the charges were made to be
present at the hearings held by the select committee. He should also be per-
Initted to he represented by counsel and should have the right of eross-exam-
ination. This is somewhat contrary to the practice by Senate committees in
‘the past, in hearings of this nature, but the present committee believes that
the accused Senator should have these rights. He or his counsel, but not both,
shall be permitted to make objections to the introduction of testimony, but the
argument on the objections may be had or withheld at the discretion of the
chairman. The Senator under charges should be permitted to present witnesses
and :dpcument_ary evidence in his behalf, but, of course, this should be done in
compliance with the policy laid down by the committee in its notice of hearing,
which is a part of this record. e
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In general, the committee wishes it understood that the regulations adopted
are for the purpose of insuring a judicial hearing and a judicial atmosphere
as befits the importance of the issues raised. For that reason, and in accord-
ance with the order the committee believes to he the sentiment of the Senate,
all activities which are not permitted in the Senate itself will not be permitted
in this hearing.

4. When the hearings have closed, to prepare a report and submit it to the
Senate. Under the order creating this committee, this must be done before the
present Senate adjourns sine die.

By way of comment, let me say that the inquiry we are engaged in is of a
special character which differentiates it from the usual legislative inquiry, It
involves the internal affairs of the Senate itself in the eXercise of a high con-
stitutional function. It is by nature a judicial or semijudicial function, and we
shall attempt to conduct it as such. The procedures outlined are not necessarily
appropriate to congressional investigations and should not, therefore, be con-
strued as in any sense intended as a model appropriate to such inquiries, We
hope what we are doing will be found to conform to sound senatorial principles
-and traditions in the special field in which the committee is operating,

It has been said before, but it will do no harm to repeat, that the members
of this committee did not seek this appointment. The qualifications laid down
by the Senate order creating the commission, said the committee should be
made up of 3 Democrat Senators and 3 Republican Senators. This was the
only condition named in the order. However, in a larger sense the proper
authorities of the Senate were charged with the responsibility of attempting
to choose Members of the Senate for this committee who could and would
conduct a fair and impartial investigation and hearing. Members of the com-
mittee deemed their selection by the Senate authorities as a trust.

We realize we are human. We know, and the American people know, that
there has been a controversy raging over the country through a number of years
in connection with the activities of the Senator against whom the resolution is
directed. Members of this committee have been conscious of that controversy;
they have seen, heard, and read of the activities, charges, and countercharges,
and being human, they may have at times expressed their impressions with respect
to events that were happening while they were happening.

However, each of the Senators who make up this special select committee are
mature men with a wide background of experience which should enable them to
disrezard any impressions or preconceived notions they may have had in the
past respecting the controversies which have been going on in public for many
years.

We approach this matter as a duty imposed upon us and which we feel that
we should do our very best to discharge in a proper manner. We realize the
United States Senate, in a sense, is on trial, and we hope our conduct will be such
as to maintain the American sense of fair play and the high traditions and dignity
of the United States Senate under the authority given it by the Constitution.

As the investigations and the hearings progressed, the committee
found that the period of time allotted to perform the task assigned
would not be sufficient if all the charges were given thorough investiga-
tion and hearings were held thereon. The committee also was aware
of the practical situation that required that its task be completed
sufficiently early to permit the Senate to consider its report before that
body must adjourn sine die.

Procepure For CoMMITTEE HEARINGS ESTABLISHED IN NOTICE OF
HrariNgs

All testimony and evidence received in the hearings shall be such as is fognd
by the select committee to be competent, relevant, and material to the subJ_ect
matters so under inquiry, with the right of examination and cross-examination,
in general conformity to judicial proceedings and in accordance with said order
of the Senate. .

The select committee will admit, subject to said order, as competent testimony
for the record, so far as material and relevant, the official proceedings and peg‘tl'
nent actions of the Senate and of any of its committees or subhcommittees, tak}ng
judicial notice thereof, and using official reprints when convenient. Following
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Senate tradition, witnesses may be examined by any member of the committee,
and they may be examined or cross-examined for the committee by its counseL.
Witnesses may be examined or cross-examined either by Senator McCarthy or
his counsel, but not by both as to the same witness.

Senator McCarthy was permitted to and made an opening state-
ment in his own behalf at the commencement of the first hearing, on
condition that it be relevant and material, and not to be received as
testimony (hearing record, p. 14). .

By unanimous vote of the members of the select committee taken
after the issuance of the notice of hearings, it was decided to proceed
with hearings only upon the 13 specifications set forth in the 5 cate-
gories contained in the notice of hearings, to which reference is hereby
made (hearing record, p. 8).

I

Catecory I. InciDENTS OF CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE OR A SENATORIAL
COMMITTEE

A. GENERAL DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

The evidence on the question whether Senator McCarthy was guilty
of contempt of the Senate or a senatorial committee involves his con-
duct with relation to the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections
of the Senate Committee on Rules and Admiunistration. An analysis
of the three amendments referring to this general matter (being
amendment (3) proposed by Senator Fulbright, amendment (a) pro-
posed by Senator Morse, and amendment (17) proposed by Senator
Flanders) reveals these specific charges:

(1) That Senator McCarthy refused repeated invitations to
testify before the subcommittee. l

(2) That he declined to comply with a request by letter dated
November 21, 1952, from the chairman of the subcommittee to
appear to supply information concerning certain specific matters
involving his activities as a Member of the Senate.

