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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The formulation and successful operation of any
foreign policy under a system of representative government
necessarily entalls interaction and cooperation between the
executive and legislative branches of government. This is
especially true under a constitutional system like that of
the United States, which is characterized by the principle
of the separation of powers and a system of checks and balances.
Under such circumstances, the relationship between the executive
and legislative branches of the government assumes a position
of singular importance. A brief examination of the consti-
tutional authority which is vested in each of the two branches
in foreign affairs will illustrate this fact.

Constitutionally, the President is invested with
considerable authority in the field of foreign relations.
Such grants of authority are, however, broadly construed
because the Constitution, in dealing with grants of powef
in respect of foreign affairs, "says relatively liftle of a
specific nature and what it does say may be variously inter-

preted."l A brief listing of the President's authority will

1z. C. Synder and E. S. Furniss, Jr., American
Forelgn Policy: Formulation, Principles, and Programs, p. 135.
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illustrate its scope:

(1) Under the provisions of Article II, sectiocn 2 of
the Constitution, the President has the power to negotiate
treaties. The Supreme Court, in the Curtiss-Wright case, has
declared that thls is an exclusive power which neither the
Senate nor Congress can share.

(2) The President has the authority to appoint diplo-
matic personnel by and with the consent of the Senate
(Article II, section 2) and the power to receive ambassadors-
and public ministers (Article II, section 3). Largely as a
result of these grants of asuthority, the executive is generally
regarded as also having the power of recognition. The ex-
clusive nature of this power has been questioned on several
occasions by the Congress; this problem will be discussed
in a later chapter.

(3) Declarations of policy and interpretations of
previous policy can be made by the Presiden’c.3 In fact, only |
the President can officially notify foreign governments of
United States policy decisions, since he possesses "exclusive
power . . . as the sole organ of the Federal Government in

the field of international relations--2 power which does not

2United States v. Curtiss-Wright Export Corporation,
299 U.S. 30 Y936+

3Synder and Purniss, op. cit., p. 148.
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require as a basis for its exercise an act of Congress. . . ."4

(4) Additional authority may be vested in the
President by special statutes. The Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act (195l), the Greek-Turkish Aid Bill (1947),
the Foreign Relief Act (1948), and the Mutual Aid Bill (1951)
are examples of this type of grant of authority in the form
of the right to make executive agreements.5

(5) By virtue of the grant of power in Article II,
section 2 of the Constitution, the President is the commander-
in-chief of the armed forces of the United States. This
matter will be dealt with more fully in a later chapter. It
is sufficient to point out here that, while Congress has
attempted to exert authority over the use of troops in peace-
time, the more general opinion is that "none of these ap-
proving procedures 1s legally necessary, whatever may be
deemed good politics in a specific situation."6 The authority
of the President to use the armed forces in the absence of
Congressional authorization or declaration of war for the
purpose of protecting American lives and property has been
questioned only once in the courts, and the Presidential
authority was sustained.7 The authority of the President to

"perform functions required or authorized by international

'hUnited States vs., Curtiss-Wright Export Corporation,
clted above,

5

6Ibid., p. 151,

7Durand v. Holling, li Blatchford L 51 (1860).

Synder and Furniss, op. cit., p. 1L8.
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law, notably the occupation of a defeated enemy nation," has

also been upheld by the courts.8 This power was sustained

9

in Cross v. Harrison.

(6) The Chief Executive can conclude "executive
agreements" with or without prior approval or authorization
by Congress and such agreements are as binding as treaties.
Such agreements have virtually the same legal effect as
treaties under both constitutional and international law.
(This statement is based upon the decision of the Supreme

Court in United States v. Belmont.10

Congress 1is, however, not without constitutional
authority in the field of foreign affairs. Under the provisions
of Article I, section 8 of the Constitution, Congress is
empowered "to provide for the common defense", "to raise and
support armies™, "to provide and maintain a navy", "to make
rules for the government and regulation of the land and
naval forces", "to regulate commerce with foreign nations",
and is required to review military appropriations every two
years. Perhaps the most important grant of Congressional
authority is found in Article I, section l--the vesting of

"all legislative powers" in the Congress. The appropriation

8Synder and Furniss, op. cit., p. 153.

916 Howard 16l (1853).
10301 U.S. 324 (1937).
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power, which is an outgrowth of this general grant, provides
Congress with its most powerful and direct means of exerting
influence in foreign affairs. It also means, of course, that
only Congress can enact supporting legislation for non-self-
executing treaties and agreements. The "advice and consent"

of the Senate must be granted by a two-thirds vote in respect
of treaties, and that body must also approve of all regular

diplomatic appointments.11

For the most part, however, "such power as Congress

nl2 Congress

has in foreign affairs is largely negative.
possesses "formicable powers to supervise, direct, and check
the forelgn-policy initiative logically assigned to the
Executive Branch of the government", but cannot "as a
structural division of American government, . . . directly
make decisions in this area."’3 A number of factors work to
the disadvantage of Congress in the determination of foreign
policy, among the more important of which are the increasing
amount of legislative business with which Congress must deal,
the difficulty of securing pertinent and necessary information,
and the fact that the organization of Congress virtually
precludes speedy action.

The present method of electing the President and the

1
Article II, section 2.

12L. H. Chamberlain and R. C. Synder, American
Foreign Policy, p. 69.

13, s. Furniss, Jr. and R. C. Synder, An Introduction
to American Foreign Policy, pp. 210-211.

1l

ll-Ibido, ppo 211-2120
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two houses of Congress is also of importance in regard to the
relationship between the two branches of government. The
President and the majority of the Congress may be of different
political parties, in which case competition between the two
branches is even more likely than usual. While a clearcut
"mandate" regarding foreign policy can rarely, if ever, be
discerned in election returns, since both the President and
the Congress are elected by popular vote, both may attempt
to lay claim to whatever "mandate" exlsts, and either branch
feels relatively safe in maintaining that "popular opinion"
supports its particular point of view. It is true that the
President occupies a somewhat superior position in respect
of attempts to influence public opinion, but the advantage
derived from this position generally is not strong enough to
allow him to manipulate the legislative branch or to force
political acceptance of his views., The net result of such a
system appears to be the existence of varying degrees of
conflict and cooperation as an inherent part of the legis-
lative-executive relationship in the field of foreign policy.
Discussion of several historical incidents will
serve to illustrate the fact that t%e legislative~executive
relationship is characterized by both cooperation and conflict.

In their book, American Foreign Policy and the Separation of

Powers, D. S. Cheever and H. F. Haviland, Jr. have divided
the history of United States foreign relations into three
periods--1789-1829, 1829-1898, and 1898 to the present.
During the first of these three periods foreign affairs were
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of more importance, relatively, than were domestic issues
and the period was characterized by presidential initiative
in foreign policy. From 1829 to 1898, with the exception
of the period of the Civil War, domestic issues came to the
fore and a greater share of governmental leadership was
assumed by the Congress. Since 1898, foreign affairs have
become increasingly important and complex; the result has
been a shift of power and influence back to the Chief

Executive, not, of course, without challenge from the two

15
houses of Congress.

During the first hO years of the new republic both
Congress and the President exercised their authority in
foreign affairs, sometimes harmoniously and sometimes not.

In 1795 President Viashington issued a proclamation of neutrality;
the following year Congress enacted a law regarding neutrality.
In negotiating a treaty with Algeria, President Washington
pointed out that Congress as a whole, not the Senate alone,

in spite of its constitutional functlion in regard to treaties,
must appropriate money with which to implement foreign

policy, thus indicating recognition of the fact that the
cooperation of Congress was needed in many phases of forelgn
policy.16 In 182&, an election year, a treaty which had

been negotiated with Creat Britain for the purpose of pro-

15Cheever and Haviland, American Foreign Policy and
the Separation of Powers, pp. 39-40.

16
Ibid., pp. LO-41.
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hibiting the slave trade was submitted to the Senate for
thet body's "advice and consent"”. Political opponents of
President Adams in the Senate sought to discredit him by
adding amendments to the treaty after it had been signed
by the British; those amendments proved unacceptable to the
British.17

The focus of governmental attention from 1829 to
1898 was primarily on domestic rather than foreign issues,
although foreign affairs were by no means without considerable
importance on several occasions. In 18l President Tyler
sent to the Senate, along with a message urging favorable
action, a treaty for the annexation of Texas. The treaty
was defeated; Mr. Tyler then submitted the defeated measure
to the House, a step never before taken by the Executive, in
the hope of accomplishing his purpose by joint resolution.
Action was deferred until after the election of 18lly; after
the election of Polk, which was interpreted as a favorable
vote for annexation, the House passed the resolution in
January, 18i5. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
obviously concerned over the intrusion of the House into
foreign affairs, reported the measure unfavorably. After
attaching several face-saving amendments, however, the Senate

adopted the resolution in February.l8

7 1b14., p. L7

181b1d., p. L49.
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One year later, in 186, President Polk concluded a
treaty with Great Britain cdncerning the Oregon territory.
In contrast to Tyler's circumvention of the Senate's treaty-
making authority, Polk consulted the Senate prior to negotia-
tions; the upper house thus voted once to advise the signlng
of the treaty and a second time to render its consent to
that action.lg During this period, generally, "the President
and Congress frequently worked at crosé-purposes e o o and
« « « Presidents and Secretaries of Stéte were frequently
embarrassed by Congressional behavior over which they had
little control."Z0

Since 1898, foreign affairs have been the dominant
issue of the day quite frequently, with a resulting, although
not unopposed, increase in presidential authority. One of
the truly "great debates" of United States history occured
between 1918 and 1920 regarding the Treaty of Versailles
and continued, in respect of the World Court, until 1935,
This matter is illustrative to a high degree of the result
of legislative-executive antagonism in foreign affairs,
While it obviously is not true that the separation of powers
caused the bitter inter-branch dispute, it seems quite
clear that the system, far from ameliorating such antagonism,
encouraged it. A detalled description of the many events

connected with the negotiation of the treaty and of Senate

191b14.
201h14., p. 55.
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action on that document is not necessary here. Suffice it
to say, with the benefit of hindsight, that President Wilson
seems to have commited several errors of judgment: (1) in
calling for the election of a Democratic Congress in 1918,
Mr. Wilson geverely damaged any effort for the necessary bi-
partisan support in the Senate; (2) effective legislative-
executive liakon on this matter was lacking, although this
lack certainly cannot be considered entirely the responsi-
bility of Mr. Wilson; and (3) failure tc gypoint a Congres-
sional leader as a member of the United States delegation
to the Peace Conference, along with other factors, resulted
in a lack of contact between Congress ;nd the delegation.
All of these adverse factors were made worse by the "almost
pathological antagonism on the part of Lodge and Roosevelt
toward Wilson."2l The auestion of the World Court will be
covered in a later chapter.

In striking contrast to executive-legislative rel: tion-
ships concerning the Treaty of Versailles and the Covenant of
the League of ﬁations, the formulation and adoption of the
United Nations Charter serves as one of the best examples
of close cooperation between the two branches. Informal.
conversations dealing with post-war policy were carried on
late in 1941, but it soon became apparent that such ad hoc
conversations were not enough. In February, 19h2, the

Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy, composed of

211p14., pp. 68-79, 80.
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lh State Department officials and private experts, was
established, and in May of that year Democrat Tom Connally

~ and Republican Warren Austin were added to the Committee
membership. Later, several other Senators and Representatives
of both parties were added to the group. In 1943, after very
frequent negotiations between the two houses, the House passed
the Fulbright Resolution and the Senate approved the Con-
nally Resolution. Both of these measures urged the creation
of an intefnational organization in which the United States
would participate. The next important step in the process
was the firm agreement by both parties that the legislative-
executive discussion concerning the United Nations should
be strictly nonpartisan in nature. In the election campaign
of 194li, both party platforms favored an international or-
ganization, and an agreement was reached that discussion of
the United Nations in campaign speeches would be on & non-
partisan basis. The final step in legislative-executive
cooperation was direct Congressional participation in formu-
lating and approving the Charter. 1In addition to the Congres-
smen serving on the Advisory Committee, Secretary of State
Hull asked the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to appoint
four Democrats and four Republicans to a Committee of Eight
to consult with him on the Charter., This group held its
first meeting on April 25, 19L4li. On June 2, 19Ll, Secretary
Hull met with leaders of the House of Representatives of
both parties and conferred with them on substantially the
same subjects discussed with the Committee of Eight. When the
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San Francisco Conference met, two Senators, Connally and
Vandenberg, and two Representativeé; Bloom and Eaton, were
appointed as United States delegates to the Conference.
On August 8, 1945, the Senate approved the United Nations
Charter by a vote of 89 to 2.22

The selected incidents discussed above, of course,
constitute only a small portion of the many issues which
have arisen in regard to foreign affairs in the pistory of
the United States. They illustrate, however, tﬁg absolute
necessity of legislative-executive cooperation iﬁaorder to
offset the inherent weakness of a system of separation of

powers in the field of foreign policy. They show too that

cooperation has not always been possible.

In a study of the relationship between the President
and Congress in foreign affairs, the second quarter of the
20th century offers several advantages. During this period
the political composition of the Congress and the political
affiliation of the executive reflect most of the relation-
ships possible between the two branches, that is (1) situations
in which the President and the majority of Congress are of
the same party, and, (2) situations in which the President
and the majority of Congress are of different parties. In
addition, each of the two major political parties held a
majority of the Congress for a portion of the period covered
by this study; Republican Presidents held office from 1925

until March, 1933, and Democrats headed the executive branch

22Tp1d., pp. 100-106.
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from that date until Jamuary, 1951, which date marks the end
of the period being considered.

Indeed, for any study dealing with one or more of the
many facets of the foreign policy of the United States, the
period 1925-1950 would seem to be of special significance.
During this quarter-century the United States rose, albeit
unwillingly at times, to a position of world leadership un-
paralled in its history although, of course, the antecedents
of this development may be traced further back. This period
was marked, initially, by an attempt on the part of the
Unitéd States to return to a position of detechment in world
affairs approximating the one it occupied prior to World
War I, and it closed with the United States occupying one of
the two major power positions in a bi-polarized world, a
position which is almost unanimously recognized and accepted.
It would seem to follow, then, that during this period,
foreign policy assumed a position of increasing importance.
If this premise be accepted, attempts by Congress to exercise
influence upon such policy might be expected to have a
basic significance to American foreign relations, and per-
haps to have been increasingly frequent.

One of the instruments which the Congress utilizes
in attem@ting to exert an influence in foreign affairs is the
resolution. While it must be admitted that the use of
resolutions might be made more effective in the future, they

are, nevertheless, "perhaps the chief affirmative tool avail-
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able to Congress" in respect of international policy.
Resolutions, which generally are Congressional in origin,
can be used by the legislative branch for several purposes.
They can be used to give something approximating advance
support or warning to the executive branch or to a foreign
government regarding eny proposed international policy.
Expressions of the opinion of one or both of the houses of
Congress respecting the substance of a present policy or the
way in which such a policy is being administered are often
embodied in congressind resolutions.au Individual Senators
or Representatives may attempt to initiate poliecy, or to
bring about the initiation of a policy which they favor,
by introducing resolutions urging or directing the Chiefl

. Executive to follow a given course of action.

In addition to resolutions which are clearly directed
at initiating or influencing a given policy, this instrument
may be used for several other purposes. Requests for inform-
ation and authorization for congressional investigations in
the field of foreign affairs frequently are embodied in
congressional resolutions. The implementation of such
measures mey, of course, result in the acquisition of inform- .
ation which can be used by Congress in an attempt to influence
foreign policy, but such resolutions themselves rarely spell

out a new policy which the legislative branch wishes to have

23E. S. Griffith, Congress, Its Contemporary Rolse,

p. 95.
Zthid., pp. 95-96.
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initiated or suggested revisions of contemporary policy.

The congressional resolution may also be used to embarrass
the administration in its conduct of foreign policy. Re-
quests for information and congressional investigations

are, at least potentially, of particular use in this respect
since an investigation or compliance with a request for
information may very well bring to light facts which can
cause the Executive a good deal of political discomfiture.
It is well established, however, that resolutions are not
legally binding upon the President, but "they may, however,
exert genuine influence and for this reason the congres-
sional resolution remains at all times a source of potential

u25

leverage.
As a basis for thils study concurrent and simple
resolutions only have been considered, thus eliminating
joint resolutions. The latter have a status virtually
equivalent to that of a statute. On the other hand, con-
current resolutions merely express "facts, principles,
opinions, and purposes of the two Houses," and simple resol-
utions deal "with the affairs of one House only".26 More-
over, concurrent resolutions "are not used to enacf legislation

27

and are not binding or of legal effect'. The simple

ZSL. H. Chamberlain and R. C. Synder, American

Foreign Policy, p. 100.

Clarence Cannon, Cannon's Procedure in the House
of Representatives, p. 228.

27F. M. Riddick, The United States Congress, Organi-
zation and Procedure, p. 2l.
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resolution is likewise subject to the same limitations.

In general usage, a concurrent resolution is con-
sidered to express Congressional authority as opposed to
that of the Government as a.whole and, as such, again in
practice, does not require the signature of the President.

