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REPORT ON THE NATIONAL LAWYERS GUILD—LEGAL
BULWARK OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY

SeeTEMBER 21, 1950.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. Woop, from the Committee on Un-American Activities, submitted
the following

REPORT

[Pursuant to H. Res. 5, 79th Cong., 1st sess.]

The National Lawyers Guild is the foremost legal bulwark of the
Communist Party, its front or nizations, and controlled unions
Since its inception it has never Taﬁga to rally to the legal defense of th
Communist %artx and individual members iﬁereoff including Egﬁ

_g_s_*% . t against national, §
and

t has been most articulate in its attacks upon all agencies of the
Government seeking to expose or prosecute the subversive _activities
of the Communist network, including national, State, and local
mvestigative committees, the ustics
law ensorcement encles enerEli . _Through its afiliation with the
International Xsﬁcmtion of Democratic Lawvers, an internati
mmunist-front _organization, the National L i

constituted itself an agent of a foreipn principal hostile to the interests

of the United States. It has gone far afeld to oppose the foreign

B«gl@ci& of the United States, in line with the current line of the Soviet
nion.

These aims—the real aims of the National Lawyers Guild, as
demonstrated conclusively by its activities for the past 13 years of
its existence—are not specified in its constitution or statement of
avowed purpose. In order to attract non-Communists to serve as a
cover for its actual purpose as an appendage to the Communist Party
the National Lawyers Guild poses benevolently as “a professionaj
organization wEicE shall function as an effective social force in the

service of the people to the end that human rights shall be regarded
as more sacred than property rights.” In the entire history of the
guild there is no record of its ever having condemned such instances

1
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tion and nustianed in 0 maritime employment, the work-
wen's compenaadion lawe of Lhie several States which
preseribe exclusive rights and Labilitien and  provide
novel remedies.3®  Congress may not delegate to the
Stales the legislative power which the Conatitulion beg
sfows upon Congress and which iy in_ils _nature non-

delegable.  To preserve adequale barmouny und appro-
priate, uniform rules relatiag to maritime matlers and
to bring them within the coutrol of the Federal Gov-
ernment was the fundumental purpose amd within that
sphere and to that definity end Congress was einpowered
to legislate: it may not defeat the purpose for which the
power was conferred. The only powers over completely
maritime matiers now remaining cntirely in the handes
of the States of the Union are thore concerning pilots
and pilotage,®* and harbor masters.®?

§ 4. State Legintation; How Far Inoperative.

No Siate leginlation concerning navigatiou is valid
if it contravenes the essential purpose expressed by an
Act of Congress or works material prejudice to the
charneteristic features of the general maritime law or

30 Kniekerboeker lee Co. v.
Stewart, (1920) 263 1.S. 149, 64
Led, R34, 40 Sup.ClRep. 438;
Washington v. W. €. Dawson &
Co., 264 U8, 210, 6% l.ed. 640,
44 Sap.CtRep. 302, 1924 AM.C.
403,

31 State ox rel. Fonsn v, Kelly,
1936 A.M.C. 1343, 1146, 186 Wash,
HRY, 5% P.(2l) 378, reverand on
other grounds, 1937 A M.C. 1410,
202 UK. 1, 82 Ll 3, 68 Sup.
CL.Rep. A7,

32 Aayor of Vidalin v. Me.
Newely, 1927 AM.C. 1074, 274 U.
8. 070, Tt Loed, 1202, 47 Bap.CL
Hep. 768, Clyde Mallory Lane v,
Alnbnn, 1036 A M, 1, 2ud

K. 261, 80 l.ed. 215, 68 Sup.Ct
ftep. 174; Vinecent v. Foan and
Crabtron, 1036 A.M.C. 724, 150 So.
49 (Fla.).

But we City of Milwnukeo v,
Awmeriean 8. R, Co,, 1036 AM.C.
NP1, 76 1. (2d) 343 (C.C.ATIN).

See nlno Btreeckfus Steamers v,
Fox, Tax Commr., 193 AM.C.
1163, 14 F.Sapp. 32 (RD.W.
Va.).

The regulation of wharfage haa
now pacaed mlo the hands of the
federnl Maritima Comnminsion:

MeNeely & Price Co. v, Philn-
delphia ihwees, Tne, (1938) 1039
AM.C. 1435, 196 Ad. H46, RO1
{(Pn.),
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