(83) That he denounced the subcommittee and contemptuously
refused to comply with its request.

(4) That he has continued to show his contempt for the Senate
by failing to explain in any manner the six charges contained in
the Hennings-Hayden-Hendrickson report, which was filed in
January 1953.

We have decided to consider and discuss in our report under this
category the incident with reference to Senator Hendrickson, since
the conduct complained of is related directly to the fact that Senator
Hendrickson was a member of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections. This incident is referred to in the amendment proposed
by Senator Flanders (30), the specific charge being:

(3) That he ridiculed and defamed Senator Hendrickson in
vulgar and base language, calling him : “A living miracle without
brains or guts.”

The report referred to as the Hennings-Hayden-Hendrickson report
is the report of the Subcommitice on Privileges and Elections to the
Committee on Rules and Administration, pursuant to Senate Resolu-
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tion 187, 82d Congress, 1st session, and Senate Resolution 304, 82d
Congress, 2d session, filed January 2, 1953, and appears in part
II of the hearing record. The select committee admitted in evi-
dence the Hennings-Hayden-Hendrickson report for the limited
purposes of showing the nature of the charges before that subcom-
mittee, as bearing upon the question of jurisdiction of that subcom-
mittee, and what was the subject matter of the investigation (pp. 55,
121, and 524 of the hearings).

. As stated by the chairman (p. 17 of the hearings), the select com-
mittee did not construe this category as involving in ag way the
truth or falsity of any of the charges against Senator McCarthy con-
sidered by that subcommittee. These charges, as shown by its report
and as stated briefly by the chairman, Senator Hennings, in a letter to
Senator McCarthy under date of November 21, 1952 (Hennings-
Hayden-Hendrickson report, p. 98), were:

Pursuant to your request, as transmitted to us through Mr. Kiermas, we are
advising you that the subcommittee desires to make inquiry with respect to the
following matters:

(1) Whether any funds collected or received by you and by others on your
behalf to conduct certain of your activities, including those relating to ‘“com-
munism,” were ever diverted and used for other purposes inuring to your per-
sonal advantage.

(2) Whether you, at any time, used your official position as a United States
Senator and as a member of the Banking and Currency Committee, the Joint
Housing Committee, and the Senate Investigations Committee to obtain a $10,000
fee from the Lustron Corp., which company was then almost entirely subsidized
by agencies under the jurisdiction of the very committees of which you were &
member. :

(3) Whether your activities on behalf of certain special interest groups, such
as housing, sugar, and China, were motivated by self-interest.

(4) Whether your activities with respect to your senatorial campaigns, par-
ticularly with respect to the reporting of your financing and your activities
relating to the financial transactions with, and subsequent employment of, Ray
Kiermas involved violations of the Federal and State Corrupt Practices Acts.

(5) Whether loan or other transactions which you had with the Appleton
State Bank, of Appleton, Wis., involved violations of tax and banking laws.

(6) Whether you used close associates and members of your family to secrete
receipts, income, commodity, and stock speculation, and other financial trans-
actions for ulterior motives.

The evidence taken by the select committee under this category con-
sisted of letters and documents, oral testimony by Senator McCarthy
and oral testimony by Senator Hayden, and by the Parliamentarian.
As to the statement regarding Senator Hendrickson, there is the
testimony of a reporter. 'There is no material contradiction in any
of the testimony relating to this category. The sending and receipt
of the correspondence is admitted. There is no contradiction of the
verbal testimony of Senator McCarthy with reference to his conver-
sations with Chairman Gillette, or of that of Chairman Hayden with
reference to the constitution of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections and the filing of its report, or of that of Parliamentarian
Watkins, discussed fully hereinafter.

The evidence shows that the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions was proceeding to investigate and report on Senate Resolution
187; that Senator McCarthy was invited to appear to testify before the
subcommittee on five separate occasions extending from September 25,
1951, to November 7, 1952, and formally requested to appear by letter
and telegram of November 21, 1952; that Senator McCarthy could
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not appear at the times specified in the request because of his absence
in Wisconsin that Senator McCarthy did not appear before the sub-
committee in answer to the matters under investigation regarding his
own conduct, but did appear on one occasion in support of his Senate
Resolution 304 directed against Senator Benton; that Senator Mec-
Carthy accused the subcommittee of acting without power and beyond
its jurisdiction, of wasting vast amounts of public money for improper
partisan purposes, of proceeding dishonestly, of aiding the cause of
communism, and that these accusations were directed toward an official
subcommittee of the Senate. The uncontradicted testimony further
shows that Senator McCarthy directed and gave to the press an abusive
and insulting statement concerning Senator Hendrickson, calculated
to wound a colleague, solely because Senator Hendrickson was a mem-
ber of the subcommittee and performing services required by the Sen-
ate.’ :
Senate Resolution 187, introduced by Senator Benton, was not voted
upon by the Senate, but when the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections and the integrity of its members was at-
tacked, the Senate by its vote of 60 to 0 in Senate Resolution 300,
affirmed and ratified both.

Counsel for Senator McCarthy advanced the contention that these
specifications relating to “Incidents of contempt of the Senate or a
senatorial committee” were legally insuflicient on their face as a predi-
cate for the censure of Senator McCarthy because (1) there has never
been a case of censure upon a Member of Congress for conduct ante-
dating the inception of the Congress which is hearing the censure
charges (p. 18 of the hearings), and (2) because the subcommittee
acted unlawfully and beyond its jurisdiction (pp. 53 to 58 of the
hearings).