It has been argued by some legal authorities, however, that
there are types of concurrent resolutions which should require
Presidential approval.28 If this minority point of view

were adopted, however, it seems certain that legal and
constitutional complications would ensue as to the status

of the concurrent resolution. The probability of such a

di spute no doubt has contributed to the maintenance of the
present practice, that is, of considering formal Presidential
approval of concurrent resolutions unnecessary.

The procedure followed in the consideration and
passage, or rejection, of resolutions 1s, in general, the
same as that utilized in the consideration of any legis-
lative measure. As with legislative measures, resolutions
upon which final action has not been taken die with the
Congress and must be reintroduced during a session of a

subsequent Congress if they are to be considered again.29

28Ibid.

St e At e

29While this aspect of procedure is not specifically
stated in the rules of either the Senate or the House, it
would seem to be clearly implied in the rules below. Senate
Manual containing the Standing Rules, Orders, Laws, and
Resolutions Affecting the Busgness of the Unlted States Senate,
Prepared by Gordon F. Harrison and Darrell St. Clalre under
the direction of the Senate Committee on Rules and Adminis-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



17

One additional point of procedure should be mentioned.
In the Senate a resolution may be sponsored by any number
of éenators, whereas, in the House, each resolution is
sponsored by one Representative only. This means, of course,
that in any given session of a Congress an appreciable
number of identically worded resolutions may be introduced
in the House, while in the Senate there would be but one

resolution introduced under the co-sponsorship of several

tration Eighty-Fourth Congress. Rule XXXII: YAt the second
or any subsequent session of a Congress, the legislative
business of the Senate which remained undetermined at the close
of the next preceding session of that Congress shall be re-
sumed and proceeded with in the same manner as if no adjourn-
ment of the Senate had taken place; and all papers referred
to committees and not reported upon at the close of a session
of Congress shall be returned to the office of the Secretary
of the Senate, and be retained by him until the next suc-
ceeding session of that Congress, when they shall be returned
to the several committees to which they had previously been
referred. (Jefferson's ilanual, Sec. LI.)", p. L8.
Constitution, Jefferson's lManual, and Rules of the

House of Representatives of the United States Eighty-Fourth
Con%ress,‘by‘Lewis Deschler, Parliamentarian. Rule XXVI:

A

business before committees of the House at the end of one
session shall be resumed at the commencement of the next ses-
sion of the same Congress in the same manner as if no adjourn-
ment had taken place." p. L71. Section LI of Jefferson's
Manual, on page 281, describes the practice of the British
Parliament in respect of this question. The following foot-
note from page L71 of this source indicates the manner in
which the British practice has been altered in Congressional
procedure, "At first the Congress had attempted to follow
the rule of the English Parliament that business unfinished
in one session should begin anew at the next; but in 1818,
after an investigation of a joint committee in 1816, a rule
was adopted that House bills remaining undetermined in the
House should be continued at the next session after six days.
This rule did not reach House bills sent to the Senate; but
in 1848 the two Houses remedied this omission by a joint
rule. Business referred to committees of the House was still
subject to the old rule of Parliament; but in 1860 the present
rule was adopted as a supplement to the rule of 1818. In
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Senators.

In compiling the list of resolutions to be used as
the basis for this study, those resolutions were included
which seem to have had a direct bearing upon some past,
present, or vproposed foreign policy of the United States,
as opposed to those which merely impinged, directly or
indirectly, upon the broader field of foreign affairs. Some
of the types of resolutions which have been included are:

(1) Resolutions requesting the President to take a particular
action in regard to a specific problem in foreign affairs;Bo
(2) Resolutions which express the opinion of one or both of
the houses of Congress in respect of a particular issue;31
(3) Resolutions requesting that information be sent to one
or both of the houses of Congress by the Chief Executive

2
or by a member of the executive branch of the government;3

1890, desiring to do away with the limitation of the six days
and apparently overlooking the main purpose of the rule of
1818, the House rescinded that portion of this rule which dated
from 1818. Also, in 1876, the joint rules were abrogated,
leaving no provision, except the headline of the rule, for the
continuance of business not before committees. The practice,
however, had become so well established that no question has

ever been raised.

BOH. Con. Res. h3, 69th Congress, 2nd Session: "Re-
gquesting the President to propose the calling of a third
Hague conference for the codification of international law"
is an example of this type of resolution.

31An example of this type of resolution is S. Res. hh,
70th Congress, lst Session: "Declaring that the Senate favors
recognition of the present Soviet Government of Russia."

32pn example of this type of resolution is S. Res. 266,
72nd Congress, lst Session: "Requesting information from the
President concerning a reported willingness on the part of the .
United States to consider further reductions in foreign debts."
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() Resolutions authorizing investigations related to

foreign affairs.

Resolutions expressing the opinion of one or both
houses of Congress in respect of conditims or incidents in
other countries which, in some cases, were not directly
related to an expressed policy of the United States but which
mipght, nevertheless, affect American relationships abroad,
have also been included.3u

In addition to the resolutions excluded by the ap-
plication of the above-mentioned criteria, other resolutions
pertaining to two major subjects arbitrarily have also been
ruled out, those relating to the tariff and immigration.Bs

Resolutions related to these categories, however, were

included if a direct reference were made to the negotiation

33An example of this type of resolution is S. Res. 21,
73rd Congress, lst Session: "To investigate conditions in
Soviet Russia with respect to recognition of the Government
of that country."

3l‘l‘I'he following resolutions exemplify the type
included in this category. H. Res. 699, 79th Congress, 2nd
Session: "Relative to the Jewish national home in Palestine.™
H. Con. Res. 19, 80th Congress, 1lst Session: "To express
the sense of the Congress with respect to the conduct of the
recent elections in Poland." S. Con. Res. 85, 8lst Congress,
2nd Session: "Relating to resettlement of the surplus
population in Western Germany."

35The following resolutions illustrate these cate-
gories. S. Res. 295, Tlst Congress, 2nd Session: "Directing
the Tariff Commission to investigate the difference in the
cost of production of certain domestic and foreign articles."
H. Res. £83, 75th Congress, 3rd Session: "Authorizing the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization to make a
thorough study of need for revision and separate codifi-
cations of laws relating to immigration, deportation, natural-
ization, and expatiriation."
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of agreements between the United States and another govern-
ment, or if such resolutions were directly relevant to some
form of international agreement or organization.

On the basis of the criteria stated above several gen-
eral categories of resolutions were not considered, the
more important ones being: (1) Resolutions calling for an
investigation of national defense policy or of military
policy, unless such investigation was directly related to
foreign policy;36 (2) Resolutions prohibiting partici-
pation in elections by parties advocating the overthrow of
the United States Government;37 (3) Resolutions author-
izing, or calling for, investigations of subversive activity
and propagandsa, unless a direct link between such activity
and some foreign party or government was clearly indicated;38
(L) Resolutions merely authorizing the creation of a com-
mittee, unless the resolution indicated the specific purpose

for which the committee was created;>? (5) Resolutions

36For example, S. Con. Res. li6, 76th Congress, 3rd
Session: "Creating a special joint committee to formulate
a military policy lfor the United States;" and H. Con. Res. 90,
76th Congress, 3rd Session: "Providing for safe-guarding
the national defense of the United States."

3Tmop example, H. Con. Res. 55, 75th Congress,
3rd Session: "Recommending that any parties or organizations
advocating overthrow of the United States Government be pro-
hibited from entering candidates in any State or national
elections.”

8
3 For exsmple, H. Res. 282, 75th Congress, 3rd Session:
"providing for a special committee to investigate un-American
propaganda."

39For example, H. Con. Res. 79, 76th Congress, 3rd
Session: "Establishing a Joint Committee on National Defense and
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authorizing standing committees to investigate all matters
within their jurisdiction;ho (6) Resolutions continuing
a conmmittee's authority or authorizing a committee to have
its report printed;)"'l (7) Resolutions providing for the
expenses of investigations previously authorized.ua

It has been pointed out previously that one author
believes the congressional resolution to be "perhaps the
chief affirmative tool available to Congress in respect of )

foreign af‘fau‘.rs."""3 This opinion is shared by L. H. Chamber-

lain and R. C. Snyder, who point out that the resolution is

Foreign Policy;" and H. Res. bl, 77th Congress, 1lst Session:
"ecreating a select committee of the House of Representatives
to be known as the Committee on Peace."

hoFor example, H. Res. 315, 79th Congress, 1lst Session:
"Authorizing the Committee on Foreign Affairs to conduct
thorough studies and investigations of all matters coming
within the jurisdiction of such committee."

ulFor example, S. Res. 329, 70th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion: "To continue until the end of the first regular session
of the 7lst Congress S. Res. 291" which called for an investi-
gation of the "illegal delivery to private interests of lands
ceded to the U. S. by the Government of HMexico"; and S. Con.
Res. 12, 72nd Congress, lst Session: "To authorize the Com-
mittee on Finance to have printed additional copies of the
hearings on Sale of Foreign Bonds or Securities in the U. S."

14"217'0r example, H. Res. 250, 71lst Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion: "Appropriating a sum not to exceed $25,000 for the
investigation of communist propagenda in the U. S.". 1In
addition to the examples already cited, the following resolu--
tions further illustrate categories of resolutions which have
not been considered. S. Res. 110, 8lst Congress, lst Session:
"Extending an invitation of the Senate to the International
Olympic Committee to hold the 1956 Olympic Winter Games at
Lake Placid, N. Y.". 8. Res. 287, 81lst Congress, 2nd Session:
"Extending best wishes to the members of the Italian-American
World War Veterans on the occasion of holding their 1950
national convention in Rome.". H. Res. 96, 81lst Congress,
2nd Session: "Designating Thursdeay, April 6, 1950 for the
celebration of Pan-American Day.".

b3erirrith, op. cilt., p. 95.
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perhaps the "most important" of the positive weapons through
the use of which Congress attempts to influence foreign
policy.hh' Many other authors, such as J. M. Mathews, E. S.
Furniss, E. L. Plischke, and F. M. Riddick, discuss the
congressional resolution and, either directly or by impli-
cation, point out its potential importance in the fileld of
foreign affairs. Such authors frequently use selected
resolutions to demonstrate the manner in which this instru-
ment has been used. No study has been made, however, which
deals specifically with the extent to which the resolution
has actually been used, and how effective its use has been,
as an instrument to influence foreign policy. One purpose
of this paper is to gtudy the resolution from this point of
view, for the period‘from 1925 to 1950.

In dealing with this broad problem several different
approaches will be used. Since the period under study is one
which is marked by the growing importance of foreign affairs
in the United States governmental policy, one might logically
expect to find that the use of the congressional resolution
has increased during the 26-year period, both in terms of
number introduced and number passed; this subject will be
examined. In the next, and several subsequent chapters, the
records of the two houses will be compared to determine, among
other things, (1) whethef the Senate, beceuse of its direct
constitutional connection with foreign policy, has been

either more or less active than the House in respect of using

blichamberlain and Synder, op. cit., p. 89.
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the congressional resolution, and (2) whether the fact that
many foreign commitments today entall an expenditure of funds
has resulted in an increased interest'in foreign affairs in
the House, as reflected by the use of congressional resol-
utions.

A comparison will be made of the records of the two
ma jor political parties in an attempt to determine whether
the members of the party in Congress which is politically
opposed to the President introduces resolutions more frequently
than do the members of the party of which the President is a
member. Since the resolution may be used to embarrass the
Executive, it might be expected that such would be the case,

Finally, the resolutions initiated between 1925 and
1950 will be considered from the point of view of some of the
more important subjects with which they have dealt and on the
basis of the purpose of the resolutions. In regard to the
latter apvroach, the resolutions will be classified in five
categories: (1) direct requests for executive action; (2) re-
cuests for information; (3) expression of congressional
opinion; (L) authorization of congressional investigations; and
(5) resolutions which "relate" or "pertain" to an issue. In
all instances, the records of the two houses will be compared.

The next chapter will deal with a general analyslis of
the entire 26-year period. It will be concerned primarily with
the question as to the extent to which the congressional

resolution was used during the period under consideration
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and as to whether the use of this instrument in respect of
foreign affairs has increased at any time during the same

period.
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CHAPTER II
GENERAL ANALYSIS OF THE PERIOD

Resolutions Adopted

During the twenty-five year period under consideration
a substantial number of resolutions on foreign policy were
introduced by the members of the Congress, 1,157 to be exact;
a relatively small number, 113, were brought successfully
through the obstacle course of committees and debates to
final acceptance. A further breakdown of these figures shows
that 1,88 concurrent resolutions were introduced, as opposed
to 669 simple resolutions. The number of simple resolutions
adopted far surpassed that of concurrent resolutions, 91 of
the former being passed and 22 of the latter. The figure
given for the number of concurrent resolutions passed must be
qualified, however, as it represents the number avproved by

one house only, the house of origin. Of the total of 22, only

1

15 concurrent resolutions passed both houses. It is apparent

that the majority of concurrent resolutions which passed one

house were approved by the second house., This indicates that

lIt should be noted, however, that in four instances
the second house accepted a concurrent resolution originating
in the other house 1ln lieu of one initiated by itself; each
house took such action twice.
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securing approval for a concurrent resolution in the house

of origin has been more difficult than getting it through

the other house.2

It is interesting and important to note that a compar -

atively small number of resolutions were rejected, a total

of 75.3 This total includes 5 concurrent resolutions and 70
simple resolutions, though it should be mentioned that 3 ad-
ditional concurrent resolutions were indefinitely postponed
or tabled because similar resolutions from the other ﬁouse

)

clusion that the majority, by a substantial margin, of the

were passed in lieu of them. These figures support the con-

resolutions introduced have been sent to committee where they

2The figures presented in this and subsequent chapters
are based on the charts which may be found at the end of the
chapters. The charts themselves are based upon material
gathered from the History of Bills and Resolutions which is
published, as a part of the Congressional Record, for each
session of Congress. Other Tactual material in this and the
three following chapters has also been obtained from this
source unless otherwise footnoted. The volumes used for this
study include those published for the 68th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, December 1, 192l;, to March li, 1925, through the 8lst
Congress, 2nd Session, January 3, 1950, to January 2, 1951,

3In arriving at this figure those resolutions were
included which were rejected outright, indefinitely postponed,
reported adversely and laid on the table, and laid on the
table.

The apparent discrepancy between this figure and
that given in discussing the number of times the second house
had adopted a concurrent resolution originating in the other
house in lieu of one initiated by itself is explained by the
fact that, in one instance, the house accepted a Senate Con-
current Resolution without taking any specific action to
reject or indefinitely postpone its own concurrent resolution.
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have been allowed to die with the adjournment of a Congress.
This fact gives rise to the question as to whether or not

many resolutions are introduced primarily for reasons other
than attempting to influence foreign policy. One such reason
concelvably could be the desire of a Representative or

Senator to "hedge" a bit on questions of foreign policy; a
second possible reason might be a desire on the part of a
member of the Congress to satisfy certain opinions or prejudices
of his constituents.5

It has already been explained that more simple resolutions

=)

were introduced than concurrent resolutions and, likewise,

5Such resolutions as the following may be suspected of
falling in this category: Resolution introduced by Mr. La-
Guardia of New York, "Protesting against the persecution of
the Jewish race in Rumania" (H. Res. 57; 70th Congress; 1lst
Session); Resolution introduced by Mr. Neely of West Virginia,
"Expressing sympathy for the Jewish people of Germany because
of their persecution by the Nazi administration" (S. Res. 103;
73rd Congress; lst Session); Resolution introduced by Mr. Dol-
linger of New York,"Favoring the embracing within the Republic
of Ireland of all the territory of that country" (H. Res. 529;
81st Congress; 2nd Session); Resolution introduced by Mr. Fo-
garty of Rhode Island, "Favoring the unification of Ireland"
(H. Res. 691; 81st Congress; 2nd Session). It is evident
that resolutions such as the foregoing may well have been
designed so as to appeal to the national racial groups in the
sponsor's constituency. Special note may be taken of a
resolution introduced by Mr. Blaine of Wisconsin, "Deploring
the treatment of the people of India by Great Britain"
(S. Res. 326; 7lst Congress; 2nd Session). While this re-
solution is not directed specifically at a national group,
"twisting the lion's tail" has not completely lost its value
as a political instrument. Rather similar is a concurrent
resolution introduced by Mr. Fish of New York, "Protesting
against religious persecutions in Soviet Russia" (H. Con.
Res. 20; 7lst Congress; 2nd Session). Protests against reli-
gious persecution are apt to be received quite favorably in
a constituency which includes strong religious groups.
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that a greater number of the former were passed. On the
surface it would seem that the procedural factor would go
far to explain the discrepancy between the figures. More
difficulty would be expected in securing the approval of
both houses to a resolution than in securing the ap:roval of
one house only. In view of the fact that only 7 of the 22
concurrent resolutions which were passed by one house failed
to secure the approval of the second house, however, the
procedural factor turns out to be far less significant than
would be expected.

No concrete evidence is available which would explain
or account for the fact that approximately two-thirds of the
concurrent resolutions which were approved in the house of
origin subsequently were passed by the second house. The
fact that 11 of the 15 concurrent resolutions passed by both
houses dealt with relatively unimportant matters, clearly
shows that the Congress has used this instrument very in-

frequently for the purpose of expressing a joint opinion.

6'I'he following are all of the concurrent resolutions
which were passed by both houses during the 26 year period
covered by this study: (1) "Expressing the approval by the
United States Congress of the proposed international project
to erect a memorial at Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic, to
Christopher Columbus". (H. Con. Res. lj1, 69th Congress,
2nd Session); (2) "Providing for a welcome to the King and
Queen of Great Britain on the occasion of thelr visit to
the Capitol on June 9, 1939." (S. Con. Res. 17, 7bth Congress,
1st Session); (3) "Extending the thanks of Congress to the
Senate and Chariber of Deputies of the Republic of Mexico for
certain courtesies extended." (S. Con. Res. 18, 77th Congress,
1st Session); (ly) "Acknowledging the felicitations of the
Congress of Costa Rica." (H. Con. Res. 29, 77th Congress,
1st Session); (5) "Expressing to the National Assembly and
people of the Republic of Panama appreciation of their friend-
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This may reflect a feeling on the part of Congress that the
more important issues should be dealt with by each house
individually through the use of simple resolutions.
RECORD OF THE TWO HOUSES COMPARED

Over-all totals:indicate that the Senate possesses a
more imposing record ;han the House on the ratio of resolutions
passed to those introduced as well as in respect to the former
category considered alone. During this period 365 resolutions
were initiated in the House of Representatives and 51 were
passed. These figures must be qualified to a certain extent,
however, in view of a procedural fact noted in the intro-

ductory chapter concerning co-sponsorship of resolutions in

ship for the United States." (S. Con. Res. 5, 78th Congress,
1st Session); (6) "Condemning outrages inflicted upon civil-
ians in the Nazi-occupied countries and favoring punishment
of persons responsible therefor." (S. Con. Res. 9, 78th
Congress, lst Session); (7) "Accepting an invitation to have
four members of each of the Senate and House of Representatives
attend a meeting of the Canada Branch of the Empire Parli-
amentary Association at Ottawa, Canada, June 26 to July 1,
12h3." (S. Con. Res. 1ll, 78th Congress, lst Session);

(8) "Pavoring international freedom of the press." (S. Con.:
Res. 53, 78th Congress, 2nd Session); (9) "Felicitating the
Republic of Iceland." (H. Con. Res. 91, 78th Congress, 2nd
Session); (10) "Relative to the opening of Palestine for
free entry of Jews." (S. Con. Res. lli, 79th Congress, lst
Session); (11) "United Nations invited to locate seat of
government in the United States." (H. Con. Res. 75, 79th
Congress, lst Session); (12) "Relative to representation of
the Congress at a meeting of the Empire Parliamentary
Association at Bermuda in June 1946." (8. Con. Res. 58, 79th
Congress, 2nd Session); (13) “Relative to representation of
the Congress at a meeting of the Empire Parliamentary Assoc-
jation at Bermuda in December 1947." (80th Congress, lst Ses-
sion); (1l) "Accepting the invitation to attend the meeting
of the Empire Parliamentary Association in Bermuda." (H. Con.
Res. 201, B80th Congress, 2nd Session); (15) "Authorizing the
appointment of a committee to attend the general meeting of
the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association to be held in
Austrelia or New Zealand." (S. Con. Res. 105, 8lst Congress,
2nd Session).
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the Senate and the lack of that device in the House. In
order to present a more accurate comparison between the
records of the two houses it would appear necessary to
count groups of identically worded resolutions introduced
in the House of Representatives during the life of a Congress
as only one resolution. The revised total, arrived at in
the manner just described, for resolutions introduced in the
House is 58&. This revision of figures does not, however,
alter the general conclusion that the record of the Senate
is ;omewhat better than that of the House in this respect.
In the matter of concurrent resolutions, the discrep-
ancy between the records of the two houses is somewhat
more apparent. The Senate passed 12 out of 72 concurrent
resolutions, contrasting with favorable action on 10 out of
16 such resolutions in the House.| Of the 12 cancurrent
resolutions which were passed by the Senate, 9 were accepted
by the House; the Jouse of Representatives passed 10 con-
current resolutions, 6 of which were later concurred in by
the Senate. The Senate rejected 3 concurrent resolution
outright and the House took similar action on 2 resolutions.

The records of the two houses are more nearly alike

in respect of simple resolutions, although the record of the

710 out of 235 on the basis of the revised totals.

8As already noted, in addition to these 5 concurrent
resolutions, the Senate indefinitely postponed 2 other
resolutions, passing House Concurrent Resolutions in lieu
of them; the House acted in the same manner on one resolution.
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Senate still indicates a somewhat greater use of the congres--
sional resolution. The Senate passed 50 out of 293 simple
resolutions; the House took favorable action on lj1 out of

376 simple resolution59. The Senate rejected 37 simple resol-
utions outright and its sponsor withdrew one resolution.

The House acted adversely on 33 simple resolutions.

In general, it aprears that in the use of resolutions
in foreign affairs, the record of the‘Senate is somewhat
more lmpressive than that of the House. Further evidence of
this is seen in the fact that the Senate actually considered
and took final action, either favorable or adverse, on more
resolutions than did the House. The Senate took final
action on a total of 102 resolutions, of which 15 were con-
current resolutions and 87 were simple resolutions. The
House took like action on 86 resolutions, including 12 con-

current resolutions and 7L simple resolutions.lp

The record
of the House is more impressive than that of the Senate in
only one category--favorable action on concurrent resolutions

previously passed by the other house. As already noted, the

93&9 on the basis of revised totals.,

1OThese figures were obtained by adding the number of
resolutions passed to the number rejected outright by each
house. The concurrent resolutions which each house indefin-
itely postponed, passing a concurrent resolution initiated
by the other house in lieu of them, have not been included.
In addition, concurrent resolutions which were accepted by
the second house after passage in the first have not been
included.
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House accepted 9 concurrent resolutions which originated
in the Senate, wnile the upper house acted favorably on

only 6 concurrent resolutions which were initiated in the

House.
TRENDS

Several trends are apparent during the period under
consideration. On the basis of over-all totals, a decided
increase in resolutions introduced is noticeable, along with
a somewhat smaller increase in the number of resolutions
passed. In the period from December 1, 1924, to August 5,
1039, a total of 370 resolutions were introduced and h? were
passed; from November 1, 1939, to January 2, 1951, the number
of resolutions introduced almost doubled, reaching a total
of 787, with 66 resolutions being passed.

A breakdown of these totals on the basis of simple
and concurrent resolutions introduced into and passed by each

house indicates clearly that increased activity in the House
accounts almost entirely for the over-all increase. The
chart on the following page embodies such a breakdown.

The use of concurrent resolutions sharply increased
after the start of World War II and this increase continued
during the post-war period. The latter period will be dealt
with in more detail below. The problems connected with the
waging of World War II and the international issues which
inevitably followed the conclusion of hostilities account
generally for the marked increase in the use of the concurrent
resolution by both houses and the increased use of the simple

resolution by the House. A more detailed breakdown of resol-
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December 1, 192L, to August 5, 1939

Concurrent Resolutions Simple Resolutions
Introduced Passed Introduced Passed
Senate 10 1 17k 37
House 51 2 135 7

November 1, 1939, to January 2, 1951

Concurrent Resolutions Simple Resolutions
Introduced Passed Introduced Passed
Senate 62 11 119 13
House 365 8 2h1 3l

utions on the basis of subject matter will be included in a

later chqter.ll

In contrast to the sharp increase in the number
of concurrent resolutions introduced, the number of concur-

rent resolutions passed increésed much less rapidly. It is

11The following resolutions illustrate some of
the more important issues the consideration of which contri-
buted to the increased use of the congressional resolution:
"To request belligerants to inform the citizens of the United
States of their war aims" (H. Con. Res. 10; 77th Congress;
1st Session); "That the President of the United States be,
and he 1is hereby, respectfully requested to use his consti-
tutional authority to sever all diplomatic relations with
the German Govermment" (H. Res. 329; 77th Congress; lst Ses-
sion); "Requesting the President to invite foreign govern-
ments to participate in an international constitutional con-

-
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important, however, to consider a fact that is not reflected
in the chart. Of the total of 15 concurrent resolutions
passed by both houses during the twenty-six year period
under review, only 2 were adopted before 1939; the other

13 were passed after that date. This again indicated the
growing complication of foreign affairs. It should be
noted also that the 13 concurrent resolutions passed by
both houses after November 1, 1939, 7 of them were approved
during the period between January 6, 1943, and December 21,
19L45; this period, of course, includes 3 of the l years of
United States participation in World War II. While the
Senate totals in respect of concurrent resolutions intro-
duced did not keep pace with the same totals for the House,

the increase in concurrent resolutions passed by the Senate

vention to draft a constitution providing for an international
$overnment" (H. Con. Res. 77; 77th Congress; 2nd Session);
"Relating to membership of the United States in the United
Nations in order to implement the Atlantic Charter" (S. Res.
135; 78th Congress; lst Session); "Ravoring action looking

to relief for starving peoples of Europe" (H. Res. 221;

78th Congress; lst Session); "PFavoring action looking to the
trial and punishment of persons guilty of atrocities upon
prisoners of war and civilians" (S. Res 262; 78th Congress;
2nd Session); "That the Congress recommend and urge the
President and the Secretary of State to use their offices

in effecting the establishment of emergency shelter in
Palestine for persecuted Jews of Hurope" (H. Res. 622; 78th
Congress; 2nd Session); "Favoring ratification by the Senate
of any international agreement relating to the use, develop-
ment, or control of atomic energy" (S. Res. 297; 79th Congress;
2nd Session); "Favoring the strengthening of the United
Nations as a means of preventing war and maintaining world
péace" (S. Cong. Res. 23; 80th Congress; lst Session).
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slightly exceeded that of the House. In any case, it may

be said that concurrent resolutlions were utilized relatively
infrequently during the pre~war years. This statement should
be qualified to a certain extent, however, by the fact that
an increased introduction of House Concurrent Resolutions

is quite noticeable after 1932.

In respect to simple resolutions, l7h measures
were introduced in the Senate, 37 of which were passed, in
the pericd from December 1, 1924, to August 5, 1939; from
November 1, 1939, to January 2, 1951, 119 Senate Resolutions
were initiated and 13 were passed. The fact that the
second of the two periods 1s approximately 3 vears shorter
than the first accounts for the smaller number of resoclutions
introduced after November 1, 1939, as compared with the
period from December 1, 192l, to August 5, 1939. The figures
for the House of Representatives for the same two periods--
135 introduced and 7 passed between December 1, 192, and
August 5, 1939; 21 introduced and 3l. passed during the
period from November 1, 1939, to Jaﬁuary 2, 1951--show a
marked increase in both introduction and passage of simple
resolutions by that body, an increase which is more strongly
emphasized by the difference of approximately 3 years be-
tween the length of time included in each of the two periods.
One further observation should be made. Passage by the
Senate of simple resolutions was at its lowest ebb from
January, 1935, through December, 1912; during these 8 yvears
the Senate approved only 2 simple resolutions. In genersal,

the House, in comparison with the Senate, was not particularly
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active in the use of simple resolutions during the whole
pre-war period.

By January, 1945, an Allied victory was a virtual
certainty, and with victory would come the necessity for a
foreign policy adapted to the conditions of peace rather
than one designed to achieve victory in war. It would be
expected that more diversity of opinion in matters of foreign
policy would appear in the formulation of a peacetime foreign
policy than in the making of a wartime policy. This is re-
flected to a certaln extent in the use of the congressional

resolution. The chart below embodies the figures for this

period.
January 3, 1945, to January 2, 1951
Concurrent Resolutions Simple Resolutions
Introduced Passed Introduced Passed
Senate L1 5 76 11
House 307 5 138 11

A number of facts immediately come to light when
this chart is compared with the one covering the period from
November 1, 1939, to January 2, 1951. A comparison shows
that in the Senate over one-half of the resolutions introduced

2
after November 1, 1939} were initiated during the last six

12917 out of 181.
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years covered by this study. Considering concurrent and
simple resolutions individually, it is also true that over
one-half of the resolutions of each type introduced since
November 1, 1939, were initlated during the period from
Jamary 3, 1945, to January 2, 1951, Ll out of 62 cbncur-
rent resolutions and 76 out of 119 simple resolutions.
During the years 1949 and 1950 a total of 3l Senate Resolutions
were introduced and 6 were passed, an increase over the totals
for the previous three years.

No significant difference exists between the number
of Senate Concurrent Resolutions passed during the war and
the number adopted during the post-war period, 6 being
passed from November 1, 1939, to December 19, lth, and 5
from January 3, 1945, to January 2, 1951. There is a
substantial difference, however, between the number of simple
resolutions approved by the Senate in the two periods;
11 of the 13 simple resolutions passed since November 1,

1939, were adopted after Jamary 3, 1945.

As in the Senate, over one-half of all the resolutions
introduced in the House between November 1, 1939, and January . 2,
1951, were initiated during the post-war period from Jan-
uary 3, 1945, to January 2, 1951.13 A further breakdown
shows that an overwhelming majority of the concurrent resolu-
tions and over one-half of the simple resolutions were
initiated in the House during the later of the two periods.

From November 1, 1939, to January 2, 19&5, 58 concurrent

13115 out of 606.
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resolutions and 103 simple resolutions were introduced in
the House, whereas 307 concurrent resolutions and 138
simple resolutions were initiated in the lower house
during the following six-year period. An increase in the
number of concurrent resolutions passed is noticeable
after January 3, 1945; during the same period, passage of
simple resolutions decreased substantially in the House.
Tive out of the 8 concurrent resolutions and 11 out of the
3ly simple resolutions approved during the last 1l years
and 2 months covered by this study were adopted after
January 3, 1945. The fact that more simple resolutions were
passed in the House during the war than afterwards can be
attributed to the passage of a group of 17 House Resolutions
embodying messages of thanks to various South and Central
American governments for courtesies shown to House junkets
in 1941,
CENERAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PERIOD

Considering only the ratio of resolutions passed
to resolutions introduced, it must be concluded that, in
so far as actual numbers are concerned, the congressional
resolution has not been utilized extensively as an instru-
ment to influence foreign policy. It is obvious, of course,
that the figures presented above do not alone suffice for
the purpose of drawing any generel conclusions as to how
effective or important the congressional resolution has
been. It is possible that the subject matter of resolutions

that have been passed and the circumstances of their passing
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would outweigh the significance of sheer numbers. This will
be discussed in a later chapter.

It is true, too, that, although a resolution was not
passed, the very fact that it was introduced may have
exerted a degree of influence on policy; it would, of course,
be almost impossible to determine the extent of such influence
with any degree of exactness in most cases. Any resolution
which is introduced represents the opinion of its sponsor,
and perhaps other merbers of Congress, in respect of the
subject with which it is concerned. Since congressional
approval and support is necessary for the successful
implementation of any foreign policy, the opinions of the
members of Congress, both collectively and individually,
obviously are of importance to the executive branch of the
government. This importance is present, even if to a lesser
degree, when such an expression of opinion is not formally
approved by either or both of the houses of Congress.

Perhaps the most significant development to be
observed for the period under review is the great increase
in the use of the congressional resolution by the House of
Representatives since November 1, 1939, and the continuing
increase since 19&5. This increase is particularly notice-
able in the number of resolutions introduced and, to a lesser
degree, in the numﬁer of resolutions passed. This trend may

indicate inter alia an increasing awareness on the part of
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Representatives of the importance of foreign policy, to-
gether with a feeling in the lower house that it should
exert more influence in matters of foreign policy. It no
doubt indicates too that the House of Representatives is

in fact more important than ever before in foreign affairs,
principally because so many policies involve the appropriation
of large sums of money, or because they call for a statutory
enactment of some kind. Such policies as Point l, the
Economic Recovery Program, and military assistance to other
nations have been based on statutes and they have required
large expenditures of money. Consequently, "the House,

with its special authority regarding appropriations and
legislation, is in fact becoming the equal of the Senate in
the foreign affairs field", as two well-known authorities

'l

Special attention may be directed to the increased

have asserted.

use of the concurrent resolution by both houses during the
last 11 years of the period covered in this study. This

trend would appear to reflect a recognition by both houses
of the necessity for cooperation between the Senate and the
House on matters concerning foreign policy. Further light
will be thrown on this subject in a later chapter when the

importance of the contents of the resolutions is examined.