B. FINDINGS OF FACT

From the evidence and testimony tiken with reference to the first
category, the select committee finds the following facts:

1. On August 6, 1951, Senate Resolution 187, 82d Congress, 1st ses-
sion, was introduced by Senator Benton and referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration (p. 20 of the hearings).

2. In turn, this resolution was referred by the Committee on Rules
and Administration to its Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections
(p- 280 of the hearings).

3. This resolution provided, inter alia, that whereas “any sitting
Senator, regardless of whether he is a candidate in the election him-
self, should be subject to expulsion by action of the Senate, if it finds
such Senator engaged in practices and behavior that make him, in
the opinion of the Senate, unfit to hold the position of United States
Senator,” : Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules and Administration of the Senate is
authorized and directed to proceed with such consideration of the report of its
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections with respect to the 1950 Maryland
senatorial general election, which was made pursuant to Senate Resolution 250,
81st Congress, April 13, 1950, and to make such further investigation with
respect to the participation of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy in the 1950 senatorial
campaign of Senator John Marshall Butler, and such investigation with respect
to his other acts since his election to the Senate, as may be appropriate to enable
such committee to determine whether or not it should initiate action with a view
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toward the expulsion from the United States Senate of the said Senator Joseph
R. McCarthy.

It will be noted that this proposed resolution authorized and directed
such investigation as may be appropriate “with reference to his other
acts since his election to the Senate.”

4. Senator McCarthy was elected to the Senate in the fall of 1946,
and took his seat in January 1947.

5. Among the charges pending before and investigated by that
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, charges (1), (2), (3), and
(4) related to matters since Senator McCarthy’s election to the Senate
in 1946, and charges (5) and (6) may or may not have referred: to mat-
ters since his election to the Senate, or to matters both before and after
his election.

6. Senator Guy M. Gillette was chairman of that Subcommittee
on Privileges and Elections until his resignation on September 26,
1952 (p. 22 of the hearings).

7. By letter of Senator McCarthy to Chairman Gillette dated
September 17, 1951, Senator McCarthy stated that he intended to ap-
pear to question witnesses and that the subcommittee, without au-
thorization from the Senate was undertaking to conduct hearings in
the matter (p. 280 of the hearings).

8. By letter of September 25, 1951, Chairman Gillette notified
Senator McCarthy that the Benton resolution (S. Res. 187) would be
taken up by the subcommittee on September 28, 1951, and that Sen-
ator McCarthy could be present to hear Senator Benton in executive
session and make his own statement also, if time permitted (p. 23
of the hearings).

9. Senatar McCarthy did not reply to this letter.

10. By letter of October 1, 1951, Chairman Gillette advised Sen-
ator McCarthy that Senator Benton had appeared and presented a
statement in support of his resolution looking to action pertaining to
the expulsion of Senator McCarthy from the Senate, that the subcom-
mittee had taken action to accord to Senator McCarthy the opportu-
nity to appear and make any statement he wished to make concern-
ing the matter, and that the subcommittee “will be glad to hear you at
an hour mutually convenient,” before the 10th of October, if Senator
McCarthy desired to appear (p. 23 of the hearings).

11. Under date of October 4, 1951, Senator McCarthy wrote to
Chairman Gillette, in reply to the latter’s letter of October 1, 1951,
that “I have not and do not even intend to read, much less answer,
Benton’s smear attack” (p. 23 of the hearings).

12. By letter of December 6, 1951, Senator McCarthy advised
Chairman Gillette (p. 24 of the hearings).

(a) That the “Elections Subcommittee, unless given further
power by the Senate, is restricted to matters having to do with
elections.

(&) That “a horde of investigators hired by your committee at
a cost of tens of thousands of dollars of taxpayers’ money, has
been engaged exclusively in trying to dig up on McCarthy mate-
rial covering periods of time long before he was even old enough
to be a candidate for the Senate—material which can have no
conceivable connection with his election or any other election.”

(¢) That the “obvious purpose is to dig up campaign material
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for the Democrat Party for the coming campaign against Mc-
Carthy.

(d)yThat “when your Elections Subcommittee, without Senate
authorization, spends tens of thousands of taxpayers’ dollars for
the sole purpose of digging up campaign material against Me-
Carthy, then the committee 1s guilty of stealing just as clearly as
though the Members engaged in picking the pockets of the tax-
payers and turning the loot over to the Democrat National
Committee.”

(e) That “if one of the administration lackies were chairman
of this committee, I would not waste the time or energy to write
and point out the committee’s complete dishonesty.”

(f) That instead of obtaining the necessary power from the
Senate, “your committee decided to spend tens of thousands of
dollars of taxpayers’ money to aid Benton in his smear attack
upon McCarthy.”

(¢) That “I cannot understand your being willing to label Guy
Gillette as a man who will head a committee which is stealing from
the pockets of the American taxpayer tens of thousands of dollars
and then using this money to protect the Democrat Party from
the political effect of the exposure of Communists in Government.”

(2) That “to take it upon yourself to hire a horde of investiga-
tors and spend tens of thousands of dollars without any authoriza-
tion from the Senate is labeling your Elections Subcommittee even
more dishonest than was the Tydings committee.”

13. Chairman Gillette replied to Senator McCarthy by letter of
December 6,1951 (p. 26 of the hearings), stating that the subcommittee
did not seek its unpleasant task, but that since Senate Resolution 187
was referred by the Senate to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, and by it to its Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, its duty
was clear and would be discharged “in a spirit of utmost fairness to all
concerned and to the Senate.”