1)'J'Cheever- and Haviland, op. cit., p. L.
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CHART«-RATIO OF RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

TO RESOLUTIONS PASSED

1. SENATE
Congress-Session-Dates Concurrent Simple
Intro- Intro~
duced Passed duced Passed
68th Congress-2nd sSession 1 0 7 2
Dec. 1, 192lj-Mar. L, 1925
69th Congress-lst Session 12
Mar. L-18, 1925 1 0 29 10
Dec. 7, 1925-July 3, 1926
69th Congress-2nd Session
Dec. 6, 1926-Mar. L, 1927 1 0 10 1
70th Congress-lst Session
Dec. 5, 1927-May 29, 1928 2 0 21 2
70th Congress-2nd Session
Dec. 3, 1928-Mar. l, 1929 1 0 5 1
7lst Congress-lst Session
(Spec. Session of Senate)
Mar. -5, 1929 and 0 0 7 3
April 15, 1929-Nov. -22, 1929
71lst Congress-2nd Session13
Dec. 2, 1929-July 3, 1930 1 0 13 5
7lst Congress-3rd Session
Dec. 1, 1930-Mar. l, 1931 0 0 8 Iy
72nd Congress-lst Session
Dec. 7, 1931-Julv 16, 1932 0 0 15 Iy
72nd Congress-2nd Session
Dec. 5, 1932-Mar. L, 1933 1 0 3 0
73rd Congress-1lst Session
(Svec. Senate Session) 0 0 5 1
Mar: li, 1933-June 16, 1933
73rd Congress-2nd Session -
Jan. 3, 192lj-June 18, 193l 0 0 11 2

12One not agreed to.
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7l th
Jan.

7hth
Jan.

75th

Jan.

75th

Nov.

75th

Jan.

76th

Jan.

76th

Nov.

76th

Jan.

77th

Jan,

77th

Jan.

78th

Jan,

78th
Jan.

79th

Jan.

79th

Jan.

80th
Jane.

80th
Jane.

81st
Jane.

81st
Jane.

Congress=1st Session

3, 1935-Aug. 26, 1935

Congress-2nd Session

3, 1936-Jan. 20, 1936

Congres~-lst Session
55 1937-Aug. 21, 1937

Congress-2nd Session

15, 1937-Dec. 21, 1937

Congress-3rd Session

3, 1938-June 16, 1938

Congress-1st Session

3, 1939-Aug. 5, 1939

Congress-2nd Session

1, 1939-Nov. 3, 1939

Congress-3rd Session

3, 19/i0-Jan. 3, 1941

Congress-1lst Session
3, 1941-Jan. 2, 1942

Congress-2nd Session

5, 1942-Dec. 16, 1942

Congress~lst Session
6, 194 3-Dec. 21, 1943

Congress-2nd Session

10, 19l)i-Dec. 19, 194l

Congress-1lst Session

3 lghS‘Dec‘ 21, 19#5

Congress-2nd Session
1, 19L6-aug. 2, 1946

Congress-lst Session
3, 1947-Dec. 19, 1947

Congress-2nd Session

6, 1948-Dec. 31, 1948

Congress-l1lst Session

3, 1949-Oct. 19, 1949

Congress-2nd Session
3, 1950-Jan. 2, 1951

7

10

L

8

L

10

5

13

17

10
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II. HOUSE

Congress-Session-Dates Concurrent Simple
Intro- Intro-
duced Passed duced Passed

68th Congress-2nd Session
Dec. 1, 192li-Mar. L, 1925 2 0 5 1

69th Congress-lst Session
Mar. l-18, 1925 2 0 11 0
Dec. 7, 1925-July 3, 1926

69th Congress~2nd Session
Dec. 6, 1926-Mar. l, 1927 7 2 17 0

70th Congress-lst Session
Dec. 5, 1927-May 29, 1928 1 0 10 0

70th Congress- 2nd Session
Dec. 3, 1928-Mar. L, 1929 0 0 I 4]

71lst Congress-lst Session

(Spec. Session Senate)

Mar. =5, 1929 and 0 0 1 0
April 15, 1929-Nov. 22, 1929

Tlst Congress-2nd Session

Dec. 2, 1929-July 3, 1930 1 0 6 1
71lst Congress-3rd Session
Dec. 1, 1930-Mar. L, 1931 0 0 0 0
72nd Congress-1st Session
Dec. 7, 1931-July 16, 1932 2 0 L 2
72nd Congress-2nd Session
Dec. 5, 1932-Mar. li, 1933 1 0 2 0
73rd Congress-lst Session
March lp, 1933-June 16, 1933 6 0 9 0
73rd Congress-2nd Session
Jan. 3, 1934-June 18, 1934 2 0 8 1
7Tlith Congress-lst Session
Jan. 3. 1935~ Aug. 26, 1935 8 0 16 0
7lith Congress-2nd Session
Jan. 3, 1936~ Jan. 20, 1936 3 0 6 1
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75th
Jan.

75th

Nov.

75th
Jan.

76th
Jan.

76th
Nov.

76th
Jan.

77th
Jan.

77th
Jan,

78th
Jan.

78th
Jan.

79th
Jan.

79th

Jan.

80th
Jan.

80th
Jan.

8lst
Jan.

81lst
Jan.

Congress~-lst Session

5, 1937-Aug. 21, 1937

Congress-2nd Session

15, 1937-Dec. 21, 1937

Congress-3rd Session

3, 1938-June 16, 1938

Congress~lst Session

3, 1939-Aug. 5, 1939

Congress-2nd Session

1, 1939-Nov. 3, 1939

Congress-3rd Session

3, 1940-Jan. 3, 1941

Congress-1st Session
3, 1941-Jan., 2, 1942

Congress-2nd Session

5, 1942-Dec. 16, 1942

Congress~1st Session

Congress-2nd Session

10, 19Li)i-Dec. 19, 19LlL

Congress~lst Session
3, 1945-Dec. 21, 1945

Congress-2nd Session

1L, 1946-Aug. 2, 19L6

Congress~lst Session

3, 1947-Dec. 19, 1947

Congress—-2nd Session
6, 1948-Dec. 21, 1948

Congress-1st Session

3, 19L9-0ct. 19, 1949

Congress~2nd Session

17

33
13
67
37

82

75

11

11

11

20

38

21
18
L7
13
23
15
15

25
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CHAPTER III
SUBJECT MATTER OF RESOLUTIONS

The necessity to deal with the subject matter of
resolutions in attempting to evaluate the importance of the
congressional reéélution as an instrument to influence
foreign policy has already been explainea. The categories
included in the chart at the end of the chapter do not
purport to be either a definitive or an exhaustive listing
of subjects which may be considered as important in the
field of foreign affairs. They have been selected because
of their continuing importaﬁce in the foreign policy of the
United States. The titles of the first four categories--
(1) International Conferences; (2) International Organizations;
(3) Negotiation of Treaties or Agreements; and (l) Conditions
in a Foreign Country or of Foreign People, or Opinions held
by or Actions taken by Foreign Covernments--are self-
explanatory. Category number five, "Recognition", includes
not only resolutions which pertain to the recognition of
a new state or government, but also those calling for the
severance of diplomatic relations and the "withdrawal' of
recognition. "Economic Policy", number six, is likewise
broadly defined for the purposes of this chapter, including
such matters as foreign aid, reparations, foreign financial

obligations and claims of United States citizens, and
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foreign loans by the Bank of International Settlements.
Tariffs and tariff policy have not been included, for
reasons discussed in chapter I.

The resolutions listed under "liscellaneous", with
one exception, deal with subjects too diverse to be categorized
under a more ébé;ifiéwheading. In additon, each of the many
subjects is largely concentrated in a relatively short
period of time, as opposed to the continuing importance of the
other six categories. The fact that these diverse resolutions
are listed but not classified is not meant to imply that
they are unimportant. The one exception to the foregoing
statements is resolutions which can be termed "ceremonial",
such as messages of thanks, congratulation, or condolence
to foreign governm.ents.l This group of resolutions, while
not sufficiently important to be included separately in the
table at the end of the chapter, will be discussed in

connection with the totals of the categories which make up

1The following resolutions illustrate the type in-
cluded in the "ceremonial' category: "To extend greetings
to the people of Italy from the Congress of the United
States" (H. Con. Res. 158; 79th Congress; 2nd Session);
"Pelicitating the Pan American Union on its fifty-sixth an-
niversary" (H. Res. 599; 79th Congress; 2nd Session);
"Expressing sympathy of the House of Representatives to the
people of Greece on the death of King George II" (H. Res.
169; 80th Congress; lst Session); '“xtending greeting of the
United States Senate to the representative bodies of the
American republics on the occasion of Pan-American Day"
(S. Res. 109; 8lst Congress; lst Session); "Extending the
thanks of Congress to the Senate and Chamber of Deputies
of the Republic of Mexico for certain courtesies extended"
(S. Con. Res. 18; 77th Congress; lst Session).
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the table.,
SUBJECTS MOST FREJUENTLY COWSIDERED

Senate : House

Concurrent Sinmple Concurrent Simple
International 5=0 15-3 33-0 - 2l-2
Conferences
International
Organizations 11-0 29-5 119-1 20-3
Treaties 5-1 Lh-6 37-1 34~0
Conditions
in Toreign
Countries 10-1 60-10 76-1 ol-2
Recognition 1-0 10-0 11-0 8-0
Economic
Policy 6-0 32-8 28-0 30-0
Ceremonial 13-7 7-6 13-5 33-30
fiscellaneous 21-3 96-12 99-2 133-l

The most striking fact brought out by the table
is the overwhelming number of "ceremoni;i" resolutions passed
in relation to the number introduced, 4,8 out of 66; this ratio
far exceeds that of any other category. The conclusion that
ceremonial resolutions were the type most frequently passed
is verified by the fact that the combined total of resolutions
passed in all of the other categories, not including "Miscel-
laneous", is lili, four less than the total of the former type
passed. The total of all resolutions passed, including
"liiscellaneous", is 113; over 0% of that total is made up
of the MS ceremonial resolutions which were approved by either

or both of the houses of Congress.
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The other five categories ranked by frequency of
introduction are: (1) conditions in a foreign country or of
foreign people, or opinions held by or actions taken by foreign
governments, 2L0 introduced, 1l passed; (2)-international
organizations, 179 introduced, 9 passed; (3) negotiation or
study of treaties or agreements, 120 introduced, 8 passed;

(ly) economic policy, 96 introduced, 8 passed; (5) international
conferences, 77 introduced, 5 passed; (6) recognition, 30
introduced, O passed. ‘While the difference in the number of
resolutions introduced in each of the categories is quite
noticeable, there is no significant difference in regard
to resolutions passed, with the exception of "Recosnition";
the technical nature of this categorv probably explains the
relatively few resolutions introduced and the fact that
none was passed. The large number of ceremonial resolutions
passed, compared with the relatively few resolutions

passed in the other categories points up the willingness

of Congress to adopt an appreciable number of resolutions

on minor matters, as compared with its reluctance in more

vital affairs.
RECORD OF THE TWO HOUSES CONMPARED

In chapter II, on the basis of all resolutions intro-
duced and passed, it was concluded that the record of the
Senate was more impressive than that of the House in the
sense that the latter introduced more and passed fewer
resolutions than the former. The same relationship between

the records of the two houses prevails in each of the categories
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included in the table cited above. A breakdown of the
categories into simple and concurrent resolutions produces
a few exceptions to this general conclusion. Senators
introduced more simple resolutions than members of the
House in respect of international organizations (29 to 20),
treaties (Ui to 3li), economic policy (32 to 30), and
recognition (10 to 8). The upper house also passed more
simple resolutions than the House in all of the categories
just named, except recognition; neither house passed any
resolutions pertaining to recognition. The House passed
more concurrent resolutions on international organizations

- (1 to 0) and more simple "ceremonial"” resolutions (30 to 6)
than the Senate. These exceptions, however, are not sufficiently
important to alter the general conclusion.

In li of the 7 categories an appreciable difference
exists in the number of resolutions passed by each house.
The widest discrepancy is in ceremonial resolutions; the
House passed 35 resolutions of this type as opposed to
favorable action in the Senate on only 13. The Senate leads
in resolutions passed in the other three categories-Qtreaties
(7 to 1), conditions in foreign countries or opinions
held by or actions taken by foreign govermnments (11 to 3),
and economic policy (8 to 0).

In the Senate, the seven categories, ranked on the
basis of resolutions introduced, are: (1) conditions in

foreign countries or of foreign people, opinions held by
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or actions taken by foreign governments (70-11); (2) treaties
(4Lo-7); (3) international organizations (,0-5); (l.) economic
policy (38-8); (5) international conferences (20-3) and
ceremonial (20-13); (6) recognition (11-0). A similar rank-
ing of categories exists in the House: (1) conditions in
foreign countries or of foreign peovle, or relating to

opinions held by foreign govermments (170-3); (2) international
organizations (130-L); (3) treaties (71-1); (l.) economic
policy (58-0); (5) international conferences (57-2);

(6) ceremonial (l6-35); (7) recognition (19-0).

The only variation between the two lists is the ranking
of treaties and international organizations second and third
in the Senate and third and second, respectively, in the
House. There is no substantial difference in the number
of resolutions passed by the Senate in each of the categories.
In the House, "ceremonial resolutions were passed a great
deal more frequently than any other type, though there is
little difference between the other categories in this
respect.

As noted previously, an analysis of the subjects of
resolutions corroborates the conclusion that the record
of the Senate is more impressive than that of the House in
regard to resolutions passed. In view of the information
presented above, it is also clear that the llouse has been
far more reluctant than the Senate to pass resolutions other
than those of a ceremonial nature; the 35 ceremonial res-

olutions passed by the lower house is more than double the
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total of all other resolutions passed by that body, 16.
PRE-WAR AND POST-19hl PERIOD COMPARED

The table on this page is based on a breakdown of
the totals of resolutions introduced and passed by each
house over two periods of time: (1) from 1925 to 19L1;
and (2) from 1941 to 1951. Categories 1 through 6 have the
same titles as the corresponding categories in the table
at the end of the chapter. Category number 7 is ceremonial
resolutions and number 8 is miscellaneous.

68th through 76th Congress
December 1, 192li, to January 3, 19L1

l. 2. 3. L. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Concurrent 0-0 0-0 2-0 0-0 1-0 5-0 2-1 3-0

Senate
Simple 10-3 10-1 32-6 39-7 10-0 25-8 2-2 56-10
Concurrent 9-0 2-0 10-1 11-0 7-0 6~0 2-1 18-0
House
Simple. 16-1 8-1 22-0 li2-0 2-0 11-0 8-7 L7-0

77th through 8lst Congress
January 3, 1941, to January 2, 1951

1. 2. 3, ., 5. 6. 7. 8.
Concurrent  5~0 11-0  3-1 10-1 0-0 1-0 11-6 18-3

Senate
Simple 5-0 19-4 12-0 21-3 0-0 7-0 5-4 Lo-2
Concurrent 2l-0 117-1 27-0 65-1 -0 22-0 11-L 81-2
House
Simple 8-1 12-2 12-0 52-2 6-0 19-0 25-23 86-l

Even though the period covered by the second table is
six years shorter than that covered by the first, an increase

— in the number of resolutions introduced occurgd in the following

categories: international conferences (35 to 2), inter-
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national organizations (20 to 159), conditions in foreign
countries or of foreign people, or opinions held by foreign
governments (92 to 146), economic policy (L7 to L9),
ceremonial (1l to 52), and miscellaneous (12l to 225).

In other words, the increase in resolutions introduced after
the outbreak of World War II, described in chapter II,

is reflected in all of the categories except treatles and
recognition. Resolutions introduced in the former category
dropped from 66 to 5li, and in the latter category from

20 to 10. In both cases the drop in the number of resolutions
introduced was caused by a lower total for the Senate.

The number of resolutions introduced in the House increased
in each of the two categories during the second period,

from 32 to 39 in respect of treaties and from § to 10 on
recognition. The total number of resolutions introduced
concerning, conditions in foreign countries or of foreign
people, or relating to opinions held by foreign governments
and economic policy is greater for the second period even
though the Senate total in these two categories decreased
for that period. Introduction of resolutions related to the

former category increased from 92 to 16 and from L7 to L9

215 resolutions pertaining to the negotiation of
treaties and O resolutions dealing with recognition were
introduced in the Senate after 191 as opposed to 34 of the
former type resolution and 11 of the latter in the pre-war

period.
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regarding the latter category. Senate totals dropped from
39 to 31 and from 30 to 8 in the two categories respectively.

Of the six categories, listed above, which showed
an increase in resolutions introduced during the period
after 1941, only three also showed an increase in resolutions
passed--international organizations (2 to 7); ceremonial
(11 to 37); and miscellaneous (10 to 11). Seven resolutions
pertaining to conditions in foreign countries were passed
during each period and no resolutions on recognition were
passed during either period. It is clear that the number
of resolutions passed increased roughly in proportion to
the increase in the number introduced only in respect of
ceremonial resolutions. This fact further verifies the
conclusion previously stated concerning the relative insigni-
ficance of a major portion of the resolutions passed by
congress.
COMPARISON OF THE WAR AND POST-WAR PERIODS

The tables on following page are a breakdown of the
last ten years covered by this study. The first table in-
cludes the period from January, 1941, to August, 196, which
will be considered as the war period. The second table

covers the last four years from January, 1947, to Jamuary,

1951,
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77th through 79th Congress
January 3, 1941, to August 2, 1946

1, 2, 3. b, 5. 6. 7. 8.

Concurrent 2-0 [-0 1-0 o6-1 0-0 0-0 9-5 10-3
Senate

Simple 2-0 10-2 6-0 10-2 0-0 3-0 0-0 29-2

concurrent 5-0 8-1 7-0 15-0 1-0 1-0 9-2 L)-2
House

Simple 6-0 8-2 9-0 28-1 L-0 8-0 20-19 59-3

80th through 81st Congress
Jenuary 3, 1947, to January 2, 1951

1. 2. 3. b, 5. 6. 7. 8.
Concurrent 3-0 7-0 2=-1 4-0 0-0 1-0 2-1 0=0

Senate
Simple 3-0 9-2 6-0 11-1 0-0 L-0 5-L 11-0
Concurrent 19-0 109-0 20-0 50-1 3-0 21-0 2-2 37-0
House
Simple 2-1 L-0 3-0 24-1 2-0 11-0 5-5 27-1

Passage of resolutions by the Congress declined very
noticeably after 1947. During the war years 1941-19L6 a total
of hS resolutions were passed. This figure is over twice the
total of 19 passed during the post-war years. The fact that
fewer resolutions were passed during the last four years
covered by this study can be attributed largely to the drop
in ceremonial resolutions passed by the House from 21 to 6.

In contrast to the decrease in resolutions passed after
19h7, the number of resolutions introduced increased from
32l to 415. The increase of resolutions introduced on inter-

national organizations from 30 to 129 is the most signifi-
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cant and is explained by the fact that the number of House
concurrent resolutions introduced rose from 8 to 109 during
the second period. In only two categories were fewer
resolutions introduced after 1947, compared with the pre-
ceding six years--ceremonial (38 to 1) and miscellaneous
(142 to 83).

The fact that the number of resolutions introduced
increased in five of the first six categories after 1947
(five resolutions dealing with recognition were introduced
in each period) furnishes further proof of an awareness on
the part of Congress of the continuing and increasing
importance of forelgn affairs, This is particularly true
for the House of Representatives since the increase in
resolutions initiated during the post-war period in 5 of
the 8 categories was caused primarily by the activity of that
body. The number of resolutions passed, however, clearly
shows that this instrument was used quite infrequently.

The small number of resolutions aporoved may, perhaps, re-
sult from the difficulty of securing majority support from
many diverse opinions on a relatively small aspect of a
large ?roblem, which is one of the reasons why a legislative
body is considered competent to formulate only the broad
outline and goals of a foreign policy.

Several additional items of interest, some of which
have been alluded to previously, should be mentioned. The

advent of the United Wations is clearly reflected by the
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number of resolutions pertaining to international organi-
zations introduced and passed after January, 19A5. Of the
total of 1,0 such resolutions introduced in the Senate, 5
of which were passed, during the 26 year period, 28 were
initiated and l. passed after January, 19i5. In the House,
126 out of 139 resolutions on international organizations
were introduced and 3 out of l. were passed during the last
six years covered by'this study. In contrast to the spurt
of activity regarding international organizations is the
failure of the House to pass a single resolution on
economic policy; all 8 of the resolutions on this subject
passed by the Senate were approved before 1935.

The information presented in this chapter furnishes
additional proof for the conclusions stated in chapter II.
The increased introduction of resolutions in the House is
reflected in every category. The ratio of resolutions
passed to the number introduced in the lower house is clearly
lower than that of the Senate. In addition, the great
number of ceremonial resolutions passed by both houses is
a further indication that resolutions have not been used by
the Congress a significant number of times as an instrument
to influence foreign policy on important issues.

GENERAL SIGNIFICANCE

In view of the special Constitutional position

occupied by the Senate in regard to the treatp-making process,

it might be expected that the menbers of that body, because
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of a greater interest in this matter, would introduce more
resolutions dealing with the negotiation of treaties than
would their colleagues in the House of Representatives.
As pointed out previously, however, fewer resolutions dealing
with this subject were initiated in the Senate than in the
House, although it is true that more such measures were
approved by the upper house. Perhaps the explanation for
this situation may be found to be a result of the special
constitutional position of the Senate. Since Senators
know that all treaties must be agpproved by two-thirds of their
number, it may be that they do not feel it necessary to use
the congressional resolution to register their respective
opinions. The fact that only one House resolution bearing
on this subject was approved certainly indicates, however,
that the House of Representatives made very few concerted
efforts to usurp a portion of the treaty-making power
constitutionally vested in the Executive and the Senate,

The conclusion that no major effort was made by
either house to influence the negotiation of international
agreements is further substantiated by the small number of
resolutions dealing with international conferences approved
during the period under discussion. There was clearly
little effort to influence the Executive in either of the
fields of'negotiation of treaties and of the calling of
international conferences.

It has been pointed out previously that there were

no resolutions dealing with recognition passed by either of
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the houses of Congress. This fact, of course, indicates
that no formal effort was made between 1925 and 1950 to use
the congressional resolution to establish the validity of
legislative recognition, an action which had been attempted
in 1896 in regard to Cuban independence. This may mean,
that, during this veriod at least, Congress recognized the
complete authority in this field of the President.

The constitutional basis of the House of Represent-
atives'-power to appropriate money was described in chapter I.
The facts that foreign commitments today generally require
aporopriations, and. that this situation has enhanced the
position of the House in respect of foreign policy were also
discussed in that chapter. With this situation in mind, it
is quite surprising to note that no resolutions dealing with
economic policy were approved by the House of Representatives
between December, 192l, and Janusry, 1951. It may be, of
course, that members of the House feel it to be unnecessary
to resort to the use of resolutions because they will have
a chance to register their opinions during the consideration
of appropriation bills. In any case, the failure of the
lower house to approve any resolutions bearing on economic
policy is evidence that little positive effort was made by
members of that body to exert a positive influence in regard
to economic aspects of foreign policy during the period
covered by this study.

Since each of the two houses of Congress has a

special authority in regard to foreign policy--the Senate'!s
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treatyapproving function and the House's special role in
appropriations--it might be expected that the subjects most
closely related to those special powers would rank the
highest in the respective houses in terms of resolutions
introduced. Such is not the case, however, in either
~ house. Resolutions dealing with conditons in foreign
countries or of foreign people, or opinions held by or
actions taken by foreign governments were most frequently -
initiated in both the Senate and the House. Senate
resolutions bearing on the negotiation of treaties and
agreements were the second most frequently introduced by
members of that body, however, whereas House resolutions
dealing with economic policy ranked fourth in those intro-
duced. In general, as pointed out previously, each of the
two houses considered the six subjects in the same order of
importance from the point of view of resolutions introduced.
The importance of the congressional resolution can-
not be assessed solely on the basis of subjects dealt with
by such measures. The method embodied in such resolutions
(direct requests for executive action, requests for in-
formation, etc.) must also be considered. This matter is

the subject of the next chapter.
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CHART--SUBJECT MATTER OF RESOLUTIONS
Key

The number of each category of subjects corresponds
to the number of the column in which is listed the data
pertinent to the particular subject. 1In each of the columns
the first figure given is the number of resolutions intro-
duced; the second represents the number passed.

The categories of subjects included in the following
chart are: 1. International Conferences; 2. International
Organizations; 3. Negotiation or Study of Treaties or Agree-
ments; l.. Conditions in a foreign country or of forelgn
people, or opinions held by or actions taken by foreign gov-

ernments; 5. Recognition; 6. Economic Policy; 7. Miscel-

laneous,
SENATE
CONGRESS 1, 2. 3, L. 5. 6. 7.
Concurrent 0=0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0
68th 3
Simple 0-0 1-0 1-0 3-1 0-0 1-1 1-0
Concurrent 0-0 1-0 1-0 3-1 0-0 1-1 1-0
69th
Simple 2-0 6-1 2-0 8-2 3-0 h-3 15
Concurrent 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 2=-Q 0-0
70th
Simple 2-0 2=-0 hpo 3-1 1-0 3-0 11-2
Concurrent 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Tlst
Simple -2 0-0 7=-4 6-1 1-0 3-3 7-2

3Second session only.
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SENATE

CONGRESS 1, 2. 3. L. c. 6. 7.

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 = 1-0 0-0
72nd

Sinple 0-0 0-0 8-2 2-1 3-0 3-0 2-1

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
T3rd

Simple 1-1 0-0 li-0 =0 2-0 3-1 2-1

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0 0-0
7hth

Simple 1-0 0-0 1-0 7-0 0-0 3-0 2-0

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
75th : .

Simple 0-0 0-0 0-0 3-1 0-0 3-0 9-1

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 -1
76th

Simple 0-0 1-0 5-0 3-0 0-0 2-0 10-0

Concurrent  0-0 0-0 Q-0 Q-0 0-0 0-0 -Li-0
77th

Simple 0-0 0-0 1-0 2-0 0-0 1-0 11-0

Conncurrent 2-0 0=-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 11-5
78th

Simple 1-0 2-0 2-0 5-1 0-0 0-0 8-1

Concurrent 0-0 -0 0-0 6-1 0-0 0-0 -2
79th

Simple 1-0 g-2 3-0 3-1 0-0 2-0 10-1

Concurrent 1-0 3-0 1-1 1-0 0-0 1-0 5-0
80th

Simple 1-0 3-1 2-0 2-0 0-0 3-0 -0

Concurrent 2-0 L-0 1-0 3-0 0-0 0-0 5-1
8lst

Simple 2-0 6-1 li-0 9-1 0-0 1-0 12-L
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HOUSE
CONGRESS 1, 2. 3. L. 5. 6. 7.
Concurrent 0-0 2=-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
68thlt
Simple 1-0 L-1 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Concurrent 1-0 0-0 3-1 0-0 1-0 1-0 3-1
69th
Simple 2-0 3-0 0-0 6-0 1-0 0-0 16-0
Concurrent 1-0- 0-0 0-0 0=0 0-0 0=0 0-0
70th
Simple 0-0 1-0 ©6-0 3-0 1-0 0-0 3-0
Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
T1lst
Simple 2-0 0-0 1-0 2-0 0-0 0-0 2-1
Concurrent 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 1-0
72nd
Simple 3.1 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 2-1
Concurrent 0-0 0-0 1-0 5-0 0-0 0-0 2-0
73rd
Simple 3-0 0-0 1-0 8-0 0-0 }4-0 1-1
L Concurrent 0-0 0-0 1-0 -0 3-0 1-0 2=0
Thth
Simple 2-0 0-0 5-013-0 0-0 0-0 . 2-1
5 Concurrent L-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 1-0 2-0 2-0
75th
Simple 3-0 0-0 3-0 3-0 0-0 6-0 10-0
Concurrent 3-0 0-0 L4-0 0-0. 2-0 1-0 10-0
76th
Simple 0-0 0-0 6-0 7-0 0-0 0-0 19-3
Concurrent 1-0 0-0 2-0 3-0 1-0 0-0 12-1
77th
Simple 0-0 0-0 2-0 3-0 1-0 L-0 33-19
L

“Second session only.
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HOUSE
CONGRESS 1. 2. 3¢ U 5e b 7.
Concurrent 2-0 1-0 L4~-0 2-0 0-0 0-0 16-2
7oen Simple 6-0 2-0 3-0 -1 1-0 1-0 12-1
Concurrent 2-0 7-1 1-0 10-0 0-0 1-0 25-1
79th
Simple 0-0 6-2 L-011-0 2-0 3-0 3h-2
Concurrent  14j-0 23-0 6-0 [0-0 1-0 -0 16-2
coth Simple 0-0 0-0 2-0 9-0 1-0 9-0 17-3
Concurrent 5-0 86-0 14-0 10-1 2-0 17-0 23-0
PLet Simple 2-1 -0 1-015-1 1-0 2-0 15-2
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CHAPTER IV
TYPES OF RESOLUTIONS

In attempting to determine the significance of the
congressional resolution as an instrument to influence
forelgn policy, it may be noted that, in addliton to an
analysis of the ratio of resolutions introduced to res-
olutions passed and of the subjects dealt with by res-
olution, the purpose of the wvarious resolutions must be
considered. The table at the end of the chapter categorizes
all of the resolutions under one of five types: (1) Res-
olutions which "call for", "approve", "authorize", or "pro-
vide for" specific action by the executive branch, the Congress,
or an international body;l (2) Resolutions expressing
congressional opinion, including resolutions which"favor"
action or which "express the sense of Congress" on a parti-

cular issue;2 (3) Resolutions requesting information;3

lExamples of thls type of resolution are: H. Con.
Res. 41, 69th Congress, 2nd Session: "Requesting the Pres-
ident to propose the calling of a third Hague conference for
the codification of international law,"and S. Res. 29,
70th Congress, 2nd Session: "Requesting the President to
negotiate treaties with the principal nations for the pro-
tection of the rights of neutrals and freedom of the seas."

2

The following resolutions illustrate this type of
resolution: S. Res. 247, 78th Congress, 2nd Session: "Fav-
oring action by the United States looking to the restoration
of Palestine as a homeland for the Jewish vpeople;" and H.
Cong. Res. L0, 79th Congress, lst Session: "Expressing the
sense of Congress that the United States should retain
permanent possession and control of Japanese islands taken
by the United States during the present war."

3Exam.ples of this tvpe are: ™. Res. 289, 75th
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(h) Resolutions authorizing congressional investigations;u
and (5) Resolutions which "relate" or "pertain" to a

5

particular issue.

Cf these five categories, number one is the most im-
portant because the resolutions there included represent a
direct attempt to influence policy. Resolutions expressing
congressional opinion are of only slightly less importance
since there seems to be very little practical difference
between "requesting" and "favoring" a certain action on the
part of the executive. Resolutions which "relate" or "per-
tain" to a particular issue are of the least importance
because it is usually impossible to determine the purpose of
such resolutions. This is true because, in most cases,
resolutions of the latter type are accorpanied by no explana-

tory comment, and no text is reproduced in the Congressional

Record. There is, consequently, no way to determine the

specific purpose of the resolution.

Congress, lst Session: "Directing the Secretary of State to

supply the House of Representatives with certain information

pertaining to reciprocal trade agreements;" and S. Res. 266,

72nd Congress, lst Session: Requesting information from the

President concerning a reported willingness on the part of the

United States to consider further reductions in foreign debts."
uExamples of this type of resolution are: S. Con.

Res. 10, 77th Congress, lst Session: "To investigate the mat-

ter of the obtaining of essential war materials from the

Western Hemisphere by the Axis Powers;" and H. Res. LSk, 76th

Congress, 3rd Session: "To provide for the creation of a

select committee to investigate the activities and policies

of the Covermment of the United Mexican States insofar as

such activities and policies relate to and affect the rights

of citizens of the United States."

5Exam.ples of this type of resolution are: S. Res.
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Over one-half of all resolutions introduced and
resolutions passed fall into the first two types mentioned
above; 370 introduced and 20 passed in category one,

391 introduced and 55 passed in category two. There is no
substantial difference between the totals for the three
remaining categories. One hundred and twenty-four res-
olutions which "related" or "pertained" to a particular
issue were introduced, with 16 being passed. Requests for
information were embodied in 12l resolutions of which 13
were approved; 9 ouf of 148 resolutions authorizing congres-
sional investigations were passed. The subjects with which
the various types of resolutions were concerned will be
discussed later in this chapter.

COMPARISON OF THE RECORD OF THE TWO HOUSES

SENATE HOUSE

1. Direct Request for Action l9-10 321-10
2. Expression of Congfessional Opinion 136-21 255-3l
3. Request for Information 59-13 65-0
li.. Authorization for Investigation 69-7 79-2

5. Resolutions which "relate' to an
issue 52-11 72-5

135, 78th Congress, lst Session: "Relating to membership of
the United States in the United Nations in order to implement
the Atlantic Charter;" H. Res. 22, 76th Congress, lst Ses-
sion: "Pertaining to the negotiation of reciprocal trade

agreements."
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In each category, more resolutions were introduced
into the House of Representatives than into the Senate;
with the exception of resolutions which expressed the
opinion of one or both houses, the Senate, however, passed
as many or more resolutions in each category than did the
lower house. The most substantial difference between the
records of the two houses is in respect of direct requests
for executive action; 19 such resolutions were introduced
in the Senate as opposed to 321 in the House. The number
of "direct request" resolutions introduced in the Senate
constitutes the smallest total of any of the categories for
that body. In contrast, the 321 resolutions introduced
in the House represent the largest total for any of the five
categories in the lower house. This is somewhat surprising
since the Senate traditionally has been more closely
associated with foreign policy than the House. These figures
may, however, reflect an attempt by members of the lower
'house to increase their authority and influence in regard
to foreign affairs. It is true, however, that both houses
passed 10 resolutions requesting direct action. fﬁ should

be noted that the House failed to pass a single resolution

requesting information.
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Types of Resolutions

68th through the 76th Congress
December 1, 192l, to January 3, 194l

Categories Senate House
Concurrent Simple Concurrent Simple
1. 3-1 22~ 37-1 45-3
| 2. 5-0 18-9 22-1 28-3
3. 0-0 l9-13 1-0 ,9-0
L. 2-0 38-5 3-0 20-0
5. 3-0 27-6 2-0 1L-3

77th through the 8lst Congress
January 3, 1941, to Jamuary 2, 1951

Categories Senate House
Concurrent Simple Concurrent Simple
1. 9-2 15-3 160-3 79-3
2. 33-L 50-8 138-}; 67-26
3. 0-0 10-0 2-0 13-0
L. 7-1 22-1 8-0 1i8-2
5. 10-4 12-1 lj3-1 13-1

The comparison embodied in the above table clearly
illustrates the fact that the House of Representatives has
become more aware of the importance of foreign affairs
since the outbreak of World War II. The great increase in
the introduction of resolutions in the House requesting
specific action (from 82 during the pre-war period to 239

from 1941 to 1951) and expressing the opinion of that body
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(205 resolutions out of total of 255 were initiated after
1941) is of particular significance in this respect. The
increased interest of the lower house in foreign affairs

is further substantiated by the fact that only in regard

to requests for information were more resolutions introduced
in the House prior to 19L1 than after that date. In con-
trast to the increased introduction of all types of Hoﬁse
resolutions after 1Ql.1, with the exception of resolutions
of inquiry, the number of resolutions initiated in the
Senate was less for the war and post-war period than it had
been during the pre-war years. Only in respect of the
expression of congressional opinion were more Senate res-
olutions introduced between 19Lhl and 1951 than had been
initiated prior to that time. Fifty-three such resolutions
were introduced between 192l and 1941, while 83 were
initiated during the last ten years covered by this study.