14. In the same letter, Chairman Gillette informed Senator Me-
Carthy, “your information as to the use of a large staff and the ex-
penditure of a large sum of money in investigations relative to the
resolution is, of course, erroneous.”

15. By letter from Senator McCarthy to Chairman Gillette dated
December 7, 1951, information was requested of the number and
salaries of employees of the subcommittee (p. 26 of the hearings).

16. Chairman Gillette gave this information to Senator McCarthy
under date of December 11,1951 (p. 27 of the hearings).

17. Under date of December 19, 1951, Senator Nﬁ:Carthy wrote to
Chairman Gillette stating that: “the full committee appointed you
chairman of an Elections Subcommittee, but gave you no power what-
soever to hire investigators and spend vast amounts of money to make
investigations having nothing to do with elections. Again, may I
have an answer to my questions as to why you feel you are entitled
to spend the taxpayers’ money to do the work of the Democratic Na-
tional Committee” (p. 27 of the hearings).

18. In the same letter, Senator McCarthy stated: “You and every
member of your subcommittee who is responsible for spending vast
amounts of money to hire investigators, pay their traveling expenses,
etc., on matters not concerned with elections, is just as dishonest as
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though he or she %icked the pockets of the taxpayers and turned
the loot over to the Democratic National Committee.”

19. In the same letter, Senator McCarthy stated: “I wonder if I
might have a frank, honest answer to all the questions covered in
my letter of December 7. Certainly as a member of the Rules Com-
mittee and as a Member of the Senate, I am entitled to this informa-
tion. Your failure to give this information highlights the fact that
your subcommittee is not concerned with dishonestly spending the
taxpayers’ money and using your subcommittee as an arm of the
Democratic National Committee” (p. 28 of the hearings).

20. On December 21, 1951, Chairman Gillette wrote Senator Me-
Carthy, advising him as follows: :

(@) “I shall be very glad to give you such information as I have or
go with you, if you so desire, to the rooms occupied by the subcom-
mittee and aid you in securing any facts that are there available, rela-
tive to the employees of the subcommittee or their work,” and stating
further that:

(6) Previous correspondence had been printed in the public press,
even before receipt by Chairman Gillette.

(¢) That it was improper to discuss matters pertaining to pending
litigation in the public press.

(@) That a meeting of the subcommittee was being called for Jan-
uary 7, 1952, to consider the Benton resolution.

(e) That if Senator McCarthy cared to appear before the sub-
committee, he would be glad to make the necessary arrangements as
to time and place.

(f) That he would be glad to confer with Senator McCarthy per-
sonally as to matters concerning the staff and the work of the sub-
committee.

(¢) That neither the Democratic National Committee nor any per-
son or group other than an agency of the United States Senate has
had or will have any influence on his duties and actions as a mem-
ber of the subcommittee, and that no other member of the subcom-
mittee has been or will be so influenced (p. 28 of the hearings).

21. Senator McCarthy wrote to Chairman Gillette on January 4,
1952, asking : “the simple question of whether or not you have ordered
the investigators to restrict their investigation to matters having to
do with elections, or whether their investigations extend into fields
having nothing whatsoever to do with either my election or the elec-
tion of any other Senator” (p. 29 of the hearings).

22. Chairman Gillette replied to Senator McCarthy by letter dated
January 10, 1952, informing him that the staff of the subcommittee
had just submitted a report on the legal question raised by Senator
McCarthy, that this was being studied, and the subcommittee would
then determine what action, if any, they would take (p. 29 of the
hearings).

23. Because Senator McCarthy questioned the jurisdiction of the
subcommittee, the subcommittee adopted a resolution, approved by
a majority of the Committee on Rules and Administration, that
Senator McCarthy be requested to bring to the floor of the Senate
a motion to discharge the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections
(p. 30 of the hearings).
~ 24, Senator Hayden, chairman of the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, informed Senator McCarthy that the purpose would
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be to test the jurisdiction and integrity of the members of the sub-
committee (p. 30 of the hearings).

95. Under date of March 21, 1952, Senator McCarthy wrote to
Senator Hayden, chairman of the parent Committee on Rules and
Administration, that he thought it improper to discharge the sub-
committee for the following reasons:

‘The Elections Subcommittee unquestionably has the power and, when com-
plaint is made, the duty to investigate any improper conduct on the part of
McCarthy or any other Senator in a senatorial election.

The subcommittee has spent tens of thousands of dollars and nearly a year.
making the most painstaking investigaticn of my part in the Maryland e}eqtlon,
as well as my campaigns in Wisconsin. The subcommittee’s task is not finished
until it reports to the Senate the result of that investigation, namely, whether
they found such misconduct on the part of McCarthy in either his own cam-
paigns or in the Tydings campaign to warrant his expulsion from the Senate.

I note the subcommittee's request that the integrity of the subcommittee be
passed upon. As you know, the sole question of the integrity of the subcom-
mittee concerned its right to spend vast sums of money investigating the life
of McCarthy trom birth to date without any authority to do so from the Senate.
However, the vote on that question cannot affect the McCarthy investigation, in,
that the commirttee for a year has been looking into every possible phase of
MecCarthy's life. including an investigation of those who contributed to my’
unsuccessiul 1944 campaign.