ANALYSIS OF TYPES OF RESOLUTIONS DEALING
WITH SPHCIFIC SUBJECTS

In the preceding chapter resolutions pertaining to
foreign affairs introduced between December 1, 192&, and
January 2, 1951 were categorized on the basis of the subjects
with which they dealt. In that chapter it was pointed out
that several of those subjects were the basis for an ap-
preciable ﬁumber of resolutions. In order to evaluate the
significance of such resolutions more fully it is necessary

to analyze those introduced on each of the subjects from the
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point of view of the types of resolutions dealing with each
subject. Chart B at the end of the chapter embodies such

a breakdown on. the following subjects: (1) international
conferences; (2) international organizations; (3) negotiation
of treaties or agreements; (L) conditions in foreign
countries; (5) recognition; and (6) economic policy.

Of the six subjects considered, international
organizations most often have been dealt with by resolutions
containing direct requests for specific action (106), and
more direct requests pertaining to this subject were passed
(l.) than were such requests dealing with any of the other
subjects. Resolutions requesting specific action were
introduced and passed the least number of times in respect
of recognition (16-0); there were no such resolutions intro-
duced in the Senate concerning recognition. "Direct re-
quest" resolutions constituted over one-half of all res-
olutions introduced on a given subject in regard to inter-
national conferences (5h out of 77), international organizations
(106 out of 179), and recognition (18 out of 30).. "Direct
request” resolutions plus resolutions expressing congres-
sional opinion accounted for over one-half of the resolutions
introduced in respect of two categories, negotiation of
treaties or agreements (82 out of 120) and economic policy
(56 out of 96). It is thus evident that an overwhelming

majority of the resolutions introduced dealing with four of
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the six subjects considered embodied either direct requests
for action or expressions of congressional opinion, and
that in regard to the other two subjects, negotiation of
treaties and agreements and economic policy, a clear majority
of the resolutions initiated were of‘the same two types.
The significance of this fact is apparent since direct
requests for action and expressions of congressional opinion
are the most obvious methods by which Congress can exert
influence over foreign policy through the congressional
resolution. In addition, over one-~half of all the res-
olutions passed in respect of these six subjects (2l out of
i3) were of the two types discussed above. It mist be
remembered, of course, that these Eh resolutions were passed
during a 26-year period, or at a rate of slightly less than
1l a year; this fact confirms the conclusion previously
stated that Congress has not utilized the congressional
resolution a great many times as an instrument to influence
foreign affairs.
RECORD OF THE TWO HOUSES COMPARED

On all of the six subjects included in the table,
the House of Reprecentatives introduced a substantially
gréater number of "direct request" resolutions than did the
members of the upper house: (1) international conferences--
47 out of 5l; (2) international organizations--93 out of
106; (3) negotiation of treaties and agreements--33 out of
Li3; (L) conditions of foreign countries--li2 out of Lb6;
(5) recognition--18 out of 18; and (6) economic policy--17 -
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out of 21. No substantial difference exists within any of
the categories, however, in the number of such resolutions
passed by each house. A similar  situation exists regarding
resolutions expressing congressional opinion, with the
exception of those dealing with recognition. The following
figures show the number of resolutions of this type intro-
duced in the House as compared with the total for the two
houses: international conferences--io oﬁt of’ 17; inter-
national organizations--l2 out of 6bli; negotiation of treaties
and agreements--21 out of 39; conditions in foreign
countries--48 out of 6l; and ecomomic policy--24 out of 35.
Only 1 out of 7 resolutions of this tyﬁe dealing with
recognition was introduced in the House. It is obvious
that the difference between the totals for the two houses
is not as proﬂounced as that which is apparent in respect
of "direct request" resolutions, but a somewhat more
noticeable difference does exist between the number of
resolutions passed by each house. Nine of the 13 resolutions
containing expressions of opinion on the six subjects which
were passed were Senate resolutions.

The increase in resolutions dealing with the six
subjects included in the table which were introduced after
January, 1941, was caused largely by increased House activity

in respect of "direct request" resolutions and resolutions

expressing congressional opinion.
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INTERVATIONAL CONFERENCES

Prior to 1941, 18 resolutions requesting direct
action were introduced in the House and 3 in the Senate. From
January, 1941, to January, 1951, 29 such resolutions were
initiated bv Representatives and l. by Senators. There was
a drop in House resolutions (from 7 to 3) and a very slight
increase in Senate resolutions expressing congressional
opinion (from 3 to l) during the last ten years covered by
this study as contrasted with the preceding 16 years.
INTERNATIOVAL ORGANIZATIONS

The creation of the United Nations was the primary
cause of the sharp increase in resolutions dealing with inter-
national organizations. A total of 13 Senate and 93 House
resolutions requesting specific action were introduced during
the 26-year period; 6 of the 13 Senate resolutions and 88
of the 93 House resolutions were initiated after January,
19l1. Resolutions expressing congressional opinion were
introduced 22 tiuses in the upper house and lj)2 tiaes in the
lower house between December, 192h and January, 1951, Of
these totals, 21 of the Senate resolutions and 39 of the
House resolutions were introduced during the last ten years
of that period. The fact that activity on the part of
Representatives was the major reason for the over-all increase
in resolutions introduced since 19/l is manifest.
NEGOTIATICN Of TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS

On this subject there is not a great difference

between the number of resolutions of all types introduced
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during the pre-war period (66) and after 1941 (5l). The
difference can be attributed largely to the difference in
the number of years included in the two periods. "Direct
request" resolutions were initiated in the Senate only
twice after 1941, as opposed to 8 times during the pre-war
period, and in the House 19 times during the former period
and 1l times during the latter. Of the totals of 18 Senate
resolutions and 21 House resolutions expressing congres-
sional opinion initiated furing the 26-year period, 8 were
introduced in the Senate and 1l in the House during the 10
years following 1941. The over-all increase in House
activity since 1941 is thus reflected in regard to this type
of resolution dealing with treaties. It should be noted
that the resolutions pertaining to the negotiation of
treaties are distributed among all five types of resolutions
to a much greater extent than were those pertaining tb the
two subjects discussed previously.
CCNDITIONS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES

The number of direct requests for action and
expressions of opinion on this subject was greater in both
houses during the war and post-war period than it had been
during the pre-war years. The increase in the Senate (no
direct requests and li resolutions expressing the opinion
of the Senate during the latter period; l direct requests
and 12 expressions of opinion during the former) fromvl9hl

to 1951 was less significant than that in the House (12
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direct requests and 15 expressions of opinion from 1925 to
lth; 30 direct requests and 33 expressions of opinion
after 19,;1). A considerable drop in requests for information
occured in both houses during the second period; 15 such
resolutions were introduced in each house during the first
16 years and only 1 in eadh house during the subsequent
10 vears. A total of ll. House resolutions which "related" to
conditions in foreign countries were initiated during the
26b-year period, L1 of which were introduced during the last
10 vears. This total represents the largest number of this
type of resolution introduced on any of the six subjects
by either house. In general, these fipures reflect a growing
interest in conditions in other countries, and, thus, in
world affairs on the part of both houses. The increased
introduction of "direct request" resolutions and resolutions
expressing congressional opinion, particularly in the House,
are of special significance in this respect.
RECOGNITION

The most noticeable difference between the total
for the 1925-19L1 period and those from 1941-1951 is the
fact that no Senate resolutions were introduced on this
subject during the latter period. Iine House resolutions
calling for direct action were introduced during both periods
as contrasted with no direct requests in either period by
the Senate. There were, however, 6 Senate resolutions

expressing the opinion of that body initiated during the pre-
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war period to 13 during the last 10 years, and that of

the latter type from 2 to 22. The number of requests for
information dropped in both houses after 1941. Nine Senate
resolutions and 1 House resdiution were introduced after
that date. There were no resolutions on this subject passed
by the House during the entire 26-year period and no Senate
resolutions approved after 1941. From 1925 to 1941 the
Senate passed only 1 "direct request" resolution and 2 res-
clutions stating the opinion of the upper house on this
subject.

The appreciable increase in the number of direct
requests pertaining to these six subjects, primarily as a
result of House activity, since 19l1 confirms the conclusion
reached in a previous chapter as to the increasing awareness
on the part of the lower house of the importance of foreign
affairs and of the growing desire of the members of that
body to exert influence in that sphere of policy. On the
other hand, the fact that a totel of only 11 "direct
request” resolutions and 13 resolutions expressing congres-
sional opinion were passed corroborates the earlier state-
ment that neither house has used the resulution very many
times as an instrument to influence policy. Attention should
also be directed to the fact that only 9 requests for
information and 5 resolutions authorizing investigations
were passed, all by the Senate. XZven though it is difficult

for members of Gongress to be "adequately aware of the host
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of acts and imponderables that hear upon our foreign
relations," the Congress clearly did not use the congres-
sional resolution an aporeciable number of times as a
means of remedving this situation.
CEVERAL SICGNINICAMNCE

In the nreceding chapter the :arited increase in
resolutions introduced pertaining to intermational orranizations
was discussed, and the advent of the United Nations was
cited as one of the major reasons for this increase. It ap-
pears sipnificant, consequently, that only 3 "direct re-
quest" resolutions and 3 resolutions expressing congres-
sional ovinion dealing witix this subject were nassed after
lth. It is true, however,'that most of the resolutions bear-
ing on international organizations which were nassed during
the last ten vears covered by this study, such as the Pul-
bright Resolution and the Connally Resolution, were very
significant in regard to United States participation in the
new world orgranization. The matter of legislative-executive
cooneration in resvect of the formulation of the United Hatioﬁs
Charter has already been discussed. It is of interest %o
note at this noint, however, that no resolutions requesting
information concerning international organizations were intro-
duced in either house after 1941. The substantial and ef-

ficient liason between the executive and legislative

Elmer Plischke, Conduct of American Diplomacy,

p. 33.
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branches in regard to the United Nations undoubtedly was

a major factor in making such resolutions unnecessary,

and may also account for the small number of "direct re-
quest" resolutions and expressions of opinion dealing with
this subject which were approved after 1941. The creation
of the United Nations, which serves as something of a
permanent international conference, may also account for

the fact that only one resolution, a "direct request" House

.
~

resolution, bearing on international conferences was
approved between January, 1941, and Jamuary, 1951.

The special constitutional position of the Senate
in regard to the treaty-making process and the fact that
fewer resolutions pertaining to the negotiation of treaties
were introduced in the Senate than in the House were
discussed in chapter III. The explanation, given in
connection with that discussion, that since the Senate must
grant its favorable "advice and consent" to any treaty,
Senators perhaps feel that there is no need to introduce
resolutions on the subject may also explain the fact that
only one "direct request" resolution and 2 expressions of
opinion on this subject were passed by the Senate between
December, 192l, and January, 1951. Such a point of view
does not, however, explain why only one request for information
concerning the negotiation of treaties was approved by the
upper house. It seems that the Senate was not disposed to

make a positive effort to obtain information on this sub-
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ject even though it must perform a key function in the
treaty-making process. Only one "direct request" res-
olution and no expressions of opinion pertaining to
negotiation of treaties were approved by the House of Rep-
resentatives. This fact corroborates the conclusion, stated
in the preceding chavter, that the lower house made little,
if any, effort to enhance its position in respect of the
treaty-nigking process during the period covered by this
study.
| The fact that no resolutions embodying direct
requests for executive action, expressions of congressional
opinion, or requests for information in regard to the
negotiation of treaties were aporoved after 1941 seems to be
of singular importance. It might be expected that the
introduction and passage of resolutions falling in these
three categories would increase during the post-war years
because of the prominent international position of the

-~ United States. Improved 1idéon between the executive and
legislative branches may furnish a partial explanation of
this situation; the alternative conclusion seems to be that
Congress was willing to exercise only negative controls
on the treaty-making process after 191, Such a conclusion
is not readily acceptable in view of the vehement debate
over the so-called "Bricker Amendment".

In the previous chapter, the fact that no resolution

pertaining to recognition was passed by either house was

discussed. No "direct request" resolutions bearing on this
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subject was initiated in the Senate during the entire
2b-year period under discussion, whereas 18 such measures
were introduced in the House of Representatives. The
Senate, of course, must approve all regular diplomatic
appointments, a power which is closely related to the formal-
ization of diplomatic relations between two countries.
Because the upper house has -this authority, Senators
perhaps feel it unnecessary to initiate resolutions on the
subject. While this explanation is not susceptible of
proof, it may nevertheless provide a reason for the fact
that no resolutions. dealing with recognition were intro-
duced in the Senate after 1941. As with several other
subjects discussed, it seems that Congress did not attempt
to exert a great deal of positive influence in respect of
this executive power.

In regard to economic policy, the special consti-
tutional position of the House has been discussed previously
and contrasted with the failure of that body to pass a
single resolution pertaining to the subject. Nonetheless,
the increased introduction of "direct request" resolutions
and expressions of opinion bearing on economic policy in
the House after 1941 indicates a growing awareness on the
part of Representatives.of the importance of the economic
aspects of foreign policy. The increased introduction of

these two types of resolutions stands in rather marked
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contrast to the fact that only one request for information
was initiated in the lower house between 1941 and 1951,
even though the forelign commitments of the United States
reached an all~-time high. This situation seems to indicate
that the House was willing, during this period, to exert
what influence it could through appropriations bills and

on the basis of information voluntarily furnished by the
executive branch. It is also possible, of course, that a
greater degree of legislative-executive cooperation made

requests for information unnecessary.
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CHART A--TYPES OF RESOLUTIONS
Key
The number: of each category of subjects corresponds
to the number - of the column in which is listed the data
pertinent to the particular type of resolution. In each of
the columns the first fig&fe given is the number of res-
olutions introduced; the second represents the number passed.
The types of resolutions included in the following
chart are: 1. Resolutions which "ecall for", "approve",
"authorize", or "provide for" specific action by the executive
branch, the Congress, or an international body. 2. Res-
olutions expressing congressional opinion. This category
includes resolutions which "favor" action or which "express
the sense of Conrress" on a particular issue. 3. Res-
olutions requesting information. l.. Resolutions author-
izing congressional investigations. 5. Resolutions which

"relate" or "pertain" to a particular issue.

SENATE

CONGRESS 1. 2. 3. 1. 5.

7Concurrént 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0
68th

Simple 0-0 0-0 3-1 1-0 3-1

Concurrent 0-0 1-0 0=-0 0-0 1-0

69th
Simple o-1 8-2 12-6 9-1 -1

7Second session only.
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SENATE

COGRESS 1. 2. 3, li. S.