As you know, I wrote Senator Gillette, chairman of the subcommittee, that
I considered this a completely dishonest handling of taxpayers’ money. I felt
that the Elections Subcommittee had no authority to go into matters other than
elections unless the Senate instructed it to do so. However, it is obvious that
insofar as McCarthy is concerned this is now a moot question, because the staff’
has already painstakingly and diligently investigated every nook and cranny
of my life from birth to date. Every possible lead on McCarthy was investi-
gated. Nothing that could be investigated was left uninvestigated. The staff’s
scurrilous report, which consisted of cleverly twisted and distorted facts, was
then “leaked” to the left-wing elements of the press and blazoned across the
Nation in an attempt to further smear McCarthy.

A vote of confidence in the subcommittee would be a vote on whether or not;
it had the right, without authority from the Senate, but merely on the request
of one Senator (in this case Senator Benton) to make a thorough and complete
investigation of the entire life of another Senator. A vote to uphold the subcom-
mittee would mean that the Senate accepts and approves this precedent and makes
it binding on the Elections Subcommittee in the future. .

A vote against the subcommittee could not undo what the subcommittee has
done in regard to McCarthy. It would not force the subcommittee members to
repay into the Treasury the funds spent on this investigation of McCarthy. " A
vote against the subcommittee would merely mean that the Senate disapproves
what has already been done insofar as McCarthy is concerned, and therefore,
disapproves an investigation of other Senators like the one which was made of
McCarthy. While I felt the subcommittee exceeded its authority, now that it
has established a precedent in McCarthy’s case, the same rule should apply to
every other Senator. If the subcommittee brought up this question before the
investigation had been made, I would have voted to discharge it. Now that the
deed is done, however, the same rule should apply to the other 95 Senators.

For that reason, I would he forced to vigorous’v oppose a motion to discharge
the Elections Subcommittee at this time. .

I hope the Senate agrees with me that it would be highly improper to discharge
the Gillette-Monroney subcommittee at this time, thereby, in effect, setting a
different rule for the subcommittee to follow in case an investigation is asked of
any of the other 95 Senators (p. 30 of the hearings). '

26. In view of Senator McCarthy’s refusal to make the requested
motion in the Senate, Chairman Hayden, of himself, and for the other
four members of the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections (Sen-
ators Gillette, Monroney, Hennings, and Hendrickson); submitted
Senate Resolution 300, 82d Congress, 2d session, on April 8,1952 (p. 37

Q£<:t.":h9il_lea’rings)'* .'.j»z . i1 : . \ \ Gt



12 REPORT ON RESOLUTION TO CENSURE

27. Senate Resolution 300 provided that whereas Senator McCarthy
in a series of communications addressed to Chairman Gillette between
December 6, 1951, and January 4, 1952, had charged that the subcom-
mittee lacked jurisdiction to investigate such acts of Senator McCarthy
as were not connected with election campaigns, and attacked the
honesty of the members of the subcommittee, charging that in their
investigation of such other acts, the members were improperly moti-
vated and were guilty of stealing just as clearly as though the members
engaged in picking the pockets of the taxpayers, and whereas the sub-
committee adopted a motion, as the most expeditious parliamentary
method of obtaining an affirmation by the Senate of its jurisdiction of
this matter and a vote on the honesty of its members, that Senator
McCarthy be requested to raise the question of jurisdiction and of the
integrity of the members of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections, by making a formal motion on the floor of the Senate to
discharge the committee, and that unless Senator McCarthy did so,
the chairman of the Committee on Rules and Administration or the
chairman of the subcommittee would present such a motion, and since
Senator McCarthy in effect had declined so to do, therefore, to deter-
mine the proper jurisdiction of the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration and to express the confidence of the Senate in its committee in
their consideration of Senate Resolution 187, be it resolved that the
Committee on Rules and Administration be, and it hereby is, dis-
charged from the further consideration of Senate Resolution 187
(p. 31 of the hearings).

28. The Senate voted upon this resolution on April 10, 1952, and the
resolution was rejected by a vote of 0 to 60, with 36 Members not voting
(p. 32 of the hearings).

29. Senator McCarthy is recorded as not voting but he stated in the
Senate that he could not wait for the vote and if present would have
voted against the discharge of the subcommittee (p. 378 of the
hearings).

30. Chairman Gillette wrote to Senator McCarthy on May 7, 1952,
fixing May 12, 1952, as the. time for public hearing on Senate Reso-
lution 187, informing him that the first charge to be heard would be
the matter concerning the Lustron Corp. booklet, and extending to
Senator McCarthy “the opportunity to appear at the hearings for
the purpose of presenting testimony relating to this charge. The
hearings in this case will probably continue for several days, and we
shall make whatever arrangements for your appearance as are most
convenient for you” (p. 32 of the hearings).

31. Under date of May 8, 1952, Senator McCarthy wrote to Chair-
man Gillette, acknowledging receipt of the letter of May 7, 1952,
asking on what point the subcommittee desired information, and giv-
ing a statement of facts with reference to the Lustron Corp. booklet,
in argumentative fashion, and charging the subcommittee with know-
ingly allowing itself to serve the Communist cause, and stating:

The Communists will have scored a great victory if they can convince every
other Senator or Congressman that if he attempts to expose undercover Com-
munists, he will be subjected to the same type of intense smear, even to the
extent of using a Senate committee for the purpose. They will have fright-
ened away from this fight a vast number of legislators who fear the political
effect of being inundated by the Communist Party line sewage.

If you have evidence of wrongdoing on McCarthy’s part, which would justify
removal from the Senate or a vote of censure by the Senate, certainly you have
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the obligation to produce it. However, as you well know, every member of
your committee and staff privately admits that no such evidence is in existence.
It is an evil and dishonest thing for the subcommittee to allow itself to be used
for an evil purpose. Certainly the fact that the Democrat Party may tempo-
rarily benefit thereby is insufficient justification. Remember the Communist
Party will benefit infinitely more (p. 32 of the hearings).

32. Senator McCarthy again wrote to Chairman Gillette on the
same day, May 8, 1952, demanding expeditious action in the Benton
case (p. 35 of the hearings).

33. Chairman Gillette wrote to Senator McCarthy under date of
May 10, 1952, informing him that the subcommittee had concluded to
take testimony on May 12, 1952, and that it was the courteous thing
to do to invite him to attend, to present evidence in refutation or
explanation, and that the opportunity would continue to be that of
Senator McCarthy to present such matter as he might wish in connec-
tion with the hearing and to attend if he so desired (p. 43 of the
hearings).

34, On May 11, 1952, Senator McCarthy wrote to Chairman Gil-
lette, Senator Monroney, and Senator Hennings jointly, a sarcastic
letter, the meaning and intention of which can be understood only
by reading it in its entirety (p. 43 of the hearings).

35. The chief counsel for the subcommittee wrote to Senator Mc-
Carthy on November 7, 1952, inviting Senator McCarthy to appear
before a subcommittee in executive session, in connection with Senate
Resolution 187, during the week of November 17, 1952, and asking to
be advised of the date of Senator McCarthy’s appearance (p. 44 of
the hearings).

36. The administrative assistant to Senator McCarthy replied for
Senator McCarthy by letter of November 10, 1952, stating that Senator
McCarthy was away and that he did not know when he would return
to Washington, stating, however, that if the subcommittee would let
him know what information was desired, he would be glad to try to
be of help (p. 45 of the hearings).

37. Chairman Hennings, of the subcommittee, then wrote a letter to
Senator MeCarthy under date of November 21, 1952, which because of
its importance is set forth in full:

DeAr SENATOR McCARTHY: As you will recall on September 25, 1951, May 17,
1952, and May 10, 1952, this subcommittee invited you to appear before it to give
testimony relating to the investigation pursuant to Senate Resolution 187.
tOISJnder date of November 7, 1952, the following communication was addressed

you <

‘“DEAR SENATOR MCCARTHY: In connection with the consideration by the
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections of Senate Resolution No. 187, intro-
duced by Senator Benton on August 6, 1951, as well as the ensuing investigation,
I have been instructed by the subcommittee to invite you to appear before said
subcommittee in executive session. Insofar as possible, we would like to respect
your wishes as to the date on which you will appear. However, the subcom-
;?tig% é)lans to be available for this purpose during the week beginning November

:‘It will be appreciated if you will advise me at as early a date as possible
of the day you will appear, in order that the subcommittee may arrange its
plans accordingly. :

“Very truly yours,
“PAvuL J. CoTTER, Chief Counsel.”
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On November 14, 1952, the subcommittee received the following commumca-
tion, dated November 10, 1952

“DEAR Mg. CorTER: Inasmuch as Senator McCarthy is not now in Washmgton,

I am taking the liberty of acknowledging receipt of your letter of November 7.
“I have just talked to the Senator over the telephone and he does not know
just when he will return to Washington. It presently appears that he will not
be available to appear before your committee during the time you mention.
However, he did state that if you will let him know just what information you
desire, he will be glad to try to be of help to you.
“Sincerely yours, '

“RAaY KIERMAS,™ -
“Administrative Assistant to Senator McCarthy.”

The subcommittee is grateful for your offer of assistance, and we want to
afford you with every opportunity to offer your explanations with reference to
the issues involved. Therefore, although the subcommittee did make itself
available during the past week in order to afford you an opportunity to be
heard, we shall be at your disposal commencing Saturday, November 22, through
but not later than Tuesday, November 25, 1952,

This subcommittee has but one object, and that is to reach an impartial and
proper conclusion based upon the facts. Your appearance, in person, before
the subcommittee will not only give you the opportunity to testify as to any
issues of fact which may be in controversy, but will be of the greatest assistance
to the subcommittee in its effort to arrive at a proper determination and to
embody in its report an accurate representation of the facts.

Pursuant to your request, as transmitted to us through Mr. Kiermas, we are
advising you that the subcommittee desires to make mqmry with respect to
the following matters:

(1) Whether any funds collected or received by you and by others on your
behalf to conduct certain of your activities, including those relating to “com-
munism,” were ever diverted and used for other purposes inuring to your personal
advantage.

(2) Whether you, at any time, used your official position as a United States
Senator and as a member of the Banking and Currency Committee, the Joint
Housing Committee, and the Senate Investigations Committee, to obtain a $10,000
fee from the Lustron Corp., which eompany was then almost entirely subsidized
by agencies under the jurisdiction of the very committees of which you were a
member.

(3) Whether your activities on behalf of certain interest groups, such as hous-
ing, sugar, and China, were motivated by self-interest.

(4) Whether your activities with respect to your senatorial campaigns, par-
ticularly with respect to the reporting of your financing and your activities
relating to the financial transactions with and subsequent employment of Ray
Kiermas, involved violations of the Federal and State Corrupt Practices Acts.