Concurrent 0-=0 1-0 0-0 1-0 1-0
70th

Simple 5-0 7-0 7-1 -1 3-1

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0 0-0
Tlst

Simple 6-2 8-l Lh-2 5-2 5-2

Concurrent 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
72nd

Simple 3-0 6-1 -1 2-1 3-1

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0=-0 0-0 0-0
73rd

Simple 1-1 5-1 5-1 -0 1-0

Concurrent 0-=0 1-0 0-0 0=0 0-0
Thth

Simple 0-0 -0 0-0 6-0 L0

Concurrent 0-=0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
75th

Simple 0-0 3-1 8-1 1-0 3-0

Concurrent 2-1 2-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
76th

Simple 2-0 7=0 6-0 6-0 0-0

Concurrent 1-0 2-1 0-0 1-0 0-0
77th

Simple 1-0 2-0 2-0 9-0 1-0

Concurrent 3-1 7=3 0-0 1-0 3-1
78th

Simple 3-0 10=-2 2=-0 2-0 1-0

Concurrent 0-0 0-0 0-0 3-1 2=2
79th ,

Simple 5-1 13-1 2-0 3-1 l-1

Concurrent 3=0 6=0 0-0 1-0 2-1
80th

Simple 2-0 6-1 2=0 2-0 3-0

Concurrent 2-1 9-0 0-0 1-0 3-0

Simple h-z 19-h 2-0 6-0 3=-0
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HOUSE
CONGRESS 1. 2. 3. b, 5.
BConcurrent 2-0 0-0 0=0 0-0 0=0
68th
Simple 2-0 2-1 1-0 0-0 0-0
‘ Concurrent 6-1 3-1 0-0 0-0 0=-0
9th
Simple 6-0 5-0 12-0 1-0 1)
Concurrent 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0=-0
70th
Simple ly-0 -0 =0 1-0 1-0
Concurrent O0-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Tlst
Simple 2~-0 3-1 0-0 2=-0 0=0
Concurrent 3-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
72nd
Simple -1 1-0 0-0 0-0 1-1
Concurrent 6-0 2-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
73rd
Simple 8-1 3-0 h~0 1-0 1-0
Concurrent 6-0 2-0 0-0 2-0 1-0
7hth
Simple =0 i-0 5-0 5-0 =1
Concurrent l-0 5-0 0-0 1-0 0-0
75th
Simple 8-0 2-0 9-0 5-0 1-0
Concurrent 9-0 9-0 1-0 0-0 1-0
76th .
Simple 7-1 h-1  1Lh-0 5-0 2-1
Concurrent 10-=0 T-1 0=-0 2-0 0-0
Simple 8-1 3-0 -0 1-0 1-0
8

Second session only.
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HOUSE
CONGRESS 1. 2. 3. L. e
Concurrent 10-0 T7-1 0-0 2-0 0-0
77th
Simple 8-0 23-18 1-0 10-1  1-0
Concurrent 9-0 12-2 2-0 1-0 1-0
78th
Simple 15-0 10-1 -0 7-0 3-1
Concurrent 17-2 22-0 0-0 3-0 L-0
79th
Simple 28-1  10-3  3-0 12-0 7-0
Concurrent 53-1  16-0 0-0 0-0 35-1
80th
Simple 15-0 8-2 2-0 11-1 2-0
Concurrent 71-0  81-1 0-0 2-0 3-0
Simple 13-2 16-2 3-0 8-0 0-0
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CHART B--TYPES OF RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED
IN REGARD TO CERTAIN SUBJECTS

1. International Conferences

68th throth 76th Congress
Dec. 1, 192, to Jan. 3, 1941

86

SENATE HOUSE
1. 3-1 18-1
2. 3-1 7-0
3. 2-0 0-0
L. 2-1 0-0
Se 0-0 0=0

77th through 8lst Congress
Jan. 3, 1941, to Jan. 2, 1951

SENATE HOUSE
1. l1-0 ‘ 29-1
2. -0 _ 3-0
3. 0-0 1 0-0
L. 0-0 0-0
Se 2-0 0-0
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2. International Organizations

68th through 76th Congress

SENATE HOUSE

1. 7-1 5-0
2. 1-0 3-1
3. 1-0 1-0
ly. 0-0 1-0
5. 1-0 0-0

77th through 8lst Congress

SENATE HOUSE
1. 6-1 88-2
2. 21-2 39-1
3. 0-0 0-0
k. 0-0 2-0
5. 3-1 0-0
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3. Negotiation of Treaties or Agreements

68th through 76th Congress

SENATE HOUSE

1. 8-1 -1
2, 10-2 7-0
3. h=-1 5-0
. 9-2 2-0
5. 3-0 -0

77th through 8lst Congress

SENATE HOU SE
1. 2-0 19-0
2. 8-0 | 14-0
3. 2-0 0-0
L. 2-0 L1-0
5. 1-1 2-0
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. Conditions in foreign Countries

68th through 76th Congress

89

SENATE HOUSE
1. 0-0 12-0
2. -0 15-0
3. 15-5 15-5
l. 12-0 8-0
5. -2 3-0

77th through 8lst Congress

SENATE HOUSE
1. }-0 30-1
2. 12-2 33-2
3. 1-0 1-0
l. 9-1 12-0
5. 5-1 h1-0
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5. Recognition
68th through 76th Congress

SENATE HOUSE
1. 0-0 9-0
2. 6-0 0-0
3. 2-0 0-0
L. 2-0 o 0-0
5. 1-0 . 0-0

77th through 8lst Congress

SENATE HOUSE
1. 0-0 9-0
2e 0-0 1-0
3. 0-0 0-0
e 0-0 0-0
5. 0-0 0-0

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



6. Xconomic Policy

68th through 76th Congress

SENATE __HOUSE
1. 2-1 -0
2. 8~-2 2-0
3. 9-3 8-0
L. L-1 2-0
5. 7-1 1-0

77th through 8lst Congress

SENATE HOU SE
1. 2-0 13-0
2. 3-0 22-0
3. 2-0 1-0
L. 0-0 5=0
6. 1-0 0-0
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CHAPTER V
POLITICAL PARTIES AND THE CONGRESSIONAL RESOLUTION

It has been pointed out previously that the con-
gressional resolution is one of the instruments by which
Congress can exert a measure of influence upon foreign
affairs. The use of this instrument has already been
studied on the basis of the subjects dealt with by res-
olutions and the methods incorporated in resolutions.
Another facet of its importance is the use to which the
resolution has been put by political parties. One author
has stated that resolutions of inquiry have been utilized
quite infrequently and that the scarcity of this type of
resolution is even more pronounced when the party which
controls both houses of Congress is the same as that of the
President, because of the fear of embarrassing the execut-
ive.l It would seem that the same situation should pre-
vall in resvect of the other types of resolutions, that is,
that the members of Congress belonging to the President's
party would introduce relatively few resolutions. It is
the purpose of this chapter to analyze the resolutions

pertaining to foreign affairs introduced during the period

1
Floyd M. Riddick, op. cit., p. 28.
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from 1925 through 1950 from this vnoint of view.
Tne data upon waica this chapter is based may be
found in the table at the end of the chapter.> Only those
resolutions dealing with the six subjects mentioned in the

3

third cnapter are included in this table. 'The resolutions
included are also broken down on the bases of purpose and

the political affiliation of their sponsors.LL One additional
factor should be noted: since Senate resolutions may be
sponsored bv more than one member of that body, the

number of sponsors of such resolutions, rather than the
number of resolutions, have been counted in order to. account

P

for the political affiliation of such sponsors.-

27he data upon wnich the taitle is based was ob-
tained from the History of Bills and Resolutions and the
Conrressional Directorv, both oi waich are published for
each session of Congress.

3These six subjects are: (1) internaticnal confer-
ences; (2) international organizations; (3) negotiation of
treaties or agreements; (h) conditions in a foreign country
or of foreign people, or opinions held by or actions taken
by foreign governments; (5) recognition; and (6) economic
policy. hr

The onurposes of resolutions, which were discussed

in chapter IV, are: (1) resolutions celling for specific
action by the executive branch of the government, the-
Congress, or an international body; (2) resolutions expres-
sing congressional opinion; (3) resolutions requesting
information; (A) resolutions authorizing congressional in-
vestipations; and (5) resolutions which "relate" or"pertain"
to a particular issue.

5F‘or this reason, the total number of Senate res-
olutions included in the following tables, and in the
comorehensive table at the end of the chapter, is greater
than the total riven in previous tables.
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68th THROUGH THE 71lst CONGRESS

During this period, from December, 192, to March,
1931, the Republican party had a majority in both the House
and the Senate; this majority, in the Senate, ranged from
56 Revublicans and 39 Democrats in the lst sessions of the
69th and 71lst Congresses to L9 Republicans and L5 Democrats
during the 1lst session of the 70th Congress. In the House,
the greatest Republican majority, 267 to 163, occurred.in the
71lst Congress, lst session; the smallest majority in the
2nd session of the 70th Congress when 232 Republicans and
19l. Democrats were returned to orfice.® The office of
President was also occupied by two Republicans during this
veriod of slightly more than six years--Coolidge and Hoover.

During these eight sessions of Congress, menbers
of the two ma jor parties introduced almost an equal number
of resolutions; Democrats sponsored 5l resolutions and
Republicans 53. Of the Democratic total, 37 resolutions
were introduced by Senators and the remaining 26 by
Representatives. On the basis of these totals, it seems

that the majority party was not overly concerned with the

6These figures, and all subsequent figures dealing
with the numerical strength of parties, as well as the
political affiliation of individual menbers of Congress,
were gathered from the Congr9331onal Directory which is
published for each session of Congress.,
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possibllity of embarrassing their own Republican Chief
Executive. This was particularly true in the House, since
9 more resolutions were introduced by Republicans than by

Democrats in the House.

68th through 71lst Congress 7
December 1, 192l;, to March l, 1931

10 20 30 l{-o 5.
Senate 3-0 10-3 8-5 L-1 2-1
Republican
House 12-1 10-1 3-0 1-0 0-0
Senate 8-1 6-1 7-1 8-2 8-2
Democrat
House 8-0 1-0 7-0 1-0 0-0
Senate 1-0 0-0 3-0 2-1 3-0
3rd Party
House 0-0 . 0-0 0-~0 0-0 0-0

In regard to types of resolutions introduced by
members of each of the major parties, it is evident that
Republicans were particularly active in initiating "direct
request" resolutions and resolutions expressing the
opinion of one or both of the two houses. Of the 32 res-
olutions embodying recuests for specific action introduced
during this period, 16 were sponsored by Democrats and 15
by Republicans; 20 of the 27 resolutions expressing congres-
sional opinion introduced and L of the 5 resolutions
resolutions which were passed were Republican measures.

It is true that resolutions can express an opinion which

7The five categories in this table correspond to
the five types of resolutions listed at the beginning of the
chapter, in a footnote.
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supports a past action of the executive; only 3 such
resolutions were initiated from December, 192l, to March,
1931. Two of these resolutions were introduced by
Revublicans, one of which was passed, and one was sponsored
by a Democrat.

Resolutions of inquiry were initiated lh times bv
Democrats and 11 times bv Republicans; 5 of the 6 requests
for information which were aporoved, however, were Renublican
neasures. In light of llr. Riddick's conclusion, noted
above, the Tact tiat Henublicans were aliost as active
as Derwocrats in introducing resolutions of inquiry sunports
the view that the majority party risked embarrassing their
President an appreciable number of times.
72nd CONGRESS

During the two sessions of the 72nd Congress, from
Deceriber, 1931, to lMarch, 1933, Herbert Hoover, a Republican
President, was faced with a Democratic majoritv in Congress.
In the first session of that Congress, the two major
varties had 47 Senators each; in the second session, a
vacancy was filled which rave the Democrats a majoritv of
one. In the “ouse, the Democrats had a majority of L (219

to 21l) and 9 (220 to 211) in the %“wo sessions respectively.
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72nd Congress 8
December 7, 1931, to March l, 1933

l. 2. 30 }+o 5.
Senate 2-0 3-1 1-1 1-1 0-0
Republican
House 2=-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Senate 2=-0 1-0 0-0 1-0 2-0
Democrat
House -1 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Senate C-0 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
3rd Party
House 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0

The total number of resolutions introduced by
Democrats during the life of this Congress exceeded the
number introduced by Republicans only slightly (13 to 9);
the Democrats initiated only 2 more resolutions than the
Republicans in each house--9 to 7 in the Senate and L to
2 in the House. Only in regard to expression of congres-
sional opinion did the Republicans introduce more res-
olutions than their Democratic colleagues=«3.to 1. In
respect of all other types of resolutions, Dermocrats in-
itiated either as many as or more resolutions than the
Republicans: (1) ™direct request" resolutions--5 Democratic
and h Republicans (2) requests for information--3 Denocratic
and 1 Republican; (3) authorizations for Congressional
investigations~-1l Democratic and 1 Republican; and (h) res-

olutions "relating" or "pertaining" to an issue--2 Democratic

8
The five categories in this table correspond to the

five types of resolutions listed at the beginning of this
chapter, in a footnote.
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and O Republican. All of the resolutions dealing with
expression of Congressional opinion, requests for information,
and authorization of Congressional investigations respectively
which were approved were Republican measures.

It is interesting to note that only one resolution
supporting the President was introduced in the 72nd Congress
and that the sponsor of this House resolution, which was
passed, was a Democrat. The difference between the totals
for the two major parties, presented above, during this
Congress is not sufficient to contend that, when the Presi-
dent and the majority of the mermbers of Congress are of
different political affiliation, the majority party will
use the congressional resolution more than the minority
party in an attempt to embarrass the executive.
73rd THROUGH THE 79th CONGRESS

In March, 1933, a Democratic President, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, was inaugurated. From this date until August,
1946, the Democratic party had a majority in both the House
and the Senate. This majority reached its peak in the 75th
Congress when Democrats out-numbered Republicans 75 to
16 (76 to 16 in the 3rd session) in the Senate and 333 to 88
in the House. The smallest majority in the Senate occured
in the second session of the 79th Congress (56 to 39) and
in the House during the second session of the 78th Congress

(218 to 208).
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73rd through 79th Congress 9
March l, 1933, to August 2, 19L6

1. 2. 3. L. Se
Senate 1l-9 41-0 162 1l-1 3-1
Republican
House 36-2 15-1 18-0 10-0 5-0
Senate 1y-7 L7-1 L~0 18-0 9-2
Democrat
House 57-0 27-1 2-0 13-0 13-0
Senate 0-0 2-0 0-~0 1-0 0-0
3rd Party 7
House 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
D

The conclusion tentatively stated above, that the
majority party, when a President of its political affiliation
is in office, will use the resolution only infrequently,
in comparison with the minority party, is not substantiated
by the performance of Democrats during the 7 Congresses
included in this period., Democrats introduced a total of
02 resolutions in the Senate and 111 resolutions in the
House between March, 1933, and August, 1946, while Repub-
licans initiated 88 Senate resolutions and 8l House res-
olutions during the same period. In respect of resolutions
passed, however, 13 of the 23 Senate resolutions and 3
of the li House resolutions which were approved were sponsored
by Republicans.
In regard to resolutions of inquiry, the majority

party introduced only 6 resolutions as opposed to 3l

9The five categories in this table correspond to the
five types of resolutions listed in a footnote at the begin-
ning of this chapter.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



100

Republican measures, thus substantiating Mr. Riddick's
statement concerning this type of resolution. 1In respect
of each of the other types of resolutions, however, more
resolutions were initliated by Democrats than by Republicans:
(1) "Direct request" resolutions--71 Democrat and 50 Rep=-
ublicans; (2) Expressions of congressional opinion--62
Democrat and 56 Republican; (3) Authorizations of congres-
sional investigations--31 Democrat and 2l Republican; and
(L) Resolutions "relating" or "pertaining" to an issue--21
Democrat and 8 Republican. During this period of slightly
over 8 years, only two resolutions supporting the President

were introduced, both by Democrats, and neither of them was

passed.
80th CONGRESS

In the Congressional elections of 19)7 the Republican
party gained control of both the Senate and t- House by
majorities of 51-45 and 2l)i-187 respectively (in the second
session of that Congress the Republican total in the House
was increased by 1 as a result of a filled vacancy). MNr.
Harry S. Truman, a Democrat, was, of course, still President,
and for the second time during the 26-year period covered
by this study the President and the majority of Congress
were of different politicel affiliations. The Republican
majority, the first since 1931, in the Senate was not large,

but was more substantial in the House of Representatlves.
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80th Congress 10
January 3, 1947, to December 31, 1948

1. 2. 3. li. 5.
Senate 13-0 10-1 32-0 2-0 3=-1
Republican
House 34-0 7-0 0-0 3-0 33-0
Senate 8-0 7-0 0-0 0-0 6-1
Democrat
House 22-0 5-0 0-0 li-0 0-0
Senate 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
3rd Party
House 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0

For the first tlime, the party in opposition to the
President introduced a substantially greater number of
resolutions than did the party whose representative occupied
the Presidency. In the Senate, 60 out of 81 resolutions
introduced were sponsored by Republicans and 77 out of 109
House resolutions were Republican measures. In respect of
resolutions of inquiry and resolutions which "related" or
"vsertained" to an issue, the Republican totals of resolutions
introduced were much greater than those of the Democrats,

32 out of 32 of the former tvype and 36 out of L2 of the
latter type being Republican measures. All 32 of the resolu-
tions of inquiry were Senate resolutions; it should be
mentioned once again that this figure represents the number

of Senators sponsoring a measure, not necessarily the actual

10 .
The five categories in this table correspond to
the five types of resolutions listed in a footnote at the
beginning of this chapter.
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number of resolutions introduced. The difference
between the totals for the two major parties was not so
great concerning the other types of resolutions: (1) res-
olutions embodying direct requests for action--L7 -
Republican and 30 Democrat; (2) resolutions expressing
congressional opinion--17 Republican and 12 Democrat; and
(3) resolutions authorizing congressional investigations--
S Republican and l. Democrat. The figures for this two
vear period would seem to corroborate the conclusion that
the party in Congress opposed to the President tends to
introduce more resolutions, particularly resolutions of
inquiry, than does the party under the titular leadership
of the Chief Executive.
8lst COWGRESS

In the 81lst Congress, whose life covers the last
two years of this study, the Democratic party regained a
majority in both houses of Congress, 54 to L2 in the Senate
and 263 to i71 in the House (each party lost two members
in the House during the second session of this Congress).
The President-elect, Mr. Truman, and the majority party of

Congress were again of the same political affillation.
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8lst Congress 11
January 3, 1949, to January 2, 1951
1. 2. 3. L. 5.
Senate 19-0 5L-0 25-0 5-0 11-0
Republican
House 20-1 32-0 0-0 2-0 0-0
Senate 19-1 58-1 0-0 2-0 2-0
Democrat
House 55-1 L5-1 0-0 3~0 1-0
Senate 0-0 0-0 . 0=0 0-0 0-0
3rd Party
House 1-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0

In terms of the total number of resolutions introduced,
there is not a significant difference between the records
of the two parties; Democrats initiated 185 resolutions and
Republicans sponsored 168. There is, however, a substantial
difference between the number of Democratic and Republican
resolutions introduced in each of the two houses. In the
Senate the minority party sponsored 33 more resolutions
than the majority party (11l out of 198 resolutions); in
contrast to this relationship in the Senate, Republicans in
the House introduced 5l resolutions as opposed to 10L
Democratic proposals. In both houses, however, the majority
party sponsored a substantial number of resolutions.