(5) Whether lcan or other. transactions which- you had with the Appleton
State Bank, of Apnleton, Wis., involved violations of tax and banking laws.. -

(6) Whether you used close associates and members of your family to secrete
receipts, income, commodity and stock speculation and other financjal trans-
actions for ulterior motives.

We again assure you of our desire to give you the opportunity to testify, in
executive session of the subcommittee, as to the foregoing matters. The 82d
Congress expires in the immediate future and the subcommittee must necessarily
proceed with dispatch in making its report to this Congress. To that énd, we
respectfully urge you to arrange to come before us on or before November 25,
and thus enable us to do our conscientious best in the interests of the Senate
and our obligation to complete our work. We would thank you to advise us
immediately, so that we may plan accordingly.

This letter is being transmitted at the direction and with the full concurrence
ot the membership of this subcommlttee ‘

Sincerely yours,

(P. 45 of the hearings.) .
38. This letter was delivered by hand to the office of Senator Me-
Carthy in Washington on November 21, 1952 (p. 47 of the hearings).

THOMAS C HENNINGS, Jr., Ohao;ﬂmm.
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39. On the same day, November 21, 1952, Chairman Hennings sent
the following telegram addressed to Senator McCarthy at Appleton,
Wis.:

Today you were advised by letter delivered by hand to your office of the prin-
cipal matters which the subcommittee desires to interrogate you in furtherance
of your express desire transmitted to the committee by your administrative
assistant, Mr. Ray Kiermas, under date of November 10. The subecoinmittee
appreciates your willingness to help in the completion of the work in connection
with the investigation of Resolution 187 and the investigations predicated
thereon. Your prompt appearance before the subcommittee can save the Gov-
ernment much effort and expense. We are sure that you want to be of help
to us in arriving at a proper determination of the issues in controversy. We
are therefore at your disposal in executive session and for your convenience
suggest that the subcommittee is available to you commencing with tomorrow,
Saturday, November 22, but not later than Tuesday the 25th, to enable the com-
mittee to hear you and allow time thereafter to prepare the subcommittee report.

Senator Benton has also been notified to appear by similar communication.
This action is being taken at the direction and with the full concurrence of the
committee members (p. 47 of the hearings).

40, The copy of the telegram in the H-H-H Report, designated
“Exhibit No. 42” at page 99 thereof, was not sent to Senator McCarthy
and was inserted as an exhibit by error in place of the foregoing tele-
gram of November 21, 1952, as shown by the fact it is not dated and
as appears in the index of appendix, page 55, wherein exhibit No. 42
is described as “Telegram dated Nov. 21, 1952, from Senator Hennings
to Senator McCarthy . : . . Page 99” (BI. 51 of the hearings).

41. On November 21, 1952, Senator McCarthy was deer hunting
in northern Wisconsin (p. 298 of the hearings).

42. Senator McCarthy wrote to Chairman Hennings on November
28, 1952, stating that he had just received the wire of November 22,
and that, as Senator Hennings had been previously advised, Senator
McCarthy was not expected to return to Washington until November
27, on which date he did return (p. 49 of the hearings).

43, Senator McCarthy did not see the letter or telegram dated
November 21, 1952, until November 28, 1952 (p. 299 of the hearings).

44. Senator McCarthy wrote to Chairman Hennings under date of
December 1, 1952, stating as follows:

Senator TuoMas C. HENNINGS, Jr.,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections,
Senate Office Building.

DeAr MR. HenNINGS : This is to acknowledge receipt of yours of November
21 in which you state that your object is to reach an “impartial and proper
conclusion based upon the facts” in the Benton application which asks for my
removal from the Senate.

I was interested in your declaration of honesty of the committee and would
like to believe that it is true. As you know, your committee has the most
unusual record of any committee in the history of the Senate. As you know
two members of your staff have resigned and made the public statement that
their reason for resignation was that your committee was dishonestly used
for political purposes. Two Senators have also resigned. One, Senator Welker,
in the strongest possible language indicted your committee for complete dis-
honesty in handling your investigation. Senator Gillette also resigned without
giving any plausible reason for his resignation from the committee. Obviously,
he also couldn’t stomach the dishonest use of public funds for political purposes.
For that reason it is difficult for me to believe your protestations of the honesty
of your committee.

I would, therefore, ordinarily not dignify your committee by answering your
letter of November 21. However, I decided to give you no excuse to claim in
Your report that I refused to give you any facts. For that reason you are being
informed that the answer to the six insulting questions in your letter of No-
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vember 21 in “No.” You understand that in answering these questions I do not
in any way approve of nor admit the false statements and innuendoes made in
the questions.

I note with some interest your reference to my “activities on behalf of certain
special-interest groups, such as housing, sugar, and China.” I assume you refer
to my drafting of the comprehensive Housing Act of 1946, which was passed
without a single dissenting vote in the Senate, either Democrat or Republican.:
Neither you nor any other Senator has attempted to repeal any part of that
Housing Act. Or perhaps you refer to the slum-clearance bill which I drafted
and introduced in 1948, which slum-clearance bill was adopted in toto by the
Democrat-controlled Senate in 1949.

‘When you refer to sugar, I assume you refer to my efforts to do away with
your party’s rationing of sugar, as I promised the housewives I would during
my 1946 campaign. If that were wrong, I wonder why you have not introdueed:
legislation in the Democrat-controlled Senate to restore sugar rationing. You
have had 2 years to do so.