As in the preceding Congress, the party politically
opposed to the President initiated all of the resolutions

of inquiry, 25; Republican members of Congress also introduced

11The-five categories in this table correspond to the
five types of resolutions listed in a footnote at the begin-
ning of this chapter.
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7 out of 12 resolutions authorizing congressional investi-
gations and 11 out of 1l resolutions "relating" or
"pertaining" to a specific issue. Democrats, however,
sponsored 7l "direct request" resolutions and 103 res-
olutions expressing congressional opinion; their GOP
colleagues initiated 39 resolutions of the former type and
86 of the latter type.

It should be noted that in three of the five periods
discussed in this chapter (the 68th through the 7lst Cong-
resses, the 72nd Congress, and the 8lst Congress) the party
to which the President belonged had the larger proportion
of its resolutions passed, although in the 72nd Congress
the President's party, was in the minority. From March,
1933, to August, 1946 (73rd Congress through the 79th
Congress), under Democratic Presidents, the Republican
minority secured approval of 16 resolutions while only 11
Democratic measures were adopted. These facts would seem
to reflect the lack of discipline in the two major political
parties and, consequently, an appreciable amount of cross-
varty voting. Only during the 80th Congress did the party
of which the President was a member introduce considerably
fewer resolutions than the opposition.

The data presented above lends little support to
the hypothesis statéd at the beginning of this chapter,
namely, that the President's party tends to introduce few

resolutions, both absolutely and in comparison with the
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number initiated by the opposition, because of the possibility
of embarrassing the Chief ZExecutive. In regard to resolutions
of inquiry, however, the activity of parties in Congress
during all but the first 5 years of this 26-year period
fairly well substantiates lMr. Riddick's statement; durlng

that first five years, the Republican majority, as pre-
viously noted, introduced almost one-half of the resolutions
of inquiry, and 5 of the 6 resolutions of this type which

were approved were sponsored by Republicans.
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CHART--NUMBER OF RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED BY MEMBERS
OF POLITICAL PARTIES

Only those resolutions which deal with one of the
six subjects listed on page one of this chapter are included
in this table. The five categories in the table correspond
to the five types of resolutions, also listed on page one of

this chapter.

68th 2nd
1. 2. 3. i, 5.
Senate 0-0 0-0 1-1 0-0 1-0
Republican
House A-O 2=1 1-0 0-0 0-0
Senate 0-0 0-0 1-0 1-0 3-1
Democrat
House 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Senate 0-0 0=-0 0=-0 0-0 0-0
3rd Party
House 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
69th Congress
Senate 1-0 2-0 5-3 1-0 0-0
Republican
House 5-1 2-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
Senate 2-0 2-0 3-0 6-1 3-1
Denocrat
House 6-0 0-0 5-0 0-0 0-0
Senate 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 1-0
3rd Party
House 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
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Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Denmocrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate .

Republican
House

Senate
Denocrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

1-0
2-0
3-0
1-0
0-0
0-0

2-0
2-0
2-0
-1
0-0
0-0

70th Congress

-0
-0
2=0
0-0
0~-0

0-0

0-0
2-0
1-0
2~0
3=0
0-0

Tlst Congress

-3
2-0
2-1
1-0
0-0
0-0

2-1
0-0
2-1
0-0
0-0
0-0

72nd Congress

3=1
0-0
1-0
0-0
1-0
0-0

1-1

0-0
3-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
1-0
0-0
0-0

1-0

0-0

3-1
0-0
1-1

1-0
0-0

1-1
0-0

0-0
0-0
0-0
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0-0
0-0
0-0

0-0

0-0

0-0
2=-0

' 0-0
0-0

0-0
0-0
2-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
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Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

0-0
1-0
1-1
10-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
7-0

3-0

0-0
0-0

0-0
2=0
0-0
5-0
0-0

73rd Congress

1-0
3-0
3-0
2-0
0-0
0-0

li-1
)
1-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

7hth Congress

2-0
2-0
2-0
-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
o
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

75th .Congress

0-0
1-0
0-0
5-0
0-0
0-0

2-1
5-0
3-0
1-0
0-0
0-0

1-0
0-~0
2-0

0-0
0-0

2-0
0-0
=0
5-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
2-0
0-0
1-0
0-0
0-0
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0-0
1-0
1-0

0-0
0-0

0-0
1-0

3-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
1-0
1-0
0-0
0-0
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Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
Jouse

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Republican

House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

1-0
2=0
1-0
8-0

0-0

0-0
4=0
0-0
5-0
0-0
0-0

3-0
11-0
5-0
11-0
0-0
1-0

76th Congress

3-0
2-0
1-0
2-0
0-0
0-0

1-0
-0
0=0
1-0
0-0
0-0

77th Congress

20-0
1-0
17-0
3-0
1-0
0-0

0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

78th Congress

7-0
2-1
16-1
6-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

3-0

11-0
2-0
0-0
0-0

1-0
1-0

0-0
0-0

1-0

3-0
0-0

0-0
0-0
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0-0

0-0
1-0
0-0
0-0

0-0
0-0
0-0

0-0

0-0

1-0

1-0

0-0
0-0
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Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Revublican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

Senate
3rd Party
House

Senate
Republican
House

Senate
Democrat
House

" Senate
3rd Party
House

13-0
3l-0
8-0
22-0
0-0
1-0

19-0
20-1
19-1
55-1
0-0
1-0

79th Congress

8-0
L4-0
8-0
5=1
1-0
0-0

9-0
1-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

80th Congress

10-1
7-0
7-0
5-0
0-0
0-0

32-0
0-0
0~-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

8lst Congress

54~0
32-0
58-1
L5-1
0-0
0-0

25-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0
0-0

T-1
L-0
0-0
1-0
1-0
0-0

2-0
3-0
0-0
L-0
0-0
0-0

5-0
2-0
2-0

0-0
0-0
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2-1
0-0
3=-2
8-0
0-0
0-0

3-1
33-0
6-1

0-0
0-0

11-0
0-0
2-0
1-0

- 0-0

0-0
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CHAPTER VI

In previous chapters, the resolutions introduced
from December, 192l,, to January, 1951, have been studied from
various points of view. It is the purpose of this chapter
to illustrate, by the study of selected resolutions, the
ugses to which they have been put in actual practice by one
or both of the houses of Congress. The historical frame
of reference for each resolution discussed in thié chapter
will be mentioned briefly and, where possible, the extent
to which the purposes of each were attained by executive
action will be pointed out.

All resolutions upon which this chapter is based
were passed by one or both of the houses of Congress as
intended by their introducers. With one exception, they
embody either a direct request for action by the executive
branch of the government or an expression of congressional
opinion, and therefore they go to the heart of the problem
of the control of American foreign policy. The resolutions
which will be discussed have been selected either because
of the importance of the subject with which they dealt or
because they illustrate unusually well the ways in which

the resolution can be used.
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THE PERMANENT COURT OF INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE
AND THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

The treaty of Versailles, which formally brought
hostilities with Germany to an end in 1919, also contained
the Covenant of the projected League of Nations. In 1920,
in accordance with article 1l of the Covenant, the Council
of the League drew up a proposed Statute for an international
court. The Statute was adopted and came into effect in
September, 1921. Two resolutions dealing with the question
of United States membership in the new World Court were
passed by the Congress, one by the Senate and one by the
House.

On March 3, 1925, House Resolution 25, "Favoring
membership of the United States in the Permanent Court of
International Justice" was approved by a vote of 303 for,.
28 against, and 100 not voting.1 In the first segsion of
the following Congress, on January 27, 1926, the Senate
voted favorably, but conditionally, on the issue of American
membership in the World Court by recommending ratification
of the Statute, which was in effect a treaty.2 Five reser-
vations and two understandings were attached to the proto-
col by Senate Resolution 5. The five reservations were:

(1) Adherence by the United States to the Statute "shall

1Congress:Lonal Record, 68th Congress, 2nd Session,
L1li. TA copy of this resolution may be found on page
5h0 of this volume.

825 2Congressional Record, 69th Congress, lst Session,
p. 2025.
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not be taken to involve any legal relation on the part of

the United States to the League of Nations or the assumption
of any obligations by the United States under the treaty

of Versailles;" (2) "The United States shall be permitted

to participate through representatives designated for the
purpose and upon an equality with the other states, members,
respectively, of the Council and Assembly of the League

of Nations, in any and all proceedings of either the

Council or the Assembly for the election of judges or

deputy Jjudges of the Permanent Court of International

Justice or for the filling of vacancies;" (3) "The United
States will pay a fair share of the expenses of the Court

as determined and appropriated from time to timme by the
Congress of the United States;" (L) "The United States may

at any time withdraw its adherence to the said Protocol

and that the Statute for the Permanent Couwrt of International
Justice adjoined to the Protocol shall not be amended without
the consent of the United States," and (5) "The Court shall
not render any advisory opinion excent publicly after due
notice to all states adhering to the Court and to all
interested states and after public hearing or opportunity
for hearing given to any state concerned; nor shall it,
without the consent of the United States, entertain any
request for an advisory opinion touching any dispute or
question in which the United States has or claims an interest."
In addition to these five reservation, two understandings

were also attached to the Protocol: (1) ". . . recourse
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to the Permanent Court of International Justice for the
settlement of differences between the United States and
any other state or states can be had only by agreement
theretoc through general or special treaties concluded between
the parties in dispute;" and (2) the "adherence to the
sald Protocol and Statute hereby aprroved shall not be so
construed as to require the United States to depart from its
traditional policy of not intruding upon, interfering with,
or entangling itsellf in the political questions of policy
or internal administration of any foreign state; nor shall
adherence to the said Protocol and Statute be,cgnstrued to
imply a relinquishment by the United States ggiits traditional
attitude toward purely American questiOns."3

As previously noted, the Senate approved of
American membership on January 27, 1926. The reservations
attached to the Protocol by that measure were, of course,
subject to the approval of the other signatory nations before
United States adherence to the Court would become effective.
Following the action of the Senate, negotiations resulting
in a conference of the governments signatory to the Pro-
tocol of Signature at Geneva in Sentember, 1926, were held.
This conference drew up a proposal accepting the reser-
vations imposed bv the Senate; this proposal, particularly
in respect of the reservation pertaining to advisory
opinions, was not acceptable to the United States however.

Negotiations were re-opened in 1929 by Sedretary of State

3Ibid., pp. 282|-2825.
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Kellogg, culminating in the appointment of a Commit tee
of Jurists. This Committee adopted a plan submitted by
Mr. Blihu Root, who was a member of that body. The
Committee'!s proposals were approved by a second Conferencg
of Signatories; on September 1lli, 1929, the Conference
forrmlated a Protocol for the accession of the United States.
This document was signed by President Hoover and Secretary
6f State Stimson on December 9, 1929. It could not be
made effective, however, until apnroved by the Senate.)+
¥r. Hoover's successor, President Roosevelt,
actively favored apnroval of the Court Protocols, as did
Mr. Stimson's successor, Secretary of State Cordell Hull.
In 1932 and 1935 the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations
submitted to the upper house reports favoring such action.

Nonetheless, on January 29, 1935, the Senate defeated by

5

seven votes a proposal for ratification. The proposed

acceptance actually received 52 favorable votes against
36 negative ballots; it was defeated because of the lack

of a two-thirds majority.

uManley 0. Hudson, The World Court, 1921-1938,
pp. 238-238.

5The resclution in favor of ratification differed
from ordinary Senate resolutions in that it was a2 resolution
giving the "advice and consent" of the Senate and was sub-
mitted by the Executive under the treaty-making power.
The resolution defeated in 1935 contained both of the under-
standings included in Senate Resolution li, cited above.
The only reservation specified in the 1935 resolution was
the one dealing with advisory opinions.

6Ibid.
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With this historical background on the guestion,
we may now note that House Resolution hZS, cited above,
which favored United States membership in the Court,
could not be implemented. The Senate's final action, by
which reservations were attached to the Protocol, did
not result in United States adherence to the Statute of
the Court. In fact, the inability of the other signatory
nations to agree to the reservations spelled out in that
resolution can be cited as one of the primary reasons for
the defeat of the Protocol of 1935.

With the creation of the United Nations, the World
Court was reconstituted as the International Court of
Justice. Since the United States was one of the original
members of the United Nations, a status she had never
acquired in respect of the League, the question of United
States adherence to the new International Court of Justice
arose. In marked contrast to the action taken in regard
to the World Court, the Senate not only approved of United
States uwmbership? but also accepted the compulsory
jurisdiction of the new Court except in matters of domestic
jurisdiction. The question of domestic jurisdiction had
not been raised by the 1926 or the 1935 resolutions. On
August 2, 1946, in the 2nd session of the 79th Congress,
Senate Resolution 196 was approved by the upper house by
a vote of 60 to 2; this measure proposed the "acceptance

of compulsory jufisdiction of the International Court of
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Justice by the United States Government."’ The President
sent a copy of this resolution to the Registrar of the
Court.

SETT EMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES AND CLAIMS

The Congressional resolution can be used to submit
advice or opinion to the Chief Executive concerning
international disputes or claias settlements to which the
United States is a party. Such resolutions may deal either
with the objectives to be sought in the settlement or the
method by which the dispute is to be handled. One res-
olution was passed concsrning the manner in which a contro-
versy should be handled, and two resolutions dealing with
clains commissions were approved between December, 1926, and
March, 1931.

In 1925 the lexican Government passed a law changing
the legal status of oil interests from that of private
property rights to that of a government concession. The
application of this law was the cause of considerable
controversy between the United States and the lexican
Governments because of American oil interests in Mexico.

On January 27, 1927, the United States Senate passed a
resolution (S. Res. 327) advising the President to use

arbitration as a means of settling the dispute.8 President

7Cong;r'essional Record, 79th Congress, 2nd Session,
p. 10706.

8Congressional Record, 69th Congress, 2nd Session,
p. 2233.
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Coolidge, however, chose to disregard the advice of the
Senate on this matter. This action on the part of the
President clearly illustrates the fact that simple res-
olutions are not binding upon the executive.9
Another aspect of United States-Mexican relations
during the 1920's was the question of settling claims of
United States citizens against the Mexican Government and
claims of Mexican citizens against the United States
Government. As & step toward improving diplomatic
relations, a Genergl Claims Commission and a Special
Claims Commission were created by Conventions of September 8
and September 10, 1923, respectively. The Special Claims
Commission was to consider claims of United States citizens
against the iiexican CGovernment growing out of acts of
revolution which took place from December, 1910, to lay,
1920. The General Claims Commission had the authority to
hear claims registered by the citizens of either country
against the Government of the other since July L, 1868,
with the exception of claims being dealt with by the
Special Claims Commission.10
On February 20, 1931, in the 3rd session of the
7lst Congress, S. Res. ;180 "Pavoring negotiation of an

agreement with Mexico for an extension of the duration of

the General Claims Commission and the Special Claims Com-

c)Elmer Plischke, op. cit., p. L4O.

10Rene Wormser, Collection of International War
Damage Claims, p. 1lh.
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mission" was approved.11 The life of the General Claims
Commission was extended until October 31, 1937. The
Special Claims Comnission, however, rendered only one
decision; This decision aroused opposition in the State
Department as being unjust; consequently, the United States
refused to co-operate further with the Commission. In
193l, long negotiations finally resulted in a lump-sum
settlement of the special claims. The United States sub-
sequently set up its own Special Claims Commission by an
Act of Congress. Although S. Res. l180 had been implemented
in respect of the General (Claims Commission, it was not
given effect with respect to the Special Claims Commission;
the action on the latter called for by the resolution was
not taken because the United States had refused to co-
operate further with that Commission and was negotiating
for a lump=-sun settlement.12

The problem of the settlement of claims was the
subject of another resolution in the 71st Congress. After
failing to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, the United
States made a separate peace with Germany. Under the
provisions of this agreement, the Treaty of Berlin, a Mixed
Claims Commission was created on August 10, 1922 to hear

claims arising out of war damage. It was originally agreed

11
p. 5493.
leormser, op. cit., p. 1h.

Congressional Record, 7lst Congress, 3rd Session,
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