I thought perhaps the election might have taught you that your boss and
mine—~the American people—do not approve of treason and incompetence
and feel that it must be exposed.

You refer to the above as “special interests.” I personally feel very proud of.
having drafted the Housing Act in 1948 which passed the Congress without a
single dissenting vote—a Housing Act which contributed so much toward making
it possible for veterans and all Amerieans in the middle- and low-income groups
to own their own home. Likewise, I am proud of having been able to fulfill my.
promise to American housewives to obtain the derationing of sugar. I proved
at the time that rationing was not for the benelit of the housewives but for the
commercial users. . K

I likewise am double proud of the part I played in alerting the American people
to your administration’s traitorous betrayal of American interests: throughout
the world, especially in China and Poland.

You refer to such activities on my part as “activities for special interests.” I
am curious to know what “special interests” you mean other than the special
interest of the American people.

' 'This letter is not written with any hope of getting an honest report from your
committee. It is being written merely to keep the record straight. . SN
Sincerely yours, .

JoE MCCARTHY.
. (P. 51 of hearings.) .
45, Senator McCarthy appeared before the Subcommittee on Priv-
ileges and Elections once only, on July 3, 1952, in connection with his
charges against Senator Benton under Senate Resolution 304, without
requiring a subpena (pp. 52, 290, and 375 of hearings). .

46. Senator McCarthy did not appear before that subcommittee, at
any other time, nor make any explanation in defense, except as shown
in the foregoing correspondence, in connection with the charges pend-
ing against him, either before or after the Senate action in Senate
Resolution 300 (pp. 52 and 375 of hearings). )

47. Senator McCarthy did make an explanation of the Lustron
matter on the floor of the Senate, on August 2, 1954 (p. 53 of hearings).

48. Senate Resolution 187, introduced by Senator Benton, was not
voted upon by the Senate, although it was considered by the Senate in
its vote on April 10, 1952, upon Senate Resolution 300 to test the juris-
diction of the subcommittee and the integrity of its members. )

49. The vote of the Senate upon Senate Resolution 300 notwith-
standing any previous question of the jurisdiction of the Hennings
subcommittee, was a grant of authority to that subcommittee to pro-
ceed with its investigation of the charges pending against Senator
MecCarthy, since his election to the Senate.

50. Senate Resolution 187, introduced by Senator Benton, confined
the subcommittee to activities of Senator McCarthy subsequent to his
election in 1946.
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51. Senator McCarthy’s position was that he would not appear
before the Hennings subcommittee upon the charges pending against
him unless he was ordered to appear (p. 288 of hearings).

52. Senator McCarthy did not say in any of the correspondence
relating to the hearings and his appearance, that he would not appear
before the subcommittee unless he was ordered to do so, but testified
that he so notified Chairman Gillette orally (p. 288 of hearings).

53. Senator McCarthy advised Chairman Gillette that unless he was
given the right to cross-examine, that he had no desire to appear before
the subcommittee but that he would appear if ordered to do so (p. 288
of hearings).

54. At the hearings before the select committee, Senator McCarthy
testified that the subcommittee knew that a witness was mentally
incompetent “and they were going to call him solely for the purpose of
doing a smear job” (p. 295 of hearings). :

55. At the hearings before the select committee, Senator McCarthy
testified that the insertion.of the undated telegram, exhibit No. 42 in
the Hennings report (found by this select committee to be a clerical
error), “was completely dishonest,” insisting upon this conclusion
when the chairman asked whether it could not have been a mistake
(pp- 299, 384, and 385 of hearing record).

56. Senator McCarthy told Chairman Gillette “that I would not-
appear unless I was ordered to appear or subpenaed.. I forget which
word I used. T told him I had no desire to appear before that com-
mittee and that his extending an opportunity meant nothing to me”
(p. 805 of the hearing). .

57. The report of the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections was
filed January 2, 1953 (p. 306 of the hearings). ;

58. On that day, Senator McCarthy, according to his own testimony,
called Senator Hendrickson, a member of that subcommittee, by tele-
phone and told him that it was completely dishonest to sign a report-
that was factually wrong (p. 306 of the hearings).

59. That evening Senator McCarthy gave a statement to the press
regarding Senator Hendrickson, a member of that subcommittee,-
stating : '

“This report accuses me either directly or by innuendo and intimation of the
most dishonest and improper eonduct.

“If it is true, I am unfit to serve in the Senate. If it is false, then the three
men who joined in it—namely, Hendrickson, Hennings, and Hayden—are dis-
honest beyond words.

“If those 3 men honestly think that all of the 4 things of which they have
accused me, they have a deep, moral obligation tomorrow to move that the Senate
does not seat me as a Senator.

“If they think the report is true, they will do that, If they know the report is
completely false and that it has been issued only for its smear value, then they
will not dare to present this case to the Senate.

“This committee has been squandering taxpayers’ money on this smear cam-
paign for nearly 18 months. If they feel that they are honest and right, why
do they fear presenting their case to the Senate?

“I challenge them to do that. If they do not, they will have proved their com-
plete dishonesty.

“I can understand the actions of the leftwingers in the administration, like
li[ennings and Hayden. As far as Hendrickson is concerned, I frankly can bear
him no ill will.

“Suffice it to say that he is a living miracle in that he is without question

the only man in the world who has lived so long with neither brains nor uts’”:
(pp. 67 and 68 of hearing record). g :






